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There are several teachings of the Catholic Church in regard to Mary that Protestants often object to.  Those teachings are:

1) The Immaculate Conception; 2) Mary being without sin her entire life; 3) The perpetual virginity of Mary; 4) The Assumption of Mary; 5) Mary as "Mother of God"; 6) Mary as "Queen of Heaven"; and 7) Mary as the mother of all Christians.  
The Immaculate Conception
First, before discussing how to defend this dogma from the biblical, historical, and logical perspectives, let me state exactly what this teaching is: "The most Blessed Virgin Mary was, from the first moment of her conception, by a singular grace and privilege of Almighty God and by virtue of the merits of Jesus Christ, Savior of the human race, preserved immune from all stain of original sin," (CCC # 491). 

One objection I often hear when someone is challenging the Church’s teachings on the Immaculate Conception is this: "Nowhere in the Bible does it use the words ‘Immaculate Conception.’"  The assumption is that for something to be considered authentic Christian teaching, it has to be found directly in the Bible.  I addressed that in an earlier chapter, but suffice it to say that if that’s true, then we need to also throw out Christian belief on the Trinity and on the Incarnation – because neither of those words is directly mentioned in the Bible either.  We also need to stop with all the altar calls, Wednesday night church services, and Bible studies, amongst other things, because none of those things are directly mentioned in Scripture. 

Someone might then say, "Well, even though the words ‘Trinity’ and ‘Incarnation’ are not found directly in the Bible, there is a lot of Scripture that directly addresses those beliefs.  However, there is nothing in the Bible that speaks of Mary’s Immaculate Conception either directly or indirectly." 

When faced with that response, you need to first ask the question: "Is there a passage in Scripture which directly states that Mary was not conceived without Original Sin, or that she was not immaculately conceived?"  They will not be able to answer you, because there is no such passage.  They will, however, attempt to answer you by bringing up Romans, chapter 3.  Rom 3:9-12, “…I have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin, as it is written: ‘None is righteous, no, not one; no one understands, no one seeks for God.  All have turned aside, together they have gone wrong; no one does good, not even one.’”  And, Romans 3:22-23, “For there is no distinction since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God…”  “See”, they will say, “The Bible says that all are under the power of sin and that all have sinned. No one is righteous, no, not one."  Therefore, Mary had to have sinned.

Don’t get thrown off by this.  You were asking about the Church’s teaching on Mary being immaculately conceived, and they are responding to the Church’s teaching on Mary being sinless her entire life.  Point out the difference, tell them that you will get to Mary’s sinlessness in a moment, and then once again ask the question: "Is there a passage in Scripture which directly states that Mary was not conceived without Original Sin, or that she was not immaculately conceived?"  There is no such Scripture passage so they have to either say, "No," or remain silent, or bring up a passage that is unrelated to the question.
Then, you can say, "Okay, we’ve established that there is no passage of the Bible which states that Mary was not immaculately conceived.  Since there is nothing in the Bible that says this did not happen, why do you have a problem with me believing it?"  At which point they might say, "Because the Bible nowhere says it IS true!"  To this you simply respond, "Do you believe contraception is okay?"  Since most Protestants do, they will probably say, "Yes."  You then respond, "But the Bible nowhere says that contraception is okay.  So, the Bible does not say contraception is okay, yet it’s okay for you to believe it is.  The Bible, according to you, does not say the Immaculate Conception is okay, yet it’s not okay for me to believe it is."  This will point out the double standard that many have regarding Protestant beliefs and practices and the Bible vs. Catholic beliefs and practices and the Bible.

You can then continue by telling them you want to look at some Scripture verses that do, in fact, indirectly support the Church’s teaching on the Immaculate Conception.  
First, go back to the Old Testament, Genesis 3:14-15: "“The Lord said to the serpent…I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her seed; He shall bruise your head, and you shall bruise His heel.” 

This is a clear reference here in Genesis to Jesus Christ conquering Satan, bruising Satan’s head – dealing a death blow to Satan.  And Jesus is the seed of what woman?  This is the only place in Scripture that I know of where it mentions the woman’s seed, and not the man’s seed.  We normally associate the seed with the man, not the woman.  And, of course we know why it says "her seed" here in Genesis, because Mary conceived Jesus of the Holy Spirit – not of man.  The Virgin Birth.

Again, the seed of "the woman" is described as bruising the head of the serpent – Satan.  All Christians know that this verse is referring to Jesus Christ.  Genesis 3:15 is often referred to as the proto-evangelium – the first good news – a promise of One to come Who will defeat the power of Satan.  So, if "her seed" refers to Jesus, then who does "her" refer to?  Obviously, "the woman" spoken of here in Gen 3:15 is Mary. 

What else do we see in Gen 3:15?  God Himself tells Satan that He, God, will put enmity between Satan and the woman, Mary.  Enmity, in my dictionary, is defined as “hostility between enemies”.  That is an amazing thing!  God Himself tells Satan that He, God, will put hostility between Satan and Mary.  That He, God, will make Satan and Mary enemies.  If you have sin in you, can you say that there is enmity between you and Satan?  If one is conceived in sin, or if one sins by wilfully disobeying God and His commandments, then are you not in both cases on the side of Satan?  If you are a sinner, aren’t you actually on Satan’s side, at least until such time as you repent and confess of your sin?  So, the question is: If God Himself put enmity between Satan and Mary, how can anyone say that she was conceived in sin, or that she ever committed a personal sin?  Did God not do what He said He would do?  Or, was it that God put enmity between Satan and Mary, but Satan was stronger than God and occasionally overcame what God had done?  Ask someone who doubts the Immaculate Conception to explain to you what it means when God says He will put enmity between Satan and the woman.

From the first book of the Bible we move to the last book of the Bible, the Book of Revelation.

Continued
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In this chapter we see "the woman" (verse 4), the "male child" who is to "rule all the nations with a rod of iron" (verse 5) and "that ancient serpent, who is called the Devil and Satan" (verse 9).  To recall, Genesis 3:15 had "the woman," the "seed," or child, of the woman, and "the serpent," Satan.  In Genesis 3:15, God puts enmity between the woman and Satan.  In Revelation 12, we see that Satan pursues the woman (verse 13) but, because of a special grace from God (verse 14), he never catches her.  This caused Satan to be angry with the woman (there’s that "enmity" thing) and to go off and make war on the rest of her offspring – those who "keep the commandments of God and bear testimony to Jesus." 

The parallels between Genesis 3:15 and Revelation 12 are pretty hard to miss.  The woman, the "seed" or child of the woman, and Satan in both passages.  The promise of Satan’s eventual defeat in Gen 3:15 and the realization of that promise in Rev 12.  And, as God put enmity between the woman and Satan in Gen 3:15, we see that Satan never catches the woman in Revelation 12, and is very angry with her. 

Now, some will say that the woman represents the Church, because it is the Church that brings Jesus to the world; or that she represents Israel, because Jesus is a child of Israel.  And, at one level of interpretation, they would be right.  The image of the woman can be a metaphor for either the Church or Israel.  There are many passages of Scripture that can have different levels of meaning, and this is one of them.  However, at the most basic level of meaning, the woman is also a real person – Mary, the mother of Jesus.  After all, no one ever says that the male child who is to rule all the nations with a rod of iron is a metaphor.  Nor do they say that the ancient serpent, Satan, is a metaphor.  Why then do they claim "the woman" is only a metaphor?  They claim that because they do not want her to be Mary.  To admit that could damage some of their arguments against Catholic teaching on Mary.  So, in the parallel passage of Gen 3:15, we see three real persons, but in chapter 12 of the Book of Revelation, we supposedly only have two real persons and a metaphor? 

Now, I am not about to say that either of these passages "proves," from the Bible, that Mary was immaculately conceived.  I never say this or that passage of Scripture absolutely proves anything.  What I am saying, is that these passages can offer indirect support for that belief.  As discussed in a previous chapter, if, according to Protestant theology on Sola Scriptura, I have the right to read and interpret the Bible for myself, and I choose to interpret those passages as supporting the Catholic teaching on the Immaculate Conception, how can any Protestant tell me that I’m wrong in my interpretation?  
They can tell me that they disagree with my interpretation, but they cannot tell me that my interpretation is wrong, unless they wish to be inconsistent in their theology. 

Two more verses of Scripture: Luke 1:28 and 1:42.  In Luke 1:28, we have the famous greeting of God, through the angel, to Mary: "Hail, full of grace."  Many of the Protestant translations will say, "highly favored," instead of full of grace, but we can work with that.  If Mary is "full of grace," as the Catholic translation says, then the question is: When did she become full of grace?  One can make the argument that it was at the moment of her conception that she became full of grace and there is nothing in Scripture to contradict that argument.  After all, we see that John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit even from his mother’s womb (Luke 1:15), could not God have filled Mary with the Holy Spirit from the moment of her conception?  Ask someone if it is possible for God to do such a thing and see what they say. 

Or, if she was "highly favored," then at what point did she become highly favored by God?  Could it not have been at her conception?  Also, we need to ask the question: Was Mary more highly favored than Eve?  If Mary was more highly favored than Eve, and Eve was immaculately created – created without sin – could Mary not then have been immaculately created? 
God created Eve without sin, couldn’t He have done the same for Mary?  Who is greater, the woman who was the instrument through which salvation came into the world, or the woman who was the instrument through which sin came into the world?  Is Mary greater than Eve?  Yes or no?  Is not Mary referred to by Elizabeth as “Blessed among women?”  And was not Elizabeth “filled with the Holy Spirit” when she spoke those words?  [Lk 1:41-42].  

Did Mary not say, in Lk 1:48, that “all generations will call me blessed?”  Do all generations call Eve blessed?  Is Mary greater than Eve?  Yes or no?  Isn’t Mary, by the mere fact that she bore God in her womb, the greatest of all women?  Then, isn’t it at least possible, if not probable, that God would have saved Mary from sin from the very moment of her creation?  Doesn’t it make sense that God, who created the physical mother of us all without sin, would create the spiritual mother of us all (Rev 12:17) without sin?  Doesn’t it make sense that God, who created the woman through whom sin came into the world without sin, would create the woman through whom salvation came into the world without sin? 

So, from a scriptural perspective, we do not have anything that tells us Mary was not immaculately conceived, and we do have some indirect scriptural support for that belief.  From a logical perspective, it makes an awful lot of sense that Mary, who is "full of grace" and "blessed among women," would not be created with a lower stature than Eve was created.  Eve was created without sin, and if Mary is greater than Eve, then it makes sense for Mary to be created without sin also.  Finally, we have the historical perspective of the Church that tells us that Mary was indeed immaculately conceived.  So, if history is saying, "Yes," and the scriptures do not deny it, and it does not go outside the bounds of logic, then how can someone say it is not true?  On what do they base their argument?  Scripture?  No.  Tradition?  No.  Logic?  No.  A preconceived belief that they held because someone taught them that before they ever picked up the Bible to investigate the matter? 
Mary Being without Sin
This dogma is obviously closely related to the Immaculate Conception, since if Mary was without sin her entire life, she would have to have been without sin at the moment of her conception.  This particular belief in regard to Mary is where the loudest howls of protest come in from non-Catholics and, unfortunately, sometimes from those who call themselves Catholic.  I see the arguments against the Immaculate Conception as merely a sidebar to the arguments against Mary’s lifelong sinlessness.  After all, if God stepped into history and created Mary without sin, then that would be a good foundation from which to argue for Mary’s perpetual sinlessness.  So I believe that the arguments against the Immaculate Conception, are simply the result of folks not wanting to give an inch in regards to their belief that Mary was not without sin her entire life.

As I mentioned above, the Scripture verses that will almost always be mentioned first, when arguing Mary as having been without sin, will come from chapter 3 of Romans: Rom 3:9-12, “…I have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin, as it is written: ‘None is righteous, no, not one; no one understands, no one seeks for God.  All have turned aside, together they have gone wrong; no one does good, not even one.’”  And, Romans 3:22-23, “For there is no distinction since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God…”  “See”, they will say, “The Bible says that all are under the power of sin and that all have sinned. No one is righteous, no, not one."  They have made these words of Scripture an absolute.  "All" have sinned.  It says, "all," by golly, so that means all, everyone, without exception.  Which means, they believe, that Mary could not have been without sin her entire life.

The very first thing I do when presented by someone with these passages as "proof" that Mary had to have sinned, is to ask that person a question.  And that question is this: "Are you seeking God in your life?"  If I’m speaking to them in person, I almost always get a quick retort of, "Absolutely!"  To which I respond by pointing out that they just contradicted the Bible.  Romans 3:11 states very specifically that "no one seeks for God," yet they just told me that they do indeed seek for God.  How can that be?  Either they’ve just contradicted the Bible, or there is a problem with their absolutist interpretation of this passage of Scripture. 

Another question you could ask at this point is this: "Is praying to God a good thing?"  You will undoubtedly be answered in the affirmative.  You then ask, "Do you pray?"  And they will respond that they do.  You can then make the observation that by praying, they are doing good; yet, in Rom 3:12, it says that "no one does good, not even one."  So, once again, either they have contradicted the Bible, or there is a problem with their absolutist interpretation of these passages from Romans.
If they interpret "all have sinned" as meaning every single human being, without exception, they can’t then turn around and interpret "No one seeks for God" and "No one does good" as not meaning every single human being, without exception.   But, their absolutist interpretation of these passages puts them in the position, if they wish to not contradict the teaching of the Bible, of having to say they do not seek God in their lives, or that they never do anything good in their lives.  Both of which are ridiculous things to have to admit if you’re a "saved" Christian doing your best to follow God’s will for your life.

(Mary being without sin, continued)
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Furthermore, the folks who interpret these verses from Romans 3 as absolutely meaning "all" – everyone without exception – have sinned, fail to take something into account in their fallible, non-authoritative interpretation of these Scripture verses.  I’m going to give you a Catholic principle here, one which is very important to remember.  
In Romans 3, Paul is quoting from the Old Testament (O.T.).  And, whenever you see a quote from the O.T., you need to go back and read it in its entirety so that you can get the O.T. context – in order to put it in its proper context when it is used in the N.T.  If you don’t get the O.T. context, you will quite possibly misinterpret the N.T. passage it is used in.  And that’s the mistake a lot of people make when reading Romans 3, they don’t look at the Old Testament to get the context of the passages Paul is quoting from.

Let’s look at an example of this principle.  A passage which is often misunderstood by Fundamentalists and Evangelicals is Matthew 27:46, where Jesus cries from the Cross, “My God, My God, why have you forsaken me?”  I have often heard people say that that passage means that God turned His back on Jesus at that moment.  As if you can separate Jesus from God.  Jesus was and is God.  Can God turn His back on Himself?  Can you ever separate Jesus from God?  Was there ever a moment when Jesus wasn’t God?  No!  What they fail to understand is that these words of Jesus are coming straight from Psalm 22.  Listen to what Psalm 22 has to say.  This is how it starts: “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”  Sounds awfully familiar, doesn’t it?  

Psalm 22 goes on to say, “All who see me mock me…I am poured out like water, and all my bones are out of joint…they divide my garments among them…they have pierced my hands and feet.”  Sound familiar?  This is a prophetic psalm that points to the Crucifixion.  But, even though Psalm 22 starts off with a pathetic and seemingly hopeless cry from a man in agony, it ends up as a triumphant statement full of the hope and the glory and the victory of God.  This psalm is saying that even though things seem bad, and even though it seems, at first, that God is nowhere to be found…that’s not actually the case.  This psalm is saying that God is in control and that ultimately the victory is His.  

So, Jesus’ cry from the cross does not prove that God turned His back on His Son, rather it was Jesus’ way of bringing Psalm 22 to the memory of those at the foot of the cross and to everyone who ever reads or hears about Jesus’ cry from the cross.   This was Jesus’ way of saying that even though this looks like defeat, it is, in reality, victory.  Read Psalm 22 and you will know exactly what I am talking about!  But, you don’t understand this if you don’t look at the O.T. context of Jesus’ cry from the Cross.  

The same happens with the quote by Paul from Romans about “for all have sinned”.  We need to understand the O.T. context of the quote Paul is using in Romans.  And, what is that context from the O.T.?  Let’s see: Ps 14:1-5, “The fool says in his heart, ‘There is no God.’  They are corrupt, they do abominable deeds, there is none that does good [sound familiar?].  The Lord looks down from Heaven upon the children of men, to see if there are any that act wisely, that seek after God.  They have all gone astray, they are all alike corrupt; there is none that does good, no, not one.  Have they no knowledge, all the evildoers who eat up my people as they eat bread, and do not call upon the Lord?  There they shall be in great terror, for God is with the generation of the righteous.”  And there is almost the exact same passage in Ps 53:1-4.

Psalm 14 starts off talking about the "fool" who says there is no God.  It says that they, the fools who do not believe in God, are corrupt and do abominable deeds.  "There is none [of the fools] that does good."  It goes on to tell us that there are evildoers, none of whom do right.  But then, it speaks of God’s people, "the generation of the righteous."  So, the Psalm that Paul quotes, even though it says, “…there is none that does good, no, not one,” is obviously not talking about all people, but only those fools who do not believe in God and who it goes on to call “evildoers”.  Because, if it was talking about absolutely all people, then how can the Psalm talk about, just a verse or two later, the generation of the righteous?  If all have gone wrong, if there are none that do good, then there are no righteous people.

Now that we have the O.T. context, we can look at the N.T. context. So, is Paul really saying that all men, with no exceptions, have committed sin? Is he really saying that all men, with no exceptions, are not righteous? Is he really saying that all men, with no exceptions, do not seek God?  Is he really saying that all men, without exceptions, never do good? No, he isn’t.  Remember, the O.T. passage he is quoting is not talking about all men, even though it uses the word "all."  Which means, that these verses from Romans 3 are not the "proof" of Mary’s sinfulness that many non-Catholics think they are. Paul is not talking about all men having committed sin.  Even Evangelicals and Fundamentalists who believe Paul is talking about personal sin here in Romans, make exceptions for infants and young children.  Everyone agrees that neither an infant, nor a young child, has committed a personal sin.  So, even those who quote this passage to show that all men, without exception, have committed personal sin… don’t believe that all men, without exception, have committed personal sin.  They make exceptions. 

Plus, remember it says in Romans 3:9-12, that no one is righteous, no not one.  Well, if we are to make this an absolute, as many non-Catholics do, then we would expect not to find anyone in the Bible referred to as being righteous.  Yet, Luke 1:6 says that Elizabeth and Zechariah, the parents of John the Baptist, were “righteous” before God.  How can that be if no one is righteous, no not one?  In chapter 5 of James it says that the prayer of a righteous man availeth much.  Well, if no one is righteous, no not one, then what righteous men is James talking about?  And there are other righteous folks mentioned throughout the Bible as well.

We mentioned Elizabeth and Zechariah, John the Baptist’s parents, being righteous before God.  Something else that Luke 1:6 says is this: “And [Elizabeth and Zechariah] were both righteous before God, walking in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.”  Blameless?  Would that be… without sin?!  How does this fit with “all men have sinned”?

And listen to this from Lk 1:15, “…and he [John the Baptist] will be filled with the Holy Spirit, even from his mother’s womb.”  Would you say that a man who is filled with the Holy Spirit his entire life, even before he is born, was a sinner?

Lk 1:28, “And he [the angel Gabriel] came to her [Mary] and said, “Hail, full of grace, the lord is with you!”  Mary is “full of grace” even before Jesus is conceived.  Would someone who is “full of grace”, full of the very life of God, be considered a sinner?
And, if the wages of sin is death, as Paul clearly says in Rom 6:23, then the argument can be made that Enoch and Elijah must not have ever sinned – because they never died.  We see this in Hebrews 11:5, “By faith Enoch was taken up so that he should not see death; and he was not found, because God had taken him.”  [See also Gen 5:24].  2 Kings 2:11, “And as they still went on and talked, behold, a chariot of fire and horses of fire separated the two of them.  And Elijah went up by a whirlwind into Heaven.”  Neither Enoch nor Elijah died.  If the wages of sin is death, as Paul says in Romans, then a case could be made that neither of them sinned.

So, Paul was not talking about absolutely “all” men, without exception, committing personal sin.  Most everyone agrees that he was not talking about infants and young children.  Scripture tells us that the parents of John the Baptist were blameless before the Lord in all of His commandments and ordinances.  Scripture also tells us that John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit from even before he was born!  I can’t be sure, but it looks like a pretty sinless family to me…at least, that’s what the Bible seems to be saying.

What is going on here in Romans, chapter 3, is that Paul is saying to the Jews that even though they have had a privileged position as God’s people in the past vis-a-vis the Gentiles, and even though they often considered themselves as being without sin as opposed to the Gentile sinners, it is actually the case that both groups – Jews and Gentiles – are under the power of sin.  Paul is telling the Jews that they are not as special as they think they are.  They, too, can sin.  He goes on to tell them that the playing field has now been levelled through the death and resurrection of Christ, and that both groups – not just the Jews – now have access to salvation through Christ. 

Paul is saying that all men – Jew or Gentile – left unto themselves, of their own power, are indeed sinners.  However, by the grace of God, there are also men that can truly be called righteous.  He is indeed speaking in absolutes when it comes to men who have not God, to "The fool who says in his heart, ‘There is no God,’" but he is not speaking in absolutes when it comes to those who live by the grace of God. 

That’s why there are men who can truly be called righteous by the Scriptures, even though Romans 3:10 says, "None is righteous, no not one."  Which is also why it is possible that Mary lived her life without sin, even though Romans 3:23 says that, "all have sinned." 

Mary, without God, would indeed have been under the power of sin.  As it was, though, God, by a special grace, saved her from sin at the very moment of her conception.  And, she was so full of God’s grace, that she did not sin during her entire life.  We need to always remember Luke 1:37, “For with God, nothing is impossible.”  I believe even the most strident anti-Catholic will admit, that God could indeed have created Mary without sin, and that it is indeed possible, by the grace of God, that she remained without sin her entire life.  Would any one of them dare deny that this is at least a possibility?

The first Adam and the first Eve were conceived without sin.  The second Adam was conceived without sin.  Would not the second Eve also be conceived without sin?  The difference in the first Adam and the second Adam, in their human natures, was that the first Adam sinned and the second Adam did not.  Does it not then make sense that the difference between the first Eve and the second Eve would be that the first Eve sinned and the second Eve did not?

Through the first Eve, sin entered the world.  Through the second Eve, salvation entered the world.  The first Eve brought sin into the world through her disobedience.  The second Eve brought salvation into the world through her obedience.  The first Eve, created without sin, sinned.  The second Eve, created without sin, did not. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
The arguments against Mary’s sinlessness lack any foundation whatsoever.  I have already shown that the one passage from Scripture – Romans: 3:23 – which is used over and over and over again by Protestants to "prove" Mary could not have been without sin, actually "proves" no such thing.  If it "proves" that Mary did indeed sin, then it also proves that no Protestant is seeking God and that no Protestant ever does good and that no Protestant fears God (see Romans 3:10-12, and 18).  If the word "all" is an absolute in verse 23, then it is also an absolute in verses 10-18.  Would anyone who believes Romans 3:23 proves Mary sinned also then admit that they do not seek God, that they never do good, and that they have no fear of God?  I doubt it.

And, whether Rom 3:23 is referring to personal sin or to Original Sin or both, it makes no difference.   If it is referring to Original Sin, then "all" still isn’t an absolute.  Adam and Eve were created without the stain of Original Sin.  Jesus Christ was conceived without the stain of Original Sin.  Is it not possible for God to have Mary conceived without the stain of Original Sin?  Of course it is.  All things are possible with God.

Now, some people will say, "Well, if Mary was conceived without Original Sin, and if she never sinned her entire life, then she has no need of Jesus Christ as her Savior.  Yet, Mary herself says in Luke 1:47 that God is her Savior; therefore, Mary had to have sinned!"  The problem with this line of thinking, though, is that it flows from a limited view of the power of God.  These folks seem to think that God can only save someone after that person has sinned, and not before. 

I am not an alcoholic.  Why?  By the grace of God.  God saved me from being an alcoholic before I ever became one.  In that same vein, if I am walking along and fall into a big hole in the ground, and someone comes by and pulls me out of that hole, then they have indeed saved me from that hole.  However, if I am walking along and just before I reach the hole, someone comes by and prevents me from falling into it, did they not also save me from that hole?  Of course they did.  Which means, someone can be saved from something either after they have fallen into it, or before they ever fall into it.  So, Mary rightly claims God as her Savior because He saved her, before the fact, from Original Sin, and because He saved her, by His grace, from ever committing an actual sin. 

There are also those who say that by claiming Mary was free from the taint of sin, we Catholics are making Mary equal to God.  Where is the logic in that?  Does that mean Adam and Eve, before they sinned, were equal to God?  Of course not! 
So, Mary being sinless in no way makes her equal to God, just as Adam and Eve being sinless in no way made them equal to God.  That argument is based on faulty logic.  Besides, how could Mary be equal to God, when it was only by the grace of God that she was immaculately conceived and was able to avoid sin her entire life? 

The Perpetual Virginity of Mary – The “brothers” of Jesus
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The Church teaches that Mary was a perpetual virgin.  She was not only a virgin before Jesus was born, but remained so after Jesus was born.  Yet, as many Protestants point out, the Bible does indeed mention the “brothers” of Jesus.  For example, Mark 6:3, “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary and the brother of James and Joses and Judas and Simon…”

The “brothers” of Jesus are clearly mentioned, and even named, in the Bible.  So, Mary did indeed have other children and, therefore, the Catholic Church is wrong when it dogmatically teaches that she was a perpetual virgin, right?  Well, not so fast.

First of all, one needs to realize that there was no word for cousin, or for nephew or niece, or for aunt or uncle in ancient Hebrew or Aramaic – the words that the Jews used in all those instances were "brother" or "sister".  An example of this can be seen in Gen 14:14, where Lot, who was Abraham’s nephew, is called his "brother."  Some Bible translations might say “kinsman” because the translator knows that Lot was not Abram’s brother, but the actual word used in the Hebrew is “brother”.  Lot, however, is clearly identified as Abram’s nephew in Gen 11:27, “Terah was the father of Abram, Nahor, and Haran; and Haran was the father of Lot.”  So, Lot was Abram’s, or Abraham’s, nephew.  Yet, Scripture refers to him as Abraham’s brother.

Second, let’s get the "big picture" regarding Jesus’ "brothers" by looking at some verses that describe the scene at the Crucifixion:

1) Matthew 27:55-56, “There were also many women there, looking on from afar…among whom were Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James and Joseph, and the mother of the sons of Zebedee.” 

2) Mark 15:40, "There were also women looking on from afar, among whom were Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James the younger and of Joses, and Salome…"

3) John 19:25, "But standing by the cross of Jesus were His mother, and His mother’s sister, Mary the wife of Clopas, and Mary Magdalene."

What do we see in these three passages that pertains to the perpetual virginity of Mary?  Well, we see that Mary, the mother of James and Joseph (or Joses), is specifically mentioned in the passages from Matthew and Mark.  Isn’t that interesting?  Where else do we see James and Joses mentioned?  In Mark 6:3, which is the verse mentioned above that contains the reference to Jesus’ "brothers."  And who are two of those brothers?  James and Joses.  But wait a minute, I thought James and Joses were sons of Mary the mother of Jesus?  Not according to Scripture.  Plus, when we look at the passage from John, it seems that Mary the mother of James and Joses is further identified as Mary the wife of Clopas, and she is also further identified as the "sister" of Jesus’ mother.  Which means, that James and Joses, the "brothers" of Jesus, would actually have been the cousins of Jesus.  Which makes perfect sense because the Jews referred to all close male relatives as their "brothers." 

In other words, it seems that the James and Joses identified in Mark 6:3 as the “brothers” of Jesus, indeed had a mother named Mary, but it was not the same Mary who was the mother of Jesus.  This scriptural fact would tend to negate Mark 6:3 as "proof" that Mary, the mother of Jesus, had other children.  It would, in fact, add to the argument for her perpetual virginity.  

There are only two possible arguments someone could make to counter this line of reasoning: 1) The James and Joses mentioned in Matthew 27 and Mark 15 are not the same James and Joses mentioned in Mark 6:3; or 2) To concede that James and Joses were not the "brothers" of Christ, they were instead close relatives, but to still argue that the other "brothers" named in Mark 6:3 – Judas and Simon – and the "sisters" mentioned there, really were the sons and daughters of Mary the mother of Jesus…really! 

The problem with the former argument is that there is absolutely nothing in the Bible that would suggest the James and Joses mentioned in Matthew 27 and Mark 15 are not the same ones mentioned in Mark 6:3.  People who have the same name are clearly distinguished in the New Testament.  For example, we see that there were several women named Mary amongst Jesus’ followers.  We also see that they are clearly identified as separate individuals when they are mentioned in the Scriptures so that there is no confusion as to which Mary is being talked about.  In Matt 27:61, it even mentions the "other" Mary to distinguish Mary, the mother of James and Joses, from Mary Magdalen.  It didn’t just say, "Mary and Mary," or, "The two Mary’s." 

So why would anyone think that the James and Joses in Matt 27 and Mark 15 are anyone other than the James and Joses of Mark 6:3?  In none of the verses that mention these two names does it have any other identifier that would distinguish one pair of James and Joses from another pair of James and Joses.  It seems that there was but one pair of brothers named James and Joses who were apparently well known by the early Christian community. 

In the latter argument above, to concede James and Joses as being close relatives, and not brothers, of Jesus, yet to try and still argue that Judas and Simon were indeed Jesus’ brothers – sons of Mary – is a very weak argument.  If two of the four "brothers" of Jesus listed in that verse are actually cousins of Jesus, then doesn’t it make perfect sense that the other brothers listed there are cousins as well, and that the "sisters" are also cousins?  Think about it.  
First of all, if Judas and Simon were also sons of Mary, wouldn’t they have been listed first instead of James and Joses?  After all, wouldn’t you list the actual "brothers" of Jesus ahead of the cousins of Jesus in a list of "brothers" of Jesus?  Secondly, the fact that it has been shown the word "brothers" is referring to at least two "cousins," not blood brothers, proves that  you cannot automatically assume the word "brothers," as used in Mark 6:3, absolutely refers to sons of the same mother.  The word "brothers" in Mark 6:3 has lost its clout in trying to prove that Mary was not a perpetual virgin.

Furthermore, let’s look at Galatians 1:19.  Paul is talking about when he went to Jerusalem to consult with the chief of the Apostles, Peter, and while there, “I saw none of the other apostles except James, the Lord’s brother.”  So, we have James, the “brother” of Jesus as mentioned in Mark 6:3, and James, the “Lord’s brother,” as mentioned in Gal 1:19.  And this time James, the Lord’s brother, is identified as an apostle.  So, if I’m a Bible-only believer – in other words, if the Bible is my sole rule of faith when it comes to all things related to the Christian Faith – then I have to admit that the James in Mark 6:3 and the James in Gal 1:19 are the same James.  There is nothing in Scripture to tell me otherwise.

But there’s a problem for those who would say this James is the son of Mary, the mother of Jesus.  You see, this James is clearly identified as an apostle.  Yet, of the two apostles named James that we find in the list of the twelve apostles (e.g., Matthew 10:1-4), one of them had a father named Zebedee and the other had a father named Alphaeus – neither one of them had a father named Joseph!  So, the Apostle James, who is one of the "brothers of the Lord" from Mark 6:3, cannot actually be a blood brother of Jesus, because he is either the son of Alphaeus or the son of Zebedee, not the son of Joseph.  He has to be a cousin or some similar relation to Jesus, not his brother. 

Now, there is one line of Catholic tradition (small “t” tradition), that identifies the James in Galatians 1:19 as not being one of the original twelve apostles.  However, someone who goes by the Bible alone and who does not put any stock in “tradition” cannot use the argument from tradition, because they only accept the Bible as the authority in matters Christian.  So, using the Bible alone, one cannot argue that the James in Gal 1:19 is a “third” James who had at some point been named an apostle, because the Bible nowhere mentions such a thing.

So, when we look at the “brothers” of Jesus in the broader context of Scripture, rather than just focusing on Mark 6:3, we see that the argument against the perpetual virginity of Mary has no foundation in the Bible.  We also see that Mark 6:3, when taken in a broader scriptural context, tends to actually strengthen the argument for Mary as having been a perpetual virgin.

Another point to consider: If Jesus had had any brothers, if Mary had had any other sons, would the last thing that Jesus did on earth be to grievously offend his surviving brothers? In John 19:26-27, right before Jesus dies, it says that Jesus entrusted the care of His mother to the beloved disciple, John. If Mary had had any other sons, it would have been an incredible slap in the face to them that the Apostle John was entrusted with the care of their mother!  In Jewish society, when the father died, the care of the mother would pass to the eldest son.  If he died, then the care of the mother would pass to the next eldest son, and so on.  The fact that Jesus gave the care of His mother over to the Apostle John provides strong evidence that there were no other "brothers" of Jesus.  If there had been, then one of them would have naturally assumed care for their mother at Jesus’ death. 

One other passage to consider is Acts 1:14-15, "[The Apostles] with one accord devoted themselves to prayer, together with the women and Mary the mother of Jesus and with His brothers…the company of persons was in all about a hundred and twenty."  A company of 120 persons composed of the Apostles, Mary, the women, and the "brothers" of Jesus. Let’s see there were 11 Apostles at the time.  Jesus’ mother makes 12.  The women, probably the same three women mentioned in Matthew 27, but let’s say it was several dozen or so, just for argument’s sake.  So that puts us up to 80 or 90 or so.  Which leaves the number of Jesus’ brothers at about 30 or 40! Do you think Mary had 30 or 40 children?  We would have to have a dogma that proclaimed the perpetual labor of Mary!  No, Scripture does not contradict the teaching of the Catholic Church about the "brothers" of Jesus, not when Scripture is properly interpreted in context.

Continued
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There are two other passages from Scripture that I wish to mention to support the biblical argument for the perpetual virginity of Mary – Ezekiel 44:1-2 and Luke 1:34.

"Then he brought me back to the outer gate of the sanctuary, which faces east; and it was shut.  And he said to me, "This gate shall remain shut; it shall not be opened, and no one shall enter by it; for the Lord, the God of Israel, has entered by it; therefore it shall remain shut."

If a gate of the temple which has been used by the Lord is so holy that no one else shall enter through that gate, then how much moreso the gate by which the Lord entered into this life to bring salvation to all mankind?  Mary is the gate through which the Lord, the God of Israel, has entered, and therefore it (her womb) shall remain shut and no one else will enter by it.   

Luke 1:34, "Then said Mary unto the angel, ‘How shall this be, seeing I know not a man?’"  Mary, after being told by an angel she was going to conceive a child in her womb, asks the angel, "How shall this be?"  If Mary was planning on having normal marital relations with Joseph, then this has to be one of the dumbest questions of all time.  Think of a woman, any woman, who is engaged to a man.  This woman is hoping to have many children with her soon-to-be husband.  An angel appears to her and says, "You shall conceive a child in your womb."  What would the woman say?  She would say, "Great!"  "Wonderful!"  "Awesome!"  She would not say, "How can this be?"  She would know that once she got married, and she and her husband engaged in the marital act, that the natural result would be a child.  So, again, if Mary was planning on having normal marital relations with Joseph, then this was a really dumb question. 
But, if Mary had taken a vow of perpetual virginity, if she had made a vow to God to remain a virgin for her entire lifetime, then this question makes perfect sense.  Why else ask that question?  Now, someone might say, "Well, Mary simply had never had the birds and the bees talk with her mom, so she simply didn’t understand the physical process involved."  Sorry, by her own words, we see that Mary clearly knows that one has a child by "knowing" a man.  This was a Jewish euphemism for engaging in the marital act.  So, if it is not out of ignorance that Mary asks that question, what then?  Mary asks that question because she knew that she and Joseph were not going to have physical relations.  That is the only thing that makes this question make sense.  Ask someone who does not believe in the perpetual virginity of Mary the question of why Mary asked this question, and see what they say.  I’ll bet it doesn’t make a whole lotta sense.

So, we see that the Bible actually presents some pretty strong evidence – Old Testament and New – for Mary being a perpetual virgin.  There is no direct "proof" of that from the Bible, but there is a strong case to be made using the Bible.  What objections are raised then, by those who say the Bible proves Mary was not a perpetual virgin?  Outside of the passages like Mark 6:3 which refer to Jesus’ "brothers" and "sisters," which I have already shown are not referring to other children of Mary, there is one Bible passage that is usually laid down as the trump card by folks who object to the Church’s teaching on this matter.  That passage is Matthew 1:24-25, which says, "When Joseph woke from sleep, he did as the angel of the Lord commanded him; he took his wife, but knew her not until she had borne a son…" 

"See," they say, "It says Joseph knew her not UNTIL she had borne a son.  Which means that he did "know" her after she had borne a son.  Therefore, Mary was not a perpetual virgin." 

Does the use of the word "until" automatically mean that something was true up to a certain point of time and then it was no longer true?  Absolutely not.  Let’s look at 1 Tim 4:13.  Paul writes to Timothy and says, "Until I come, attend to the public reading of scripture, to preaching, to teaching."  Does that mean that Timothy, after Paul visited him, never again publicly read the scripture or preached or taught?  It does if "until" automatically means things change after the "until" condition is met.  So, ask those who throw Matthew 1:25 at you if Timothy stopped the public reading of scripture, stopped preaching, and stopped teaching after Paul arrived. 

Also, ask them if Jesus is to reign forever or not.  They will undoubtedly say, "Yes, Jesus will reign forever."  Then simply take them to 1 Cor 15:25 which says, "For He [Christ] must reign until He has put all His enemies under His feet."  Which means, using the same interpretative model they used for Matt 1:24-25, that Jesus is not going to reign forever.  He only reigns "until" He puts all His enemies under His feet, then He no longer reigns.  After all, the word "until" means that things change after the "until" condition is fulfilled. 

Yet, Scripture tells us very plainly that Jesus will reign forever: Luke 1:33, "and He shall reign over the house of Jacob forever; and of His kingdom there will be no end."  Rev 22:5, "And night shall be no more; they need no light of lamp or sun, for the Lord God will be their light, and they [Father and Son] shall reign for ever and ever." 

So, it seems that Jesus does reign forever, even though Scripture says He will reign "until" all of His enemies have been defeated.  Which means the word "until" does not absolutely denote a change of condition.  One more example that proves this is from Acts 8:40.  In Acts 8:40, it tells us that Philip preached the gospels all over the place "until" he came to Caesarea.  So that means he stopped preaching the gospel after getting to Caesarea, right?  I don’t think so.

Does the word "until" ever signify a change of condition?  Absolutely.  In fact, that is the most common usage of the word.  However, as I have clearly shown, it is also used to simply show the way things are up to a certain point in time, without necessarily indicating a change of condition after that certain point in time.

So, Matthew 1:24-25 is simply letting you know that Jesus’ birth was a virgin birth.  That Joseph had no relations with Mary before Jesus’ birth, thus fulfilling the prophecy of a virgin giving birth.  There is no intent here to imply that Joseph did then have relations with Mary after the birth of Jesus. 
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Someone sent me the screed below on Mary through Facebook and asked me how I would respond to it. Well, here’s how I would respond to it. The anti-Mary remarks are in italics. I’ll give it first in its entirety, and then intersperse my comments between theirs.
Mary Was Never Blessed ABOVE Other Women, but AMONG
This is blasphemy! Nowhere in the Scriptures does God elevate Mary, not even a little bit. We read in Luke 1:42, “And she spake out with a loud voice, and said, Blessed art thou AMONG women, and blessed is the fruit of thy womb.” Notice carefully. The Word of God does NOT say that Mary was blessed “above” women; No, the Bible says Mary was blessed AMONG women.
Furthermore, there are MANY Scriptures throughout the New Testament which speaks of others who were also called "“blessed,” with the same Greek word, as was Mary. One example is in Revelation 14:13, “And I heard a voice from heaven saying unto me, Write, BLESSED are the dead which die in the Lord…” So according to the Bible, EVERY born-again believer is also blessed of God.

The Bible Never Leads Us to Recognize Mary
Indeed, Mary was greatly blessed to be chosen by God to be the vehicle through which the Godhead would become incarnate Colossians 2:9, but every born-again believer is ALSO BLESSED. 
The Almighty God NEVER said anything in the Bible about Mary being ABOVE anyone. Yeshua NEVER called Mary His mother. God NEVER leads us in any way to recognize Mary. Though Mary realized that people throughout the ages would call her “blessed” Luke 1:18, she never thought anyone would be as foolish and idolatrous as to bow down and worship her.
To recognize Mary is a sin because it is CHANGING the Word of God into a lie, “Who changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature more than the Creator…” It is wrong to sing, pray, praise, or worship while including any mention of Mary. Why? Because the Word of God doesn’t do it. If God NEVER recognized Mary, nor told us to recognize Mary, then why in the name of common sense would people adore and uplift Mary as being something special? She is not! It’s time that people got back into the Bible and stopped listening to their lying Catholic and such like ministers.

Mary Needed a Savior; Even Mary herself referred to Yeshua/Jesus as her “Saviour”
“And Mary said, My soul doth magnify the Lord, And my spirit hath rejoiced in GOD MY SAVIOUR.” —Luke 1:46-47.  
If Mary was immaculately conceived without sin (as Catholics teach), then why would she need a Saviour? The Truth is that Mary was a sinner just like any other “good” person (Romans 3:10). I’m sure Mary was sweet, godly, virtuous, and obedient, just as a few Christian women are today; but she was still a sinner deserving of Hell, and she needed a Savior as we see proof of in Luke 1:18.

There are good sinners and bad sinners, but we are all sinners. There are some very honest and good people in this world (in man’s eyes), but when compared to the inspired Words of God, they fall short and are nothing less than wicked sinners. The Bible proclaims that There is none righteous (Romans 3:10). Mary was a sinner and needed a Saviour, just like anybody else.

-————————————————————————————————————————————

 

Anti-Mary Comments:
Mary Was Never Blessed ABOVE Other Women, but AMONG
This is blasphemy! Nowhere in the Scriptures does God elevate Mary, not even a little bit. We read in Luke 1:42, “And she spake out with a loud voice, and said, Blessed art thou AMONG women, and blessed is the fruit of thy womb.” Notice carefully. The Word of God does NOT say that Mary was blessed “above” women; No, the Bible says Mary was blessed AMONG women.

My Comments:
Socrates once said that the unexamined life isn’t worth living.  Well, in this case, I would say that the unexamined thought isn’t worth speaking.  To claim that God nowhere in Scripture elevates Mary, “not even a little bit,” is the blasphemy here.  Being given the privilege of bearing God Himself in your womb is not being elevated by God?  “Not even a little bit?”  That is, essentially, saying that Jesus is no different than any other baby.  If bearing “the Son of God” (Lk 1:35) in your womb isn’t special, then that means the Son of God isn’t special – He’s no different than any other baby.  Blasphemy!  Let’s start gathering some stones…
To say that Mary, who bore the Son of God in her womb, is not special, is like saying the Ark of the Covenant was just another box.  Oh sure, it carried the Ten Commandments, and Aaron’s staff, and the Bread of the Presence, but so what?  No big deal!  Just another box.  Nowhere does Scripture say the Ark of the Covenant was blessed “ABOVE” other boxes.  Mary carried the Word of God in flesh, not in stone.  Mary carried the eternal High Priest (Hebrews 4:14) Himself, not just the high priest’s staff.  Mary carried the living Bread that has come down from Heaven (John 6:41), the bread which if you eat of it you will live forever (John 6:51), not just the bread that the Hebrews scooped up off the ground and ate and yet still died (John 6:49).  So, if Mary isn’t more blessed than any other woman, then the Ark of the Covenant is just another box.
Oh, and then there’s the whole being impregnated by the Holy Spirit thing.  That’s happened to lots of women, right?  I mean, nothing special about that, is there?  Nope…happens all the time. Think about this: Mary is the child of God the Father, she is the mother of God the Son, and she is the spouse of God the Holy Spirit – after all, the Holy Spirit impregnated her, so there has to be a marital relationship there, or that would mean Jesus was born out of wedlock.  (They had a name for such children, and I don’t think anyone would want to apply that name to Jesus.)  Can anyone else in the history of the world – past, present, or future – ever claim to have the same relationship with all three persons of the Trinity?  Nah, God didn’t elevate Mary, “not even a little bit.”   
Now, this whole thing about Mary being blessed “AMONG” women but not “above” women.  Well, as my friend Bugs would say, “What a maroon.”  Really?!  I mean, “REALLY!?”  Mary goes to visit her cousin Elizabeth, and what happens that points to the absolute ordinariness of Mary?  Well, first, Elizabeth’s baby, John the Baptist, leaps in his mother’s womb when what happens?  When Elizabeth hears Mary’s voice.  Has any similar occurrence ever been recorded in the Bible?  Nope.  So, that means the Word of God is telling us that Mary is quite ordinary, right?
Then, what happens next to point to Mary’s ordinariness?  Elizabeth, filled with the Holy Spirit, exclaims with a loud cry, “Hey, you’re no more special than anyone else,” (Luke 1:42).  At least, that is this person’s interpretation of what Elizabeth had to say.  “Blessed are you among women,” actually means, “You’re nothing special among women.” Why would Elizabeth need to be filled with the Holy Spirit to tell Mary that she’s no different than anyone else?  And why would Elizabeth have to exclaim this with a “loud cry?”  Was that so the neighbors could all hear so that Mary wouldn’t get a big head or something?  

According to this person, what’s going on in Luke, chapter 1, is that God sends an angel to Mary to tell her that she’s no different from anyone else, but, oh, by the way, Mary, you’re going to bear the Son of God in your womb.  Then the Holy Spirit inspires Elizabeth to tell Mary she’s no different than anyone else.  Yeah, it all makes sense to me now.

Two more things from Luke 1: 1) Why, if Mary is no one all that special, does Elizabeth say, “And why is this granted me, that the mother of my Lord should come to me?” (Lk 1:43).  Elizabeth is saying that Mary, the mother of Elizabeth’s Lord, coming to visit her is apparently quite the honor.  But why, if Mary is nothing special?  2) Mary says that “all generations will call me blessed.”  Is there any other person that the Bible speaks of who will be called “blessed” for “all generations”?  Nope.  Yep, God nowhere elevates Mary, “not even a little bit.”

Furthermore, there are MANY Scriptures throughout the New Testament which speaks of others who were also called "“blessed,” with the same Greek word, as was Mary. One example is in Revelation 14:13, “And I heard a voice from heaven saying unto me, Write, BLESSED are the dead which die in the Lord…” So according to the Bible, EVERY born-again believer is also blessed of God.

My Comments:
Indeed, everyone who is born again is blessed.  No dispute there.  But, context is everything, and the context of Luke 1 is being completely ignored by this person.  What is the context of Mary being called "blessed among women," in Luke 1, by a Holy Spirit – inspired Elizabeth?  Well, an angel has appeared to her and told her she is "full of grace," or, as it says in the KJV, "highly favored."  Favor basically means, "grace," by the way.  She is told she has found favor with God.  She is overshadowed by the Holy Spirit and impregnated with the Son of God, the child who will reign forever.  The mere sound of her voice causes John the Baptist to leap in his mother’s womb.  Elizabeth considers it a great honor that Mary has come to visit her.  And, Mary says that all generations will call her "blessed."  Of no other human being can all these things be said.  To read Luke 1 and claim that Mary is no different than any other "saved" person, is quite ridiculous. 

To assume, as this person did, that anyone called "blessed" in Scripture is equal to everyone else called "blessed" in Scripture, is a pretty big mistake.  To use that same logic, then everyone called "lord" in Scripture is equal to everyone else called "lord" in Scripture.  For example, In Acts 25:26, the Roman emperor is called "lord."  Does that mean he is equal to Jesus, Who is also called "Lord?"  In 1 Cor 8:5, it is said that there are many "lords."  So, are all of these "lords" equal to Jesus, who is "Lord?"  In 1 Peter 3:6, Scripture tells us that Sarah called Abraham, "lord."  Does that then mean that Abraham is equal to Jesus, because he is called "lord" just like Jesus is called "Lord?"  Of course not.  So, does calling someone other than Mary "blessed" mean that they are on the same footing as Mary?  No, it doesn’t, unless of course you want to say that lord Abraham is on the same footing as Lord Jesus. 
The Bible Never Leads Us to Recognize Mary
Indeed, Mary was greatly blessed to be chosen by God to be the vehicle through which the Godhead would become incarnate Colossians 2:9, but every born-again believer is ALSO BLESSED. The Almighty God NEVER said anything in the Bible about Mary being ABOVE anyone. Yeshua NEVER called Mary His mother. God NEVER leads us in any way to recognize Mary. Though Mary realized that people throughout the ages would call her “blessed” Luke 1:18, she never thought anyone would be as foolish and idolatrous as to bow down and worship her.
My Comments:
Okay, now this person is contradicting herself.  First she says that God did not elevate Mary, "not even a little bit," and now she is saying that Mary was "greatly blessed."  And, I would ask, was any other woman ever equally blessed?  If not, then Mary was indeed elevated, at least in some way, above all other women.

"God NEVER leads us in any way to recognize Mary?!"  Really?!  In the very next sentence she says, "Though Mary realized that people throughout the ages would call her blessed."  How did Mary realize that?  It had to be by a special inspiration from God.  And, why have people throughout the ages called Mary "blessed"?  Because the Bible, the Holy Spirit-inspired Word of God, tells them about Mary being "blessed among women."  That’s not recognition?  "REALLY?!"  How can you read Luke 1 and say such a thing?  Also, to say that "Yeshua," Jesus, "NEVER called Mary His mother," is an outright absurdity, number 1, and displays a gross ignorance of Scripture, number 2.  Just because Jesus is never quoted in Scripture calling Mary his mother, does not allow someone to claim that he, therefore, never called her His mother.  That same logic would lead to the claim that Jesus never used the bathroom.  After all, nowhere does the Bible ever say Jesus used the bathroom, so by this person’s logic, we can say that Jesus never used the bathroom. 

Also, the Scripture is the Word of God, right?  Yes it is.  And, Jesus (Yeshua) is the Word of God (John 1:1).  So, if Scripture, the Word of God, anywhere calls Mary Jesus’ mother, then that means Jesus, the Word of God, calls Mary his mother.  So, does Scripture ever call Mary Jesus’ mother?  Indeed it does.  Matt 1:18, "Now the birth of Jesus Christ…When His mother Mary…"  Luke 2:51, "And His mother kept all these things in her heart."  John 19:25, "But standing by the cross of Jesus were His mother…"  Acts 1:14, "…together with the women and Mary, the mother of Jesus."  I could go on, but those examples will suffice.  So, Jesus did indeed call Mary, His "mother" since the Word of God records all of these things. 

Finally, the wilful ignorance that leads someone to refer to the Catholic practice of loving, honoring, and respecting the Mother of our Lord, the Mother of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, as "worshipping" her, is absolutely breath-taking.  Catholics do not "worship" Mary.  If anyone worships Mary, they are not Catholic.  I challenge anyone to find, in the Catechism of the Catholic Church – which is the official teaching of the Catholic Church – anything that states Catholics are to worship Mary or to consider her divine in any way.  We worship God and God alone.  
And what is the tell-tale sign that we worship God?  We offer sacrifice to Him.  Do we ever offer sacrifice to Mary?  Absolutely not.  Therefore, that is the tell-tale sign that we do not consider her to be divine and do not worship her.  Jesus loved, honored, and respected His mother.  To have done otherwise would be to break the Commandment to honor thy father and thy mother.  We are called to imitate Jesus.  So, if one aspect of Jesus’ life was that He loved, honored, and respected His mother, then we, in imitation of Him, are called to do likewise.
To recognize Mary is a sin because it is CHANGING the Word of God into a lie, “Who changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature more than the Creator…” It is wrong to sing, pray, praise, or worship while including any mention of Mary. Why? Because the Word of God doesn’t do it. If God NEVER recognized Mary, nor told us to recognize Mary, then why in the name of common sense would people adore and uplift Mary as being something special? She is not! It’s time that people got back into the Bible and stopped listening to their lying Catholic and such like ministers.

My Comments: 
To recognize Mary is sin?  So, when Jesus loved, respected, and honored His mother, that was a sin?  And who is it here that is changing the Word of God into a lie?  I have already demonstrated that several things this person has said about Scripture are blatantly wrong.  Regarding worshipping Mary, I have already addressed that above.  It is a comment born out of ignorance, or possibly out of malice.  Regarding the Word of God “NEVER” recognizing Mary, I don’t understand how such a claim can be made.  In addition to what I’ve already said on this above, did God not recognize Mary as a vessel worthy of bearing His Son?  Is that not recognition?  Did God not send an angel to address Mary and tell her that she had found favor with God?  Is that not recognition?  Did Elizabeth not exclaim, while filled with the Holy Spirit, that Mary was blessed among women?  Is that not recognition?  If God “NEVER” recognized Mary, then pray tell, how did she get pregnant?  “Lying Catholic and such like ministers?”  That is a comment born of malice.  Shame on this person.  Shame.
Mary Needed a Savior; Even Mary herself referred to Yeshua/Jesus as her “Saviour”
“And Mary said, My soul doth magnify the Lord, And my spirit hath rejoiced in GOD MY SAVIOUR.” —Luke 1:46-47.  If Mary was immaculately conceived without sin (as Catholics teach), then why would she need a Saviour? The Truth is that Mary was a sinner just like any other “good” person (Romans 3:10). I’m sure Mary was sweet, godly, virtuous, and obedient, just as a few Christian women are today; but she was still a sinner deserving of Hell, and she needed a Savior as we see proof of in Luke 1:18. 
My Comments: 
Mary did indeed need a savior.  Every human being does.  Catholics have never said otherwise.  However, is it possible for God to save someone before they sin, in addition to saving them after they sin?  Yes or no?  Indeed it is.  I am not an alcoholic.  Nor am I a drug addict.  Why not?  By the grace of God.  So, God saved me from being an alcoholic or a drug addict before I ever became one.  Just so He saved Mary from sin before she ever became a sinner.  He allowed Mary to be immaculately conceived without sin.
The quote from Rom 3:10 is not a very good one to prove the point trying to be made here.  Romans 3:10 says, "None is righteous, no not one."  Does that mean, then, that there is not a single righteous human being?  That is indeed the interpretation of this person.  Yet, what does it say in Luke 1 about Zechariah and Elizabeth?  Luke 1:6, "And they were both righteous before God, walking in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless."  How can they be righteous if no one is righteous?  James 5:16, "The prayer of a righteous man has great power…"  How can the prayer of a righteous man have great power if there are no righteous men?  Seems she has a bit of a problem here.  How can no one be righteous, yet Scripture clearly tells us there are righteous people?  I think she has a problem with her interpretation and understanding of Scripture, as I have already demonstrated several times.  Not someone whose words I would put a great deal of stock in.

There are good sinners and bad sinners, but we are all sinners. There are some very honest and good people in this world (in man’s eyes), but when compared to the inspired Words of God, they fall short and are nothing less than wicked sinners. The Bible proclaims that There is none righteous (Romans 3:10). Mary was a sinner and needed a Saviour, just like anybody else.

My Comments:
There are "good sinners" and "bad sinners"?  Does that mean that some people are better at sinning than others or what?  "Good sinners?"  One more time…really?!   Again, the "none righteous" quote.  I have already demonstrated that she has a problem in the fact that the Bible, both Old Testament and New, calls a number of people "righteous."  So, obviously, here absolutist interpretation of Romans 3:10 doesn’t make a whole lot of sense.  Furthermore, to show that she is a bit off in her interpretation, I would ask her if she is seeking God.  I would assume, since she is undoubtedly one of the few "sweet, godly, virtuous, and obedient" Christian women who are alive today, that she would say, "Yes," she is seeking God.  But, then I would ask, how can that be?  After all, Romans 3, verse 11 says, quite clearly, that "no one seeks for God."  So, if the Bible tells us that no one seeks for God, then according to her method of interpreting these verses, she cannot be seeking God.  Which causes me to ask the question: When it comes to matters of Scripture, why would I want to listen to anyone who has to claim that they are not seeking God, in order to be consistent in their interpretation of Scripture?
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Introduction

I’m just going to do a short commentary on a frequently heard comment about Mary. That Mary is just an average woman, no better than anyone else. The email below is typical of what you might hear. Below the email is my response, and then I’ve added a few extra comments that came to mind after I had sent the email.

John,
I had a friend point out a verse of the bible Luke 11:27 and he was trying to say that Mary was just a plain woman and we shouldn’t give honor to her for following Jesus. He also was trying to point out that there is nothing special about her. But I wanted to hear what you would say about that.
Adam

———————————————————————————————————————————————-


Adam,
Luke 11:27, “As He said this, a woman in the crowd raised her voice and said to Him, ‘Blessed is the womb that bore you, and the breasts that you sucked!’ But He said, ‘Blessed rather are those who hear the word of God and keep it!’”


Luke 1:38, “And Mary said, ‘Behold, I am the handmaid of the Lord; let it be to me according to your word.’”


Luke 1:45, “And blessed is she who believed that there would be a fulfillment of what was spoken to her from the Lord.”


Jesus is not putting Mary down in any way, shape, or form in Luke 11:27. He is actually referring to her first and foremost as one who heard the word of God and kept it…as we see confirmed in Luke 1:38 and Luke 1:45. He is actually telling us that we need to model ourselves after His mother, who said to the Lord, “Let it be to me according to your word,” and who believed in the fulfillment of the Lord’s word to her.

Also, to say that Mary was just a plain woman is like saying the Ark of the Covenant was just another wooden box. The Ark of the Covenant was holy because it carried the stone version of the word of God. It was holy because it carried the manna that God had sent from Heaven. How much holier must Mary have been as the carrier of the word of God in the flesh?! As the carrier of the bread of life?! To what other woman was given the honor of being called “the mother of my Lord”? To what other woman did God ever say, “Hail, full of grace, the Lord is with you”? What other woman ever bore God in her womb? What other woman was “overshadowed” by the Holy Spirit?

To say that Mary was “just a plain woman” is an insult to God and is just an absolutely ridiculous statement.

And that’s what I say about that.

John Martignoni


—————————————————————————————————————————————————-


Luke 1:41-42, “…and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit and she exclaimed with a loud cry, ‘Blessed are you among women and blessed is the fruit of your womb!’”


Luke 1:48, “For behold, henceforth all generations will call me blessed.”


Yep, sounds like just any ol’ ordinary woman to me. 

One of the most outlandish things that I’ve ever heard was that Mary was just an “incubator” for Jesus. That’s very scriptural, isn’t it? 


Luke 1:43, “And why is this granted me, that the incubator of my Lord should come to me?” 


Folks, to say that Mary – the daughter of the Father, the mother of the Son, and the spouse of the Holy Spirit – was just a “plain woman” is the height of absurdity. No other human being has had such intimate relationships with all the persons of the Trinity. And to say that we shouldn’t honor her, is diabolical in origin. Jesus honored her, that is, of course, if you think He kept the Commandment about honoring your father and your mother. So, if Jesus honored her, are we not to imitate Jesus in what He did and how He lived? If so, then we should honor her, too.

In Conclusion

In Gen 3:15, God says He will put enmity between Satan and “the woman.” The woman whose seed is seen, by all commentators I have ever read, to be Jesus Christ. In other words, Mary. Because of this enmity, honor paid to Mary simply infuriates Satan. That is why He is doing His best to spread the lie that Mary was just an ordinary woman like any other woman and deserves no special honor, no special attention.


In Luke 11:27, Jesus is indeed putting His mother in her place. But, not by dismissing what this person was saying about Mary and lowering her status, but by taking what this person was saying to an even deeper level and elevating Mary to her proper place as a role model for all in her acceptance of, and obedience to, the word of God.
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