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 The ticker read “91 waiting” on the Youtube page of Reason & Theology. Close to 100 

people were virtually “in line” to catch a Saturday evening debate between myself and Reformed 

Protestant Turretinfan on the issue of whether or not the Virgin Mother of Christ had any children 

other than Jesus himself.1 It was an important night for many reasons. Seldom do major Protestant 

ministries debate the issue of the Perpetual Virginity of Mary, and rarely is it done in a moderated 

setting. The status of Mary’s virginity has been debated on and off since the Biblical age. Early 

enemies of the faith railed against the virgin birth, but the faithful always held to the prophetical 

fulfillment of the Septuagint or LXX Isaiah 7:14. The villains of the Church also had issue with 

the perpetual state of virginity of Mary. It is from the pen of the great and masterful St. Jerome 

that we learn of the fact that only those that oppose the faithful, and those that ultimately attacked 

the very person of Christ, were those famous for opposing Mary as ever-virgin. From the masterful 

St. Jerome to the titan St. Ambrose, famous for defeating Bishop Bonosus on this very issue, the 

arguments attacking Mary as ever-virgin (aieparthenos) have almost always been the same. The 

brothers and sisters of Christ allegedly “must have” been the biologically full brothers and sisters 

of Jesus, despite the variance of meaning found in the very Greek for brother and sister, especially 

in the New Testament (e.g., Roman 9:3) and in first-century Jewish writers (e.g., Josephus). Surely, 

St. Joseph purportedly “knew” Mary after the birth of our incarnate God. St. Matthew says he 

knew her not only for a reason and only for a season. As these arguments were toppled by those 

Fathers most adept at the very language the Bible was written in, new arguments would have to 

arise as history would note. Where St. Jerome scoffed at the ridiculous arguments of Helvidius the 

Arian, St. Chrysostom, a native-Greek speaker demanded that the dissenters pay heed to what the 

faithful teach. The great Medieval era of Church history was to preserve this teaching with 

irrefragable strength that would even be followed by the earliest Protestant Reformers. Relying on 

“Scripture Alone” (Sola Scriptura) as their common rallying cry, such figures as Luther, Zwingli, 

Calvin, and even Francis Turretin saw nothing compelling enough in Holy Writ to abandon the 

ancient teaching of the Church. It was St. Athanasius the Great who recognized that heresy would 

eventually breed new heresy, with the result that the Church always needing defenders to make up 

the body of the faithful. It is no surprise to us that the same arguments are being resurrected from 

the ash and dust of defeat and propped up anew. But, now, they are mixed in with old errors; we 

find even new arguments being raised. Now, the attacks on the perpetual virginity come gift 

wrapped in elegant language that simply mocks the listener and reader for lacking common sense 

at the “plain and obvious language.” As the debate between Turretinfan and myself went on, a 

“virtual” room filled to over 120 individuals, we each exchanged our opening statements. In 

Turretinfan’s opening statement of our debate on January 16th of 2021, he appealed to the audience 

to pay close attention to the clear reading of Scripture at the 21-minute mark. “He took to him his 

wife,” he said, with a slight grin. Isn’t it so obvious? He suggested that we simply read the plain 

text and abandon any preconceived traditions of men. Mary and Joseph would have “come 

 
1 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5FhkzDPSFE4. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5FhkzDPSFE4
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together” and Joseph was told to “Take your wife.” What other evidence does the Christian need 

to see in order to believe that Mary not only lost her state of virginity, but she had other children? 

The only problem is that the “plain” text never indicates any of these assertions from Turretinfan. 

The other problem is the lack of historical pedigree in such a novel argument: For the Bible to 

have triumphed throughout the ages, can a 21st century apologist be the first to interpret a sacred 

text in this exact way for his exact purposes…Is this Sola Scriptura? Our in-depth analysis will 

rely on the actual Biblical text, supplemented with historical sources and ancient writers who will 

hopefully put yet another attack on our Lady’s perpetual virginity to rest.  

1. The Continuation of a Poverty-Stricken Reading of Matthew chapter 1 

 In our last article: “Reading Sexy American English into the Greek New Testament” (2nd 

edition; 18 January 2021),2 we thoroughly investigated Dr. James White’s tortured reading of 

Matthew 1:18: “Before they [Joseph and Mary] came together [as/under one house].” He claimed 

and his confederate Turritanfan repeated the aforesaid’s claim in his debate with William Albrëcht 

that the Greek word and syntax requires the phrase to signify: “Before they had sex [which 

inevitably occurred].” Our aforesaid article irrefutably established the following: 

(1.) The Greek Old Testament (Septuagint/LXX) most often quoted by St. Matthew has 

approximately 25 instances of “come together” where not a single one means “sex,” save the Book 

of Wisdom that uses a different and proper grammatical construction to talk about sex: subject + 

come together + dative instrument. This construction, of course, is not at all that of St. Matthew. 

(2.) The critical edition of the Greek New Testament also has approximately 25 instances of “come 

together,” where not a single one means “sex.” 

(3.) The use of “Before they came together” is likely an historian’s device for records, since the 

historian Diodorus the Sicilian (2nd-1st century BC) used it 2x and the historian Dionysius of 

Halicarnassus used it 1x, all using the same construction and similar context as Matthew 1:18; 

namely, for two separate groups or individuals to come together in an alliance of parties or houses. 

(4.) The alleged use of “come together” by Dr. James White (Alpha & Omega Ministries) in 1 

Corinthians 7:5 (where a separated married man and woman are exhorted “to come back together”) 

is sexual in virtue of its Greek meaning. This is demonstrably fictitious, for neither a theological, 

nor a scholarly, premise supports such a corrupted reading that is Dr. White’s very foundation for 

interpreting Matthew 1:18 sexually. 

(5.) Granted the existence of but one Antique copyist’s interpolation “come together” (1 

Corinthians 7:5) in one papyrus, the grammatical structure of “come together in assembly (epi to 

auto)” is also never sexual (especially in the New Testament where it occurs frequently), nor can 

it be. Dr. White seems unaware of this construct to mean: “assemble the church.” This construct 

represents a Christian-invented metaphor by a third-century copyist whereby “come together into 

assembly” is applied to a husband and wife to be a domestic church. While such a coming 

together certainly does not demand celibacy in marriage, it is entirely disinterested in physical sex. 

The sexual meaning of 1 Corinthians 7:5 is non-existent, as far as the verse’s verb and construct 

are concerned, which means that it poorly harmonizes with the overtly sexual meaning of 1 

Corinthians 7:1-4. 

(6.) Even in the authentic and critical edition of 1 Corinthians 7:5, St. Paul exhorted a husband and 

wife “Be ye an assembly,” which was an innovative metaphor whereby the greater context of 1 

Corinthians 7:1-5 allows for a sexual meaning of a universally non-sexual phrase that merely 

emphasizes that each Christian is a Temple of the Spirit in 1 Corinthians, so that two Temples 

 
2 See https://www.patristicpillars.com/post/matthew-1-18-and-synelthein. 

https://www.patristicpillars.com/post/matthew-1-18-and-synelthein
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coming together makes a microcosm of the universal assembly or whole Church. St. Paul’s 

theological phrase is applied to marriage by way of analogy: Just as individual Christians come 

together to make a holy assembly as Temples of the Holy Spirit, so husbands separate from their 

wives should be an assembly again after time apart to guard against Satan’s temptations. The 

phrase’s meaning is not per se, nor metaphorically, sexual in literary Greek but exclusively in the 

greater context of 1 Corinthians 7:1-5. We should conclude that the authentically Pauline metaphor 

does not mean to exclude sexual intercourse but functions as a hyperbolic and nearly neutered 

euphemism. 

 

2. An Evangelical Rejection of Isaiah 7:14 as Key to Justifying a Non-Virginal Mary 

 

Now that we have recapped all that was demonstrated in our previous article, we confront another 

point that Turretinfan proposed as a second smoking gun in favor of Joseph’s and Mary’s alleged 

sexual intercourse necessarily being understood by the vocabulary and Greek construct and “the 

natural sense” of the English translation in Matthew chapter 1. These are his Youtube assertions 

in his debate regarding alleged Bible truths obliging the true believer as confessed before William 

Albrëcht. Independent of its vocabulary, context, and the construction in Matthew 1:18, the 

following verses (highlighted in Green) are alleged by Turretinfan to require a marital-sexual 

meaning, as Turretinfan regards “its natural sense” too obvious to need further justification for the 

English readers and hearers of Matthew 1:20, that is, “Take your wife.” Let us look at the relevant 

section of (NKJV with adaptations to Greek) Matthew chapter 1, verses 18ff: 

 
VERSE 18 Now the birth of Jesus Christ was as follows: After His mother Mary was 

betrothed to Joseph, before they came together, she was found with child of the 

Holy Spirit. VERSE 19 Then Joseph her husband, being a just man, and not wanting to 

make her a public example, was minded to put her away secretly. VERSE 20 

[A1:] But while he thought about these things, behold, [i:] AN ANGEL OF THE LORD 

APPEARED TO HIM IN A DREAM, SAYING, [ii:] “JOSEPH, SON OF DAVID, DO NOT BE AFRAID [iii:] to take to you Mary 

your wife, [iv:] for that which is conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit. VERSE 

21 [v:] And she will birth a Son, [vi:] and you shall call His name Jesus, for He 

will save His people from their sins.” VERSE 22 

[B:] So all this was done [namely A1 no. i-ii] [compare A1-2 iii:] THAT IT MIGHT BE 

FULFILLED WHICH WAS SPOKEN BY THE LORD THROUGH THE PROPHET, SAYING: VERSE 23 “[compare A1-2 iii:] 

Behold, the virgin [compare A1-2 iv.] shall conceive with child, [v:] 

and birth a Son, [compare A1-2 vi:] and they shall call His name 

Immanuel,” which is translated, “God with us.” [LXX Isaiah 7:14] VERSE 24 

[A2:] [ii:] THEN JOSEPH, [i:] BEING AROUSED FROM SLEEP, DID AS THE ANGEL OF THE LORD COMMANDED HIM [iii:] and 

took to him his wife, VERSE 25 [iv:] and was not knowing her [v:] until she 

had birthed her firstborn Son. [vi:] And he called His name Jesus. 
 

This chiasm contains such a very elegant tit-for-tat in all sections of A and B, where every concept 

and phrase has a correspondence to the prophecy of LXX Isaiah 7:14! To begin ,we note that A1 

numbers [i-vi.] explains every feature of A2 numbers [i-vi.]. What is more, every number [i-vi.] in 
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B is anticipated by the numbers [i-vi.] in A1. It really is a masterpiece! Its message is entirely clear 

without a hint of doubt. Let us take a look at the needlessly contested virginity passage: 

 

[A1-2 i:] An angel of the Lord speaks in a dream and when coming out of his dreamy sleep Joseph 

obeys the angel of the Lord.  

 

[A1-2 ii:] The person of focus for both references is named Joseph. 

 

[A1-2 iii:] Take a wife can in no way be a euphemism, by virtue of the chiasm, to mean “to have 

sex.” Why? Obviously, if “take to you your wife” means “have sex at the moment she comes 

to your house” then both St. Matthew and Joseph nullify the prophecy that they are supposed to 

be interested in fulfilling in B [v.]: “and a virgin shall birth a Son.” Turretinfan claims that the 

angel of the Lord is essentially saying: “Don’t be afraid to have sex with your wife the moment 

she enters your home.” This nullifies one of the fundamentals, viz., the Virgin Birth! If, as 

Turretinfan wrongly asserts, Joseph is obliged to exercise his marital rights according to the 

command “to increase and multiply” (Genesis 1:28) and in virtue of his version of first-century 

Jewish obligation and practice, then at the nuptial feast, upon which Mary moves into his house, 

all Jews expect a consummation of the marriage from both houses in the bed chamber (for an 

historical testimony historically verifying this, see Tobit 8:1-21) . Turretinfan claims that Joseph 

had unrestrained rights, nay a duty, to deflower Mary as every Jew does to a Jewess in order to 

consummate the marriage and produce a child. But St. Matthew’s A2 [iv.] flies in the face of 

Turretinfan’s assertion, as he argued on Youtube: “He took to him his wife [≈ Turretinfan’s he 

had sex with her], and he was not knowing her [= not having sex with her]” (Matthew 1:24-25). 

Hmmm, Turretinfan’s interpretation –by failing to look forward to what happens in Matthew 1:24-

25– will (like President Bill Clinton’s parsing of sex) need to contest the definition of “is” when it 

comes to the meaning of “there is no sex possible in Matthew 1:24-25”! Equally, how can 

Turretinfan’s commitment to Isaiah’s Virgin Birth square with his assertion that “take to her/her 

to your home” means per se “to have sex as soon as under the same roof”? In response, this 

was another ad hoc assertion by Turretinfan for rhetorical purposes of persuasion of his listener. 

This innovative argument, invented out of whole cloth, rhetorically proposed a solution for his 

eager listeners on Youtube (who would not desire to scrutinize the text but would want to feel 

victorious over papists). This causes unfathomable problems by his interpretation for Evangelical 

fundamentals: The Virgin Birth is no longer Biblical! Joseph would have needed, according to 

Turretinfan, to exercise his rights as a husband after the marriage ceremony and consummate the 

marriage. If he doesn’t exercise them at the most important ceremony of sealing a marriage, why 

are we even concerned about him trying to exercise them at a less solemn and less obligatory time 

after the physical act of Mary giving birth? If you don’t have sex on your honeymoon, with 

witnesses to boot, that’s quite something! Joseph creates a real problem in Turretinfan’s 

interpretation: If Joseph purportedly consummated the marriage upon taking Mary into his house 

(Matthew 1:24-25), then of whose seed is Jesus since Joseph needed to have relations with Mary 
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as his duty to Judaism upon her coming into his house? Of course, this makes no sense in light of 

Matthew 1:24-25 and we are sure that Turretinfan will eventually repudiate his ad hoc or rhetorical 

flash of brilliance during the debate because he can clearly see now that his assertion excludes the 

Virgin Birth and nullifies the prophecy of LXX Isaiah 7:14, lest –for Alpha & Omega Ministries– 

Jesus be not the messiah (failing to meet the criteria of Matthew 1:22-24) but merely the son of a 

non-virgin, even if so by the Holy Spirit. The definitive proof whether any scholar or apologist can 

read St. Matthew’s literature intelligently, as St. Matthew designed it to be read, lies in the 

parallelism between and among A1 iii-iv, B iii-iv, and A2 iii-iv: 

 

A1 Take to you Mary your wife for that which is conceived in her is of the Holy 

Spirit and she will birth a Son 

 

B Behold the virgin shall conceive with child and birth a Son 

 

A2 took to him his wife and was not knowing her until she had birthed her 

firstborn Son. 
 

Any proposal that “Take to you Mary your wife” means “have sex” is purely asinine, for the 

wife must be a virgin up to and including the activity of birthing lest she not fulfill the prophecy 

of LXX Isaiah 7:14. Hence, the most startling point that has –to my knowledge– escaped every 

single modern commentator whom I’ve consulted (excepting ancient commentators like St. Basil 

the Great) is the fact that Matthew 1:24-25 (A2) betrays or rather serves up on a silver platter the 

exact meaning of “until” (heôs hou): ST. MATTHEW’S CHIASM IS AN ARCHITECTURAL WONDER, FOR 

HE NECESSARILY DECLARES THAT FROM THE MOMENT OF MARY’S VIRGINAL CONCEPTION UNTIL 

HER ACT OF BIRTH SHE WAS PHYSICALLY A VIRGIN AND, THUS, MARY FULFILLS THE PROPHECY OF 

ISAIAH’S EXACT-CALENDRICAL PERIOD IN WHICH SHE MUST PROVE HERSELF TO BE A VIRGIN 

CONCEIVER & BIRTHER. Turretinfan, like his confederates (who sometimes include scholars) 

appear incapable of seeing the restrictive nature of the chiasm: St. Matthew is only, merely, and 

exclusively making a statement in Matthew 1:24-25 that Mary meets the exact specifications of 

Isaiah 7:14 (the center of the very chiastic structure!). There is and can be, by this literary device 

(chiasm), no other sense of this literary unit. Once we see the parallelism that is so clear if we listen 

to the Greek read aloud as a piece of literature to be heard passively when read at a public 

gathering of illiterate Christians, then we can see why scholars miss St. Matthew’s rhetoric 

completely. There is a harmony in the chiasm for memorization, whether in vocabulary, or in 

structure. Let us read St. Basil the Great, who testifies On the Holy Generation of Christ that the 

hoi polloi or illiterates of the Roman empire were able to grasp what we cannot: 

And [A2 iii:] after he [Joseph] arose, he took his wife.” And he led his wife by virtue, and 

by brotherly love (storgêi), and by devoting (his mind) to all care for them dwelling in the 

same domicile [viz., Matthew 1:18, above: come together], while he was keeping himself away from 

(apeixeto) the marital operations [due to Isaiah 7:14 (!)]: [A2 iv:] “For he was not knowing her,” says 
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he [St. Matthew 1:25:], [A2 v:]“until the time when she bore the first-born Son of hers (autês).” 

Now, this logically produces a (future) conjecture (hyponoian) that (after having served 

purely by completing the birthing of the Lord through the Holy Spirit) Mary rejected not 

the common operations of marriage. But we, even if it does not at all give harm to a pious 

discussion (eusebeias logôi) –for virginity was necessary by godly arrangement until this 

[aforementioned A2 v:] service [of birthing], and what follows this on account of the mystery 

[in Scripture] is not to be meddled with– nevertheless we believe those testimonies suffice in 

themselves (among the lovers of Christ), for they do not admit the matter a hearing; 

namely, that the Theotokos at some time ever ceased to be a virgin. (Patrologia Graeca 

31:1468);  emphasis by italics & translation mine) 
St. Basil is quite precise that the literary construction does not allow for speculation beyond the 

Scriptural prophecy. The people out of their piety speculate knowingly beyond what they hear 

from the sacred author, but neither are they invoking St. Matthew, nor are they contesting his 

presentation or his plain meaning in there supposition that Mary remained ever virgin. St. 

Matthew’s mathematical precision shows him obsessed only with validating LXX Isaiah 7:14. The 

truly nugatory inferences that the “until” has a “natural” or “probable” inference about Mary after 

her birth is just poor reading of the Greek that is now so very obvious; even to the faithful hearing 

it in Basil’s assembly. The faithful are accustomed to speculate beyond the clear literary intention 

of St. Matthew. The Evangelist would be horrified to see that our Greek is so non-rhetorically 

inclined today to miss the fact that what is important concerns Mary’s history of being a virgin 

most specifically between moment of conception until the moment of birth, the very same and exact 

times provided by the Prophet Isaiah! The point here, then, is precisely that Joseph and Mary had 

to flaunt social conventions in order to fulfill the prophecy; they had to refrain from sex after the 

marriage, its party, and when bedding together at Joseph’s house lest the prophecy of Isaiah be 

nullified. I hope this plain slap across the face can finally divest us of our nonsensical speculation 

on the “until,” (Matthew 1:25) for the author’s intention is to deal with the prophecy and to say 

absolutely nothing for, nor against, Mary’s post-partum virginity. 

 In William Albrëcht’s and my book: Mary among the Evangelists, we refute the 

grammatical claims made by Helvidius (4th century) and by modern Christians who innovate on 

the meaning and sense of the Greek. But, in sincerity, I am thankful to Turretinfan. If he had not 

raised the issue of “Take to yourself Mary your wife” then I would have never been occasioned 

to investigate this literary unit further. Both William Albrëcht and I fell into the same rut that we 

notice holding back modern Mariology only too often, namely, should we let a heretic determine 

the parameters of the investigation, then we are liable to overlook the original sense of the author. 

If post-Reformation Roman Catholic versus Reformed arguments were correctly skipped over by 

us in Mary among the Evangelists and, thereby, we were able to make many discoveries (viz., 

rediscoveries), we nonetheless paid too much attention to the grammar and vocabulary analysis by 

Helvidius and its refutation by Jerome and subsequent discussions based upon a reactionary 

Mariology. The real genius in reading this text is St. Basil. He is peacefully unconcerned about 

refuting any error and overconcentrating on a preposition “until” to the exclusion of the chiasm 

into which it fits. He absorbed the whole of the text and declared that one cannot in the least argue 
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for or against virginity based upon the clear words of Matthew that restrict any “meddling.” In 

effect, in a revised and augmented second edition of Mary among the Evangelists, we will no 

longer need primarily to refer to the  grammatical evidence regarding “until,” since it is St. 

Matthew’s chiasm and his clear intention that once and for all arrests scholars and apologists alike 

from ever asserting that post-partum virginity issues should ever be projected onto the text in virtue 

of its literary structure, which only concentrates on the parameters of virginity as set by LXX Isaiah 

7:14. 

 

3. An Excursus on “Take a Wife to One’s House” 

 

In the history of Greek literature up to Matthew 1:18-25, does taking a woman unto oneself or 

taking someone into his house mean, as a construct, mainly or merely “to have sex”? Well, let 

us first see in the historian Herodotus, the first to use this construction in the 400s BC: 

This, then, was how Anacharsis fared, owing to his foreign ways and consorting with 

Greeks; and a great many years afterward, Scyles, son of Ariapithes, suffered a like fate. 

Scyles was one of the sons born to Ariapithes, king of Scythia; but his mother was of Istria, 

and not native-born; and she taught him to speak and read Greek. As time passed, 

Ariapithes was treacherously killed by Spargapithes, king of the Agathyrsi, and Scyles 

inherited the kingdom and his father's wife, a Scythian woman whose name was Opoea, 

from whom was [born] a son Orikos for [Skylês to his house] Ariappithes (Skylês de tên 

te basilêiên parelabe kai tên gynaika tou patros, têi ounoma ên Opoiê. Ên de hautê hê astê, 

eks hês ên Orikos Ariapeitheï pais) 

Seemingly in imitation of the Greek historian Herodotus, St. Matthew follows two of Herodotus’s 

constructions: “to take a kingdom and wife” and to bear a child from a woman (Note: successful 

childbirth is a subsequent and contingent consequence distinguished from taking a wife, since 

marriage never guarantees that she will be bedded or successfully conceive or birth a living child). 

Notice that: “Opea from whom was [born] a son Orikos” is practically mirrored by St. Matthew 

to talk about the non-spermatic pregnancy of Mary (perhaps because the LXX histories imitate, 

too, this Greek construct):3 

 

Herodotus: “Opoea, from whom was [born] a son Orikos for [Skylês to his house] Opoiê 

[…] eks hês ên Orikos Ariapeitheï pais.” (Histories, book 4, chapter 78) 

 

Matthew: “Jacob generated Joseph the husband of Mary, from whom was born Jesus the 

so-called messiah (Marias, heks hês egennêthê4 Iêsous ho legomenos christos).” (Matthew 1:17) 

 
3 The other women listed in Matthew’s birthing lists are: Judah begot Perez and Zerah from Tamar (eggêsen ton 

Phares kai ton Zara ek tês Thamar) (Matthew 1:3); Rachab is the same (Matthew 1:5); Ruth is the same (Matthew 

1:5); Bathsheeba is referred to in a mode closer to Chronicles (Matthew 1:6). Compare [LXX=] 1 Chronicles 8:9: 

“egennêsen ek tês Ada gynaikos autou ton Iôbab kai ton Sebia).” 
4 This verb is due to LXX Isaiah 9:5 “a child was born.” It is the only case of the singular form used in the Greek Old 

Testament and always signified “from a woman.” Strangely, in Isaiah 9:5, the construct lacks the customary reference 

to the Father found in the plural “sons/daughters were born” (egennêthêsan). Compare LXX Sirach 49:15, where 
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Unsurprisingly, St. Matthew –writing a history– imitates historical conventions of the historians 

Herodotus, Diodore of Sicily, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus. It is ludicrous to translate 

Herodotus to use “take” and “have sex” interchangeably, though in the same exact construct as 

St. Matthew, as a Turretinfan translation would render the passage: “Scyles HAD SEX WITH the 

kingdom and his father's wife.” As you can see, this is ridiculous. Instead, Matthew 1:18, 24-25, 

should be taken in Herodotus’s clear sense of a contract. Above, an inheritance by law or by 

succession is signified. Similarly, the putative parent Joachim, father of Mary of Nazareth, made 

a contract with Joseph that led to him taking possession of Mary legally and transferring her 

physically to his house to become his wife. The angel Gabriel is telling St. Joseph: “Do not fear, 

not to cancel your marriage contract and, therefore, St. Joseph fails to introduce a divorce contract 

to her under accusation of being an adulteress” (compare Matthew 1:19 that fits perfectly). How 

much clearer Greek do we need in order to admit that St. Matthew is speaking about the marriage 

contract and its implied legalities? There are other comical results when this construction is 

interpreted sexual, as with the Philosopher Posidonius: 

After achieving a cure in this manner he [the apothecary] demanded double fees, saying 

that he had received a female who was sick and made her into a healthy young man. 

(Posidonius, Fragment 85; translation changed in one word from invalid to sick).5 

In this context, a doctor is healing a sick woman who was a wife to someone. The bizarre story is 

about the difficulties that an apothecary or pharmacist had in treating the genital condition of a 

biological hermaphrodite. The apothecary makes a joke that by the cutting and surgery he was 

forced to operate on a woman who –post surgery– was now (with female genitals removed) only 

a man. But, in Turretinafan’s purportedly “obvious” sense of “taking a woman” (Matthew 

1:18/1:24-5), the Evangelical read of the phrase must mean: “The pharmacist has had sex with 

a woman who was sick, but he then established her thereby to be a healthy young man!” Next, 

quoting the words of a prior historian, Diodore of Sicily (writing very close to the time of St. 

Matthew), he writes using the same phrase: 

Since after the founding of this city Ninus made a campaign against Bactriana, where he 

married Semiramis, the most renowned of all women of whom we have any record 

(egême tên epiphanestatên apasôn tôn gynaikôn hôn pareilêphamen), it is necessary first of 

all to tell how she rose from a lowly fortune to such fame.6 (Library of History, book 2, 

chapter 4, section 1) 

In Turretinfan’s bizzarro world this could mean that, among the noble women of the place, the 

man was bragging in ancient times about having married the most renowned of the women whom 

he had debauched. What is more, other more laughable examples exist, recalling the most famous 

of plays by Shakespeare about Marcius Coriolanus and his near-siege and seizure of Rome out of 

 
Joseph is also indiscriminately said to have been born with no reference to his parentage. Jesus also is styled and refers 

to himself as the New Joseph messianically in all the Gospel. 
5 For this fragment, cited by Diodore the historian (Library of History, Book 32, chapter 11, section 3), see 

https://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Diodorus_Siculus/32*.html. 
6 For his history, see: https://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Diodorus_Siculus/2A*.html. 

https://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Diodorus_Siculus/32*.html
https://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Diodorus_Siculus/2A*.html
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vengeance for his dishonor suffered for refusing to pretend to be humble after all his glorious deeds 

and sufferings for the state. Marcus Coriolanus had his glory turned to ash in his mouth by the 

fickleness of the people and decided to go to a foreign place raise and army and kill his 

countrymen, as reported by the historian Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who now speaks about 

Roman women trying to get Marcus’s female family member to intercede for the safety of Rome: 

“A strength,” replied [the Roman woman] Valeria, “that calls, not for weapons or hands 

—for Nature has excused us [by our gender] from the use of these— but for goodwill and 

speech.” And when all cried out and begged of her to explain what this assistance was, 

Valeria said: “Wearing this squalid and shabby garb and taking with us the rest of the 

women and our children, let us go (kai tas allas paralabousai gynaikas kai ta tekna 

epagomenai badizômen) to the house of Veturia, the mother (mêtros oikian) of Marcius; and 

placing the children at her knees, let us entreat her with tears to have compassion both 

upon us, who have given her no cause for grief, and upon our country, now in the direst 

peril, and beg of her to go to the enemy's camp, taking along her grandchildren and their 

mother and all of us —for we must attend her with our children—and becoming the 

suppliant of her son, to ask and implore him not to inflict any irreparable mischief on his 

country.”7 (Roman Antiquities, Book 8, chapter 39, section 3-4) 

This impassioned speech is apparently, in Alpha & Omega Ministries’ lexicon, a lusty plea for the 

leading women of Rome to have an orgy on the knees of Valeria with the female populace and 

all their children at the house of Valeria in order to be saved from Coriolanus’s sacking of the 

city. 

 As we are seeing, like Matthew 1:18: “Before they came together,” the meaning of this 

phrase is determined exclusively by historians from Herodotus to Dionysius so far. We have only 

Josephus the Jewish historian left to prove that St. Matthew, like his Jewish confrere also 

translating his own history from Hebrew into Greek, who uses the exact same phraseology without 

any sexual meaning attached to it. Several chapters later we see how the beseeching of Veturia 

went:  

Veturia, not seeing how she could help herself in view of their lamentations and their 

many entreaties, yielded and promised to perform the mission in behalf of their country, 

taking with her the wife of Marcius and his children and as many matrons as wished 

to join them (tên te gynaika tou Marciou paralabousa kai ta tekna kai tôn allôn politidôn 

tas boulomenas) (Roman Antiquities, Book 8, chapter 43, section 2).8 

For scholars and Greek readers (who are not a priori opposed to perpetual virginity as purportedly 

some sort of de-christianizing feature of true belief) a sexual meaning is not needed to justify their 

sexual needs to be satisfied with Matthew 1:18. This passage of Dionysius means for everybody 

else in the publishing industry that the women and their children went to supplicate Marcus 

Coriolanus to refrain from destroying Rome. For Turretinfan and Alpha & Omega Ministries, it 

must mean that Veturia took the women and children up on their offer for a massive orgy and 

that this satisfying experience convinced her to beseech Coriolanus to cease and desist his war. 

 
7 See http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Dionysius_of_Halicarnassus/8B*.html. 
8 See http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Dionysius_of_Halicarnassus/8B*.html. 

http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Dionysius_of_Halicarnassus/8B*.html
http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Dionysius_of_Halicarnassus/8B*.html
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Finally, a last example shows that Herodotus and Diodore use this construction in the very same 

way, though representing two diverse dialects: 

Agrippa Menenius, Publius Lucretius and Servius Nautius, having been honored with the 

military tribuneship, discovered a plot that had been formed against the commonwealth 

by slaves. The conspirators were planning to set fire to the houses at night in many 

different places at the same time, and then, when they had learned that everyone had 

rushed to the aid of the burning buildings, to seize the Capitol and the other fortified 

places and, once in possession of the strong positions in the city, to summon the other 

slaves to freedom and together with them, after slaying their masters, to take over the 

wives and possessions of the murdered men (gynaikas te kai ktêseis paralambanein). 

(Roman Antiquities, Book 12, chapter 6, sections 5-6)9 

Again, need I even comment that the conspirators were not planning on committing fetishism or 

sex with inanimate objects? These cover every instance of the use of this phrase prior to St. 

Matthew’s Gospel! What are we to derive from this? Well, the first inference is that St. Matthew 

thought he was writing real history and so, when not obliged or choosing to reproduce Semiticisms 

or Hebraisms in his Gospel, he opened his Gospel in a style reminiscent of the best fact-based 

historical accounts from the Classical and Antique periods who used this chosen phrase. This is 

good Greek! But, if St. Matthew is an author who may have first written his logia or Jesus-sayings 

in Hebrew and then only later translated them into Greek when inspired to write a full Gospel, 

might we be missing something here? After all, Hebrew and Greek have different ways of saying 

things. Well, in this case that is absolutely not the case, as the originally Hebrew (though scholars 

often call this Aramaic) version of Josephus’s history (before AD 93) was written about the same 

time as St. Matthew’s Gospel. Josephus the Hebrew-speaking historian, who translated some his 

writings into Greek, writes thus with perfect command of both languages: 

And when the city was taken about midnight, and the enemy’s generals were entered into 

the temple, and when Zedekiah was sensible of it, he took his wives and his children, 

and his captains and friends, and with them fled out of the city (paralabôn tas ynaikas 

kai ta tekna kai tous hêgemonas kai tous philous pheugei), through the fortified ditch, and 

through the desert; 10 

Are we really to believe the Jewish historian’s published text needs to conform to Turretinfan’s 

demand that Zedekiah, before he fled, decided in reality to have a massive orgy with his wives, 

children and his male military leaders together with his friends? Yes, this is the result of 

claiming that “To take to yourself” means: “to have sex.” Nor should it be thought that, like all 

the other Greek historians since the 5th century BC, Josephus somehow accidently (or by some 

other silly explanation) used a proper Greek construction, but he can also purportedly use it to 

mean sex, for there is only one other use of this construction and it is as follows: 

Now Timidius, an enemy of his, had informed Caius that he had used indecent reproaches 

against him, and he “made use of”/”took” Quintilia for a witness to them (martyra 

 
9 See https://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Dionysius_of_Halicarnassus/12*.html. 
10 Josephus, The works of Josephus: complete and unabridged, ed. and tr. W. Whiston (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1987), 

275. 

https://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Dionysius_of_Halicarnassus/12*.html
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paralambanôn Kuintilian gynaika): a woman she was much beloved by many that 

frequented the theatre, and particularly by Pompedius, on account of her great beauty. 11 

Again, while for us “taking a woman” who rely on the published meanings of this phrase, it has 

a legal, contractual, and tribunal meaning and so must St. Matthew’s attested usage be among all 

the other Greek historians. Now, Turretinfan needs this mean, per his Youtube assertion to William 

Albrëcht: “he had sex with Quintilia who was witness [to being taken for the sex that he was 

having with her].” Talk about a pleonasm! I am pleased that we have covered all the witnesses 

prior and contemporary to St. Matthew. Now, without the slightest shade of doubt, we can see only 

the obtuse scholar and the supercilious apologist could find it conscionable to keep supposing, 

inferring, or preferring some sort of non-virginal post-partum reading is even possible in St. 

Matthew chapter 1. The evidence is clear and took me about six hours of work, using the largest 

Greek database available (Thesaurus Linguae Graecae), and my own listening to the audio of St. 

Matthew’s Gospel chapter 1 in Greek and then organizing it into a chiasm as I heard it. 

Unfortunately, the only CDs, of which I know, are in Modern Greek/Ecclesiastical and Erasmian 

pronunciation. To better get wordplays and rhetorical devices, a CD needs to be recorded in 

basilikê glossa or Imperial Greek whose pronunciation and rhetorical delivery ought to help 

scholars to solve even more puzzles in the New Testament by listening to it as it was meant to 

heard by both the designated reader and by both the literate and largely illiterate listeners for whom 

it was written. 

 

Conclusions 

 

 St. Clement of Alexandria is frequently dubbed the “wall of the vineyard,”12 due to his 

amazing ability to defend the Christian faith. In his work, the Stromata, literally “Patchwork,” the 

great Church historian Eusebius noted how he had uncovered a massive region of research on the 

faith, all along the way refuting various heresies that attempted to ensconce themselves within the 

Church. It is in this masterful collection of works written in the late-second century in which St. 

Clement notes how –even after the birth of Christ– the faithful believed that Mary continued 

onward in a state of virginity. In a clever analogy he compares Mary to the Scriptures, “Now such 

to us are the Scriptures of the Lord, which gave birth to the truth and continue virgin, in the 

concealment of the mysteries of the truth.”13 For the titan of the faith, Holy Writ has brought forth 

much truth and beauty, yet remained pure and “virgin” in its status. This is the example that St. 

Clement utilizes for Mary. Even after the virgin birth, Mary is like the words that emanate from 

the God-breathed texts. She retains her purity even after the birth of our incarnate God. For the 

 
11 Josephus, The works of Josephus: complete and unabridged, ed. and tr. W. Whiston (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1987), 

504. 
12 J. Newton, Clement of Alexandria, in Who’s Who in Christian history, ed. J. D. Douglas & P. W. Comfort (Wheaton, 

IL: Tyndale House, 1992), 164. 
13 Clement of Alexandria, The Stromata, or Miscellanies, in Fathers of the Second Century: Hermas, Tatian, 

Athenagoras, Theophilus, and Clement of Alexandria (Entire), eds A. Roberts, J. Donaldson, & A. C. Coxe,  (Buffalo, 

NY: Christian Literature Company, 1885), 2:551. 
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great Fathers of the Church, the arguments of old and those of new simply would not suffice to 

topple the rock-solid evidence found within the very historical text of Scripture itself. We have 

scoured the very inspired Word of the Lord and found no compelling evidence to believe that the 

language utilized by St. Matthew would indicate that the Virgin Mother of Christ ever lost her 

virginity. We cannot help but think at the horrors that would befall the very minds of the Church’s 

most learned thinkers, if we were to take the arguments of Turretinfan and company to their logical 

conclusion. As our in-depth historical examination of the God-inspired text indicates, the logical 

conclusion of the arguments presented in the name of the Reformed position leads to a Pandora’s 

box exploding full of problems. After a thorough examination of all of the surrounding literature, 

the erudite philosophers and early Jewish historians, along with their clear grammatical 

constructions, not to mention clarity with which St. Matthew wrote, it is a matter most certain that 

these poor arguments from Turretinfan simply never “come together” in any type of coherent 

fashion.  


