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sus of Nazareth 18 the rTlost
‘1lustrious person in all the annal.s ol tlmei
In all the heraldry of birth, he is the las

member of the human race whose ancestral
history can be carried back, 1n unbroken
succession, to Adam, the first man.

In the Christian faith, Jesus of Nazareth
i« held to be the Messiah of prophecy, the
Christ of history, and the Saviour of the
world. This gives his followers a perennial
interest in his origin. Are they the dis-
ciples of a child of shame, born out of law-
ful wedlock? Are they the worshippers of
@aTARLe human being, born of human parents

» O matchless his speech,
thropic his conduct?

1.11 hailing him g« a divi
11 proclaiming him
Saviour?

or philan-
Or are they justified
ne-human person, and




“a,noj.nted,” 0
to be the Savioy
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defines that this 3
person would Dbeé ot tile Se'ed 106_
rsgac.’”’ Mahommed had an AbrahamicC Cl

rivation, but he Wwas descended ifrom the
bastard Ishmael, and all his claims are barred
on genealogical grounds. No Arab can pPOS-
sibly be this predicted Messiah and Saviour.

1t carefully

sianic’’

But again the prophecy does not leave

us to speculation as to which of these is to
be the progenitor



2 kingdom,
‘ 1. The Seed of the Womall.
9. The Seed of Abraham.
3. The Seed of isaac.

4, The Seed of Jacob.

9. The Scted of Judah.
Tessiah? The prediction 1 6. The Seed or David.

[oUDt 0L ifhe sccdos - The Seed of the Virgin.
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_______
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B
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Gortrgtni {0 i | g Born at Bethlen em.
L e s . Precedeq

Y a Forery
Mhe .'.. 10 Named Im nHeI‘.

manuel].
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e line of his pedig
tribe of Judah,’’
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David, however, had many wives

descendants. To which of these must theﬁ;‘%@}“
world look for the Messiah? The predictio k3
does not leave us in doubt. o
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Her lineage is deﬁneff
—=She must be of the house of e The’f
place of his birth ig foretold—he must
born in Bethlehem. All human

pethlehem, 2 nd in that
tribe of Judah.
which, literally

person. il M1 >
you a SIgh: “Be-
snd bear a SO,
(Isa.

g 1N the

L divine-numal
'11#’"'" ."‘1 (

<hall
1] concelive, 2
name Immanuel

Five

sirgin sh
his

Such 18
promised Messial.

1 The Seed of the Woman.

9 The Seed of Abraham.

3 The Seed of isaac.

4 The Seed of Jacob.

5. The Sced of Judah.

6. The Seed or David.

7 The Seed of the Virgin.

. Born at Bethlehem.

9 Preceded by a Forerunner.

10. Named Immanuel,

GENEALOGY OF JESUS OF NAZARETH.

Readers of the Bible sometimes wonder

why so0 many genealogical tables, lists of
hard and almost unpronounceable names, Were
d in the Christian Seriptures. The

9
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funner. He was b s ©ONspicyg i o U i nd the feminine principle
Bet : OTN of the Yrin il Bl0r asculine @ d a mother
€thlehem i € Virgj 2 the 1M t a child ha
C o dah o the 10CSHS th of the well-
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i
b ‘ﬁ) Msal“ly and the lega] fatlfer’ ;3;1? hus. the commoOll obser‘;a i D .
Olomon, to pPav; c8us, The Christian adm
~ ’ aac, to Abrah 1o leges that the DI :
Luke traceg his 1; AMm, to Adam, to God. 2 1. miraculous, and exceptional. He
1S lineage throy h T _ natural, ‘e and SO
Mary, to Nathan, to David - oSl holds that a persoll who: wasi SORHEEEEs d
to TIsaac, to Ai)rah 00, Jacob, unlike all other men in all his chara,cte_r an
Using all the genea] ey tO_ Adam, to God, ~onduct, was also unlike all other €It = the
ments, the famil g I both Testa- very mode of his advent into this Worflt.i.
i ou:; y-tree of Jesus of Nazareth Exceptional in his life, exceptional in hiS
| _ death, exceptional in his resurrectlo.n, excflg‘
OBJECTIONS, E ] tional in his departure out of thiS Wlozng,
The identificatio =] the Christian has no difficulty 1n app o _
n of Jesus of NaZ&l"eth ds ¥ ! : er mode of his
the Messiah of and exceptionalness to the Very
Prophecy and promise would birth

But the Christian, being a theist, cannot

admit that he is any more jrrational in be-

nnnatural that its credibility out of the

Sci ' : :
lentific, DhlIOSOphlcal, critical ang

grounds. Many fee] that it ig at Once th
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Which the Other isg the c

the virgin-birth ause. To believe in

requires g E
contradi e
adict nature, but to contradiect t]:?;ﬂli:fg

Of his r '
% trng\; nt mlnd————to- make a fool of himself,
e -o }1pset his own faculties.
Moy ristian replies that it is true that
nd mother are correlative terms, and

that there
can be no materni ‘
a‘ntecedent paternity. G

He hol
Olds that Jesus had both a father and a8

virgin-birth. h His doctrine of the
assert the > Sowever, does not requizne him to:
o maternity of Jesus, and at the same
e deny all paternj
Paternity anq ernity. He asserts both the
maternity of Jesus of N

hig Father, and that
(1e consequently holds
maternity without

« that (fod WaB

wag Nnis mothner.
B AL : et
i a,he U rdity 4s ,

¢ O pu,i,f:rnit,y.

I NDIECENT,

(¢ is sometimes whispered to the Christian
a0 ine of a virgin-birth is indecent;
God and a maiden, it re-
nh the virtue of the Deity and

liason.

shadow thee: therefore also that holy thing
which shall be born of thee shall be called the
son of God”’ (Luke 1:35). The power of God
terminated upon the dust of the ground, and
created out of it the body of Adam. The
power of God terminated upon a rib of Adam,
and created out of it the body of Eve. So
the power of God terminated upon the sub-
stance of Mary, and created out of it the
embryonic body of Jesus. There is nothing

in the narrative that hints & consortium.
John says, “The word Was made ﬂe'sh”
(John' 15148 Paul said to the Galatians
that God’s Son was ‘‘made of a Woman”“((}al. _
4:4). To the Philippians he said Jesus ‘‘took 3

9




Joseph was the son Ol SJacobRE

a
he was the Hoyol @y “PIS[E)hi Y- e

| _ Hence th
: e two
g1ve us different ancestral names, on back to

Davi :
De 01(511: It is argued that both lists cannot
rect, Joseph cannot be the son of both

”J’a; y 9 €6 * 99
cob” and ‘““Heli”’; we cannot tell which is

correct; consequently whole
: ; the whol '
( 2 s genealogy 18

The Christian r '
g 1risti; eplies that thi '
18 only apparent. .

and the law-son of the other.

£ £
Jacobh’” and ““Heli.”’

natural s ' I
ral son of one of these men, and the son
10 .

7 : e
son of two f livery married man is the =
| athers—the natural son of one,

gelists s 'y The evan- S
say that Joseph was the son of both

He was consequently the

. the other. Matthew teils us that
.ot Joseph,” and so makes it clear
: natural, begotten, son of
., e was, thererore, the son-in-law
. PBesides Luke uses NG language

- t+hat Joseph was the natural
i 02 Ellence ““Joseph, the husband
the mother of Jesus,” was the born-
«Jacob,”’ and the son-in-law of “Heli.”
then, starting with ‘‘Joseph, the
nusband Of Mary,’ carries the lineage of
Jesus pback, through a succession of ances-
(ors, and reaches David through Solomon.
uke, starting with “Heli,” the father-in-law
of Joseph and the father of Mary, carries the
lineage of Jesus back to David through his
son, Nathan. Matthew traces through Joseph,
and Luke traces through Mary. Hence the
variations in the lists of names occurring In
the two genealogies. Thus at one stroke the
two genealogies are Sse€l to be not dis-
crepant,

Then we are asked, Why both genealogies?
If Jesus was virgin-born, why give his lineage
through Joseph at all? Mary was his mother,
and the fountain of his natural heredity, anc
f so the only ancestral history that was perti-
nent.

To this the Christian ansSwers that two
cenealogies are given 1n order to leave the
objector no ground to stand upon. The
prophecies required that the Messiah should
be the ‘‘seed of the woman,” the “seed of
Abraham,” the ‘‘seed of Isaac,” the “seed
of Jacend the “seed of Judah,” the “seed

11 -

e




ascribes the pater-
S to Joseph. This i1s the Sinaitic-

S?frla(f Ve_arsion. In this version, Matthew
1:16 is given in this form, ““Joseph, to whom
Mary the Virgin was betrothed, begat Jesus,
who is called Christ.”

T{') this the apologist for the virgin-birth
replies that the word ‘“begat’”’ has somehow

unwarrantably gotten introduced into the text
of this version. He supports this opinion by
the following considerations: (1) This ren-
dering of Matthew 1:16 never got itself ac-
cepted. It failed to pass the scrutiny of the

past. The text of the Authorized Version; s
which leaves out the word '‘“begat,”’ and |
reads, “Jacob begat Joseph the husband of |
Mary, of whom Jesus was born,” has long
been received as correct, (2) Then the

12
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‘n togt I8 Lconsistent with itself. It
Sin,.ll,lrfi ’)h hegat Jesus of Mary, and yet rep-
e A« a virgo intacta when Jesus
g ' (2 s Jinaitic version which

.+ Joseph was the father of Jesus con-
says thal v« gccount of the nativity. Luke

t readings of Luke’s account.

subject—Joseph, Mary, Jesus, the angel
Joseph denied his paternity, and was about
to put away Mary because he knew he was
nnt the author of her condition. Mary denied
the paternity of Joseph. Jesus never ac-
knowledged Joseph as his father. Not once
did he ever call him  suchtsvAm angel from
heaven was sent to both Joseph and Mary to
explain to them how she came to be ‘“with
child.”” Her condition was explicitly imputed
to the Holy Ghost.
INADEQUATE.

It is common to hear the objection that a
fact so strange as the virgin-birth 1is inade-
quately certified by the Christian Scriptures.
We are told that only two of the biblical
writers assert it. Naturally we would have
expected them all to mention it, and make
the most liberal use of it. As many of them
do not even allude to it, a fact SO astounding
could hardly have been generally accepted by

the early Christian community.
| 13



Od was hig Fé,th

. - . 5 e L

to believe Joseph, God was hig F;theI: we are
are to believe the angel, God wag his .Father

If we are to believe Matt-hew, Mark, Luke

John, Paul, Peter, James, God was his Father
It is the only paternity ascribed to him iI;
all the Scriptures; and a divine paternity is
ascribed to him by everyone of the biblical
writers.

Paul flatfootedly asserted the incarnation

In his epistles. “‘In the fulness of time, God
sent forth the son of Joseph? He never

sald 1t God sent forth his Son (God’s
Son), made of a woman, made under the
law’” (Gal. 4¢:5), Mo tha Philippians, this
same apostle says, that Jesus, heing primarily

“in the form of God,” was ‘“‘made in the

lHkeness of men” (Phil. 2:6)., To the Hé=

brews he says Christ ‘“took not on him the
14

but he took on him the

Y (Heb, Z:E0), i Ciri

aarliest of the New Testament writings,
i assert the virgin-birth, cannot be
e light of the fact that he every-

L Laserted the incarnation and the divine
WL O LSO e

prtternitY- *
V[oreover, the early apostolic fathers held

pPaul to be responsible for the Gospel of Luke,
and Peter to be responsible for the Gospel of
vark. Luke was held to be the amanuensis
of Paul, and Mark was held to be the scribe of
Peter. If this is true (and none  cam dis
pute it), then the mnativity story in Lauke
was of Pauline origin. We have then the
conclusion, that i1n his epistles Paul asserts
the fact of the incarnation, and in his Gospel
of Luke he gives an account of the mode in
which the Son of God became the Son of
mall.

The New Testament writers are not silent
on the subject of the paternity of Jesus.
On the contrary they are outspoken. Over
and over again they assert the paternity of
rod, and never once do they allege the pater-
nity of any particular man. If they make any-
thing clear, they make clear the divine father-

hood of Jesus.

INVENTED.

Then we are told that the story of the
virgin-birth of Jesus was invented by his
oarly admirers and worshippers, and read

back into the narrative of his origin. Such
15 |



th 1N £S

are comm On

problem is to dSSume that
the oldest, and that both
elaborated theijr Stories

account. But this not

::Lougla,” Or some indefinite document called

Q. Inasmuch as Mark does not tell the
nativity story, and Matthew and Luke
“‘cribbed’ freely from him, the virgin-birth
could not have been original, and so must
have been a later invention. The aim is to
lose the virgin-birth of Jesus in the tangle
of the ‘“‘synoptic problem.”’

To this the Christian apologist answers:
_(1) That the whole ‘‘synoptic problem’ 18
1tself a pure invention to escape the historic
doctrine of inspiration, as the ‘‘source’” of
all the evangelist narratives. Who knows
anything about “Ur-Mark,’”’ or the ‘‘Logia,”

16

documents are pure hy-

07 Al] such .
ar @ ol (2) But the effective reply 1s
(1AL
p Y1 A 424 | .
hat ity of Jesubs. The opening words of
rrnilt '

ol il «mhe beginning of the gos-
' nhrist, the Son of God”’ (Mk.
v .rrh(: beginning of the go?pel‘ of the
" of Joseph? vark never said it. The
- his Gospel 18 the beginning of
resus Christ, the Son of God.
Then 2 it PLIe ba,p-fzism of Jes__:,us,
Vark reports the heavenly voice as saylng,
«mhou art my heloved Son, in whom 1 am
well pleased” (MKk. 1:11). Thou art the son
of Joseph in whom I am well pleased? The
voice from heaven never said it. Mark say*c
‘+ was God’s voice saying that Jesus was his
eon in whom he was well pleased. A little
later he reports the unclean Spirits and de-
mons as saying in hils presence, “Thou art
the Son of God” (Mlk. 3:11; 5 ) eSS
did not repudiate such a paternity alleged
by the wicked spirits. The whole effort
therefore to construe Mark as knowing noth-
ing about the divine paternity of Jesus
breaks down. Mark himself asserts it; he
quotes the devils as asserting it; and he does
not represent Jesus as denying it.

g0
h(:::;irming‘ O f

the story of
little later

THE SON OF MAN.

But did not Jesus expressly call himself
“the son of man?’ If we are to believe
that statement, how can it be squared with
the claim that he was born of a virgin by

17



the Progeny is of the sam

bil_ity of Jesus ever being anything but
h'uman. If, on the other hand, he had a di-
vine Father and a human mother, as the na-
tivity passages allege, then he must have
been at once ‘““‘the Son of God’”’ and ‘“‘the son
0f man,’” or a divine-human being.

If the New Testament Scriptures assert
anything, they assert that Jesus was ‘‘the
Son of God,”” and that he was also “the
Son of man.”” Such statements cannot be
rationally held unless there was a virgin-
birth. The whole biblical Christology nec-

essitates the fact of a divine paternity and
a human maternity.

18

HIEATHIEN.
‘e rise Of the science of compar-
i+ ig quite common to hear
. OTe R virgin-birth is common
" T_;ngons, and so the legend of the

-

{0 211 Te€ ‘h of Jesus has crept into Chris-

Cipgin-b1T f el
. nity fronl heathen sources. n zypt

;1131;115 .s gaid to have been born of the vir-
oru ,

i IISISHRte whom Osiris stood as a nominal
fgather, as Joseph was to Jesus 1'11 the Chris-—
tian tradition. In China Fo-hi, or Fu-hsi,
or HOoUuMECIE the mythical founder of the
chinese Empire, is said 1o have been born of
he virgin Chiang Ywuan, who trod in the
cootprint of God, and was encircled by a
rainbow until her child was born. In India
Buddha s said to have been born of the
virgin Maya. In Persia it was said that
7Zoroaster was born of the virgin Dughdhova.
In Greece Perseus was said to have been
born of the virgin Danae, who was the fa-
bled mother of the Greek people. And SO
we are told that the Christian legend that
Jesus was born of the virgin Mary is on
a part with these and other heathen stories,
just as incredible and just as monstrous as
they.

To this the Christian apologist replies that
such reasoning is attractive only to those
who have accepted the hypothesis that Chris-
tianity is an evolution of the heathen relig-
ions. .. If such iis its origin—if there is an
organic connection between Christianity and

19



fhaze been carried to the four quarters of

- .earth. The farther removed from its
Ooriginal source, the cruder, the grosser, the
more corrupt it must have become. I—I,enfce'
a}l these legends of virgin-born persons, Wh(;'
: I][elll‘)eirethe fabl;e:d- founders of nationalities,
echoess and re,llglor}s,: were but the depraved
£ ;)};f God’s original promise that ‘‘the
i Ite .Wopan slhould bruise the serpent’s

. 1S for this reason that such data
gathered from comparative religion, con'ﬁrm:
20

rashion, the protevangelical
ot the seed, not of the man, but
of the WOID an,”” that 18, ole Vir-

yuld be the Javiour of the fallen

ril]“born’ Sh( P : y
2 There Was probably a historic basis

r?l(:(]r ’
1 _ ..:on so world-wide, and lead so
nd religions to incorporate

peopleS d
hs and legends and dreams

0] MY «tories of virgin-born founders and
ga vViours The very origin and prevalence of

«ych curious jegends of virgin-born charac-
tors demands explanation, and can be but
perverted echoes of God’s primal promise

‘hat “‘the seed of a woman’’ would be the

Redeemer oOf the race.

USELESS.

Finally we are told that the dogma of the
virgin-birth of Jesus is perfectly useless.
Whether true or false, Christianity is not ai-
fected by it. At bottom it is just a subject
for academic dispute. No practical conse-
quences are involved, however 1t may be

determined.
To this the orthodox Christologist replies
that the facts of Scripture are the data of

all the doctrines and duties Of the Christian
He holds that the virgin-birth of

religion.
Jesus is an essential fact and yields essential
doctrines. If it be false, the whole Christian

‘1f it be true, the whole
a Saviour 18 unassailable.
things hang upon the

21

faith breaks down.
story of Jesus as
The following vital



Iltﬁll L 3!
4, it goes ;

Scripture.

rm
the..f. V_; I};einv_ebljy person. Oof Jesus depends
e blrth. Without such an origin
€ an “Immanuel,’” g divine-hu-
an person. He claimed to be ‘“‘the Son
0f God.” He claimed to be “the son of man.”

His entire Piography as reported and com-

mented upon by all the biblical writers was .

t{hat of a divine-human person—one truly
G'oer:l and truly man. To him they ascribe all
ig;n: perfec;tions,' and all human attributes.
AEIT portraiture is always that of a divine-
human being. This he could not be, if his
I)Fil,renta,ge wag of one kind only. If, how-
€ver, his Father were divine and his mother

22

would be a divine-hu-
: ly as there 18 an atom
maxim that ‘“like begets like.”
:« made truer both Dby Script-
otion than that all mankind,

of truth |

o8 Nothing
ohseryv
crom Adam by ordinary genera-

and fell with him in the
If, therefore, Jesus were

re an d

sinned in him
first tra,nsgresswn.
flescended 0)F

he toO sinned 11
that first transgression. We are bound toO

hold that Jesus descended from Adam Dy ex-
+raordinary and supernatural generation, in
srder to maintain his sinlessness. If he had
been a full sharer 1n the racial history, he
would have been a full sharer in the racial
sinfulness. All other men are born sinners.
Why was not he? The only possible answer
is that he was born out of the ordinary.
Granted his virgin-birth as told in the GOs-
pels, and his moral purity follows obviously
and necessarily.

4. Nothing less than the virgin-birth can
rationally explain the sonship of Jesus.
Sonship, in strict literalness, is the communi-
cation of the nature of the parents to the
progeny. Jesus was undeniably ‘‘the son
of man,”’” and this designation can be true
only on the supposition that a bona fide hu-
man nature was communicated to him in his
birth. He is also described as ‘‘the Son of
God,” and this can be true only upon the
supposition that a genuine divine nature was

communicated to him in his birth. We are
23
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y onr TN v e . S
Sonship, anq ) L CATla 4
mediaf RS his brim, -Srtigd
rdiatorial, Wi VES
| v redemptive Sons| senatjq I
ogenetie .S()n he hag D AN

only g divine nliuro :

and sisterg N
birth-day, he h:

-Num:

ha an natyy

d many h”“”ll‘(‘n and sisters—he « o
]‘1](’(1 11101,11(":- in ‘ C was the

1S ho
How can these ¢ "sehold,

S bo put togetn
o _ er,
(;xc(,pt upon the mu)]mmilon that “the eternal
o0N of God bhec ;

‘ame man, by taking to himself
a true body and a4 reasonable soul,

conceived by the power of the F
In the womb of Lhe
her, vet

being

loly Ghost,
virgin Mar Y, and born of

without sin?’’

0. Kinally the very saviourhood of Jesus
depends upon his virgin-birth. To be
the Saviour of mankind, he must be the Mes-

slah of prophecy, and the Messiah ot proph-
ecy had to be virgin-born in order to fulfil
the prediction. To be a Saviour, he had to
be a divine-human person to be qualified for
the redemptive office and the redemptive
task, and to be a divine-human person he
had to have a divine-human parentage. To
be a Saviour, he had to be sinless, and to be
sinless he had to be virgin-born
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