MATTHEW
Chapter 1

The Genealogy of Jesus 

A record of the genealogy of Jesus Christ the son of David, the son of Abraham: ﻿2﻿ Abraham was the father of Isaac, Isaac the father of Jacob, Jacob the father of Judah and his brothers, ﻿3﻿ Judah the father of Perez and Zerah, whose mother was Tamar, Perez the father of Hezron, Hezron the father of Ram, ﻿4﻿ Ram the father of Amminadab, Amminadab the father of Nahshon, Nahshon the father of Salmon, ﻿5﻿ Salmon the father of Boaz, whose mother was Rahab, Boaz the father of Obed, whose mother was Ruth, Obed the father of Jesse, ﻿6﻿ and Jesse the father of King David. David was the father of Solomon, whose mother had been Uriah’s wife, ﻿7﻿ Solomon the father of Rehoboam, Rehoboam the father of Abijah, Abijah the father of Asa, ﻿8﻿ Asa the father of Jehoshaphat, Jehoshaphat the father of Jehoram, Jehoram the father of Uzziah, ﻿9﻿ Uzziah the father of Jotham, Jotham the father of Ahaz, Ahaz the father of Hezekiah, ﻿10﻿ Hezekiah the father of Manasseh, Manasseh the father of Amon, Amon the father of Josiah, ﻿11﻿ and Josiah the father of Jeconiah and his brothers at the time of the exile to Babylon. ﻿12﻿ After the exile to Babylon: Jeconiah was the father of Shealtiel, Shealtiel the father of Zerubbabel, ﻿13﻿ Zerubbabel the father of Abiud, Abiud the father of Eliakim, Eliakim the father of Azor, ﻿14﻿ Azor the father of Zadok, Zadok the father of Akim, Akim the father of Eliud, ﻿15﻿ Eliud the father of Eleazar, Eleazar the father of Matthan, Matthan the father of Jacob, ﻿16﻿ and Jacob the father of Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ. ﻿17﻿ Thus there were fourteen generations in all from Abraham to David, fourteen from David to the exile to Babylon, and fourteen from the exile to the Christ. 

1:1–16 For a comparison of Matthew’s genealogy with Luke’s see note on Lk 3:23–38. The types of people mentioned in this genealogy reveal the broad scope of those who make up the people of God as well as the genealogy of Jesus. (CSB)

The opening line of the Gospel speaks volumes about what will come in the pages that follow. The first point is that here begins a narrative about a specific man: Jesus. As obvious as this might seem, this point needs emphasis and repetition. It is not some revealed abstract concept or some mysterious idea that the evangelist takes in hand to communicate to his hearers/readers. It is the account of the words and deeds of a man, Jesus of Nazareth. In him, whose very name evokes the saving purpose (1:21) for his origin and his ministry in Israel, God has come near and in a new way begun the last days of judgment and salvation for Israel and for all people. Matthew begins his Gospel with an account of “the origin of Jesus.” At the beginning he prominently displays three “titles” that say much (though not everything!) about the significance of Jesus.  (CC)
The Messiah would be a physical descendant of King David.  So Matthew begins his Gospel by documenting the fact that Jesus of Nazareth, who was known to everybody in the land of the Jews, was descended from David.  Joseph, Jesus’ legal father, was a direct descendant of David. Luke traces Jesus’ genealogy through Mary’s line all the way back to Adam and Eve.  (PBC)

1:1 RECORD – (ESV – Greek is “book”) – Βίβλος γενέσεως—This question immediately emerges: To what does βίβλος refer? Is the “book” the entire Gospel of Matthew? That seems unlikely, since the Gospel proclaims so much more than just the “origin” of Jesus Christ. Is it the genealogy of 1:2–17? Since the noun γένεσις is repeated in 1:18, where it introduces the account of the virgin conception and birth of Jesus in 1:18–25, it would be too narrow to see this phrase in 1:1 as a reference only to 1:1–17. It must extend at least through the end of chapter 1. In light of the overall structural analysis of the Gospel, the phrase probably refers to 1:1–4:16, the first major section of the narrative. In this first section, the Gospel answers the question Whence Jesus Christ? by affirming that he is from God, born of the Virgin by the Holy Spirit in fulfillment of the Scriptures of Israel and come as Israel’s true King and Messiah.  (CC)

This is a written document, often rolled up as a scroll (cf. Lk. 4:20).  The book as we know it today (bound pages; Latin codex) was an emerging technology at this time.  (TLSB)
      GENEALOGY – The noun γένεσις can mean “birth,” as most translations render it in 1:18, but for it in 1:1 most prefer “genealogy” (RSV, ESV, NIV, NASB, NKJV; cf. “generation,” KJV). However, the first major section of the Gospel (1:1–4:16), especially 1:1–17 and 1:18–25, focuses on the “origin” of Jesus and scarcely narrates at all the circumstances of his birth. Thus, there is precious little actual “birth narrative” in Matthew’s Gospel. The actual birth of Jesus is referred to only by a dependent clause in 1:25 and a genitive absolute in 2:1. This commentary renders γένεσις as “origin,” which is an apt translation for it in both 1:1 and 1:18. (CC)

      JESUS – Personal name meaning “the Lord is salvation.”  In verse 21 the angel explains the name to Joseph, “He will save His people from their sins.”  By people is not just meant “Jews” but all people including us.  (TLSB)

      CHRIST – the Hebrew word Messiah and the Greek word Christ both mean “the anointed – or chosen – one.”  (LL)

Χριστοῦ—In the translation I have set off “Christ” as the first of three titles, for that is what it is, as its use in 1:16–17 makes clear. Matthew will tell of the origin of Jesus, who is Christ. The term derives from χρίω, “to anoint,” which in the LXX often translates מָשַׁח (e.g., LXX Ex 28:41; Lev 6:13 [ET 6:20]; 1 Sam 16:12–13). χρίστος almost always translates מָשִׁיחַ (e.g., LXX Lev 4:5; 1 Sam 24:7 [ET 24:6]; Ps 2:2), and both mean “anointed.” Hence “Christ” is the Greek equivalent of the Hebrew “Messiah.” (CC)

Matthew will make clear that Χριστός in 1:1 is a title by repeating the term in 1:16 (“Jesus … , the one who is called Christ”) and especially by using the title alone at 1:17 (ὁ Χριστός, “the Christ”). At times in the NT, the phrase “Jesus Christ” can seem to function almost as a compound name, but here, at the beginning of the Gospel, “Christ” is the first of three titles that stand in apposition to the name “Jesus.” (CC)
The precise term χριστός (“anointed” or “anointed one”) occurs some fifty times in the LXX, where it can refer to anointed priests (Lev 4:5, 16) or all the people of Israel (1 Chr 16:22 || Ps 104:15 [MT/ET 105:15]; Hab 3:13). Most often it refers to the kings of Israel and/or Judah with a special emphasis upon David himself (1 Sam 2:10; 16:2; 24:7 [ET 24:6]; Ps 2:2; Lam 4:20). Once Cyrus of Persia is named the Lord’s χριστός (Is 45:1), and only once in the OT is the promised end-time Deliverer named χριστός (Dan 9:26). The same diverse use of the term shows itself in the literature of the late Second Temple period (see 2 Macc 1:10; Sirach 46:19). Just as there is a generally heightened sense of end-time speculation in much of the literature of that period, there is also a more prominent use of the title Χριστός or its equivalent to refer to the end-time agent by whom God would save his people, however that salvation was envisioned. In the context in which Jesus’ ministry takes place, the term would have been known. The Jewish people were looking for a Messiah. (CC)
Yet two points call for clarification and emphasis at this point. First, it must be stated with utmost emphasis that Judaism’s documents in this period show a diversity of end-time expectation about the coming of a Messiah figure. One still hears at times from Christian pulpits and in Bible classes, “All that the first-century Jews wanted was an earthly Messiah to drive out the Romans.” That simplistic assessment does not reflect the varied evidence we now know. It assumes that there was a monolithic understanding of the coming of “Messiah” in first-century Judaism. Such an assumption is quickly dashed through reading the literature of the period, or through a careful look at Mt 16:13–16. There the disciples’ initial response to Jesus’ query, “Who do people say that the Son of Man is?” reveals a variety of expectations and understandings of Jesus himself. There are both common themes and wide-ranging diversity when one examines “what kind of Messiah” the Jewish people were expecting. It is clear that they hoped for the restoration of their sovereignty in the promised land and that the idolatrous Romans would be driven out when God came to save his people. But some also hoped for a Messiah who would “gather a holy people whom he will lead in righteousness” and who would “be compassionate to all the nations (who) reverently (stand) before him” (Pss Sol 17:26, 34). (CC)
Nor was their hope “merely” for the earth. We also read of a universal resurrection and judgment of both the evil angels and the oppressive power of wicked earthly kings (1 Enoch 47–55). That God and/or the anointed deliverer would come and enact salvation and judgment on the earth and in the land of Israel is a given for first-century Judaism. But that is merely the theology of the Scriptures, which proclaim that God the Creator comes down to his creation in judgment and salvation. However confused the messianic expectations of Judaism were, they were often right about the arena (i.e., the creation, including the earth!) and the scope (i.e., universal) of sin and salvation. (CC)
Too often modern Christians think of God’s salvation and of his final goal for redeemed humanity in terms of “vertical ascent” and even “escape from creation.” But if God is the Creator of all, then he is also the Re-creator of all, and this creation is the place where his salvation has been and will be accomplished. So, then, although there was a marked diversity of messianic expectation in the time of Jesus, the biblical emphasis upon a creational salvation was a clear and lively part of that hope. (CC)

In the second place, to understand the theology of Matthew’s Gospel (and of the NT in general), one must remember always that the ministry of Jesus of Nazareth is everywhere painted in eschatological colors, and in this regard Matthew is reflecting also the Jewish background for Jesus’ ministry. That is, for many in Judaism, the coming of the Christ (or however the awaited Agent of divine salvation was named) would usher in the Last Day, the consummation of the present evil age, the goal of history. Accordingly, when Matthew names Jesus as the “Christ” here in 1:1, he means to say that the final day has drawn near in some sense; that is how first-century Jews would have understood this title. Once again, there is no little diversity in how the literature of Judaism describes that day. Nevertheless, many of the Jews believed that sin and death had so corrupted human history and existence that God needed to come and vanquish Satan and bring the present evil age to an end and begin the new age of salvation. (CC)

Against that background of end-time expectations, for Matthew to name Jesus as “Christ” signifies crucial things about him. First, God has chosen and anointed this man to bring about judgment and salvation on the earth. Second, the new age of salvation has begun, and Jesus is the one chosen by God to accomplish that salvation. But a third point must be emphasized: the kind of “Christ” that Jesus has come to be and the nature of the last days ushered in by his ministry will not conform to the expectations of the Jewish people. (See the commentary on 3:13–17; 11:2–15; 26:64–68.) (CC)

Those last three points ring out as particularly important in the modern context as well. In an age of increasing religious pluralism, where truth is deemed relative and diversity is the greatest prize, Matthew’s Gospel proclaims that Jesus and none other is the one whom the Father has anointed as Savior. In addition, the world ever and always resists the kind of Messiah that Jesus has come to be, namely, one who comes to the helpless in order to save them from their sin (see 1:21), not merely to assist or advise them how to improve or to enrich their lives with fulfillment. Yet this is the only “Christ” there is, and he is the Jesus in whom the church rejoices and whom the church is ever to offer to the world.  (CC)

      the son of David. A Messianic title (see note on 9:27) found several times in this Gospel (in 1:20 it is not a Messianic title). (CSB)

Jewish readers listen carefully for news about the promised Messiah from David’s royal line.  They have waited a long time and want to learn as much as possible.  (LifeLight)

Given the OT’s view of the king as God’s “anointed,” this second title has some theological overlap with the declaration that Jesus is “Christ.” “Son of David,” however, specifically evokes what might be the dominant strain of messianic expectation in both the OT and in Second Temple Jewish literature. The spring from which the expectation flowed is God’s promise to David that a Son from his royal line would “build a house” for God’s name, and God would establish his throne so that he would rule over the people of God forever. This king would be God’s “Son,” and God would be his “Father” and never withdraw his favor from him (2 Sam 7:12–16 || 1 Chr 17:11–14). Although David’s immediate son Solomon, who enjoyed a long and peaceful reign and built the temple, clearly was an aspect of the fulfillment of that promise, the subsequent history of the kings of Israel and Judah makes abundantly clear the need for a greater fulfillment of the promise to David. Thus, through prophet and psalmist the hope for a greater “David” remained alive, and Israel continued to look forward to the fulfillment of what God had promised David. (CC)

Some Second Temple Jewish literature reiterated and also augmented this longing for one who would be established forever on the throne of David. Both in the Qumran literature and in the OT Pseudepigrapha, the hope lived on that one from the line of David would come to intervene in the lives of God’s people Israel. (CC)

Matthew proclaims Jesus as Son of David, and that more extensively than the other canonical Gospels. As with “Christ,” this title looks back to the OT and specifically to the promise made in 2 Sam 7:12–16. As Matthew will make clear in his narrative, however, Jesus’ identity as the Son of David does not meet the expectations of the majority of the Jews or of their religious leadership. During Jesus’ time in Jerusalem, the city of David, the misunderstanding of both crowds and religious leaders leads to conflict that rises to a deafening pitch (Matthew 21–23). Yet this Son of David is rightly acclaimed by persons who stand at the margins of power, influence, and learning: children (21:15), blind people (9:27–31; 20:29–34), and even a Canaanite woman (15:21–28)! Even though his own did not rightly acknowledge him, Jesus the Christ is the true Son of David and King of the Jews. (CC)

The particularity of Jesus’ mission is a theme that shows itself repeatedly in Matthew’s Gospel, and it deserves mention in the discussion of “Son of David.” Jesus the Christ is the one who has come in fulfillment of the promises to a particular people, promises that were given in a particular set of writings. Matthew proclaims Jesus as the one who comes in response to God’s promises to Israel. The faithfulness of God pertains to a certain set of promises: those found in the OT that are now fulfilled in Jesus. The Good News of Jesus is for the Jew first (Rom 1:16), for during his earthly ministry, Jesus was not sent except to the lost sheep that were the house of Israel (Mt 15:24). That the promises, however, will apply also to the Greek (Rom 1:16) and to all the nations will become clear (Mt 28:19) and is anticipated already here in Mt 1:1 (see below on “Son of Abraham”).  (CC)

      the son of Abraham. Because Matthew was writing to Jews, it was important to identify Jesus in this way. (CSB)

Abraham was the father of the Israelites, through whom all nations were to be blessed.  This blessing is realized in Jesus. Moses was another important name to Jews. (TLSB)
In a very real sense, the third “title” in 1:1 is not a title at all. There seems to be no evidence that “Son of Abraham” ever was a messianic title in the OT or in Second Temple Judaism. There are perhaps three reasons why Matthew’s opening verse names Jesus the “Son of Abraham.” The first reason is structural. Since Matthew is about to proclaim, by means of his genealogy, that Jesus is the goal and high point of the history of God’s dealing with his chosen people Israel, Matthew identifies Jesus by the phrase “Son of Abraham” as a transition into the genealogy that begins with “Abraham begat Isaac” (1:2). It is entirely fitting for the genealogy to begin with Abraham, the father of the nation of Israel. (CC)

The second reason is that Matthew is likely writing for an audience that largely consists of Jewish people, who could identify with Jesus as a “Son of Abraham” because they too were sons of Abraham (cf. Acts 13:26, but also Mt 3:9). (CC)

Third and most importantly, however, we see here already the first of a number of intriguing indications in Matthew’s Gospel that this Jesus, who summarizes Israel’s history and who fulfills Israel’s Scriptures and who embodies Israel’s hope for end-time deliverance through One who is “Christ” and royal “Son of David,” has also come for the salvation of the Gentiles. God’s dealings with Abraham began with the promise of Gen 12:1–3 and included this declaration: “In you all the families of the earth will be blessed.” The inclusion of foreigners in the genealogy (see Rahab and Ruth the Moabitess in Mt 1:5) of this “Son of Abraham” will be another indication that he has not come for Israelites only. (CC)

It should be emphasized that the Gospel of Matthew only hints at the outreach to the Gentiles; it does not really come to much explicit expression until the concluding and climactic Great Commission (28:16–20), though see also 24:14, a statement by Jesus that projects out into the time after his death and resurrection. In emphatic and repeated ways in Matthew’s Gospel, Jesus is the Messiah of Israel; he is the royal Son of David. However, already in God’s first choosing of Abraham, there was the promise of blessing for “all the nations,” as Matthew affirms (πάντα τὰ ἔθνη in Mt 24:9, 14; 25:32; 28:19). Thus we have here already in 1:1 the Matthean counterpart to what St. Paul makes much more explicit in Gal 3:6–18, where he teaches that Christ is himself the collective singular “Seed” of Abraham, in order that Abraham’s blessing might come to all the collective “seed” of God’s people—including the Gentiles!  (CC)

Thus in this early and sole NT mention of Jesus as “Son of Abraham,” Matthew hints at that mission to the Gentiles, even as he makes his transition to the ordered genealogical summary of the history of the people of God.  (CC)

1:2 WAS THE FATHER – Those OT genealogies sometimes skip multiple generations.  Both הוֹלִיד and γεννάω can refer to fathering a line of descendants, and the descendant named may be several generations later than the named father.  (CC)

Greek has “beget” instead of “was.” – ἐγέννησεν—This aorist indicative active is repeated thirty-nine times in the genealogy in Mt 1:2–16a with fathers as subjects, meaning to “beget” (BDAG, 1) or “to father” a child. Four times (in 1:3, 5, 6) it takes the preposition ἐκ with the mother “from” or “by” whom the father begets a descendant. (For Jesus, Matthew uses a different construction: ἐκ but with a passive verb and no father; see the textual note on 1:16.) The verb corresponds to the Hiphil of יָלַד (הוֹלִיד), “to beget,” used in genealogies in Ruth 4:18–22 and 1 Chronicles 2–9, which can take the preposition מִן (“from”) attached to the wife (1 Chr 8:11). Those OT genealogies sometimes skip multiple generations. Both הוֹלִיד and γεννάω can refer to fathering a line of descendants, and the descendant named may be several generations later than the named father. (CC)
There are three groups of 14.  The first 14 are in verses 2-6.  The Jews were proud of their forefather Abraham, and they were familiar with God’s promises to him. They were looking for a Messiah to be born of Abraham’s descendants.  Unfortunately, their concept of the Messiah became badly distorted over the centuries, so that they were looking for a political Messiah, one who would literally rule on David’s throne and reestablish a mighty nation in Israel.  But that was not the kind of Messiah God had promised.  (PBC)
The second list of 14 includes some familiar names, for these men were all kings of Israel and/or Judah.  (PBC)

The final listing of 14 names leads to Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus.  (Lifelight)
God’s time has come: 7, which in the Bible is the number of completion, times 2 equals 14.  It all signifies the fulfillment of promise.  Also, some Hebrew letters doubled as numbers; the Hebrew consonants in David’s name (D = 4, V = 6, D = 4) add up to 14.  Perhaps this also symbolizes that the Son of David had now arrived on the scene,  (LifeLight)

Why does Matthew begin his Gospel with such a genealogy, and what is he wanting thereby to communicate? As the textual notes have shown, the threefold repetition of fourteen generations is the result of Matthew’s own purposeful editing. Scholars have directed their attention toward the significance of the number fourteen. In addition, the presence of the four women (or five, if Mary is counted) in the list of generations has also generated intense interest from the very earliest period of Christian exegesis up to the present. Furthermore, there is the important historical question of the relationship of Matthew’s genealogy to the genealogy in Luke 3. (CC)
Before surveying these important questions, however, we should remember that genealogies in the ancient world played important functions in portraying the person whose genealogy is at hand. In the case of OT genealogies, such lists could communicate something about the status of the person in view, as well as show the connection between that individual and the whole of the community. We moderns may tend to see a genealogy such as Mt 1:2–17 as simply a source of information. For Matthew himself and his original readers, however, the tripartite lists of Jesus’ ancestors communicates something important about Jesus himself. (CC)
The genealogy in 1:2–17 proclaims that the history of God’s people Israel has moved toward a goal. It has been a checkered history, marked sometimes by faithfulness to God, but more often by faithlessness. Yet the events were guided and ordered: “fourteen … fourteen … fourteen.” God, not the mere human characters, has directed the affairs of Israel toward their climax. Jesus, who is rightly called the Christ (1:16; see also 1:1, 17), is the goal of that entire history. Before offering even one OT citation, Matthew communicates by means of Jesus’ genealogy the crucial concept of “fulfillment.” To his first-century Jewish readers (be they Christians or not), this is a powerful claim. The genealogy is “a structuring of Israelitic history with a culmination in the dawn of the Messianic age in Jesus.” And to his twenty-first century readers (be they Christians or not), the same claim has power. There is a unity to the Testaments, a unity that consists in the Man Jesus who is called Christ. All that preceded Jesus finds its meaning in him. And since Jesus both brings in the reign of God now and will usher it in finally in power at the end of this age, all that in history follows the story of his ministry receives its significance only by being rightly related to him. Jesus is the center of human history.  (CC)
A worldview is presupposed in this presentation of Jesus by Matthew that should be highlighted, for it is not necessarily the worldview of moderns, be they North Americans or others. Matthew here proclaims Jesus in terms that are both corporate and creational. It matters to Matthew that Jesus is the goal of the history of a people. Although God deals with humans as individuals, human beings also belong to a larger community; we are individuals, but we are not isolated individuals. So God’s dealings were with a people, Israel, and with its kings. This means the salvation that God offers in Jesus is salvation into a corporate identity, into a people that will be constituted as the true and new Israel in Jesus. (CC)
Moreover, Matthew’s genealogy of Jesus assumes that God’s interaction with humans takes place in the created world, in history. This person, Jesus, comes to save and judge; the historical narrative that is the First Gospel depicts this ministry. Matthew’s Gospel ends with the promise that Jesus will be with his church, beginning with the apostles, as they carry out the work of making disciples through Holy Baptism and the teaching of Jesus’ doctrine (28:19–20). That same One will come again as the judge of the living and the dead. The Gospel of Matthew does not depict salvation as an otherworldly matter. Salvation occurs in history, is received in history by faith, and will reach its final expression also here in this creation over which God in Christ will perfectly restore his gracious reign at the consummation of the age. (CC)
“Could Matthew Count?” – So much for the general meaning of Matthew’s genealogy. What, if any, significance attaches to the specific number fourteen in the genealogy, and how can the reader make sense of the numerical totals?  (CC)
To take up the second question first, the basic facts are these. If one counts the names in the first section of the genealogy (1:2–6a) and includes both Abraham and David the king, the total of the names is fourteen. Then, if a count is taken in the second section (1:6b–11), beginning with Solomon and ending with (and including) Jechoniah, the total emerges as fourteen once again. But if one does not repeat Jechoniah in the transition to the third section (just as one does not repeat David between sections 1 and 2), then the total in the third section (1:12–16) from Salathiel to Jesus falls one short at thirteen. (CC)

Matthew thrice gives the number fourteen in 1:17, and so it seems clear enough that his hearer/reader is supposed to try to make sense of the totals. As one might expect, there are a variety of proposed solutions to the arithmetic conundrum. Some count both Joseph and Mary at the end to arrive at the third fourteen, but that seems unlikely since they live in the same generation. Others take refuge by including both the names Jesus and Christ, but this also seems less than satisfactory.21 A third suggestion addresses the issue mentioned in the textual note on 1:11 (“Josiah begat Jechoniah”), namely, that Jechoniah (that is, Jehoiachin) is actually the grandson of Josiah; Jechoniah/Jehoiachin’s father was Jehoiakim, son of Josiah. Raymond Brown asks: “Could Matthew have recognized that a generation was omitted and counted this implicit generation by mentioning Jechoniah at the beginning of his third section, even as he counted the implicit generation of Abraham at the beginning of his first section?” Donald Hagner finds a solution to the problem at the same location, though in a different way. He suggests that Jechoniah in 1:11 actually refers to Jehoiakim, biological son of Josiah and that Jechoniah in 1:12 refers to Jehoiachin, son of Jehoiakim. I would cautiously suggest that Brown and Hagner are pointing to the right location for a solution to the problem, but for the wrong reasons.  (CC)

At 1:11, Matthew says that Josiah begat Jechoniah and his brothers “at the time of the Babylonian deportation” (ἐπὶ τῆς μετοικεσίας Βαβυλῶνος). In the next verse he asserts that Jechoniah begat Salathiel “after the Babylonian deportation” (μετὰ δὲ τὴν μετοικεσίαν Βαβυλῶνος; the phrase is placed first in 1:12 for emphasis). The emphatic repetition of the time of the Babylonian exile draws attention to that time period. It would appear that Matthew wants his readers to go back and count that generation twice for theological reasons. The history of the people of God moves from the call of believing Abraham to the glories of David the king to the nadir of the exile to Babylon. The history is one of God’s faithfulness, with his people sometimes responding in faith, but even more in faithlessness, resulting in their judgment and exile, doubly counted. Even here, however, there is the symmetry of divine guidance and purpose: “fourteen … fourteen … fourteen” to Jesus, who is called Christ. The course of Israel’s history is not determined by how well the people or their kings trusted or responded to God. The doubly counted Babylonian deportation emphasizes this humbling truth. The history is enabled and guided by God’s plans and purposes that come to fulfillment in the Christ.  (CC)

Now what of the number fourteen itself? All attempts to establish that Matthew intends his audience to derive a specific meaning from this number seem unpersuasive. Possibilities abound, but we lack sufficient evidence to show that any of the proposed solutions is the intended meaning. The most common scholarly view seems to be that Matthew is thinking of a Gematria on the Hebrew consonantal spelling of the name “David.” The letter daleth counts for four and the letter waw counts for six—so דוד yields a total of fourteen. If this is correct, then Matthew is emphasizing the promise to David, and that Jesus the Christ is the Son of David (as in 1:1) and the true King for God’s covenant people.  (CC)

The problems with that view are substantial, however, and I do not think a compelling case can be made for it. First, “David” came to be spelled plene, דויד, in the late OT books (exclusively so in Ezra-Nehemiah and 1–2 Chronicles) as also in the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the numerical value of that spelling adds up to twenty four! Second, an obvious objection is that the proposed solution only works in Hebrew (or Aramaic), whereas Matthew is written in Greek. Are his readers supposed to know that much with that little an indication? Third, although Matthew does evince a pronounced stylistic fondness for patterns (triads, sevens, etc.), nowhere in his Gospel does he attach any theological meaning to such patterns.  (CC)

There is a simpler solution to the question. In 1 Chronicles 1–2, there are fourteen names from Abraham to David. That was the starting point for Matthew’s genealogy; he found that in his Bible. As the textual notes and commentary have shown, there are omissions and repetitions in both the second and the third sections of Matthew’s genealogy. For the purpose of communicating his profound message of symmetry and divine purpose in the history of God’s people Israel, Matthew has followed and repeated the pattern that he found in the biblical genealogical material in 1 Chronicles. The number fourteen is of no particular significance; it simply reflects Matthew’s use of the biblical material in 1 Chronicles for the first part of his genealogy, in which he himself made no adjustments. What is meaningful is not the number, but the threefold repetition of the number as an indication of God’s guidance and purpose in leading the history to its fulfillment in Jesus the Christ. (CC)

The Women in Matthew’s Genealogy – Another feature of 1:2–17 that invites interpretation is the presence of the five women in the genealogy: Tamar (Mt 1:3; see Gen 38:6–30), Rahab (Mt 1:5; see Josh 2:1–21; 6:17–25), Ruth (Mt 1:5; see Ruth 4:13–22), the (unnamed) wife of Uriah (Mt 1:6; see 2 Sam 11:2–12:25), and Mary (Mt 1:16). The Virgin Mary’s role in the genealogy is clear and miraculous. The subsequent narrative (1:18–25) makes explicit the truth already present in the grammar of 1:16 (see the textual note): “And Jacob begat Joseph, the husband of Mary, from whom [ἐξ ἧς] Jesus was born [ἐγεννήθη], the one who is called Christ.”  (CC)

Two questions present themselves as key to interpreting the significance of the women in the genealogy. First, while Mary’s role is unique, do the other four women share a common significance? Most interpreters seem to assume that they do, although one can quickly observe that “the wife of Uriah” (1:6) stands out because Bathsheba’s personal name is not mentioned. Yet the common mode of expression for the first four, “(the father) begat [ἐγέννησεν] (the son/sons) from [ἐκ τῆς] (the mother)” (1:3, 5 [twice], 6), would seem to show a shared significance.  (CC)

The second question is the relationship of the four (Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and the wife of Uriah) to Mary. Does the meaning shared by the first four in some way extend also to Mary, the mother of the Lord? Do the four function in their role in the genealogy of Jesus as “types of Mary” in some way? Again, the grammar would seem to give a nuanced but positive answer. Mary is clearly different from the others: their husbands “begat” offspring “from” the women, whereas Joseph did not beget Jesus from Mary; instead, “from” Mary, Jesus “was born.” Yet Matthew does repeat both a construction with ἐκ and the verb γεννάω in the case of all five women; albeit in Mary’s case, the verb is in the passive voice, and there is no human father. So in turning now to the significance of the women in Matthew’s genealogy, we can be attuned to interpretations in which a theme would link all five women. (CC)

Most scholarly attention has focused on the significance of the first four women in 1:2–17 in relation to Mary and Jesus. Marshall Johnson summarizes the major interpretations in four groupings. First, the four women are seen as Gentile sinners, and their presence in the ancestry of the Messiah foreshadows “the concern of Jesus in Matthew for sinners and Gentiles.” A second general interpretation holds that the women’s presence in the genealogy implies that “God can use even the humble and despised to accomplish his purpose.” Third, some do think that the four women anticipate Mary. “Emphasis is often placed on the ‘unexpected and sudden intrusion’ of the four women as an anticipation of the ‘even more amazing’ introduction of Mary in 1:18[–25].” Finally, Johnson notes the view that Matthew has consciously offered the genealogy as an apology for the legitimacy of Jesus’ birth over against Jewish polemics of the evangelist’s day by “pointing to blemishes in the biblical pedigree of David and the Davidic kings themselves.” (CC)

Each of these interpretations has weaknesses. The presence of Jewish polemic aimed at the legitimacy of Jesus’ birth is certainly possible in the first century AD, whether its target is the Christian doctrine of the virgin birth of Christ or the legitimate Davidic lineage of Jesus. However, it would be difficult to show that Matthew’s material is a response to that kind of attack. It is much easier to suppose that later attacks arose in response to the material in Matthew (and Luke), rather than the reverse.  (CC)

Are the four women to be understood either as Gentiles or sinners, or both? The Bible itself does not indicate expressly that Tamar and Uriah’s wife were Gentiles, though the former may be regarded as a Gentile by two documents that may predate the NT. As surprising as it might seem to some modern readers, even though Tamar posed as a prostitute and had a child by her father-in-law (Genesis 38) and Bathsheba had an adulterous liaison with David (2 Samuel 11), the evidence from Jewish literature does not strongly indicate a negative view of these women as particularly sinful. On the contrary, at times they are held up as paragons of virtue. In the biblical account of Tamar’s actions, Judah exclaims, “She is more righteous than I” (Gen 38:26). In Ruth 4:11–12, the people of Bethlehem cite Tamar and the son she bore from her liaison with her father-in-law (Perez, also an ancestor of Jesus) in a prayer for the Lord to bless the marriage of Boaz and Ruth. As for Ruth herself, the converted Moabitess was a former idolater, but it is hard to show that the narrative of her relationship with Boaz characterizes her behavior as sinful in any way whatsoever.41 It seems difficult to find a common theme for the four women in their supposed Gentile identity or particularly sinful actions. (CC)

There is much more to be said for the understanding that the four women in Matthew’s genealogy are there to reveal that God has unforeseen ways of bringing about his plans for the coming of the Messiah and the blessing of all nations through the Seed of Abraham. The four women are a diverse group. Rahab the Canaanite and Ruth the Moabitess surely were Gentiles, though it is not certain whether Tamar and Bathsheba were. Some acted righteously, though all surely were sinners. The marital relationships of some were marked by fidelity and courage.43 In the case of Bathsheba, she is not even named in Mt 1:6 so as to emphasize the sin of David, who begat Solomon—through the wife of another man! The emphasis does not fall on the women’s resourcefulness or initiative, but on the surprising grace of God.  (CC)

Matthew includes these five women to emphasize that God is in control, and he has a purpose that he accomplishes in amazing ways. Sometimes through the actions of human beings, but often in spite of them, the God of Israel brings the course of history to its climax in the most extraordinary and divinely monergistic way of all: “Mary, from whom Jesus was born, the one who is called Christ” (1:16). In typical fashion, then, the move from the “types” of the four women to the “antitype” of Mary involves an escalation, an increase, an enlargement of the manner and the extent to which God acts in surprising ways. Mary’s miraculous, virginal conception of Jesus “from the Holy Spirit” (ἐκ πνεύματος ἁγίου, 1:18, 20) stands in line with God’s unexpected ways with Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and the wife of Uriah. Yet God’s way in and through Mary far exceeds what God did in and through the previous four. And so it must be. For Mary is the mother of the one to whom this entire genealogy points: Jesus, who is called Christ.  (CC)

That at least two of the four women early in the genealogy are also Gentiles (Rahab the Canaanite and Ruth the Moabitess) may also provide the second of many significant anticipations of this Gospel’s final climactic sending of the Eleven to make disciples of all the nations (28:18–20). For the first hint that this Jewish Gospel of Matthew is also about God’s outreach to the nations, see the commentary above on “Son of Abraham” in 1:1.  (CC)

Two Genealogies for Jesus – Comparing Matthew 1:2–17 and Luke 3:23–38 – Properly speaking, there is no reason to suppose that Matthew’s original readers would have had any specific knowledge of the Gospel of Luke. Therefore, the well-known conundrum of the relationship between Mt 1:2–17 and Lk 3:23–38 does not properly belong to a discussion of the meaning of the Gospel of Matthew. However, even if the issue was not present for Matthew’s original readers, it has surely presented itself to virtually every generation since then! So it is necessary to address this important question and at least to suggest what might be the most likely solution.  (CC)

The pertinent data are the following. On the largest scale, Matthew’s genealogy provides forty-one names from Abraham to Jesus, while Luke’s list to that point consists of fifty-seven names. (Luke’s genealogy, which begins with Jesus, continues back all the way to Adam.) The two lists almost agree in the names from Abraham to David. The exception is in Lk 3:33, which has Arni and Admin, whereas Mt 1:4 has only Aram. Thus Luke has fifteen names in this section to Matthew’s fourteen.  (CC)

However, in the generations from David to Salathiel (Mt 1:6b–12a; Lk 3:27b–31), the two lists have no common names except David and Salathiel, and Luke lists twenty-two people (counting inclusively), whereas Matthew has only fifteen. Matthew gives a royal genealogy from David the king to Salathiel, whereas Luke’s names are not those of the kings of Judah. Matthew’s names in this section also correspond closely to those found in 1 Chr 3:10–16, while Luke’s have no known parallels in the OT. In the generations from Salathiel to Jesus, the two agree with Zerubbabel as the next in line after Salathiel, but they do not agree again until they reach Joseph. From Zerubbabel to Joseph, Matthew has eleven names (counted inclusively), but Luke has twenty.  (CC)

On the smallest and perhaps most important scale, Matthew and Luke offer completely different names for the person given as Joseph’s nearest ancestor; Mt 1:15–16 has Jacob and Lk 3:23 has Eli. There are a number of other issues that include everything from the spelling of names to the sources from which Matthew and Luke might have derived their genealogical material. This in brief sketches the problem.  (CC)

One can rely on the substantial work of Marshall Johnson to summarize the various attempts to harmonize what appear to be two genealogies that both run through Joseph, Mary’s husband, and yet differ radically already on the question of the father of Joseph (Jacob in Matthew; Eli in Luke). A first solution appears in the writings of Julius Africanus (ca. AD 160–ca. 240) as reported in Eusebius.  Africanus argued that through a complex interaction of legal remarriages of widows and widowers and levirate unions, Mt 1:2–17 provides the literal and biological genealogy traced through Joseph, whereas Lk 3:23–38 offers the legal genealogy. (CC)

The solution proposed by Africanus is quite complex. Matthan (spelled Matthat in Luke; two names up from Joseph in Matthew) married Estha, and she bore to him Jacob (one name up from Joseph in Matthew). Matthan died, and then Melchi (two names up from Joseph in Africanus’ text of Luke) married Estha, Matthan’s widow, who then bore to him Eli (one name up from Joseph in Luke). This means that Jacob (in Matthew) and Eli (in Luke) were half-brothers, sharing the same mother. Eli married but died without offspring. His half-brother Jacob, therefore, married Eli’s widow to raise up children for his brother, and to Jacob and Eli’s widow was born Joseph, Mary’s husband. Thus Matthew’s Jacob was the physical father of Joseph, and Luke’s Eli was the legal father of Joseph. It is not difficult to see why Johnson, after describing the solution of Africanus, concludes that it possesses an “artificial quality.” The solution is clearly possible, but seems unlikely.  (CC)

A second harmonization attempt is a virtual reversal of Africanus’ proposal, namely, that Matthew gives Jesus’ legal genealogy and Luke offers the biological one. Johnson labels this a “creative conjecture for which any real evidence is lacking.” Nevertheless, among those who argue for it is Paul Gaechter.54 The linchpin for his argument is that the verb γεννάω (“beget”) in Matthew’s genealogy can indicate either “indirect physical descent” (die indirekte Abstammung, perhaps skipping generations) or a purely “legal succession” (Rechtsnachfolge). He supports this claim with the following data. In Mt 1:12, King Jechoniah begets Salathiel, whereas in Lk 3:27 Salathiel is “of Neri.” Gaechter notes that in Jer 22:30, the prophet proclaims that none of Jechoniah’s sons will succeed in sitting on the Davidic throne—a curse that personally rejects Jechoniah’s line but that would not leave the dynasty without a successor in light of the promise in Jer 33:17. Gaechter proposes that in place of a son of his own, King Jechoniah adopted (here he highlights Matthew’s use of γεννάω in 1:12) Salathiel, another Davidic relative. Thus, Gaechter concludes, Matthew at times uses γεννάω with the meaning “adopt into the royal line.” Gaechter further suggests that this meaning for γεννάω is not limited to this one instance. Mt 1:12 immediately says that Salathiel “begat” Zerubbabel, but in 1 Chr 3:17–19, the physical father of Zerubbabel is Pedaiah, making Jechoniah the grandfather of Zerubbabel. Thus, in order for this grandson of Jechoniah and son of Pedaiah to become the royal heir of Salathiel, the latter must have adopted Zerubbabel, since Zerubbabel’s father Pedaiah was never king. (CC)

From these arguments that hinge on the meaning of γεννάω, Gaechter concludes that the case of Jacob and Joseph, Mary’s husband (Mt 1:15–16), is merely one of several instances in 1:2–17 in which γεννάω refers to legal adoption into the royal line. Interestingly, it also follows for Gaechter that when the angel of the Lord calls Joseph “son of David” (1:20), the angel is addressing Joseph as “the rightful contender for the throne of David in spite of his social insignificance.”  (CC)

There have also been some who have argued, on the basis of a certain translation of Lk 3:23, that Luke actually offers the genealogy of Mary, whereas Matthew’s genealogy is of Joseph. Luther and Lutherans have been among the defenders of this view.57 Now, the most common view is that Lk 3:23–24 should be punctuated and rendered as a genealogy going back through Joseph; it can be translated woodenly: “And Jesus himself was beginning, about thirty years, being a son, as it was reckoned, of Joseph of Eli of Levi of Matthat …” (καὶ αὑτὸς ἦν Ἰησοῦς ἀρχόμενος ὡσεὶ ἐτῶν τριάκοντα, ὢν υἱός, ὡς ἐνομίζετο, Ἰωσὴφ τοῦ Ἠλί τοῦ Μαθθάτ). According to that view, ὡς ἐνομίζετο, “as it was reckoned,” indicates that not only Joseph, but also a number of his predecessors were only thought to be Jesus’ ancestors, when in fact they were not related to him biologically.  (CC)

However, we must remember that the original manuscripts lacked the commas and other punctuation now found in our Greek editions that have made interpretive decisions about the syntax. Hence Lk 3:23 could also be punctuated and translated in such a way that the genealogy might go back through Mary: “being the son, supposedly of Joseph (but actually) of Eli, son of Matthat …” According to this view, the words ὡς ἐνομίζετο Ἰωσὴφ are taken together: only Joseph was incorrectly thought to be a human ancestor of Jesus, but the earlier men (Eli, Matthat, etc.) were actual ancestors of Jesus through his mother, Mary. Thus ὢν υἱός (“being the son”) really designates Jesus as the “grandson” of Eli, who would be the father of Mary. Yet we must concede that if Luke intended to give Jesus’ genealogy through Mary, this could “have been expressed more clearly in some other way.” (CC)

Two Possible Solutions – Many have wrestled with the problem of the two genealogies. The following comments are offered with the knowledge that this present writer cannot provide a completely convincing solution to this problem. Yet the following two possible solutions present themselves, both of which may be true. (CC)

One possibility is that, despite the protests of scholars, Luke offers to his readers the genealogy of Mary. Two points support this possibility. First, even a surface reading of Matthew 1–2 and Luke 1–2 shows that the First Evangelist exhibits almost no interest in Mary’s role or activities, while among the evangelists, Luke uniquely focuses repeatedly upon Mary’s part in God’s plan. It would certainly fit the larger interests of St. Luke to include Mary’s genealogy. Matthew’s narrative in chapters 1–2, on the other hand, shows a strong interest in the faith and response of Joseph, and it would fit well into Matthew’s larger concerns to include the genealogy of Joseph. (CC)

A second supporting point is that there is actually some evidence that Luke elsewhere portrays Mary herself (in addition to Joseph) as a descendent of David. In Lk 1:27 the evangelist writes that Gabriel was sent “to a virgin who was betrothed to a man (with respect to name Joseph) of the house of David [ἐξ οἴκου Δαυίδ], and the virgin’s name was Mary.” What does the phrase “of the house of David” in Lk 1:27 modify? Does it modify “man” or “virgin”? It is clear from Lk 2:4 that Joseph is “from the house and lineage of David,” and that is why Joseph and Mary go up to Bethlehem. If Luke has already identified Joseph’s Davidic descent in Lk 1:27, it would be somewhat redundant to repeat that information in Lk 2:4, but if Mary is the one identified as a Davidic descendant in Lk 1:27, then it makes sense for Luke to state Joseph’s Davidic descent in Lk 2:4. Moreover, even though some scholars deny that “of the house of David” in Lk 1:27 modifies “virgin,” the close grammatical parallel in Lk 2:36 permits taking the syntax of Lk 1:27 as meaning, “to a virgin of the house of David, who was betrothed to a man with respect to name Joseph, and the virgin’s name was Mary.” (CC)

If Lk 1:27 is read in that way, then Mary, to whom Luke’s narrative devotes so much attention, is also of Davidic descent. And despite the protests, it is possible to translate Lk 3:23 as “being the son (as it was supposed of Joseph) of Eli” (ὡς ἐνομίζετο, Ἰωσὴφ τοῦ Ἠλί). The lack of an article before Joseph is immediately noticeable as we read the Lukan genealogy, wherein every other name (including “God” in 3:38!) is arthrous. On grammatical grounds, therefore, although it must be acknowledged that this view does not follow the most obvious reading of Lk 1:27 and 3:23, it is possible that Luke’s Gospel does, in fact, offer the genealogy of Mary. (CC)

Another possible answer regarding the relationship of Mt 1:2–17 and Lk 3:23–38 is the view of Paul Gaechter described above. Again, one must admit that his arguments regarding a “looser” meaning for γεννάω in Mt 1:12, 16 are not immediately obvious ones. Two aspects, however, of Matthew’s genealogy lend support to Gaechter’s view. The first is the obvious fact that Matthew has constructed his genealogy deliberately, arranging and omitting generations on a number of counts to arrive at three units of fourteen generations each (1:17). The meaning of his genealogy for Jesus in other regards is not readily apparent, at least to our modern sensibilities. As we have seen, 1:2–17 intrinsically invites closer inspection and a search for meanings that are less than obvious.  (CC)

A second point in support of Gaechter is that Matthew’s genealogy is explicitly royal. Matthew immediately identified Jesus as “Son of David” in 1:1. He specifies David as “the king” in 1:6. And the names listed from David to the Babylonian deportation are the names of the kings of Judah. In the remainder of his narrative, Matthew will also repeat and develop more than any of the other evangelists the truth that Jesus of Nazareth is the true and promised King descended from David. I also find engaging Gaechter’s suggestion that the angel’s address to Joseph as “son of David” (1:20) indicates more than simply that Joseph is one of David’s male descendants. In this Gospel where “son of David” means so often “rightful heir to the throne,” perhaps many have underemphasized the meaning of the angel’s address. In Matthew’s Gospel, only Jesus and Joseph are addressed as “son of David.” Gaechter could well be right that Joseph was adopted by Jacob into the line of royal descent, and Joseph’s marriage to Mary, the virgin mother of Jesus, ensures that Jesus is of the royal line of David as well. (CC)

A combination of these two possibilities, then, may be the basic solution to the relationship between the genealogies of Jesus in Matthew and Luke. Luke may give the biological ancestry of Mary, while Matthew gives the royal line through Joseph, including at least two occasions where the statement that a father “begat” a son means that the father “adopted” him “into the royal line of David’s heirs.”  (CC)

1:3-6 Φάρες δὲ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἑσρώμ …—Beginning with Perez, the sequence of names here matches precisely the genealogy at the close of the book of Ruth, titled as “the generations of Perez” (Ruth 4:18–22). “Ram” in Ruth 4:19 was translated by the Peshitta and Vulgate as “Aram,” which is the form of his name in Mt 1:3–4. (CC)

1:3-4 σρὼμ δὲ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἀράμ, Ἀρὰμ δὲ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἀμιναδάβ—We can see here in the sequence of “Hezron begat Aram, and Aram begat Aminadab” a noticeable “telescoping” that characterizes this genealogy. Aram’s (fore-)father Hezron was among those who went down into Egypt at the time of Joseph (Gen 46:8, 12, 26). Aram’s son or descendent Aminadab is mentioned in Num 1:7 as the father of Nahshon, who helped Moses take the census of Israel (Num 1:3–5). Brown observes: “Thus Matthew allots one name, Aram (never mentioned in the Pentateuch), and only two generations to a period which traditionally (and perhaps factually) lasted some 400 years.” Traditionally, the descent to Egypt is dated in the nineteenth century BC and the exodus under Moses in the mid-fifteenth century BC. (CC)

1:3 TAMAR – She was the daughter-in-law of Judah; possibly a Gentile.  Cf. Gen. 38.  Tamar is none of four mothers mentioned in the genealogy of Jesus, none of whom were typical Judean women – a sign of God’s grace to all people.  (TLSB)
1:4 Amminadab. Father-in-law of Aaron (Ex 6:23). (CSB)

1:5 Rahab. See Jos 2. Since quite a long time had elapsed between Rahab and David and because of Matthew’s desire for systematic organization (see note on v. 17), many of the generations between these two ancestors were assumed, but not listed, by Matthew. (CSB)

This Gentile prostitute aided the Israelites who spied on Canaan before the conquest.  (Joshua 2:1-21).  After Jericho was destroyed, Rahab and her family lived with the Israelites, and she became an ancestor of the Messiah.  (TLSB)

1:6 WIFE OF URIAH – This was Bathsheba with whom David committed adultery.  (TLSB)

1:8 Jehoram the father. Matthew calls Jehoram the father of Uzziah, but from 2Ch 21:4–26:23 it is clear that, again, several generations were assumed (Ahaziah, Joash and Amaziah) and that “father” is used in the sense of “forefather.” (CSB)

1:11 Josiah the father. Similarly (see note on v. 8), Josiah is called the father of Jeconiah (i.e., Jehoiachin; see NIV text note), whereas he was actually the father of Jehoiakim and the grandfather of Jehoiachin (2Ch 36:1–9). (CSB)

        EXILE TO BABYLON – Many of the Israelites (brightest and best) were deported to Babylon when Babylon captured and destroyed Jerusalem in 587 BC.  This humbling experience was one of the most significant events in Israelite history.  (TLSB)
1:12 Shealtiel the father. Actually the grandfather of Zerubbabel (1Ch 3:17–18). (CSB)

1:16 Matthew does not say that Joseph was the father of Jesus but only that he was the husband of Mary and that Jesus was born of her. In this genealogy Matthew shows that, although Jesus is not the physical son of Joseph, he is the legal son and therefore a descendant of David. (CSB)

        HUSBAND OF MARY – Joseph was not the biological father of Jesus but the stepfather.  (TLSB)
        CHRIST – This genealogy demonstrated that Jesus had the proper ancestors to be the Christ, though His claim was denounced as blasphemy by the Jewish high priest (26:63-65).  (TLSB)

1:17 fourteen generations … fourteen … fourteen. These divisions reflect two characteristics of Matthew’s Gospel: (1) an apparent fondness for numbers and (2) concern for systematic arrangement. The number 14 may have been chosen because it is twice seven (the number of completeness) and/or because it is the numerical value of the name David (see note on Rev 13:18). (CSB)

Matthew did not list every generation in this family tree but rather created a three-part structure that communicates a sense of completeness and fulfillment. The birth of the promised Messiah marked the end of the OT.  (TLSB)
The Birth of Jesus Christ 

18﻿ This is how the birth of Jesus Christ came about: His mother Mary was pledged to be married to Joseph, but before they came together, she was found to be with child through the Holy Spirit. ﻿19﻿ Because Joseph her husband was a righteous man and did not want to expose her to public disgrace, he had in mind to divorce her quietly. ﻿20﻿ But after he had considered this, an angel of the Lord appeared to him in a dream and said, “Joseph son of David, do not be afraid to take Mary home as your wife, because what is conceived in her is from the Holy Spirit. ﻿21﻿ She will give birth to a son, and you are to give him the name Jesus,  because he will save his people from their sins.” ﻿22﻿ All this took place to fulfill what the Lord had said through the prophet: ﻿23﻿ “The virgin will be with child and will give birth to a son, and they will call him Immanuel”﻿—which means, “God with us.” ﻿24﻿ When Joseph woke up, he did what the angel of the Lord had commanded him and took Mary home as his wife. ﻿25﻿ But he had no union with her until she gave birth to a son. And he gave him the name Jesus. 
CODE – 
ET = English Translation

LXX = Septuagint 

MT = Masoretic Text of the Hebrew Bible
1:18-25 Matthew’s genealogy (1:2–17) has begun to answer the question “Whence Jesus Christ?” Its answer is that Jesus comes as the fulfillment of a history, the goal of God’s dealings with the sons of Abraham, the nation of Israel. Jesus the Christ issues forth from God’s faithfulness to a faithless people as that divine mercy has marched the course of the generations toward the coming of the Anointed One. (CC)

Matthew continues to answer the question of Jesus’ origin in 1:18–25. This is quite clear from the opening words of the unit: “Now Jesus Christ’s origin was of this sort” (1:18). The paragraph contains three primary theological movements. First, the text’s structure contrasts the ways that human beings think and behave with the unexpected way in which God puts his plan to save into action. That same contrast is evident in the difference between Joseph’s initial intent to divorce Mary versus his believing response once God’s plan is made known to him. Second, the unit highlights the naming of the child: he is “Immanuel” (1:23), but receiving even more emphasis is “Jesus” (1:21, 25), the proper name that God himself (through his angel) assigns to the child miraculously conceived in the Virgin Mary. Third, by means of the first explicit OT citation (Is 7:14 in Mt 1:23), Matthew invites his readers/hearers to reflect on the relationship between God’s ways of judgment and salvation in Israel’s history and those ways that have now come to fulfillment in Jesus the Christ, Immanuel, “God is with us” (1:23). (CC)

The text’s structure consists of the introductory clause of 1:18a followed by three sections: 1:18b–19; 1:20–23; and 1:24–25. These sections narrate in turn (1) weak human intentions and fallible human wisdom regarding the origin of Jesus (1:18b–19); (2) God’s truth and purpose regarding Jesus’ origin (1:20–23); and (3) Joseph’s trusting human response to God’s revealed plan in this Jesus (1:24–25). (CC)
1:18 JESUS CHRIST – Christ means Anointed One.  This points to the incarnation of “the Christ.”

        pledged to be married. There were no sexual relations during a Jewish betrothal period, but it was a much more binding relationship than a modern engagement and could be broken only by divorce (see v. 19). In Dt 22:24 a betrothed woman is called a “wife,” though the preceding verse speaks of her as being “pledged to be married.” Matthew uses the terms “husband” (v. 19) and “wife” (v. 24) of Joseph and Mary before they were married. (CSB)

        TO BE WITH CHILD – εὑρέθη ἐν γαστρὶ ἔχουσα—The feminine participle ἔχουσα, with Mary as referent, expresses indirect discourse, that is, the content of what Joseph found, literally, “it was found that she was possessing [a child] in the womb.” If expressed in active voice, it would read, (CC)
Mt 1:18b–19 shows Joseph’s perception of the situation and his pious, yet uninformed, decision. Mary “was found” (presumably by Joseph) to be pregnant with the result that righteous and compassionate Joseph decided to cancel the legal marriage created by their betrothal. This is the natural human evaluation of the “origin” of Jesus Christ. Since his origin is not from Joseph, Mary’s betrothed, it must have been from a sinful union between Mary and another man. Ironically, although the narrator has informed the hearers/readers that Mary is pregnant “from the Holy Spirit,” Joseph can act only on the basis of his own logical understanding of the child’s origin. Joseph’s plan to divorce Mary discreetly “would leave both his righteousness (his conformity to the law) and his compassion intact.” Joseph is, for the right reasons, about to do the wrong thing, but God intervenes.  (CC)

The Law called for a betrothed woman to be stoned if she was guilty of adultery (Deut. 22:23-24).  (TLSB)
        THROUGH THE HOLY SPIRIT – εὗρεν αὑτὴν ἐν γαστρὶ ἔχουσαν, “he found that she was pregnant” (cf. Mt 12:44; 24:46). ἐκ πνεύματος ἁγίου—From the ensuing verses it is clear that Joseph was not aware of this cause of her pregnancy. Matthew’s readers/hearers, however, learn it from the beginning of this passage, and so it is set off in the translation with parentheses.  (CC)

To a Jewish audience this was important because no sexual relations are permitted during a Jewish betrothal, although the engagement could only be broken by divorce.

1:19 righteous. To Jews this meant being zealous in keeping the law. (CSB)

        NOT WANT TO EXPOSE HER TO PUBLIC DISGRACE – δίκαιος ὢν καὶ μὴ θέλων αὑτὴν δειγματίσαι—With others, I take the predicate position participles ὤν and θέλων to have causal force, so they are both translated with “because.” Joseph purposed to do what would have been right if his assumption that Mary had committed adultery had been right; he was acting for the right reason (“because he was a righteous man”; see further the commentary). But ironically, in this case it would have been the wrong thing to do! (CC)

By Jewish law Joseph had the right to bring his fiancée before a court of law to prove her infidelity, which could result in her being stoned to death (Deut 22:23-24). Or he could break the marriage contract by divorcing her quietly. He has much to agonize over because he loved Mary and was a just man.

        divorce her quietly. He would sign the necessary legal papers but not have her judged publicly and stoned (see Dt 22:23–24). (CSB)

By Jewish law he had the right to bring his fiancée before a court of law to prove her infidelity; this could result in her being stoned.  Or he could break the marriage contract by divorcing her quietly.  (LL)

ἐβουλήθη λάθρᾳ ἀπολῦσαι αὑτήν—Joseph would have had to divorce (ἀπολῦσαι) Mary because she was betrothed (μνηστευθείσης, 1:18) to him. According to Jewish custom, betrothal was a legally binding relationship that was the first stage of marriage. However, the marriage was consummated only after the betrothal period was completed. For a virgin, betrothal usually lasted for about one year. In the Mishnah, both Ketuboth 5:2 and Nedarim 10:5 mention a period of up to twelve months for a virgin and thirty days for a widow. During this time “the betrothed girl was legally the man’s wife even though she was still a virgin, since the marital relation did not begin until the nuptial ceremony. The betrothal could be abrogated only by a formal written divorce or death.”  (CC)
Ironically, although the narrator has informed the hearers/readers that Mary is pregnant “from the Holy Spirit,” Joseph can act only on the basis of his own logical understanding of the child’s origin. Joseph’s plan to divorce Mary discreetly “would leave both his righteousness (his conformity to the law) and his compassion intact.” Joseph is, for the right reasons, about to do the wrong thing, but God intervenes.  (CC)
In Joseph’s well-meaning incomprehension, we have the first glimpse of a powerfully important theme in Matthew’s Gospel, namely, that in order for human beings to know the ways of God and his Christ, those ways must be revealed to them. They cannot attain to this knowledge and faith by their “own reason or strength.”  Whether it is the difference between those who did not repent at Jesus’ miracles and those who did (11:25–28) or those on whom the seed of the Word falls in vain and those in whom the seed bears fruit (13:1–9), what makes the difference is that humans fail to understand unless God reveals his purposes to save in Jesus. That revelation, moreover, possesses the power to evoke a trusting response in men and women, as Joseph will show in 1:24–25. (CC)

1:20-23 The text’s next section (1:20–23) comprises the “counter move” of the text, as divine perspective suddenly supplants human understanding. God’s intervention and proclamation come to the reader from two “voices”: the angel’s words in Joseph’s dream and the OT citation to which Matthew’s readers/hearers are privy.  (CC)
The angel’s words connect this text to the preceding context in two ways. First, the angel addresses Joseph as “son of David” (1:20), signaling that the royal line of David the king, presented in the genealogy (1:2–17) of Jesus, “Son of David” (1:1), has come down to this pious descendant and heir of David, Joseph. Because the heir of David will take Mary as his wife even though the child in her womb is not his own, this will bring Jesus into the royal line of David. The second connection with the preceding context is the emphasis on God’s perspective and guidance. The symmetry of Matthew’s genealogy (three sets of fourteen generations, 1:17) has already suggested that the God of Israel has been bringing the nation’s history to its climax in the One who is called “Christ” (1:1, 16). God’s guidance and intervention continue in the text at hand as the angel announces to Joseph the true origin of the child within Mary, Joseph’s virgin wife. (CC)
The angel communicates to Joseph both the origin (1:20) and the name (1:21) of the child. The child comes from no human father; the source is the Holy Spirit. This does not imply that the Spirit is to be regarded as the Father of Jesus. As Matthew will make clear in his Gospel, God is the Father of Jesus. The comments of Sánchez Merino are pertinent here, although he is initially referring to Lk 1:35:

The Spirit is neither the mother nor the father of the Son. Mary is Jesus’ mother, God his Father. As an act of God’s Spirit, however, the conception of “Emmanuel” (= “God with us”) in the virgin … directs us to Jesus’ divine origin from the heavenly Father in that Jesus has no biological father (e.g. [Mt] 1:16, 2:11, 13). … And yet the Spirit mediates the Father-Son relation in the economy of salvation, for the holy child Emmanuel is the messianic Son of God for us by means of the creative, fresh power in history of God’s eschatological Spirit. (CC)
Chrysostom registers appropriate awe and modesty at the role of the Spirit in Jesus’ conception:

Nor think that thou hast learnt all, by hearing “of the Spirit”; nay, for we are ignorant of many things, even when we have learnt this; as, for instance, how the Infinite is in a womb, how He that contains all things is carried, as unborn, by a woman; how the Virgin bears, and continues a virgin. How, I pray thee, did the Spirit frame that Temple? How did He take not all the flesh from the womb, but a part thereof, and increased it, and fashioned it? … Therefore that He was of us, and of our substance, and of the Virgin’s womb, is manifest from these things, and from others beside; but how, is not also manifest. Do not either thou then inquire; but receive what is revealed, and be not curious about what is kept secret. (CC)

Moreover, the child’s purpose is revealed in the name given to him by God through the angelic messenger. The child’s name will be “Jesus” (Ἰησοῦς, 1:21), a Greek form of the ancient Hebrew name “Joshua” (יְהוֹשׁוּעַ), which means “Yahweh/the Lord is salvation.” The reader of the Greek is expected to recognize the Semitic play on the noun “salvation,” since the following clause gives the reason why (γάρ) this will be his name: “He himself will save his people from their sins.” Name and purpose go together; identity and work go hand in hand. From this point in the narrative, the very name “Jesus” will evoke the purpose for which this Jesus has come: the purpose of God saving his people from sin—from their own sins.  (CC)

How and to what extent will Jesus save? Clearly, by his ransom-death (20:28) and his outpoured blood (26:28) on behalf of and in the place of “many,” Jesus will pay the price needed to forgive. But there is more. Not only does God purpose to forgive sins, that is, remove the guilt of sin, but Jesus will also save people from their sins. As the remarkable citation of Is 53:4 in Mt 8:17 shows, salvation from sin entails healing and full eschatological restoration (see the commentary on 8:17 and also on 4:23–24; 9:1–7). In that sense, one must always keep in mind that there is an “already” and a “not yet” to the salvation from sin that Matthew’s Gospel proclaims and that believers in this Gospel receive. The full salvation from sin awaits the day when this Jesus will return to judge the living and the dead. For Jesus comes not to save just the souls of his people from their sins. He comes to save his people—body and soul—from their sins. (CC)

Jesus is conceived within Mary “from the Holy Spirit” (1:18, 20). Is a part of Matthew’s message in 1:18–25 the truth that by Jesus’ virginal conception from the Holy Spirit, he is also revealed as the Son of God, the God-man of classic creedal Christianity? Yes! But that truth is still muted in 1:18–25, for Matthew intends to communicate a particular message by proclaiming Jesus as Son of God. In this Gospel, Jesus’ identity as the Son of God first emerges explicitly in 2:15 and then is emphasized and repeated in 3:13–17 and 4:1–11. For Matthew, Jesus’ identity as Son of God involves Jesus’ deity to be sure. In Matthew 1–2, however, Jesus, Son of God, is the stand-in, the representative, and even the substitute for the nation Israel, who is God’s “son” (Ex 4:22; Deut 8:5; Jer 31:9; Hos 11:1, quoted in Mt 2:15). Jesus will show his perfect Sonship in perfect obedience to the Father’s plan to save. This commentary will revisit this “Son of God” Christology as the pertinent texts come under consideration. (CC)

The importance of the name “Jesus” emerges when we recognize that Matthew ends this unit by explicitly describing Joseph’s obedient response to the angel’s command to name the child “Jesus” (1:25). This saving personal name is (literally) the chapter’s last word! Yet before considering the conclusion of the text, the second name, “Immanuel” (1:22–23), must receive attention, along with important issues about its context. After the angel’s words give God’s perspective in 1:20–21, additional divine perspective emerges through the OT citation from Is 7:14. The child Jesus has origin in no human father, for he is born of a virgin, as the OT has foretold. As the first textual note on Mt 1:23 argues, Matthew’s wording of his quotation of Is 7:14 shows no theologically significant deviations from the LXX or the MT since παρθένος, “virgin,” is a valid rendering of עַלְמָה, “virgin maiden.” Now we must take in hand some of the complexities of Isaiah’s prophecies and the meaning both of Is 7:14 in its original context as well as Matthew’s proclamation that this verse is fulfilled in Jesus’ conception within the Virgin Mary.  (CC)

Isaiah 7:14 in Its Context – To what did 7:14 refer in its original context in Isaiah? The opinions, even among commentators on Matthew’s Gospel, vary significantly. Some assert that 7:14 in no way refers to anything other than an eighth-century BC individual, and surely not to any messianic figure. Several seem to agree with a historical fulfillment in the time of Isaiah and Ahaz, but they also point to the LXX’s translation of it with “virgin” and the future rendering “she will conceive/bear” as evidence that at least some Jews (those who produced the LXX in the second or third century before Christ) had come to understand 7:14 as a prophecy that was not yet totally fulfilled. The implication of this view is that Matthew’s reading of 7:14 has validity. Others believe that the promise of 7:14 clearly and only applies to the birth of Jesus, and not at all to events in the time of Isaiah. As might be expected, there are any number of nuances and “views within views” that could be described. In all of the discussion, one should be careful not to conclude that a particular interpretation of 7:14 is inherently based upon theological assumptions about the nature of biblical prophecy. Specifically, we should not conclude that those who see at least some degree of fulfillment of 7:14 during the prophet’s own lifetime necessarily reject the possibility of genuine prophetic predictions regarding the future and the advent of the Christ. (CC)
Is 7:14 should not be read in isolation from what transpires in the entire section of Isaiah from 7:1 to 9:7. What I mean is that there is actually a development of the significance of 7:14 as Isaiah’s prophecy moves on through the larger section; the meaning of 7:14 seems to be progressively clarified in light of later events and oracles given by Isaiah himself. Specifically, in light of the birth of Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz (8:1–4) and the repeated and expanded promises attached to the Immanuel-Child in chapters 8 and 9, the promise of 7:14 is connected to events that did transpire in the eighth century BC. But the promise of 7:14 itself in no way finds its fulfillment until the coming of the Child who is named “Mighty God” (9:5–6 [ET 9:6–7]). Let me describe my understanding of Isaiah’s prophecy in fairly brief fashion.  (CC)
Is 7:1–9 sets the context for understanding 7:14. In response to the threat from the anti-Assyrian, Syro-Ephraimite coalition, King Ahaz and Judah with him become afraid. God sends Isaiah and his first son, Shear-Jashub, “A-Remnant-Shall-Return,” to bring to Ahaz God’s promise that the coalition will not succeed in conquering Judah. Is 7:9 is an invitation to believe, and a warning against a lack of faith.  (CC)

Then God speaks (presumably through Isaiah) again to Ahaz, and 7:10–25 is given as a unit. Because Ahaz refuses to ask for a sign, God promises to give a sign of judgment. The virgin will be pregnant and will bear a son, and she will name the child “God is with us.” Before that child reaches many years of age, the lands of Syria and Israel will be deserted, and Judah itself will also be the target of Assyrian aggression (7:10–17)! Four times in quick sequence, then, the prophet intones, “In that day …” (7:18–19, 20, 21–22, 23).  (CC)

If this were all the Isaianic material regarding the child “Immanuel,” it would be difficult to counter those who insist on an original eighth-century fulfillment, and only an eighth-century fulfillment. Although the promise of a virgin (עַלְמָה) becoming pregnant is clearly mysterious, one could readily conclude that in 7:14 the prophet Isaiah was designating a woman who, at the time of the prophecy, was indeed an unmarried and virgin maiden. The force of 7:14 and its character as a sign would then consist of the predicted and then unfolding events of that virgin becoming betrothed, married, pregnant, and then bearing a child. “See that virgin? She will conceive and bear a child!” The connection between the birth and naming of the child in 7:14 is just too tightly connected to events in the eighth century by 7:15–17. To repeat: if the Immanuel material in Isaiah ended with chapter 7, it would be difficult to find any correspondence with the conception and birth of Jesus other than a typological one. (CC)

Isaiah’s prophecy, however, continues. In 8:1–4, God directs Isaiah to write, in the presence of witnesses, the name Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz, “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens.” Then Isaiah goes in to his wife, presumably the mother of “A-Remnant-Shall-Return,” and she conceives and bears a second son, who receives the name that Isaiah was given before the child’s conception and birth. God further tells Isaiah that before “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens” is old enough to talk clearly, Assyria will carry away the wealth of the Syro-Ephraimite coalition. Is 8:1–4 comprises a distinct unit of text as indicated by the opening words of 8:5, “The Lord spoke to me again.” Is 8:5–8, then, refers a second time to “Immanuel.” (CC)

What is the relationship between the promise of a child in 7:14 and the birth of a child in 8:1–4? There are obvious connections between 7:10–17, wherein the child Immanuel is promised, and 8:1–4, wherein the birth of “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens” is actually recounted. The first and most obvious connection is between a child promised and the child born, Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz, who later, with his father and brother, is specifically referred to as a sign: “Look, I and the children whom the Lord has given to me to be signs and portents in Israel” (8:18). A second connection has to do with predicted judgment at the hands of the Assyrians, though in 8:1–4 the judgment is only against Syria and the northern kingdom of Israel, whereas in 7:10–17 it was also against Judah. Third and most strikingly, where 7:14 promises that “the virgin maiden will be pregnant and be bearing a son” (הָעַלְמָ֗ה הָרָה֙ וְיֹלֶ֣דֶת בֵּ֔ן) and that the child will be named, 8:3 attests that the prophetess “conceived and bore a son” (וַתַּ֖הַר וַתֵּ֣לֶד בֵּ֑ן) and that the child was named. Key Hebrew vocabulary from 7:14 is repeated in 8:3. Thus the connections between 7:10–17 and 8:1–4 are remarkable.  (CC)

Nevertheless, the differences between the two texts are more remarkable, and they show that 8:1–4 should be regarded as an additional prophecy that is related to 7:10–17 and that in some ways takes its place—but that does not fulfill it. A child is promised in 7:14 as a sign that relates to the eighth-century events at hand. A child is born in 8:1–4 who relates to the eighth-century events at hand, yet he is not the child described in 7:14! Four differences stand out. First and most broadly, whereas 7:10–17 is a unit that pronounces judgment on Judah as well as upon her enemies, 8:1–4 does not pronounce judgment upon Judah. Second, although a child is named in each instance, different people do the naming. In 8:3, God tells Isaiah to name the child. But in 7:14, the mother of the child will give the child his name. Third, the mother of the child in 8:1–4 cannot be the עַלְמָה (“virgin maiden”) of 7:14 under any circumstances, because the “prophetess” (8:3), who is Isaiah’s wife and the child’s mother, was already the mother of “A-Remnant-Shall-Return” before the prophecy of 7:14 was given. Finally and most importantly, the child in 8:1–4 receives a name quite different from the name promised in 7:14. “Immanuel” (7:14) indicates God’s gracious presence to save his people, whereas the name “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens” (8:1, 3) signifies rapid divine judgment.  (CC)

Thus, perhaps even Isaiah himself did not know what relationship 7:10–17 would have with the events of his immediate historical situation when he first received this oracle from God (cf. 1 Pet 1:10–12). A child is promised as a sign, soon to be fulfilled as a judgment against Judah and her enemies. Such a child did come, but he wasn’t the child of Is 7:14. Isaiah’s son “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens” (8:1, 3) was a sign that the promise of judgment against Ahaz (7:17) would come true. Just as the Immanuel section did not end in 7:10–17, it does not end with 8:1–4. Because Ahaz has rejected the Lord’s help, Immanuel’s land will be overtaken and flooded with the conquering might of Assyria (8:5–8; cf. 2 Chr 28:16–21). Yet that is not Isaiah’s last word regarding Immanuel and his land. In time, all the nations and their power will be shattered because of Immanuel (8:9–10). Hence the advent of Immanuel still lies in the future. (CC)

The prophet next offers an important interlude (8:11–22). God tells him to trust, not to fear his enemies, and to bind up and seal his testimony. The future is certain: hope in the Lord! Isaiah and his two sons are signs and portents in Israel (8:18). They are there to teach the people to trust not in mediums or necromancers, but in the promise of God. God’s people will find themselves in thick darkness. Yet the prophet and his sons stand as God’s invitation: trust in the promise of Immanuel!  (CC)

For the light will come and will push back the gloom (8:23–9:6 [ET 9:1–7]). The child promised in 7:10–17 and anticipated by the birth of “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens” (8:1–4) will come and vindicate God’s people. The wonder of this child is more fully proclaimed in (8:23–9:6 [ET 9:1–7]) than before. His name certainly will be “God is with us” (7:14), yet also “Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace” (9:5 [ET 9:6]). He will fulfill the promise of 7:10–17 and the promise of 2 Sam 7:13 that there will be an occupant of the throne of David forever; his reign and peace will have no end (Is 9:6 [ET 9:7])!  (CC)

The prophetic material subsequent to 7:10–17, then, shows that the Child whose name means “God is with us” did not appear in the eighth century BC. A child did appear at that time. Isaiah’s second son “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens” was a sign of God’s judgment against Judah and her enemies, and of the certainty of God’s promises. But the promise of “Immanuel” continued and grew even as Isaiah’s prophecies were being uttered, and the promise remained unfulfilled in Isaiah’s time as is clear from the prophecy of Isaiah itself. “Immanuel” was promised (7:14). “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens” came as a sign (8:3, 18), but not as “Immanuel” himself. Isaiah sealed the testimony and pointed the people forward beyond the time of thick darkness to the coming of the Child who would be “God is with us” (7:14) and “Mighty God” (9:5 [ET 9:6]).  (CC)

Isaiah 7:14 in Matthew’s Context – In citing Is 7:14 in the first chapter of his Gospel, Matthew proclaims that the Immanuel promise that applied to the eighth century and also extended beyond that time into the future of God’s people has now come true. Although Matthew certainly does believe that Jesus fulfills some OT passages typologically, that is not what is happening in Mt 1:23 with his citation of Is 7:14. The threat to Judah in the eighth century was great. Yet after the Syro-Ephraimite coalition and even the Assyrian Empire had come and gone, still there was darkness over the people. God’s promise of light in Galilee of the Gentiles still awaited fulfillment (Is 8:23–9:6 [ET 9:1–7]). Matthew is proclaiming that fulfillment now in Jesus. (CC)

Is there any real indication that Matthew understood Is 7:14 as I have set forth here, that is, as a part of a progressive prophecy that comes to fuller expression in Is 8:23–9:6 (ET 9:1–7)? Indeed there is! We have been considering Matthew’s first explicit OT fulfillment citation, which is from Is 7:14, which in turn is the first “Immanuel” reference in its larger section of Isaiah. Now look ahead to Matthew’s fifth explicit OT fulfillment citation, which brings the first major section of the Gospel (1:1–4:16) to a close. The fifth citation comes from the end of this same section of Isaiah: the promise of light shining in the darkness, in Galilee of the Gentiles (Mt 4:12–16, drawing on LXX Is 8:23–9:1 [ET 9:1–2]). Matthew has bracketed his narrative’s first major section with two citations from the “Immanuel” section of Isaiah. Matthew recognizes that the promise of the Child born of the virgin, the promise that was connected to but not fulfilled in the birth of “The-Spoil-Speeds-the-Prey-Hastens,” has finally come true. In Jesus, God is with his people to deliver them and to bring light to the nations. (CC)

The house of David in the eighth century BC did not accept God’s offer of a sign, nor believe in the significance of the Child who was promised in Is 7:14. By contrast, Matthew presents Joseph as the descendant and heir of David who does accept God’s offered sign and who does believe what God declares about the Child present in the Virgin Mary’s womb. Matthew’s readers/hearers are invited to believe as well! For all who believe the message of Matthew’s Gospel, the Child will be known as “God is with us” (Mt 1:23, quoting Is 7:14). At the ending of the Gospel, as is widely recognized, Matthew repeats and broadens the promise. By saying “I am with you always” (28:20), Jesus affirms that he will be “God is with us.” He will be with his disciples as they make other disciples through baptizing and teaching, even to the consummation of the age. (CC)

What are the Christological and soteriological implications, then, of Jesus being Immanuel, “God is with us”? Matthew is proclaiming Jesus as “the embodiment of all the salvific power found in the divine biblical [i.e., OT] assertion, ‘I am with you.’ ” The role of the Holy Spirit in Jesus’ virginal conception underscores that Jesus is God’s saving presence, for the Spirit is often associated with the OT promises of God’s presence. Latent here in this early unit in Matthew’s Gospel is the truth that the Nicene Creed faithfully confesses about Jesus of Nazareth: he is “God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God.”  (CC)

Yet 1:18–25 does not give primary place and prominence to the name “Immanuel,” as important as that OT citation is for understanding the significance of Mary’s Child. Rather, after God has intervened and revealed the true origin and purpose of the Child, the text returns to the name “Jesus.” God’s presence with his people cannot be known apart from this Jesus whom the narrative ultimately will proclaim as the Crucified and Risen One.  (CC)

1:20 BUT (GREEK and ESV IS “BEHOLD”) – ἰδού—This aorist imperative middle second person singular of ὁράω, “to see,” functions as an interjection and is a favorite word of Matthew, who uses it sixty-two times. It emphasizes the point about to be made, and in some pericopes it is an obvious structuring device. Here it sets up a contrast between Joseph’s plans and those of God. (CC)
        ANGEL OF THE LORD – ἄγγελος κυρίου—Is this “the Angel of the Lord,” the מַלְאַךְ־יהוה of the OT? The answer cannot be given merely on the basis of grammatical considerations. “The Angel of the Lord” is prominent in some OT passages that repeatedly refer to this figure. In each of these texts except Numbers 22, the LXX translates at least the initial mention of the מַלְאַךְ־יהוה by ἄγγελος κυρίου, with both nouns lacking an article. Thereafter in these texts, most references to this figure are rendered ὁ ἄγγελος κυρίου, a usage which, as Wallace suggests, is probably anaphoric, the article reaching back to the initial mention of ἄγγελος κυρίου. This same phenomenon occurs here in Matthew: the initial mention of the angel is anarthrous (1:20), and the second reference is arthrous (1:24). So, purely on grammatical grounds, the angel here in Mt 1:20 could be the OT figure of the מַלְאַךְ־יהוה. (CC)

However, two other factors speak decisively against making this identification. The first is that Matthew 1 shows no trace of the “vacillation” between the angelic figure and God himself that is so prominent and striking in the OT texts cited. (Neither does Mt 28:1–8, with an “angel of the Lord” in 28:2.) There is no uncertainty in Mt 1:18–25 over the question “Who is speaking, a created angel or the Lord himself?” It is the holy angel who speaks to Joseph. The second factor would be the Christological implications of the מַלְאַךְ־יהוה. Conservative interpreters have identified the OT “Angel of the Lord” as the preincarnate Son, or at least have declared the מַלְאַךְ־יהוה to be a true divine epiphany of Yahweh himself. This Christological or theophanic dimension is utterly absent from Mt 1:18–25, where an angelic messenger of the Lord speaks about the coming birth of God’s Son and in no way identifies himself with the Christ whose birth he announced. This second factor also militates against identifying the “angel of the Lord” in 2:13 and the one in 2:19 as the OT figure. (CC)

       in a dream. The phrase occurs five times in the first two chapters of Matthew (here; 2:12–13, 19, 22) and indicates the means the Lord used for speaking to Joseph. (CSB)

This was a common means of revelation in the OT, especially in the story of the patriarch Joseph (Gn. 37-50). (TLSB) 
        son of David. Perhaps a hint that the message of the angel related to the expected Messiah. (CSB)

The angel’s words connect this text to the preceding context in two ways. First, the angel addresses Joseph as “son of David” (1:20), signaling that the royal line of David the king, presented in the genealogy (1:2–17) of Jesus, “Son of David” (1:1), has come down to this pious descendant and heir of David, Joseph. Because the heir of David will take Mary as his wife even though the child in her womb is not his own, this will bring Jesus into the royal line of David. The second connection with the preceding context is the emphasis on God’s perspective and guidance. The symmetry of Matthew’s genealogy (three sets of fourteen generations, 1:17) has already suggested that the God of Israel has been bringing the nation’s history to its climax in the One who is called “Christ” (1:1, 16). God’s guidance and intervention continue in the text at hand as the angel announces to Joseph the true origin of the child within Mary, Joseph’s virgin wife. (CC)

        take Mary home as your wife. They were legally bound to each other, but not yet living together as husband and wife. (CSB)

μὴ φοβηθῇς παραλαβεῖν Μαρίαν τὴν γυναῖκά σου·—The verb παραλαμβάνω usually means “take, take along.” In this context, however, it is virtually certain that this verb in 1:20, 24 refers to the action of Joseph that would be the next step after betrothal, namely, “to take” Mary “into his home” and begin to live with her as her husband, although Joseph did not yet consummate the marriage (1:25). (CC)

The syntactical relationship between the two accusative nouns “Mary” and “wife” is complex. One way to understand the syntax would take one accusative noun as the object of the verb and the other as a further complement to the object (also know as the predicate accusative). If that were the case here, the proper name “Mary” would be the object of the verb according to Wallace. The translation would then be, “Do not be afraid to take into your home Mary as your wife.” Two factors make this view unlikely, however. The first is that the second accusative noun is arthrous, τὴν γυναῖκά σου; normally, the complement (or predicate accusative) in such constructions will be anarthrous. The second factor is the general context, where, as 1:24 affirms, Mary is already regarded as Joseph’s wife even though they have not sexually consummated their union (as 1:18 and 1:25 declare).  (CC)

Given the word order, with the proper name “Mary” immediately after the infinitive, the translation above reflects the view that “Mary” is the direct object of the infinitive and “your wife” is standing in apposition to “Mary”: “Do not be afraid to take into your home Mary, your wife.”  ((CC)

        what is conceived in her is from the Holy Spirit. This agrees perfectly with the announcement to Mary (Lk 1:35), except that the latter is more specific (see note on Lk 1:26–35). (CSB)

τὸ … γεννηθέν—This is, literally, “the thing that has been begotten.” The neuter substantive participle probably reflects the grammatical gender of τὸ βρέφος, which can refer to a “child” in utero (e.g., Lk 1:41, 44) or after birth (e.g., Lk 2:12, 16; 18:15; 1 Pet 2:2).  (CC)
1:21 JESUS…SAVE HIS PEOPLE – αὑτὸς γὰρ σώσει—The nominative use of αὑτός is emphatic (“he himself will save”). There are twenty-one nominative uses of αὑτός in Matthew, all having an emphatic function; see, for example, 3:11; 8:24; 16:20. (CC)

John Chrysostom:  “[Matthew] darkly signified the Gentiles too.  For ‘His people’ are not the Jews only, but also all that draw nigh and receive the knowledge that is from Him” [NPNF1 10:26]. (TLSB)

Moreover, the child’s purpose is revealed in the name given to him by God through the angelic messenger. The child’s name will be “Jesus” (Ἰησοῦς, 1:21), a Greek form of the ancient Hebrew name “Joshua” (יְהוֹשׁוּעַ), which means “Yahweh/the Lord is salvation.”  The reader of the Greek is expected to recognize the Semitic play on the noun “salvation,” since the following clause gives the reason why (γάρ) this will be his name: “He himself will save his people from their sins.” Name and purpose go together; identity and work go hand in hand. From this point in the narrative, the very name “Jesus” will evoke the purpose for which this Jesus has come: the purpose of God saving his people from sin—from their own sins.  (CC)

1:22 ALL THIS TOOK PLACE – 
τοῦτο δὲ ὅλον γέγονεν—There is no need to take the perfect indicative γέγονεν as simply aoristic. Rather, in this first occurrence of Matthew’s OT citation formula (see the next textual note), the perfect is somewhat emphatic. Matthew is stressing for the reader that “this whole thing,” referring to the “origin” (γένεσις, 1:1, 18) of Jesus Christ with its enduring result for the reader, “has happened” in order to fulfill what was spoken by the Lord through the prophet. (CC)

Matthew may also be offering an opening bracket, which is matched with a closing bracket in 26:56 as part of Jesus’ statement to those arresting him: “But this whole thing has happened [τοῦτο δὲ ὅλον γέγονεν] in order that the Scriptures of the prophets might be fulfilled” (26:56). Such a connection between 1:22 and 26:56 underscores Matthew’s strong emphasis that Jesus’ entire life and ministry takes place in fulfillment of the OT.  (CC)

        fulfill. Twelve times (here; 2:15, 23; 3:15; 4:14; 5:17; 8:17; 12:17; 13:14, 35; 21:4; 27:9) Matthew speaks of the OT being fulfilled, i.e., of events in NT times that were prophesied in the OT—a powerful testimony to the divine origin of Scripture and its accuracy even in small details. In the fulfillments we also see the writer’s concern for linking the gospel with the OT. (CSB)

ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ κυρίου διὰ τοῦ προφήτου λέγοντος·—This the first of ten times where Matthew introduces an OT citation with his distinctive formula that uses the passive of πληρόω with the substantive participle τὸ ῥηθέν as the subject: “that what was spoken … might be fulfilled.” Mt 3:3 also comes very close to this expression, although there John the Baptist is not spoken of as one who fulfills the Scripture. Matthew reserves the important verb πληρόω, “fulfill,” for Jesus alone. (CC)

Commentators sometimes note that ὑπό plus the genitive (here ὑπὸ κυρίου) refers to an ultimate agent, while διά plus the genitive (διὰ τοῦ προφήτου) refers to an intermediate agent. It should not be thought, however, that each of those prepositions in itself always carries that respective force. Rather, it is the distinctive use of both prepositions in the same context that nails down the point. The Lord is the ultimate source of the prophecy; the prophet is only the intermediary who delivered the message to Israel.  (CC)

1:23 See note on Isa 7:14. This is the first of at least 47 quotations, most of them Messianic, that Matthew takes from the OT (see NIV text notes throughout Matthew).

Note on Is. 7:14 – A figurative way of predicting that within nine months it will be so evident that God is with his people that she will name her son Immanuel, which means “God is with us.” By the time he reaches the age of discretion (“knows enough to reject the wrong and choose the right,” v. 16) the enemy will have given up the design of conquest and will have been laid waste by the Assyrian empire (vv. 16–17). The Hebrew word ‘almah occurs six times in the OT and in each case refers to a young woman of marriageable age who is still in the state of virginity (Ge 24:43; Ex 2:8; Ps 68:25; Pr 30:19; SS 1:3; 6:8). Mt 1:23 understood the woman mentioned here to be a type (a foreshadowing) of the Virgin Mary. Immanuel.† The name “God is with us” was meant to convince Ahaz that God could rescue him from his enemies. See Nu 14:9; 2Ch 13:12; Ps 46:7. “Immanuel” is used again in 8:8, 10, and it may be another name for Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz (8:3). If so, the boy’s names had complementary significance (see note on 8:3). Jesus was the final fulfillment of this prophecy, for he was “God with us” in the fullest sense (Mt 1:23; cf. Isa 9:6–7). See Hos 11:1; Mt 2:15 for another example of God’s direction of Israel’s history in such a way as to let the event foreshadow what he would do in the life of his incarnate Son. (CC)
        IMMANUEL – WHICH MEANS GOD WITH US – This is quote from Isaiah 7:14.  The incarnation of Jesus is central to salvation. It means that Christ is really “with us” to take our place.

μεθʼ ἡμῶν ὁ θεός—This is most likely a verbless clause, “God is with us,” rather than a Greek phrase that could be translated as a noun with a relative clause, “the God who is with us.” If Matthew had wanted to express the latter, he could have written ὁ θεὸς μεθʼ ἡμῶν, or ὁ μεθʼ ἡμῶν θεός, or ὁ θεὸς ὁ μεθʼ ἡμῶν. (CC)
ἰδοὺ ἡ παρθένος ἐν γαστρὶ ἕξει καὶ τέξεται υἱόν, καὶ καλέσουσιν τὸ ὄνομα αὑτοῦ Ἐμμανουήλ—The text form of this, Matthew’s first explicit OT citation, has occasioned much discussion. The Masoretic Text of Is 7:14b reads, “Look, the virgin maiden [הָעַלְמָ֗ה] (will be) pregnant [adjective, הָרָה֙] and be bearing [feminine singular active participle, וְיֹלֶ֣דֶת] a son, and she will call [וְקָרָ֥את] his name Immanu-El.” The LXX rendering is “Look, the virgin [ἡ παρθένος] will be pregnant, and she will bear a son, and you [singular] will call [καλέσεις] his name Immanuel.” Matthew follows the LXX closely, with the one exception of the verb at the end of the verse, where he has “they will call” (καλέσουσιν).  (CC)
The hermeneutics and theology of this citation will receive attention in the commentary proper. The following notes here are offered with regard to two aspects of the text form: (1) the choice of ἡ παρθένος for הָעַלְמָ֗ה and (2) the person and number of the verb “call” at the end of the citation. (CC)
Some scholars criticize Matthew for “conveniently” using the LXX’s rendering, ἡ παρθένος, of the MT’s הָעַלְמָ֗ה in order to find an OT proof text for the virginal conception and birth of Jesus. This criticism asserts that παρθένος, which normally means “virgin,” is not a valid translation for the Hebrew עַלְמָה. This Hebrew noun, however, only occurs nine times in the OT, and two of these occurrences seem not to be pertinent (the plural seems to be a musical term in Ps 46:1 [the superscription in English translations] and 1 Chr 15:20). Of the remaining seven, four times the LXX renders the Hebrew noun as νεᾶνις, “young woman” (Ex 2:8; Ps 67:26 [MT 68:26; ET 68:25]); Song 1:3; 6:8), once as νεότης, “youth” (Prov 30:19), and twice as παρθένος, “virgin” (Gen 24:43; Is 7:14). With such a small base of data, it is difficult to assert that the LXX’s rendering in Is 7:14 is somehow anomalous or invalid, or that there is a “normal” Greek translation for the Hebrew term. What, however, do the various Hebrew and Greek terms mean, and what semantic difference is there between them? (CC)
One must be cautious here by not quickly asserting a technical or unchanging meaning for individual words. For example, it is clear enough from the narrative of Genesis 24 that Rebekah is regarded as an acceptable candidate for becoming a wife for Isaac, that is, she was a virgin as well as a relative. In the Hebrew of Genesis 24, she is described as a “woman” (אִשָּׂה, Gen 24:44), a “young woman” (נַעֲרָה, 24:16a), a “virgin” (בְּתוּלָה, 24:16b), and a “virgin maiden” (עַלְמָה, 24:43). The LXX account of Genesis 24 translates all of the last three Hebrew nouns in the same way: with παρθένος. This would seem to indicate some flexibility when it comes to the meaning of παρθένος, or perhaps more likely the translator’s willingness to allow the contextual connotations to guide to a more precise translation of a generic Hebrew term (such as נַעֲרָה). One only needs to read lexicon entries to see that; the context determines which of a word’s many possible meanings is intended in a particular case, and context can cause the meanings of individual words to shift. (CC)
Some argue that בְּתוּלָה (e.g., Gen 24:16; Ex 22:15–16), and not עַלְמָה (Is 7:14 et alii), is the Hebrew term that means “virgin.” However, it would be wrong to presume that Hebrew (or any language) could have only one term meaning “virgin.” Granted, בְּתוּלָה usually does denote a “virgin.” Yet we are hard pressed to explain why the biblical writers occasionally felt the need to further delineate a בְּתוּלָה as one “who has not known a man” unless בְּתוּלָה could possibly have a more general meaning, such as “young woman.” If it always and exclusively meant “virgin,” that would result in an odd sort of redundancy in Gen 24:16 and Judg 21:12. Why would an author say that a woman was “a virgin who had not known a man”? How could there be virgins who had known men? (CC)
With regard to עַלְמָה, the term in Is 7:14, it clearly does refer to a virgin in at least two of the six other passages: Rebekah in Gen 24:43 and Miriam as a girl in Ex 2:8. The plural in Ps 68:26 (ET 68:25) and Song 1:3; 6:8 may well mean “virgins.” The only passage in which its meaning can really be disputed is Prov 30:19, but that verse may well refer to “the way of a man with a virgin” whom he is courting. None of the seven OT passages with עַלְמָה give any reason to conclude that it cannot mean “virgin.” Thus Davies and Allison rightly comment that the Hebrew noun עַלְמָה is “a little used word generally carrying the implication of virginity.” (CC)
In terms of the lexical data, then, it should not be said that the LXX’s παρθένος is a mistranslation of the MT’s עַלְמָה in Is 7:14. The Hebrew noun עַלְמָה clearly can mean “virgin maiden” and as such is closely related to בְּתוּלָה, which also normally (but not necessarily) means “virgin.” The Greek term παρθένος is a perfectly acceptable translation for עַלְמָה in Is 7:14, and Matthew’s use of παρθένος in his Greek quotation of Is 7:14 does not involve some sort of semantic error. The female referred to in Is 7:14 is a virgin maiden. This is fitting, since her bearing of the child will be a sign that “the Lord himself will give” (Is 7:14). (CC)
The second issue in the text of Is 7:14 as cited in Mt 1:23 involves the final verb of the citation. Matthew writes καλέσουσιν, “they will call his name …” The LXX has the second person singular καλέσεις, “you [either masculine or feminine] will call …” The MT verb form is וְקָרָ֥את, which poses some interesting challenges. Morphologically, this would be the normal form of the Qal second feminine singular perfect of קָרָא with waw consecutive, “and you [feminine singular] will call.” This may be the way that the LXX is understanding the form, although the Greek καλέσεις does not specify whether the subject of the verb is masculine or feminine. (CC)
However, in the immediate context, Isaiah clearly has been speaking to “the house of David” (Is 7:2) in the person of King Ahaz, not to any woman who would name the child. Rather, he has been speaking in the third person about the virgin who would bear the child. Therefore, the Hebrew grammars and most scholars take the MT’s Hebrew verb form as an archaic third feminine singular perfect with waw consecutive: “and she will call.” (CC)
To further complicate the picture, one of the Isaiah texts found at Qumran has the reading וקרא, which could be pointed as a Pual perfect, “and it [his name] shall be called,” or as a Qal perfect, “and he/one shall call.” (CC)
Given the uncertainties and multiple possibilities of translation (even of the consonantal MT), it seems proper not to make too much of Matthew’s apparently unique reading, “they will call.” As the commentary on subsequent OT citations will show, there are clear cases in which Matthew has offered the wording of an OT passage in such a way as to make purposeful connections with other aspects of his Gospel’s theology. But in this case, caution is appropriate. Some have suggested that perhaps the “they” of Matthew’s text refers to the people whom Jesus will save from their sins—those who, at the end of the Gospel and beyond, believe that Jesus is with them to the end of the age. This may well be correct. (CC)
This caution in attaching theological significance to Matthew’s reading “they will call” offers an opportunity for a general caution about the work of comparing the text forms of Matthew’s OT citations with the texts of the MT and the LXX. The work of establishing and comparing these text forms is an important endeavor that requires enormous patience and learning. One soon learns that the field of textual criticism is itself undergoing significant changes and that certainty regarding matters like the text of the Septuagint may be more elusive than the impression that is sometimes given. In addition, one should never forget the historical, human circumstances under which the divinely inspired—but still human—authors of the NT operated. Their copies of the OT were almost certainly in scroll form. There may well have been times when they cited the OT in their writings from memory, rather than directly looking at a reference while writing and copying. (CC)
Therefore, one should be slow to make much of small matters and quick to remember that some decisions regarding the “original text” used by an author must remain somewhat conjectural. As such, perceived variations in the OT text cited by Matthew do not always offer a foundation broad enough to support significant theological conclusions. In my examinations of the text form of Matthew’s OT citations, I shall attempt to focus on relatively certain and significant data when drawing conclusions about Matthew’s theological purposes for citing the OT when and how he does. (CC)
1:24-25 The text’s third and final section (1:24–25) reveals that Joseph, the “righteous” (1:19) son of David (1:20) in contrast to wicked King Ahaz, believed God’s prophecy and obeyed the divine command. Joseph believed the angel, and the reader believes both the angel and the OT. Joseph got up and did as he was commanded. His faith in God’s interpretation of the events is shown by his about-face, doing what he earlier feared to do (“Do not be afraid to take into your home Mary, your wife,” 1:20); so “He took his wife into his home” (1:24). With one last flourish to reinforce the message that Jesus’ origin is not from a human father, the text emphatically states that Joseph continued not to know (οὑκ ἐγίνωσκεν, 1:25) Mary sexually. The last weight of emphasis falls upon the salvific name: “And he called his name Jesus” (1:25).  (CC)

1:24 DID WHAT THE ANGEL…COMMANDED – Joseph believed the angel, and the reader believes both the angel and the OT. Joseph got up and did as he was commanded. His faith in God’s interpretation of the events is shown by his about-face, doing what he earlier feared to do (“Do not be afraid to take into your home Mary, your wife,” 1:20); so “He took his wife into his home” (1:24). With one last flourish to reinforce the message that Jesus’ origin is not from a human father, the text emphatically states that Joseph continued not to know (οὑκ ἐγίνωσκεν, 1:25) Mary sexually. The last weight of emphasis falls upon the salvific name: “And he called his name Jesus” (1:25).  (CC)

In contrast to King Ahaz, who doubted Isaiah’s prophecy, Joseph showed that he believed the word of the Lord.  (TLSB)

1:25 NO UNION WITH HER…SHE GAVE BIRTH – καὶ οὑκ ἐγίνωσκεν αὑτὴν ἕως οὗ ἔτεκεν υἱόν—The conjunction καί is adversative, contrasting this clause with what went before; “but” is the proper translation. For this use of καί, see 11:17, 19 (last occurrence); 14:13; 17:16 (last occurrence); 21:30; 22:3 (last occurrence); 23:3 (last occurrence), 37 (last occurrence); BDF, § 442.1. (CC)

The imperfect indicative ἐγίνωσκεν is noteworthy. By it the narrator leaves no doubt in the reader’s mind regarding Jesus Christ’s origin: it is from God and not from man. Joseph plays no active role in the origin of Jesus, since he “continued not knowing” Mary “until she gave birth to a son.” (CC)

Matthew’s Gospel contains a number of sentences whose negated main verb is qualified by an “until” (ἕως) clause. One sentence even has two such clauses; see the note at 5:18. The questions naturally arise: (1) Does the “until” clause postulate a time beyond which the reversal of the main clause will actually occur? Or (2) is the “until” clause merely a way of saying that the main clause will remain true permanently? The specific question here in 1:25 is whether or not the verse implies that Joseph did begin to know Mary after she bore Jesus. The answer for any given example can only be based on the context, and not on the grammar alone, for in terms of grammar there are examples of precisely parallel “until” clauses on either side of this semantic fence; compare 17:9 (expected reversal of main clause) and 23:39 (no expected reversal of main clause). In light of 13:55–56, understood according to its most natural reading, the answer here for 1:25 would seem to be yes: Joseph did begin to know Mary after she had given birth to Jesus. (CC)
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