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CHAPTER I

Marian Issues in Matthew 1:18–25

Matthew 1:18–25 is a key text in any discussion about Mary’s person
and role in the church, as well as a major support for the orthodox view
of the virgin birth of Christ. Conservative Roman Catholics and Evan-
gelicals are in agreement on the latter, and so no attempt will be made
here to enter into that discussion.1 It is the former issue that concerns
us here. The passage reads:

This is how the birth of Jesus Christ2 came about: His
mother Mary was pledged to be married to Joseph, but be-
fore they came together, she was found to be with child
through the Holy Spirit. Because Joseph her husband was a
righteous man and did not want to expose her to public dis-
grace, he had in mind to divorce her quietly. But after he had
considered this, an angel of the Lord appeared to him in a
dream and said, “Joseph son of David, do not be afraid to
take Mary home as your wife, because what is conceived in
her is from the Holy Spirit. She will give birth to a son, and
you are to give him the name Jesus, because he will save his
people from their sins.” All this took place to fulfill what the
Lord had said through the prophet3: “The virgin will be with
child and will give birth to a son, and they will call him Im-
manuel”—which means, “God with us.” When Joseph woke
up, he did what the angel of the Lord had commanded him
and took Mary home as his wife. But he had no union with
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The Phrases e{w" ou| and e{w" o{tou in
Non-biblical Literature from 100 B.C. to A.D. 100

The number of passages that use the constructions e{w" ou| or e{w" o{tou
in the literature of the centuries immediately surrounding the birth of
Christ is surprisingly few. The actual count in the literature currently
available in a searchable format (i.e., on an electronic database) num-
bers fewer than fifty—roughly twice as many as are found in the com-
paratively scant amount of literature of the NT. The range of usage
found in this literature practically mirrors that of the LXX, with the
exception of perhaps one or two nuances found in the latter but not in
the former. A summary of usages follows.

A Summary of the Phrase e{w" ou|
The meaning of e{w" ou| found to be primary in the NT and the
LXX—until [but not after]—in which the action of the main clause
discontinues after the action of the subordinate clause, is also domi-
nant here. There are several examples of this from the writings of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. “And he continued from that time to
maintain this pretense of folly from which he acquired his surname,
until he thought the proper time had come to throw it off.”21 In this
instance the action of the main clause (the protasis) discontinues af-
ter the action of the subordinate clause (the apodosis). The same is
true of another instance of this phrase in Dionysius. “And from that
time the two classes remained aloof from each other until the
commonwealth was composed and reunited.”22 In this case the
geographic separation of classes remained intact only until the
commonwealth was established. Similarly, when recounting the way
in which decisions were reached in the Roman military, Dionysius
tells us:

If therefore…ninety-seven [military] centuries [in the first
class] were of the same opinion, the voting was at an end and
the remaining ninety-six centuries were not called upon to give
their votes. But if this was not the case, the second class, com-
posed of twenty-two centuries, was called, and then the third
and so on until ninety-seven centuries were of the same
opinion.23



Use of e{w" ou| and e{w" o{tou Outside the New Testament

It is clear that votes were taken only until ninety-seven centuries were
in agreement, and then the voting stopped; hence, the action of the
main clause discontinues after the action of the subordinate clause.

Examples such as these abound. All five instances of e{w" ou| in the
pseudepigraphical book The Apocalypse of Moses24 have this meaning.
Two of these are found in Adam’s instructions to Eve concerning his
body:

But when I die, leave me alone and let no one touch me until

the angel of the Lord shall say something about me; for God
will not forget me, but will seek his own vessel which he has
formed. But rather rise to pray to God until I shall give back
my spirit into the hands of the one who has given it.25

Here it seems reasonable to suppose that in both instances the action
of the main clause would cease after the action of the subordinate
clause, so that in both cases the meaning is “only until [but not after].”

Likewise with the narrative of Adam’s death:

For the earth did not receive the body [of Abel], saying, ‘I shall
not receive another body until the mound of earth which was
taken from me and formed [into Adam] shall come [back] to
me.’ Then the angels took up the body [of Abel] and set it on
the rock, until the time his father died, and both were buried
according to the command of God in the regions of Paradise
in the place from which God had found the dust.26

There can be no question that what is being asserted here is a reversal
of the action of the main clauses by the action of the subordinate claus-
es. The earth would in fact receive the body of Abel, but only after it
had received that of Adam. Consequently, the placement of Abel’s body
on the rock was only until Adam was buried—then Abel too was
buried.

A final occurrence of this construction in the Apocalypse of Moses is
found toward the end of the story. Here God sealed Adam in a tem-
porary container “in order that no one might do anything to him for
six days until his rib would return to him” (42.1). This also seems to
be an instance where the intent of the construction is to show the
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