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SERIES: Advent 2006
SERMON:Holy Mary, Mother of God?
SCRIPTURE: Luke 1:26-56
SPEAKER: Michael P. Andrus

The cover story fokife magazine a few years ago was entiiée Mystery of Mary The story
begins: “Two thousand years after the Nativity, tinaher of Jesus is more beloved, powerful
and controversial than ever.” | may be addinghedontroversy this morning.

Before we get started, | would like to know how maf you grew up Roman Catholic or
Eastern Orthodox, or perhaps even now belong tathalic or Orthodox Church. | had a dear
pastoral colleague in St. Louis who grew up inElizabeth and St. Clement parishes, attended
Catholic grade school, was a graduate of DeSmatttégh School, and even once considered
the priesthood. After a life-changing conversinri985 he attended Trinity Evangelical
Divinity School and joined our pastoral staff. Tyaars ago | asked him to preach a sermon
about the Virgin Mary. He did so, and | am indebte him for some of the research | share with
you today. Paul Stolwyk said in that sermon,

While | consider myself an evangelical Protestad not hate the Catholic
Church. | am very appreciative of my Catholic tege. In 1985, when | personally
trusted Christ, my ability to understand the gosufajrace was built upon a foundation
of understanding that | had gained by being taugt®atholic schools and attending the
Catholic Mass. But that understanding left me wgitme large holes. . . .

My task this morning is to speak the plain trutlatithe Virgin Mary, the mother
of Jesus. Please know that as | do, | do so mgpect for the Catholic Church. The
Catholic Church has been the leader of Christendoimportant moral areas like the
rights of the unborn, care for the poor and a fooasthe family.

l, too, respect the Catholic Church (and the Ortixa@hurch even more)—for some of the same
reasons. We have a lot in common with them in sepfithe major doctrines of the faith, but our
differences are nevertheless significant, and nosvhee they more stark than in regard to the
Virgin Mary. Thus | have decided to preach two sagges—today and next week—on the Mother
of Jesus. Today | will be telling you why | beleeilary is not quite what Roman Catholics and
Eastern Orthodox claim she is; next week | will y@lu why she is more than most evangelicals
think she is. | will give more attention to Caticotiews than Orthodox this morning because
they are more widely held, but | will draw attemtito some distinctions between them.

The reason I'm taking the unusual step of preachirgsermons on Mary is because the issues
at stake are critical but widely misunderstoodwéfre going to reject certain widely-held views
of Mary, particularly those that have ancient rpets should have good reasons for doing so.
We should know the facts. Yet | discover that nirsitestants think the Immaculate
Conception is the Virgin Birth, which it is not,&most Protestants think Catholics worship
Mary, which they vigorously protest they do nots we examine what the Catholic church
officially teaches about Mary | suspect some @filt be surprising to you. In some cases you



will probably be more troubled than before, bubther cases you may actually be more
sympathetic with your

Catholic friends. Either way, intelligent peopleosld want the facts, and that is what | will try
to give you this morning. (I will not cite footres this morning, but you are welcome to check
my sources from the website copy of the sermon).

When dealing with controversy a sermon is not neanr@y the best vehicle. The information is
all going one way, from pulpit to pew, and you nieywe important questions that don’t get
answered this morning. So next Sunday evening Wé&ave an Open Forum on these two
sermons at 6:00 pm in Room A-5. Everyone is weksdout you will get more out of it if you
read a new book just released by Dr. Scot McKnifgimerly of Trinity Evangelical Divinity
School and now a Professor at North Park Univerdityave read Dr. McKnight's book and
ordered 40 copies for anyone who might want to reatf’s entitled “The Real Mary: Why
Evangelical Christians Can Embrace the Mother sfig€ By the way, one of Scot McKnight's
faculty colleagues there is Dr. Brad Nassif, whsndielped me a great deal with this sermon.
Brad and his wife Barb were both part of our chustten | pastored here the first time.

| will warn you in advance that today’s sermon wilbbably be more informative and
educational than inspirational. But | hope th&ls with you; inspiration is good, but if it's not
based on truth, it's not worth the tingling feeliypgu get up and down your spine.

What the Catholic Church teaches about Mary

Mary experienced an “immaculate conception.” You all have heard the term
“immaculate conception,” but most Protestants havelea what it refers to. The Immaculate
Conception does not refer to the conception ofslesivlary’s womb; it refers to the conception
of Mary in hermother’'s womb. What the doctrine asserts is thatyMvas free from the stain of
original sin from the moment of her own conceptioithe end of her life. It includes the notion
that Mary was sinless.

It was in 1854 that Pope Pius IX pronounced the dwuate Conception as an infallible doctrine
of the Roman Catholic Church. That is not to saylreamed it up in 1854; for centuries it had
been believed by many Christians, including St. stipe in the B century, and even Martin
Luther in the 18 century. But Pius declared it official dogma. réles the statement from the
Catechism of the Catholic Church: “Mary benefitfiest of all and uniquely from Christ’s
victory over sin: she was preserved from all stdioriginal sin and by a special grace of God
committed no sin of any kind during her whole elgrtifie.” (Schreck, Catholic: 177; Catechism:
123)

The Eastern Orthodox Church does not agree witkddle&rine of the Immaculate Conception of
Mary, because they have a different view of origsia, but many Orthodox affirm that she
committed no actual sins, though this is not arciaif position of the Orthodox Church.

Now as we try to understand how doctrines likelthmaculate Conception or the sinlessness of
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Mary developed, we must start with the most fundaalelifference between evangelicals and
Catholics: Catholics have two sources of truth,levBivangelicals claim only one. We believe in
sola Scripturawhich means that Scripture alone is an adequates for truth and doctrine.
Catholics believe in the Biblg@lusthe ancient, sacred Tradition of the Church. Thisuge. A
knowledgeable Catholic is neither troubled nommdiated when you tell him that the
Immaculate Conception, or any of these other doesrive’ll look at this morning, is not found

in the Bible. He may simply respond, “So what?s liound very early in the history of the
Church, and since Christ promised to build His chuand to preserve it, if the early church
believed it, that's good enough for me. Besides averything taught in the Bible is explicit;
some of it is implicit and must be read ‘betweemnlihes.”

Now the high opinion Catholics have of Traditiorbessed on their belief that God has preserved
His truth through the believing community. In ase the church gave us the Bible (by
evaluating the various religious writings and appng the canon), so our understanding of the
Bible’s truth cannot be separated from the Churblssoric, developing teaching. While both
Catholics and Orthodox have a high opinion of Twadj the Roman Church appeals more to the
notion of “continuous revelation,” while the Orthmdbelieve doctrine must be rooted in the
Bible as interpreted in the early centuries of@meirch.

While we evangelicals do not agree that ancienlitican deserves such a high status, we must
not dismiss the history of doctrine as irrelevainhave often said that a doctrine’s absence in
church history prior to the ¥%r 20" centuries is almost certain proof that it is faldet a
doctrine’s presence in ancient Tradition is no ptbat it is true, for heresy can also be ancient,
and indeed was present even in the NT church!

Furthermore, we evangelicals should not pretentittadition plays no part in our own doctrinal
views. All you have to do is look at the Nativiiory and you can find all sorts of “supposed
facts” we accept as truth that are not even hiated the Bible. For example, in our Christmas
pageant tonight there will be three wise men whowith the infant Jesus in the stable of an inn
on the night of His birth, none of which is taughthe Bible. Not that any of those traditions is
as serious as affirming the sinlessness of Maryweudo need to be honest on this issue of
traditions. We all have them.

My main challenge is to remember that when youh@lat friends come to different
conclusions on certain doctrinal issues, it ismetessarily because they are misinterpreting
Scripture so much as because they ardimied to Scripture'.

| have been trying to explain how a doctrine like tmmaculate Conception of Mary, or her
sinlessness could arise. One factor is that irbais in early Church Tradition; it also has a sor
of logical basis in Catholic thinking. They askldw could a perfect child, namely Jesus, have
been born to someone who was herself sinful?” deedan’t come from imperfect. (Schreck,
Catholic: 176). If, however, God preserved Mary from origisia from the very momershe

was conceivedyoila, the dilemma disappears and she could bear tifiecp&on of God.



Now lest you think that Catholics are the only omi® wrestle with this logical dilemma, |
assure you that is not the case. | know of evacajdbachers who have argued that the only
way Jesus could be sinless is for the sin natube feassed down from one generation to the
next only through the father, and of course, sideéhad no human father, He could be sinfess.
They’re making the same sort of logical argumeaihGlics make, only instead of appealing to
Mary’s sinlessness as the explanation of Jesussiness, they appeal to the notion that the sin
nature is passed only through sperm. Well, | dendw of any biblical or scientific reason to
think the sin nature comes through the father ratien the mother éil have sinned,” you

know). That is just a fiction conceived (if youlMpardon the pun) to solve a logical dilemma.

| personally don't believe the Virgin Birils the explanation of the sinlessness of Jesus; rdther
is the explanation of His incarnation. He wasesslbecause He was God and therefore pre-
existed His conception and birth. Since the HgyriSperformed a miracle in His conception,
He did not partake of the sin that is normally eassn from parent to child. | don’t pretend
that’s easy to understand; I'm just saying we sti@alcept it and not make up fanciful
arguments to explain it.

If I can take a quick aside here, | do think ibedpful to compare the Living Word of God and
the Written Word of God in regard to this questodinow something perfect could possibly
come from something imperfect. Just as the HolyitSsuperintendedhe 40 authors of

Scripture so that they could produce a perfectyeghamely the Written Word of God, so also
the Holy Spiritovershadowethe Virgin Mary so that she could produce a penpeotiuct,

namely the Living Word of God. If an inerrant $xture can be mediated through errant people,
then a perfect Jesus could also be mediated thraugmnperfect mother.

So, the logical argument for the sinlessness ofyNganot compelling, in my estimation.
Besides, why stop with Mary? If a sinless Jesgsires a sinless Mary, how can you have a
sinless Mary unless her parents were also sinl&sd.if you keep backing up, pretty soon you
will have a sinless Adam and Eve and the wholerdwebdf Original Sin goes out the window.
The question remains, however, “What does the &rggeach regarding the Immaculate
Conception or the sinlessness of Mary?”

When | first started working on this message | plasining to go through all the Catholic views
of Mary and then come back and compare them witht Wie Bible teaches. But instead | will
offer the biblical response to each of these doetrias we go through them. | think it might be
easier for you to track with me that way. So,@sponse to the doctrine of the Immaculate
Conception of Mary, | would say that the Bible tees that . . .

Mary herself needed a Savior The evidence for this is found, first of all, Romans
3:23: “All have sinned and fall short of the glaf/God.” There’s no indication of any
exceptions to that save one, of course, as fowgstimthe NT we are told that Jesus Himself
committed no sin. Furthermore, | believe Mary'srowords in her Magnificat, as recorded for
us in Luke 1:46, 47, indicate that she was a sinf¥end Mary said: ‘My soul glorifies the Lord
and my spirit rejoices in Gaaly Savior” As far as | know, only sinners need a Savior.



In addition, there are at least three occasionswie Scriptures at least hint that Mary may
have erred. Once was in Luke 2 when she rebuketiZagear-old son as He remained at the
Temple after the family headed back to Nazarette@nd time was in John 2 at the Wedding
Feast of Cana when she lobbied Jesus to do somgethout the shortage of wine; and a third
time was in Mark 3 when she showed up with Jestathlers apparently trying to influence him,
only to be rebuffed by Him. One of the greateghef Eastern Church fathers, John Chrysostom
ascribed to her “agitation,” “trouble,” and eveoVve of honor.” My purpose here is not to
demean her at all; in fact, next week | will trydemonstrate that she was incredibly godly,
faithful, and honored by God. But | do not beliesbe was sinless; | do not believe in the
Immaculate Conception of Mary.

The Catholic Church teaches secondly that . . .

Mary lived in a state of “perpetual virginity,” remaining a virgin even after Jesus’
birth. The virginity of Mary prior to the birth afesus is an indisputable teaching of Scripture,
both in the Old and New Testament. But in additioe Catholic Church and the Orthodox
Church both teach that Mary remained a virgin tgtmut her life. She freely chose this
virginity in order to honor God, just as she freatcepted God’s invitation to be the mother of
Jesus. (SchrecKatholic 175) Joseph also accepted this choice that kage. He saw that
her task was so holy and her womb so sanctifiethéyrace of God that he concluded, out of
reverence for what God had done, that he simplyladvoat “invade” what was holY.

This doctrine is also very ancient, going baclkeast to the third century. Origen and St. Jerome
both taught that Mary was a perpetual virgin, aad snay be surprised that Luther and Calvin
both had a firm belief in the Perpetual VirginityMary. Nevertheless this doctrine is clearly a
theological deduction rather than a biblical teaghiFurthermore, it is very closely connected

to the Catholic notion that celibacy is a highdtimg than marriage. If celibacy was not only
modeled by Jesus but even required of His apostalicessors (as Catholics believe it is), then
it's not surprising that they would expect His matho choose it for her own life.

But | believe it not only lacks biblical supportprobably contradicts biblical teaching.

Well, what does the Scripture say?

Mary was a Virgin when Jesus was conceived and renmed so until after He was
born. Matthew 1:24, 25 says, “When Joseph woke uplithevhat the angel of the Lord had
commanded him and took Mary home as his wife. Hgubhad no union with hemtil she gave
birth to a son. And he gave him the name Jeslisdary remained a Virgin throughout her life,
why doesn’t Matthew simply say, “He had no uniomhwierever"?’

But an even stronger argument against Mary’s pagbeirginity lies in the specific statements
in the Bible that Jesus had four brothers andedt lievo sisters. They are mentioned in three
passages in the NT. In Matthew 13 Jesus had beestening in some other towns and villages
when He returned home to Nazareth. In verse &4y,
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“Coming to his hometown, he began teaching the |geioptheir synagogue, and
they were amazed. "Where did this man get thisomisand these miraculous powers?"
they asked. "Isn't this the carpenter's son? lsis'mother's name Mary, and aren't his
brothers James, Joseph, Simon and Judas? Aidéhisasisters with us? Where then
did this man get all these things?" And they toff&nse at him.”

It should be obvious that Jesus came from a laagedlic family—at least seven kids! (Smile!)

In John 7:5 we are given the additional informatioat “his own brothers did not believe in
him.” But by Acts 1:14, following His death andsterection, they have apparently come to
faith, for His brothers are with their mother ahé pther disciples in the Upper Room following
His ascension. Now, of course, these who areccdbsus’ brothers were actually His step-
brothers, because they did not share the sameithmlzal parents. Catholic and Orthodox
scholars argue that if they are step-siblings, wadwldn’t they have been Joseph’s children by a
previous marriage? Some suggest they were cookiesus, since the Greek word for brother
can occasionally mean close relative. But agaretis no hint in the Bible of a previous
marriage for Joseph, and the normal meaning oftherd is “brother.”

| also have a theological problem with the ided Mary was a perpetual virgin. To abstain
entirely from sexual intercourse within the maraaglationship is not part of God’s design for
marriage. If Mary remained a virgin, she couldsdoonly by disobeying the Apostle Paul’s
teaching in 1 Corinthians 7 to the effect that “THusband should fulfill his marital duty to his
wife, and likewise the wife to her husband.” Ictfao say that Joseph and Mary never had any
sexual relationship would be grounds (on Catheaching) for their marriage to be annulled.

Third, the Catholic Church also teaches about Maay . . .

She was the mother of God The argument is really quite simple and quitgdal:
Since Mary was the Mother of Jesus, and since Jegbisd, Mary was the mother of God.
The Orthodox Church strongly agrees, appealingaaancient description of Mary #seotokos
or “God-bearer.”

Please understand that while both Catholics ankd@adx use the term “Mother of God,” they

do not mean that Mary existed before God and gatte to Him; rather they mean that she is the
one who carried God in her womb. The infant whsad at Mary’s breast was Immanuel,

“God with us.” A general church council held infigsus in 431 qualified the notion that Mary
was the Mother of God by adding the phrase, “adgogrtb the flesh.” (Schreckiatholic 176)
While there is nothing heretical about any of thisd while | agree with the notion that Mary
wastheotokosthe God-bearer, | personally do not think “Motb&God” is the wisest of terms

to use.

The second part of the Hail Mary begins, “Holy Maxjother of God . . .” Does everyone who
hears that statement recognize instinctively tHatvis meant is “Mother of God Incarnate”?
Probably not. Without further explanation, it leawvide open the possibility for some people to
assume that Mary may somehow be divine. Even perguasive to me is the fact that the
Bible itself never uses the term, “Mother of God.”



What does the Bible say?

She is the mother of Jesus, or the mother of our td. In Luke 1:43 Elizabeth, filled
with the Holy Spirit, blesses Mary and declarestbdye “mother of our Lord” (Luke 1:43).
Wouldn't it be better to use the biblical phrasept® Scot McKnight writes cogently,

The question we ask is this: Does addressing MarWwather of God’ involve

veneration, adoration, and devotion of Mary as ®elboes it get mixed up with ‘Wife of

God’ or even ‘Mother of the Trinity’? Does it rdsin giving attention to Mary or does

it . .. give attention to Jesus Christ as fullyd@amd fully human as the God-man?

A fourth key teaching of the Catholic Church regagdVary is that . . .

She was received into heaven without dying (“the lalily assumption”). On
November 1, 1950 (this is within the lifetime of mysof us in this room), Pope Pius XII
declared as an infallible statement the belief &hdhe end of her life Mary was taken up body
and soul into heavenly glory without the experieatphysical death. So, according to Catholic
teaching, Mary never died. She just went to heay€atechism252; SchreckCatholic 180)

This doctrine, of course, follows logically frometibelief in Mary’s Immaculate Conception, for
since Mary was conceived without original sin, gl&s able to lead a sinless life. And since
physical death is a consequence of sin, a sinfessduld not have resulted in death. Therefore,
Mary did not die. Instead, her soul and body vessumed into heaven.

While the notion that Mary never died is relativedgent, the bodily assumption is quite an
ancient view. St. John of Damascus, a seventhipetiteologian, quotes an earlier Bishop as
saying that “Mary died in the presence of all theoétles, but that her tomb, when opened, upon
the request of St. Thomas, was found empty; whamethe Apostles concluded that the body
was taken up to heaven.” The Orthodox Church gdiyeaccepts the Bodily Assumption of
Mary after her death, but it is not considered gnda in Orthodoxy as it is in Roman
Catholicism.

Once again, what does the Bible say?

Nothing unique is recorded in Scripture regarding Mary’s death or entrance into
heaven There is, of course, biblical warrant for indiuals to be taken up into heaven without
death, like Enoch and Elijah, for example. ButBiele says nothing about this in Mary’s case.
Granted, that is an argument from silence. Bigtiot, therefore, an argument without merit.
Some arguments from silence are really quite str@tgpuld | argue, “There must not be an
elephant in this room,” that’s not a worthless angut, for an elephant is of such a large size
that if it werein this room | should be able to see it. Likewis&Jary were taken directly to
heaven rather than awaiting the Great Resurreatrtby,would God not tell us in His Word?
Why would we be told about Enoch, Elijah, and Jebusnot Mary?



Finally, the last doctrinal issue we will considieis morning is that . . .

She is Co-redemptrix, Mother of the Church and Medatrix. | put these together, not
because they are all identical, but because theyetated. According to the Catholic
Catechism, through her obedience, faith, and ghi&téry became a partner in the work that
Jesus would do to redeem people from their Gai€chism254). This is the origin of the idea
that Mary is a Co-redemptrix.

In addition it is taught that she is the Mothetlad Church. Like Eve is the mother to all who
perish through sin, Mary is the new Eve, the motiell those who are in ChrigCatechism
192) Catholics find this idea in John 19:25-27evéhJesus places Mary into the care of his
beloved disciple, John. They see John being reptasve of the whole church, so that when
Jesus says to JoHrBehold, your Mother,” Jesus is telling the chureattshe is now the
spiritual mother of the body of Christ on eartlsclireck History. 148).

As Mother of the church, it is taught that Mary laagery important ministry of intercession,
praying on behalf of the church she loves. Becafiieis role, she is also given the title
Mediatrix. This is why Catholics pray, “Holy Margother of God, pray for us sinners, now
and at the hour of our death.” It is taught thké& other saints both living and dead, Mary is
interceding before God’s throne on behalf of then€h, but always united in the intercession
that Jesus does on our behalf before the Fatlsahréck History, p. 148).

The Orthodox Church rejects the notion that Marg Go-redeemer or a Mediator, but they do
accept her as Mother of the Church, and they dp tor&er, or at least ask for her prayers in
their behalf.

What does the Scripture say?

There is one mediator between God and man and oneotd of the Church—Jesus
Christ. In 1 Timothy 2 Paul writes,

| urge, then, first of all, that requests, prayergercession and thanksgiving be
made for everyone—for kings and all those in authothat we may live peaceful and
quiet lives in all godliness and holiness. Thiga®d, and pleases God our Savior, who
wants all men to be saved and to come to a knowletlthe truth. For there is one God
and one mediator between God and men, the mantQlessis, who gave himself as a
ransom for all men—the testimony given in its prdjppee. And for this purpose | was
appointed a herald and an apostle—I am tellingttinéh, | am not lying—and a teacher
of the true faith to the Gentiles.

Interestingly, this passage is found in the CathBlble, too, but they seem not to see any
inherent contradiction when they call Mary a Co-&agtrix or Mediatrix or when they pray to
her. Changing the suffix to “trix” instead of “eot “or” does not seem to justify using such
terms of Mary. The fact is the Bible uses “Rede€raed “Mediator” only in reference to Jesus.
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It is important to acknowledge that the Catholid &rthodox Churches, at least at the teaching
level, stress that Mary in no way diminishes gimgquemediation that Jesus brings to people and
for which He alone should be worshiped. IconshefYirgin Mary are, of course, very
prominent in Catholic and Orthodox churches. Peopll kiss them or bow before them. They
vigorously protest that they are not worshipinggin but rather venerating her. The
problem, of course, is that in practice what gaegahe hearts of many ordinary Catholics
often looks a lot like worship, lordship and sulsios to Mary rather than Jesus. McKnight
writes,
When we see at multitudes of junctions in Italynalpicture, a shrine, or a

small statue of Maria e bambino (“Mary and the bgbwe are led to think of Mary as

the dominating figure and Jesus as the dependguntefi When we enter Roman Catholic

cathedrals and basilicas and find pictures or sestof Mary over the altar and only on

the back wall, in ways less accessible, picturestatues of Jesus, we are led to think

that Mary is more prominent than her sdn.

Please understand there is no mention of any wdyyethe dead or for the dead anywhere in
Scripture. Once again, this seems like a fairiwedul argument from silence. If God wanted
us to pray for the dead or to pray to the dead |dvduyou think at least once in the whole Bible
we would find an example of that happening?

Conclusion There is so much more that could be said thising, but let me close with this
admonition: If you are going through Mary to gethie Father, it is unnecessary. Mary is a
good woman, a great woman, | would even say thatgse of women, but she is not a mediator.
The Mediator is the Son of Mary, Jesus. We doeéd to ask Mary to pray for us now or at the
hour of our death. We simply need to ask Mary’s,3be Son of God, Jesus, to forgive our sins.
And if we ask in true faith, He will, once and fali time. That is what He died on the cross to
do; that is what He promises.

We have probably talked more today about what wetdelieve about Mary than what we do
believe. And for that reason | beg you to comeklraxt week. You have not received the full
picture of this amazing woman, but | want you teéhthat picture. The Scriptures do a
wonderful jobby themselve®ven without the Traditions of the Church, ofwhng the
greatness of Jesus’ mother.

Prayer: Father, we approach your holy presentieeimame of your Son, Jesus. Thank You that
You have provided the way to have our sins forgisenhat we can approach you confidently
and boldly. Let us have minds that seek You arderstand truth through the lens of Your
Word. All glory be to Your Son we pray. Amen.

i. Sources for Roman Catholic doctrines about Megye taken from Alan Schreckatholic
and Christian: An Explanation of Commonly Misundeosl Catholic Beliefs(Servant Books:
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1984), Alan SchrecklThe Compact History of the Catholic Chur@ervant Books:1987) and
Catechism of the Catholic Churctiibreria Editrice Vaticana : 1994) . Referenaes made
within the text by noting the author, the book #mel page number.

ii. Another point | would like to suggest is thalhen Scripture and Church tradition collide,
tradition usually wins in Catholicism. Of coursleey will claim that these doctrines about Mary
do not contradict Scripture but rather allow Tramtitto reveal what Scripture is really saying.

But in my opinion the divergence from Scripturesasgreat on some of these issues that they can
maintain that only by a serious stretch of the imaton.

It would be a mistake, however, to conclude thaiditronalwayswins over Scripture in
Catholicism. St. Christopher lost his status atttime of Vatican Il, even though he was well
entrenched in tradition (those of you who are ast&0 years old remember the little St.
Christopher statues on the dashboard of virtualgryeCatholic’s car).

iii. This view, interestingly, is also ancientMirag been taught by St. Augustine, among others.

iv. Scot McKnight,The Real Mary: Why Evangelical Christians Can Enalerthe Mother of
Jesus 127.

v. The argument has been made that the same Grdk“until,” is used in Matt. 28:19-20
where Jesus promises that He will be with His gies always, even “until” the end of the age.
Does that mean that “after” the end of the workl$ewould no longer be with them? Of course
not, so likewise Matt. 1:24, 25 may not be claimihgt after Jesus’ birth Mary would abandon
her virginity. 1 am not persuaded by this arguméetause “the end of the age” is perhaps just
another way of saying “forever.”

vi. | am indebted to Dr. Brad Nassif for the follmg observations: There was a vigorous
debate in church history over whether Mary wesotokor christotokosthe God-bearer or
merely the Christ-bearer. At the Council of EpleawD. 431 Nestorius was condemned for not
being willing to call Marytheotokos Instead he wanted to call heristotokosor

anthropotokogo stress her human nature. But he confused “@atund “person” in so doing so
that by denying Mary as the “God-bearer” he endefumtaposing the two natures of Christ. He
thought Cyril of Alexandria wanted to defend Masy@oviding Jesus with His divinity, but
what Cyril was saying was that the One whom Mamelwas none other than the Word of God
Incarnate. All of the Reformers were happy callwgtheotokos

vii. McKnight, 135, 136.



