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ARTICLE III.

A LACUNA IN SCHOLARSHIP.

BY H. W. MAGOUN, PH.D.,
CAMBRIDGE, MASS.

Iv.

AT the beginning of this discussion it was suggested (p.
93) that men do not realize what is involved in the failure
to consider all of the facts concerning Jesus. They do not.
It was also intimated (p. 100) that modern views on some
of these matters would be considered later. They need to
be. When men say such things as this, “I do not believe
that anybody, in the time of Jesus, thought he raised the
dead, or did these other miraculous things,” it is impossible
to avoid asking one’s self whether they know anything what-
ever of the mentality of Jews either ancient or modern or
of the existing evidence concerning such questions. The
actual truth is diametrically opposed to their subjective opin-
ions, which disclose a remarkable propensity for jumping at
conclusions with little regard for consequences.

The situation is really so grave as to warrant the use of
such expressions as,—an astonishing lack of historical per-
spective, an extraordinary bit of naiveté, and an unaccounta-
ble- dearth of the most elementary knowledge of Oriental
psychology. In fact, the thing itself can only be explained,
if one seeks to excuse it, by the assumption that their knowl-
edge is wholly that of books and that it has never been ex-
tended beyond the narrow confines of their own little studies,
or offices, so as to bring them into direct personal touch with
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individuals of the race concerning which they presume to
speak. Indeed, it is actually to be doubted whether they
have even gone so far as to consult men who have had this
experience.

The ancient Semitic mind was, just as the modern Syrian
mind is, quite as receptive to the miraculous as the present-
day rationalist’s is proof against it. Most other Orientals are
of a like character. They believe without hesitation and with
gladness what any modern materialist would regard as simply
preposterous. There are exceptions, where education or in-
fluences from the West have destroyed the childlike sim-
plicity of the native character; but the rank and file are as
depicted. . Moreover, in our Saviour’s day even the educated
Scribes and Pharisees, as the evidence plainly indicates, did
not attempt to gainsay the works of Jesus; for the so-called
“ Toldoth Jeshu,” which is related to the Talmud, never be-
trays, in spite of its bitter hostility to him, any disposition
to deny his works, since it seeks to belittle them by declaring
that he did them with the help of Egyptian magic.. As he
could not possibly have been over eight or ten years of age
when he left that country, he must have been a trifle preco-
cious. Comment is unnecessary.

'When men have reached this degree of smug self-compla-
cency, it is easy to deny miracles, ignore the evidence of the
empty tomb, reject as late accretions the various accounts of
the miracles of Jesus together with each and every claim to
divinity which he uttered — modern textual criticism has ob-
tained results diametrically opposed to all these notions, —
and then insist upoﬁ the rationalistic dogmas that Jesus was
merely a man, that he never rose from the dead, that there
is no such thing as the supernatural (there is not for them,
since all spiritual things must be spiritually discerned and the



1917.] A Laocuna wm Scholarship. 555

f;rst requisite for entrance into the Kingdom is humility),
that there is no need for miracles and never was, and that,
to a living God, “ in our day, nothing could be more unneces-
sary than miracles.”

This last item is particularly rich, since God was not the
one who ever had any need of miracles. He could not have
been. An ignorant and stiff-necked populace in an age when
a majority of the adults were no further along in their intel-
lectual and spiritual development than children of twelve are
to-day among us did need miracles, and they were vouchsafed
unto them. To judge them and their needs and their con-
ditions by modern standards is simply preposterous. Phys-
ical miracles are certainly out of date; but those greater
works, the miracles of grace which bring to life the spiritually
dead, are still with us and must be reckoned with. They are
realities, as some of us know beyond a peradventure, and in-
dividua!, instances are more astounding than a physical resur-
rection could be. Moreover, they cannot be ignored. Such
things, however, are not met with in a professor’s study.

The miracles of Jesus were “signs.” That is what they
are called in the Greek. ‘As such they were intended, and
without them Jesus would have been left with no adequate
means of differentiating him from Buddha or even from
Mohammed, since Confucius would always have remained
to furnish a connecting link between him and them. He
would simply have been the best one in the group, exactly as
our modern skeptic would have us believe that he was. To
this the miracles oppose an insurmountable obstacle. That
is one reason why they were employed. Men needed them
as vouchers. Christ was something more than Confucius
ever could be, great as he undoubtedly was. From this con-

clusion there is no way of escape, especially if the matter is
Vol. LXXIV. No. 296. 4
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sifted to the bottom. Evidence, however, is of no conse-
quence when men will —not to believe. Even though con-
vinced, they still cling to the old position and the old unbelief.
It is one of the penalties of being allowed to choose.

What, then, do such teachings involve and where do they
lead? To begin with, they involve this. Either the New
Testament story is true or else it is false. If a part of it is
false, the whole is presumably so; for the witnesses do not
change their identity, there is not a scrap of evidence that
any part of the Gospel was ever rewritten, textual criticism
indicates that the autograph copies were more pointed in their
claims concerning the divinity of Jesus than our modern ver-
sions are, and no mortal now living is competent to say that
certain portions have been fabricated and added to the orig-
inal story. Furthermore, these are ancient documents and, as
such, they have a standing which any court of law would
recognize. No tampering with the text would be tolerated,
and positive proof to the contrary would have to be produced
before any part of them could be rejected.

A court would have to be shown. Any other course would
lead to chaos. It would mean the upsetting of every reliable
standard at the caprice of an irresponsible judge, and sta-
bility would cease to be. That result is approximately what
we get in this field when the seed is ripe for the harvest, —
if we accept rationalism and follow it with any consistency.
As a matter of fact, rationalism is itself irrational, because
it ignores a large and important bundle of testimony and
seeks to throw it out of court.

It rejects, for example, the story of the birth of Jesus and
refuses to entertain any such doctrine on the ground that it
is unnatural. That contention may be granted without hesi-
tation; for the story has been a stumbling block from the
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start. It is, in fact, impossible to imagine how it could have
originated if it was not true. Where did it come from? It
cannot be duplicated in heathen literature; for all such vir-
gin births, so-called, admit carnal intercourse as a factor in
the result, although they restrict it to a god or a hero. They
did not count! Even the story of the Saoshyant, or Saviour
who was to bring eternal light and life to men, which ap-
pears in the Zend Avesta® and comes the nearest to being a
parallel to what Matthew and Luke have to say, represents
Eredat-fedhri as bathing in Lake Kiasava and there conceiv-
ing by the seed of Zarathustra, preserved for that very pur-
pose by the angel Nérydsang. It thus appears that the Bible
story — it is foreshadowed in the Old Testament —is abso-
lutely unique in the literature of the world. How did that
happen? If it is true, the answer is easy; but if it is false,
the story itself is unaccountable. )
The Jews, from the start, have had no question on the
subject of the birth of Jesus, and they still call him, as they
always have, apparently, “ Jesus the Bastard.” That is what
he was if the New Testament narrative is false. No other .
conclusion is possible on the basis of the evidence. He was
not the son of Joseph; for, as already shown, his name counts
for nothing, and Jesus Son-of-Joseph or Joseph-son was .
merely his legal name and that is all. It has not been so
understood ; but that is not evidence, and a misunderstanding
is no basis for argument. Men called him Jesus Barjoseph,
if we Anglicize the words, and that has been translated as

!The Zend Avesta story has every appearance of being a sur-
vival, modified by time, of the original promise to mankind, which
the Jews alone, or rather the children of Israel, preserved in all
its purity. That story is accordingly a fossil, bearing witness to
a former age and to the truth of the Bible account of God’s deal-
ings with men.
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“ Jesus, the son of Joseph.” It is really Jesus Joseph-son, as
given above, and it was the only possible name for him to have.
That was the Jewish custom, and Luke so indicates, although
his words, “as the custom was,” have been rendered, “as
was supposed.” That is another lacuna of a mild sort; for
nomszd has reference to custom or law, and it cannot refer
to anything hypothetical. The indications are that the people
of his day did not “ suppose ” anything of the sort.

They knew that Joseph was not his father, and the fact
crops out in the Gospel of Mark where it says (vi. 3), “1Is
not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?” The form of the
question was hardly an accident, even if Mary was in the
royal line ; for she is avoided in both genealogies, since women
did not count. Moreover, it is becoming more and more
apparent that the remark, “ We were not born of fornication;
we have one Father, even God” (John viii. 41), was a typ-
ical double-barreled Oriental insult. In a word, — the time
for mincing matters is already long past, — the whole thing
narrows down to this: Messiah or Bastard — Which? These
are the two alternatives, and they are the only alternatives
that are possible on the basis of the evidence.

Men do not like evidence. They prefer to make up their
minds without it. If it is once admitted, however, in the
present instance, and admitted on a legal basis, then the
issue is distinctly drawn. If the Jews are right, the whole
Christian world has been victimized, the followers of Jesus
are the dupes of a monumental fraud, Jesus himself is the
most remarkable and the most colossal of impostors, and his
influence on the world is a miracle so stupendous that it
cannot be put into words. '

Do you doubt this? Well, let us look at the matter a little
closer. Come down to our own day and postulate a bastard
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of the twentieth century. Having done that, try to make a
Jesus out of him. For example, imagine him saying, “ Come
unto me, . . . and I will give you rest.” Then add that other
femark, “I am the way, and the truth, and the life: no one
cometh unto the Father, but by me.” Could you swallow
that — from a bastard, with all that that implies in the mat-
ter of heredity? ‘“Oh,” you say, “but that last is from
John, and I do not accept John!” Naturally. You cannot,
with your present tenets concerning Jesus, and escape stulti-
fication. The other quotation, however, is synoptic (Matt.
xi. 8) and not so easily disposed of. What will you do with
that? You believe that it is a late accretion. Very well.
How will you explain the fact that untold: thousands of men
and women, down through the centuries, have taken Jesus
at his word, have come unto him for rest, and now unitedly
declare that he has never failed to make good? You do not
know that this is so from experience, since you are auto-
matically estopped from having any such experience; but
some of the rest of us do, and we bear witness to its truth.
Do you think that we are deluded? Have these articles, thus
far, suggested a type of mind that is prone to accept de-
lusions? )

Possibly you still think that you can conceive of Jesus as
having been a bastard and yet the greatest of all religious
teachers. All right. If you can, it follows that you can put
our twentieth-century bastard into his place and conceive of
him in the same capacity. Now, let us see you do it! Bit-
ter pill to swallow, isn’t it? But you will have to swallow
it or stand convicted of intellectual dishonesty, and you can-
not squirm out of the dilemma. Are you frank enough to
admit it?

Moreover, there is another puzzle awaiting solution. What
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will you do with the flawless character and the sinlessness
of Jesus? Are they a natural product of bastardy? They
are and always have been a source of wonder and amazement
even to his foes. Large numbers of Jews now admit this
and call him “ our brother, Jesus.” They might go further,
if they understood Isaiah better. Centuries ago he said: —
“unto him shall the nations seek” (xi. 10), “ he will bring
forth justice to the Gentiles ” (xli. 1), “I ... will ... give
thee . . . for a light of the Gentiles” (ib. 6), and “ nations
shall come to thy light” (lx. 3). These are exactly the
things that have been happening the world over; for to-day
the Gentiles are trusting in the name of Jesus, and, wherever
that is true, justice prevails, under normal conditions. 1If,
however, men lose their belief in the divinity of Jesus, they
soon open the door to chaos and come to believe that might
makes right.

What should deter them, if he was only a bastard? And if that
is what he was, how can we account for such amazing effects
among the Gentiles? Is it conceivable that an obscure peasant of
uncertain parentage on his father’s side, could pose as the Mes-
siah and as a divine authority on righteousness, and then make
a success of it so colossal as to affect the entire civilized world
not only in the centuries immediately following his own but
also, with increasing power, in those remote from his own?
Are you credulous to the degree required, if one is to believe
that sort of thing possible in progressive lands where men
are accustomed to weigh evidence and judge accordingly?
Those, however, are the lands where this sort of thing is
most in evidence; for Christian lands are the most progres-
sive ones on earth.

Now, note another thing. On the .cross, in the midst of
the tortures which he had to undergo because of his cruci-
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fixion, Luke says (xxiii. 34) that he prayed: “ Father, for-
give them; for they know not what they do.” That prayer
has always been a source of wonder to men. Would a fraud
— for fraud he must have been, if he was merely a man and
a bastard at that — have been likely to offer such a petition
under such distressing cimcumstances? To this question there
seems to be but one answer. Can you dodge the suspicion
that here, again, there is, for some reason or other, a lacuna
in scholarship? The incongruity appears, however, wherever
men are gullible enough to accept and believe the dogma
that Jesus was merely a man and a natural son of Joseph.
Until we are reédy to subscribe to the Hindu doctrine maya
and conclude that all human life is merely an illusion, such
a course seems wholly irrational.

In spite of that fact, men take it. They have an intellectual
difficulty, due to their pronounced materialism, and they do
not stop to consider the matter further. They do have a right
to ask that their difficulty be met; but they never seem to
suspect that it has been met and fully met in the New Testa-
ment account as it stands, All that is really needed is a
restatement of the case, in modern terms, so as to bring out
what is actually involved. The whole thing then becomes
clear. Possibly you doubt this. If so, read on. The ground
will be covered before T am done.

Meanwhile, a few other things may be briefly mentioned.
One of them has reference to a somewhat remarkable novel
which was published not many years ago. The book is re-
markable for two things —its powerful beginning and its
woefully weak ending. Its author evidently knows religion
only from the outside. As a witty Methodist clergyman
once remarked, “ He should have called his book ¢ The Out-
side of the Cup,’ since that is as far as he ever got.” If the
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stricture sounds a trifle severe, it is nevertheless perfectly
just; and yet this man is constantly quoted by those who
ought to know better as an authority on religion!

Of spiritual insight he seems to have none. He does
know the prevalent apostasy of his own day and appears to
be in essential harmony with it. As a result he has substi-
tuted externals for vital religion, and, to all appearance,
would have us believe that care for man’s physical well-
being constitutes the first tenet of righteousness. Carried to
its logical conclusion, his position would inevitably make
utilitarianism the only rational guide of life, and human self-
ishness would thus be left to reign supreme. That is the
basic trouble with Germany to—déy. Is she the most Chris-
tian of all the nations? In a word, what he has really done
is this. He has mistaken the fruits of righteousness for
righteousness itself and has substituted the outward act for
the inner motive. Religion, however, is a matter of the heart
and will. Tt is not a matter of outward observances, even if
the said observances do minister to the needs of men. Chris-
tianity goes deeper than that,

One of the most selfish, suspicious, and treacherous men
that I ever knew, was an ardent socialist who preached ex-
actly that sort of thing. He was “long” on the teaching of
brotherly love; but he wanted other people to do the loving
and let him be the brother. In some kinds of service, he did
go further than most Christians would be willing to go; but
his admission to me made it clear that he expected to profit
by it in the end and that his motives were thoroughly self-
ish. One of his followers once came to me in a time of
stress, after having visited him first. In going, he remarked:
“Well, I have discovered that it is not always those who
talk the loudest that do the most.”
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Unless God is first recognized as supreme and love for
him is substituted for love of self, there is no religion in
any of these outward observances. Acts, in themselves, are
nothing. Motives are everything; for they alone can contain
a moral or a religious element. While self remains the cen-
ter and self-interest the dominating factor in life, religion,
or, at least, Christjanity, is an impossibility. Love must dom-
inate, and love is unselfish. It can be imitated: but no imita-
tion will answer. It shows itself in outward acts; but to do
those outward acts is not love. It may look like it. A tree
shows its life in the growing layers beneath the bark, and
yet, if that is all that it has, sooner or later the storms of
winter will overthrow it and expose its hollow pretensions
to the world. The heart must be sound or the tree is worth-
less. In a similar way, a man must be right with God, and
until he is, he is not religious, no matter what he may do.
There can be quite as much hypocrisy in social service as
there often is in strict conformity to a ritual.” It all depends
upon the motive. A Christian must be right as well as do
right.

Men judge by appearances. They do not like to think.
Consider for a moment. “ The star in the east” led the wise
men west. Where was it? Where would it have to be to
do that? They came, not to the inn (katah;ma) but to a
dwelling house (oikia), and not to see a new-born babe
(brephos) or an infant (népios) but a “little boy ” (paidion).
A few months after their departure Herod slew the chil-
dren of that section up to the age of two years. Why? Ob-
serve that he had inquired diligently of the mags all about
the time when the star appeared. He must have based his
acts on what he learned.

Now, notice something else. The star had to excite the
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wonder of the wise men and cause them to investigate its
meaning. A period of deliberation followed, during which
they decided to seek out the new king. Preparations were
next in order, and they take time. The journey was a seven-
months affair, and it must have involved many incidental de-
lays. The stop in Jerusalem is a case in point. Moreover,
the East is proverbially slow. With Herod’s two-year limit
to set over against these considerations, it becomes practically
certain that the magi did not arrive much before the time
when Jesus was approaching his second birthday. The
chances are that he was about a year and a half old. One
of two things must therefore be wrong, — the accepted date
of the birth of Jesus or the accepted date of the death of
Herod. Both are now placed in 4 B.C.

It is safe to say that the wise men did not appear until
months after the coming of the shepherds and that they wor-
shiped a ‘“young child” rather than an infant. Matthew
knew the difference; for he uses népios in xi. 25 and xxi.
16, and here he distinctly says pasdion. The implication is
plain. Joseph remained in Bethlehem for quite a while and
found some sort of a house to live in. He then went to
Egypt (that would have been a hard journey for a nursing
mother and babe) ; but how long he stayed there is wholly
problematical. All that we know about it is the simple fact
that it was after the death of Herod when he took up his
residence in Nazareth. The only possible side-light that I
can discover which seems to have any bearing on the matter
is the implication, found in the “ Toldoth Jeshu,” that Jesus
spent a number of years in Egypt. He may have done so, —
it would be desirable to stay away until he was forgotten, —
coming back at some time before he was twelve years of age.

If he did do that, we have an explanation for several puz-
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zling things in the story of his life. To begin with, he had
a curious habit of quoting the Septuagint instead of the
Hebrew version of the Old Testament. That fact may be
considered as now established beyond reasonable doubt.
Egypt was a center of learning, and it would therefore be
possible to find schools there, in which he could receive in-
struction. Greek would be the language taught and used,
and the Septuagint would be the textbook for Jews. This
is made clear by the modern practice in Rabbinical schools
of having the pupils commit to memory the Hebrew Bible,
beginning with the Pentateuch.! “ How knoweth this man
letters, having never learned?” (John vii. 15), would thus
be disposed of, and his knowledge of the traditions which
now underlie the Talmud would likewise become clear, since
they would also be taught, at least in substance, along with
the Bible text. This can be inferred from the fact that such
is the modern practice in orthodox Jewish schools. These
traditions constituted the “ Oral Law,” and they did much
to rob the text itself of its authority. Jesus was therefore
right in what he said of them. What would he be likely to
say of our modern traditions — that is practically what they
amount to — which do the same thing?

Something has already been said concerning them in the
second and third papers of this series. The situation, how-
ever, is really so curious that a few other points may be no-
ticed. Here are men exhausting every phase of scholarly
ingenuity to bolster up a theory which seems to have orig-
inated in an aged French physician’s wonder, because, for-
sooth, wherever the names of God were used in Genesis, the

1 Cf. the fact that the loss of the best recitors, in battle, was
the thing which led to the practice of writing the Koran, instead
of learning it from one of them, after the death of Mohammed
himself.
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canons of French style were disregarded! Following him
and exploiting his idea, a young German, writing at the age
of twenty-five or twenty-six, coined the term * higher criti-
cism ” and so caught the fancy of speculative scholars.

There was no sound basis of fact to go on, nothing but
the subjective conclusions of one-track though brilliant minds;
and yet the thing took —in some quarters — like wildfire.
The ulterior motive appears to have been a desire to get rid
of authority. Various things were seized upon to enforce
the speculative conclusions. Among them were certain pecul-
iarities which the traditional origin of the books made imper-
ative, and these were taken to mean something quite different
from what they did mean. Moreover, after ignoring simple
and well-established rules of textual criticism, the sponsors
of the theory devised other explanations that were both un-
natural and forced, and then, assuming that their explana-
tions were the only ones possible in the premises, proceeded
to erect thereon a structure which they proudly hailed as
“ established.” They seemed to regard their position as one
that was impregnable. It was not, in reality, since the whole
thing was a “ bluff.” It may be admitted that it was a royal
bluff, but bluff it was just the same, and it has now been
“called ” so many times that its doom may be regarded as
sealed.

Men do like to guess, and in the second century Celsus
is supposed to have guessed — the supposition itself looks
like a guess —that Luke’s genealogy was that of Mary,
Matthew’s being that of Joseph. Origen is credited with
agreeing to that interpretation, and the guess is still in
favor. The chances are that both men have been misunder-
stood. Matthew’s genealogy traces a descent from David,
giving the royal line and the legal one. Nobody disputes
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that now. A tradition still extant in Jerusélem places Mary
in the royal line and says that she was thus enabled to enter
the temple to speak to the boy Jesus, althowgh Joseph was not
allowed to do so. Impossible as it undoubtedly seems,® Mat-
thew’s genealogy must therefore be Mary's, Luke’s being
that of Joseph. The guess is thus exactly reversed; but the
facts seem to bear out the contention.

Matthew does indeed say (i. 16) that ““ Jacob begat Jo-
seph the husband of Mary” (why was that put in?); but
he also says (i. 8) that Joram begat Uzziah, who was his
great-great-grandson, and that Shealtiel begat Zerubbabel
(i. 12), although the latter was the son of Pedaiah, a younger
brother of Shealtiel, and therefore his nephew (1 Chron. iii.
17-19). He evidently became Shealtiel’s heir and successor
(he probably married his daughter as well); but, by a legal
fiction or some other peculiar Jewish idiom, he was reckoned
as his begotten son. Joseph may therefore have been re-
lated to Jacob in a similar indirect way. If Mary was Jacob’s
daughter, as should be the case, everything becomes clear,
Joseph, having married her, could be reckoned as a son of
Jacob, and if the latter made him his heir or so elected or
died without male issue, he would be his begotien son. His
marriage to and treatment of Mary probably settled that.
Tradition makes Joseph and Mary cousins, and Heli would
thus be the younger brother of Jacob, even if Joseph was
much older than Mary, as is commonly believed. Experience
in real life covers that point. Mary, however, in turn,
would become a daughter of Heli and would inevitably be
so spoken of; for she would take her husband’s name, and
he was Joseph Heli-son, until he was made a Jacob-son, as

Zerubbabel was a Shealtiel-son.
1Cf. Bibliotheca Sacra, vol. Ixxii. p. 38; vol. Ixxiv. p. 327.
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Now, Luke’s ascending genealogy is plainly, as Godet has
said, a private instrument drawn up from the public records.
Such records, being official, would be made in the Greek
koiné, the language used by the Romans in governing the
Levant. A poor N, if made with a long initial stroke, might
easily be mistaken for a Tau—1 have found two such let-
ters in my own notes —and Luke's Matthat is therefore
probably Matthew’s Matthan. The relationship of Jacob and
Heli can thus be accounted for.

Luke omits the article at the beginning of his list, and
much has been made of the fact. The whole argument is
certainly wrong, however, since it is based on a misconcep-
tion. An ancient or rather a medieval blunder — it is in the
A.V. but not in the Revisions — has been perpetuated, and
no foundation of that sort can stand. There is no union of
documents or of different authorities indicated here; for hds
enomizeto is idiomatic and means “as the custom was.”
Luke so intends it to be understood, and the notion that the
articles belong with the proper names goes to pieces on the
rock of Hellenic usage. When so employed in Greek, the
article means ‘“ the,” ““ the well-known,” “ the one and only,”
“the aforesaid”; but it cannot mean any of these things
here. The explanation is very simple. Having used huios
once, Luke omits it the rest of the way by a well-known Greek
idiom, and each fou is therefore an abbreviation of the phrase
tou husou, or a substitute for huiou, each being an appositive
of the preceding noun. In other words, he says “ the of ” in-
stead of “son of ” or “the son of ” very much as he makes
Jesus say (ii. 49), “in the of the Father of me,” en tois tou
patros mowu, in place of “in the house of my Father.”

It should be remembered that Luke was a Gentile. He
acted accordingly. What he says, then, in effect, is this:—
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Jesus was enrolled in the regular way, according to custom,
even if he was not the son of Joseph; and his full legal name
thus became Jesus Joseph-son or Iésous Baridséph! His
father (foster father) was, in turn, called Joseph Heli-son,
while his grandfather was named Heli Matthat(n)-son.
Luke’s list, therefore, contains the official pedigree of Jesus
as a repiited son of Joseph, and the line is unquestionably in-
tended for Joseph's, not Mary’s. Her line is given by Mat-
thew. Now, she, being his wife, was instrumental in getting
Joseph into her line on a Jewish technicality, since women
never counted in the reckoning and it was necessary to put

! That was the Hebrew (Aramaic) idiom. The Greek was really
similar, although the loss of its patronymics obscured the fact.
Thus, Simon Iéanou (John xxi. 16) is an exact equivalent for Simdn
Bariond (Matt. xvi. 17); for the omission of huiou is practically
akin to the loss of the vowel in English don't. So huie Daueid
(Matt. 1x. 27, Luke xviii. 38, etc.), or huios Daueid, exactly paral-
lels Bariond; for it stands for Bardaueid. (Cf. Acts iv. 36, where
Barnabas is explained as meaning “ Son of Consolation.”) If a
statement of fact is involved, an article is used with the proper
name, as in Tou Daueid, “ Of our David ” (Matt. xxii. 42), and ho
huios tés Marias, “the son of that Mary” (Mark vi. 3). Such
forms as hoi huioi Zebadaiou (Mark x. 35), huious Zebadaiou (Matt.
xxvi. 37, Luke v. 10), and #4t huié!l Daueid (Matt. xxi. 9, 15) must
be taken as essentially equivalent to single proper names, in each
instance. In the expression, “the Son of Man,” the tou with
anthropou is8 generic. If the tou is omitted in the corresponding
expression, “the Son of God,” and the form becomes theou huios
(Matt. xiv. 33 and often), or huios theou, the usage is appellative.
The ordinary form, (ho) huios tow theou (John x. 36 and often),
hardly has the generic article, so-called; for the actual meaning is,
“son of the one and only God,” God being essentially a proper
name. Certain other forms require an article: — 8imén ho huios
Iéanou (John 1. 42) etc. are formal; Iésoun huion tou Ioséph ton
apo Nazaret (John i. 46) must mean “ Jesus son of the well-known
(our) Joseph, the-one from Nazareth ”; su basileus ei tou Israél
(idb. 49) equals “ thou art king of our Israel ””; ton Ioudan Simdnos
Iskaridtou (l.c., vi. 71) means “ that Judas son-of-Simon Iscariot”;
and ton Saoul huion Keis (Acts xiii. 21) equals * that-man Saul
son of Cis,” 1If the article is not significant it is out of place. Luke
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Joseph forward in her place. That was the only means by
which she could figure in the genealogy — the Messiah had
to be of the royal (her) line,—and it will explain why Jo-
seph is called the husband of Mary. Incidentally, it will
also explain why he is so patently a mere figurehead. There
were probably other similar cases in Matthew’s list, and, as
both come together in Matthat(n), Luke’s may actually give
the real line of descent, as is commonly believed. ‘

What- Luke really did, therefore, was this. He differen-
tiated the name of Jesus from those in the rest of the Hhst
by using “son” in his case and “the” in theirs. By that

therefore has, — huios Idséph in iv. 22, huios Abradm in xix. 9, and
Daueid huion in xx. 41, He uses huios theou (1. 35), huios Hups-
istou (1. 32), and huios eirénés (x. 6) of Jesus as appellatives, in
the usual way, while Mark (x. 46) combines the Hebrew (Aramaic)
with the Greek idiom in ho huios Timaiou Bartimaios, one expres-
sion being a translation of the other. Mark also has (ii. 14)
Leuein ton tou Halphaiou, “ Levi son of our Alphaeus,” in which
‘“son” and “our” are both represented by an idiomatic use of
“the”; and Matthew duplicates this usage in x. 2 and 3. Over
against these facts may be placed another. In the Old Testament
even the A. V. has Ben-hadad (1 Kings xv. 18) and Ben-ammi (Gen.
xix. 38), — the Hebrew prefix Ben- is the Aramaic prefix Bar-, mean-
ing son; — and both Revisions have now added Ben-abinadab, Ben-
deker, Ben-geber, Ben-hesed, Ben-bur (1 Kings iv. 8-13), ete., thus
recognizing the idiom. This should suffice. Personally, I have not
yet recovered from the astonishment occasioned by the discovery
that men had naot only taken the articles in Luke’s list with the
proper names — the A. V. does 80, as appears ffom the italics — but
had actually in all seriousness based thereon an elaborate argu-
ment. What has become of our Sprachgefill?! It may be added
that English has over seventy-five (some. with several variations)
names ending in -son, that other names in -8 (such as Simons)
are similar, that Scandinavian -sen is the same, that Mac, Mc, M’,
O' (Irish), Fitz- (Norman), and Ap- (Welsh, as Price for Ap-Rhys)
are all prefixes meaning “son of,” and that, instead of being a
strange solution, Jesus Joseph-son is the only natural seolution in
the premises. Cf. the Jewish name Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, which
contains both forms. It is significant.
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means confusion became impossible. Each man was made
to stand out by himself; for, while Joseph’s name is involved
with that of Jesus, he is to be identified, as every one that
follows is, unless we except Adam, by a single term so
arranged that each individual name can be seen in full
on the instant. What the names were has already been in-
dicated. The whole outline, then, is a masterpiece of brev-
ity, lucidity, and completeness, although certain breaks like
the one at Zerubbabel must be allowed for.

In brief, Luke plainly intimates that Jesus was named in
the ordinary legal way, following Joseph’'s pedigree, even if
he was not his father, while Matthew proceeds to give the
royal line, or that of Mary, putting Joseph forward in her
place as her husband and representative. He therefore treats
Joseph precisely as he does Zerubbabel and recognizes the
fact, which was of vital importance to the Jews, that the
Messiah was of the royal Davidic line. He took the only
way that lay open to him to do this, falling back on Jewish
usage and legal technicalities. The entire matter should
accordingly be clear. Matthew’s line is that of Mary,! while
Luke’s is that of Joseph.

! This conclusion explains one additional thing, — the presence
of other women in the line. They were put in with a definite pur-
rose, and their names indicate what it was. The first i8 Tamar.
Her story is told in Gen. xxxviii. 12-30. It was a little irregular
even for those times; but her son was duly admitted into the royal
line. The second is Rahab, the Canaanitish woman from Jericho.
This has been doubted; but Matthew and Josephus (Ant. V. i.
2, 7) agree in the spelling, and the other transliteration, in Heb.
xi. 31 and Jas. 1i. 25, which is an exact Greek equivalent for Eng.
Rahab, is not sufficient to upset the old identification. One spelling
represents Héth by Greek COhi, the other by an unwritten Rough
Breathing. Cf. Béthliehem and also hémiholion, in Greek. That is
all that it really amounts to, and Matthew’s purpose clearly points
to the Rahab of Josh. vi. 25. The third i8 Ruth. She was a lovely

Vol. LXXIV. No. 296. §



572 A Lacuna in Scholarship. [Oct.

Into such an analysis of the two genealogies every part of
the story will fit. It is not even necessary to except the
curse pronounced upon Jehoiakim and upon Coniah (Jer.
xxii, 30 and xxxvi. 30); for the so-called sons of the latter
(Jeconiah or Jehoiachin, 1 Chron. iii. 17-18) were more
likely his grandsons, being the children of his daughter. Neri
was therefore, in all probability, their father, exactly as
Luke indicates; and the curse was fulfilled, because the suc-
cession passed to another line, that of Nathan. Jewish usage
will justify this assumption, and the difficulty concerning
Neri will be disposed of. There may be others like it.

We are now brought face to face with the question, Is it
rational to believe that Jesus was born of a virgin? 1In dis-
cussing this question, one thing must never be forgotten,—
the origin of life is an unfathomed mystery. Spores in inter-
stellar space do not meet the difficulty. They merely obscure
the issue. If they brought life to the earth, they had to get

Moabitess; but her story is a trifle dubious also. Cf. Ruth {ii.
6-18. She may have been and probably was quite guiltless; but
when their loose standards are remembered it becomes extremely
easy to regard the matter as doubtful. The last, except Mary her-
seif, is Bathsheba, who i8 spoken of as tés tou Ouriou, * the of
the-well-known Uriah,” thus calling attention to her somewhat
checkered history as it appears in 2 Sam. xi. 2-5. It is therefore
evident that the Jews knew and did not believe the story of Mary.
Matthew supplies them with four other women to think about, all
accepted as factors in the line of descent, and then categorically
denies the gossip that Jesus was a bastard, after indicating that
Joseph was Mary’s husband and therefore her sponsor. It was a
most clever and effective bit of work on Matthew’s part; for it
silenced objections until the claims of Jesus to the Messiahship
could be given a fair hearing. These other women were admitted
into the line and not condemned. Mary was no worse, whatever
bher faults may have been. As a matter of fact she was blameless.
Joseph’s conduct made that evident. Therefore Jesus must be the
Christ. That was Matthew’s implication, and it was unanswerable.
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it from somewhere. It is here and no one can deny the fact.
We must therefore face it. But to limit the original source
of life and say that it, having once set the forces of genera-
tion in motion, was thereby estopped from ever producing
any variation in the plan, is to assume that, other material
substances having been created with certain definite and fixed
characteristics, the creator was thereby estopped from ever
producing those well-known radium salts, which defy the
laws that govern the other substances and exhibit qualities
entirely at variance with theirs. If, then, radium can be ac-
cepted as a scientific fact, the virgin birth can be; for radium
is known only through its salts and what they do, while the
virgin birth is attested by phenomena quite as extraordinary
and fully as convincing. i

If there is a personal God, he must be benevolent. If he
is benevolent, he must regard the welfare of men. If he re-
gards the welfare of men, he must in some way reveal him-
self to them. This he may do directly through the influence
of the Holy Spirit; but, when that method fails, as fail it
did along with the Mosaic dispensation, he must do some-
thing more than that. In short, he must ultimately so reveal
himself to men that they must needs face the issue and for-
sake sin. To do this, he must reach them in the concrete.
He is thus practically shut up to the expedient of a Messiah.?

! That is the thing for which Socrates longed in a nebulous sort
of way. He had his “inner light"; but he wanted to know why
things are as they are. He was convinced that there was a supreme
God, and he recognized moral obligations; but he could not under-
stand these things and sought in vain for a solution of life’s mys-
teries in that connection. He marks the highest point attained by
man without revelation, and he is a standing challenge to those
who reject it, whether they do so directly or by implication, which

is now the fashionable method. Without it the Bible becomes an
amazing anomaly and a miracle that is wholly unaccountable,
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But a Messiah involves a virgin birth, since by no possibility
can an ordinary generation furnish the necessary basis for
such a manifestation. There must be complete freedom of
will and yet complete domination by the Holy Spirit, and
there must be both trial by temptation and sinlessness. Di-
vinity must therefore be innate in the Messiah.

Now, every man has within him his father’s personality,
his mother’s, and his own. In Jesus the first was lacking.
The Holy Spirit’s took its place. The boy Jesus was therefore
free to choose between his mother’s characteristics — the hu-
man element — and those of the Spirit, the divine element.
Having once chosen the latter, he could come to be completely
dominated by it and yet remain free, since that domination
would be the result not only of his own deliberate choice or
volition but also of his oum inherent nature, a peculiarity
which no mere man or set of men would be likely to take
into consideration in seeking to create an imaginary Messiah;
for, simple and fundamental as it is, the thing itself seems to
have completely escaped all human observation for nearly
nineteen centuries. That fact at once makes it clear that the
Gospel story cannot be a fabrication. Moreover, philosoph-
ically, psychologically, theologically, and biologically, — ap-
proach it from what angle you will — that story affords the
only rational basis for belief in a Saviour.

Dodge this conclusion you cannot, provided you are able
to think clearly. If you are not able to think clearly, your
case is hopeless. Your will, also, is free, and no one can
compel ‘you to believe that which you are determined not to
believe. You may accordingly reject this solution of the
problem; but it is sound nevertheless, and the sinless charac-
ter of Jesus, his amazing words of promise, his yet more
amazing influence upon the lives of men, and his fulfillment
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of their hopes and aspirations all bear witness to its truth.
Those who know him the best love him the most and believe
in him the most thoroughly.

The Messiah was to be a great king. Those who rule
over men’s bodies, however, are never truly great, unless
they also rule over their hearts. Jesus is the one sov-
ereign who rules over men’s hearts and so dominates their
lives in every particular that they delight to do his will.
Their one supreme desire is to please him, — provided they
have really entered in and become members of the Kingdom
of Heaven. By nature men are selfish and wish to do what
they please. He changes all that, and self-interest itself is
made subject to his will in those who truly serve him. Love
dominates, and love is fair to its neighbor.

That in itself is a miracle in this selfish world of ours;
but if the nature of Jesus has been correctly interpreted thus
far it is an inevitable outcome of his dominion. Moreover,
those other miracles with which he is credited become un-
avoidable; for they would be but ordinary incidents in the
life of such a personality, however impossible they might be
to men. God knows the secret of the atom or the ion, pre-
cisely as he knows that of electricity. He has been in pos-
session of both from the beginning. He made life possible.
To limit him to what you and I can do, even when he man-
ifested himself in Jesus, is therefore the height of absurdity.
Men do that, however, and then pride themselves on their
acumen! The chances are that such an one knows little or
nothing of life outside his own narrow circle or the confines
of his study; for if he did he would have to recognize the
miracles of grace which in our day far outshine those phys-
ical miracles of the first century that are now denied.

To his disciples Jesus said: * greater works than these



576 A Lacuna in Scholarship. [Oct.

shall he do, because I go unto my Father.” That promise
is now being fulfilled as it was then fulfilled in regenerate
lives. That the source of life should heal the sick and raise
the dead was only natural. To make over a human will is
another matter. The spiritually dead are still being made
alive again, and that is a miracle indeed. What the miracle
doubters need is a little personal experience with the Salva-
tion Army or some active rescue mission where Christ is still
at work. They will then begin to realize their own littleness
and lack of vision.

The word miracle is an unfortunate one. For an unbe-
lieving and stiff-necked generation Jesus did many works,
every one of which was a “sign” — that is what they are
ordinarily called —or voucher of his Messiahship. To the
men of his day, in simple fairness, he tendered tangible evi-
dence of his divinity, or, as he himself puts it, “ the works
which the Father hath given me to finish, the same works
that I do, bear witness of me, that the Father hath sent me”
(John v. 36). Those men needed just such a display of
power. It was the one thing that they could understand, and
he was therefore merely playing fair with his times. To
judge them by what we need fo-day is-like expecting boys
of twelve to behave like men of forty. In reality, the whole
position of men who reason on such a basis is so absurd that
it is difficult to credit them with ordinary common-sense.

It is true that the miracles, so-called, are not necessary to
the Christian religion mow; but the reason is exactly the
thing which these gentlemen overlook, although they ought
to be the first to see it because of their evolutionary tenden-
cies. Nineteen centuries of growth in the understanding of
the Scriptures certainly counts for something, and if you
take that away and education along with it — there was
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almost nothing that we would call education then, although
there was plenty of instruction; for, except in rare cases,
men did little more, after having learned by heart whatever
their teachers told them, than retain it verbatim, — you will
arrive at a condition of things in which miracles alone will
(meet the requirements of the situation.

You cannot teach boys Calculus before they understand
ordinary Mathematics, as must be clear to all; and yet some
men go on a principle quite as unpractical as such at attempt
would be, although the inability of Nicodemus to comprehend
the simplest fundamental truth of Christianity is a standing
challenge to their notions. Doubtless he did come to see
what was meant in time; but the modern Jew has the same
difficulty, and he often finds it almost impossible to sur-
mount. Subjective views are dangerous, and they sometimes
produce amazing lacunas in what passes for scholarship.

The miracles, then, are a vital part of early Christianity.
Without them there would have been no Christianity; for,
without them, Jesus never could have set up his Kingdom.
The thing would have been utterly impossible, Without
them he never could have broken the power of the Scribes
and Pharisees and won men to discipleship. Any one who
knows anything of Jewish conservatism or of the mentality
of the Hebrew race must realize the truth of this statement,
as soon as he honestly weighs all that was involjred in such
a revolution as Jesus inaugurated. The miracles were “ signs ”’
of divinity and therefore denoted authority, and his hearers
acted accordingly when he summoned them to his side and
bade them become fishers of men.

But if he was divine, as all his attributes, his words, his
ancient miracles, and his modern ones — “ Twice-Born Men ”
is no imaginary picture, it is fact — plainly indicate, then one
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other thing inevitably follows. He rose again from the dead.
Death could not possibly hold him. He came from the
source of life. Nay, he was the source of life, and that mys-
terious power could revivify his temporary human frame:?
even as the electric current can take possession of a bit of
wire and make it ‘alive.” His resurrection was therefore
the final and the unanswerable evidence of his divine nature,
and it thus becomes the very corner stone of Christianity
itself. The two stand or fall together. They cannot be di-
vorced. Indeed, the efforts that have been made to discredit
or destroy the evidence of the fact itself are either based on
a surface view of things or are patently disingenuous. Men
will not believe what they say they cannot see or do not
understand ; but they continue to believe that they have able
brains, and they keep right on eating to supply their phys-
ical needs.

Writing to the Corinthians, Paul said, “ If Christ be not
raised, your faith is vain.” He told the truth. That state-
ment, however, has a wider application than he intended, as
is shown by another thing; namely, the utter failure of those
who reject this belief, in any and every effort they may make,
to lead men to Christ and make them Christian in a real
sense. Where such men are pastors in charge of a church,
the churches either stagnate or become Unitarian; for there
is but one means of growth — proselyting. Many of them
do not seem to hesitate much about using it!

The issue is now distinctly drawn. The facts of Christ’s
life and death are the best attested facts in history, and they
cannot be denied. His influence in the world is gradually
becoming the greatest influence upon earth. That is like-

*See “ Our Lord’s Resurrection-body” by Professor Edward Rob-
inson, Bibliotheca Sacra, vol. {i. pp. 292-812.
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wise clear. But if he was not what he claimed to be, there
is no rational explanation of the phenomena which have at-
tended the propagation of his Gospel; for he must have been
a bastard by birth and therefore a most remarkable impostor,
whose influence in shaping modern history, together with his
power over the lives of men, becomes not merely a hopeless
anomaly but also a phenomenon that is without adequate
cause or reason. Hallucination does not tend to enlighten-
ment ;" but Christians are enlightened — those who put self-
interest first and reject the fundamentals of the faith can
hardly be considered as entitled to the name — and are con-
stantly helping others to become so. Every real benevolence,
moreover, in all the world, springs from some incentive that
harks back to Christianity ; for emulation of some Christian
original is usually the impelling motive even where race
consciousness seems to be the source of an effort in that
direction,

In the light of these things how is it possible to escape the
conviction that to retain the ethical teachings of Jesus while
rejecting other parts of the Gospel narrative, is to be guilty
of a certain shallowness and superficiality, which it is really
charitable to call a lacuna in scholarship? Men who do this,
however, seem to feel that they have a monopoly of learning
and that wisdom will die with them! They forget that most
of their notions can be found in infidel writings either ancient
or modern. It may be well to remember that.

Now, no man living can explain sight, or hearing, or diges-
tion, no matter how accurately he can describe the processes,
and mystery is still their chief characteristicc. We never
question them, however, — we accept them. Similarly, men
accept the Gospel, in its entirety, and find themselves nour-
ished spiritually. We do not need to know how or why,
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here, as we do not in taking food for the body. Men hear
and see spiritual things as well, and they accept them also.
The result is peace.

Summing it all up, therefore, we must conclude that the
real trouble with our scholarship is this. It fails to consider
all the facts. It concentrates its attention on the things that
support its preconceived theories. It excludes other perti-
nent matter. It fails to maintain genuine intellectual honesty
or lack of bias. And it does not always make the attainment
of truth its first consideration. If it did, the faults of which
it is guilty, fallacies though they are, would ali be uninten-
tional.

On a certain occasion, after a brief discussion, a great
musician, seeing that I was right about a certain matter in
time relations, suddenly remarked: * Experience has taught
me that most men are bluffers; but I see that you are the
real thing.” For years I pondered his words, — “ most men
are bluffers.” He had traveled extensively and was a man of
sound common-sense. Was he right? 1 am afraid that he
was. Reputation is too often based on the ability to main-
tain a bluff, — sometimes through self-deception, sometimes
by sheer audacity. Investigation has repeatedly shown this
to be the case, and I have acquired an instinctive distrust of
“ specialists.” In money-making such men are apt to be an
unqualified success, regardless of what they do. If learning
happens to be the thing exploited, the result is the same, —
with a lacuna in scholarship. In case the field chances to be
theology, the success is sometimes phenomenal; but the out-
come may be altogether deplorable. Is it not time that we
took stock of our relig‘ioué leaders and put them to the test?
“ By théir fruits ye shall know them.”
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