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Questions concerning Mary
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By John Martignoni
The Bible clearly says that Jesus had brothers and sisters, but the Catholic Church teaches that Mary was a perpetual virgin...how can you reconcile those seemingly different positions?

Mk 6:3 says, "Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary and brother of James and Joses, and Judas and Simon, and are not His sisters here with us?" We need to realize a few things here about these "brothers and sisters": #1, 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. 

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! 

Also, we see from Mt. 27:55-56, that the James and Joses mentioned in Mark 6 as the "brothers" of Jesus, are actually the sons of another Mary. And, 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 maybe a dozen or two, just for argument's sake. So that puts us up to 30 or 40 or so. So that leaves the number of Jesus' brothers at about 80 or 90! Do you think Mary had 80 or 90 children? She would have been in perpetual labor! No, Scripture does not contradict the teaching of the Catholic Church about the "brothers" of Jesus, when Scripture is properly interpreted in context. 

In 1 Timothy it says that Jesus is our sole mediator, yet we pray to Mary and the Saints. Is that going against the Bible?

1 Tim 2:5 reads as follows: "For there is one God, and there is one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus..." "You see," we Catholics are told, "there is only one mediator between God and men, Jesus Christ. Therefore, praying to the saints goes against the Bible because you are making them mediators between God and man, you are diminishing Jesus' role as the sole mediator!"

Is that an appropriate interpretation of that passage? No, it's not and let's see why not. 

In the O.T. we see that Moses, Abraham, and Job interceded on behalf of others... that's mediating between God and man. We know that it is okay to ask others here on earth to pray and intercede for us.... that's mediating between God and man. So, I think, once again, we have a situation where a passage of the Bible is being misinterpreted and misunderstood. 

There is only one mediator between God and man, the man Jesus Christ, but as members of the Body of Christ, He allows us to share in His mediation.

Also, Scripture tells us that we have only one foundation, Jesus Christ (1 Cor 3:11); but, Scripture tells us that there is more than one foundation (Ephesians 2:19-20). Scripture tells us that we have only Lord, Jesus Christ (Ephesians 4:4-5); but, Scripture tells us there is more than one lord (Rev 19:16). Scripture tells us that we have only one Judge, Jesus Christ (James 4:12); but, Scripture tells us there is more than one judge (1 Cor 6:2).

Contradictions in Scripture? No! Not when these passages are all properly understood in context. Jesus is the only foundation; Jesus is the only Lord; and Jesus is the only Judge. But, we are members of Jesus' Body. Therefore, we are able, according to the graces given by Christ, to share in Jesus' role as foundation, as lord, and as judge, and in other aspects of Christ, as well. Another example, as a father I share in God's role as Father, by His grace. And, so also, we, and the saints in Heaven, and the angels in Heaven, can share in Christ's role as Mediator.

Why do Catholics call Mary the Queen of Heaven? Doesn't God rebuke the Israelites in the O.T. for worshipping a false goddess called the Queen of Heaven? Should we not refer to Mary with that title, therefore, since it is the title of a false goddess?

In Jeremiah 7:18, God is indeed upset with the Israelites for worshipping a false goddess called the "queen of heaven". However, just because God rebuked them for worshipping the false queen of heaven, doesn't mean that we cannot pay honor to the true Queen of Heaven...the Blessed Mother. 

That type of thinking would lead you to believe that just because people worship a false god that they call "god," we, therefore, should not call the true God, by that same name...God...because that's the same title the idolaters use for their god! That is faulty logic and it makes no sense whatsoever.

Again, the fact that there is a false "queen of heaven", does not lead to the conclusion that we worship a false goddess when we call Mary the "Queen of Heaven." Just as the fact that there is a false "god", does not lead to the conclusion that we worship a false god when we call our Father in Heaven, God.

And there is a true Queen of Heaven, we see this quite clearly in Revelation 12:1, "And a great portent appeared in heaven, a woman clothed with the sun, with the moon under her feet, and on her head a crown of twelve stars..." Let's see. There's a woman...she's in Heaven...and she has a crown on her head. I could be wrong, but I don't think it's the maid! No! It is the true Queen of Heaven, Mary, the mother of the male child who is to rule the nations.

We do not worship Mary, we honor her, just as Jesus honors her. So, there is absolutely nothing wrong, from a scriptural point of view, in calling Mary the Queen of Heaven, and in honoring her just as Jesus honors her. 

In Romans, chapter 3, it says that none is righteous and that all have sinned, but the Catholic Church teaches that Mary is without sin...could you explain that in light of Romans chapter 3?

Romans 3, verse 10 says, "...as it is written: 'None is righteous, no, not one.'" Yet, James 5:16 says that the prayer of a righteous man availeth much. If absolutely no one is righteous, then who is James talking about? Luke chapter 1 says that Elizabeth and Zechariah were righteous before God. If absolutely no one is righteous, then how can that be? Is Scripture contradicting itself? No, the folks who interpret Romans as saying absolutely, without exception, no one is righteous, are misinterpreting that passage. They are failing to realize that the key to understanding Romans 3:10 is the phrase, "it is written." Here in Romans, Paul is quoting from the O.T., Psalm 14 to be exact. In Psalm 14 it says, "The fool says in his heart, 'There is no God. They are corrupt...there is none that does good.'" But then that same psalm goes on to talk about the "righteous." Well, if none has done good, who are these righteous the psalm is talking about? Obviously, when the psalmist says that none has done good, he is talking about the fools who say there is no God. He is not talking about absolutely everyone.

Just so Paul when he quotes from this psalm. Paul is not saying absolutely no one is righteous, if he was, then how do you explain all the Old and New Testament passages that refer to the righteous? In Romans 3:11 it says that no one seeks for God. Does that mean that absolutely no one is seeking God? No, to interpret it that way would be ludicrous! 

Just so verse 23 which says that "all have sinned". Babies haven't sinned, have they? Little children haven't sinned, have they? No! This is not an absolute. There are exceptions. What about John the Baptist? Did he sin? Scripture says that he was filled with the Holy Spirit even from his mother's womb. Can someone who is filled with the Holy Spirit his entire life ever sin? It's something to think about.

So, it is perfectly legitimate to say that these passages from Romans, when interpreted in context, in no way conflict with the Church's teaching on Mary being without sin.

What is this about the “brothers” of Jesus in the Bible? Did Mary have other children besides Jesus?

No. The Church teaches that Mary was a perpetual virgin. Yet, as you mention, the Bible does indeed mention the “brothers” of Jesus. 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 named, in the Bible. So, Mary must have had other children and the Catholic Church is wrong when it dogmatically teaches that she was a perpetual virgin, right? Well, not so fast.

First of all, let’s look at Matthew 27:55-56. Here we see named some of the women who were at the Crucifixion. “There were also many women there, looking on from afar...among whom were Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James and Joses...” 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. 

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; after all, how many brothers named “James” would Jesus have? 
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! Which means, neither one of them was Jesus’ sibling. Neither one of them had the same mother as Jesus. So, the James mentioned in Mark 6:3 and Gal 1:19 as a “brother” of Jesus, is a brother in a broader sense of the word, he was not a brother in the sense of having the same parents.

Now, Catholic tradition (small “t” tradition), often identifies the James in Galatians 1:19 as someone who was not one of the 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.

Is there a scriptural reference that I can point to as justification for Catholics referring to Mary as the “Ark of the New Covenant?” 

Well, we need to first turn to Rev 11:19, “Then God’s temple in Heaven was opened, and the ark of His covenant was seen within His temple; and there were flashes of lightning, loud noises, peals of thunder, and earthquake, and heavy hail.” 

Then, we need to remember that there were no chapters and verses in the original, so we go on to read, in Rev 12:1, right after John says the ark of the covenant is seen, “And a great portent appeared in Heaven, a woman clothed with the sun, with the moon under her feet, and on her head a crown of twelve stars.” The woman, who brought forth the male child that will rule all nations (verse 5), is Mary. Mary, the Ark of the New Covenant. As the Ark of the Old Covenant bore the Word of God in stone, so the Ark of the New Covenant bears the Word of God in the flesh. 

There is a fascinating parallel between chapter 1 of Luke and 2 Sam, chapter 6: 

2 Sam 6:2, “And David arose and went with all the people who were with him from Baale Judah [which was a city in Judah] to bring up from there the ark of God.” Lk 1:39, “In those days Mary arose and went with haste into the hill country, to a city of Judah …”

2 Sam 6:9, “…and David said, ‘How can the ark of the Lord come to me? ’” Lk 1:43, “And why is this granted me, that the mother of my Lord should come to me?” 

2 Sam 6:10, “…but David took [the ark] aside to the house of Obededom the Gittite.” Lk 1:40, “and she entered the house of Zechariah …”

2 Sam 6:11, “And the ark of the Lord remained in the house of Obededom the Gittite three months; and the Lord blessed Obededom and all his household.” Lk 1:56, “And Mary remained with [Elizabeth] about three months …”

2 Sam 6:12, “So David went and brought up the ark of God from the house of Obededom to the city of David with rejoicing …” Lk 1:47, “…and my spirit rejoices in God my Savior…”

2 Sam 6:15, “So David and all the house of Israel brought up the ark of the Lord with shouting...” Lk 1:42, “…and [Elizabeth] exclaimed with a loud cry …”

2 Sam 6:16, “As the ark of the Lord came into the city of David…King David [was] leaping and dancing before the Lord…” Lk 1:41, “And when Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary, the babe leaped in her womb…” Mary, the Ark of the New Covenant. Mary, the God-bearer. 

Lk 1:35, “And the angel of the Lord said to her, ‘The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most High will overshadow you…” Ex 40:34, “The cloud [the shekinah glory cloud of God] covered [or overshadowed] the tent of meeting, and the glory of the Lord filled the tabernacle.” The tabernacle which just so happened to contain…the Ark of the Covenant. Same verb is used in both places, “to overshadow”, or “to cover”. 1 Kings 8:10-11, “And when the priests came out of the holy place, a cloud filled the house of the Lord, so that the priests could not stand to minister because of the cloud; for the glory of the Lord filled the house of the Lord.” Again, the shekinah glory cloud covered or filled the house of the Lord. 

The same verb again as used in Lk 1:35. This time, however, instead of it being the tent that Moses constructed in the desert, it was the newly completed temple in Jerusalem which Solomon had built. And, again, the same verb “to overshadow”, is used in all three places. And, what was in the holy of holies in the temple? The Ark of the Covenant. Still not convinced?
A friend sent me an article from a former nun who is no longer Catholic that uses the Catechism and scripture to back her up, and it makes sense. Just a short take from it: “There is no biblical reference to the assumption of Mary. The Gospel of John was written around 90 A.D....If Mary had been supernaturally assumed into Heaven, wouldn't John (the disciple that Mary lived with) have mentioned it? When Enoch and Elijah were taken up to Heaven, the Bible recorded it. With Elijah it was recorded in some detail.”

Actually, this excerpt from the ex-nun doesn’t make much sense at all. It is what is known as an argument from silence. The Bible is silent on Mary’s Assumption, therefore, it didn’t happen. Well, an argument from silence is usually not much of an argument, and that is certainly true in this case. 
For example, the Romans destroyed the Temple and pretty much burned Jerusalem to the ground in 70 A.D. Well, this is something that is an absolutely colossal event in salvation history - for both Jews and Christians. So, if we accept this ex-nun’s timing on when the Gospel of John was written, and using her logic, we would expect to see a mention of this momentous event in John’s gospel, right? Yet, nowhere in the Gospel of John is the destruction of Jerusalem mentioned. So, using the same logic that she used regarding Mary’s Assumption, the destruction of Jerusalem never happened. I mean, after all, the Bible records the destruction of the 1st Temple...the Temple of Solomon...so why doesn’t it record the destruction of the 2nd Temple and of the entire City of Jerusalem? Again, using the ex-nun’s logic, that means the destruction of the 2nd Temple and the burning of Jerusalem in 70 A.D. never happened. Bad logic. Bad argument. Another thing, nowhere does the Bible ever mention that contraception is okay. Yet, I’ll give odds that this ex-nun, as most non-Catholics (and, unfortunately, many Catholics) is all in favor of contraception. So, in this instance, even though the Bible nowhere mentions the acceptance of contraception, she’s okay with it. So, we have a bit of a contradiction amongst those who dismiss the Assumption of Mary on the grounds that it’s not in the Bible. They accept contraception, even though the Bible does not. They also have altar calls, even though the Bible does not. They also have Wednesday night church meetings, even though the Bible does not. I could go on, but I think you get the point. The Bible supposedly being silent on a particular Catholic teaching or practice is the excuse used to condemn that teaching and practice, while the Bible being silent on a particular Protestant teaching or practice means that those teachings and practices are okay. That is, pure and simple, hypocrisy. Besides, the Revelation of John, written after Mary’s Assumption, does indeed give us biblical support for the Assumption of Mary. Read Rev 12:1 and following. It tells of a woman, she is in Heaven, she has a body, and this woman is the woman who gave birth to the child who is to rule all the nations with a rod of iron. Hmmm, I wonder who it could be talking about. In other words, this ex-nun’s argument is bogus, in more ways than one.
When Catholics pray that Mary is “our life, our sweetness, and our hope,” that proves beyond any reasonable doubt that they do indeed worship Mary. To say that Mary is your life and your sweetness and your hope is to elevate her above Jesus, because Jesus is actually the life, the sweetness, and the hope of all true Christians. 

You are taking that quote about Mary being "our life, our sweetness, and our hope," from one prayer that Catholics are known to pray. This prayer is known as the "Hail, Holy Queen." I find it curious that you would take one line, from one prayer, that not all Catholics even know, and use that one line from that one prayer to portray Catholics as elevating Mary to a place above Jesus. 

May I ask if you have ever bothered to read the Catechism - the official teaching of the Catholic Church - to see what it says about whether or not we consider Mary to be divine? Or have you read the documents of any Church Councils, Vatican Council II in particular, or any papal encyclicals or any other such official Church documents to see what they say about whether or not Catholics consider Mary to be divine? No, of course not. You, as a non-Catholic, read one line, in one prayer, and you think you know what Catholics believe and teach about Mary? Well, let's go through that whole prayer, shall we...and I will tell you what it means to a Catholic. As a Catholic, I think I have the right to explain what a Catholic prayer means to me, don't I? 1) Hail Holy Queen - Mary, as mother of the King, is Queen Mother, is she not? And, she is with Jesus in Heaven, therefore, she is holy, isn't she? 2) Mother of Mercy - Jesus is mercy, and Mary is His mother. So, we can indeed say she is the Mother of Mercy. 3) Our life - she is our life in that she undid what Eve had done. As sin entered the world through one woman's disobedience, so Life entered the world through one woman's obedience. Mary gave us the One Who is Life itself. She gave us Life. God sent Life to us through Mary. 4) Our sweetness - Mary, united to Christ from the moment of His conception, is indeed our sweetness. Wouldn't Jesus think the same of His mother? Do you think Jesus may have, at some point in His life, said something about His "sweet" mother? Are we not to imitate Christ in His feelings for His mother? She is our sweetness, again, because from her, absolute Sweetness came into the world. 5) And our hope - we believe Mary was raised, body and soul, into Heaven to be with her Son. That, too, is our hope...to be raised, body and soul, into Heaven to be with her Son. We hope that her Son will one day raise us up to Himself, as He did His mother. In that sense, she is our hope, because Christ did for her what we hope He will do for us. 6) To thee do we cry - we ask Mary to intercede for us, just as we ask any member of the Body of Christ to intercede for us. What is wrong with that? Will you pray for me that I will be saved? If so, you have interceded for me through prayer...does that mean I worship you because I asked you for prayer? Absolutely not. 7) Poor banished children of Eve - that's who we are. We are currently banished from Paradise, from our homeland, and it is to there that we strive to return. 8) To thee do we send up our sighs, mourning, and weeping - we ask Mary to intercede for us, but we also share our trials and struggles with her, as any child does with their mother. 9) Turn then, O most gracious advocate...Wait a minute! I thought Catholics believed Mary is a goddess of some sort! That she could grant us our every wish and desire? But, she's just an advocate...an advocate with whom? Or should I say with Whom? Why don't you latch onto that line of the prayer to portray what Catholics really believe about the relationship between Jesus and Mary and us? Doesn't fit what you want people to believe about us, does it? 10) Thine eyes of mercy towards us - Mary, as a member of the Body of Christ, perfectly united to Christ in Heaven, is merciful and takes pity upon us. 11) And, after this our exile - we are indeed exiles here on Earth. 12) Show unto us the Blessed Fruit of thy Womb, Jesus - why, if we Catholics put Mary above Jesus, would we be asking her help in reaching Jesus? 13) O clement, o loving, o sweet virgin Mary - she is indeed all of those things. That is the prayer that many Catholics pray. 
There is nothing theologically wrong with it. There is nothing un-Christian about it. There is nothing in it that elevates Mary above Jesus. Unless of course, one is ignorant of the whole, or many parts, of Catholic teaching and wants to pluck a line or two from this prayer and use it out of context. Is it fair to Catholics for non-Catholics to decide for us what we mean when we say something? If I say to you that I believe it's raining cats and dogs outside, are you justified in telling people that Catholics believe cats and dogs fall from the sky like rain? If you don't know our teachings, if you don't know our faith, if you don't know our language, then you don't know us. Please do not presume to tell a Catholic what he "really" believes, when you are so uninformed regarding our teachings. 

My brother, who has left the faith, is particularly hung up on Catholic teaching about Mary. He gets really irritated by all of the various titles we give Mary: Queen of Heaven, Mother of God, Co-Redemptrix, Mediatrix, Ark of the New Covenant, and so on. Do you have any suggestions as to what I can say to him about all of this?

This week I’ll speak about Mary as Mediatrix and Co-Redemptrix. In the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC), it states the following: “This motherhood of Mary in the order of grace continues uninterruptedly from the consent which she loyally gave at the Annunciation and which she sustained without wavering beneath the cross, until the eternal fulfillment of all the elect. Taken up to heaven she did not lay aside this saving office but by her manifold intercession continues to bring us the gifts of eternal salvation…Therefore the Blessed Virgin is invoked in the Church under the titles of Advocate, Helper, Benefactress, and Mediatrix,” (CCC #969). Mary is called Mediatrix because she continually aids us, her children, through her prayers and intercession. Lest anyone should think, however, that by calling Mary “Mediatrix” we are putting her on an equal par with Jesus, the Mediator, the Catechism specifically addresses that complaint: “Mary’s function as mother of men in no way obscures or diminishes this unique mediation of Christ, but rather shows its power…No creature could ever be counted along with the Incarnate Word and Redeemer, but just as the priesthood of Christ is shared in various ways both by his ministers and the faithful…so also the unique mediation of the Redeemer does not exclude but rather gives rise to a manifold cooperation which is but a sharing in this one source,” (CCC #970). In other words, Mary cooperates with the unique mediation of Christ between God and man, as do many others. Mary is given the special title of “Mediatrix,” though, because of her unique role in that cooperation with her Son. It was, after all, her, “Yes,” to God that allowed Jesus to become the one Mediator between God and man. And that is the reason she is also referred to by many as Co-Redemptrix. This is the title that I have found most often offends the sensibilities of other Christians, and is most often misunderstood by many Catholics. I had a Catholic caller to my radio program last week (2:00-4:00 PM, Mondays, on 1480 AM in Birmingham), who objected to calling Mary “Co-Redemptrix” because “that puts her on an equal footing with Jesus.” I asked her one simple question: “Does the co-pilot of an airplane have the same standing and authority as the pilot of the plane?” She thought for a second and then said, “No.” The same logic applies to the title of “Co-Redemptrix.” The prefix “co,” means “with.” It does not mean “is equal to.” In a few of Paul’s letters he mentions his “co-workers.” These people do not, however, have equal authority and standing with Paul, rather they are simply working with him. Neither does Mary have the same standing or authority as Jesus. Rather she worked with Him, she cooperated with Him, in a unique way, in His role as Redeemer. Thus the title, Co-Redemptrix – “with” the Redeemer. Mary played a unique role in our redemption. God gave us His Son, through Mary. Salvation…Redemption…came into the world through Mary. That can be said of no one else in the history of mankind. That fact of salvation history is what the title, Co-Redemptrix, reflects. That title in no way declares, or even implies, that Mary is equal to Jesus. 

“I was a little surprised that you decided to make a defense of the Co-Redemptrix Marian title this past week...For one, I think it isn’t theologically correct. Secondly, even if it were, it’s not something the Church should promote. 

On the theological correctness issue, the prefix ‘co’ doesn’t necessarily mean subordinate as it is used in your example of a co-pilot. A co-chair usually means two persons acting equally as chairmen of a board or organization. Further, I also disagree that just because Mary cooperated with God to bear a son that it means she plays a unique role in our redemption. Should Judas’ mother be titled as co-betrayer? Or Hitler’s mother as co-mass murderer? Lastly, even if we use your preferred analogy of co-pilot, a co-pilot is fully capable of piloting the plane and landing it if the pilot is incapacitated or otherwise unavailable. Is Mary fully capable of redeeming us if Jesus isn’t available? If your answer is that she is somehow capable of redeeming us, then according to the Council of Trent, I’m afraid you might be anathema. 

To put the co-pilot argument to bed, Mary requires and received Christ’s redemption, while the co-pilot does not require the pilot to fly the plane. Besides the theological correctness or incorrectness, I also think we as Catholics need to take into consideration whether we should be developing theologies and teachings that don’t contribute to people’s better understanding of Christology.” A: Okay, a few things to note here: 1) I was not defending the use of the title “Co-Redemptrix.” I was merely explaining what it means so that the person who originally wrote in could make a reasonable response to his fallen-away brother on that issue. I do not advocate for the use of the title, but neither do I oppose it. However, the use of the title, as I explained it, is not outside the bounds of Church teaching, so it is indeed theologically correct in that regard. And, if the Church should ever declare it to be dogmatically so, then I’m sure it will have sufficient reason and justification to do so and I would back the Church’s decision 100%, as I would hope all Catholics would. 2) The prefix, “co,” does indeed mean “with,” and the title “Co-Redemptrix,” as used by those who advocate for that title, simply means that Mary cooperated with Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in a unique way to bring about the redemption of mankind. 
Your disagreement on that point baffles me. Did someone else bear the Christ child? Can it be said of anyone else in human history that they are daughter of the Father, mother of the Son, and Spouse of the Spirit? Was anyone else there at the moment of His birth, the beginning of His ministry, and the moment of His death? Did someone else love Him and care for Him and nurture Him in His childhood? It is a fact that she played a unique role in our redemption. Also, your analogy about Mary and the mothers of Judas and Hitler misses the mark by a good bit. God did not ask Judas’ mom nor Hitler’s mom if they wanted to bear a son who would be known as the “son of perdition” or an “evil monster,” respectively, and would be responsible for the death of God or the death of millions. So, those mothers had no formal cooperation in what their sons did in that respect. So, no, they cannot rightly be called “co-betrayer” or “co-mass murderer.” Mary, however, was different. God saw fit to ask her. God asked for her cooperation in what He was about to do. So, again, she did formally cooperate in the redemption of men in a way no one else ever will. 

On the theological correctness issue, the prefix ‘co’ doesn’t necessarily mean subordinate as it is used in your example of a co-pilot. A co-chair usually means two persons acting equally as chairmen of a board or organization...even if we use your preferred analogy of co-pilot, a co-pilot is fully capable of piloting the plane and landing it if the pilot is incapacitated or otherwise unavailable. Is Mary fully capable of redeeming us if Jesus isn’t available? ...To put the co-pilot argument to bed, Mary requires and received Christ’s redemption, while the co-pilot does not require the pilot to fly the plane. Besides the theological correctness or incorrectness, I also think we as Catholics need to take into consideration whether we should be developing theologies and teachings that don’t contribute to people’s better understanding of Christology.” A: (Continued from last week.) Regarding “co-pilots” and “co-chairs,” the first observation I would make is that no analogy, particularly an analogy in regard to Jesus and Mary, is perfect. In 1 Corinthians 15, there is an analogy of sorts between Adam and Jesus. Well, the analogy between the first Adam and the last Adam is obviously not a perfect one. After all, the first Adam was not both God and man, and the second Adam never sinned. I could go on, but those two points suffice to make the argument that no analogy is 100% perfect, even if that analogy is found in the pages of Scripture. So, I agree, the co-pilot analogy was not perfect, but it does nevertheless hold in relation to the point being made, just as the analogy in 1 Cor 15 holds for the point it was making. Calling Mary “Co-Mediatrix” in no way implies that Mary is equal to Jesus, just as the co-pilot is not equal to the pilot. That was the point, and the only point, of the analogy. Again, the prefix “co,” in both cases, means “with.” Regarding co-chairs, if two people are both co-chairs, then they are indeed equal. But, if one is the chairman and one is the co-chairman, then they are not equal. Jesus is Redeemer, not Co-Redeemer. Mary is Co-Redemptrix, not Redemptrix... All of which is to say that your statement about whether Mary is “fully capable of redeeming us if Jesus isn’t available,” is a non-sequitur...it makes no sense in relation to the point being made. No, Mary does not redeem us and yes, she requires Christ’s redemption. But none of that is relevant given the context of the argument that was being made. The fact that the co-pilot can fly the plane if the pilot is not there is basically irrelevant. Now, regarding your argument that the title Co-Mediatrix is inappropriate because we should not be “developing theologies and teachings that don’t contribute to people’s better understanding of Christology,” There are theologians who probably agree with you, but there are also theologians who would strongly disagree with you on that point. I would have to say that the same, or similar, argument was undoubtedly made before the dogmatic declaration on the Immaculate Conception and the dogmatic declaration on the Assumption, and has been made ever since both of those declarations. Yet, the Church saw fit to make those dogmatic declarations regardless of the opposition. I will close by saying that I hope all Catholics will abide by, and vigorously defend, any and all doctrinal or dogmatic teachings of the Church. In this particular instance, since one is currently free to argue either side of the issue, I would simply hope that it be done with charity and with all due respect to the other person’s right to agree or disagree. I will conclude, however, by saying that when we one day see the glory and the honor that God has bestowed upon His perfect daughter in Heaven, we may be a bit ashamed that we did not pay even more attention to her here on Earth. Proper veneration of Mary does not distract from Jesus, but leads us directly to Him. 

*
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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

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.


God bless!


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 Conclusion

In Genesis 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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My friend Jim sent me an article from Mary Ann Collins, a former nun that uses the Catechism and scripture to back her up, and it makes sense. Just a short outtake from it:

“ASSUMPTION  
There is no biblical reference to the assumption of Mary. The Gospel of John was written around 90 A.D., which is more than 100 years after Mary was born. (Surely Mary was more than ten years old when Jesus was conceived.) If Mary had been supernaturally assumed into Heaven, wouldn’t John (the disciple that Mary lived with) have mentioned it? When Enoch and Elijah were taken up to Heaven, the Bible recorded it. With Elijah it was recorded in some detail. (See Genesis 6:24 and 2 Kings 2:1-18.)” -David 

Actually, this excerpt from Mary Ann Collins doesn’t make much sense at all. It is what is known as an argument from silence. The Bible is silent on Mary’s Assumption, therefore, it didn’t happen. Well, an argument from silence is usually not much of an argument, and that is certainly true in this case. 


For example, the Romans destroyed the Temple and pretty much burned Jerusalem to the ground in 70 A.D. Well, this is something that is an absolutely colossal event in salvation history – for both Jews and Christians. So, given Ms. Collins timing on when the Gospel of John was written, and using her logic, we would expect to see a mention of this momentous event in his gospel, right? Yet, nowhere in the Gospel of John is the destruction of Jerusalem mentioned. 

So, using the same logic that Mary Ann Collins used regarding Mary’s Assumption, the destruction of Jerusalem never happened. I mean, after all, the Bible records the destruction of the 1st Temple…the Temple of Solomon…so why doesn’t it record the destruction of the 2nd Temple and of the entire City of Jerusalem? Again, using Mary Ann Collins’ logic, that means the destruction of the 2nd Temple and the burning of Jerusalem in 70 A.D. never happened. Bad logic. Bad argument. 


Also, the Revelation of John, written after Mary’s death, does indeed record the fact that Mary is bodily present in Heaven. Read Rev 12:1 and following. It records a woman being in Heaven, she has a body, and this woman is the woman who gave birth to Jesus Christ. Hmmm…who could that be I wonder? 


In other words, Ms. Collins’ argument is bogus, in more ways than one. 
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