THE VIRGIN BIRTH OF THE SON  OF  GOD
By A. D Norris
the Doctrine of the Virgin Birth is not only rejected by those who would deny all miracles : it is viewed with uncertainty also by many who believe in some of the mighty acts of God, but are disposed to wonder whether this particular miracle is soundly based. There are no proofs for it, it might be said, such as are advanced for the Resurrection of Jesus.1 The New Testament is not even of one mind in asserting that the event occurred. The doctrine smacks distastefully of idle tales told about the loves of the Greek gods. It is flimsily erected upon an erroneous view of an Old Testament text which certainly had nothing to do with it.2 It is not necessary to the Christian faith, which would, indeed, be purer without it, as its Christ becomes more human when we abandon it.
We must not, however, assume even a general willingness to accept the miracles at all, and therefore a little time must be spent on miracles as such before we deal with the difficulties raised for the miracle in particular.
the objection To miracles
It is too often falsely assumed that modern science has shown miracles to be impossible, but a moment's thought will show that this cannot be so. For all that modern science has achieved in this connection is triumphantly to vindicate nature's orderliness : except on the very smallest of scales it is believed that cause and effect are so intimately related that no exceptions need be expected to these universal generalizations called "laws".
But there is nothing very new in this. The same principle is present in Psalm 19, and every miracle of Scripture is recorded against the background that man could discover no explanation of its occurrence. Christians have never denied the general orderliness of nature, and have always considered miracles to be exceptional occurrences. But it is hard to be met then with the objection that, since orderliness is the rule, the exceptional cannot occur at all.
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The Virgin Birth is a most vivid example of the logical absurdity into which the advocates of the scientific objection are led. For it is said (rightly) that science has no sufficient evidence of partheno​genesis within the human race ; it is said (with reasonable prob​ability) that if uninated conception did occur in woman the oi'fspring would be female ; and, therefore, it is added (without the faintest justification), the Virgin Birth of Jesus Christ did not happen, nor, if such a prodigy had occurred, could the Son of God, Jesus Christ, have been the outcome.
To this the Christian answer is simple : we have never appealed to science to find evidence for parthenogenesis in man, because we also do not expect that it occurs ; we do not care whether an unmated birth would produce only a baby girl, because we are not talking about an unmated birth. What we are defending is that relation of Alary, hitherto a virgin, with the Power of the Highest, which gave her conception and caused her to bring forth the "only-begotten Son of God". And since the "only-begotten" only occurs once, we should be deeply embarrassed if science had shown that this could happen again. We know that science cannot prove for us that the miraculous conception of Jesus did take place : what we contend is, that all its negative experiences have not the slightest bearing on whether it did or not, while its positive surmises about parthenogenesis have no bearing on the miracle we are discussing.
the demonstration of miracles
Miracles may be of three kinds : (1) those which could be demonstrated directly to witnesses ; (2) those which could not only be so demonstrated, but can also be confirmed by their consequences to inquirers of later ages : and (3) those which never could be demonstrated directly at all, but must be established in other ways. In the first category come nearly all the recorded miracles of Jesus : if the}' occurred as the Gospels record them, men and women saw the loaves multiplied, the lame made to walk and the dead raised, and could no longer doubt when they had seen. But there are no eye-witnesses with us now, and the miracles are no longer occurring : if, therefore, we in this day are to have confidence that they ever did occur, it must be because the reliability of their record in the Scriptures can be proved to our satisfaction. In the second category is one prime example which eclipses all others, that is, the Resurrection of Jesus. For not only were many witnesses claimed for this event when it occurred,1 but also we have still all V.g. 1 Cor. 15 : 4-8.
around us the testimony to the conviction of the first disciples. That they preached as \ve know they preached, and gained the success we know they gained, in spite of the prejudice we know them to have entertained against the very idea of the Resurrection, argues that when they set out on their mission with "Christ is Risen" emblazoned on their banners, then Christ was risen indeed.
This has been often enough proved in other places, 1 and if in a later place in this essay it is taken as being true, it is because I must here take for granted that those who doubt it will refer to these proofs before they reject it.
The miracle we are discussing conies in the last category. For the miracle lies, let us note, not in the birth but in the conception, and of that event there must have been no human witnesses at all. If this was accomplished by the power of the Holy Spirit, Mary would know, certainly, but no one could confirm it. Joseph might know, as Matthew says h6 did,^ by angelic revelation, and Jesus, in addition to being possibly informed by Joseph and his mother, might certainly receive God's own assurance ; but these are the only ones whom Christians would claim as having reliable infor​mation about so essentially private an event.
When, therefore, we at this date look for the proof of the doctrine, we must not expect to find it in the claims of many-witnesses. We shall find it, if we find it at all, in the unimpeachable testimony of the records : in the claims perhaps, of Joseph and Mary themselves, of Jesus more probably, and, it may be, of the Apostles of Jesus. If those claims are made and never denied, then we shall have to ask whether they are made because they are true, or made in spite of the fact that they are false. If it should prove that they are made with uncertain voice and frequently contradicted ; if the principal possible witnesses appear to know nothing of the miracle at all . and if there is a counter-claim for Jesus's purely human paternity which commands even the least probability, then the doctrine will have to be rejected.
THE  CHARGE   AGAINST   THE   \EW TESTAMENT   EVIDENCE
We may now be told that this is actually the case. The doctrine has but two champions, it is said, Matthew and Luke, and how unreliable they are can readily be seen :
18-21
Matthew's Gospel, though it claims that Joseph knew that the child was to be born through the power of the Holy Spirit, neverthe-
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less gives a list of Jesus's ancestors through Joseph as his father :' This Gospel makes no further reference to the doctrine, and actually writes of Jesus as "the carpenter's son'V Luke's statement of the doctrine occupies two verses only,^ which can be eliminated without doing any harm to the sense of the chapter ; and elsewhere this Gospel writes as though Jesus were the son of Joseph in the ordinary way : for it calls Joseph and Mary his "parents". Joseph his father, and himself, the son of Joseph. ^
\\Tien this faltering witness is disposed of, we are told, there is nothing else to turn to. The Apostles are not said to preach the doctrine in the Acts ; the greatest of them knows nothing of it in his Letters, nor do the others in theirs. The Gospel of Mark is silent about it, while John, who also gives no account of the Virgin Birth himself refers to Jesus as Joseph's son.s
This has the appearance of being a thoroughly devastating case, and those who have been assiduously taught that it is so, may take a little persuading that there is here the merest facade, impress​ive enough when examined from a distance, but incoherent in structure and hollow within.
For consider the references to Jesus in this connection in Matthew. I.uke and John. There are none in Mark for a good reason, as we shall see, as son of Joseph. First, there is Matthew's genealogy, of which it will be enough to say here that it does »oZ say that Jesus was the son of Joseph : it says rather "Jacob begat Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom was bom Jesus who is called Christ",* which is a very different thing and must have been written for the purpose of denying that very thing which it is supposed to affirm. Then there is Luke's genealogy, and this again does ;zoZ say that Jesus was the son of Joseph, but that he was "the son (as was supposed) of Joseph, of Heli", etc., which may mean that some people thought Jesus was Joseph's son, but quite surely means that the writer knows he was not.?
Then we are told that Matthew calls Jesus "the carpenter's son" ; but he does nothing of the kind. What Matthew does is to say that some people who heard and saw Jesus Moi^M he was the carpenter's son, which may well have been their opinion but was certainly not the writer's, s The same is true of the parallel passage in Luke," and of the words of Philip to Nathanael after his encounter with Jesus : "We have found him of whom Moses in the Law and
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the prophets did write, Je^us of Xaxaretli, the son of Joseph".' (ndecd. the onlv passages whose use against us in this connection is not utterlv irrelevant arc those in which. Luke- or Mary themselves seem to count Joseph as tK- father. Tor Luke calls Joseph and Marv his "parents" more than mice.- and Mary says to Jesus, "ihy father and I"—meaning ''Joseph and l"--"have sought ihee
•\orrowing".-' i'.ut to use the- former group implies a lack of imagin​ation, and to use the latter becomes impossible when \ve read one
•'erse further.
For Joseph had accepted Mary as his wife, and Jesus was his legal charge. In the eves of the law Jesus was his child, as in the eyes of unsuspicious people he was also, if a brief description of Joseph and Mary in relation to Jesus were wanted, therefore, it could not be other titan "his parents", and since Luke has already made his mind clear as to the true paternity of Jesus, what other expression could be so natural for his mother and her husband as "parents" ? What is much more to the point, however, is the context of the other passage. Mary would certaiiiiy refer to Joseph as "father" in speaking to a child of twelve, and no other explanation of the word is needed : but it is a matter for deep thankfulness that fesus himself, aware of the implications of authority which the title carried, should have set the matter right: "Know ye not that t must be about my Father's business ?"* Joseph might have temporal authority in his own home, but he must not come between Jesus and his duty to his true Father. Again, therefore, even though the critics of the doctrine conclude from Mary's remark that she regarded Joseph as the true father of her child, it is manifest that Luke intended her statement in no such way, inasmuch as he reports Jesus as setting the matter right, beyond all doubt, in the other sense.
There is nothing left, therefore, of this part of the case against t he Virgin Mirth, and the same is true, of the extraordinary statement that the only two verses in Luke which refer to the doctrine can be eliminated without loss of sense, and were, Z/;cTf/b;T, inserted at a later time. For, in the iirst place, parts of the Gospels may not be eliminated mcrelv on the ground that they can be carefully cut awav and the record patched up, but evidence is required—real evidence—that the verses once were not there, that some manuscripts
•ontain them and others do not, that there is a long-standing vispicion attaching to their genuineness. And against those verses
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then: is nothing of the kind. They are as strongly attested as an) other verses of Scripture, and no man has the right to take scissors and cut out the verses which displease him, merely in order to dispense \vith an unwelcome doctrine.
In the second place, it cannot be done. \o doubt it is true that the words, '\m<Y c/ /n's A'n;?<A/;jz //itvv s/;(V/ &' /ic t'^if'. . . "^f, MoJ:/. //ri' rf/;,.s/;.' Ji'/z'.vy.rr/;. .s/.'r if/yr; /&;//; rc^rr'N-nf n xri/; /;; At'r uM !(^c . (;«t/ //.'/x ;.\ ,V.v .s/.x//; ;;:n;;/A t^vVA Atv vw ^'«x (\;/A\/ /v.fm'^"* makes perfect grammatical sense, and says nothing about the Virgin birth more than three tell-tale dots. Hut neither does it tell us why there should be any reference to Elisabeth's miraculous conception, "u/m uvv.s m/AW &«•;•(•;;". The unexpurgated text gives us an excellent reason for this : it is as though Gabriel said : "You have every ground to belie\e in the power of God to work this miracle for you. for already He is working another for a woman long past the age of childbearin^". Neither does this mutilated text explain to us Mary's resignation : " /Ji' //;/«/« /;;c <K'mj'^ni,» /r; //a' h'M/c/",- when the promise that she should he the mother of Messiah would have brought the greatest joy to any marriageable woman who expected her marriage to bring it about. The true text explains it perfectly, for not only was great faith required in such a conception, but a great readiness to l)ear the taunts which could not fail to follow its occurrence, \either does the mutilated text explain why the word "iMnW/;ct/" is used to describe the relationship between Joseph and Mary when the birth of the babe was imminent,•' nor why Simeon addressed his prophecy to Mary* alone when both Mary and Joseph were present.
In fact, it explains nothing. It is a surgical operation on a perfectly healthy body, and, if we suffer it to happen, it takes away the heart and leaves dying the maimed corpse of the faith once and for all delivered to the saints.
THE
The case against these is no better. \Vc have seen already that neither Matthew nor Luke supposes for a moment that his genealogy requires Jesus to have been the son of Joseph. The sensible approach from now on must be to accept that, and trv to discover why the genealogies are there, and why they mention Joseph at all. It is often said that Matthew and Luke each claim to give the ancestors of Joseph, yet follow totally inconsistent lines, and, therefore, each
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may be. and one certainly is, unreliable on that score ; but surely another approach is possible to us ? Surely, that is, we may postu​late as a possible starting point that Matthew and Luke used different genealogies, knowing them to be different, because thev were genealogies of different persons and were quoted for different reasons ?
One thing is certain : Matthew intends his genealogy to bt that of Joseph : " /ifrr,/; /i;\\;/ /Mc^/f" admits no argument.^ \\'hv therefore, did Matthew give it ? Joseph married Mary, and by that fact adopted her into his own tribe and family : her child, therefore, since he assumed responsibility for it and was regarded in law as its father, would be attached to his tribe. Hut the Old Testament had many times prophesied that Messiah was to be the child of David's house,- and all the legal minds amongst Jcsus's opponents would have leaped at the opportunity of showing that he was not David's heir, and, therefore, not Messiah (for the Gospels bring out the public awareness of this prophetic requirement quite clearly).^ It was, therefore, of the first importance that Joseph's descent from David should be proved, or Jesus's Messiahship would be legally invalidated. For Matthew's list of ancestors, therefore, we have a sufficient, and indeed an urgent, reason which offers no opposition at all to the doctrine of the Virgin Birth.
Luke also gives witness to Joseph's Davidic descent/ but it is obviously desirable that, just as Matthew (who records Gabriel's visit to Joseph) gives the ancestry of this man, so Luke (who recounts the \-isit to Mary) should establish the claim of Jesus to "the throne of his father David"" by showing that David was really, as well as legally, his ancestor. If that were so, then the genealogy recorded here should be Mary's, and there is no valid reason against this. For each of the names in the list takes us back to Jesus himself : "being the Son, as was supposed, of Joseph, of Heli, of Matthat", etc." It is of no importance that the late fVo^z'mzgf^'oM /arnA* (once on the index of Prohibited Books of the Roman Church) names Anna and Joachim as the mother and father of Mary ; and it is not a profound difficult}- that Mary herself should not be named in the list. For her maternity has already been fully docu​mented in the record, and the subsequent names in the list are all of males : each woman, that is, though she bore the child, is represented in the genealogy by her husband, and it was fitting, and in accord-
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Full justice to the genealogies can be done, therefore, on th&. doctrine of the Virgin Birth, and full justice to them cannot Ixs done on any other doctrine. Their diversity is a testimony to the absence of collusion between the Gospel writers, but their dhierent purposes fully explain the scope of the diversity, and the doctrine we defend emerges clearly and without objection from the analysis we hav-made.
THE   SlLEXCK   UF   MARK
It is characteristic of the case against this doctrine that it i.^ obliged to stretch to the utmost the circumstantial facts which might 1% made to tell against it, and of no argument is this more true than the argument from silence. Unless we presume to omnis-science about the motives and purposes of the records of Scripture. we are simply not entitled to say that omission, even if it were proved, means either contradiction or ignorance. In Mark's case there would be a particularly understandable reason why the doctrine should not be directly described in its pages, if Papias's estimate of its scope is accepted, * and we follow him in recognizing the preaching of Peter in Mark's writing. For we have already shown that this doctrine would not lie at the forefront of the public preaching of the Gospel, but would be taught to those who were persuaded that the Gospel was true. Men would be convinced of the divinity of Jesus's words and works, and particularly of the fact of his Resurrection, before the source of all these events was laid bare in this doctrine, and if Mark records the selection of Jesus's deeds, utterances and sufferings which Peter found most relevant to this purpose, we should not expect him to record such a picture of Our Lord's first days as Matthew and Luke provide.
That, if no more were to be said, would be enough to rule out any attempt to make Mark's silence into a hostile one. But there is more to 1% said. Apart from the opening words of the Gospel, ^ "The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God", which we shall see to form a testimony in themselves, there remains the striking fact that, though Matthew and Luke repeat the opinions of people who called Jesus "son of Joseph", or "the carpenter's son". s Mark does not. Instead, in a similar setting, he reports that there were some who said, "Is not this the carpenter, the son of
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Mary .- '* That is, Mark, who had not detailed the circumstances ot fesus's birth, is careful to avoid any suggestion that lie believes in t Josephite descent bv writing down only that opinion with which he
••an wholeheartedly agree : that Jesus is Mary's son. The one place.. in fact, where a reference to Joseph as father might \\ith any reason have been used by hostile critics against the doctrine of the Virgin Birth, is the verv place where the weapon is providentially taken
•mt of their grasp.
Hut Mark has other witness. In common with Matthew and l.uke. this Gospel describes Jesus's question to the rulers : "How say the scribes that Christ is the son of David ?"^ The scribes said this, of course, lor the reason we have just brought out, that the Old Testament had prophesied it persistently; but Jesus is here demonstrating that mere descent from David is not sufficient to explain all the facts. David, in looking forward to his day, had railed him in anticipation "Lord" : why is this ? Fathers do not usually refer to their children in this way, nor is it right that they
•should, a
No answer is given to Jesus's question, and doubtless he did nut expect to receive one : but the answer for which he dangled the I ait is plain enough. Jesus is David's Lord because he has higher '.ncestryalso: because he is the Son of God; because David himself knew that God had said, "I will be his Father, and he shall be wv hon"."* And that is the doctrine of the Virgin Birth, for not merely spiritual or adoptive sonship will satisfy the terms of the question. The Sonship must give an absolute title to pre-eminence over David, lust as (in passages which in their own way testify as eloquently to t his doctrine as the one now under discussion) the Sonship must give m absolute title to pre-eminence over Abraham/ and over Moses. o
Mark, therefore, is not silent either. Even before we come to .-.how that he joins in the great positive chorus of all the New Testament, he is found to testify in his own way that the doctrine is t me . and yet another weapon is taken from the enemy's grasp.
TllE   SlLEXCR   OF   JOHX
Never was argument so unfortunately chosen as this. The alleged hostility of John has already been demolished, and that in itself eliminates the Gospel as a witness for the prosecution. But the opening chapter describes the heavenly origin of Jesus in terms
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which, to say the least, iind their most acceptable explanation in the Virgin Birth : "The word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth".1 God's purpose took fleshly form (we might inadequately paraphrase), and what we sawwas God's only-begotten Son : God's onlv-begotten Son. If the italicized words are properly digested there is no need to discuss John's witness further, for they can have only one meaning. There is a spiritual begettal of many sons of God who believe in Jesus, but this is a unique begettal ; Jesus is the o>.>/v-begotten. And the very verse in which the spiritual son-ship of the believer is promised.- "not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God", seems to refer us back to the manner of his own begettal by the Holy Spirit. There an ancient versions, indeed, which translate the verse as though it did refer directly to Jesns's own begettal, and powerful arguments have been put forward for this translation being the more primitive. But it does not matter whether it is or not : the meaning is the same in eillier case.11
John lias witness, too, of a darker kind. Frying eyes would have seen, and retentive memories have recalled, that Jesus was born earlier than Mary's marriage to Joseph could properly provide for. Critical ears would have discerned unmistakeably in Jesus's teaching that he claimed a relationship to God which would account honourably fort lie discrepancy : and unbelieving minds would have rejected this explanation and sought for the baser answer. Can we not see, then, how when Jesus was speaking unfavourably of their spiritual begettal by "the devil", and at the same time claiming his own true descent from God, their malice would blaze out in the bitter taunt : "IIV were not horn of fornication : we have one Father even God"1---"Our relationship to God is honourable, not, like yours, a blasphemous attempt to cover up illegitimacy" •" And are we not prepared for the bitter innuendo, "Where is thy lather" >' when Jesus's claim to be truly the Son of God goads them into the gibe that there seems to be a great deal of mystery about hi* paternity ?
John's silence, then, is louder in its witness even than Marks . And it must be now with expectation of a similar discovery that we turn to the last of our allegedly dumb witnesses, and consider:--
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This is, in fact, like the rest of the silences. Paul does not say that Jesus was born of a Virgin, but he does say that he was born of a woman, while God was his Father.1 "God sent forth his Son, made of a woman." It is presumably nothing but over-familiarity with the passage which has led even believers into unawareness of its powerful testimony. In ordinary walks of life, all that we should need to identify an only child would be the names of his father and mother, and this is exactly what Paul oilers us here. He does so, moreover, in such a way as to exclude human paternity altogether. I "or this child, marvellously begotten, came to redeem those who were born under the law of Moses and were helpless under its thraldom, and give them adoption so that they might share his sonslnp. He was born under the law through a woman, higher than the law through his paternity, and possessed of a Sonship which lie was willing to extend to those whom he liberated. There is a breath​taking completeness about this evidence which makes one wonder, once composure has been regained, how its teaching could ever have been overlooked.
It is almost the same with the introduction to the Letter to the Romans, in which Jesns's twin descent "of the seed of David according to the flesh", and "the Son of God according to the spirit of holiness"2 is set out again, and condenses into a sentence the reason which we found before why David should call him Lord. And the position is not greatly different later in the same letter, where John's "the Word became flesh" is matched with "God sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh"/1 a passage in which it again appears that the divine sonship of Jesus enabled him to accomplish what the bondservants of the law were powerless to do : "What the law could not do because it was weak through the Mesh, God, sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin condemned sin in the flesh."
Paul also, like Mark, takes special care not to be misunderstood.' Since he makes no categorical statement of the circumstance of ]esus's conception, he is scrupulous that no misconception shall arise through a misconstruction of words carelessly used. Had he spoken of Jesus being "begotten" in any context where it was not specifically stated that God had begotten him, it would have been possible for unbelief to affirm that he meant "humanly begotten", however unreasonable that might have been. Hence, though in the
same chapter* he uses the ordinary \vorcl i.-'citntid) of the begettal ot Isaac and Ishmael by Abraham, in oar Galatians passage lie say? merely of Jesus that lie "became" (t*in>..i;-!ui} of a woman : thereby subtly distinguishing the manner of the conception from those of Is-iac and Ishmael. He uses the same word. \ve must suppose for the same reason, in the lirst Romans passive we have discussed ; and vet a third time when, in his Letter to the I'hilippians, he says or lesus that he "became" in the likeness of men.-'
There are thus no silences at all where silences "'ere claimed. Ml lour Gospels are conscious of the divine begeital of Mary's child, and Paul also is well aware of it. There is ever'/ indication that it was from the earliest times an accepted article of the Christian's ("reed, delicately affirmed but consistently held. And so far we have merely answered objections : the strength of the positive case for the doctrine has yet to appear.
father and son
The d.;i iniie of God as Father is practically a new thing in the New Testament. But it is not the universal fatherhood of God which we o\\e to this part of the Bible, but the very different revelation foi the first tune in its full glory of the truth of His Fatherhood of Christ.
And this is of the iirst importance to the doctrine. Why does God suddenly appear as Father ? Why does Jesus only rarely refer to Him by any other term 1 Why is the title "Son of God" bestowed upon a single man for the first time, and why is it accepted from the start as his overriding claim ?
Let us consider the evidence in more detail. Apart from the Virgin Birth narratives themselves, we have these remarkable facts to review :
1.   That all the Gospels open by announcing Jesus as the Son of God."
2.   That Jesus very frequently refers to God as his Father in the most intimate sense, and never acknowledges any man as his father in any sense whatever.4
3.   That when the title "Son of God" is applied to Jesus by those who believe in him, it is always with the recognition that the
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title imphes a dignity and a station not possessed by the res! of men.1 *    That when Peter makes such a confession, Jesus recognizes thai
*o great a secret could only "nave been made known to him b\ the revelation of God : "Mesh and blood hath not revealed thi-unto thee., but my Father which is in heaven",- a fact all the more striking when we realize that Jesus is deliberately con-;rasiing "Simon, son of John" -- the flesh and blood relationship
—with "Christ the Son of the  Living God"-~the relationship peculiar to himself.
S     That when Jesus is fully understood to be claiming Sonship of God, the Jews seek to stone him for bla.sv;be!ny,:i and ultimately use his confession as fhe ground for condemning him to death 4
8.   That the Kpistles use the title "Son of God", or some variant of it, as the proper dignity for Jesus without ever suggesting that he was the Son of any Man ;5 that they speak of his resemblance to his Father in the same way as we would speak of the resem​blances of men to their own fathers ;6 and that they describe his supremacy over the rest of creation and over the angels as a matter of "inheritance".7
Any attempt to explain this situation without the Virgin Birth is vain, for one of two absurdities must be allowed if the attempt is made. Either it must be affirmed that Jesus was a very-good man (but a man altogether like the rest of us), so entirely at one with God that he could speak of him as Father, and God address him as Son ; or it must be maintained that Jesus was really the Son of God in the tnie sense, but that Joseph nevertheless begat him.
But the former is already known to be out of the question, foi "only-begotten Son of God" is not admissible as a mere courtesy title, to a man who might be merely one of many "sons". If this were so, then the claim means nothing so wonderful as to require a special revelation to Peter, or so blasphemous as to merit stoning or crucifixion by those who disbelieved it. And the latter is in​conceivable, for it implies that though one be begotten by an earthly father, lie may yet be really the son of someone else who had no part in giving conception to his mother. Something of the kind was, indeed, attempted by those Oocetics of old clays who believed
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that the Son of God merely made a convenience of the body of the son of Joseph until the time of the crucifixion, but it is quite im​possible for any who are unwilling to admit a dual personality in one body, or who refuse the transmigration of souls.
There an.', in fact, but two choices before us when all the concurrent evidence of the New Testament is surveyed. We must either come to the conclusion that the Virgin Mirth is false because the Xew Testament as a whole is a vast fabrication, sustaining a consistent delusion throughout its pages : or that it is true because all the witnesses concerning it speak with one voice, and their eonsent cannot be accounted for cither by fraud or by superstition.
And then is really no doubt which way this decision will have to gc. The possibility of fraud can be eliminated immediately l*ecause those who wrote the Xew Testament were palpably not rogues : and the possibility of their grave but honest error cannot survive examination. For one point is (mite certain, the proof having been often provided and never reluted, that Jesus rose from the dead.' That being so (and the. progress of early Christianity has no other explanation), the disciples' claims to have seen him, to have heard hi- lonv days' instruction before he ascended to heaven,-.md to ha\e received his commission to go and teach his truth to the n:.i?. ii'iix'' makes it impossible that they could have been mistaken
The r\r>urrection of Jesus at once shows from what source the '.iisciiJc--' knowledge was received or confirmed, and how utterly likelv ir is that on this matter they were right in the view the\ consistently put forward. If the Resurrection is established, the divine authority and the divine origin of Jesus are established also. He was "declared to be the Son of God according to the spirit of holiness"^ bv that event as surely as he was known to be of the Seed of David according to the flesh : and it is characteristic of the one who pronounced this conclusion that his lirst conversion from the unbelief of Jews to faith in Christ should have taught him to proclaim this Sonship. To the rulers of Jewry, the claim to be the Son of God was blasphemy : but as soon as it became plain that |esus had risen, the claim to be Son of God was compelling. There​fore, on his conversion. Paul at once entered into the synagogues, and "straightway proclaimed Jesus, that he is the Son of God"/'
summary of thk The allegations against the \"irgin Mirth are wholly negative. They are based upon unwarranted claims for the dictates of science, or upon baseless allegations concerning the confusion of Scripture and the silence of important witnesses. As soon as it is recognized that the Virgin Birth is really the conception of a child by the agency of the Holy Spirit (whereby God takes the role of father), then every claim to be fV.v Son of God becomes a claim for this doctrine's truth, and every time when Jesus calls God "Father" becomes another. Kach time this claim is enlarged upon, as in "only-begotten Son", the assertion becomes stronger yet. The alleged inconsistencies are really harmonies, and the alleged silences arc not silent. All that is needed is (.me over whelming proof that this consistent testimony is correct, and the doctrine is established beyond the reach of cavil : and that overwhelming proof is provided in the Resurrection of Jesus, whereby it is established that "all authority hath been given tinto him in heaven and inearth", and the teaching of his lirst disciples is authenticated bcvond dispute.
THK   M()KAL   STAXIHXC,   OK   TIU<    VlRdlX    HiKIH
Though the evidence cannot be dismissed, it is still possible for the rejecters of this doctrine to object to the doctrine on purely subjective grounds. The doctrine has been variously condemned on the. ground that it ministers to a superstitious reverence for the Virgin Mary : that it depicts God as a lust ml god : and that it takes away from the full manhood of Jesus by making him different from ourselves. Hut the initial answer m all the. arguments together i^ that the workings of God are not to be judged by our standards oi propriety: if He chose in this way (o carry out His purpose, then man may put his knowledge of it to bad use, but the wav itsell
And the answers to them severallv show how baseless thev are. Men so disposed may worship the Virgin Mary as readilv as in other circumstances thcv would have worshipped Venus or the 7Joon, but the scriptures give no invitation either to the one or to the others. "All generations shall call me blessed" was all that Mary expected for herself, and who would deny her that ? If a particular system of doctrine erects upon this small foundation its doctrines of Im​maculate Conception and of Hodily Assumption into heaven, this is the responsibility of the system, but the doctrine is not itself accountable. Again, if impure minds can turn from the simple and
holy narrative with which Luke'-; narrative nouns, and be reminded of the, lustful seductions of Jupiter, tnat is unfortunate, too, but the existence of this reprobate mind does not ->veak.--n the fact that Luke betrays no though.t of lust, and gives no hint of anything other than a vast condescension and an earnest desire for the accomplishment ot His salvation, ia his description of how Marv's conception came about. The Father sent the Son for man's salvation : Jove of the myths visited his victim? for las own gratification.
Finally, to say that the doctrine detracts from the full manhood of Jesus, is to assume that we know Letter than those very Scriptures which proclaim the doctrine and vet assert the manhood most powerfully : "it behoved him to iv made in all points like unto his brethren'^ is their expression of the kinship he has with ourselves; and doubtless he chose most often to be known as "son of man" so that his disciples should not come to feel that his higher origin removed him from sympathy and fellow-feeling with themselves. "He was tempted in all points like as \ve are." Though lie was Son of God. onr Mediator is yet "the wzfm Christ Jesus."
! Hi'  Si(;
ny rur ViR<;i
A fe\v simple facts wi'l shuv. upun what foundation of human need and helplessness we must commence to build .
1 . Onr race is a sinful race, with the disposition to sin in its members and the fact of sin disfiguring ever}' life.
2.   Inevitably, therefore, we fail to live to the standard of perfect righteousness which alone might entitle ns to the good pleasure of God, and, when we die. would be condemned to remain in the grave if we had no other resources than our own.^
3. If we are to be saved, therefore, since it cannot come from our​selves, it must be that our salvation shall come from God.'' Xo\\ see how the life of Jesus starts from this point and advances beyond it. The salvation evidently comes from God, for it is by His initiative that. Jesus is conceived and bom : 'A body hast thou prepared me. '' And often in the Xew Testament we are taught to know the love of God, in that He gave Jesus to be our Saviour."' We know enough of love to recognize that it cannot be properly shown without giving of one's own. If it were needful, as we shall briefly show that it was, for one to die for our salvation, and if
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God s love were to be shown in that act, then the one who died must be of God's own : God mnst suffer for us in the death of His Son. We can sec. therefore, how true it is that "God hath commende< 1 his love towards us in that, while we were vet sinners, Christ died fo: us"/ a statement which would be a simple ;wz .-.^cVa/ but for the Virgin fiirth. We can see that "God so loved the world that He gave His only-begotten Son".- \Ve can see that "God was in Chris;, reconciling the world unto himself"."
To advance beyond this point, we must ask why a death should be necessary at all, and what kind of death would sufilce. The Old Testament had taught, of course, by its doctrine of sacrifice, that the need existed.* and John's early witness to Jesus as "the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the world""' showed that it was to fulfil this doctrine that Jesus came. But still we must know why, and there is nothing plainer than the experience of Jesus himself to tell us. As to his life, we know that it was spotless in the sight of God : he did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth," yet he never pretended, nor did his apostles ever teach, that mere sinlessness in itself would suffice to secure our salvation, or even to open the gates of the grave to himself. Though we are accustomed to speak of him as a "good" Man, and (the believers among us) to describe his behaviour as "perfect", he himself was careful not to encourage the use of either term : "there is none good but one, that is God"'; "I shall be perfected". ^ it is as though there were some​thing which he knew to be lacking before he could with perfect assurance claim goodness, and before he could rightly say that he had reached perfection ; and those who write about him afterwards in the Xew Testament recognize this : "it became God in bringing many sons unto glory to make the captain of our salvation perfect through sufferings.""
If then we ask what it was about the nature of Jesus Christ which could be called imperfect, we have the answer at once. He was bom of a woman : he had the flesh which appertains to our race ; and so far from any immaculate conception preserving him from anything which is common to the rest of us, the Xew Testament ij convinced that it gave him all the fleshly characteristics which are ours. So Paul in Romans speaks of his having "the likeness of sinful flesh"]"that in the flesh he might destroy sin : and the Letter to
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the Hebrews shows that he partook oi the same nature as those whom he would save, that his death might be the means of destroying the devil, i
Jesus's death, then, destroyed sin because the power of sin la\ in the flesh which died. It was because he was made in the likeness of men that he must become obedient unto death, even the death of the Cross.- Perhaps we may see. no\v. what is involved : oui natures are prone to sin, and. apart altogether from the many wrongs which we do, the pride of our nature constantly encourage.^ us to sinful thoughts and rebellious inclinations. One thing must be made perfectly plain before we can be eligible for salvation, and that is that this pride of the flesh has been abjured, and this rebellion against God has surrendered. Therein lay the peculiar virtue of the death of Jesus. He did the will of God constantly while he lived in the flesh, but the determination was always with him that the will of the ilesh must be completely humbled in the willing laying down of Ins hie. t pon the Cross would be displaved to the world the desires ot sin crucified and defeated ; and no doubt a large part of the agony of Jesus in Gethsemane^ lay in the painful acceptance by the will of this highly bom Man of the cup of shame, and the death in public opprobrium, as a token of the utter surrender which is demanded of the man who would be well pleasing in God's sight.
How did he accomplish this successfully ? Any other man would have sinned in God's sight before getting as far as the Cross. Many another man would have looked in horror at the prospect of crucifixion, and turned back. And nearly every victim, having got so far, would have faced death with something in his heart which still partook of the pride of man : a consciousness that he could bear in his own strength the taunts of his enemies, die proudly, and (ling their bitterness back in their teeth. All others would in such a trial, sin and come short of the glory of God.* Yet Jesus succeeded in doing all those things which please his Father /' in drinking of of the cup which the Father had given him ;" and in humbling his spirit so that his sacrifice might be, above all others, the sacrifice of a humble heart.
To say that any other man would have failed, is to say also that Jesus succeeded in some way because of the manner of his birth. Hut this is not to say that his birth made it impossible for him to fail, for he was tempted in all points like as we are. It is to
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sd), rather, that his birth provided tor his upbringing, for lii.-ready intercourse with his Father in prayer, for the Father's granting of the Spirit without measure to him,' which put within his grasp all the means of resisting sin if he were disposed to do so. The re>! of us sin. often indeed by inclination, but sometimes because we do not know the right, and sometimes because we lack the strength t.< do the right we desire.- With him. we may be sure, a sin of ignor​ance was impossible because he had been made of "quick undi :-standing in the fear of the Lord"-' '. and with him was a Son's desire to serve his Father which would provide for those long meditations in prayer which seem to have come so readily to him, and need to be so assiduously cultivated by the rest of us.
The Virgin Mirth, in >hort, made Jesus's sinlessness possible but not inevitable : and it made sure that, when the sinlessness had in the last crisis been triumphant, then the excellency of the triumph should be of God. All his living deeds, and his death, were done to the glory of God the Father, and his triumph marks the culmination of the same glory.'* And the Virgin l^irth. we repeat, ensured that God should be seen in all that Jesus did, in his healing of men's afflictions and his compassion of their suffering, in his suffering on the Cross and in the glory of his resurrection. The work was God's work, and the salvation God's salvation. Greatest of all, the love, though shared and transmitted by Jesus, was God's love.
THE   OTHER  SONS  OF  GOD
It is one thing, however, to go so far in the experience of Jesus and see how his death sealed his humble obedience to the will of God, and his resurrection God's good pleasure in his success : to understand how sin was conquered without ever having triumphed over him by his display of the members of sin shamed on the Cross. It is an important further step to see how this affects us. We are helped to take it, however, by Jesus's own statement that any who \\ish to be his disciples must ''take up their cross", and follow him.' Now the onlv purpose for which a man took up a cross in Jesus's day was to be crucified, having been condemned to death, and Jesus must, therefore, be meaning that those who wish to be his disciples must recognize that they are worthy of death (which is implied in Ins command that we should "deny ourselves"), and undergo some action which will associate them with the death which he died.
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This was certainly how Paul understood the requirement, tui lie said of himself "I have been crucitled with Christ",1 and of all those who shared his faith : "Thev that are Christ's have crucified the flesh, with the affections and lusts".- What the act is which associates the believer with the cross of Christ is made plain by the same writer, when he explains : "Therefore, we are buried \\ith him !)v baptism unto death . . . knowing this, that our old man is rnickied with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin'V That is, a faithful baptism sho\vs, as the suppliant goes down beneath the waters, that he has .vpudiatcd all the motions of sin which work in his members, is ashamed of them, and desires forgiveness for their past successes and strength against their future temptations.
I$y association with the Cross and by baptism, therefore, an old creature is formally put to death ; and from his burial waters anew creature arises : "If any man be in Christ he is a new creature.' ' This new person is born of God, begotten by the Word of God/' sustained by the strength which comes from God's revelation in that Word and (rod's constant presence to help/ and will ultimately be received into the glory of God's Kingdom in the day when God shall judge the secrets of men.
The pilgrimage of this child has, therefore, much in common with that of the onlv-bcgotten Son himself. It is for this reason that liis new birth is spoken of as "not of blood, nor of the will of men. nor of the ilesh",' and that he is granted all the privileges of son-^hip himself, because the onlv-begotten Son has redeemed those who were in bondage, they also have received the adoption of sons, and may cry, "Abba, Father".» For that title is not a universal one and it does not come by our natural birth. It is rather a special one ofvervhigk dignity, and comes only by being born again." "Mehold what manner of love the Father hath bestowed upon us, that we should be called the sons of God", is John's cry to the faithful, and it immediately marks them off from the rest of men \\ith : "There fore the world knowcth us not, because it knew him not''.'"
This is a sobering thought. When the Son of God walked tht earth in mortality he was not on the whole well-received : "Ht came unto his own place, and his own people received r.im not"." Mis credentials were not accorded the recognition they deserved
Gat. 2 : 20. »G;U. 5 : 24. •''Rom. 0 : 4-7. '2 Cur. 5 : 17.
''1 J'rter 1 : '22 'J-"1  Peter 2 . 2. 'Tohn 1 : t2-13. 'Gal. 4 : S-6.
"John 3 : 3, 5. i»l John 3 : 1. "John 1:11.
'Have any of the rulers or the Pharisees believed on him ?"* The preaching of his resurrection met a mass of vested opposition which would listen to no reason, and sought only to suppress.- It was so far from being the case that the whole creation had a natural right to sonship of God, that only a small minority would take upon themselves the badge of discipleship and ally themselves with the only-begotten Son. And those who did this promptly found them​selves outcasts from their own communities, Jewish or Gentile.
John announces this as a general truth. "The whole world lieth in the evil one" is the situation of the natural man.^ That state of sinful disposition which we inherit is the state in which most of the world is content to remain, and the lesson of the Virgin Birth, its sequel in self-denying life and sacrifice, and its ultimate glorious issue will be entirely lost on us if we retain any encourage​ment to stay as we are after having learned of it. To accept the title of son of God, freely offered to those who believe in Jesus and conform to his requirements, is to repudiate the title to this world's regard. To "go to Jesus without the camp, bearing his reproach" is the present invitation to the faithful/ since all who are informed about his nature and his works must reckon themselves either with the crucihers or with the crucified^ ; but the worth of the latter choice is not in doubt, either in this world or in its transformation vet to come.
He, "who for the joy that was set before him endured the cross, despising the shame"/ is now set down on the right hand of God. His travail has already brought the first fruits of its joy. And lie who "was once offered to bear the sins of many shall come the second time unto them that look for him, without sin, unto sal​vation'V This is the prospect with which the present sons of God are encouraged ; that the triumph of God in His beloved Son will be enlarged in the transformation of those whom He has adopted through him.
"Beloved' . John says to these, "now are we the sons of God. And it doth not yet appear what we shall be : but we know that, when he shall appear, we shall be like him : for we shall see him as he is. And every man that hath this hope in him purifieth himself, even as he is pure.""
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APPENDIX
quotation FROM isaiah 7 : 14
It is sometimes objected against the doctrine of the Virgin Birth that it is principally based upon the mistranslation of an Old Testament passage, which in any case had to do with events some eight hundred years before the birth of Jesus.
The answer to this objection has been left to an appendix because it is not connected with any of the other arguments which have been considered, and requires a treatment of a rather different kind. Hut it conforms to the pattern of the other objections in thi^ particular at least, that it makes assertions which are not true, offers an examination of the situation which is incomplete and prejudiced, and shows no sympathy with the situation as it really is.
The passage in question reads : "Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel", and it is quoted by Matthew in closely similar words. 1 It is objected, then,
1    That the case for the doctrine is based upon this Old Testament prophecy .
2.   That the prophecv gives no warrant to it, since the word here rendered "virgin" means properly a young marriageable woman, and intends no more than that such a person shall marry and bear a child (or, perhaps, bear a child being already married at the time of the prophecy).
3.   That the prophecy in any case can have nothing to do with the case of Jesus, since it was oi'iered as a sign to King Ahaz, to be fulfilled within his own reign, since it was to culminate in the dethroning of two contemporary kings (Pekah and Rezin) in hi? own experience.
And it is answered :
1.   That this is not true. Luke states the doctrine with no reference to this prophecy, and Matthew gives all the circumstantial details of the event without reference to the prophecy, merely citing this afterwards as a prophetic anticipation of the event he has described. And all the other evidence of the truth of this doctrine is totally independent of this %)assage. The most that might be urged is that Isa. 7 : 14 does not, in fact, anticipate the
iJohn I : -!{
events which nevertheless happened.  And this is to take the core out of the argument immediately.
2.   That it is true that «/»;<?/; is not the usual word for virgin : and yet («) that the LXX translators, long before Jesus was bom, considered ^<?rA'wms a proper translation for a/;m:A in this place ; and (6) that in every use of the word a/waA in the Old Testament, it refers in fact to a woman who is not married. The Revised Version with its singular marginal reference ("or, ?;z«!W(.-n") most deliciously offers us a synonym for "virgin" without apparent consciousness of the fact. The other occur​rences of (f/»w/z are : Gen. 24 : 43 (virgin, maiden, jza^/zfHos) ; Exod. 2 : 8 (maid, maid, g»«^/fx) ; Psa. 68 : 25 (damsel, damsel, »fa%iW») ; Prov. 30 : 19 (maid, maid, LXX makes no reference to a woman at all) ; Song 1 : 3 (virgin, virgin, MemHWa) ; Song 6 : 8 (virgin, virgin, LXX alters sense) ; and our present passage, Isa. 7 : 14. From this it will be seen that, whatever gJ»:aA may mean to the philologist, wherever it is used in the Old Testament it signifies in fact a virgin, and there can be no reasonable complaint against either the LXX translation, or Matthew's use of the passage on this score. Whether the text allows for the possibility that the virgin might have married before the child of prophecy was bom is another matter, but it is utterly false to say that the word implies that she in fact is married.
3.   This is the most important difficulty, and there can be no reasonable doubt that a fulfilment of the prophecy was to be expected in the lifetime of those who heard it uttered. What really matters for our purpose is whether any such fulfilment must exhaust the whole meaning of the prophecy and leave no room for any other. And other considerations make it certain that a later and a greater fulfilment is needed before Isaiah's words to Ahaz are exhausted. For :
(a)   The child of the aJw!a/? is to be called "Immanuel", God with us, and in 8 : 8-10 one of this name is said to be the possessor of the Land — which certainly did not occur before Ahaz's eyes.
(6)   The prophecy runs on into the vision of God's glory shining
out of darkness (in chapter 9), and the emergence of a child
"born to us" bearing other names of God :   "Wonderful.
Counsellor,   Mighty  God,   Everlasting  Father.   Prince  of
Peace", and intended to hold such power over the Kingdom of God as was prophesied of Jesus in Luke 1 : 31-33.
That is, whatever the local fulfilment of Isaiah's words to un​believing Ahaz, the prophet himself, who since 6 : 1 has been speaking words which are repeatedly quoted in the New Testa​ment as referring to the Christian age, anticipated a far greater realization in the future.
And, therefore, we, though we might not of ourselves have thought of the whole implications of this prophecy, have no good reason, even had we the temerity, to question the working of the Holy Spirit in referring these words in their fullest import to their achievement in Christ.
