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Introduction

The New Testament is clear that Jesus is the Seed promised to Adam
and Abraham, and the King promised to David. All of God’s promises
terminated in Jesus. He is the Prophet Moses prophesied would come; the
High Priest of the New Covenant, and the promised Messiah. '

The life of Jesus alone would have been sufficient attestation of who he
was. His self-resurrection from the dead put his claim to have come from God
on a footing that no man had ever claimed before. Prophets had raised people
from the dead, but none had raised himself from the dead. The literal rising
from the dead is held by the New Testament writers to be Jesus’ crowning
claim to, and demonstration of, deity—to be the only begotten Son of God.

All would have been harmonious had it not been for two conflicting
genealogies given by Matthew and Luke, and the complication of an unusual
method of being born into the royal house of David. This latter problem has
been held by some to be incompatible with the attribution of a human father
to Jesus. ITowever, the Gospels texts permit the two facts to stand alongside
one another without cancelling each other out: the virgin conception
happened, and Jesus was born into a human family. Facts are facts.

The former problem, the presence of two different genealogies for
Jesus, is the subject of this dissertation. The first chapter is taken up with the
central problem of why there are two genealogies given for Jesus, or rather,
for his father, Joseph, and how commentators and writers through the ages
have attempted to resolve this problem. Chapters two and three are taken up
with internal problems within Matthew’s genealogy, namely, why he has
omitted three Davidic kings, and why he has omitted Jehoiakim who is
needed to make up the fourteenth generation in the second series of fourteen
names. Chapter four is taken up with the difficult phrase “as was supposed”
which Luke uses when he introduces Jesus’ genealogy.

The central difficulty with Jesus’ genealogies lies in the relationship of
his human father with his two grandfathers, and the relationship of
Zerubbabel with his two human grandfathers. On these two relationships
hang Jesus’ claim to be Israel’s Messiah.

One of the first issues to be resolved (but not dealt with in this thesis) is
whether the Covenant Promise made to David made it clear that the future
King (who would issue from his posterity) would, indeed, must, be a
descendant of Solomon. Some think that the future Messiah could be a
descendant of any one of David’s fourteen wives. Others restrict it to one
wife—Bathsheba. But even if Bathsheba is the mother, which of her children
is he to spring from? Some say it could be from any of her four children, and
s0 he could come from Nathan, which Luke’s genealogy would seem to
endorse. Others restrict it to Solomon’s line. It would take this thesis beyond
its limits to set out the debate in detail. The belief of mainstream Judaism,
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ancient and modern, and the biblical texts, including the pivotal text of 2 Sam
7:12-16, unite to settle the question in favour of Solomon, and this
understanding will be assumed to be correct for the purposes of this
dissertation.

Chronologically, the second major issue is whether Jehoiachin was
childless or not. Depending on one’s answer o that, the relationship between
Zerubbabel and his two grandfathers will be established, and will determine
how the two genealogies are to be reconciled for that section of the two
genealogies.

The third major issue is whether Joseph was the natural son of Jacob or
not. Depending on one’s answer to that, the relationship between Joseph and
his two grandfathers will be established, and will determine how the two
genealogies are to be reconciled for that part of the two genealogies.

Consequently, the resolution of Jesus’ genealogies hinges on two
relationships, that between Shealtiel and his father Jehoiachin, and that
between Joseph and his father Jacob. Resolve these two relationships and the
enigma of Jesus’ genealogies disappears.

Apart from the nature of these two relationships, when the two
genealogies are compared a number of other discrepancies appear. For
instance, Matthew has only twenty-eight generations between David and
Jesus whereas Luke has forty-three. Matthew has only five names, David,
Shealtiel, Zerubbabel, Joseph, and Jesus in common with Luke. These are not
critical issues and to some extent become irrelevant once the main issues are
resolved.

Then again, the two genealogies have their own internal difficulties.
Thus Matthew has omitted three kings from his list; he gives a total of forty-
two generations, but lists only forty-one generations; he also omits Jehoiakim.

In Luke 3:36 we have an extra Cainan who is not included in Genesis
11:12, and finally we have in Luke 3:23 the phrase “as was supposed” which
seems to negate the value of the genealogy. It is the intractable, and
sometimes contradictory, nature of these discrepancies that threatens to
destroy the categorical position of the NT writers that Jesus was indeed the
terminus of the OT genealogies, its prophecies, and its types.

Without a clear resolution of the central difficulty these discrepancies
create an impression of confusion, and in the absence of an immediate,
obvious explanation, they have been used to disparage the genealogies, or by
piling difficulty upon difficulty they have been used to discourage the reader
from ever attempting to understand the purpose of the genealogies.

The aim of this dissertation has been to collect as many views as
possible on the four chosen topics and then to come to some positive decision
about each of the difficulties in the light of that research.

The four chosen topics are:

The reconciliation of the two genealogies of Jesus
The omission of three kings in Matthew

The omission of Jehoiakim in Matthew

The meaning of “as was supposed” in Luke 3:23

RN
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Chapter one

I. The reconciliation of the two genealogies of Jesus

Introduction

The diagram below represents the standard chart for reconciling the
genealogies. Matthew gives the line of descent to the left of David through
Solomon; and Luke gives the line of descent to the right of David through
Nathan. The five names occupying the middle portion are common to both
genealogies. The five are David, Shealtiel, Zerubbabel, Joseph and Jesus.

The two boxes are joined together by Shealtiel and Zerubbabel, and it is
the relationship of Shealtiel to the two fathers above him that is the focus of
attention and difficulty, and the first of the two main disputed points. The
other disputed point is the relationship of Joseph to the two fathers above
him. To complicate matters there are at least five main meanings given to the
term “son,” so that the number of combinations is increased when they are
applied to these two disputed relationships in the standard diagram by those
who have attempted to explain why there are two genealogies of Jesus in the
Gospels.

David There are at least twenty ways of interpreting
' the diagram on the left. The permutations
refate to the relation that Shealtiel sustains to
Jechoniah and Neri, and the relation that
Joseph sustains to Jaceb and Heli.
Jechonish Neri There are five ways in which the term
| r | “son” cah be understood.
Shealtiet 1. By birth, and so in the natural sense a "son”.
derubbabel 2. By marriage with a daughter, and so a
[ | “son-in-law”.
Abiud Rhesa 3. By adoption.
4, By levirate marriage.
5. By succession,
Jac[ob H?n Eai:hyor these options and combinations have
been advocated at one time or anothaer. In the
case of no. 2 Joseph is regarded as having
Jesus married Heli's daughter, Mary.

Sclomon Nethan

{
Josaph T Mary

Every solution covered in the present work can be placed somewhere
on the grid below using one or more marked squares to indicate the writer’s
preferences as regards the two initial, and crucial, decisions that must be
made. The two squares already on the grid indicate the present writer's
preferences. One square indicates that Shealtiel was the natural son of
Jehoiachin, but that he was also (or became} the adopted son of Neri. The
other marked square indicates that Joseph was the natural son of . Facob,
but he was also (or became) the adopted son of Heli. The explanation for this
solution will be set out at the conclusion of this chapter.
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The test of any solution is the relationship between Shealtiel and Neri
on the one hand, and between Joseph and Heli, on the other, and the
following diagram sets out the wide range of options available.

PERMUTATIONS ON JESUS GENEALOGIES

David
L8 0,0 8 e o
|_|_| 8888 S ICICICICC
Soloimon Natlhal‘l .&&.&,&&;:ﬂmmmﬂ:
Jechoniah Nerl ‘,8"5 “‘5.,8 g..s“a"g“a
S — s 8 -8
Shealtiel 88 558:888§8
Zerubbabel gggé gggggé
r—l—| = oESiBE &4
Abjud Rhesa 25'&‘8 éiggga 7
Jacob Heli £ 8
8= z & ;:8: ¥ B T
g 18
Josaph H
Jesus

1234516780910

Shealtiel natural son of Jechoniah HEEREEREEN
" levirate son of Jechoniah S I O O O
" adopted son of Jechoniah

v son-in-law of Jechoniah

HGOw >

Shealtiel natural son of Neri F
i levirate son of Neri Gi
n adoptedsonof Neri | H|
" son-inlaw of  Neri ]
" successor to Neri K

In the following section I shall set out the main disputed points that
have a direct bearing on a resolution of the difficulty.

There is the relationship term “son” with its latitude of meaning
(Diagram 1). This has has been exploited in all sorts of ways. Probably the
meaning “son-in-law” is the preferred interpretation of the relationship
between Shealtiel and Neri and between Joseph and Heli.

There is some doubt hanging over Solomon’s line (Diagram 2). Did it
ever become extinct? And if so, at what point? Some have suggested that it
became extinct as far back as Joash, but most prefer to see its failure in
Jehoiachin. The point at which it became extinct is not important. What is
crucial is whether it did become extinct or not.

Those who favour a levirate marriage solution (Diagrams 3 and 4),
have at least four strategic points where such a practice has been assumed to
have taken place. Not everyone agrees on these points. The decided
preference is for the two-levirate solution in the case of Shealtiel and Joseph.

Others have abandoned the idea that both genealogies are Joseph’s, and
assume that one is Mary’s and the other is Joseph’s (Diagram 5). But here the
question is, which one is Mary’s? The preponderant view is that Luke gives
Mary’s genealogy and Matthew gives Joseph’s genealogy.
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Sometimes connected with the above is the suggestion that the two
names common to both genealogies, namely, Shealtiel and Zerubbabel, are
not the same persons (Diagram 6). But this is a minority view.

Son-in-law.
Pavid David
[ : |
Solomon Nathan Solomon Nathan
echéniah Néri J | !
) | son-in-law | Rchc;boam : :

I ; : :
Shealtiel Joash : }
Zerubbabel = : ;

| | 1 Ahaziah |
Abiud Rhesa E
i H jechoniah |
a a T
Ia?Obuon-in-lawHFh NTri
Shealtiel
Joseph Zerubbabel
Josus
At least Two Levirat .
Da‘lrid
[ |
Solomon Nathan
: : Luke is Mary’s genealogy
]echbniah Neri Zerubbabel
| levirate | l
I |
Shei:-lltiel Abjud Rhesa
Zerubbabel 1 '
| ] ; ’
Abjud Rhesa Elcazar Joseph
: : Jannai
Eleazar LE;Vi Matthan Melki
L(—i‘vi
Matthan Matthat Matltha’f
Jacob Hnleli
acob Heli oseph M
) i levirate | J 5|9P EIH}’
]es!us

Joseph
Jesus

Failure of Solomon’sline  Fouwr Levirate marriages

Dawlfid
[ I
Solomon Nathan
Jechoniah Neri

| levirate i

|
I i
Shealtiel Pedaiah

| levirate |

[
Zerubbabel

|
Ab’iud

Eleazar Lévi
I levirate |
|
Matthan
(=Ma|tthat)

Jacob Heli
| levirate |

Joseph
Jesus

Two Zerubbabels
David

|
| |
Solqmon Nathan

]cch::miah

1]

’

1

| ]
Neri

Shealtiel
Zerubbabel

Shealtiel
Zerubbabel

Ab:md Rhesa
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One of the first decisions that has to be made concerns the prophecy of
Jeremiah 22:30 that Jehoiachin would be “childless.” There are two possible
avenues to pursue. If he was childless, then Shealtiel was not a direct
descendant of Solomon despite Jer 33:30, “David shall never lack a man to sit
upon the throne of the house of Israel.” If he was not childless then Shealtiel
may have been a direct descendant of Solomon, which Matthew’s genealogy
seems fo imply.

Daxlrid DaYid
Solosl[n.on Na!han Solomon. Nathan
Jechonish Nelri JeChiDniah Ne[ri
|chillllela F [childless]
Shealtiel Shealtjel (childTess]
Zerutibabal Zerulibabel
I l i |
Abiud Rhesa Abiud Rhesa
I
Jaclob Hjeli Je.clob Htisli
| |
Joseph ria Mary Joseph T Mary
Jesus Jesus

The second decision that has to be made concerns the father of Joseph.
Here again there are two choices. Either he was the natural son of Jacob
(Matthew) or the natural son of Heli (Luke). But in either case Joseph would
be a direct descendant of Solomon if, higher up the genealogy, Shealtiel was
the natural son of Solomon. It is Shealtiel’s connection with Jehoiachin that
determines whether Joseph has a direct connection with Solomon or not.

L Reconciling the two genealogies of Jesus

Matthew states that Jacob was Jesus’ grandfather, whereas Luke states
that it was Heli. Which of them is. correct? There are three main solutions.
First, Jacob and Heli may have been half brothers—sons of the same
mother—by different fathers, Matthan and Matthat, or these two may be
different forms of the name of the same person, and one of the two brothers
may have died without issue, and the other married his widow to raise up
seed unto his brother. This is commonly known as Africanus’ solution.

The second solution is that Joseph was the natural son of Jacob and the
son of Heli by adoption, or vice versa. On either of these assumptions, both
the genealogies give Joseph’s descent. This would be sufficient, as Matthew’s
record shows, to place the son of Mary in the position of being heir of the
house of David.

We have, however, on these two theories, to account for the fact that
two different genealogies were carefully preserved in the family of Joseph;
and the explanation offered is natural enough. Matthew it is said, gives the
line of kingly succession, the names of those who were one after another the
heirs of the royal house; while Luke gives those who were Joseph’s natural
parents, descending from David as the parent stock, but through the line of
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Nathan, and taking by adoption its place in the royal line when that had
become extinct. The fact that from David to Salathicl (=Shealtiel) Matthew
gives us the line of kings, and Luke that of those who were outside the line, is
so far in favour of this hypothesis (so says E. H. Plumptre, 1897:2-4, 262-63).

The third solution is that Matthew gives Joseph’s genealogy and Luke
gives Mary’s genealogy through her father Heli, or vice versa. Most solutions
are modifications of one or other of these three solutions.

Every term relating to family relationships has been explored,
exploited, and exhausted. Matthew’s use of the verb “to beget” has been given
meanings such as “to adopt,” “to succeed,” as well as the usual “to father a
son.” So, for example, V. Taylor (1920:89 n. 2) contended that “the verb
eyévvmoev is used throughout [Mt 1:1-17] of legal, not physical descent.”

I have chosen to present the various solutions in their chronological
order and to include with them any modified schemes, so that the same
diagram, and/or objections, and support, can be brought together with the
minimum of repetition.

1.1. Julius Africanus (Levirate marriage)

The earliest solution for the two discrepant lists in Matthew 1 and Luke
3 was that given by Africanus (AD 240). F. H. Dunwell (1876:604) has summed
up the essence of Africanus’ solution which was contained in a letter to
Aristides. Africanus states that the solution he received was handed down to
him as the explanation given by Jesus’ own kinsmen (Euseb. H, E. 1. 7; cf. M. ].
Routh, 1846 II, 233). According to this received tradition, Matthan and
Matthat successively married the same woman, and had each a son by her.
Matthan had by her a son Jacob. On Matthan’s death, Matthat married Estha,
and had by her a son Heli. Thus, through their mother, Jacob and Heli,
though of different families, were half-brothers. Again, Heli having married
and having died without issue, his brother Jacob married his widow, and had
by her a son Joseph, who, by nature was Jacob’s son, but, by the Jewish law of
levirate, was reckoned the son of his deceased brother Heli. This solution was
accepted by Eusebius (AD 339), Gregory Nazianzus (AD 390), Ambrose (AD
397), Jerome (AD 420), Augustine (AD 430), V. Bede (AD 673-735) (1843 X, 357),
Euthymius (12th. cent.), and Thomas Aquinas (1225?2-1274).

The actual text of Africanus’ view is given below. It has been taken
from H. L. Lawlor & J. E. L. Oulton, (1954 I, 19-21). Underlined words are
translated differently in the Loeb edition by Kirsopp Lake (1926) whose
translation is sometimes set within square brackets. My own comments are in
bold type. The words of Africanus are as follows:

LVIL1] But since Matthew and Luke in writing their Gospels have
presented to us the genealogy of Christ in different forms, and most people
imagine that they are discordant; and since every believer through ignorance
of the truth has been eager to multiply words on these passages, we must
quote [come, let us set out] the account of them that has come down to us,
which Africanus, of whom we spoke a short time ago, mentions in a letter he
wrote to Aristides on the harmony of the genealogy in the Gospels. Having
refuted the opinions of the others as unnatural and utterly mistaken, he sets
forth the account he himself had received in these very words:
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[L.VIL2] For inasmuch as the names of the families in Israel used to be
numbered either by nature or by law: by nature, when there was actual
offspring to succeed; and by law, when another begat a son in the name of his
brother who had died childless (for as no clear hope of a resurrection had as
yet been given, they represented the future promise under the figure of a
mortal resurrection, so that the name of the departed one might never cease
to exist)—since, then, as regards those included in this genealogy, [He is not
thinking in terms of ‘Christ’s genealogy’ inclusive of Matthew and Luke, but
of the case of a genealogy ensuing from the operation of the abave law.] some
succeeded by natural descent, the son to the father, while others, though born
to one father, were assigned by name to another, mention was made of both,
those who had [actually] begotten sons, as well as those regarded as having
begoiten them. [At this point he makes a sudden switch to the problem of the
Gospel genealogies.] Thus neither of the Gospels says what is untrue, since
there is reckoned both by nature and by law. For the families, namely that
which took its descent from Solomon and that from Nathan, became so
mutually involved, by resurrections of childless men and second marriages
and resurrection of offspring, that the same persons were justly considered to
belong at one time to one, at another to another: now to their reputed fathers,
now to their actual. [If this is so in the case of Christ’s genealogy then we
would expect to find some names common to both descents but the fact that
there are no names common to the post-Exilic and pre-Exilic lists shows that
there is no randomness in listing the fathers, as Africanus suggests. The only
example that illustrates his idea is Joseph. He appears to be applying
theoretical possibilities to a specific genealogy (Christ’s) which may not be
valid.] So that both accounts are in accordance with the exact truth, and
descend to Joseph in a complex, yet accurate, manner.

But to make clear what has been said, I shall give an account of the
interchange of the families. If [Why does he say ‘If’ here? Is he presenting a
theoretical situation that might be plausible? “If' is not in the Greek text.] we
reckon the generations from David through Solomon, the third from the end
is found to be Matthan, who begat Jacob, the father of Joseph. But if [Again “If’
is not in the Greek.] from Nathan the son of David according to Luke the
third from the end [The Loeb edition has: ‘the corresponding third from the
end’ which would allow Levi and Matthat to remain in the text Africanus
used.] was, similarly, Melchi. For Joseph was the son of Heli, the son of
Melchi. Joseph being, then, the object at which we aim, we must show how
each of the two is recorded to be his father: namely Jacob, tracing his descent
from Solomon, and Heli from Nathan; and, before that, how these same
persons, namely Jacob and Heli, were two brothers; and, before that again,
how their fathers, Matthan and Melchi, though of different families, are
declared to be Joseph’s grandfathers. Well then, both Matthan and Melchi,
marrying in turn the same wife, begat children who were brothers by_the
same_mother, for the law does not prevent a widow marrying another,
whether she be divorced or her husband is dead. So then from Estha (for
tradition asserts that this was the woman’s name) [The mention of this
tradition takes his narrative out of the realm of the theoretical and brings us
face to face with purported fact.] first Matthan, who traced down his family
from Solomon, begat Jacob; and, on the death of Matthan, Melchi, who traced
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his descent back to Nathan, married the widow, being of the same tribe but
another family, as I said before; and of her had a son Heli. Thus we shall find
Jacob and Heli brothers with the same mother, though of two different
families; of whom the former, Jacob, on the death without issue of his brother
Heli, took his wife and from her in the third place [from Estha] [The Loeb
edition has: “and begat of her the third, Joseph, ... ”; and in a footnote says:
‘That is, the third from Estha.” This could mean the third generation from
Heli which would be correct because Melchi is the third generation back from
Heli.. Or it might mean that Joseph was Jacob’s third natural son, The Greek
is: &ydwmoer €€ avtiis Tplov TOv 'lworid.] begat Joseph, who according to
nature was his own son [Loeb: “and begat of her the third, Joseph, according to
nature, for himself”] (and also according to Scripture: for it is written, and
Jacob begat Joseph); but according to law he was the son of Heli. For Jacob,
being his brother, raised up seed to Heli. Therefore also the genealogy traced
through him will not be rendered void, though in reckoning it Matthew the
evangelist says: and Jacob begat Joseph; and Luke on the other hand: Who
was, as was supposed (for indeed he adds this), the son of Joseph, the son of
Heli, the son of Melchi. For he could not express more distinctly the descent
according to law, and he abstains from using the word “begat” with reference
to this kind of procreation right up to the end, tracing the genealogy up to
Adam, the son of God, backwards.

Nor is this a rash interpretation or incapable of proof. At all events, the
Saviour’s kinsmen according to the flesh, whether stirred by the love of
advertisement or by the single desire to instruct—in any case telling the
truth—have handed down this tradition also. [The use of ‘also’ here suggests
that Africanus is not quoting the kinsmen’s version directly but a report from
a third party which he believes coincided with what the Lord’s kinsmen have
handed down. [Eusebius says: “from an account that came down to him
[Africanus]” see a few lines further down] (End of quote from Eusebius.)]

Now, whether the two traditions tallied in every detail is open to doubt
because Africanus does not mention any person belween himself and these
kinsmen to verify that what they handed down is the same version as he has
related above. According to the Loeb translation there is no “also’ but it could
well be inherent in the words ‘wapédooav kal TaiTa.’

The Bryennios Manuscript

The Bryennios edition of the Didache contains an interesting fragment
which attempts to reconcile the two debated points in Jesus’ genealogies,
namely, the paternity of Joseph and Mary’s Davidic descent. The editor of the
work containing the fragment was Philotheros Bryennios, Metropolitan of
Nicomedia (1883:148-49).

On the origin of the composition of the fragment little is known except
for the note which Bryennios made at the beginning of the Greek text, which
reads: “At the end of the manuscript on pages 120a-120b, after the ‘completed
in the month of June on the eleventh, the third day [of the week, i.e.
Tuesdayl], during the ninth indication, during the year 6564, by the hand of
Leon the notary and the sinner’, there is written in the same hand of the
same Leon: “Joseph, the husband of Mary. . . . etc.” This is simply a notice of
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who copied out the work. The work is very much older than AD 1056, but by
how much it is not possible to guess.

The date put on the copy by the scribe is given according to the
Byzantine system of dating whereby events are dated from 5508 BC, so that
6564 corresponds to AD 1056. The indiction refers to the fifteen-year cycle of
taxes, and AD 1056 was indeed year nine in this cycle.

J. Rendel Harris (1885) was permitted to photograph three pages of the
original manuscript which Bryennios had edited. Fortunately he chose as one
of the pages to photograph folio 120a which contained 148 words (or 61%) of
the fragment on Jesus’ genealogy. The anonymous fragment is 242 words long
and written in a very untidy hand with an inordinate number of
abbreviations. Harris published a 12-page pamphlet of his work in 1885.

His transcription of the fragment differs very little from that given by
Bryennios, except for the punctuation. The transcription by M. D. Johnson
(1969:273) is not to be trusted. We give Harris’ transcription as far as it goes
(i.e, vv. 1-9) and then follow Bryennios’ published transcription for the
remainder of the text. For convenience I have divided the fragment into two
paragraphs and thirteen verses.

The Greek Fragment

1) 'lwond & dvijp Maplas ¢E fis éyevwidn O Xplotods &k AculTikfis durfis
kaTdyeTal ws Vnéderkav ol Gelor evayyehatal, ) dAx’ 6 pév Matalos ék
Aaild 81a Zodopdrtos katdyer ToV 'lwofd, & 8¢ Aoukds Sud Ndbay: Zolopdv
8¢ kal Nd@av viol Aabis: @) wapeqidmnoav 8¢ ol elayyelotal Tis dylas
Tapbévou THY yéwmowr: émel 31 ok Hv &€6os ERpaiols oUdE T Belg ypadi
yevearoyelobal ywalkas, @ vépos 8¢ fv ph punoteteobal vy €€ éTépas
duris. ) & yolv 'lwofd AabiTikod kataydpevos dvdov mpds pvmoTelav THY
dyiav mapbévov fyydyeto ék Tob avTod yévous oloav 6 Selfavrres 8¢ TO Tob
lwond yévos rpkéolnoav.

7Y fv 8¢ véuos dydvov dvdpds TereutdrTos TOV TOUTOU dBeAddV dyeadal
TpdS ydpov THY YoPeTHV xal éyeipewv oméppua TG Tereuthoavti. 8 1O yoiv
TLKTOpEVOY KaTa ooy pev ?PJ 70U Beutépov 1jToL ToD yeyevvynkéros KaTd
vépor 8¢ Tod Tedevtioavtos. 9 ‘Ex Ths oelpds Tolvvw Tob Ndfav Tol viod
Aatld, Aell éyéwvnoevy tTov Medxl, éx 8¢ Tiis oelpds Zadopdvros Matbiwv
gyéuvnoe Tov 'lakép: (100 tedevrioavros 8¢ 700 Matédy, Mexxl & ulds Aeul,
6 éx This ¢uAfls Tobd NdBav, &ynue Tip unrépa oD 'lakwP, kal éyéwwnoev éE
avtis Tov "HAL. (11} "Evyévovto olv ddeddol SpopnTpiol 'lakep kal "HAL: 6
per lakB éx Quriis Zolopdvros, 6 8 'HAL €k duifis Nddar. (12} ’Eterelirnoer
obv ’HAL ék Ths ¢uiils Tod Ndfav dwais, xal €xaBev ’lakmp &6 d8eddds airob
TV ywalka avtod, kal €yévvnoe Tov 'lword, kal dvéotnoe oméppa T
ddexdd. (13> O volvw 'lwotid dloer pév éomv vids Tob 'lakdP, ToU dwd
ZoAopdvTos KaTayopévou, vouw 8& 'HAL, Tob ék Ndbav.

() Joseph, the husband of Mary from whom the Christ was born, was, as the
holy evangelists indicate, descended from the family of Levi. {2} Matthew,
however, makes Joseph the descendant of David by way of Solomon, whereas
Luke traces his descent through Nathan. Solomon and Nathan were sons of
David.  The evangelists make no mention of the birth of the holy virgin,
because it was the law [or custom] neither of the Hebrews nor of the sacred
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Scripture to trace the descent of women. ) But there was a law that a family
should not take a wife from another family. ) So Joseph, being descended
from the family of David, took the holy virgin in marriage, since she was of
the same lineage; (©) and it was sufficient for them to demonstrate the lineage
of Joseph.

(?) It was the law that if a man died without issue, his brother should take the
widow in marriage, and raise up seed for the dead man. 8 The child, when
born, was by nature [the son] of the second [brother], the one who had sired
him; but in law he was [the son] of the dead [brother]. (9 So from the line of
Nathan son of David, Levi became the father of Melchi; from the line of
Solomon, Matthan became the father of Jacob; (10) and after the death of
Matthan, Melchi the son of Levi, the one who was of the family of Nathan,
married the mother of Jacob and from her became the father of Heli. (11) Sp
Jacob and Heli were [half-] brothers on their mother’s side: Jacob was of the
family of Solomon, and Heli of the family of Nathan, (12} Heli, who was of
the family of Nathan, died childless; and Jacob his brother took [Heli’s] wife
and became the father of Joseph, and raised up seed for his brother. (13) Sp
Joseph was by nature the son of Jacob, the one who was descended from
Solomon, but in law he was the son of Heli of the family of Nathan.

(I am indebted to Dr. Stephen C. Todd of Keele University for the English
translation of this fragment.)

Observations.

V.1a The phrase 'lwon¢ 6 dvilp Maplag €& fis éyevviifn 6 XpioTds is

almost a direct quote from Mt 1:16 with a few minor changes. The quotation
was clearly intended to recall the Gospel passage.
V.Ib. The phrase €k Aeutikis ¢uAils is not the usual manner in which the
writer refers to someone’s family or tribe. Compare vv. 10-12 ék T duAfis
Tol Ndbav éx ¢urils Zolopdwtos €k ¢viiis Ndbab éx Tis duifis Tou Ndbav.
There would appear to be some emphasis in the word order ék AeulTikfis
$ulfis, emphasising the point that it was Levi’s tribe over against all the others
that someone belonged to. The question is who is he referring to? Is it a
positive statement about Joseph or Mary?

Grammatically, the notice that Joseph was of the ‘family of Levi’ could
mean (1) the tribe of Levi; or (2} the individual called Levi who is mentioned
lower down (cf. Lk 3:24). The former is not very likely, unless we connect
Jesus with the Messiah of Aaron. If it is a positive statement then, to judge by
what follows, it shows that it is not one being made by the writer but by
someone else. We shall bear in mind that the most likely understanding of
v.1 is that the writer is refuting the view of someone else who denies the
Davidic descent of Mary which, the objector points out, has the positive
statement of ‘the holy evangelists’ behind it that she was of levitical descent.
The significance of the emphasis is that it reflects the objector’s viewpoint and
not that of the writer. It is much more likely that he is referring to Mary
herself because the Gospels nowhere make mention that Joseph was a Levite
(see § 1.5.4.). However, they do notice that Mary was a daughter of Aaron
because Elizabeth, the mother of John the Baptist is called Mary's
“kinswoman” (Lk 1:36); and it is expressly stated that Elizabeth was “of the
daughters of Aaron” (Lk 1:5).
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The difficulty with this interpretation is that Joseph is the subject of the
verb and not Mary, unless we freat 'lwoiid & dvip Maplas as Semitic Greek
and translate: “Joseph was the husband of Mary. . , ”. In which case the
following verb could refer to Mary and to her descent from Aaron, and I
think this is how v.1 ought to be understood.

Whoever the subject of v.1 is the strong asseverative “But. . ./ which
follows in v. 2 begins the writer’s refutation of this statement. The writer has
quoted some statement made in the past regarding Joseph’s descent (but more
likely it refers to Mary’s descent) from Levi and he counters it with the certain
knowledge that he descended from David. Before he gets caught up in the
problem of which family within the Davidic line Joseph belongs to (which is
the subject of vv. 7-13) he proceeds to establish the Davidic descent of Mary
herself. Verses 3-6 are so fully taken up with Mary and her Davidic descent
that it seems certain v. 1 is a statement about her descent from Levi which the
writer is intent on refuting,.

The writer establishes Mary’s Davidic descent by appealing to a law
which stipulated that one could only marry within one’s own family circle.
Since this is the law and since Joseph, who was undoubtedly of Davidic
descent, married Mary, it must follow that she too was a member of the
Davidic household, otherwise he would have broken the law if she had not
been a relative. He then uses this explanation to explain why it was
unnecessary for the evangelists to give Mary’s lineage, for in giving Joseph’s
they were in effect giving hers also (cf. v. 6). If this is the logical progression of
the argument then clearly the writer is opposed to the statement in verse one,
and what follows is his attempt to trace Mary’s lineage to the tribe of Judah
rather than to the tribe of Levi.

The second part of the MS sets forth the traditional manner of
reconciling the two genealogies of Joseph. However, there appears to be a
misreading of Luke’s genealogy. According to Luke 3:24 Levi was the son of
Melchi; here the writer has made Levi the father of Melchi. It is highly
unlikely that Melchi was contemporary with Jacob or that he lived to see his
great grandson, Heli. The reverse order of the names may be accounted for by
the fact that the names are in an ascending order in Luke, whereas they are in
a descending order in Matthew. This might explain the confusion. It does not,
however, explain the omission of Matthat between Levi and Heli, which
must be put down to carelessness unless the writer had access to a shorter
genealogical list. There are two Josephs in Luke’s list, nos. 1 and 7, and it is
possible that someone mistook no. 7 as Mary’s husband; in which case Levi
would be the father of Melchi!

Ascending:  Joseph I—Heli—Matthat—Levi—Melchi—Jannai—Joseph II
Descending: Joseph II—Jannai—Melchi—Levi—Matthat—Heli—Joseph I

If our analysis of the fragment is correct then it reveals a fear on the
part of the writer that if Mary is not of Davidic descent then Jesus’ claim to
Davidic descent is made null and void. If this is his fear then it also tells us
that he regarded Jesus’ claim to Davidic descent to have been passed on
through his mother and not through Joseph. This line of reasoning shows
how far the writer has moved away from an understanding of paternity and
sonship in Scripture and how close he has moved his interpretation of
Scripture to his own cultural way of thinking. No doubt he was influenced to
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argue the way he did on the understanding that Jesus had no natural father
and that consequently any blood tie he had with the Jewish nation must have
come through his mother; and if his mother was not of Davidic descent then
how could Jesus claim to be descended from David?

One argument the writer uses to support Mary’s Davidic descent is
false. Nowhere in Scripture is there a law that the tribes of Israel were to
marry spouses only from among their own tribe. What the writer appears to
have confused is the law relating to heiresses. Here, because of inheritance
rights, heiresses could only marry men from their own family in order that
the property would not be transferred away from the tribal holdings.

To return to Africanus’ solution. The puzzling enigma about his
account is the omission of Levi and Matthat (Luke 3:24a). If they are included
then there ought to be two corresponding generations between Matthan and
Jacob which would make nonsense of Africanus’ explanation. It is this fact
that undermines credibility in his solution. Even if we give him the benefit of
the doubt and assume that he is deliberately omitting the two generations of
Levi and Matthat for the sake of argument he compounds the difficulty by
calling Matthan and Melchi the grandfathers of Joseph. Melchi was, in fact,
the great-great-grandfather. Africanus’ solution only makes sense if we leave
out the generations of Levi and Matthat, and if we do that then we must
assume that he had a faulty copy of Luke’s gospel.

In favour of the genuineness of his tradition is the possibility that
Matthew has not recorded all the generations between the Exile and Jesus,
and it is very likely that Matthan and Melchi were contemporaries. Indeed,
Jacob may not have been the father but the grandfather of Joseph. This is
possible if Matthew has given us only the physical link or overlap between
the names in his list, seeing the inheritance to the throne of David is an
imaginary one. This would also account for the fact that he has fewer
generations than Luke for the same period. It might also show that the
coincidental number of fourteen generations was not an arbitrary selection of
individuals made by Matthew, but was the result of noting that as one
member of the list died the next inheritor was already born—usually a
grandson—in which case the middle generation would be omitted each time
as not confributing to the function of the list.

The other element that might be correct is the intermarriage between
the Solomonic and Nathanic branches. If this happened, then it would seem
to indicate that these two families were very close, which might explain how
Joseph could cross over into Nathan’s family.

The rejection of Africanus’ main argument—levirate marriage—will
be dealt with later.

Africanus’ solution appeared in chart form in the first edition of the
Bishops’ Bible published in 1568 and was continued as late as 1602. His view
was publicised by Nicolaus de Lyra (1506 1V, 7; 1545. 1545 V, 7; 1660 VII). The
following chart appears frequently in the various editions of his works. Since
no printed book, with a date, (the Bible by Fust and Guttenburg, but without
date, was printed in 1450) existed previously to the celebrated Psalter of 1457
and N. de Lyra’s Postilla super quattuor Evangelistas was published ca.1468 (in
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Basle) his views would have had wide circulation at this strategic and
formative stage in the dissemination of knowledge.

o

This ¢chart of Nicolaus de
Lyra appeared in his Zwyzus
adopted Dildia QU IOS3 QAR

e vin (Basle, 15067-15087), vol. 4,
P- 7. This agrees with
SOLOMON NATHAN Africanus’ view except that

Lyra has made Nathan an
adopted son of David on the
hypothesis that he was the
son of Uriah.

MATEAN MATTHAT The Bishop’s Bible ¢f 1568
(1st ed.) reproduced this
— WIFE WIFE ¢hart with the alteration of
ESTHA Matthat to Melchi because
B of the omission of Levi and
SON SON Melchi in Africanus’ view. It
JACOR HELI rejected the view of Lyra

that Nathan was Uriah's son.

A modified version of Lyra’s chart was incorporated into the Bishop’s
Bible when it was first published in 1568.

Nicholas de Lyra accepted Africanus’ solution of double marriages bul
he put forward the view that “Onely Salomon was David’s natural son, the
other three were Uriah’s, whom David made his by adoption.” The same
comment appears in the margin of the Geneva Bible (1560), much to the
disgust of H. Broughton (16007:1). John Speed scathingly retorted: “So Jesus
comes of cursed Cham [the Hittites descended from Ham] and not Shem”
(1616:54).

SOLOMON HATHAN This chart appeared in the
first edition of the Bishop’s

) = Bible in 1568, Itisa
o o modified form of Africanus’
o h view. (1) Estha has been
AT AN WELCHI transferred to Melchi, and )
o sod / (2) Nathan is the natural
hushand husbend o= son of David.
FSTHA It is this version of
— == Africanus’ view that pre-
SON SON

dominates in subsequent
Jacos EELI discussions of the problem.,
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Bishop’s Bible (1568)

Aaron n AY ID
i s“":*‘”ﬂ Nathen
: Zexubbabel Zexubbabel
] Elehzay
I matherx of
Elicebeth  Matthan Matthan’s wife (Estha)
| i
Matthan’s wite (Estha) He!lki
|

Zeoharxias Elizabeth

Kell’'s wife Held
John the Beptist i l |
Anna Joachim  Jaceb Heli’s wite
Maxy Jaseph

JESTUS
Africanus’ theory was considered unsatisfactory in that it had nothing
to say about the problem of Shealtiel’s relationship to Jehoiachin. It was not
certain whether Zerubbabel and Shealtiel were different persons in the two
lists. Petrus Galatinus (1518 lib. 7, cap. 12) appears to have been the first to
suggest explicitly that there were two Zerubbabels; this was endorsed by W.
Wall (1730 III, 64). Africanus omitted two generations which intervened
between Melki and Heli, namely Levi and Matthat. Matthat, not Melki, was
the father of Heli according to the best textual evidence for Luke 3:24 (cf. The
New Testament in Greek, 1984:70). John Speed (1616:48) exploited this
difficulty in Africanus’ solution in order to discredit it.

Raphael Eglinus Iconius (1608)

(Modification of Africanwus)

Aaron ~ D.&YID

i Salomon Netltmn
i
i Zeruhbabed Zexubbabel
i Elornr X.e'vi
I
ather of mother of
Dhber . Picobetn Matthen n“iw
—I Ezu‘ln {1 !{(;li
N
Zeohariae  Elirabeih Joachim Jacod  Estha(2) thildlesz
o -
Johs, the Baptist Har;’ BY Mary Joseph Alphseus HMaxy
I T I I
ESus Janies Joses Simeon Judes Sisters

One of the earliest modifications to the received tradition was that made by
Raphael Eglinus (1608:57). I have simplified his chart here. His chief
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modifications were the restoration of the two missing generations of Levi and
Matthat; he also made Estha the wife of Heli and Jacob. Joseph married his
cousin Mary. He makes Shealtiel and Zerubbabel two different persons. E. B,
Nicholson (1881:13) rejected the notion of two Zerubbabels in Jesus’
genealogies.

Eusebius reported, and inadvertently publicised, Africanus’ solution.
Consequently this was the only answer up until the fifteenth century.

1.1.1. The influence of Africanus

It is clear that Africanus influenced most, if not all, of the early church
fathers who have considered the problem. C. & Lapide (1892:151) traces his
solution in Justin Martyr, Eusebius, Jerome, Nazianzen, Ambrose and
Euthymius (12th cent.). His solution dominated all discussion of the topic
until the 15th century.

From the time of the Reformation to the present day the default
solution has been to refer to Africanus’ view. The alternative is that Luke has
given Mary’s genealogy. J. B. McClellan (1875) is among those who turned
down the latter in favour of the former, as was C. Campbell (1891:196). A
supporter of Africanus was C. Middleton (1752 II, 30), but there are/were
countless others.

D. Whitby (1703, ad loc.) accepted the view of Africanus that the
families from Solomon and Nathan were so mixed, parily by second
marriages, partly by raising up the name of the dead (Lev. 25:24-25; Ruth 4:5)
and partly by raising up seed to David (according to the Law, Deut 25:5), that
we may reasonably conceive the same persons might be brethren in both.

F. D. E. Schleiermacher (1817:53) accepted Africanus’ levirate marriage
solution and agreed that Matthew gave the genealogy of Joseph, the legal
father of Jesus, while Luke, who perhaps was not a Jew, might have fallen
upon the genealogy of the younger brothers of Joseph, who were not, like the
firstborn Joseph, inscribed amongst the family of the deceased legal father,
Jacob, but with that of their natural father, Heli.

This assumes that Jacob had no children and that Joseph was the son of
Heli but the levirate son of Jacob. Again, this solution rules out a direct
descent from Solomon.

1.1.2. QObjections to Africanus
P. J. Gloag (1895:262) considered this theory too iniricate, because it
bears the aspect of a hypothesis framed to remove a difficulty. Besides, the son
of a levirate marriage was always called the son of his real father, and not of
his legal father. Thus, for example, Obed is called the son of Boaz, and not the
son of Mahlon, whose widow he married as being next of kin. This
hypothesis may remove the difficulty arising from two distinct genealogical
lines; but as both of these are connected with the descent of Joseph, the one
his legal and the other his real descent, they cannot properly be considered as
genealogies of Jesus, who was only supposed to be the son of Joseph, declared
Gloag.
° C. & Lapide (1892:151) likewise objected that Heli and Jacob were only
uterine brothers and the law on the subject of raising up seed to a brother
only applies to full brothers, sons of the same father. He also objected to the

P
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introduction of Estha (or Jesca, as he calls her) who married Matthat and by
him had Heli, then she married Matthan, and by him had Jacob. He
concluded:

This, therefore, has nothing to do with the pedigree of the Blessed Virgin and Christ,
in so far as showing Jesus to be of the seed of David according to the flesh. For if Jesus be
descended from Jesca and Mathat, He could not also be descended from Jesca and
Mathan; how, then, is He set down as the descendant of both Mathan and Mathat?

In an anonymous work (Jesus, the Son of David, 1730:9) the objection is
made:

But Africanus makes neither the line in Matthew nor Luke to reach to our Saviour, but
Heli to have died without children; Jacob his brother is made to marry his widow, as
the law ordered, and of her to have begot Joseph who therefore in Luke is assigned to
Heli, as being the seed raised up to him by his brother, whose [i.e. Jacob’s] natural son
Joseph was, as “tis said in Matthew. Thus both Evangelists have been demented; two
lines of generation are mentioned, but none of them reach our Saviour nor his mother, to
show us how he came of the family of David.

F. H. Dunwell (1876:604) noted that the reason why Africanus’ solution
fell out of favour was that it applied the law of the Levirate to those who are
only uterine brothers—that is, brothers only on the mother’s side—contrary,
as it is urged, to the whole spirit of the Jewish law and to the letter of Deut
25:5. He mentions as the chief objectors to Africanus’ solution: Cornelius a
Lapide of the Patristic school, John Lightfoot of the Talmudic, and the Bishop
of Bath & Wells [A. Hervey] of the Modern.

The anonymous writer of The Four Gospels as Historical Records
(1895:164) expressed his cynicism thus: The difficulty respecting the parentage
of Joseph is commonly explained on the hypothesis of a Levirate marriage,
and that the genealogy of Matthew gives the natural, that of Luke the legal,
descent. But it is obvious that if the two fathers of Joseph were brothers, sons
of the same father, they had one and the same lineage; and this would
involve no difference of genealogy beyond Heli and Joseph. Hence there has
arisen the further notion that they were half-brothers, sons of the same
mother but of different fathers, and- that another Levirate marriage had taken
place in the case of the mother of the real and putative fathers of Joseph. This
same complicated arrangement is brought in in order to account for the
appearance of Salathiel and Zorobabel, Neri in Luke and Jechonias in
Matthew standing to Salathiel in the relation of Jacob and Heli to Joseph. This
is, of course, conceivably possible; but the fact in the case of Salathiel is
disproved by the statements of the Chronicler, if indeed any dependence can
be placed on the latter.

The same author goes on to reject the view that Luke gives Mary’s
genealogy. Both the evangelists prefer to give the genealogy of Joseph, he
contends, while neither of them gives any support to the Davidic descent of
Mary, for the phrase “house of David” in Lk 1:27 refers to Joseph, and not to
the more remote word “espoused,” while the pointed expression that Joseph
went with Mary to Bethlehem, “because he was [not ‘they were’] of the house
and lineage of David’ seems to exclude the idea.
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He then attacks the trustworthiness of the genealogies themselves with
the argument: The frequent occurrence of the same names in the genealogy of
Luke can scarcely fail to give strength to the suspicion that the list is in great
part factitious. If Luke had asserted that Joseph was the son of Heli in like
manner as Matthew, there might be some dispute; but seeing the case is that
Matthew gives his opinion, Luke repeats the common opinion of many, not
his own, for since there were among the Jews different opinions of the
genealogy of the Christ, and yet all traced him up to David, because to him
were the promises made, while many affirmed that the Christ would come
through Solomon and the other kings, some shunned this opinion because of
the many crimes recorded of their kings, and because Jeremiah said of
Jechonias that a man should not rise of his seed to sit on the throne of David.
This last view Luke takes, though conscious that Matthew gives the real fruth
of the genealogy. This is the first reason for doubting the exaciness of the
genealogies; the next is a deeper one, for Matthew, when he began to write of
the things before the conception of Mary and the birth of Jesus in the flesh,
very fitly, as in a history, commences with the ancestry in the flesh, and,
descending from thence, declares his generation from those who went before.
For when the Word became flesh he descended. But Luke hastens forward to
the regeneration which takes place in baptism, and then gives another
succession of families, and, rising from the lowest to the highest, keeps out of
sight the sinners of whom Matthew makes mention, and names those who
had lived a virtuous life in the sight of God. To him, therefore, who is born
in God he ascribes parents who are according to God on account of this
resemblance in character. He then launches into a tirade of invective against
the Evangelists themselves (1895:166):

Men who think and speak thus are incapable of forming any right judgement on matters
of fact. Their historical sense has been so systematically perverted that their
conclusions on all subjects must be received with the utmost suspicion: and we should be
justified in saying that such writers could not be relied upon for the truth in any
statements made by them, whatever these may be.

There is, however, no real reason for thinking that these gencalogies belonged
to the Gospels of Matthew and Luke in their earlier shapes, while there is much to
lead us to an opposite conclusion. The genealogy of Matthew is followed, while that of
Luke is preceded, by a narrative which undoubtedly denies the descent of Jesus from
David through Joseph by a natural order. Yet, if these genealogies are not taken as
asserting the natural parentage of Jesus through Joseph, they are absolutely
meaningless.

Genealogies are formal documents, which are cither exact in the statement of
facts, or wholly worthless. Here are two genealogies included in books still maintained
by some, or many, to be without flaw or error. It follows that all their contradictions
must be explained away, or their contradictory statements be accepted as truths. The
result is that slavery of the intellect which has spread a blight over Christendom.

For a similar kind of attack on Africanus’ view see D. F. Strauss
(1892:114). He concluded that: “the authors of the two genealogies were
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entirely thrown upon their own invention in filling up the gap” between
Christ and Zerubbabel (1865 11, § 53).

John Bevans (1822:136) rejected Africanus’ view. In summary his case
is that: (i) It is unsupported by the text. (ii) It is inconsistent with the law of
levirate marriage for that law requires that the husband’s brother (as being of
the same fribe and family) shall marry the deceased’s wife (Dt 25:5), and this
must be understood of the brother of the same father; whereas Africanus
makes Jacob and Heli brethren only by the same mother though begotten by
different fathers. (iii) Other parts of Afrlcanus letter appear to be contradictory
to the histories of the times.

A. Hervey (1853:23-48) examined Africanus’ scheme in some detail. He
translated the last part of Eusebius quotation from Africanus as: “However
whether this (story about the Desposyni) be so or not, I do not think any one
else can discover a more satisfactory explanation, and so think all whose
opinion is sound. And let this explanation satisfy us, even though it rest
upon no sure testimony, since we have none better or truer to propose.”
Hervey picked out two points here. The weight of testimony as to the
tradition; and second, the intrinsic merits of the scheme itself.

Africanus gives us no clue as to how the tradition was preserved and
handed down. He lays no stress on its authenticity and rejects the story of the
destruction of the genealogies in the Temple, also handed down.

Africanus’ story has every internal mark of being an ingenious
fabrication. The extreme artificiality of the genealogical scheme itself, the
ignorance of Jewish law {(the law of Levirate marriage applied only to real
brothers), the way of accounting for the preservation of this genealogy when
all other public ones (with which it might be desirable to compare and test)
were hopelessly destroyed—the very introduction of the Desposyni, and the
particularity with which their going about from Nazareth and Cochaba to
disperse the story is told, savours unmistakably of fiction.

Hervey detects a chronological error. Herod the Great could not have
destroyed the genealogies in the Temple because Josephus speaks of them
existing in his day, long after the death of Herod. They existed when all went
to be taxed. Matthew used them. It is probable that they were destroyed in AD
70.

On the origin of Africanus’ story Hervey conjectures that some
ingenious person having constructed this scheme for reconciling the two
Evangelists, endeavoured to give weight and currency to his view by
inventing the story about the Desposyni, acting perhaps in this with no worse
motive than other originators of pious frauds.

The demerits of Africanus’ scheme are said to be: (i) Its very artificial
and complex structure which has no air of truth about it. (i) Its disagreement
with Lk 3:24, inasmuch as it leaves out Matthat and Levi. (iii) The
circumstance of its applying the law of Levirate to those who were brothers
only on the mother’s side, contrary to the whole spirit of the Jewish law, and
the letter of Dt 25:5. (But Hervey noted earlier that an Egyptian servant could
inherit through marriage with a daughter, or by inheriting someone else’s
land.) {(iv) Its assumption that the son so begotten of the widow by a brother of
the deceased would be called the deceased’s son, whereas in the only two
analogous cases in Scripture the son so begotten is reckoned in the genealogy
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as the son of his real father. It is to be observed that Obed must have been the
eldest son of Boaz (see Ruth 4:13-17). Had we not had so particular an account
of his birth, we might have thought that he was the second son, and so
accounted as Boaz’s son, according to Dt 25:5-6. (See Gen 38:6-30 compared
with 1 Chron 2:4-6 and Ruth 4:1ff and 4:18-23.) (v) Africanus’ tradition
altributes posterity to Jehoiachin, and makes Christ his seed, of whom it was
said that he should be childless, and that no man of his seed should prosper,
sitting upon the throne of David. (vi) That it necessarily makes Zerubbabel,
son of Salathiel, of Luke, a different person from the Zerubbabel son of
Shealtiel, of Matthew. (vii) It allows of no satisfactory reason why two
genealogies should be given at all.

Hervey was prejudiced against Africanus’ view because the latter
blundered in giving Jehoiachin physical descendants which he considered to
be blatantly and openly contrary to Scripture. What Hervey seems not to have
realised is that Matthew used the verb “beget” to denote physical begeltting
throughoul his genealogy and at 1:12 Jehoiachin is said to have begotten
Shealtiel. So either there is an exception to the use of “beget,” or “beget” is
given one meaning throughout Matthew’s genealogy which will not involve
physical begetting; that hypothesis would be very hard to sustain.

E. B. Nicholson (1881:17) objected that: (i) The levirate law touches only
brothers on the father’s side. Jewish authority from the Babylonian Talmud
downwards is explicit and unanimous on this head. (ii) “No genealogy would
assign to the true son and heir of a king an inferior parentage” [Hervey’'s
quote]. If Luke had known Salathiel to be the son of Jechoniah and lineal
descendant of the kings of Judah, he would never have called him the son of
a private person of another branch.

If Africanus is correct that that there were numerous cases of levirate
marriages then there is a serious flaw in his view, because it implies that the
two lists are a mixture which of course they cannot be, for when a line dies
out it dies out. If the Solomonic line died out and a descendant from
Nathan’s family became the heir to the Solomonic inheritance, there can be
no mixture between the families from Solomon and Nathan. Implicit in
Africanus’ theory is the belief that Joseph is not a direct blood descendant of
Solomon. In which case the promise to David of a direct line to the Messiah
through Solomon cannot be maintained.

1.1.3. Modifications to Africanus’ view

The obvious mistake in Africanus’ story is that he left out two names
between Melchi and Heli. Cornelius & Lapide (1866 beginning of vol. XVI)
supplied the two missing names, and the following is a simplified version of
a chart given by him.

The result of this reconstruction has been to create another Melchi by
giving Matthat a second name. But he then invents a fictitious levirate
marriage between the childless wife of Eliud and Melchi. Mary is presented as
a direct descendant of the eldest son of Zerubbabel (Abiud) whereas Joseph is a
descendant of the younger line. Biologically, Joseph is a descendant of Rhesa,
not Abiud, but this is of no consequent if Zerubbabel is a direct descendant of

Jehoiachin, because then Joseph (and Mary) would be direct descendants of
Solomon.
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In an anonymous work (Jesus, the Son of David, 1730:9) the objection is
made that if Jacob died without issue (i.e. without son or daughter to succeed
him) then the Virgin Mary could not have been his daughter; and if Joseph
was Heli’s son then she could not be Heli’s daughter, otherwise Joseph would
have married his own sister. .

The objector goes on to relate the tradition that Joseph’s grandmother
was called Estha, but this is not likely, he argues, though Africanus did not
wilfully invent it. It arose in this way. The Syriac is a corrupted Hebrew and is
the language that Joseph and Mary used. Esheth in Hebrew signifies a “wife”
and Eshtha in Syriac signifies “the wife.” Some Syrian (before the time of
Africanus), trying to reconcile Matthew and Luke saw that by Matthew Jacob
begot Joseph; and since Luke says Joseph was son to Heli he concluded that he
was his san by that law which obliged one brother to raise up seed to a brother
who died childless; and so misses the true way of reconciling them. But from
these premises that he has laid down, it follows inevitably, that seeing in
Matthew and Luke that Jacob and Heli have different fathers, then Estha, the
wife of one of them, must have been married to both of them; otherwise
Jacob and Heli could not be brothers, nor could Jacob raise up a son to Heli,
and so Matthew and Luke will clash irremediably.

The objector (1713:11) conjectures that either Africanus, or perhaps
someone before him, thought that the Syrian word Estha was a proper name.

He draws a parallel to the way that “the wife” (Estha) became a proper
name as follows: Aoyxlvos means a “spearman,” one who pierced Christ’s
side. However, this word became a proper name, Longinus, of the soldier




Chapter I : The reconciliation of Jesus’ genealvgies 24

who pierced Jesus. Hence it is very doubtful if Estha is the proper name of the
wife of Joseph’s grandfather and grand-uncle.

He also argued that if Luke had chosen to give us Jesus” genealogy he
would have told us that Heli was Mary’s father expressly. Would Luke tell us
that Elizabeth was of the daughters of Aaron; Anna the prophetess, the
daughter of Phanual, of the tribe of Asher; and not told us the tribe nor father
of the Virgin Mary? he asked. The implication is that Luke must have given
Mary's tribe and that Luke 3:23-38 must be her genealogy.

He noted that all the fathers who wrote on Matthew and Luke [falsely]
make Joseph either the seed raised up to Heli and therefore Jacob’s natural
son, or he was the natural son to Heli and raised up seed to Jacob.

The Book of the Bee was a work written by a Nestorian, Bishop
Sheleman (or Solomon), about AD 1222 (see E. A. W. Budge, 1886:75). The
Nestorians believed God adopted a man who became the Son of God in
human form, consequently Jesus was not born of a virgin.

In this work Africanus’ solution is repeated with the additional note
that Eleazar begat two sons, Mattan and Jotham. Mattan begat Jacob, and Jacob
begat Joseph; Jotham begat Zadok, and Zadok begat Mary. From this it is clear
that Joseph’s father and Mary’s father were cousins. Sheleman then gives the
story of how Mary came to be born to a rich old couple, Zadok (or Yonakir)
and his wife Dinah who changed her name to Hannah (Anna) after Mary was
born. Mary was taken to the Temple in Jerusalem two years after she was
weaned and stayed there until she was twelve years old. An angel told the
priests to gather together the staves of widowers known for their piety and
they were told ‘what God sheweth thee, do.” The chief priest returned the
staves to each man and as he returned Joseph's staff to him ‘there went forth
from it a white dove, and hovered over the top of the rod and sat upon it.’
The priest said to Joseph: ‘The blessed maiden has fallen to thy lot from the
Lord; take her to thee until she arrives at the age for marriage, and (then)
make a marriage feast after the manner and custom of men; for it is meet for
thee (to do so) more than others, because ye are cousins.” Joseph protested that
he was too old to be her guardian until she was ready for marriage. But the
priest was firm with him and he took Mary to his home. He then recounts
the birth of John the Baptist to ‘Elizabeth her cousin.’ After six months Joseph
saw that Mary had conceived and feared what the chief priest would say
because the Jews did not approach their wives until they made a feast to the
high priest, and then they took them. He questioned Mary who disclaimed all
intercourse with a male, but she did not tell him about the visit of Gabriel to
her. The angel tells him to take ‘Mary thy wife’ for that which is born in her is
of the Holy Spirit. Nevertheless the priests accused him of deceit and both he
and Mary had to drink the water of trial (Num 5:18). No harm came to either
whereupon the high priest told Joseph to guard her until they saw the end of
the matter. Joseph is said to have taken her to Bethlehem on an ass because of
his need to watch over her carefully, but, strangely, no mention is made that
she was of the house of David.

J. B. McClellan (1875:410-20) was in broad support of Africanus with the
modification that Salathiel was the true son of Jechoniah (Mt), but also the

i
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legal son of Neri (Lk). Zerubbabel was the true son of Salathiel (Mt & Lk),
being a different person from the Zerubbabel of 1 Chr 3.

1.2. Augustine (Matthew gives Mary’s genealogy)

The idea that in reciting Joseph’s genealogy one was also reciting
Mary’s was an idea which appears to have originated with Ambrose (AD 397).
He wrote:

Rightly as was supposed, since in reality He was not, but was supposed to be so, because

Mary who was espoused to Joseph was His mother. But we might doubt why the descent

of Joseph is described rather than that of Mary, (seeing that Mary brought forth Christ

of the Holy Spirit, while Joseph seemed to be out of the line of our Lord’s descent,) were
we not informed of the custom of the Holy Scripture, which always seeks the origin of
the husband, and especially in this case, since in Joseph's descent we also find that of

Mary. For Joseph being a just man took a wife really from his own tribe and country, and

50 at the time of the taxing Joseph went up from the family and country of David to be

taxed with Mary his wife. She who gives in the returns from the same family and

country, shews herself to be of that family and country. Hence He goes on in the descent
of Joseph, and adds, Who was the son of Eli. But let us consider the fact, that St.

Matthew makes Jacob, who was the father of Joseph, tv be son of Nathan, [sic. for

Matthan?] but Luke says that Joseph {to whom Mary was espoused) was the son of Eli.

How then could there be two fathers, (namely, Eli and Jacob,) to one man? (T. Aquinas,

1843 111, 133)

According to Augustine both Mary and Joseph are direct descendants of
Solomon through Matthan. The difficulty with this view is that Mary is a
half-sister to Joseph.

Augustine argued:

We believe that Mary, as well as Joseph, was of the family of David, because we

belicve the Scriptures, which assert both that Christ was of the seed of David afier

the flesh, and that His mother was the Virgin Mary, He having no father. Therefore,
whoever denies the relationship of Mary to David, evidently opposes the pre-eminent

authority of these passages of Scripture, (1872:496)

Faustus had argued against her Davidic descent because her father
Joachim was a priest. Augustine does not deny this but argues that Joachim
could at the same time have been connected with Judah and this is good
enough for him! His words are: “But even were I to admit this account, I
should still contend that Joachim must have in some way belonged to the
family of David, and had somehow been adopted from the tribe of Judah into
that of Levi.” He then turns fo the non-canonical writings quoted by Faustus
and makes the remark:

And so, if the mother of that Joachim, who in the passage quoted by Faustus is called
the father of Mary, married in the tribe of Levi while she belonged to the tribe of
Judah and to the family of David, there would thus be a sufficient reason for speaking
of Joachim and Mary and Mary’s son as belonging to the seed of David. (p. 497).




Chapter 1 : The reconciliation of Jesus’ genealogies 26

This kind of reasoning is far removed from the world of the Hebrew
scriptures and does Augustine no credit.

C. & Lapide has set out Augustine’s view as follows.

Zerubbabel
[ I
Abliud Rl}e sa
Eleazar wife of Levi L%vi
l
levirate marriage childless

Matthan (I)r Matthat

Jacob wife of Heli chli
| =

levirate marriage

childless

Joachim Joseph

Mary

JESUS

This is a simplified version of a chart given by Comnelius a Lapide (1866 XVI). I
cannot vouch that it truly reflects Augustine's view.

12,1 The Davidic descent of Mary

We must distinguish between those who believed that Mary was a
descendant of David and those who went so far as to point to Luke’s
genealogy as being her genealogy. Thus Jerome (AD 420) and Augustine (AD
430) state that Joseph and Mary were of the same tribe; Ambrose (AD 397) and
Rabanus state that Mary was of the stem of Jesse (T. Aquinas, 1841:35, 46, 55),
(see §1.5.3.).

The statements of the former must not be taken to mean that they
endorsed the later view that Luke gives Mary’s genealogy (cf. H. A. W. Meyer,
1877 1, 61). Neither must it be assumed that the statements mean that she was
a direct descendant of David in her own right. Some seem to imply that being
brought into the family of Joseph meant that she gained Davidic status
thereby, and that his genealogy became hers through marriage. Because of this
difficulty it is well nigh impossible to know what was in the mind of the
writer when he inferred Mary’s Davidic descent. Tertullian (1956:73) states:
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Is it not because he is himsclf [Jesus] the flower from the stem which came forth from
the root of Jesse, while the root of Jesse is the housc of David, and the stem from the
root is Mary, descended from David, that the flower from the stem, the Son of Mary,
who is called Jesus Christ, must himself also be the fruit? For the flower is fruit,
because by means of the flower and from the flower every fruit is perfected into fruit.
What then? They deny to the fruit its own flower, to the flower its own stem, and to the
stem its own root, 50 as to preclude the root from laying claim, by means of its own siem,
to the ownership of that which is from the stem, namely the flower and the fruit:
whereas in fact the whole ladder of descent is counted back from the final to the
principal, that now at length these persons may know that the flesh of Christ adheres
not only to Mary, but also to David through Mary and to Jesse through David. Thus it is
that God swears to David that this fruit out of his loins, that is, out of the posterity of
his flesh, will sit upon his throne. If he is out of the loins of David, the more s0 is he
out of the loins of Mary, for on her account he is reckoned as having been in David's
loins.

There is a strong case here that Tertullian believed that Mary was a
physical descendant of David, but no where does he {or any Church Father)
say that Luke’s genealogy is hers. The statement of W. Pound (1869 I, 92) that:
“Origen says that St. Matthew’s genealogy was the royal line of Joseph from
David, that St. Luke’s was the blood line of Mary from David, that is, that
Joseph, because he was married to her, is called ‘Son of Heli,” her father,” is
not what Origen said, and should be dismissed as wishful thinking.

What little evidence there is suggests that the Fathers regarded
Matthew’s genealogy as evidence of her genealogy, but whether directly, or
indirectly through her husband, is never spelt out clearly. F. H. Dunwell
(1876:70) noted that the four Fathers of the Second Century who refer to the
genealogies, namely, Justin Martyr (Dial. sec. 327), Irenaeus (Fragment. xxix.),
Clement of Alexandria (Strom. i. 21), and Tertullian, {de Carne Christi, 22) all
interpret Matthew, never Luke, as tracing the descent of Jesus through his
mother up to David and Abraham. N. Geldenhuys (1971:154) extends the lack
of a Marian genealogy to the fifth century.

P. J. Gloag (1895:265) quotes Clemens Alexandrinus (AD 215), “In the
Gospel according to Matthew the genealogy which is begun with Abraham is
continued down to Mary the mother of our Lord” (Clemens Alexandrinus,
Strom. i. 21). Victorinus (Bishop of Petau, ca. AD 290) commenting on
Revelation 4:7 wrote: “And in the figure of a man, Matthew strives to declare
to us the genealogy of Mary, from whom Christ took flesh. Therefore, in
enumerating from Abraham to David, and thence to Joseph, he spoke of Him
as if of a man: therefore his announcement sets forth the image of a man”
(1870:405). He is interpreting the four living creatures at this point.

It was left to later writers in the fifteenth century to make out a case for
Mary’s direct Davidic descent in Luke’s genealogy.

D. Whitby (1703, ed Ioc.) notes the objection: But Jesus is not the
natural son of Joseph, who is only the reputed father, this cannot be sufficient
to prove that Jesus came from the loins of David (Acts 2:30), or was the fruit
of his body according to promise (Ps 132:11). His answer is: Joseph and Mary

i
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were of the same tribe and family and therefore by giving us the genealogy of
Joseph, the Apostle [Mt] did at the same time give us the genealogy of Mary,
and consequently of Jesus the son of Mary, and shew that he was of the seed
of David. Luke 1:27, “The angel Gabriel . . . virgin whose name was Mary.” Yet
may the words also be translated thus, “To a virgin of the House of David,
espoused to a man whose name was Joseph, and the virgin’s name was
Mary.” And the translation is confirmed from the following words of the
angel to her, “Thou shalt conceive in thy womb . . . throne of his father
David;” she, therefore, who conceived this son, must be of the house of
David, and this is farther proved from the taxation, mentioned in Lk 2:3-5.
Whence it appears, (i) that all went to be taxed, women as well as men; for
Joseph with his espoused wife Mary, went up to be taxed; which troublesome
journey, she who was so near the time of her travail would not have taken,
had it not been necessary; (ii) that everyone, men and women, went up to
their own city to be taxed, v. 3; (iii) that Joseph went up to Bethlehem (v. 4).
Since therefore, Mary went up to Bethlehem with him to be taxed, she must
do it for the same reason, because she also was of the same House and
Lineage.

J. Calvin (1845:81) likewise believed that “in the person of Joseph the
pedigree of Mary is also comprehended.” In another place he writes: “When
the ancestry of Joseph had been carried up as far as David, every one could
easily make out the ancestry of Mary” (p. 12). This confusing statement can be
found in I. Casaubon (1656), ]. MacEvilly (1876:9), C. Middleton (1752 II, 29), R.
Mimpriss (1855:49), The New Testament of our Lord. [The Rhemish
Testament] (1582/1834:28; cf. W. Fulke 1589), F. W. Upham (1881:204), R,
Ward (1640:9), D, Chamierus (1626 III, 115), I. Williams (1844:118), A. Wright
{1903:xlii), and R. Cox (1958:15). ,

Edward Leigh (1650:3) asked: Why is Mary’s genealogy not set down,
when yet Christ neither was the son of Joseph nor descended from him. The
common answer both of the ancient and modern interpreters (incl.
Augustine, Con. Evang. lib. 2) is this, that it was not the custom of the Jews to
rehearse a catalogue of genealogy by women, Num 1:26. Hence it is an ancient
maxim among them:—Familia Matris non Familia.

1.3. John Damascene {(Mary as a direct descendant of Nathan)

John Damascene (fl. 749) (Orthod. Fid. iv. 15) omitted Matthat, and put
Melchi in his place, which gave Melchi a brother called Panther, whose son
Bar-Panther begat Joachim, the father of Mary, second cousin of Joseph. The
scheme includes Levi (whom Africanus omitted) as the father of Melchi
which is contrary to Luke 3:24.

On this view, Joseph is a direct descendant of Solomon, while Mary is a
direct descendant of Nathan.
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Solomon Nathan
Levi

Matth [Estha] i I

al - ” cy Melchi Panther
widow of Matthan |
Bar-Panth
Jacob [vite of Heli] Heli ar-Fanther
widow of Heli | .

| ..__J_ Anna Joakim

Joseph childless | |

Mary
|
JESUS

On Damascene’s view see J. J. Hottinger, 1732 II, 80; Ed. Greswell, 1837
11, 89, and P. Holmes, 1866 1I, 99.

1.4. Annius of Viterbo (Luke gives Mary’s genealogy-Double names)

Johann Annius [1432-1502] forged fragments of the lost works of early
Greek and Latin authors such as the earliest Roman historian, Fabius Pictor,
also Xenophon, Berossus, Manetho, and others. Included in these forgeries
were some completely new writings of Philo which showed that Solomon’s
line died out when Athaliah exterminated the Davidic House. The crown
then passed to Nathan’s line through Joash who was the son of Simeon who
is mentioned in Luke 3:30. It may be that Annius confused the two kings of
the same name, namely, Ahaziah of Israel who “had no son” (2 Kgs 1:17), and
Ahaziah of Judah who had a son called Joash (2 Kgs 13:1).

It also transpired in this forged work that the names in Luke and
Matthew from Joash through to Jannai (or twenty-eight links) were double
names for the same person. Annius published his discovery in 1498 in a work
which is better known under its later title of Antiquitatum variarum
authores. XVII, (cf. A, Hervey, 1853:112, 95, 138, 354; and the Biographie
Universalle, 1843 1I, 31-33). For his life and for works defending and
denouncing Annius’ “discovery” of the lost works of Greek and Latin
authors, see M. E. Cosenza (1962 I, 197 col. 2) and L. Thorndike (1923 IV, 263-7,
434, 439). Annius” pseudo-Berossus was even translated by R. Lynche in 1601,
seemingly unaware that it was a forgery.

The commentaries, which were published with the alleged originals,
were eventually admitted by Annius in De aureo sacculo et origine urbis
Romae, cum commentariis Annii Viterbiensis (Rome, 1498), to have been his
own work. Annius was trained as a Dominican and held in high regard being
supposedly proficient in Hebrew, Greck, astronomy, astrology, history and
theology. He was a personal friend of popes Sixtus IV and Alexander VI. and
made Master of the Vatican in 1499, He dedicated his infamous Antiquitatum
variarum volumina. XVII (1498) to Ferdinand and Isabella because the works
it contained were discovered in Mantua while they were conquering Grenada
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(cf. Cosenza, p. 197). Eventually Annius was denounced as a forger and died
insane.

Annius’ Pseudo-Philo is not to be confused with the first cent. AD
Pseudo-Philo whose Biblical Antiquities was originally written in Hebrew
and covered the period from Adam to King Saul (see G. Kisch, 1949).

1.4.1. Support for Annius

A. Hervey (1853:9 n.) claims that Petrus Galatinus (c. 1480-1539) was the
first Roman Catholic to hold that Luke gives Mary’s genealogy. Others were F.
Spanheim, M. Luther, M. Chemnitz, F. Gomar, I Vossius, E. Yardley, H.
Broughton, C. G. Kuinoé&l and J. J. Hug. The idea of Mary’s genealogy was to
gain enormous publicity when J. Speed’s chart was compulsorily included in
the new Authorized Version of 1611.

1.4.2. The influence of Annius
So dissatisfied were scholars at that time with Africanus’ solution that
Annjus’ work was a very timely and welcome “discovery.” His solution was
prefixed to the New Testament in some later editions of the Bishop's Bible,
for instance in the 1595 and 1602 editions. Prefixed to the OT of the 1602
edition is a conflicting chart showing Africanus’ solution {(probably based on
the work of Nicholas de Lyra).
The following Table is found in various later editions of the Bishop’s
Bible and is based entirely on Annius’ forgery of a fragment of Philo’s lost
work. It is found in a work of H. Broughton (1604:45) where he lambasts it
with the quip: “The cockles of sea-shores, and leaves of the forest, and the
granes of the Popy may as well be numbered as the gross errors of this table.”
Annius also atiributed the work De ortu Beatse Virginis to Jerome.
This work claimed that Mary was the daughter of Eli, and so seemed to give
antiquity to the view that Luke gave Mary’'s ancestry. Joannes Lucidus
(1546:51) made a similar attribution to a Jewish rabbi, called Haccanes.
The following translation of Lucidus’ account is taken from I.
Broughton (16007 p. 5):
Luke, therefore, prosecutes all the generations which proceed naturally, directly
according to the line of Nathan, and began at the father of Mary the Virgin, who is
called Eli, or Joachin, because he was named with a double name. For Rabbi Haccanes
the Hebrew, in his answer to the third request of Antonius, a Consul of Rome, affirms:
“That he reccived by revelation from Elias, that the parent of the mother of the
Messiah had a double name, the one Eli, the other Joachin.” And afterward Rabbi
Haccanes said: “There was a certain maid in Bethlehem of juda, whose name was
Mary, the daughter of Joachin Eli, of the kindred of Zorobabel, the son of Salathiel, of
the tribe of Judah.,” Mary, therefore, was the natural daughter of Eli or Joachin, but
Joseph the husband of Mary was the son-in-law of the same Joachin, and by consequent
was his lawful son by affinity.
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A Table to make plaine the difficultie that is found in Saint Matthew,
and Saint Luke, touching the generalion of Jesus Christ the sonne of
David and his right successour in the kingdome: which description
beginneth at David and no higher, because the difficultie is onely in

his posteritie.

S. Matthew S.Luke -
David begate
‘Solomon king f‘ﬁtﬁm N
Roboam gy, pogteritie of Solomon Drother
Abia left in Ochosies, wvhere- Mathatha
by the kingdome was Menna
Asa transported to the line  proq 10
of Nathen in the person N
Josephet  of Joas sonn te Juda. g‘“im
ne
Joram . Joseph
QOchosies . Juda ,
Simeon celled Joes, which begate
Amesies Levi )
Azarias The names hexe contei~ Matthath
Joatham ned, o2 well on the left  Jorem
Aohas 4 ind from Joes haye  Liiezer
Ezechiss divers names, and yet Jesu
Manesses are al one person. Her
Amon Thexefore note that the Hoimadam
Josias persons on the left side, Cosan
named by & Hatthew, are N
Achess the very sama that ere Addi
Joacim Elh;rwil: hz:n;;; ‘bvig. Melchi
. ke on the x side, :
JeChORI®S 441 getathiet, g:l" hiel
Setathiel athiel
Zorpbabel, ;hich begate
f d h ]
Adlwd After the people were I::::mﬁ\ig{x
L. returned into the 1and yeeres
Eliacim with Zoxobebel being Joanna 53
deliuered from the Yeeres
Azor captivitie of Babylon, Judn 14
he governed the same ;
sople S8 yeeres, & Jozeph 7
Sado¢ eft divers children, Semei 11
smong whome Resa and
Abiud wexre the chiefe,
Achin §o the government and  Methathi
rule over the people, 12
Eliud remained to Rewa snd Nehat 9
hiz posteritie, untill Nagge 10
Janne, and thance Hell ]
Eleszer  Jescemied the Virgin !Ahum 174
Fa:i:, aF iz dacland an
n the generation
Methan desoribed by S Luke and H“iht}%"
ionph hey hushand oseph 66
Jacob escendnd from the i{am 16
it e Lo
iud drother to Ress
J°“p§" [, 5. Hatthewe JHatthets
Jorephtte  ductareth in the goner- ¥ *Hely
Harie the  ation by him Sorom
Virgin, described, arie the
Sir Seviour tother of -
Christ. Chst
Jesus Christ

For bettex undushnding(ot the contents of this
Table, yee shell note, that the Evangelists Saint
HMatthews, and Saint Luke, have diversely recited
the generation of ottx Saviour Christ, avcerding to
the flesh, and yet tende both to one end: \batis,

to proove {that wcording to that which is written
of him in the prophecies) he ig dezcended of the
royall bicod of Davi rightly succeede

in the Xingdome. So the divexsitie of the sayde
recitall congisteth in this: that Seint Matthewe
getteth foorth the sayde generation dncmding
from fathex to sonne: aind Saiat Luke azcendet
from sonne to father, which ¢nine all to one end,
But to shewe the agreement of Saint Luke with
Saint HMatthewe, wee have hare set foaxth the gener-
stion by him descrihed, depcending after the order
of Saint Matthew, to the ande thet the one may hee
conferred wilh the other. Furthermore, Saint
Matihewe desoribeth the generation of Joseph,
though it belong ta mihin%:o Jesus Christ after
the flesh, and Saint Luke that of the virgine Maxie:
for it we# very nacessary to recite hoth for as
mizch as Wothen were corumosnly reputed of the line
ox kirved of their husbands: And g0 a2 well on hex
hushendes side, as on ber owne offspring, it is
manifest that shes was of the xoysll line of Devid.

¥ Jude of the line of Nathen, engendred Simeon,
cailed Jous, which oame to the roysil seste, hecause
the posteritie of Solomon feyled.in Oohosiap: and
therefore the kingdome belonged to Nathan's
posteritie, according to the oxdinsunce of David,
as Philo reciteth, that is_ the yongest of the ohild-
ren of Bewxsebe {which was Solomon) should reigne
after him, and that if the pogteritie fayled, ¢
kingdoms ghoulde vome to the poestexitie of the next
younger, which wes Nathan: and therefore Nathan
wen called Ahisoay, that is t¢ say, Brathar of the
prince, and thay of his-posteritie Ahiscarim, that
iz to say, Brotherg of the prince, ‘end Mathitim,

dch signifisth, Given to succcede laic). The sayde
Philo reciteth, that the posteritie of the sayd
Nathan, wes o honoured of the king Josaphat, thet
hee +d hig ohildres the brothers of Joxem his
sonne, and theix childxen the brothers of Dchosies
his nephewe: and this is the cause why the
scripture sayeth, that Joas was the sonne of
Dehosies, though he were not hiz naturs!l sonne,
but the sonne of Juds, descended from Nathan,

Note that Saint Metthew going about to describe
the generation by fourteenes, did first leave out

osg, Amarieg, and Azeriss, which are sat in

etweene Oohosiag, the 1ast of the race of Solomon,
and Josthan, Further, hee hath left out Acheas,
and Josaim placed betweene [Jogias snd Jechoniesz.
All which we have here set in their oxder, to make|
the same description more perfect sand plaine,

{The words in brackets are supplied from

H. Broughton's cony in An Advertisemen
of Corruption....1004, pp. 43-44.} .

** For as mach as it geemeth that Saint Luke
maketh no meation of the generation of Marie, but
rather of Joseph for he useth these woxdes, that
Jezus was counted the sonne of Joseph, which wes
of Heli, thet is {0 suy, the son of Helz: wee must
understand that in thiz place the name of sonne iz
teken for the neme of sonne in law, and that 5, Luke
meanath that Jongh wag the gonne in lawe to Heli,
for that hee tooke Yo wite the virdin l‘)‘.arr daughter
of the said Heli, which mansr of spaach 12 common
in the Seripture: for we finde that Noemd calleth
Ruth her daughtey, which was but her step-
daughter, hex sonnea wife,

{'l‘llus €ram Yhe Riskop's Dlble, Londan, 1505 ia Camb, Tadv, Tid. <ato v . Sya 1,59, 5, }
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For as Mary was in the first degree of consanguinity to her father, so was Joseph in the
first degree of affinity to his father-in-law, seeing there was true matrimony between
Joseph and Mary. Therefore St. Luke says, That Christ was thought to be the son of
Joseph, which was the son of Eli, i.e., his son-in-law, and in the place of Mary he put
her husband according to the custom of the Scriptures. But St. Matthew describes first
the generations according to the line of Solomon the king, until there was none left of
his race, the which kindred failing, he is afterward compclled to digress into the linc
of Nathan because of him were born the successors of the kingdom . . . . And 5t. Matthew
agrees with St. Luke unto Zorobabel. But because Zorobabel {who was also called
Barachias, the son of Salathiel) begat two sons, Rhesa and Abiud, therefore St. Luke
prosecutes the line of Nathan by his son Rhesa, unto the father of Mary the Virgin; and
St. Matthew prosecutes the same line by his son Abiud unto the father of Joseph, the
husband of Mary. Therefore both of them were born of the seed of David by the line of
Nathan, but Mary is born by the one branch, by Rhesa and Joseph by the other branch,
by Abiud.

Phile the Hebrew shows us these things, and John Annius in his commentaries upon
the abbreviaries of the same Philo declares them plentifully, Petrus Galatinus also
describes this genealogy in his seventh book, chap. 12 against the Hebrews [Probably:
Arcan Cath. Ver. VIL. 12. Source: J. ]. Hottinger, 1732:81]. But in this work he errs
against the truth when he says that there were two Salathiels and two Zorobabels,
the which he cannot prove. But he may easily be confuted by this fact that the line of
Solomon ended in the seventh generation, and in his genealogy there is no Salathiel nor
Zorobabel found. Neither could Joseph descend from Solomon because his race was cut
off many ycars before. But he sprang from the line of Nathan by the same Abiud, as
Mary sprang from the same line of Nathan by Rhesa. Salathiel, therefore in Matthew
is the same Salathiel which is called the son of Neri by Luke, because Jechonias and
Neri are the same men, as also are Joachin and Eli, as Philo witnesses.

When Matthew says, “And after the carrying away into Babylon, Jechonias begat
Salathiel, it is not to be understood that he begat him after the Captivity, but rather
after the carrying away in the time of the Captivity. For Galatinus urges by argument
that “there were more gencrations according to St. Luke, and fewer according to St.
Matthew because descending from Rhesa they begat sooner, and those that were
begotten of Abiud progenerated more slowly, therefore they [of Rhesa] were more, and
these [of Abiud] the fewer in number.” Augustine (City of God, Bk. 16, c. 11) sets down
this reason touching other generations: “Thus, not because Heber was the sixth from
Noah, and Nimrod the fourth, therefore they could not live at the same time. For this
falls out, that seeing they live longer, where there are fewer generations; and less time,
where there be more descents; that either they were born laler where there are fewer,
or sooner where there were maore. If Peter Galatinus had fully read the whole
observation of Philo, and the Commentary of Joannes Annius upon the same, without
question he would not have fallen into this error. But Galatinus declares the rest aright
which pertains to this genealogy. There is, therefore, no disagreement between
Matthew and Luke but either of them describes aright the true genealogy of Christ,
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John Lucidus (1537:50-51) was a fervent supporter of Annius. The
following diagram has been put together from Lucidus’ work with the help of
H. Broughton (1605:3; 1604:45). Lucidus was probably the best exponent of
what Annias intended with his forgery, though of course, the forgery was not

exposed until 1593.

The errors inherent in this view are set out by Broughton (1604:45).
The two most obvious being that Joakaz (no. 51=Jehoahaz) is made the father
of his brother(!) and that the last twelve kings of Judah were descendants of
Nathan, not Solomon (H. Broughton, 1597:20). This means Luke’s list

includes twelve kings besides David.
1. Adam

Cainan IT — 12+ Arphaxad

omitted 13, Salah
33. D:ivid
| |
34, Solomon 34. Nathan
35. Rehoboamn 35. Matthatha{=: Ahiasar 1 Kgs 4:6}
36. Abijah 36, Menha
37. Asa 37, Mclea
gg Jﬁl:}zsal:phat 38, Eliakim Double names for
. 39. Jonam '
40.” Ahaziah. 40, Joseph Judah's Kings of
1 41' }m Nathan’s line
childless w3 The CROWN —> 42, Simeon = Joas & Helih
passes inko 43, Lavi = Amasias
Nathan's family 44, Matthat = Azarias & Oglas
In this man the 45, Jorim = Joathan
line of Solomon 46. Eliezar = Achaz
ended, therefore 47, Joshua = Ezechias
both Matthew 48, Er =Manasses
and Luke digress 49. Elmadam = Amon
to the line of 50. Cosam = Josias
Nathan, leaving 51, Addi = Joakaz
out three kings, 52, Melki = Joakim & Eliachim
i.e., Ahaziah, 53, Neri =Joachin, Jeconias & Helih
Juash & 54. Shealticl = Mesezabeel
Amaziah. 55, Zerubbabel = Barachias
Ananias = Abiud 56, Rhesa = Misciollam
57. Joanan = Ben Rhesa
(" Etiakim 58. Joda = Hyrcanus
59, Josech =Josephus
. Azor 60, Semein = Abner
Joannes Lucidus 61. Mattathias= Helih
acknowledges that the Zadok 62. Maath = Asar
alternative names from <« 63, Naggai = Artaxat
Nos, 42-69 have been Akim 64. Esli = Agai
taken from Philo 65. Nahum =Maslot
Eliud 66. Amos = Scirach
67. Mattathias = Syloa
\. Elcazar 68. Joseph = Arses
69. Jannai = Hyrcanus
Matthan 70. Melki
71. Levi
Jawob 72. Matthat
73, Ileli
Joseph 74, Mary

75, Jesus
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Calvin thought that there was some probability in the opinion that at
the death of Ahaziah the legal descent from Solomon was closed. He leaves as
undetermined whether Joash was the nearest relative to Ahaziah or if he
were a descendant of Nathan. Joash, he argues, was called “the son of
Ahaziah” because he was the true and direct heir to the crown (1845 I, 86-7).
His remarks show both an awareness of Annius’ solution and a wariness that,
in retrospect, was well founded.

The idea that Ahaziah {(or his son Joash) was childless and the
succession passed over to Joash (or his son Amaziah) is common only to
Annius and Calvin and is without any biblical support. H. Broughton refuted
(1604:43} this view.

Calvin wrote: It cannot be doubted that after the Babylonian captivity
the same persons are mentioned under different names (p. 87). This idea
appears to have come from Annius.

Calvin’s commentary on a Harmony of the Evangelists appeared in
1555 and an English translation of it in 1610. He rejected the view that either
genealogy was that of Mary, but argued that Mary must be a direct descendant
of Solomon otherwise Christ could not be the promised Son of David. He
somehow saw that in giving Joseph’s genealogy the Evangelists gave Mary's
pedigree also. The 1610 edition reads: “The answere is olde and commonly
known that in the person of Joseph the pedigree of Mary is also
comprehended.”

H. Broughlon (1604:43) recorded the views of Annius’ supporters as
follows:

Juda of the line of Nathan, engendered [begat] Simeon, called Joas, which came to the
royall seate, because the posteritic of Solomon fayled in Ochosias [Ahaziah]: and
therefore the kingdome belonged to Nathan's posteritie, according to the ordinace of
David, as Philo recitcth . . . The said Philo reciteth, that the posteritie of the sayd
Nathan, was so honoured of the king Jehoshaphat, that he called his children the
brothers of Joram his sonn, and their children the brothers of Ochosias his Nephewe:
and this is the cause why the Scripture saith, that Joas was the son of Ochosias,
though he were not his naturall soune [sic. sonne], but the sonne of Juda descending from
Nathan.

Calvin (p. 86) commented: “As to Joash being called ‘the son of
Ahaziah’ (2 Chr 22:11), the reason is that he was the nearest relative, and was
justly considered to be the true and direct heir of the crown. The next heir to
the crown belonged to a different line.” This last statement seems to imply
that Amaziah was not Joash’s son. O}, alternatively, that Joash was not the
natural son of Ahaziah. At any rate Calvin appears to be clear about Joseph's
status, he says: Though he was not naturally descended from Solomon yet he
was reckoned his son by legal succession, because he was descended from
kings (p. 87).

In his commentary on Jeremiah Calvin (1850 III, 124) states that
Shealtiel was the first of Jehoiachin’s posterity. He clearly states that there was
a direct, unbroken, blood connection between Solomon and Jehoiachin and
between Jehoiachin and Joseph (IV, 354). He contends strongly that the
covenant made with David was never broken. All that Jer. 22:28-30 means is
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that the Kingdom was temporarily suspended “until he comes whose it is”
(Ezek 21:26-27; cf. Amos 9:11). It does not mean that Jehoiachin was literally
childless because of the mention of him “and his seed” (Jer 24:28) being cast
out. The chart below can only reflect Calvin’s views as presented in his
Harmony of the Gospels. It does not agree with his commentary on Jeremiah.
He is the most confused of all the commentators I have examined.

Calvin (1555)
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Calvin (1845 1, 83) argued: If any one inquire whether or not the
genealogy traced by Matthew and Luke proves clearly and beyond controversy
that Mary was descended from the family of David, I own that it cannot be
inferred with certainty. The supposition that Luke relates Mary’s genealogy is
easily refuted. The text expressly says that “Jesus was supposed to be the son of
Joseph.” Certainly, neither the father nor the grandfather of Christ is
mentioned, but the ancestry of Joseph.

He rejected the idea that Joseph was Heli’s son-in-law, because he had
married Heli’s daughter, with the reply: But this does not agree with the order
of nature and is nowhere countenanced by an example from Scripture. If
Solomon is struck out of Mary’s genealogy, Christ will no longer be Christ.
(The 1610 edition reads: “Now if Solomon be excluded out of the genealogie
of Mary, then shall Christ cease to be Christ.”) By this I understand Calvin to
mean that Mary’s genealogy is also Joseph’s genealogy here, not that Luke
gives Mary’s genealogy. He continued: for all enquiry as to his descent is
founded on that solemn promise, “I will set up thy seed after thee....” 2 Sam
7:12-14; Ps 132:11. Solomon was, beyond controversy, the type of this eternal
king who was promised to David; nor can the promise be applied to Christ,
except in so far as its fruth was shadowed out in Solomon (2 Chr 28:5). Now, if
the descent is not traced to him, how, or by what argument, shall he be
proved to be “the son of David”? Whoever expunges Solomon from Christ’s
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genealogy does, at the same time obliterate and destroy those promises by
which he must be acknowledged to be the son of David. In what way Luke,
tracing the line of descent from Nathan, does not exclude Solomon, will
afterwards be seen, concluded Calvin.

The diagram above is probably clearer than Calvin’s thoughts on the
subject. He seems to credit Mary with a direct descent from Solomon without
stating his evidence. But, then, this was typical of the times. Many believed
she was Davidic without trying to use either genealogy to “prove” her
descent.

The Geneva Bible published in 1560 has the marginal comment
(probably Theodore Beza’s) under Mt 1 that “Albeit the Jewes nomber their
kinred by the malekind: yet this lineage of Mary is comprehended under the
same, because she was married to a man of her owne stocke and tribe.” Under
Luke 3 the Geneva Bible has the comment: “Mt counts by the legal descent,
and Lk by the natural: finally both are speaking of the same persons applie
unto them divers names.” This remark is based on Annius’ solution.

J. Maldonatus [1534-84] innocently followed Annius in this falsehood
in his commentary on Matthew chap. 1 (A. Hervey, 1853:354), as did Bishop
Wm Cowper (1623:587-594) when quoting what he thought were Philo’s
words. Annius’ forgeries of other writers of antiquity made a great impact in
the 16th century until they too were exposed. C. Blackwood (1658:11)
commented:

In the last 14 generations (chief rulers) they that followed Shealtiel in Luke are
supposed to have had two names, according to Philo, till you come to Simeon, so that
Neri is the same with Jechonias and Melchi with Joakim. From Azar to jacob nothing is
said of these generations in Scripture, but Mt likely took them out of the tables of the
families preserved in captivity, or rather that the Spirit did inspire the Evangelist
herein.

Franciscus Lucas (1712 [1606-16]), II, 94) gives Philo’s equivalents
without questioning them:
Cornelius a Lapide (1892:154) commenting on Lk 3:24 “which was the
son of Janna” wrote:
Janneus, the second Hyrcanus, if we are to belicve Annius and Philo, who was the last
leader of the Jews of the line of David, and was of the stock of the Asmonaei, or
Maccabees; Josephus mentions him in bk. xii. ch. iv, and v., and Eusebius in his
Chronicle. For Christ was descended both from high priests, such as Judas, Jonathas,
and Simon Maccabaeus and from kings, He being King and High Priest, as 5. Thomas
and Bonaventure teach, and among the fathers, Nazianzen and Augustine, whom
Suarcz (loc. cit.) quotes and follows. The Kings of Judah used to take their wives from
the daughters of the pricsts.

This comment shows that Lapide was not aware that Annius’ work
was a forgery. ‘

G. W. Buitler (1875:17, 31) put forward the same solution of double
names throughout, but he does not seem to have been aware of Annius’
work. Maybe he was following the same instinct that drove Annius to his
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solution. Butler went as far as one can because he merged both genealogies
completely even to the extent of identifying Nathan with Solomon.

1.4.3. Objections to Annius

Hugh Broughton [1549-1612] wrote a treatise (1590 {1588]:23) against
Annius’ views, and in an 8-page pamphlet (1605). It was he who alerted
scholars to the work of Joseph Juste Scaliger (1593) who exposed in a
convincing manner that the fragments of Philo alleged to have been
discovered by Annius were forgeries.

Broughton campaigned strongly against Annius whose view was
incorporated into a genealogical chart inserted into the “Great Bible” (I
presume Broughton means the Bishop’s Bible, and not the Great Bible which
does not have such a table.). Broughton pointed out another forgery which
inserted five new names between Zerubbabel and Joseph in Matthew’s list in
order to bring it closer to Luke’s number of generations. The forgery was
published in Zurich (see Broughton, 1662:692) but has not survived.
Broughton was successful, he says, in having Annius’ views omitted in
future editions of that Bible.

It would appear that Gregory Nazianzus (ADD 390) was aware of the
double-names theory a thousand years before Annius thought of it, because
he specifically rejects it, saying:

But some say that there is one succession from David to Joseph, which each Evangelist

relates under different names. But this is absurd, since in the beginning of this

genealogy, two brothers come in Nathan and Salomon, from whom the lines are carried

in different ways. (T. Aquinas, 1843 III, 134)

Du Pin is quoted by the anonymous author of Jesus, the Son of David
(17309:9) to the effect that the early fathers held that Matthew followed the
natural generation and that Mary was the daughter of Jacob (and not Heli). Du
Pin quoted Africanus to this effect but it is clear that Africanus did not say
this. Du Pin is also misinformed when he argued that Jews were obliged to
marry into their own tribe and family. This only applied in the case of
heiresses. But this misinformed information often appears alongside the idea
that in Joseph's genealogy we also have Mary's.

L5. John Speed (Luke gives Mary's Nathanic genealogy)

When the Authorized Version was published in 1611 a new 34-page
genealogical table was prefaced to the Old Testament. This was the work of
John Speed. A brief biography of Speed [1552-1629] is given in the Biographia
Britannica (1747 VII, 3773-5). He started out as a tailor’s boy but his employer
recognised his abilities and paid him an allowance to devote himself to
scholarly pursuits. He is best known for his ten-volumned work on the
History and Maps of Great Britain. He had eighteen children and was buried
in 5t. Giles Cripplegate, London, where a monument is erected to him on the
south side of the chancel.

Speed’s chart showed that Luke gave Mary’s genealogy and Matthew
gave Joseph’s. This chart reflected Hugh Broughton’s view. J. Lightfoot
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attributed the plan of Speed’s genealogies to Broughton in the Preface to his
edition of Broughton’s Works, (1662):

In the time, while the Concent was printing [1588], he [J. 5.] by Mr Broughton’s
direction, gathered all the genealogies of the Bible into one View, and at the last they
were Published under his name, in the form we have them before [=prefixed to] our
Bibles. But it was Mr Broughton that directed, and digested them, and there are yet
fair Manuscripts of them ., . and in some of them Mr Broughton's own hand.

Because the English Bishops would not endure to have Broughton’s
name prefixed to the Genealogies, they were published under John Speed’s
name. Broughton was excluded from the Committees involved in the
Authorized Translation as the Archbishop of Canterbury was a staunch
opponent of his. This led Broughton fo spend most of his time in Germany.

Francis Fry (1865) made an extensive survey of folio editions of the
Great Bible (1539-41) and early folio editions of the A.V. So meticulous was he
in his scrutiny of the 34 engraved plates of Speed’s Tables of Genealogies that
he noted twenty-three varieties in the twenty-one editions he was able to
isolate and date, in 108 copies that he examined! John Lightfoot, who
supervised the publication of Broughton’s Works (see Preface) noted that
Broughton’s coat of arms contained two owls and in some editions of Speed’s
34-page Genealogies owls appear holding a burning torch to indicate that it
was Broughton who gave the Light in that work.

John Speed’s solution (1599)
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Francis Fry (1865:32) remarked that if Speed published his genealogies
for the first fime in 1611 he must have been an apt scholar of Broughton’s for
in 1616 he published a defence of his chart. There is some misinformation
here. Speed’s genealogies did not appear first in the 1611 Authorized Version
but in the 1599 edition of the Geneva Bible, or probably even earlier. The
appearance of Speed’s chart in 1599, does not, however, rule out Lightfoot's
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view that Broughton suggested the plan of it to Speed, for Broughton, as early
as 1590 (cf. Concent, p. 23), condemned Annius’ views appearing in the
Bishops Bible.

Speed brought off a spectacular monopoly for his 34-page chart when
he obtained from King James I a ten-year patent to have his Genealogical
Table and Map of Canaan compulsorarily inserted in the forthcoming
Authorized Version. A transcript of this patent can be seen in F. Fry’s work
(Fry, 1865:40-41) part of which reads:

Whereas our trustye servant John Speede by his greate industrie and dyligent studye

hath gathered, compiled and described a booke intituled the Genealogies of the Holie

Scriptures, and alsce a Mapp or Chart of the land of Canaan, which said Genealogies

and Mapp aforesaide in cur owne judgment, and by the advisment of manye of our

reverend Bisshoppes and others of our Clergie, We have esteemed veric worthie and
profitable to be incerted in convenient manner and in due place into everie edition of the

Bible newlie translated....[We] do give and graunt licence and priviledg unto our saide

servant John Speede and his assignes, onlie during the tearme of tenne yearcs next

ensuing the date of theis presentes, to ymprinte, or cause to be ymprinted, the foresaid
booke of Genealogies, and the said Mapp of Canaan. And We doe hereby signifie and
declare that our will and pleasure is that none of the Bibles newlie translated shall
hereafter during the tyme of this our licence be bound upp and uttered, solde, or putt to
sale by anye Bookseller or other person or persons whatsoever within our domynions,
unlesse one booke of the foresaid Genealogies and one of the said Mappes be first
incerted and bound up in due place in the same Bible or Bibles uppon payne of forfeiture
of all and everie Bible and Bibles to be uttered, solde, or putt to sale not haveing the
foresaid Genealogies and one of the saide Mappes soe first incerted...|if] anye of the
said Bibles newlie translated shalbe solde or putt to sale without the said Gencalogies
and one of the sald Mappes....contrarie to the intent of this our graunt, the same [John
Speede and a Constable] to take and seize, and in his and their custodye to keepe to the
use of us, our heirs, and successors.... {Dated 23rd March, 1611)

Speed’s chart appeared regularly in the various editions of the
Authorized Version during the term of the patent. The association of Speed’s
chart with the Authorized Version was so strong that for forty years after the
patent had run out his Chart continued to be bound with some editions of it. I
have seen his chart in the AV as late as 1640. It also appeared in the Anglican
Book of Common Prayer. I have seen it in the Book of Common Prayer for
1611, 1621, 1632 and 1662.

Speed’s decision to make Jehoiachin childless reflected the popular
opinion of his day. Speed’s solution became very popular partly because of the
nature of Western society which emphasizes the immediate paternity of a
person and partly on the need to find some biological relationship between
Jesus and David and since this could only come through his mother it was
natural to find her genealogy in one or other of the Gospel texts.
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1.5.1. The influence of Speed

Given that every Bible in the land had Speed’s chart frumpeting out
the view that Luke gave Mary’s genealogy it is not surprising that it attracted
many adherents. Supporters of Mary's genealogy became legion. The next
full-length work in support of Mary’s genealogy would appear to be that by E.
Yardley (1739).

William Cowper, the Bishop of Galloway in James I's time ( 1623: 591;
cf. 1612:1-48) believed (unlike Hervey, 1853:12) that Shealtiel was the natural
son of Neri: “Christ our Lord is not the natural son of Solomon . . . he is the
natural son of David by Nathan and yef Solomon’s lawful heir.” Matthew
gives Christ as Solomon’s heir, as nearest of kin. Cowper also believed
(unlike Hervey) that Abiud and Hananiah are the same person (p. 592) and
that Rhesa was the same person as Meshullam in support of which he refers
to “Rhesa Mesciola” in Annius’ forged work of Philo (p. 592).

Cowper received his Christian education under Hugh Broughton
which explains his view that Luke gives Mary’s genealogy.

1.5.2. Support for Speed

S. J. Andrews (1891:65) lists as supporters of Mary’s genealogy, W.
Newcome (1778:3; 1827:436), E. Robinson, E, Greswell (1837 II, 103), J. P. Lange
(1864 1, 380), K. Wieseler, I. Riggenbach, K. A. Auberlen (1854 V, 112), J. H. A.
Ebrard (1863:159), C. H. A. Krafft, S. T. Bloomfield, J. A. Alexander, J. J. van
Qosterzee (1869:63), F. Godet (1879 1, 201), C. F. Keil, J. E. Riddle, and B. Weiss
(1883 I, 220). (The authors’ initials and sources were not supplied.)

P. ]. Gloag (1895:265) supplements this list with M. Luther, John
Lightfoot, J. J. Hottinger, J. A. Bengel, R. Kidder, C. G. Kuinoel, J. D. Michaelis
(1814, art. 79), E. Yardley (1739:231, 237), ]. MacKnight, H. Olshausen (1849 I,
39), James Smith of Jordanhill (1853:lix), Dean Spence, and P. Schaff (1879).
(The authors’ initials and sources were not supplied.)

To these lists can be added, P. Allix (1688:208), the anonymous work,
Jesus, the Son of David (1730:6), J. E. Riddle (1843:11), J. A. Broadus (1893:234),
E. H. Plumptre (1897:262), P. Devine (1884 I, 2), R. South, and H. Elsley (1844 I,
329). The Marian case has been well put by J. Lightfoot (1823 XI, 14), W. H. Mill
(1842:203), R. C. H. Lenski (1946:219), A. Roberts (1895:29), and P. Holmes (1866
I, 92), H KAINH AlAGHKH (1831:125).

F. H. Dunwell (1876:604) noted that up to the 15th century the
explanation by Africanus was the one which was generally received; and that
from the 15th to the 19th century the Marian explanation has been the most
popular.

C. a Lapide (1892:152; 1876 VIII, 700) claims to have supportl for the view
that Luke gives the genealogy of Mary’s father, Heli, from Augustine,
Dionysius the Carthusian, Cardinal T. Cajetan (1542:222), Cornelius Jansenius
[R.C., d. 1576], C/Konrad Pellican [Prot., d. 1556}, Jean de Gagny (1552), Petrus
Galatinus [fl. 1480-1539] (1518 Bk IV. cap. 6), Dominic Soto [1494-1560], John
Driedo [c. 1480-1535], Peter Canisius [R.C., 1521-1597], Melchior Cano [c. 1509-
1560]. Lapide mentions Franciscus Suarez (1616 XI, 77=1856 XIX, 121, 178) as
his source (cf. F. H. Dunwell, 1876:604). A. Hervey mentions that this view
was held by a large proportion of Protestant writers, from Luther to the
present time [i.e. 1853].
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Miriam the daughter of 'Onion-Leaves'{33 *%p)

The lengths to which some have gone to support their contention that
Luke gives Mary’s genealogy can be seen in the attempt to remove any
difficulty standing in their way. For example nowhere in tradition is Mary's
father ever called Heli but since Luke mentions Heli as Joseph’s son-in-law
(they argue), then Heli must have been Mary’s father. L. E. Du Pin (1713 I, 337)
quite arbitrarily states that Heli is a shortened form of Heliakim or Eliakim,
and, since Epiphanius (AD 403) says that Mary’s father was Joachim, then
Eliakim and Joachim must be alternative forms of the same name because
Eli— and Joa— are interchangeable abbreviations of the divine names
Elohim and Jehovah {(c¢f. 2 Chr 36:4), an argument repeated by J. Barrett (1801)
and S. T. Lachs (1987:48). So Annius of Viterbo makes Philo say: “Synonyma
sunt Syris et Egyptiis Elyh, Eliakin, Joakin” (1515:XCIII, XCVII). And again in
his own person he affirms that Mathan “genuit Joakin, qui et Elyh, patrem
naturalem quidem Mariae, et legalem Joseph,” (folio CI).

One of the major arguments used in support of the Marian genealogy
comes from a Jewish source. J. Lightfoot (1823 XII, 53) quotes the single
assumed reference to Mary in the Jerusalem Talmud thus: “He saw Mary the
daughter of Heli amongst the shades. R. Lazar Ben [sic. Bar] Josah saith That
she hung by the glandules of her breasts. R. Josah Bar [sic. Ben] Haninah saith,
That the great bar of hell’s gate hung at her ear.” The Hebrew he gives reads:

TR DOp BT RUMRM KRR e kon [, sic, ] obxa Yoy hn oo ken

J. Barrett (1801) noted Lightfoot's source where she is called Mariam
bith EN, 9 na o, Mary the daughter of Eli, and argued that though the
latter word is written eli *5v, instead of ali *owr, this does not invalidate the
argument, as & and ¥ are frequently interchanged (cf. R. Chapman, 1836:18,
and G. Gleig, 1817 III, 44). Hervey (1853:138) makes the observation that Heli is
written exactly the same as the rendering of "7, Eli, the high-priest, in the
Vatican edition of the Septuagint. In Alexandrinus Eli is expressed 'Hiei, and
so is the name of Joseph’s father by Gregory Nazianzen. Hervey rejects the
identification Eliakim = Joachim as “not supported by any analogy.” Names
derived from 5% “God” are usually expressed without the aspirate in Greek (a
few exceptions, e.g.," Excava, 1 Sam 1:1; but in the very same verse #iroy is
rendered 'Hiwo¥. If Heli is from %, and is short for anything, it is probably for
Elijah, or Elihu, or Eliab, or some similarly compounded name. It should be
noted for the record that the text reads: o3 *Sp ma ovwb ~wm (Jerusalem
Talmud, Hagigah 77, col. 4, line 57), which neither author has quoted
correctly. There are other misprints in Lightfoot’s Hebrew quotation.

C. Gore (1895:36) noted that the phrase in Jerusalem Chagigah (fol. 77,
col. 4) is: o282 *5» o oo wom. He notes Lightfoot’s translation: He saw
Miriam the daughter of Heli among the shades (@9¥37 *2¥), but he is certain
that the only legitimate translation is: He saw Miriam the daughter of
'"Onion-Leaves’ (t2yy "»v—a nickname of a kind not uncommon in the
Talmud), and there is no reason to suppose that there is any reference to
Jesus” mother here, he concluded: M. Schwab (1960 VI, 278) has translated the
phrase as, “Miriam la fille d’Ali-Becalim.” His transliteration favours Gore’s
vocalization and interpretation.




Chapter I : The reconciliation of Jesus’ genealogies 42

Only if it can be shown from the context that Miriam is Jesus” mother
would there be a slight possibility that there is genealogical material here. But
even if such an identity could be proved, which is very doubtful, there
remain three further difficulties, (i) The text reads *»» not *oi; and "7& is the
nearest equivalent to Heli. An exception to the general rule is required to
identify Heli with *5p. (i) *5v does not stand alone: it is part of a double-
barrelled name, *Afi-Besalim (or:'Ali Besillim). (iii) The vocalization of "5 is not
certain and it is anyone’s guess which of the two vocalizations given above is
correct. It is a poor case that must call on such a fortuitious sequence of
consonants to connect Mary with Heli. It is then misleading to say that Jewish
tradition supporis this theory in their literature. This is the only reference in
Rabbinic literature that lies behind such a claim.

I. H. Marshall (1978:162) identifies ‘HA{ [not 'HAL] with Hebrew *w (cf. 1
Sam 1:3; 1 Kgs 2:27; et al.). The identification of the Miriam, daughter of Eli, in
j. Hag. 2:77d, 50 (SB 1I, 155) with Mary, the mother of Jesus, so that Eli would
be her father and the father-in-law of Joseph {(cf. G. Kuhn, 1923:209 n.) is very
conjectural, and is rejected by P. Billerbeck, he concluded.

It must be conceded that to make a case for Mary’s genealogy out of the
name Heli requires special pleading of a very generous kind.

1.5.3. Against the Marian genealogy

S. J. Andrews (1891:58), while a supporter of the view that Luke gives
Mary’s genealogy, conceded that if we set aside for the present the genealogical
table in Lk 3:23-38 as of doubtful reference, there is no express declaration that
Mary was of the house of David. The supposition that Lk 1:27 refers to her,
though formerly defended by many (e.g. K. Wieseler, 1845; 1869:143), is very
doubtful, he says. Against it are ]. A. Bengel, H. A. W. Meyer (1877 1, 61), F. X.
Patritius, H. Alford, P. Fairbairn and F. Godet. Some have supposed she went
with Joseph to Bethlehem at the time of the taxing (Lk 2:5), because she, like
him, was a descendant of David (so E. Robinson, 1847:186; W. H. Mill,
1842:209). This Andrews sets aside as surmise.

He noted (p. 59) that the silence respecting Mary contrasts with the
prominence given to the Davidic descent of Joseph, and this has led many to
suppose that the Evangelists attached no importance to her lineage, but only
to her conjugal relation to him. As his wife she became a true member of
David’s family. Her child belonged to him according to the principle which
lay at the foundation of marriage amongst the Jews, that what was born of the
wife belonged to the husband. As the child had no human father, and as he
adopted it, it became in fact his, and inherited whatever rights or privileges
belonged to Davidic descent. Since, then, through His legal relationship to
Joseph, Jesus could truly be said to be of the house and lineage of David, it was
wholly unimportant to specify the family of Mary (so Da Costa and Fairbairn).
That she was, in fact of David’s line, is maintained by most who regard the
fact as in itself unimportant, or not proved.

The question of the Davidic descent of Mary thus regarded becomes
one of secondary interest, as no promise of God is made dependent upon it.
But if we take higher ground, argued Andrews, and seek more than a legal
relationship, there is good reason to believe that she was of the royal family,
and that thus Jesus was in every sense the son of David. Peter at Pentecost
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(Acts 2:30) declared that in Him was fulfilled the oath which God swore to
David, “that of the fruit of his loins according to the flesh He would raise up
Christ to sit on his throne.” This language taken in connection with the
phraseology of the original promise (2 Sam 7:12), “I will set up thy seed after
thee which shall proceed out of thy bowels,” seems to point to Jesus as his
lineal descendant. The words of Paul readily bear the same interpretation
(Acts 13:23): “Of this man’s seed hath God according to His promise raised
unto Israel a Saviour, Jesus.” Again, he says (Rom 1:3): “Which was made of
the seed of David according to the flesh.” (See also Isa. 11:1; 2 Tim 2:8; Heb
7:14; Rev 22:16.) In the words of the angel to her (Lk 1:32), “the Lord God shall
give unto Him the throne of His father David,” it is intimated that as her son
He was son of David, and so heir to the throne (cf. also Lk 1:69).

Andrews (p. 60) then argues that the prominence given by Matthew to
the Davidic descent of Joseph, and his silence respecting the family of Mary,
finds a ready explanation in the peculiarities of his Gospel as designed for the
Jews. Its very first sentence gives the clue to its right understanding: “The
book of the generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham,”
He aims to show that Jesus is the heir to the two great Jewish covenants, that
with Abraham and that with David. To this end he must establish first, that
Joseph, Jesus’ legal father, was of David’s house,, and so a lawful heir of the
dignity promised in the covenant; second, that Jesus stood in such a relation
to Joseph as Himself to have legal claim to all promises belonging to the
latter. He therefore brings prominently forward in the beginning of his
Gospel the fact that Joseph was of royal lineage, and cites his genealogical
register in proof. To have said that Mary was of the house of David, and to
have cited her genealogy, would have availed nothing, as it was a rule of the
Rabbins, and one universally recognized, that “the descent on the father’s side
only shall be called a descent; the descent by the mother is not called any
descent.” He could not therefore speak of Jesus as son of Mary, even had it
been generally known that she was of David’s line, for as such He had no
royal rights. It was only as the son of Joseph that he could be the heir of the
covenants. Matthew must therefore bring forth clearly the legal relation in
which Jesus stood to Joseph as his adopted son, but for this purpose it was
wholly unimportant who his mother was. Hence he says very little of Mary,
mentioning only her name, and without any explanatory remarks except
respecting her relation as a betrothed virgin, but says much of Joseph. His
silence, therefore, so easily explained from the character of his Gospel,
respecting Mary’s lineage, proves nothing against her Davidic descent.

In reply to Andrews it can be argued but even if she was of Davidic
descent can it be shown that she was of the Solomonic line? It could also be
argued that Matthew has set out to show that 2 Sam 7:14 was fulfilled. He
gives a straight line from Solomon to Joseph which identifies Jesus as the
promised successor to David who would deliver Israel. Luke, on the other
hand, gives the actual family register of Joseph.

Andrews concluded (p. 61) that the fact that there are two genealogies is
in itself remarkable and perplexing. One is the legal genealogy of his father,
Joseph, and, as the son of Mary, and without any earthly father, her lineage
becomes His. Yet in point of fact this explanation in early times found few or
no advocates; the general opinion being that both tables were those of Joseph.
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W. H. Mill (1842:196) had to conclude: “We find no tradition more clear,
more perpetual and universal” than that both genealogies belong to Joseph.

In effect, while Andrews argues that Luke gives Mary’s genealogy, he is
honest enough to recognise that there is no direct evidence to support his
case. He has come to that conclusion—that Luke gives Mary's genealogy—
from the argument of her Davidic descent, and that in turn is based on his
view of the OT texts that the Messiah would be of the seed of David. To be of
the seed of David, is, for him, a physical thing; and since Joseph was not his
father, though Davidic, then Mary must be Davidic. Working back from this
logical conclusion he eventually had to attribute Luke’s genealogy to her,
otherwise there was no evidence for Jesus’ Davidic descent. But in the course
of his argumentation he has recognised that Joseph could transmit his
Davidic privileges to Jesus, and it was sufficient that Jesus was considered to
be in the eyes of the nation the son of Joseph for his claim to be Davidic and
to be the Messiah to stand, without the need to examine the genealogy of his
mother.

L54. Objections to Speed

Against Mary's genealogy S. J. Andrews (1891:65) lists H. A. W. Meyer,
G. B. Winer, F. Bleek, P. Fairbairn, I. Da Costa, J. H. Friedlieb, F. X. Patritius,
W. H. Mill, C. ]. Ellicott, B. F. Westcott, ]. B, McClellan, F. W. Farrar, A.
Sabbatier, and A. Edersheim. To this list can be added the anonymous author
of The Four Gospels as Historical Records (1895:165), D. F. Strauss (1892:115),
and H. Alford (1868 I, 313), and J. Stark (1866:154).

In the 2nd century it was commonly believed that Mary was of the
family of David (see §1.2.1.); so Justin Martyr, Trypho 43, 45, 100; Irenaeus, III.
xxi. 5; Tertullian, Adv Jud ; Ascension of Isaiah, x. 2; Gospel of the Nativity of
Mary, i. 1. But not a single early Church Father said that Heli was Mary’s
father or that Luke gives her genealogy. On the other hand there were two
who attributed Matthew’s genealogy to Mary, namely, Clement of Alexandria
(AD 215)(Strom. i. 21) and Victorinus (AD 290)(1870:405). J. Daniélou (1967:11)
examined the evidence that Mary was Davidic and found it unconvincing, as
many others have done in the past.

D. Whitby (1703, ad loc.), while prepared to accept that Mary was of the
family of David, rejected Mary’s genealogy on the grounds that it puts a
manifest force upon Luke’s words (so also W. W. How, 1872, ad loc.). Now is
it probable, asked Whitby, that if Luke had intended to signify that it was
Mary’s genealogy, so exact a Grecian as he was should have done it so
obscurely, that from his words the whole stream of antiquity should with a
full consent follow the contrary opinion of Africanus that this was the
genealogy of Joseph? He made the point that it is taken for granted by all the
Jews, that Joseph was as truly the father of Christ, as Mary was the mother, as
we learn from Mt 13:55; Lk 4:22; Jn 6:42, what then could be more to the
purpose of the authors of these genealogies, than to prove that according to
their apprehensions of him, he might be, yea he must be, the son of David, as
Joseph was, especially since they well knew the Jews would never grant, or
aver, to invalidate this argument, that Christ was miraculously born of a
virgin, since that must prove he was the Son of God, and their Messiah, and
so by certain and avowed consequence, the Son of David.
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In an anonymous work (]esué, the Son of David, 1730:9) the objection is
made:

Nor in the whole scripture will it ever be found that a man is said to beget him who is
only married to his daughter; and the reason is plain, because it was recorded shortly
after the birth of the child, who the person was that begot them, whereas a son-in-law
was called a son when he married the daughter; and was put accordingly under that
designation in the Certificate of the grandson's circumcision and Inrolment.

J. MacEvilly (1876 1, 10) objected to Mary’s genealogy because of (i) its
novelty. It was unknown until the 15th century, and whatever may be said in
regard to a few Fathers cited in favour of it {Irenaeus, Origen, Tertullian, and
Athanasius), it cannot be questioned that the weight of authority is in favour
of Africanus’ solution. (ii) It moreover traces our Lord’s pedigree to Nathan,
and not to Solomon, to whose family the promises were made (2 Kgs 7:12-16).
(ili) Again, the Blessed Virgin and St. Joseph being most probably nearly
related by the father’s side (since the Evangelist could not attain his abject
with the Jews in giving any other than the paternal genealogy), they would
surely coincide before reaching the third or fourth generation, and it is hard
to conceive how so wide a divergence in the number and spelling of the
names as that given in the gospels could exist between them. (iv) Again, the
grammatical construction of “as was supposed” in Luke 2:23 would be fatal to
this interpretation, and the insertion of the parenthesis to include Joseph
within i, besides being arbitrary and dangerous in principle, would not much
mend matters. (v} Finally, the Virgin‘s name is not at all introduced by Luke,
who professes to give the genealogy of our Lord through St. Joseph. For
similar criticisms see C. Middleton (1752 II, 29) and A. Plummer (1909:1).

H. L. Mansel (1878 I, 2) urged against the theory (i) that it contradicts the
plain words of the Evangelists, who ascribe both genealogies to Joseph; (ii)
that it leaves unexplained the similar difficulty with regard to the parentage
of Salathiel; (iii) that it is opposed to the general testimony of antiquity,
though so simple as to have suggested itself from the first, had there been
sufficient grounds for adopting it.

H. Alford (1868 1. pt. i, p. 313) wrote:

The two genealogies are both the line of Joseph, and not of Mary. Whether Mary were
an heiress or not, Luke’s words here preclude the idea of the genealogy being hers; for
the descent of the Lord is transferred putatively to Joseph by the as was supposed,
before the genealogy begins; and it would be unnatural to suppose that the reckoning,
which began with the real mother, would, after such iransference, pass back through
her to her father again, as it must do, if the genealogy be hers.

H. A. W. Meyer (1877 1I, 61) objected that Luke is not Mary’s genealogy
even if she is of Davidic descent according to Justin (Dial. ¢. Tryph. xxiii. 45,
100); Irenaeus (ii. 21. 5); Julius Africanus (ap. Eusebium, i. 7); Tertullian and
others, as well as the Apocrypha of the N.T., (e.g. Protev. Jacobi 10, de nativ.
Mariae). Indeed, in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, on the other
hand, the iribe of Levi is definitely alluded to as that to which Mary belonged.
If she is not personally of Davidic descent then she cannot be considered to be
of Davidic descent through Joseph as is done by the Greek Fathers.
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Even if she was an heiress (which has not been not established) this
would be quite a matter of indifference so far as her descent is concerned,
since the law in Num 36:6 only forbade such daughters to marry into another
tribe, and in later times this law was no longer observed.

D. F. Strauss (1865 1, 174) comumented: “the word yevvdw does not
appear capable of denoting anything else than the natural relationship.” It is
utterly in vain to attempt to extract any other meaning from it; and the sure
conclusion therefore is that Matthew gives the true and actual pedigree of
Joseph, argued A. Roberts (1895:32).

The anonymous author of St. Matthew’s Gospel (1878:4) retorted that
there is not the most distant hint in any portion of the New Testament that
Mary was of the house of David. Other objectors were J. Lingard (1836:228),
and C. Campbell (1891:178), “The real point at issue is, whether we have in
either pedigree the descent of Joseph or of Mary; and the conclusion all
simple readers of Scripture will come to is, that in both instances we have
only the genealogy of Joseph. Mary’s may be involved in it, but there is no
hint of such a thing. The passage itself is as simple as possible until we want
to force it to say what it does not say.” F. W. Farrar (1880, Excursus II), “we are
nowhere told that Mary was of the house of David, for both the genealogies. . .
are genealogies of Joseph.” If Luke was aware of the Davidic descent of Jesus
through Mary, he argued, it would be very difficult to account for its non-
appearance in his narrative. On the contrary, twice for Matthew’s once, does
Luke mention that Joseph was of the house of David; while there is no
mention at all, in either Evangelist, of the descent of Mary from David, or any
prince. Mary’'s family is not even named. There is no evidence to show that
Mary was of the lineage of David, or that her genealogy is involved in that of
Joseph, or that they were first cousins. The bare position must be accepted that
it is on Joseph, the putative father of Jesus, not on Mary, that Luke bases any
family pretensions or dignity. Luke is the only writer in the NT who speaks of
the parents {yoveis) of Jesus (2:27, 41; 4:22; cf. 2:48, 33). Mark never alludes to
Joseph. F.W. Farrar (1899 Exc. II} rejected Mary’s genealogy “because it would
do the strongest violence to the language of Luke to make it mean ‘being, as
was reputed, the son of Joseph [but really the son of Mary, who was the
daughter] of Eli, &c.” .” R. T. France (1985) likewise objected: the suggestion
that Luke gives the genealogy of Mary, the real human parent of Jesus, is
unlikely. Not only does Luke state quite cdlearly that he is giving the genealogy
of Joseph, the ‘supposed’ father of Jesus, but it was not the practice to trace a
genealogy through the female line (as distinct from occasionally mentioning
the mother in a patrilineal genealogy). N. Geldenhuys (1971 [1950]:150-155), a
supporter of Mary’s genealogy, acknowledged that it is true that we have no
example in the early church fathers or in the other oldest Christian writers
before the fifth century (see Creed, in loc.), where it is stated that Luke gives
the genealogical table of Mary. This, however, proves nothing, he says, for the
earliest data in connection with the whole problem we only find in Julius
Africanus (about AD 200). What most likely happened, he conjectured, was
that in the earliest times the true interpretation of Luke's genealogical table
was generally known, so that no problem arose at first. Only when towards
the end of the second, or the beginning of the third, century when there was
no longer any first-hand connection with the apostles and their
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contemporaries and first successors did the genealogical data begin to give
trouble.

R. E. Brown (1977:89, 511) noted that the tradition that Mary was a
Davidide may have been fostered in Gentile Christian circles where the force
of Jesus’ legal descent from David through Joseph would not have been
appreciated, and so it would have been felt necessary to make Jesus a blood
descendant of David through Mary.

W. Hendriksen (1979:222) is the only writer in modern times who has
attempted to reply to the objections to Mary’s genealogy. An earlier defender
was J. J. van Qosterzee (1869:62) and before him E. Yardley (1739).

1.6. Cornelius a Lapide (Heiress-——both genealogies are Mary’s)

Cornelius & Lapide [1567-1637] made the suggestion that Mary
was an only child of Joakim, and so was an heiress. She had to marry within
her own tribe (Num 36:7) (cf. 1876 1, 9). Mary being an heiress, her husband
would pass into her father’s family records, and her son would be reckoned to
that family.

Lapide (1892:152) objected to Africanus’ solution and suggested that
both genealogies were Mary’s.
In the time of Christ it was very well known that Mathan was the common grandfather
of Joseph and the Blessed Virgin; and that Jacob, the father of Joseph, and Heli, or
Joachim, the father of the blessed Virgin, were full brothers—as Francis Lucas holds—
or rather, that Jacob was the brother of S. Anne, the wife of Heli, or Joachim, and
mother of the Blessed Virgin; hence the genealogy of one is the genealogy of the other.
For the Blessed Virgin was descended, through her mother, from Jacob, Mathan, and
Solomon, and, through her father, Joachim or Heli, from Mathat and Nathan.
So 5. Matthew gives the genealogy of the Blessed Virgin through her mother S. Anne,
while 5. Luke gives it through her father Heli, or Joachim, so that Christ may be
shown to be descended of the seed of David in both ways.
There is no better way than this of reconciling the genealogies given by SS. Matthew
and Luke.

If Luke gives Mary’s father, then logically Matthew must give her
mother’s genealogy (Saint Anne), who was the daughter of Matthan {and the
sister of Jacob, Joseph’s father), for otherwise all her ancestors, whom
Matthew recounts, belong only to Joseph, and not to the Blessed Virgin and
Christ, Lapide argued.

Lapide (1903:10) believed that—

Joakim, the father of Mary, had no male children, a fact which S. Matthew here

omits, as something perfectly well known in the age in which he writes. Hence it

became the duly of S. Mary to marry a husband of her own tribe and family, that is to

say, Joseph. Thus the genealogy of Joseph became the genealogy of the Blessed Virgin,
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The Church Fathers taught that Joseph and Mary were of the same tribe
and family. Why give Joseph’s and not Mary’s genealogy, since Christ was
born of her alone? Answer (i) Because among the Jews—only through the
male line did a man obtain his pedigree. (ii) Because Joseph was the true and
lawful father of Christ. And Christ was heir not through Mary, but through
Joseph according to 2 Sam 7:12; Ps 72:5; 89:29-37 and 132:11-12. The septre
passed by the right of hereditary succession. Wherefore as Joseph had a
parent’s right over Christ, indeed, all rights which parents have over sons, so
on the other hand, Christ had, with reference to Joseph, all the rights which
sons have in respect to their parents. He had therefore a right to the kingdom
of Israel after Joseph’'s death. Hence the question of the Magi (2:2), “Where is
he that is born King of the Jews?” This was what Matthew wished to
demonstrate, and this explains why he gives the genealogy of Joseph, rather
than of Mary. For she could not be the heiress of the kingdom, so long as
heirs male, like Joseph and others, survived,

Christ may be said to be the fruit of the marriage of Joseph and Mary,
because He was born in wedlock, though not of wedlock. He may therefore be
ascribed either to His father or His mother. Joseph was more fruly the father
of Christ than one who adopts a son is the father of that son. He is only a
father by adoption, but Joseph was father of Christ by marriage. Mary alone
contributed to Christ all that flesh and substance which other fathers and
mothers contribute conjointly to their children. She contributed more to
Christ than other mothers, because she alone was, in a manner, both father
and mother of Christ.

Lapide (1892 [1664]:154) commenting on Luke 3:27, suggested that
Zerubbabel and Shealtiel are not the same as in Matthew 1:12 because Luke's
line comes through Nathan, He finds support for this view in Benedictus
Pereira [¢. 1535-1610], Franciscus Toletus (1611:262), and Francis Lucas (1606).
Perhaps these two descendants of Nathan, being raised to the princely dignity,
borrowed the names of those of Solomon’s family who were illustrious in
that state, he muses.
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The crucial assumption made by Lapide is that Anne was Heli’s wife,
and that Joachim is the same person as Heli. Anna and Joachim are the
traditional names for Mary’s father and mother—never Anna and Heli.

1.6.1. Support for Lapide’s solution

The idea that Mary was an heiress was well publicised by P. Holmes
(1866 1I, 92-101). That Mary was an heiress is likely, argued Holmes, from the
fact that no brother of hers is ever spoken of, though a sister is (Jn 19:25), and
also from the fact that “contrary to the custom of women” she came up to
Bethlehem to be registered (Lk 2:5). He argued that the pedigree in Matthew is
Joseph’s, that in Luke is Mary’s.

The idea had voluminous support, compare 1. de Beausobre & J.
Lenfant (1779:271), J. Bevans (1822:139), P. Devine (1884:238), W. H. Van Doren
(1884 I, 93), E. Greswell (1837 II, 87), H. A. W. Meyer (1880 II, 16) (who
mentions Epiphanius, H. Grotius and ]J. D. Michaelis); R. Mimpriss (1855:49),
W. Pound (1869 1, 92) who claims Origen in his support; T. Scott (1823 IX, 146),
L. M. Sweet (1907:215), T. Brown (1777:662), J. D. MacBride (1835:129), J.
McEvilly (1876:10), F. Martin (1838:84), J. D. Michaelis (1814 1, 422) wha gives
examples (I, 420-26) of heiresses in the OT.

E. H. Dunwell (1876:604) accepted Lapide’s solution as the best available.
He judged (p. 70) that the earliest writers, who refer to the genealogies, all
interpret Matthew as tracing the descent of Jesus through his mother up to
David and Abraham.

What is not clear from a study of the Fathers is whether they
understood Mary to be a Davidide in her own right or as a consequence of her
marriage to Joseph. She certainly entered the House of Joseph through
marriage and so was his property, as it were, and her children would be his,
according to the culture of the times. Some think it absolutely essential that
Jesus’ blood line to David be established if he is to be considered a Davidide,
so O. Holtzmann (1904:82) and P. Dibon (1891 II, 421). In point of fact the legal
relationship of Jesus to Joseph would satisfy the requirement of the Jewish
mind (L. M. Sweet, 1907:209).

L. Da Costa (1851:474) contended that it was not necessary to prove a
Davidic descent for Mary, since, by the Jewish law, the descent by the mother
was not reckoned, and the children were born to the father, as his, and that
the conception of the Holy Spirit altered not at all the legal relationship of the
son born by Mary to Joseph. The solution, he said, lies in a correct idea of
what constitutes descent, according to the flesh, in conformity with Israelite
views.

In the biblical world the woman who was given in marriage—(let the comparison be
understood in a manner becoming the sacredness of the subjoct}—was viewed as a living
possession, bearing fruit to the husband. Hence the expression we meet with every
where: She bore HIM sons and daughters. The children belonged to the father—
belonged to him just as the fruit of his field did; but they did not belong to him simply
as an individual, but, through him, to his whole tribe and race. The fruit of a married
woman’s womb was a blessing in the house of her husband: it was a blessing by the
propagation of his name and posterity in Israel. Hence, when a husband died without
having left children, the obligation imposed by the law of Moses on the brother of the
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deceased to raise up a posterity by the widow, not for himself, but for his deceased
brother; i.e., to propagate that brother’s posterity, and to posscss his heritage.

Now, this first-born Son, whom Mary brought forth at a time when she was engaged by
the marriage-bond to Joseph, belonged...to Joseph, and, through him to the race of
David and the tribe of Judah.

His conception by the Holy Ghost does not alter the fegal relationship of the Son, borne
by Mary to her husband Joseph. Mary was, and remained throughout, the field blessed
by God, which bore its fruit to the house of David, to a son of David (in Mt 1:20, Joseph
is so named by the angel with an evident emphasis). Being conceived, however, not
according to the ordinary laws of nature, but by the power of the Holy Ghost, without
human intervention; the fruit of Mary’s womb was on that account not an ordinary man,
or simply a man, but a man-God. Our Lord Jesus Christ accordingly had his incarnation
by the Holy Ghost, his humanity by Mary his mother, his right and his name as a Son
of David by Joseph, in conformity with the Israelitlc laws and institutions.

E. B. Nicholson (1881:18) makes a throw-away suggestion. Has it been
suggested, he asks, that Luke’s line may be, strictly speaking, not a pedigree at
all but a copy from that part of a Bethlehem land-register which showed the
successive owners of the property belonging to Joseph? Land being
inalienable from a family, and all leases lapsing every fifty years, such a copy
would still show a rough family-descent. In this light Salathiel might be
either the son of Jechoniah or of Neri, but one might go further and suggest
that Salathiel and Zerubbabel are named in Luke, not because they were
family-heirs to Neri, or in any way connected with him or with Rhesa,
Joanan &c., but because in the 70 years of captivity no settlement of land-titles
may have been made and all land-rights may have been looked on as held in
trust during that period by the head of the tribe, “the prince of the house of
Judah,” which Salathiel and Zerubbabel were in turn. But I am far from
advocating such an explanation, cautions Nicholson. The suggestion was
later picked up by A. Wright (1900:24), L. M. Sweet (1907:215) and S. C.
Carpenter (1919:66).

1.6.2. Objections to Lapide’s solution

The fact that Mary travelled with Joseph to Bethlehem may not be
significant because she knew she was the mother of the Messiah and she was
fully aware that he would be born in Bethlehem, so this fact could have
induced her to go there for the birth. It might have been a deliberate move on
her part to fulfil the prophecies relating to the birth of the Messiah,

E. B. Nicholson (1881:17) objected that there is no instance given of a
Jewish genealogy in or out of the OT in which the descent of an heiress’s
husband is traced from his wife’s father. The nearest approach to anything of
the kind is in Num 32:41; Dt 3:14, where Jair the son of Manasseh’s daughter,
but great-great-grandson of Judah in male descent, is called “the son of
Manasseh;” but this is not in a pedigree, and the vagueness with which the
word “son” is used in the OT “to signify almost any kind of descent or
succession” (W. Smith, 1893 I, 1355) is well known.

s e
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Nicholson further objects that women’s names are found in
descending pedigrees (as Matthew’s) often enough, and, though Luke's is
ascending, he might at least have named Mary’s parentage (say in 1:27) as a
clue. To suppose that without giving any clue whatever he has simply put
out a pedigree of Mary with Joseph’s name instead of hers is either to suppose
that he copied some written pedigree of which he did not know the
construction, or else to credit him with the smallest amount of common
sense. In either case, some single parallel ought at least to be shown.

D. F. Strauss {1892:115) strongly criticised the heiress solution, as did C.
Middleton (1752 1I, 29).

1.6.3. Modification fo Lapide
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F. H. Dunwell (1876:607) suggested that it was Nathan’s line that
became extinct with Neri, otherwise he follows Lapide’s solution.

H. A. W. Meyer (1880 II, 16) rejected Delitzsch’s view who suggested
that after the premature death of his father Jacob, Joseph was adopted by Heli
as his foster son, and brought up along with Mary; and thus Heli was Joseph'’s
foster-father, but Mary’s actual father.

L7. Hugo Grotius (Luke gives Joseph’s natural descent)

H. Grotius (1641) is one of the first to make it clear that Shealtiel was
the legal son of Jechoniah, and the natural son of Neri. Grotius’ comment is:

For myself, guided, if I mistake not, by very clear, and not fanciful grounds, I am fully
convinced, that Matthew has respect to the legal succession. For he recounts those who
obtained the kingdom without the inter-mixture of a private name. Then Jechonias, he
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says, begot Salathiel. But it was not doubtfully {i.e. it was clearly] intimated by
Jeremiah, under the command of God, that Jechoniah, on account of his sins, should dic
without children {ch. xxii. 30). Wherefore, since Luke assigns Neri as the father of the
same Salathiel, a private man, while Matthew gives Jechoniah, the most obvious
inference is, that Luke has respect to the right consanguinity, Matthew to the right of
succession, and especially the right to the throne—which right, since Jechoniah died
without issue, devolved, by legitimate order, upon Salathiel, the head of the family
of Nathan. For among the sons of David Nathan came next to Solomon. {Trans. taken
(rom P. Fairbairm, 1858:193}
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Hugo Grotius in effect modified John Damascene’s scheme by making
Matthan, Estha’s first husband, die childless; Melchi, the second husband of
Estha, is represented as the father of three sons, Jacob, Heli and Levi. Jacob the
eldest is reckoned by levirate law as the son of Matthan, while the second
eldest, Heli, becomes the father of Joseph, who is transferred to the childless
Jacob, as his legal son and heir. Levi, the third son of Melchi, has a son called
Barpanther, who is the father of Panther (a strange inversion of names),
whose son Joakim is the father of Mary. By making Levi the son of Melchi,
Grotius has come back into line with the text of Luke.

On this view, Jehoiachin is the last of Solomon’s line, and Solomon’s
line is kept going on three occasions by transfers into his line. Joseph and
Mary on this view have no Solomonic blood in them. J. Maldonatus (1888:23)
traced the idea that Heli was the actual father of Joseph back to Ambrose and
to others mentioned by Augustine in Quest. 56 in Novum Testamentum.
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L. E. Du Pin (1713 [, chap. 3, p. 222) mentions another opinion that Jacob died
without issue and Heli married his widow, so that Joseph was the natural son
of Heli, and son to Jacob in the right of Succession, according to the law. This
is the opposite to Africanus’ story.

H. Broughton (1608:12) (who advocated the Marian genealogy) sees
confirmation for Christ’s descent from Nathan’s line through Neri, whose
name means “my light.” In 2 Sam 21:17 David, because of old age, is told:
“You shall no more go out with us to battle, lest you quench the Ner [%1] of
Israel.” David called God “Neri” (“my lamp” [y} in 2 Sam 22:29). So Neri
bore a name for the throne of David that shall continue for ever.

Probably the solution that Matthew gives Joseph’s legal descent from
David, while Luke gives his natural descent was the natural progression once
Africanus’ solution fell out of favour. It has as many adherents now as those
who hold that Luke gives Mary’s genealogy. Its continuity with Africanus’s
view is that both genealogies are Joseph's.

H. P. Hamann (1984:12) suggested that in Luke we have the natural line
of descent from David down to Jesus, while Matthew gives us the line of
kings of David’s line and, after the destruction of Jerusalem, the line of
pretenders to the kingship. This view agrees with A. Hervey’s (1853) insofar
as Luke gives Joseph's natural father as Heli, not Jacob.

1.8. Abbé Nicholas Caussin (Two different Josephs)

As we have seen the sixteenth century witnessed various efforts to
reconcile the genealogies. Given that both genealogies were Joseph's
disagreement arose over who was Joseph’s biological father; was it Jacob or
Heli? On the hypothesis that one of the genealogies had to be Mary's,
disagreement arose over who was her biological father; was it Jacob (C. H.
Trwin, [after 1923], p. 399); or Heli or neither? or even Joseph himself?

According to Abbé Nicholas Caussin [1719-1783] the Joseph in
Matthew’s list was not to be considered the same person in Luke’s list; one
was the father of the other, and both had the same name, He published a
work in 1759 in which he suggested that Mary was the daughter of Joseph
(=Joseph I) mentioned in Matthew 1:16, and was married to another Joseph
(=Joseph II) mentioned in 1:18. Father and son had the same name and this
accounted for the confusion. It also supplied the missing generation in the
third group. It would appear (after considerable search) that no copies of this
work have survived. A summary of the work appeared in the British
Magazine 6 (1834) 1-10. The work was quickly condemned and suppressed by
his ecclesiastical superior.

H. A. Blair (1964:153) suggested that Joseph in Matthew was the father,
not the husband, of Mary. Mary was the 14th member of Matthew’s third
group and the original reading was, ‘Jacob begat Joseph, and Joseph begat
Mary, of whom was born Jesus.

Paula Seethaler (1972:256-57) accepted the rather desperate hypothesis
that Matthew and Luke give us the genealogies of two different Josephs (cf. R.
E. Brown, 1977:89).
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1.9. Johannis Barrett (Luke gives Mary’s Solomonic genealogy)

Annius in his forged work on Philo showed that the names in Luke
and Matthew from Joash through to Jannai (or twenty-eight generations)
were double names for the same person. But his scheme of double names
from Zerubbabel to the end of the OT canon was not taken up by anyone. J.
Barrett (1801) and A. Hervey (1853) attempted their own list of double names
based on the assumption that Matthew and Luke ought to have followed
Zerubbabel’s genealogy as given in 1 Chronicles 3:17-24.

Matthew and Luke represent one genealogy

A
' N
Maithew 1 1Chaan. 3 Tuke 3
Salathiel Salathiel Salathiel
Zerubbabel Zerubbabel Zerubbabel
—omitted— Rephaiah Rhesa
—omitted— Arnan/Onan. Joanna/Jonan
Abiud Obadiah Juda
Eliakim Shechaniah Joseph/Josech
—omitted— Shemaiah Semei
—omitted— ~-omitted— Mattathias | These two
—omitted— —omitted— Maath interpolated
—omitted— Neariah Nagge
Azor Azariah/Elioenai  Esli
—omitted— Joanan/Joanam Naum/Anum
A\ S
V
The genealogy continues
as two distinct branches
A
' N
Matthew 1 Luke 3
—omitted— Armne
Sadoc Mattathias
Achim Joseph
Eliud Janna
Eleazar Melchi
Maithan Levi
Jacob Matthat
Joseph Heli
Mary
LW V)
v
JESUS

Barrett attempted to reduce the post-Exilic lists of names to a single
register in order to prove that the names Shealtiel and Zerubbabel in
Matthew and Luke refer to the same pair of individuals, and hence to give
Mary a Solomonic lineage. He might also have attempted to remove the
embarrassing and glaring discrepancy between the two gospel genealogies and
1 Chronicles 3:17-24, He could not deny, however, that for the pre-Exilic
period there were two distinct branches recorded in Matthew and Luke. This
fact strengthens the case that there are likewise two distinct branches recorded
in Matthew and Luke for the post-Exilic period.

His choice of names to f{ill in the Chronicles column is very
questionable. He has a low opinion of the accurate transmission of the
Hebrew and LXX texts and he is prepared to transpose verses (e.g. 1 Chr 3:18 is
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placed after v. 20; cf. R. Chapman, 1836:13) and transpose consonants to arrive
at his identifications. His identification of Shemaiah (1 Chr) with Semei (Lk)
was taken up by A. Hervey (1853) who appears to have got his idea of double
names from this work.

The test of any solution is the relationship between Shealtiel and Neri
on the one hand, and between Joseph and Heli, on the other. Barrett's
solution is to argue by analogy, that is, in the same way as Neri is said to be
the father of Shealtiel, though it is evident he was no more than his maternal
grandfather, so Heli would appear to be the maternal grandfather of Christ,
although he is called his father. Barrett believed that the Messiah had to
descend from Solomon, not Nathan, and so he took the option that Shealtiel
was the natural son of Jehoiachin and Joseph was the natural son of Jacob. He
understood Shealtiel and Joseph to have father-in-laws but not fo be levirate
sons. If Shealtiel was the natural son of Neri then Mary, and consequently
Christ, did not descend from Solomon, and this would contradict the divine
promise of 2 Sam 7:12-16, he argued.

But Barrett has not moved the solution beyond what Speed and
Annius before him have advocated, in that he too believed that Luke gave
Mary’s genealogy, except that where they believed that Solomon’s line died
out, Barrett chose to keep the Solomonic connection through to Joseph,
which is a significant difference. He quotes the statement of Calvin, that “If
Christ has not descended from Solomon, he cannot be the Messiah.” But
Barrett was unaware that Calvin did not envisage a physical blood connection
between Mary (or Joseph) and Solomon. Calvin accepted that Solomon’s line
died out as early as Joash. It was enough for him that there was a legal
connection with Solomon. But then what solution ever denied this? It was a
safe assertion to make because it can be appropriated by all the solutions
presented in this work,

Support for his particular approach came from J. Bevans (1822:135), R.
Chapman (1836:9-19 who gives an English synopsis) and was treated
sympathetically by A. Clarke (1840:400-408 who also gives an English
summary of Barrett’s work).

G. Kuhn (1923:208-09) worked out a scheme whereby the Lucan list
from Jesus to Mattathias, son of Semein (in Luke’s list nos. 1-15) is a duplicate
of the list from Jesus/Joshua to Mattatha, son of Nathan (in Luke’s list nos.
29-41). In this way he shortened the list between Jesus and David by fifteen
names, which reduced the number to twenty-eight, which in turn equalled
Matthew’s total for the same period. However, the scheme still left twenty-
two names in Luke as against fourteen in Matthew between Jesus and
Shealtiel. It solved nothing,.

1.9.1. Double names
J. Stark (1866:154) denied that Luke gave Mary’s genealogy with the
argumen’t:
But there is a fact stated in these lists which is totally at variance with the idea that
the one list contains the names of Mary’s progenitors, while the other list gives those of
Joseph, and it is this, that both lists agree as to the person who was the grandfather of
Joseph. Matthew calls him Matthan, while Luke names him Matthat; but it is the
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same name, If this be so, then the lists are easily reconciled...two names for the same
person, and so Joseph's father had two names, i.e. Jacob and Heli.

In support of double names he points to Matthew=Levi; Simon=Peter;

Iscariot=Judas; Jethro=Reuel=Raguel=Hodab (Ex 3:1=3:2=Num 10:29=Jud 4:11).
The trouble with this solution is how far back can he go applying his

theory? Would Solomon and Nathan be two names for the same man?

We noted above (§1.4.3.) the remark of Gregory-Nazianzus (AD 390)
condemning the double-names solution.

The knowledge that men often had two names was well-known and
this was thought to be the case with the two genealogies of Jesus. Some
thought that this was sufficient to reconcile the genealogies (cf. anonymous,
St. Matthew's Gospel, 1878:4), and R. Glover (1956:5). Others, like H. Alford
(1868 I, 313), mentioned this as a contributory cause to the confusion now
evident in the genealogies: “With all these elements of confusion, it is quite
as presumptuous to pronounce the genealogies discrepant, as it is over-
curious and uncritical to attempt to reconcile them.”

Johannes Lucidus (1546:50) made full use of Annius’ work and drew up
a table showing Luke’s seventy-six names (he omitted Cainan II). His main
purpose was to try and merge the two tables as much as possible, and so
obliterate the disparity between them (see §1.4.2. above).

The most extreme attempt to merge the two tables was that attempted
by G. W. Butler (1875:17-31). He drew up a table of fifty examples of double
names found scattered throughout the Bible in an attempt to merge the two
genealogies by the force of analogy, rather than by demonstration.

F. P. Kenrick (1849:35) and W. W. How (1872, ad loc.) tentatively
suggested that Heli and Jacob were two names for the same person and so
Heli was Joseph's natural father.

1.10. Christian Observer (Luke gives Mary's father and mother}

Some unusual attempts were made to explain individual anomalies
between the Evangelists’ lists, such as Matthew’s twenty-eight generations as
against Luke’s forty-three. Such an attempt was published in the Christian
Observer for 1811, The discrepancy between the longer list in Luke for the
period from the Exile to the birth of Jesus was solved by suggesting that Luke
has merged two separate genealogies, ane was Mary’s father and the other her
mother.
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Christian Observer (1811)
Da?id
Solomon. Nathan
1
H
Jechonish Nej'ri
|
Shealtiel
Zerutiba‘l:nel
] I
Abiud Rhesa Joanen
Joda Jos?ch
Jocob Matthat }{eiu
(Mary’slt‘ather) (Mary’s Imother)
Jos?ph Ma:ry
I
Jesus

Even if correct it solves nothing.

From Zerubbabel to
Joseph are ten generat-
ions according to Mt, and
by Lk twenty generat-
ions. Hence LK. has
recorded the collateral
branches of Mary’s
family, viz. her paternal
and maternal descent,

It is possible thatl the
original registers con-
sisted of ¢olumns, and
that these columns were
later run together by
the scribes and so
account for the present
difficulties.

L11. Daniel Benham (Three merged tables in Luke)

D. Benham (1836) also tried to account for the longer Lukan list. He
believed he could discern three distinct genealogies which had become
merged info one long list. His theory began with the observation that some
names are duplicated in Luke’s list, and on the basis of these duplications he

divided Luke’s genealogy into three distinct tables.

Benham's Composite Lists

List List B List A

Matt 1 Lk 3:29-30 Lk 3:25-28 Lk 3:23:24
1 Adiud Rhass ? ?
2 | Eliakim®| Ellokim® 2]
3 zA:or J]omm: In}:ﬁan: Jannei ¥

a00k ogeph - .

5 AXim Judeh ® }ﬁ.}onun*
EN Eliud Simeon® Semlei.n* Melki
? Eleszarx Levi ¥ Daughter miatltathias) Deughter m., Len ¥
8 | Matthan®| Deughtex . Matthat’| Meatn® Dactghter m. Matthat
9 |C—=—— Joﬁlm N‘ﬂ;ﬂ'i I l____.?.::]
10 Jacob Ejiegex ¥ Daughter Iﬁl@ J l(iOb Eii ¥
i1 |37 =7 DNeughter m Nahum — 1]
1z [E2Z C=2—1 Amos [——
13 |21 —= Mattathias —
14 | 7 osrph * {Hery) Joseph ¥ { Hery)
13 | Jesus { Jesus ) { Jesus ) Jesus

* indicetes the same name {with some difference in spelling) and refers to the same person.

{This table hew been constructed on the basis of Benham's view.)
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Another way of presenting his view is to superimpose his three lists on
top of one another.

David List 8
List C T . 1 Lk 3:24-28 i
1k 3:29-31 ——> Nat Solomon §
’ H*hlatf h El!'nznilsm
Mattatha Henasaeh Cogam
j\man Adid
ogieh . Melki m, daughter
Menna Jeohoniah Nexri m, daxghtex
l Shealtiel m. daaghter
Zexubbabel
Melea Abiud=Rhes
daughter Eliakim
Jonam ! Az;or
Lk %:‘fgxﬁm H wdaht Zedok
H oseph Akim
Meikd ,_h.imm‘ Bfnud*
3 LU
daug&!er Levi ;.uqtur Mettathies®
daughtex Hatthat*
I 1
Joxim Naggni Jacek
: dsughter m. Esld !
: daughter m. Nst.\um
dEligietr Ar‘nu
oaaler Huttathies
% * 3
nirr T
J":ph :
1
Jesus
1 Jonam=Joanan=Jannai 2 Judahs=joda
3  Joseph=Josech 4 Simeon=Semein
5  This namc is not in Matthew’s list 6 Matthat=Matthan=Maath

BEven if correct his scheme solves nothing.
112, Arthur C. Hervey (Matthew gives Mary’s genealogy)

The most useful, critical, full-scale treatment of the problem of Jesus’
genealogies was that given by the Bishop of Bath & Wells, Lord Arthur
Hervey in 1853.

His position is summed up in the following diagram.

Hervey’s solution is built on the following assumptions:—
That Jechoniah was childless

That Shealtiel was childless

That Meshullam, Pelathiah and Jesaiah were all childless
That Shelomith married Elionai, the grandson of Shimei
That Abiud (or Juda) was the son of Elioenai

That Eleazar was childless

That Matthan and Matthat are the same person

That Mary was the daughter of Jacob

-
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N(l:ri

T 1
Shea}ltiel Pedlaiah

<. | I

Zerubbabel Shimei
Neariah 1st generation

Meshullam  Hananiah  Shelomith m. Elioenai 2nd generation

(=Joanna)} {daughter)
L
I
Pelalthiah 3rd generation
T J eselaiah
L Abiud 4th generation
(=Juda)
|
A | R
Eliakim Joseph A
Azor Semei
Zadok Mattathias
Achim Maath
Elid Naggi
Eleazar Esli 13 i
Naum generations
Amos
Matthathias
Joseph
Janna
Maichi
= Levi __ oo A
_c-* Matthan=Matthat
I |
Jafl:ob Heli
(No sons)
Mary m. Joseph
JESUS

According to Hervey Jechoniah was literally childless and the crown
passed into Neri’s family, to Shealtiel his natural son. He then traces a very
complex set of catastrophes whereby Shealtiel is childless and the family
fortunes pass to Zerubbabel, his nephew. Zerubbabel’s line dies out and the
inheritance passes through his daughter, Shelomith, who married Elioenai.
The line of Elioenai died out with Eleazar and the inheritance passed over
into Matthan’s family who had two sons, Jacob and Heli. Jacob’s line ended
with a daughter, Mary, and Heli had a son, Joseph, who married his cousin
Mary, the mother of Jesus. Such is the theory.

Hervey (1853:5) acknowledged that had it seemed good to the Holy
Ghost to give us in express terms the lineage of Mary, he might have done so
without any deviation from Jewish or scriptural custom. By the same method
by which we are informed of the lineage of Milcah, Rebecca, Rachel, Elisheba,
Zeruiah, Segub’s mother, Bathsheba, Elizabeth, and innumerable others, it
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would have been easy to record the name of the father or of the family of the
Virgin. If we take the scriptural narrative in its plain natural sense, he argued,
there is really no room for doubt or question, but that in both Gospels the
genealogy of our Lord Jesus Christ is traced through Joseph.

He then {p. 7) notes that Chrysostom, and others after him, apply the
words “of the house of David” to Mary. But that they belong to Joseph is clear
from their position, from the allusion to the same fact in 2:4, from a
comparison of the similar description of Zacharias, in 1:5, and from the
insertion of Tis mwaplevov instead of adTfis after the following 76 &vopa, which
shews that the intervening words had applied to some one else.

Next he notes (p. 8) that under the marriage contract Mary belonged, in
virtue of her husband, to the house of David. (Cf. Jn 1:45, 49, Philip’s speech to
Nathanael, “We have found Him of whom Moses . . . . and . . . the prophets,
wrote, Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph.”) So that we seem to be fully
justified in saying, that all the incidental notices of Jesus, as the son of David,
fall in with that view which the genealogies bear upon the face of them, viz.
that he was, and was considered to be, the son and heir of David in virtue of
the descent of Joseph his (reputed) father. And there is consequently not the
slightest encouragement from Scripture to understand the genealogies
otherwise than in their obvious meaning, as the genealogies of Joseph.

He suggested (p. 9) that the idea that Luke gives Mary’s genealogy arose
in order to explain (i) the double line of ancestry deduced through Solomon
and Nathan respectively; and (ii), in order to satisfy the feeling which is
natural to us, that Mary’s genealogy ought to have been given, and that if she
was not of the seed of David, the promise that “of the fruit of David’s loins,
God would raise up Christ to sit upon His throne,” would not have been
fulfilled, inasmuch as in no real sense could Jesus then be said to be “of the
seed of David.”

Hervey’s first major assumption (p. 12; cf. pp. 37, 344) is that Matthan
(Mt 1:15) is the same person as Matthat (Lk 3:24). This is quickly followed by
his second, namely, that Jechoniah was literally childless. Where Matthew
calls Shealtiel the son of Jechoniah, understand legal son, he advises. Where
Luke calls Shealtiel the son of Neri, understand the natural son of Neri. To
sustain this interpretation Hervey held that “begat” in Matthew has two
meanings: sometimes it means natural son but sometimes it means legal son.
The same applies to the relationship between the persons in Luke’s
genealogy.

From Jeremiah 23:5-6 Hervey argued (p. 17) that the future “Righteous
Branch” and King would not be of the seed of Jehoiachin, but would descend
from David in some other way. As proof he refers to Isaiah 11:1 where he
takes ¥ to mean the stump of a tree cut down. A sucker grows from its roots.
He takes this as a picture of the royal tree having been cut down to the ground
by the failure of Solomon’s line in Jehoiachin and there grew up from the
stump another line, that of Nathan; Isa 40:24 {(cf. Job 14:7-8 and Isa 53:2).

Having thus established the point that Matthew does not give us in his
gospel the lineal parentage of Joseph, it becomes easy to see upon what
principle these genealogies are framed, reasoned Hervey (p. 20). The principle
he argues for is based on a distinction between the promises made to David
and to Solomon. The promises made to David are unconditional; the
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promises to Solomon are not stated in such unconditional terms. The
promise to David distinctly requires that Christ should be David’'s seed
(unconditional); the promises to Solomon will be quite satisfied by Christ
being his heir. He points out that in Acts 2:30 Peter refers to the promise made
to David that “of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, God would raise
up Christ to sit upon his throne.” The promise to Solomon was that his
throne would be established forever, “and My mercy shall not depart away
from him, as I took it from Saul.” 2 Sam 7:13-16 says his throne is for ever (Ps
89:35-36); also 1 Chr 17:14. But Hervey can then point to Numbers 27:8-11,
where, if a man have no son the inheritance passes over to his daughter.

Hervey assumes (p. 21) that before the Babylonian Exile Shealtiel, the
natural son of Neri, was formally acknowledged as heir of the Royal House
and as such had been reckoned among the “sons of Jeconiah.”

Africanus had hinted in an indirect manner that upon the failure of
Solomon’s line the descendants of Nathan his brother might be his legal
heirs. Joseph was Solomon’s heir only inasmuch as he was Nathan’s
descendant (cf. Hervey p. 343). From time to time when Shealfiel’s line failed
to provide a son, a son was brought in from Nathan’s line, and in this way
the line was continued down to Joseph.

Hervey, on the other hand, does not accept this state of affairs. He
believed that there was no break in Abiud’s line of descent until Eleazar who
had no son, and it was at this point that Matthat (from the line of Rhesa) was
brought in and made Eleazar’s heir.

Given Hervey’s approach he is forced to amalgamate the two lists
between Matthan and Jesus. If Africanus is correct that there were many
occasions when the line of Abiud had to be kept going by grafting in sons
from Rhesa’s line then his scheme makes better sense than Hervey’s, who, as
soon as there is one break in the line of descent, merges the two distinct lines
of Abiud and Rhesa into one line. Hervey’'s scheme does not allow for
Africanus’ multiple marriages between the two lines to take place.

In order to strengthen his case that the Hebrews could have double
genealogies, one showing the natural descent and the other showing the line
of inheritance, Hervey (p. 26) drew on the analogy of Jair, son of Manasseh,
and Jair, son of Judah. In 1 Chr 2 his genealogy appears among those of the
house of Judah; and he is shown to derive his origin through his paternal
ancestors from Hezron the son of Pharez, the son of Judah. For his father
Segub, was the son of Hezron. But Moses always calls Jair “the son of
Manasseh,” (Num 32:41; Dt 3:14-15); and tells us, moreover, as does the
author of 1 Chron 2, of his possessing a number of small towns in Gilead,
which he calls Havoth-Jair—the towns of Jair. The explanation of this
apparent discrepancy is supplied in 1 Chron 2:21-23, where we read that
Hezron married, in his old age, the daughter of Machir the son of Manasseh,
who bare him Segub, and that Segub begat Jair, who had twenty-three cities in
the land of Gilead. But it is added that Hezron’s other son by Machir’s
daughter, Ashur, had his inheritance in Judah; for he was the father of
Tekoah, a city of the tribe of Judah. Here, then, is a clear instance of a double
genealogy, according to one of which Jair was descended from Judah his true
paternal ancestor; but according to the other was descended from Manasseh,
among whose descendants he became possessed of a considerable property.
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We have here also an example of two branches of the same family being
reckoned to different tribes; for while the children of Segub were reckoned to
Manasseh, the children of his brother Ashur were reckoned to Judah. And it
is obvious to conclude, that what could take place as regards different tribes,
might also take place in regard to different families of the same tribe.

Hervey surmised (p. 28) that it was the law of property and inheritance
which determined the content of the genealogies. He believed the genealogies
of the Jews to have been as much affected by property as by blood; to have
been almost as much geographical as strictly genealogical divisions. The
principle being once laid down that such a portion of the country was the
property of such a tribe, and such a town or district the inheritance of such a
family, it followed that whoever, in the lapse of ages, acquired property in
such portion or district must make out his genealogical connection with such
tribe or family. This would, of course, often be done by marriage with a
female of the tribe or family; but sometimes it must have happened that a
collateral branch succeeded to an inheritance of some different family, or that
means were found even for incorporating into a tribe or family those who
had no blood-relationship with it at all, as for example proselytes. I believe,
says Hervey, that whenever it was practicable a real connection was effected by
marriage—as many of the following examples will shew. The point however
here insisted upon is, that whenever any person had property, his genealogy,
by which I mean that which was recorded in the public and national tables,
would exhibit him as belonging to the tribe and family to which, according to
the original settlement and partition of the land, that property belonged. Thus
Jair was inscribed in the tribe of Manasseh, because Havoth-Jair lay in the
bounds of the half-tribe of Manasseh to the east of Jordan.

In like manner Shealtiel and Zerubbabel were ascribed to the family of
Jechoniah, when they inherited that portion in Bethlehem and in Jerusalem
and that title to the throne which was the birthright of the line of Solomon
and David.

Hervey’s second example {p. 29) of a double genealogy is Caleb. He is
usually called the son of Jephunneh, but he ‘'was a Kenezite, which is
explained by Othniel, the brother of Caleb, being called the son of Kenez;
whence it is obvious to conclude that Kenez was Caleb’s grandfather or
anceslor yet more remote, and the founder of his house. But in 1 Chr 2 we
have the genealogy of Caleb where he is the son of Hur, the son of Caleb, the
son of Hezron, the son of Pharez, the son of Judah. But in 1 Chr 4:13,15, Caleb
and Othniel are the sons of Jephunneh and Kenez, but without the slightest
hint who Jephunneh and Kenez are. The solution I believe, says Hervey, is
that Caleb was not strictly an Israelite at all, and the designation “the
Kenezite” imports as much. His father Jephunneh, and his grandfather or
ancestor Kenez, belonged to some tribe probably friendly to the Israelites, and
may be compared to Jethro, and to the Kenites. That Caleb was not an Israelite
is confirmed by Josh 15:13, “Unto Caleb the son of Jephunneh he gave a part
among the children of Judah;” also in Joshua 14:14, “Hebron therefore became
the inheritance of Caleb the son of Jephunneh the Kenezite unto this day,
because that he wholly followed the Lord God of Israel;” just as it was said to
Ruth by Boaz, “A full reward be given thee of the Lord God of Israel, under
whose wings thou art come to trust,” (Ruth 2:12), Compare too Ezra 6:21. But




Chapter I : The reconciliation of Jesus’ genealogies 63

since Caleb’s inheritance lay within the borders of Judah it was necessary that
he should be reckoned genealogically as one of that tribe.

It is not unlikely (p. 31) that either Caleb’s mother or his wife may have
been the daughter of Hur, and so the ties of affinity have been added to those
of property to connect him with the tribe of Judah. Whatever is certain is, that
Caleb has a double genealogy, through Jephunneh and Kenez on the one
hand, through Hur, Hezron, and Judah, on the other. In Gen 36:11, we find
that Kenez is an Edomitish name {cf. 1 Chr 1:36).

Hervey noted (p. 33) that 1 Chronicles 4 supplies us with three further
instances of persons reckoned in the genealogy of the tribe to which their
mother belonged, which of course makes a double genealogy supposable in
their case.

In the first example the sons of Zeruiah, David’s sister, are Abishai,
Joab, and Asahel, who are reckoned with the family of Jesse; the name of their
father is not given, but we are told in 2 Sam 2:32, that when Asahel died, they
“pburied him in the sepulchre of his father, which was in Bethlehem,” by
which it should seem to be yet further proved how entirely the sons of
Zeruiah were reckoned as of the house of Jesse: a fact which is perhaps also
indicated in the name of Abishai, "' 2% “A father of Jesse.”

The second example is Amasa, the son of Abigail, David's other sister,
whose father, Jether, seems to have been an Ishmaelite (1 Chr 2:17). Cf, 2 Sam
17:25, where Israelite seems to be a corruption for ishmaelite.

The third example concerns the descendants of Sheshan by his
daughter, whom he gave in marriage to his Egyptian servant Jarha (1 Chr
2:35). In 1 Chr 2:31, we read, “And the children of Sheshan, Ahlai.,” And at
2:34, returning to Sheshan, it is said, “Now Sheshan had no sons, but
daughters: and Sheshan had a servant, an Egyptian, whose name was Jarha.
And Sheshan gave his daughter to Jarha his servant to wife, and she bare him
Attai. And Attai begat Nathan, and Nathan begat Zabad, &c.” Again in 1 Chr
11:41, we read, “Zabad the son of Ahlai.” The question arises Who is Ahlai?
The English version by putting children instead of sons, seems to imply that
Ahlai was the name of Sheshan’s daughter, which is the opinion of Junius
and Tremellius. My own conjecture, says Hervey, at first sight was that Ahlai
("7nw) and (tp) Attai indicate the same person, viz. the son of Sheshan’s
daughter, who was grandfather to Zabad, which I have since learnt was Wall’s
conjecture also. A third solution is by Beeston (1840:28) that Ahlai is the
Hebrew name given to Jarha on his circumcision signifying, “Brother to me”
("3 ny), to express his adoption into the family of Israel; and Beeston thinks
this is a clear example of a son-in-law reckaned as a son. It is difficult to decide
which of these is the true solution, concluded Hervey. A fourth solution by G.
Burrington (1836) following Houbigant, that Ahlai was the true son of
Sheshan, born after his daughter's marriage with Jarha, strikes me, says
Hervey, as highly improbable, and as being effectually refuted by a
comparison of 1 Chr 11:41 with 1 Chr 2:35-36.

The fourth example concerns the sons of Barzillai. In Neh 7:63 we have
mention of priests of the sons of Barzillai. The origin was that one priest took
one of the daughters of Barzillai the Gileadite to wife, and the offspring was
called after their name, but were not permitted to perform the office of a
priest, because they could not prove their priestly descent.
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Hervey conjectures (p. 35) that allured by a large dowry (for Barzillai
was a very great man, 2 Sam 19:32), the priest who married one of his
daughters had allowed himself and his descendants to be reckoned as
children of Barzillai, and so had been left out of the register of the families of
the priests. If this is not the reason it is clear that these priests had a double
genealogy, according as their line was traced up to Barzillai and his ancestors,
or through Barzillai’s son-in-law to Aaron.

J. D. Michaelis (1814 I, 424) has collected together some unusual
marriages in the Bible and they are instructive in showing that there were
some unusual ways in which a man might continue his pedigree out of the
ordinary manner, which were at the same time perfectly legal.

Hervey concludes (p. 36) by reiterating his view that Luke gives
Joseph’s real ancestors and Matthew gives the list of the succession to the
throne. “St. Matthew and St. Luke’s lists contain the names of members of
Nathan’s descendants for the time subsequent to Jeconiah . . . Joseph himself
was lineally descended from Nathan and that the persons in St. Matthew’s list
between Jeconiah and Jesus were adopted into Sclomon’s line.” He argues (p.
38) that Shealtiel and Zerubbabel were Nathan’s lineal descendants.
Matthew’s “Jeconias begat Shealtiel” (though Shealtiel was Nathan’s lineal
descendant) means that Shealtiel was Jeconiah’s heir and successor.
Solomon’s heirs were Nathan’s descendants.

Matthew's post-Exilic list is composed of persons who belonged by birth
to Nathan, but who were incorporated by adoption or inheritance into the
family of Solomon, and in this way the House of Solomon continued up to
Christ. When the line of Solomon died out members were supplied from
Nathan’s line and adopted royal names.

Hervey listed the objections to his scheme as he saw them (p. 41). These
are, (i) that we have an early trustworthy solution in Africanus’ tradition (so
why adopt a new scheme?); (ii) “Begat” in Matthew means proper paternity;
(iii) His scheme leaves us without any evidence that Jesus was truly the seed
of David. We are ignorant of Mary's genealogy, our Lord's only human
parent.

Hervey answers each of these objections in turn. His objection to
Africanus’ solution is given above,

On the objection to his use of “beget” to mean legal sonship he evades
the point (p. 49) by pointing out that the verb can refer to a distant descendant,
e.g. Joram begat Uzziah. But it means physical descent even then,

He next uses Luke who says that Shealtiel was the son of Neri and that
Shealtiel begat Zerubbabel, where 1 Chr 3:19 says that Pedaiah begat
Zerubbabel. But here again the verb is used of physical begetting.

He uses Genesis 10:13-18 where one man begets nations, where we are
to understand the word “begat” in a wider sense than we do when it is said
for instance, “Noah begat Shem, Ham, and Japheth.” It includes a founder’s
paternity over all who remotely derived their origin from him—descendants
of daughters as well as descendants of sons, whenever such female branches
derived from him as their founder, on account of cities or lands or other
inheritances, rather than from their own real ancestors: as e.g. Laban, looking
upon Jacob in the light of a servant, said of Jacob’s family, “Thou hast not
suffered me to kiss my sons and my daughters.” (It could be that the terms
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used by Laban are because he views Jacob as a servant, and not as a free man.)
Laban says: “These daughters are my daughters, and these children are my
children, and these cattle are my cattle, and all that thou seest is mine” (Gen
31:26-28, 43). This wider use occurs in 1 Chr 4:11-12, where a man is the father
of a town’s inhabitants.

Hervey argues (p. 51) that it is manifest that these expressions have
their origin in the principle of the division of the soil of Canaan amongst the
tribes and families, according to real genealogical arrangement. The
predominant notion is, that such a man, of such a family, and such a tribe,
took possession of such a district or such a city, and parcelled it out among his
own children, and when, as in the nature of things must have been the case,
other persons acquired possessions within the circuit of his domain who were
not connected as his family, because they derived their possessions from him,
and he was the “father” of the whole of the occupiers of the soil or city which
was originally his portion. And it is easy to see how soon, under such
circumstances, the ideas of inheritance, or possession, or transmission of
property, would be as readily associated with the terms “to beget,” “father,”
“sons of,” as the more proper ideas of strict sonship or paternity.

Hervey (p. 52 n. 1) latches on to any example of the word “son” which
has a non-physical meaning in support of his view that begetting a son does
not necessarily require a blood connection with the begetter. He refers to the
inscription, “Jehu the son of Khumri (Omri),” and notes that “This monarch
was certainly not the son, although one of the successors of Omri, but the
term ‘son of,” appears to have been used throughout the East in those days, as
it still is, to denote connection generally, either by descent or by succession”
(A. H. Layard, 1853:613).

It was thus that proselytes were incorporated into particular tribes,
though doubtless all territorial connections were, whenever practicable,
further cemented by marriage. The strong genealogical impulses of the
Hebrews, Hervey believed, would naturally lead to the application of the
genealogical term “begat” to him who transmitted his property to his
successor, and of the term “son” to him to whom it was transmitted. it is
more likely that a descending genealogy, like Matthew’s, would have such
artificial generations inserted in it, than one which, like Luke’s, goes upwards.

On the failure of the line with Jechoniah, Hervey conjectures (p. 53)
that they did not want to see the list of ancient names disappear and so they
applied the term “begat” in a less strict sense, so that “Jechonias begat
Salathiel,” who begat his inheritance.

Hervey also argued (p. 55) that from the very nature of things a
genealogy which ran “A. begat B., and B. begat C., &c.” would be more likely
to resort to the contrivance of artificial generations in order to keep up the
appearance of A. having an unbroken line, than one which ran “Z. was the
son of Y., which was the son of X. &c.” where an unbroken line must needs
exist without any artifice.

Lastly, Hervey states that Jews subslitute artificial for real filiation—
another argument that “begat” is not real begetting—see Gen 16:2 and 30:3.
Sarah says to Hagar, “It may be that I may obtain children by her,” and Rachel
says of Bilhah, “She shall bear upon my knees, that I also may have children
by her,” as well as in the law of levirate, Deut 25:5-6. The metaphorical use of
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the word in such passages as Deut 32:18, “Of the Rock that begat thee thou art
unmindful;” “Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ who . . .
hath begotten us again . . . to an inheritance incorruptible,” 1 Peter 1:3-4;
“Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee . ., . .” Ps 2:7-8; is also an
indication of the close connexion in the Hebrew mind of the ideas of
“begetting” and of giving blessings, possessions, property, honours, to be
inherited. See also James 1:18, “He did beget us with a word of fruth.”

The third objection to Hervey’s solution that his scheme leaves Mary
out is answered by Hervey (p. 56) with the observation that in point of facl we
are not given her genealogy in Scripture. We have only to believe that the
wisdom of God has ordered the matter better than our wisdom would have
done, though we may not exactly perceive the reasons which determined the
Divine procedure. Had it seemed good to God’s Holy Spirit to record fotidem
verbis the lineage of the Virgin in the Gospels, it was perfectly easy and
natural to do so. The matter of fact that this has not been done is not altered,
whether we adopt one hypothesis or the other. But having said thus much, it
may be well to add my firm belief that not only are both genealogies Joseph's,
but that both are also Mary’s (cf. p. 60). For if the Matthan of Matthew is the
same individual as the Matthat of Luke, it follows that Jacob and Heli were
full brothers. And if Mary were the daughter of Jacob, and Joseph the son of
Heli, Joseph and Mary would be first cousins, grandchildren of the same
grandfather Matthat. And if Jacob has no son, but only daughters, and his
male heir and successor, as head of the tribe of Judah, were his brother Heli’s
son Joseph, we are quite sure, from the constant practice of the Jews, that
Joseph would marry Mary: just as the five daughters of Zelophehad married
their five cousins, Num 36:11, and as the daughters of Eleazar, the son of
Mahli, were married to the sons of Kish, Eleazar’s brother, 1 Chr 23:22,
Compare also Tobit 1:9; 3:15-17; 6:10-12.

That Mary had no brother it seems reasonable to infer from the total
silence of Scripture concerning any such (p. 58), and therefore one cannot
argue for certain, that because Jesus was born king of the Jews that he was the
legal heir. His being born King of the Jews depended rather upon His being
the Christ, the Son of God.

The supposition that Joseph was not the issue of the last male heir of
the throne of Zerubbabel and David harmonizes remarkably well with the
supposition that his wife was. Both genealogies belong in fact to Mary, as
much as to Joseph.

Hervey does, however, concede (p. 61) that a woman could neither
succeed nor even fransmit the succession. He notes the silence of Scripture
concerning Mary generally and which one cannot but consider as a protest by
anticipation against the extravagant and idolatrous honour which has for
many ages been paid to her.

His own conclusion is “that our hypothesis in favour of which so
much direct and weighty evidence exists, and against which nothing
important can be urged, is, as to its main principles, grounded upon truth” (p.
62).

Hervey on Assir

Hervey understood (p. 98) Assir in 1 Chr 3:17 to be a person, not an

epithet—"the captive.” He also (p. 100) stated that Zerubbabel was not the son
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of Salathiel but “popularly called the son of Salathiel,” because he was his
uncle’s successor and heir. He repeats the argument that Matthew uses
“begat” not implying proper paternity, but the transmission of an inheritance
to a successor.

Hervey on Rhesa

He rejects the suggestion that Zerubbabel had a son called Rhesa. The
term Rhesa meaning “chief” is a title given to Zerubbabel (p. 111}, the title
‘Rhesa’ (head) was written against Zerubbabel’s name by some Christian Jew
of the Babylonian dispersion, to mark that Zerubbabel held the office of chief
of the captivity in his day, and got from the margin into the text. In the oldest
MSS. the genealogy was written in a single column leaving a margin on each
side. Later the double column was preferred. Now suppose a copyist were
transcribing A into B where the gloss "Pnod has been written to the left of the
name Zerubbabel, it is likely that he should take'Pnoa into his two-columned
table and write it to the left opposite Zerubbabel.

The problems with this hypothesis are: (i} Hervey overlooks the fact
that ToD is prefixed to each name so that ‘Pnod by itself would not have the
article prefixed to it in the margin, (ii) He begins the two-columned form of
the genealogy with H\, it could have begun with Joseph, which would have
affected the position of the title ‘Pnod; (iii) His major oversight is that, if it is a
title, Rhesa should follow, not precede, the name Zerubbabel as in “David the
king.” Rhesa was Zerubbabel’s son, not his father, which it might appear to be
if it preceded Zerubbabel’s name and had 709 prefixed to it. In any case he
takes an example from Matthew, namely, “David the king,” and applies it to
Luke’s genealogy who avoids all titles. The so-called epithet “assir” does not
have the article and Hervey therefore took it to be a person and not an epithet
for this reason.

Hervey suggested (p. 113) that Rhesa got into the text through someone
who mistook it for a proper name. He notes that this title was used frequently
after the exile by Babylonian Jews. Against his view, however, is the fact that
the title “Prince [#03] of the children of Judah” appears after the name Nashon
in 1 Chron. 2:10; and Zerubbabel is called “The Prince [#*03] of Judah” in Ezra
1:8. Zerubbabel is never called Rhesa but Nasi in Scripture; so it is unlikely
that the term Rhesa is a title for Zerubbabel in Luke’s genealogy who avoids
all epithets. The use of Rhesa occurs as a lower designation “and the rest of
the chief of the fathers” (wixn "), Whoever transcribed the Hebrew/Aramaic
names of the genealogy into Greek saw ¥&% and made it *Pnod or in some MSS

' Prnodia.
Hervey on Shemaiah/Shemei

Of seven sons attributed to Zerubbabel not one is called Rhesa or
Abiud. Of the seven generations of the sons of Jechoniah not one single name
in Chronicles is mentioned in Matthew or Luke. LXX makes it eleven
generations after Jechoniah but no two names agree with Matthew or Luke’s
lists. The only names in the list of Zerubbabel’s descendants which are the
same as those of Christ’s ancestors after Zerubbabel are Shemaiah, which is
the same as Shimei; Johanan might be the same person as Joannas; and
Azrikam likewise with Azor. But the times in each case are quite different,
notes Hervey (p. 101}, which rules out their identities.



Chapter 1 : The reconciliation of Jesus’ genealogies 68

Hervey (p. 107) notes that H. Prideaux (1845 I, 545) makes the LXX
genealogy reach to Alexander the Great (cf. T. H. Horne, 1825 IV, 59 who
makes it twelve generations from Zerubbabel), long after the close of the OT
canon, This of itself is surely a most suspicious circumstance, says Hervey,
who thinks it strange that Zerubbabel’s brother, Shemei, mentioned in v. 19 is
given no posterity although a famous prophecy of Zech. 12:10-14 implies that
his line would continue to the times of the Messiah. For other interpretations
of who the Shimei is in Zechariah’s prophecy see Hervey (pp. 160-166).

The inability of others to make sense of Zerubbabel’s genealogy in 1 Chr
3:17-24 suggested to Hervey that the text was corrupt. The evidence for this is
that (i) seven sons of Zerubbabel are given but totalled as five. (ii) The
phrasing “the sons of Rephaiah, the sons of Arnan” is unlike anything else in
the genealogy. (iii) The line of Shemaiah differs in the LXX (see W. H. Mill,
1842:152). (iv) The names in v. 21 never or scarcely ever are met with in the
house of David, or even in the tribe of Judah. Arnan occurs only here in the
Bible; Rephaiah is a tribe of Simeon, or Issachar and Benjamin. The four
names Arnan, Rephaiah, Obadiah and Shecaniah are not names of members
of the house of David at all, but of “priests or Levites or others, whose names
have come to be inserted in this genealogy, from their being located in some
part of the inheritance of the house of David, and consequently contained . . .
in some topographical census or register, from which this genealogy was
compiled.” (v) The phrase “the sons of Shechaniah” is repeated in vv. 21 and
22 “of itself a most suspicious circumstance;” also the expression “sons” is
followed by only one name, that of Shemaiah, who is given five sons but
totalled to six. Such is the evidence of the incorrect condition of this portion
of the text of Chronicles; a book which all who have paid attention to the
subject speak of as one of the most corrupted of the Old Testament (so B.
Kennicott [1753:79]: “Chronicles, which, though perhaps the most corrupted
book as well as the latest in the Old Testament, is extremely useful, &c.”

The cynic might say that those who have most to benefit from a
confused and corrupt state of the text of 1 Chron 3 go to great lengths to
exploit any apparent discrepancy to substantiate that view. Their solution
gains strength and credibility the more this can be substantiated because
nothing then stands in the way of their proposed solution.

Hervey’s solution (p. 107, 159) is to delete the repetitious words at the
beginning of v. 22, “And the sons of Shechaniah, Shemaiah” as spurious (an
accidental repetition). “All our difficulties vanish at once. V. 22 reads: ‘And
the sons of Shemaiah, Hattush . ...” and we will know who Shemaiah is, for
we left Shemei at v. 19 in expectation that when his brother Zerubbabel's
posterity were recorded, the genealogy would, according to his usual method,
return to him, and record the names of his descendants likewise.

The source of the corruption is traced to the likeness of Shemei = "yng
to Shemaiah = vy, The final 7 was a copyist’s mistake. The next copyist, not
identifying this Shemaiah with that of Shemei, guessed that Shemaiah was
the son of the person last named, viz. Shechaniah. It so happened that there
was a Shemaiah son of Shechaniah in the time of Nehemiah (Neh 3:29; 10:8)
accordingly he inserted the words, “and the sons of Shechaniah, Shemaiah.”
Or, alternatively, the corruption may have arisen after the copyist wrote v. 21,
and got as far as, “And the sons of” in the ‘next’ verse, and accidentally looked
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at the wrong line, and wrote Shechaniah over again instead of writing
Shemaiah, and then went on to write, “and the sons of Shemaiah” etc. The
text then read: “the sons of Shechaniah. And the sons of Shechaniah. And the
sons of Shemaiah, Hattush, etc.” The insertion of ‘Shemaiah’ to make sense
followed as a matter of course.

Whichever way the corruption occurred, says Hervey, if we consider
the Shemaiah of v. 22 to be the same person as the Shemei of v. 19 we get rid
at once of several immense difficulties and all goes smoothly and orderly in
the genealogy. Instead of six or eleven generations of Zerubbabel's
descendants, comprising twenty-nine males, not one of whom has ever been
identified with one of Jesus’ ancestors, we shall be able to identify one of each
generation for we shall have a full record of the posterity of Shemei down to
the close of the OT canon in the days of Ezra in 446BC. The advantage of this
is that Hattush came up to Jerusalem with Ezra being about 59 years of age, if
his father, Shemei, begat him 20 years after Zerubbabel (his elder brother)
returned to Jerusalem. Zerubbabel was not born earlier than 576 BC.

Hervey’s conclusion is to delete 3:22, “And the sons of Shechaniah,
Shemaiah” as no part of the true text and that for “Shemaiah” we should read
“Shemei.”

Hervey on Shelomith

Hervey gives (p. 121) the daughter of Zerubbabel a prominent place in
his scheme. He notes that she is the only daughter recorded in the whole
genealogy except Tamar. He deduces from the special mention of her and the
lack of sons for Pelatiah or Jesaiah that Zerubbabel’s line was continued
through her. He reasons: If we suppose that Elicenai married his father’s
cousin, Shelomith, the daughter of Zerubbabel and that the eldest son of this
marriage, Hodaiah, on the failure of his uncle Hananiah’s issue, became his
heir and successor it is evident that he might with propriety, be called the son
of Hananiah, just as Zerubbabel was called the son of his uncle Salathiel. The
same result would follow if Hodaiah had merely succeeded Hanaiah as head
of the house of David, as next of kin.

He anticipates an objection to his solution. If Luke gives the natural
lineal descent throughout he ought to have given Hodaiah’s (or Juda’s) line
through Elioenai and Neariah up to Shimei, instead of through Hanaiah (or
Joanna) to Zerubbabel.

His reply is that Luke used the pedigree he found and it is highly
probable that the earlier paternal ancestors of Joseph may have preferred
tracing their descent to Zerubbabel rather than to his lesser known brother
Shimei. The reply is not good enough. It still leaves doubt in the mind that a
false connection has been made when Eliocenai, the natural son of Neariah, is
credited with being the son of his father-in-law.

Hervey on Neariah’s genealogy

Hervey thinks it odd that the biblical name of Zerubbabel’s son Abiud
should be omitted, but it is not (he adds) because Abiud=Hodaiah (or Juda).
Hervey argues (p. 124) sometimes for identification of different names on the
basis of some meaning, but then argues that etymological strictness is not
adhered to, as the names Noah, Cain (Gen 1:29; 4:1), and many others,
sufficiently prove. We may conclude, he says, with some confidence, that in
Abiud, the concluding syllable i or M is an abbreviation of ni, Judah. His
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name was modified to Abiud (as that of Abram, Hoshea, the son of Nun and
others) on his elevation as heir (Abiud means “his father’s praise” or “father
of Tudah”). He makes the identification Hodaiah=Abiud=Juda.

Thus it appears that Matthew passing over the generation next to
Zerubbabel, proceeds to the third generation, viz. to Zerubbabel’s grandson by
his daughter Shelomith, whom he naturally prefers to speak of as begotten by
Zerubbabel, to making him to be begotten by Hananiah (p. 126). Note that in
both uses of the term begotten in the previous sentence, natural offspring is
not in view. In both cases Hervey means he begot a successor.

Hervey on two Zerubbabel’s A

Next Hervey (p. 126 n. 2) dismisses the suggestion that Zerubbabel and
Shealtiel are different persons in Matthew and Luke, “The occurrence of two
such names (both dwak Aeybdpeva) at exactly the same period, and in the same
genealogical sequence, in the genealogy of the same person, is to my mind
conclusive, and any scheme which requires us to consider two distinct
Zerubbabels, son of Salathiel, must by that circumstance fall to the ground” (p.
127).

Hervey on Matthan/Matthat

On the assumption that two identical (or almost identical) names
indicate the same person Hervey claims that Abiud (Mt) is the same person as
Joda (LKk). Then there is a thirteen generation gap (on Luke’s side) before the
two lines merge in Matthan (Mt) and Matthat (Lk). This last assumption is
crucial to his solution and he defends the identification on the grounds of (i)
close resemblance in sound, (ii) identity in position, (iii) common etymology:
Matthan (t), a gift, masc. noun. Matthath (non), contracted to na», same noun
with a feminine termination; (iv) some Fathers and some MSS spell the two
names exactly the same.

This Matthan had two sons, Jacob and Heli: “Jacob I suppose to have
had no son, but to have been the father of the Virgin Mary: Heli, the father of
Joseph. Joseph according to universal Jewish custom, took Mary his cousin to
wife . . . And so [became] Jacob’s successor and heir. Thus all is clear” (p. 130}.

The idea that Matthan and Matthat are two names for the same person
seems to have originated with Augustine, according to C. a Lapide (1866 XVI,
preface). It was accepted as a possibility by J. H. Parker (1855 III, 73), W. Pound
(1869 I, 87), and E. H. Plumptre (1879:51).

Hervey on the childless Eleazar

Matthan seems to have been lineally descended from Joseph, the son of
Judah, of Luke 3:26, but to have become the heir of the elder branch of the
house of Abiud on the failure of Eleazar's issue. If Eleazar had a daughter,
doubtless Matthan married her (p. 134).

This hypothesis arose out of the previous hypothesis. Hervey appears
to have been the first to make the suggestion that Eleazar was the last of his
line which was accepted by H. L. Mansel (1878 1, 5), and J. P. Norris (1880 [, 5).
Hervey on recurrent names

Hervey (p. 157), having given pages of examples where a name is
recycled in the family genealogy concluded: But enough has probably been
said to convince every reader that the recurrence of similar or identical
names in the genealogy of Jesus is not accidental, or improper, but on the
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contrary, is a strong internal evidence of the historical truth and general
accuracy of the genealogies.

1.12.1 Support for Hervey

Hervey’s assumption that Shealtiel was the natural son of Neri can be
found in the work of William Cowper, the Bishop of Galloway in James I's
time (1623: 591; cf. 1612:1-48). Cowper also believed (contrary to Hervey) that
Abiud and Hananiah are the same person (p. 592). He also believed that
Rhesa was the same person as Meshullam in support of which he refers to
“Rhesa Mesciola” in Annius’ forged work of Philo (p. 592).

J. A. Broadus (1893:232) mentions as Hervey’'s supporters—Mill, H.
Alford (1859 1, 444), J. Wordsworth, C. J. Ellicott (1860:96), Westcott, and P.
Fairbairn. {The authors’ initials and sources have been supplied by me.) J. P.
Lange (1861 1, 68) gives his view a fair airing. R. Glover (1889:9/1956:10) gives
it a nod; and it is approved by T. M. Lindsay (1887:71-75), and H. L. Mansel
(1878 1, 5). P, Holmes (1866 II, 92) mentions W. H. Mill (1842) and F. X.
Patritius (1853, lib. 3. diss. 9). Holmes shows that the Fathers knew nothing of
Hervey’s idea, They all hold {(except Ambrose) to the idea that Matthew gives
the natural line of Joseph, i.e. that “begat” in Matthew can mean only natural
begetting, even in its metaphorical and spiritual uses in the NT.

L. H. Marshall (1978:158) stated that “The theory which has gained most
support in modern times is that advanced by Lord A. Hervey.” If it has, it is
not reflected in Christian literature.

1.12.2. Modifications to Hervey’s solution

E. B. Nicholson (1881:9-18) adopted Hervey’s solution with some
amendments. Both pedigrees are Joseph’'s, that in Matthew showing Jesus as
the heir to David’s throne, that in Luke showing his natural descent from
David.

Nicholson (1881:13) accepted Hervey's idea that Rhesa may not be a
person but a Chaldee title of the princes of the captivity. It is very probable,
Hervey had argued (1893 I, 667), that this title was placed against the name of
Zerubbabel in Luke’s text by some early Christian Jew, and thence crept into
the text. But is beyond belief, protested Nicholson, that a note of an early
Christian Jew, anywhere near the end of the second century, should gain such
sudden and general entrance into MSS that it should find its way into every
MS and version now known. Hervey’s former conjecture can alone be
allowed-—that the tifle Rhesa might have been already put against
Zerubbabel’s name in the pedigree from which Luke was copying. And even
then we have to overlook the fact that proper names of the same meaning as
Rhesa are found elsewhere in Luke’s pedigree; for we find two of the name
Melchi “king,” one after, and the other before, the captivity.

Hervey had made Joanan (Jeho-hanan) the same person as Hanan-iah
(one of the sons of Zerubbabel in 1 Chr 3:19). He also made Juda (there is good
ground for reading Juda, Nicholson agrees) the same person as Hodaiah (a
descendant of Zerubbabel in 1 Chr 3:24) and Abiud in Mt 1:13. By supposing
the generation of Joanan to be knowingly left out in Matthew, he was able to
obtain an agreement between the two pedigrees.
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But Nicholson protested that to make the two pedigrees tally with 1
Chronicles Hervey uses methods the most violent and illegitimate. If Rhesa
is not a name, if Hananiah’s name was used in another form, and if
Hodaiah’s name was used in two other forms, then the pedigrees must be
harmonized thus:

1 Chronicles Luke Matthew
Zerubbabel Zorobabel Zorobabel
Hananaih= Joanan (left out)
Shechaniah (left out) (left out)
Shemaiah (left out) (left out)
Neariah (left out) (left out)
Hodaiah= Juda= Ab-iud

The childless Jechoniah is followed by his heir Salathiel, the
representative of the elder branch of Nathan. Salathiel, also childless, is
followed in both pedigrees by his nephew Zerubbabel (perhaps his levirate
son as well).

Nicholson queries: If Luke goes by natural descent, why does he not
give Zerubbabel’s natural father Pedaiah?

Below Zerubbabel (Matthew leaves out the next generation, and Luke’s
Rhesa being a title, not a name, must also be omitted) the pedigrees agree in
Adiud (Mt), or Juda (Lk), whose name is really the same as that of
Zerubbabel’s grandson Hodaiah.

Nicholson objects: In the only place where Hodaiah is named in the
Bible he is not Zerubbabel’'s grandson, but his great-great-great-great-grandson.
It is only by the following process that he is tortured into a grandson. First, a
sentence in 1 Chr 3:22 is cut out by Hervey—an act defended by a purely
imaginary chronological discrepancy; then Shimei and Shemaiah are
supposed to be one man. This turns Hodaiah into a great-great-nephew of
Zerubbabel. He is further metamorphosed into a grandson by his father’s
marriage with Shelomith, Zerubbabel’s daughter, there not being an atom of
evidence for any such marriage, and the lady being seemingly a generation
older than her supposed husband.

Also, if Luke goes by natural descent, why does he give as Hodaiah's
(Juda’s) father, not his real father, nor either of his grandfathers, but one of
his mother’s seven brothers? for Hervey has been driven to account for
Luke’s Joanan by identifying him with Shelomith’s brother Hananiah.

Adiud, or Juda, has two sons; the elder branch fails in Eleazar, who is
followed by Matthan (=Luke’s Matthat), the representative of the younger
branch. Matthan, or Matthat, has two sons, Jacob and Heli. Jacob has no sons,
but a daughter, Mary, whom Heli’s son Joseph marries, thus becoming Jacob’s
heir.

Nicholson objects: If Mary was Joseph’s cousin, how strange that
neither writer mentions this! Luke does mention her cousinhood to
Elizabeth, and in v. 19 of this chapter mention of there being any kinship
between Joseph and Mary would have made Joseph’s unwillingness to shame
her seem the more natural.

Nicholson, however, agreed with Hervey that “begat” always with the
meaning of direct descent must be waived, because Shealtiel very probably
was not the direct descendant of Jechoniah, and Zerubbabel was almost
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certainly not the direct descendant of Shealtiel. And if Sarah and Rachel
spoke of having children by their handmaids, and a levirate son was
reckoned as a true son, and the words “father” and “son” were often used in a
loose way, one need not refuse to allow a like wide meaning of the word
“begat.”
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It may, however, be made comparatively reasonable by (i) allowing that
Luke also did not always follow the direct descent (e.g. in Pedaiah’s case), and
that he also sometimes left out generations, and (ii) by not identifying
Matthan and Matthat. We should then get the above solution.

Nicholson, having examined the various solutions, concluded that
Lord A. Hervey’'s seems to claim some respect. Knowing as we do the
difficulties to be met in older Jewish pedigrees, and almost entirely ignorant
as we are of the principles and phraseology of such pedigrees in the 1st cent.
AD, it would anyhow be unscientific to assume that these two are hopelessly
irreconcilable, he concluded.

1.12.3. Objections to Hervey

J. A. Broadus (1893:232) rejected Hervey’s solution because he departs
from the natural meaning of “beget;” implying indirect descent, and also his
necessity for two suppositions, one about Shealtiel and another about Jacob
and Heli.

J. B. McClellan (1875 I, 418) regarded Hervey’s theory completely refuted
by (i) the phraseology of the genealogies and (ii) the provisions of Jewish Law,
and, to say nothing of the argument from antiquity, (iii) no less by the whole
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character and design of the two Gospels, and (iv) the language of the OT
promises to the House of David.

It will be seen, he argued, that they rest wholly on the assumption that
the heir became and was registered in Jewish tables as the son; nay more, that,
in the words of Grotius (n. on Lk 3:23), “he who left any one as his heir is said
by Matthew to beget him: forsooth by a fiction of law”! To what are we
reduced? Christ’s royal rights based, in the very outset of the Gospel, and that
Matthew’s, on a “fiction of law”! On the contrary, Matthew distinctly entitles
his table, not a register of heirs fo the Throne (though it includes this), but a
register of the pedigree of Jesus Christ. Down {o v. 11 it is certain from the OT
that it proceeds by natural procreation, and the phraseology is unaltered to the
end. If the key-word beget, yevvav, could introduce the merely legal heir, then
why not have ended with “Joseph begat Jesus, which is called Christ,” this, as
Jesus was Joseph’s heir, being on Hervey's hypothesis perfectly admissible
language? But the truth is that, among the Jews, no single person ever was or
could be registered as a man’s son on the sole ground that he was his legal
heir (Patritius, L. III. pp. 35ff.), much less could he be said to have been
begotten by him. The notion that beget, yevvdv, can be used of heirship,
adoption, or other legal assumption, is pure imagination. There is not a
single instance of such use. Everywhere and at all times it is used in exact and
designed opposition to these; literally, of literal procreation, by male or
female, in opposition to literal assumption; and metaphorically, of
metaphorical procreation, in opposition to metaphorical assumption (Mt 1:8).
So much for Matthew’s phraseology. But in Luke’s, on the other hand, we
have express mention of reputed sonship (3:23), and the introduction of the
word son, viog, which argue at first and allow throughout, wheresoever it
may need, a legal sonship; while, in accordance herewith, his own earlier
account of the census at the nativity indicates that Joseph, equally with the
infant Jesus, was enrolled of David’s family on evidence of parentage, which,
in a legal registration of persons and properties, may or may not have been
natural, but must at least have been legal. Another who made some pertinent
objections was P. Holmes (1866 11, 92).

113, Marshall D. Johnson (Nathan the prophet)

C. 2 Lapide (1892:154) mentioned that some thought that the Nathan of
Luke’s genealogy was the prophet who reprehended David for his adultery
with Bathsheba (2 Kgs 12:1); so Origen, Nicholas de Lyra, Burgensis, Albertus
Magnus and Augustine (bk Ixxxviii. q. Ixi). But he notes that Augustine
(Retract. bk. i. ch. xxvi.) rightly withdraws this theory, for this Nathan was
born of David and Bathsheba when they were joined in lawful marriage (2
Sam 5:14; 1 Chr 3:5).

M. D. Johnson (1968) found some meagre support for the theory that
Luke refers to Nathan the prophet, and not Nathan the brother of Solomon,
in two obscure rabbinical sources. But it is likely that, just as many have
confused the two Nathans down through the ages, so likewise his rabbinical
sources have done the same. Nothing of great moment should be hung on
misidentifications. It is foolish to ignore common slips like these but even
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more foolish to ignore the plain text of Luke which identifies Nathan as the
son of David.

Commentators are generally at a loss to account for the discrepancies
between the two genealogies. Modern attempts to explain the discrepancies
tend to veer off into some form of midrashic origin (cf. W. D. Davies, 1964:74-
5). M. D. Johnson (1969:186, 224-28, 255) regarded Matthew’s genealogy as a
midrash on the two titles of Jesus in Mark 1:1, namely, vios Aawd and
XpLoTos. Unfortunately for this hypothesis the term vios Aaud does not occur
in Mk 1:1.

Luke’s genealogy is held to betray knowledge of an esoteric Jewish
haggadah in which Nathan, son of David, was in fact Nathan the Prophet
(1969:255, 240-252). He labours under the hypothesis that the genealogical
form was made to serve the interpretation of history and this applies to the
NT genealogies, which reflect the tradition of Jesus’ Davidic descent but
which are not actual family pedigrees (1969:256).

The idea that the Nathan of Luke is Nathan the prophet has been
supported by E. L. Abel (1973).

1.14. Arthur Custance (Luke gives Rhesa's genealogy)

Arthur Custance (1977) incorporated Hervey’s idea that the line of
inheritance passed through Shelomith, but he suggested that Shealtiel was
the natural son of Jehoiachin (contrary to Hervey’s solution).

Arthur Custance (1977)
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The genealogical origin of Rhesa remains a mystery in Custance’s solution; he
might have been a non-Israelite for all his hypothesis reveals. Custance offers
no proof that Rhesa, the husband of Shelomith, was a Davidide. This at once
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cuts off any direct blood connection with Solomon and David, because
descent is always and only through the male line.

1.15. Other Ideas

W. B. Crickmer (1881:97) suggested that Matthew's genealogy was really
that of the Apostle James, the brother of Jesus.

Our Lord told the twelve apostles that they were reserved 1o sit on twelve thrones as
monarches over the twelve tribes—each swollen into a great nation by the
millennium—but for the Emperor-king of the Jews James will arise, and heraldically
he will have been escutcheoned with a prestige unchallengeable-—that of having lain
in the same womb as the Son of God. That this is not a guess of imagination begotten, but
induction bearing the imprint of prima facie probability in a high degree, will be
acknowledged by every thoughtful person who studies James’ supremacy in the
millennial foretaste of the Church in the Acts of the Apostles, reflects upon 1 Cor 15:7
and analyses his [James] epistle. During the millennial thousand years the twelve
apostles, with James as overlord (if it is so) will actually reign over the earth over a
restored Israel, under the Septre of the King of the Jews, Himself in heaven with the
Royal Bridal Church superintending the civilization and conversion of the Gentile
world. . . . Matthew traces down the genealogy of Abraham, the father of the Jews, to
Joseph, the father of James, Messiah’s half-brother, to carry on through the transition
time of The Advent the line of Israel’s succession up to James, their future monarch . ..
with an eye to the symmetry of Israel on through the Gentile covenant period, which
Christianity is not to disturb.

D. G. Goyder (1854:2), a disciple of Swedenborg, looked for a spiritual
meaning for the genealogies on the principle that where Scripture, et the
literal level, contradicts itself, we are to reconcile them at the spiritual level.

Since the two genealogies, in the sense of the letter, belong to Joseph,
the husband of Mary, and not to Jesus Christ, it is evident that they concern
the Lord in the internal sense, for the contradictions presented in the literal
sense (and which have occasioned volumes upon volumes of controversy)
can only exist in appearance, and must disappear when the letter is illustrated
by the spirit, that is, when the literal sense is illuminated by the internal
sense, begins Goyer.

Since one (LK) is an ascending and the other (Mt) a descending list this
suggested to him Jacob’s ladder. The ascending list of Luke speaks of Christ’s
having accomplished all the works which related to that first period of the
glorification of his human existence. At first glance it would appear, that
Matthew gives but one genealogy, which is in the descending order. But it is
not so; there are really two genealogies in the account of Matthew, one in the
ascending, and the other in the descending order. Now it requires but little
reflection t{o perceive, that the first verse contains a genealogy in the
ascending order, since it is said that Jesus Christ is the son of David, the son of
Abraham, thus expressing in a few words, all that is signified in the genealogy
according to Luke, that is, all the first period of the glorification of the Lord. It
is equally easy to see that the names that compose this genealogy are also,
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according to their respective significations, in the ascending order of degrees;
thus, Jesus Christ signifies good and truth in every degree, Jesus signifying
good, and Christ truth. But as it treats of Jesus Christ coming into the world,
since immediately after the genealogy it speaks of his birth, it is evident that
the signification refers here to the last, or natural degree, David signifying the
spiritual, and Abraham the celestial: thus it results in unanswerable proofs of
what is contained in the writings of Swedenborg,.

A. Norton (1847:206) suggested the the most probable conjecture
perhaps is, that we owe Matthew’s genealogy, in common with the remainder
of the two chapters, to some Hebrew convert, who composed the narrative
shortly after the destruction of Jerusalem and the dispersion of the Jews, and
who, having found a genealogy of some individual by the name of Joseph,
represented as a descendant of David, mistook it for the genealogy of Joseph
the husband of Mary.

2. Toward an alternative solution

It is not impossible that there may be some truth in Africanus’
solution, but if the suggestion is true that the families of Solomon and
Nathan intermarried in the period from the Exile to the coming of Jesus then
this implies that there was not a direct, unbroken, pedigree linking David to
the Messiah through Solomon, and in turn this requires a different
interpretation of the promise of posterity to David contained in the Covenant
made with him. Africanus would have been satisfied with a legal definition
of son to keep Solomon'’s line going.

It is not impossible that there may be some truth in Africanus’
solution, that both genealogies are those of Joseph. This is in harmony with
the plain text of the Gospels. Another kernal of truth may be that Matthew
presents Jacob as the physical father of Joseph. This, again, is in harmony with
the verb “begat” used by Matthew which in a genealogical context can only
mean, physical begetting. Another kernal of truth may be the belief that Heli
was, in some sense, also Joseph’s father. The tradition that one woman
(Estha) was connected with both branches indicates a close connection
between them and this is borne out by Joseph being a member of both
branches. What is significant about Africanus’ solution is what he does not
say. If Luke had given Mary’s pedigree, there was a ready-made solution at
hand, but he is not tempted to go for it. Why not? He does not even suggest it
as a better alternative to what had been handed down. Rather he sticks with
the received tradition which is seriously flawed if uterine brothers cannot be
eligible for levirate marriage. It must have occurred to many before his time
that Luke might be Mary’s genealogy, but the total silence is significant. The
conclusion is that Luke purports to give Joseph's genealogy as a prima facie
reading of the text bears out.

It is possible to reject the levirate solution put forward by Africanus
without at the same time denying that there could have been some other
mechanism whereby Joseph became a member of Heli’s family. If it was not
levirate marriage, what was that mechanism? It is possible that the element
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of truth behind Africanus’ solution is that there was an awareness that Joseph
had entered the family of Heli, but the precise means by which that was
achieved was lost. In its place the theoretical possibility of levirate marriage
was put forward as a stop-gap solution which hardened into a tradition.

It is the relationship between Joseph and Heli that constitutes the
continuing enigma of Jesus’ genealogies. The second enigma is the
relationship between Jehoiachin and Shealtiel.

2.1. The relationship between Jehoiachin and Shealtiel

Jehoiachin’s offspring is said to be “Shealtiel, his son” (1 Chr 3:17), and
this ought to be the starting point of any investigation into the problems sur-
rounding Shealtiel’s paternity. This relationship is in keeping with the
Promise of a continuous succession made to David: “I will raise up your
offspring to succeed you, who will come from your own body” (2 Sam 7:12-
16//1 Chr 17:11-14), or “who is your own flesh and blood” (2 Chr 6:9, NIV). In
order for the Promise to be kept there had to be a direct blood connection
between David and Joseph. If Shealtiel was not the natural son of Jehoiachin
then the Promise could not be kept. On the one hand we have Shealtiel as the
natural son of Jehoiachin, and on the other hand we have Luke’s statement
that Shealtiel was the son of Neri (Lk 3:27). How can these be reconciled?

The solution may be found in the genealogical curse of Jeremiah 22:30.
Shealtiel probably realised that so long as he recognised Jehoiachin as his
father he would be under a curse. How could he have David as his ancestor
and yet not have Jehoiachin as his father? One solution was that, like
Jehoiachin before him, he could be moved back two generations and become
the “son of Josiah.” But this was not possible because Jehoiachin was the
legitimate successor to Josiah. The solution finally adopted was to take Neri as
his father, which was duly arranged. Whether this involved marriage with a
daughter of Neri or not is immaterial. He could be adopted or grafted in
without marriage. He would have retained his land inheritance at Bethlehem
which was passed down to Joseph (Lk 2:4).

By becoming the “son of Neri” Shealtiel made it possible for Yahweh to
constitute him the legitimate inheritor of Jehoiachin without breaking His
Covenant promise to David. In other words the legitimate successor to
Jeholachin was Shealtiel (with Solomonic blood in his veins); the line is
legally said to end in Jehoiachin being deemed “childless;” Shealtiel
transfered into the collateral line of Nathan, and through the transfer of
Jehoiachin’s kingly right to Nathan’s family Shealtiel retains his right to
succeed Jehoiachin on the throne of Solomon.

The curses on Jehoiachin and Jehoiakim are instructive. Here we have
two men who seemingly had to be part of the chain of royal successors in
order for God to fulfill His covenant promises to Pavid and Solomon. It
appeared that they could not be taken ocut without breaking the chain, but
God found ways of removing one link—Jehoiakim—from the chain without
breaking that connection and an even more difficult feat of bringing the chain
to an end in Jehoiachin and yet continuing the Sclomonic blood-connection
through Shealtiel’s line to Joseph. Joseph, Jesus’ father, had Solomonic blood
in his veins. Fle was biologically and legally Solomon’s successor and hence
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Jesus was the legitimate successor to Joseph’s right to the throne of David and
Solomon as Joseph's firstborn.

Until knowledge of the virgin conception became public knowledge,
the Jewish authorities of Jesus’ day had no option but to assume that Jesus
was the natural son of Joseph, “son of David” (E. E. Ellis, 1966:70). Jesus had
gained entrance into the House and Family of David in an unusual way, but
he appeared in the Temple register as a direct son of Solomon, in the
judgment of the Jerusalem authorities, and so there was no genealogical
barrier to his claim to be the Messiah. That the virgin conception was made
known after Jesus died should only have enhanced his claim, not ruled him
out, because it would have fitted in with their teaching on the pre-existence of
the Messiah. As God's Son they ought to have expected a sinless individual to
arise out of David’s posterity in a unique fashion, for, “Who can bring a clean
thing out of an unclean? There is no one,” was Job’s answer (14:4). The
Messiah’s coming had to be in a unique manner if he were to remain “clean,”
or sinless.

2.2. The relationship between Joseph and Heli

In contrast to all other suggestions of the relationship between Joseph
and Heli I would propose that Joseph disowned his own father Jacob, for
reasons unknown, and leaving his own family he entered a new one, that of
Heli, and was accepted as his son. A drastic action, and a rare one, no doubt,
and so outside the ordinary explanation of levirate marriages, and son-in-law
situations, that might give the same end result. The end result might be the
same but I think the means was different.

Just as Shealtiel was the natural son of Jehoiachin, but because of the
curse which lay over the future of his father’s line, Shealtiel disowned his
father and family and entered a new one, that of Neri, and was accepted as his
son, so likewise in the case of Joseph.

We can assign a good reason why Shealtie]l might have abandoned his
natural father—the curse of Yahweh on his posterity—and had himself
grafted into a more righteous branch, but in the case of Joseph we can assign
no definite reason which would prompt such a drastic action—but the drastic
action was taken for the result is patently obvious in Luke’s statement that
Joseph was the son of Heli. We can only speculate that maybe there was some
altercation between Joseph and Jacob over his pregnant wife, Mary. We can
only imagine the effect on Joseph and Jacob on hearing the news of her
pregnancy, and Joseph, certainly, was convinced he should not marry her, no
doubt with the strong backing of his father, What must Jacob’s reaction have
been when he learnt from Joseph that he was not, after all, going to divorce
his “wife” but go through with the ceremony. Was this the point at which
Jacob put Joseph out of the family, and disinherited him? We can only guess.
We can also sympathise with Jacob’s action, having the benefit of hindsight,
because Joseph had the direct revelation of an angel to dissuade him from his
proposed divorce, whereas Jacob probably did not. We can only speculate that
it was during the last six months of Mary’s pregnancy that Joseph was put out
of his father’s house, or he left of his own accord, and entered Heli’s family.

Another reason also suggests itself for Joseph’s transference into Heli’s
family. From Solomon to Jehoiachin, the kings of Israel could take pride,
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irrespective of the type of life they lived, in the fact that come what may their
names must appear in the register of the Messiah’s pedigree. This was a cause
for pride. But with the transference of Shealtiel into the family of Neri,
suddenly they are cut out of the Messiah’s pedigree, and the line running back
from the new family (i.e. Neri’s) to David becomes the pedigree of Shealtiel
and also that of the coming Messiah, yet at the same time the blood line
through Solomon is not broken, because Shealtiel is a direct descendant of
Solomon.

Similarly, for the period from Shealtiel to Jacob, those who could trace
a direct blood-line of descent to Shealtiel would likewise have some cause for
pride, and there were probably many of them, for Bethlehem was so
overcrowded at the time of the census, that there was no guest-room
available for Mary to give birth to Jesus. So Jacob could take pride in the fact
that he had Solomonic blood flowing in his veins, but suddenly with the
transference of lloseph into a new family, the line running back from the new
family (i.e. Ner’s) to Shealtiel becomes the new pedigree of Joseph and also
that of the coming Messiah, yet at the same time the blood line through
Solomon is not broken, because Joseph is a direct descendant of Shealltiel.

If there was a divine superintendence of the Messiah’s pedigree, and
that superintendence hated any form of human pride, then we have a perfect
theological reason why all the kings of Israel (including Solomon, the first to
introduce idolatry into Jerusalem) and the direct line after the return from
Exile, should be by-passed, then we have it in their pride. That same
superintendence prophesied that the royal iree would be cut back to a stump
but out of that stump would grow a new “Righteous Branch” (Jer 33:15). The
diagram below shows how the tree was cut back at two places. First when
Shealtiel cut himself off from the royal line and t{ransferred into a private, but
collateral, branch going back to David; and then again when Joseph cut
himself off from his family line and transferred into another obscure, but
collateral, branch which went back to Zerubbabel. There was no cause for
pride in these collateral branches because they knew they were outside the
direct line. But suddenly the lowly, the despised, is made rich, by becoming
the Righteous Branch linking David with the Messiah. It is characteristic of
Yahweh to delight in putting down the haughty and the proud and to exalt
the lowly and the poor.

The significance of the ascending and descending genealogies becomes
clear when one starts with David (using the Lucan section of the diagram
abeve) and traces the downward passage of his crown. All the legitimate
wearers of that crown are in the shaded portions. When we reach Jehoiachin
the branch ends, but the shaded portion continues with Shealtiel and
Zerubbabel, and then down Abiud’s line until it reaches Jacob, where again
the branch ends, but the shaded portion continues down with Joseph and
ends with Jesus. Matthew’s genealogy, while it is certainly a historical father-
son genealogy, has as its prime function the object of tracing the legitimate
inheritors to Solomon’s crown.

The significance of Luke’s ascending genealogy becomes clear if we starf
with Jesus and ascend the same Lucan section of the diagram above. The
living, unbroken, branch which connects Jesus directly with David has only
four names in it which also appear in Matthew’s descending list, namely,
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Joseph, Zerubbabel and Shealtiel, and David. As one ascends the list the name
above Joseph is Heli (not Jacob) and so on up the list to Shealtiel. The name
above Shealtiel is Neri (not Jehoiachin) and so on up the list to David. Thus it
becomes clear that the Shealtiel and Zerubbabel of Matthew are the same
persons in Luke’s list.

Proposed solution
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Luke’s genealogy is Jesus’ real, everyday, functional, genealogy.
Matthew’s genealogy was purely an inheritance document. It was not a
personal genealogy. If Jesus was obliged to give his genealogy it would be
Luke’s that he would use. This was an unusual circumstance. Matthew’s
genealogy should have been Jesus’ real, everyday, functional, genealogy. But
what gave him two genealogies was the unusual circumstance that Shealtiel
transferred into a collateral branch and it was this circumstance that gave rise
to separate genealogies, one showing his new family connection (Luke) and
the other his continuing claim to the inheritance (Matthew).

Because Luke gave Jesus’ genealogy going back through Nathan
without going through the Kings of Judah, it would be over-looked by the
Jews of Jesus’ day who probably were scrutinising the genealogies of the direct
descendants of the Kings of Israel, in an attempt to predict the next in line to
beget the Messiah (1 Pet 1:11). This circumstance could explain the strange fact
that Jesus was never considered to be a candidate either to be the Messiah or
to beget the Messiah in his own right (ignoring for the moment the fact that
he never married). I suspect that.it was his family genealogy (Luke’s) which
eliminated him, especially if Joseph was grafted into Heli’s family before the
birth of Jesus.

It is an open question, and ripe for speculation, how Shealtiel became
the son of Neri. It is possible that Neri had no sons and so he adopted
Shealtiel as his son, which coincided with Shealtiel’s desire to disown his
own cursed line. History then repeats itself when Heli adopted Jacob’s son,
probably for the same or similar reason. Or, Joseph was adopted by Heli, like
Ephraim and Manasseh (Gen 48:5-6), who were the sons of Joseph by nature,
and of Jacob by adoption (J. Maldonatus, 1888 I, 23). J. H. Tigay (1972 II, 298)
examined fourteen instances of so-called adoption in the OT and concluded
that the evidence is so meagre that some have denied the practice existed in
the biblical period. My own suggestion is that each father had autonomy in
his own family and he used this freedom to keep his family line going as best
he could, even to making his servant his heir in the absence of any male or
female offspring. We have the case of Abraham and his servant, Eliezer of
Damascus {(Gen 15:2), and Sheshan’s Egyptian servant, Jarha (1 Chr 2:35), as
clear examples and separated by many centuries.

2.3. Jesus the Righteous One

The rabbis had a tradition that the Messiah could not come of the evil
kings of Judah, because they were an unrighteous branch (R. Bauckham,
1990:334), but they were at a loss to explain how the Messiah could be a direct
descendant of David, given that obstacle. H. Broughton (1600:8) has noted
from Aben Ezra’s commentary on Canticles that Christ is called Solomon,
because he comes of him. But Broughton protests that Christ could never
come from such flagrant sinners. He (1597:22) also mentions the rabbinic
statement in Seder Olam Zuta that: “To deny that Messias cometh of
Solomon: is even to deny God, and so all his holy prophets.” J. Lightfoot
(1644:57), who accepted the Marian solution, mentions another rule:

That there is no King to bee for Israel, but of the house of David, and of the seed of
Solomon onely: And hee that separateth against this Family, denyeth the Name of
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the blessed God, and the words of his Propheis that are spoken in truth. Sanhedr.
Perek. 10. & R. Samuel in Ner. Mitsvah. fol. 153.

The last diagram above shows how the Messiah could be of Solomon'’s
line. On the one hand the descending genealogy of Matthew traces the
unbroken blood-connection between Solomon and Joseph; on the other
hand, the ascending genealogy of Luke traces a Righteous Branch from the
Messiah all the way back to David and beyond—to God the Father. In this way
all the prophecies relating to the pedigree of the Messiah were fulfilled. His
father, Joseph, had Solomonic blood in his veins and so those prophecies
which predicted that the Messiah would issue from the loins of David and
Solomon were fulfilled in Matthew’s descending list; and on the other hand,
those prophecies that foretold that the Messiah would come of a righteous
branch were fulfilled in Luke’s gscending list.

The one thing the seventy-five names in Jesus’ family pedigree have in
common is that none of them is a noted sinner. Together they constitute the
Righteous Branch (The Four Gospels as Historical Records, 1895:165; C. A.
Coates, 1931:57). The majority of them are unknown individuals whose
names would not immediately recall some wickedness that any of them did.
Those who are known from Scripture are porirayed as righteous men or are
included in lists of good men (H. Broughton, 1600). That they were sinners we
have no doubt, for all have sinned, but in the context of a canonical text, they
are considered righteous, in the same way that Melchisedek is said to have no
father or mother, though he did have, but the canonical text used at the time
when this was stated noted the absence in the text and made a theological
peint out of it, Likewise Enoch is said to be the seventh from Adam, not in
historical fact, but in the canonical text used at the time when this was stated.

One identifying mark of the Messiah was that he would constitute a
Righteous Branch (Jer 23:5) who would sprout from David’s line (Jer 33:15).
No king after David achieved the righteous rule that he exercised; and many
were clearly unrighteous men. Thus with hindsight it can be seen that the
Messiah could not come of this branch of David’s family, even though it was
the legitimate kingly line. And yet—and here is the chief difficulty—the
Messiah (it was prophesied) would be the legal successor to Solomon’s
throne; this condition Jesus was able to fulfil because he was a direct
descendant of Solomon through Joseph. We have shown above how the
apparently incompatible requirements that the Messiah should be the natural
and legitimate successor to the Solomonic throne and yet, at the same time,
not be descended from the unrighteous line of Judean kings, can be
reconciled.

2.4. The two grafts in Luke’s genealogy

Luke’s list is, in fact, made up of three sections requiring two grafts, so
that while all its members from Joseph back to David can claim to be
descended from David only three of them (Shealtiel, Zerubbabel, and Joseph)
were direct descendants of the Royal Solomonic Dynasty; all the others were
private persons. The two grafts occurred when Shealtiel and Joseph each left
their father’s house and were adopted/grafted into a collateral line. There is a
strong parallel between what happened to Shealtiel and what happened to
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Joseph. In the case of Shealtiel he had a wicked father in Jehoiachin and this
was the reason why he abandoned him. We can only assume that an identical
situation occurred in the case of Joseph who abandoned his father Jacob,
because the result is the same. We can only speculate that Joseph and Mary
kept tight-lipped about the origin of the baby they were about to have and this
led to misunderstanding and friction between Joseph and his father. It would
seem that knowledge of the virgin conception was kept a dark secret until
after the resurrection. It would have been a distraction if it had got out
sooner. We might even speculate whether Jesus in his own life-time knew
how he had been conceived. Mary says: “Your father and I have sought thee
sorrowing.” When did she tell him the facts?

The result of these two grafts is that no reigning king intervenes
between Jesus and David. Jesus, in fact, is the next person to reign as a king
following David. The Messiah was truly the son of David, the King of Israel.

Because of the prominence given to Zerubbabel in Haggai and
Zechariah it is significant that with the death of Zerubbabel the Governor the
last legitimate successor to the throne of David (according to Luke’s list)
passes away and yet in Luke’s list Jesus is linked directly to him through
private individuals who had no claim to the throne during their life-time.
The purpose of the two grafts was to abandon an unrighteous pedigree and
adopt a righteous one.

This analysis involves a serious allegation against Jacob, Joseph's
father, namely, that he is the counterpart to Jehoiachin, and like Jehoiachin
was similarly cursed, or declared, or considered to be, an unrighteous
person/branch. If Jacob is in all respects the counterpart to Jehoiachin this
would account for Joseph having had two families. The marriage with Mary
could have followed his grafting into Heli’s line (but without implying that
Mary was any relation of Heli’s) and consequently his firstborn son, Jesus,
would be his legitimate successor. Jesus’ others “brothers” (i.e. James, Joses,
Simeon, and Judas) could be the offspring of Joseph’s first marriage. In that
case we would have to assume that the first wife died and Mary was Joseph’s
second wife. If so, this would again eliminate Jesus as a candidate to be the
Messiah, because the expectation would be that a man’s firstborn would be
considered to be the firstborn of his first wife, not of his second.

2.5.  The theological significance of Luke’s genealogy

The reason why Luke took Jesus’ genealogy all the way back to Adam
(or to God) may have something to do with the thought behind the judicial
sentence passed by Jesus on his own generation (Lk 11:47-51): “Woe to you,
because you build the tombs for the prophets, and it was your forefathers who
killed them, So you testify that you approve of what your forefathers did; they
killed the prophets, and you build their tombs. Because of this, God in his
wisdom said, ‘I will send them prophets and apostles, some of whom they
will kill and others they will persecute.” Therefore this generation will be held
responsible for the blood of all the prophets that has been shed since the
beginning of the world, from the blood of Abel to the blood of Zechariah, who
was killed between the altar and the sanctuary. Yes, I tell you, this generation
will be held responsible for it all. . . ” (emphasis mine).
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It might seem unjust to hold one specific generation accountable for
what happened in Adam’s day and before the Flood, and for the deaths of all
the righteous prophets since then, but that is the situation as far as Jesus is
concerned. In the parallel passage in Mt 23:29f. we have a slightly different
wording which makes some things in Luke’s passage a little clearer: “Woe to
you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, you hypocrites! You build tombs for
the prophets and decorate the graves of the righteous. And you say, ‘If we had
lived in the days of our forefathers, we would not have taken part with them
in shedding the blood of the prophets.” So you testify against yourselves that
you are the descendants of those who murdered the prophets. Fill up, then,
the measure of the sin of your forefathers! You snakes! You brood of vipers!
How will you escape being condemned to hell? Therefore I am sending you
prophets and wise men and teachers. Some of them you will kill and crucify;
others you will flog in your synagogues and pursue from town to town. And
so upon you will come all the righteous blood that has been shed on the
earth, from the blood of righteous Abel to the blood of Zechariah son of
Berekiah, whom you murdered between the temple and the altar. I tell you
the truth, all this will come upon this generation.”

The thinking behind Jesus’ reasoning here is that the Pharisees and
teachers of the Law considered that they belonged to the line of Seth (the
“Sons of God”) and not to the Cainite line (the slayers of the righteous). They
considered the genealogies of Gen 5 & 11 to be their forefathers. Because of
their appropriation of these righteous genealogies they thereby condemned
the Cainite line and those who killed the “Sons of God.” In this way they
condemned their own actions, in the same way that David unwittingly
condemned his own actions through Nathan’s parable. So Jesus likewise is
able to turn the judgment of the Pharisees against themselves, and in effect,
he is saying to them, “You never did belong to the righteous line of God’s
people, although you thought you did. Your true genealogy is the Cainite
line. You belong to the seed of the Serpent; to a line of murderers; you are of
your father the devil who was a murderer from the beginning and you want
to carry out your father’s desire” (cf. Jn 8:44).

Jesus is able to point out that by their rejection of him they have
revealed that they do not belong to the righteous line—to Seth’s line—but to
Cain’s genealogy. Physical descent does not necessarily follow spiritual
descent or vice versa. Physically these teachers of the Law might be
descendants of Seth, but spiritually their father was Cain, the murderer, as
was soon going to be revealed in the murder of Jesus.

It now becomes apparent why “this generation” is going to be held
accountable for all the persecution of the righteous since the foundation of
the world. “This generation,” although children of Abraham according to the
flesh, were children of Cain according to the spirit, and consequently
constitute, along with all others outside the commonwealth of Israel, “the
seed of the serpent” in opposition to, and at perpetual enmity with, the “seed
of the woman.” The retribution prophesied by Jesus came about at the
destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70. However, among “this generation” were
his own followers, “the righteous nation,” who escaped the tribulation. And
it can be argued that there has always been a righteous remnant, or “sons of
God,” or “seed of the woman,” from the beginning of the world; and that the
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“seed of the serpent” never managed to exterminate the “seed of the
woman.” It is not an imposition on Scripture to see in the genealogies of Gen
5 & 11 the descendants of the “seed of the woman,” and to see in Cain's
genealogy (Gen 4) the descendants of the “seed of the serpent.”

Jesus’ genealogy includes the descendants of the “seed of the woman”
but not any from Cain’s genealogy. There is, therefore, an identification with
the “sons of God”—the persecuted—that Luke’s list encourages us to make
that is missing from Matthew’s list. We saw earlier that there are no known
murderers in Luke’s list (except the forgiven David); and since not one name
in Luke’s list is associated with sin (because all the kings of Judah are
excluded) we are faced with a list of “sinless” men. In Luke’s Gospel (23:47)
the centurion at the cross is heard to say: “Truly this man was righteous,” but
in Matthew and Mark he calls Jesus the “Son of God.” In Acts 7:52 Luke
presents Stephen as saying to the Sanhedrin, “They even killed those who
predicted the coming of the Righteous One.” Thus providence provides Jesus
with an honourable family tree; a tree whose root emanates from God
himself (“...son of Adam, son of God”).

The men in Christ’s genealogy are ordinary, private, individuals. Not
many rich, not many mighty, not many wise, and only one king are
numbered among his progenitors. And not many mighty are numbered
among his disciples (1 Cor 1:26). A feature of Luke’s Gospel is that he records
how it was the poor, the tax-gatherers, prostitutes, and other outcasts of
society, who became Jesus’ followers; while the upper classes despised and
killed him. And when has it been any different? It was predictable that Jesus’
genealogy would consist of humble, insignificant, private individuals, and
Luke’s Gospel records that it was precisely this strata of society who
constituted the vast majority of his followers, while the middle and upper
classes rejected him and sought to kill him.

2.6. The inscrutability of God’s ways

With the birth of the Seed of the woman the obligation to keep one’s
genealogy comes to an end. It is on this account that Paul warns Timothy (1
Tim 1:4) and Titus (3:9) that arguments about genealogies are unprofitable.
Paul’s attitude toward them and the Law, and the Temple, and circumcision
is the same and for the same reason—Christ's coming has made them all
obsolete. From now on the people of God become members of the Kingdom
of God through adoption by Christ into His family register.

It is probable that Matthew gives his genealogy only to demonstrate
that Jesus was descended from the line of Solomon through whom it was
prophesied the Messiah would one day appear in the family of one of his
descendants. There was no suggestion that Joseph was the rightful heir to the
throne of David: that would be to go beyond what Scripture can prove.
Indeed, T would hold that Joseph’s line may not have been the expected
inheritance line at all. 1 Chr 3:19 does not mention Abiud or Rhesa so that
these may have been insignificant sons of Zerubbabel, so insignificant that
they are not recorded in Scripture, but it was from these two twigs that the
Messiah would derive his pedigree.

The elder sons of Zerubbabel no doubt hoped that they could be
restored to the Davidic throne some day, and so long as that hope was there,
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there would be intense interest to keep their interest in it alive by having
their genealogy recorded in Scripture. Unknown to them God had chosen the
weaker and despised members of their family to bring out his Messiah. Once
the throne had been removed forever from Jechoniah’s family then the
Messiah did not have to come of any publicly declared “rightful heir” to
David’s throne, because there was no throne to inherit. There was no such
thing as a “rightful heir” any longer. God decreed there would never be a
resurrection of the Davidic Kingdom again in the literal, physical sense that
there had been before the Exile, That was a distinct phase that was past
forever, never to be seen again, and never did God give them any hope that it
would be restored to the family again. The only Kingdom that He did promise
them was a spiritual Kingdom with no physical capital city. The King of this
spiritual Kingdom would be his own Son who would suddenly appear in the
house of a lineal descendant of Solomon. Matthew’'s genealogy is there to
show his fellow-Jews that Jesus was such a candidate because he appeared in
the family of Joseph who was a lineal descendant of Solomon.

While there was an occupant on the throne of David before the Exile
that occupant was the family home from which the future Messiah would
appear in or spring from. But once that throne was removed then the
Messiah could appear from any descendant of that family. There was no
promise that it would be through the eldest branch of each succeeding
generation (so M. F. Sadler, 1886:90; 1890:487). Indeed, if the early chapters of
Genesis are anything to go by God frequently by-passed the first-born and
chose a younger member, David himself was the seventh son in his family.
So that once the throne was removed from Jechoniah then the visible line of
the Messiah’s descent was removed from the earth and was plotted silently
and secretly in heaven. So silently and secretly was this done that it left the
writer of Chronicles rudderless with no assurance that he was recording the
future line of the coming Messiah. He is at a loss and simply records as many
collateral names (of one descent only) from one line of descent that he has
chosen; but there is no clear direction or reason for giving all the collateral
brothers of his selected line which may have been a land inheritance
genealogy, rather than a list of rightful successors to a mythical “throne of
David” which would never materialise again on this earth.

I do not think the names of Abiud or Rhesa are recorded under a
double name in 1 Chronicles 3:19-24, because God intended to bring in his
Son secretly. The record of 1 Chr 3:19-24 effectively had the Jews looking in
the wrong direction from which to expect their Messiah. This may have been
deliberate on the part of God, for the nalion no longer deserved to be in
possession of a visible family line, such as he had given them, from Solomon
to Jechoniah. It was a punishment on them that He removed both the throne
and the approved or designated line through which His Son would come.
From now on they would have to grope in the dark, for the light of the crown
could no longer guide them to the family from which the Messiah would
emerge. All they could do was to begin the huge task of recording the male
descendants of every son of Zerubbabel but without knowing which male
would “father” the Messiah. The Chronicler shows us the early development
of this attempt to trace the line of the Messiah. His line is not always through
the first-born son, but we have no explanation why he chose to