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EFORE the end of the last century there were very few
 theological works treating all of Marian Theology as a
B+ separate unit. The Spanish Jesuit, Father Bover, writes
that the definition of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception
was the signal for a tremendous growth not only of Marian
piety, but also the Mariological science.*

Previous to this period of Mariological history, doctrines
concerning the Blessed Virgin were usually treated as an
integral part of Christology. Also a great deal of theological
literature was devoted to particular Marian problems, such as
the Immaculate Conception. A few exceptions are to be found,
for instance, the Mariological writings of St. Albert the Great
and St. Bonaventure, but as a general rule the exclusively
Mariological works came into being at the begining of this

1 Bover, S.J., Sintesis organica de la Mariologia, p. 3.
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century. This, being the age of specialization, such a develop-
ment is quite understandable. Theological specialization is
rather common today; this is the age of Mariology, Ecclesiology
and other such special studies of doctrine.

With this development of Mariology, the theologians have
naturally attempted to build the tract as an organic whole.
Consequently the problem of a primary Mariological principle
has been of great concern to the Marian theologian. The
prime principle is the foundation and the unifying element of
any systematic and scientific treatment of a subject. Science,
we must remember, is not a mere collection of facts, but rather
it is the crganization of these facts into an intelligible whole,
the indication of a relation of one fact upon another. In Theo-
logy the positive theologian may be quite content to find the
facts in the sources of revelation, but the speculative theologian
demands that a logical order be established among these facts
of faith. So quite naturally the speculative Mariclogist has
sought a prime principle for his tract.

Some have asserted that there Is no one prime principle in
Mariology, rather the whole tract can be reduced to two irredu-
cible principles: the Divine Maternity and Mary’s association
in the Redemptive activity of her Son.? Yet, others claim that
one Marian doctrine or the other serves the purpose of a
primary principle. Some of these propose the doctrine of the
New FEve, which is a biblical-patristic analogy indicating Mary’s
association in the Redemption. The vast majority, who hold to
but one Mariological principle, favor the Divine Maternity as
the seminal and fundamental doctrine of the tract.

We do not intend to examine in detail each of these opinions,
but rather to seek out the principles of solution for the problem.
However, there are certain necessary points that must be first
looked into: namely, the nature of Mariology, its relation to
Theology and the nature of a theological principle. Once having
arrived at the principles of solution, we will consider the two
principal Marian doctrines in the light of these principles.

* Roschini, Mariologia, tom. I, pp. 824-837. Father Roschini gives a complete
presentation of all the opinions offered in solution of the problem.
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1. Tur Nature or MAarioLogy

According to the classic Aristotelian-Thomistic method of
arriving at the knowledge of the nature of a subject, one must
proceed from the more known to the less known. Thus time
and time again in the Summa Theologiae the Angelic Doctor
begins his investigation of a subject with its nominal definition
and ends with the real definition. - Having established the real
definition, he points out the logical consequences which neces-
sarily follow. This is the method which we will here utilize in
the investigation of the nature of Marioclogy.

The word, Mariology, quite obviously is derived from the
Greek words: Mapia and Adyos. Their latin equivalents are
Maria and sermo, and in English, Mary and discourse. An
investigation of these two words will shed much light upon the
nature of Mariology.

First, let us see why the notion of discourse is found in our
subject. In its first sense, Adyos, sermo or discourse means
simply the spoken word. It is that oral sound signifying
thought. In the course of time philosophers applied the word,
A6yos, to that which these oral intelligible sounds signified,
namely, the mental word or concept. The word has been even
further extended to signify not merely one concept, but judg-
ments, which are composed of concepts. Discourse, further,
has come to mean an orderly intelligible series of judgments.
The Adyos of Mariology, then, signifies knowledge of some kind
concerning the Blessed Virgin. Is this, however, the knowledge
that the ordinary faithful have of her: knowledge that she is
the Mother of God, immaculately conceived and our Mother
also? This is the knowledge that comes from faith and it is
within the reach of the simplest of minds. The suffix logy,
signifies more than that; it has always implied an orderly
logical knowledge of facts. In other words, it is scientific knowl-
edge as opposed to vulgar knowledge. Mariclogy, then, is a
science, the science of the Mother of God.

Granting the scientific character of Mariology, the next
logical step is to inquire whether it is an independent, but
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subordinated, science, or is it a part of a science? Ordinarily we
do not find the suffix, logy, attached to proper names. We do
not commonly find courses, such as Caesarology, Napoleono-
logy, Washingtonology or Lincolnology, offered on the curricula
of the Universities. These are individual persons of history.
Biographies have been written about them and scholars have
studied their lives, but most scholars recognize that these
studies are not independent sciences. Rather, they are parts
of the science of History. Although we do find the terms,
Marology and Christology, we cannot say that they signify
independent autonomous sciences. Science 1s about the uni-
versal and the necessary; the humanity of Christ and Mary,
although exalted, is still singular and contingent. Since
Mariology is not an independent science, it must be a part of
some other science. Is this science history? It is quite con-
ceivable that Mary the Virgin could be the object of historic
investigation and in fact she has been. But the limiting of
Mariology to the status of historic science is patently inade-
quate. Mariclogy deals with realities that are over and above
history. The lives of Jesus and His mother are historical facts
(of that there can be no doubt), yet historical research falls
short of giving us a knowledge of the most important factors of
their lives. Relying solely upon history we know that a certain
Jesus of Nazareth was born of a woman, called Mary, and that
this man died the death of a slave. It fails, however, to inform
us that this man was not a human person, but divine; that
consequently His mother is truly the Mother of Ged, conceived
without sin and assumed bodily into heaven. There is some-
thing more here than history: mystery is here, mystery that
can be known, thanks only to faith. The basis for this science
is the supra-historical mysteries of faith, therefore, Mariology
must be related in some way to the science, whose principles
are the mysteries of faith, that science being the science of
Theology.

Mariology is related to Theology as a part is related to its
whole. St. Thomas distinguishes three types of wholes: the
universal whole, which has subjective parts; the integral whole
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with its integral parts; and the potential whole with its poten-
tial parts® The universal whole is said to be in each and
every one of its parts according to its whole nature and accord-
ing to all its power. Thus animality is found totally in both
man and horse. Are the parts of Theclogy related in this
manner to Theology itself? Is Theology a universal whole,
having subjective parts, like the relation of mathematics to
arithmetic and geometry? To answer in the affirmative would
be to destroy the unity of Theology, because a science, related
to another science, as a subjective part to its whole, has a
formal object different from the objects of the other parts of
the whole and of the whole itself. St. Thomas is insistent that
Theology has but one formal object, namely, God precisely
considered under the aspect of His divinity.* Mariology, conse-
quently, is not a subjective part of Theology.

If it is not a subjective part of Theology, can we assert that
it is related to Theology as a potential part? “ The potential
whole,” writes St. Thomas, ““is present to each of its parts in
its complete essence, but not in all its power ” (De Spiritualibus
Creaturis, a. 2, ad 2). The Angelic Doctor’s classic example
of this type of whole i1s the human soul with respect to its
vegetative, sensitive and intellective functions (I, q. 76, a. 8;
q. 77, a. 1, ad 1). The whole soul is active in each of these
functions; yet, its complete power is not active in each, e. g.,
in the function of vegetation, the soul’s sense and intellective
powers play no part. The human soul, a single form, is able
to exercise the operations proper to the vegetative soul, those
peculiar to a sensitive soul and the operations proper to it
inasmuch as it is rational and intellective, This form includes
within itself a multiplicity of operations. Theology, too, is a
potential whole and its potential parts are the various activities
and functions, which it exercises in reference to its object.* In

3 Summa Theol., 1111, q. 48, a. 1. ¢Ibid., 1, q.1,a.7.

* B, Mubiz, O.P., The Work of Theology, (trans. John P. Reid, O.P., Wash-
ington: The Thomist Press, 1953, p. 7.) Note: This comparison of Theology to the
soul does not of course in any way imply that Theology and the soul are the same
sort of whole. The former has the unity proper to a sapiential habit; the latter has
a unity proper to a substantial form.
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this manner Theology explains its principles, defends them and
from them it deduces conclusions. Each function is truly theo-
logical, containing the whole essence of Theology; yet, no
theological function exhausts the entire power of Theology. In
this sense of the whole-part relation we cannot say that Mario-
logy is a part of Theology, since all these functions are used
in Mariology. The Mariologist, for instance, explains, defends
and deduces with reference to the Divine Maternity. In pass-
ing, let us note that this type of whole-part relation is the basis
for the division of Mariology inte Biblical Mariology (the
discovery of Mary in the Scripture), Patristic Mariology (the
Marian doctrine in Tradition) , Scholastic Mariology (the ex-
planation and defense of the principles of Mariology and the
deduction of conclusions from these principles) .

The only remaining explanation of the relation of Mariology
to Theology is the relation of the integral part to the integral
whole. The integral whole is not in each and every one of its
parts either according to its whole nature or according to its
entire power. It is rather the result of the coalition of all the
parts taken together. Thus the essence and power of a house
is only had in the actual conjunction of all its parts and it is
not found in any one of these parts or any number of them,
taken separately. Is science so constructed? Although science
is one and simple as a habit, nevertheless its material object
is multiple. Its material object is the aggregate of all those
things that can be considered under the formality of its formal
object. Theology is concerned about an almost infinite number
of material objects, which constitute a certain total object, i. e.,
everything that is revealed. Thus we have the basis for the
division of Theology into tracts, v. g., concerning the One God,
concerning the Trinity, concerning the Redemptive Incarna-
tion, ete. Mariology is one of these tracts; it is an integral part
of Theology. To remove it from Theoclogy would be like re-
moving a hand from the human body. The hand is useless
disconnected from the body; so too is Mariology of no avail
removed from Theology. Why is this study part of Theology?
It is a part of Theology only because the immediate subject
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matter is related in a unique way to God, the proper subject
of Theology.®

Establishing the fact that Mariclogy is an integral part of
Theology, we have been led to the immediate object of the
tract. The suffix, logy, has expressed the connection of this
tract with the science of Theology; while the main stem of
the word, Mas, expresses the immediate material object of this
portion of Theology. The Virgin Mary is a person about whom
many things are revealed by God through Scripture and Tra-
dition. A problem, which arises, concerning the proper object
of this theological tract can be expressed n the guestion: why
must there be a theological tract on the Blessed Virgin, when
other persons in Holy Scripture are not so treated. The solution
to the problem is found in a principle of St. Thomas “. . . the
more a thing approaches the true nature of divinity, the more
especially should t be considered in this science.”® Since
Mariology deals with that human person, who was related to
God as a mother, the very closest relationship possible, then we
must conclude that outside the tracts on God and the humanity
of Christ, Mariology is the most important of the theological
tracts. It 1s 1mportant and its importance springs from the
fact of her close relationship to God. The relationship of any
material object of a theological tract to the Divinity is the
only reason for the being of that tract. Thus Mariology con-
siders Mary under the precise formality of her relationship
to God. The expression of this unique relation is the first
principle of the tract.

In summary let us define Mariology as that integral part of
Theology which ireats of the Blessed Virgin Mary under the
formality of her unique relationship to God. Before ending
this discussion on the nature of Mariology, we must explicate
that which is implicit in the definition.

Since Mariology is not an independent science, but a part
of Theology, then it has not only a scientific character, but

5] Sent., q. 1, prolog., a. 4.
¢, .. quanto aliquid magis accedit ad veram rationem Divinitatis, principalius
consideratur in hac sclentia. Ibid.
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also a sapiential character. Theology is not just a science;
rather it is a science which is at the same time wisdom.” There
are three speculative intellectual virtues: Wisdom, Under-
standing and Science. The object of understanding is the
principles of knowledge, while science is concerned with con-
clusions.®* In a more eminent manner wisdom is concerned
with the objects of both and thus in a certain sense includes
both. Wisdom, then, has two diverse functions: 1) to explain
and defend principles, and 2) to infer conclusions. The applica-
tion of this to Mariology is summarized schematically as
follows:

( ( by analogy with
nature.
by indicating their
to explain interrelation,
in regard to the these 3 by indicating their
principles of faith relation to the
concerning Mary.% ultimate end of
The functions of Scho- (Sapiential work) man.?

lastic Mariology.

to defend these principles
of faith.

w

n regard to
conclusions—to deduce these from the
L principles (Scientific Werk).

Mariology, being part of Theology, has the same objects as
Theology. The material object of this tract is all revelation
concerning the Blessed Virgin Mary. The formal object quod
is Mary’s relationship to God, since the formal object of Theo-
logy is God precisely as He is God. The formal object quo
(i. e., the light by which these truths are attained) is the light
of natural reason under the positive direction of faith.”® Since
the objects of Mariology are the same as those of Theology,

? Summa Theol., I, q. 1, a. 6.

8 Ibid.

? Council of the Vatican, session iii, cap. 4 (Denzinger 1796.)
*° Muiiiz, op. cit., p. 22.
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it would be much better to give this tract the title of Marian
Theology. For the name, Mariology, is misleading, inasmuch
as it seems to imply an independent science with distinet
objects. Its use is permissible only if its relation to Theology
as part to whole is always kept in mind. Tts object is the
same as that of Theology, indeed it is Theology dealing with
Mary, consequently its principles are theological. This leads
us to the next prenote.

2. THEOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES

St. Thomas, following the lead of Aristotle, defines a principle
as that from which another proceeds in any manner.* Obvious-
ly this is an analogical term (by reason of analogy of proper
proportionality) , since a principle of quantitative measurement
(e.g., the first point of a line), a principle of becoming, a
principle of being and a principle of knowledge are realities
simply different and only proportionally alike. Our concern
here is centered about the principle of knowledge.

Truth is found in the judgment and therefore a principle of
knowledge is a judgment externally expressed through a propo-
sition. However, not all propositions are principles. Only those
propositions may be called principles, from which other truths
proceed. Such propositions are of two types: those which are
necessary for all human thought and those which belong to a
science. The former are called common principles and the latter
proper principles. Everyone, who has the use of reason, at
least in exercise makes use of the common principles of knowl-
edge. Presupposed to all our thinking are such propositions as
“ nothing can be and not be at the same time and under the
same aspect ”; “ everything must have a sufficient reason for
its being,” etc. Since we are dealing with the question of the
principle of a scientific tract, the proper principles of a science
are our concern.

Proper principles are propositions productive of conclusions
in a science. In any science an order exists between such

31 Summa Theol., 1, q. 88, a. 1.
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principles, thus we have the first proper principle of a science
and secondary proper principles. The secondary principles are
conclusions in regard to the prime principle, which in its turn
may be the conclusion of the principles of another science, but
in its own order it must be indemonstrable.

What proposition holds such an eminent position in &
science? St. Thomas tells us that it is the proposition which
expresses “ what a thing is” (* quod quid est”) *? The defi-
nition of the subject of a science is the first principle in that
science. The definition of a thing expresses its essence, which
is its first comstitutive element in the substantial order, that
by which the thing is distinguished from all else and finally the
foundation or root of all its other perfections. For instance, the
first proper principle of Theology is to be found in the fourth
article of the third question of the first part of the Summa. In
this article we find the assertion that God is His own existence,
which is equivalent to saying that He is Pure Act. According
to our knowledge this is an expression of what God is; it is
our feeble definition of Him.

We find a very enlightening statement of St. Thomas in
the Secunda-Secundae about theological principles. He asserts
that the articles of faith are the proper principles of Theology.™
The very first, “ I believe in God ” indicates the unity of God,
the unity of His essence and His existence in the supernatural
order. This is the first principle of Theology, as we explained
above. The articles of faith are the proper principles of Theo-
logy; they are the definitions of the various material objects,
which are united through a common relationship to God.
Properly to understand the function of these principles, let us
examine them as they are in the sapiential office of Theology
and then in its scientific office.

The sapiential office of Theology is twofold: it is defensive
and explicative. When Theology defends the articles of faith,
it makes use of principles that spring from the light of natural
reason. Certainly no attempt is made to demonstrate matters

22 711 Cont. Gent., c. 97.
12 Summa Theol., 1I-11, q. 1, a. 7.



THE UNITIVE PRINCIPLE OF MARIAN THEOLOGY 453

of faith, but principles of reason are used to refute all the
possible objections that can be brought to bear against faith.
This is a unique characteristic of a sapiential science; it rightly
uses inferior sciences in defense of its own principles. In de-
fensive Theology, consequently, the proper principles of the
science play a passive role; they are defended.

The explicative function of theological wisdom is performed
in a threefold manner. First, the individual principle is ex-
plained; second, its logical connection with the other principles
is sought; finally, its relation to man’s ultimate end is eluci-
dated.

In the first case the proper theological principles are ex-
plained, not so that they become evident, for then they would
no longer be of faith, but rather through the use of analogy
with natural things the precise meaning of the terms of the
proposition are understood (more in a negative sense, rather
than positive) , so that we know precisely what is the mystery.
In other words, the terms are negatively understood, while the
connection belween them is unseen.

In connection with this sapiential function of Theology, we
must not neglect the fact that many of the articles of faith
express facts, which are above nature and at the same time
are established by God’s free choice. That the Word became
flesh lacks absolute necessity; it is only hypothetically neces-
sary, presupposing the ordination of the Divine Will. In
relation to created things, even in the supernatural order, God
can be compared to an artist, and the creature is His handi-
work. Thus an article of faith, which expresses a fact of a
supernatural reality, includes within itself all the circumstances,
particularly the circumstances of purpose, as established by
divine ordination. Thus the article of faith, which expresses the
Incarnation, does not stand for the abstract notion of the
Incarnation of God, which could be applied equaily as well to
all sorts of possible Incarnations of God, but rather for the
Redemptive-Incarnation, which God actually willed. There-
fore, the proper principles of those theological tracts, that deal
with supernatural objects, are to be understood in the concrete
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order in which God willed them. The importance of this point
will become evident as we proceed further.

The explicative function of Theology is also perfected
through the interconnection of the theological principles. In
this particular function it is 2 question of the logical sequence
of one article of faith after another. The question quite
naturally arises, how an article of faith can be a conclusion
and also a principle. There i1s no contradiction here, because it
would be a conclusion of a superior theological tract and still
the first proper principle of its own. This interconnection of
the articles of faith is achieved through argumentation, which
is twofold: arguments of metaphysical necessity and arguments
of convenience. The conclusions of the former are strict theo-
logical conclusions, while the conclusions of the latter are only
probable. An example of the first type is the argument which
proceeds from Christ’s human nature to the existence of a
human will in our Savior in virtue of the principle that a human
will is a necessary property of human nature. The important
point to note is that this conclusion is itself found in revelation
and therefore is of faith. Thus we have two matters of faith
being connected by an apodictic argument. Matters of faith
can also be connected by reason of arguments of convenience
or fittingness; indeed among the contingent matters of faith
very often this is the only connection possible. Arguments of
convenience of themselves produce probable conclusions. From
the revealed fact of Mary’s cooperation in the acquisition of
grace we could argue from convenience that like the humanity of
her Son she is a physical instrumental cause of the production
of grace in the individual soul.** Unless it can be shown that
this conclusion is revealed in Scripture or Tradition (in this
particular case most theologians deny that it is), then the
conclusion remains at best probable. However, when we argue
through convenience from one matter of faith to another, then
the conclusion is probable by reason of the argument, but

14 Cf. Roschini, op. cif., tom. I, pp. 263-350. Here Father Roschini treats the
proofs (scriptural, iraditional and from papal authority) for the fact of Mary’s
cooperation in the acquisition of grace.
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certain by reason of revelation. Should Theology even bother
with such argument? The master theclogian, St. Thomas, con-
stantly makes use of them in the Swmma and we should
suspect, therefore, that the argument of fittingness is a valid
theological instrument. Remembering that Theology is “ faith
seeking understanding,” to use Augustine’s terminology, we
must admit that it is the theologian’s duty to establish the
interconnection between matters of faith, whether by argu-
ments of necessity or convenience. Arguments of fittingness are
essential instruments in the performance of the sapiential work
of Theology. In such arguments there it a real procession from
prineiple to conclusion. The articles of faith used in such argu-
ments are truly theological principles.

The explicative function of Theology is perfected finally by
means of ordering the principles of faith to man’s ultimate end.
The order to be found in the Summa Theologiae is a perfect
example of this. “ Since the principal purpose of this sacred
doctrine,” says the Angelic Doctor in his introduction to the
second question of the First Part of the Summa, ““1s to lead
to a knowledge of God, not only as He is in Himself, but alsc
as He is the principle of all things and their end, especially of
the rational creature, we intend to expose this doctrine, 1) by
treating of God, 2) of the motion of the rational creature to
God, 8) of Christ, who according to His humanity, is the way for
us to reach God.” Thus Thomistic Theology involves a knowl-
edge of God, as He is in Himself and as He is the Alpha and
Omega of all creatures, particularly the rational creature. A
procession of creatures start out from the tract on Creation
and these creatures find their end in the tract on the Last
Things. In the function of interconnecting the principles of
Theology, our attention was directed more to the instrinsic
nature of each mystery, whereby we sought to see the depend-
ence of one upon the other. In this function of relating the
mysteries to the ultimate end we look rather to the ultimate
purpose of these mysteries expressing supernatural realities,
rather than their inner natures.

The scientific office of Theology produces the theological
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conclusion, strictly so-called. The theological mind must draw
out what is virtually contained in the articles of faith. The
arguments used in this function are metaphysical arguments,
producing theological certitude ' concerning the conclusions.
Here we apply reason to faith, not so much for the purpose
of understanding the proper principles of Theology, but rather
to give birth to new truths which are virtually contained within
them.

Having seen the use of theological principles in each function
of Theology, let us now turn to the subject of our discussion.

3. Tre Fiest PrincieLe or MARIOLOGY

From the aforesaid we can lay down certain conditions that
must be verified of the first Mariological principle. From revel-
ation we can find many propositions about the Blessed Virgin,
either formally or virtually contained therein. Among these we
must find one that is the first. This principle must be:

1. Formally revealed. This is so because the first principle
must be the most certain of all the propositions of the tract.
The highest degree of certitude in Theology comes from the
authority of faith; thus this principle must be de fide.

2. A definition (or a quast definition) of the subject of the
tract. This 1s evident from the nature of the scientific method.
The first scientific step is to seek through observation the
definition of the subject under consideration. Once it is found,
then through deduction one proceeds to its properties. The
first principle is not demonstrated, at least not in its own order,
for definition is the product not of demonstration, but rather of
observation. Therefore, the first principle of a science is the
definition of the formal object of that science. In our case it
will be a quasi definition, since, being the primary principle of
a theological tract, it must express that primary, distinct re-
lationship of our Lady to God. Thus it will not be that which
specifies her in the natural order, but rather in the supernatural
order.

3. The source of all other judgments concerning Mary. This
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follows from the very nature of principle itself. A cognitive
principle is that from which another proceeds in the order of
knowledge and thus a first principle must be that from which
all other propositions come. In regard to this condition it is
important to remember that the first principle of Mariology,
being a theological principle, will be the source of all others not
ounly through arguments of metaphysical certitude, but also by
means of arguments of physical and moral certitude. As was
explained previously, the sapiential character of Theology
makes use of arguments of fittingness (i. e., physical and moral
arguments) . In Mariology, then, the first principle will be
directly linked through such arguments to the other cardinal
principles of the tract (which are certain by reason of faith)
and indirvectly to the conclusions flowing from these principles.

In the light of these principles of solution let us now consider
the various theories, proposed by Mariologists, in regard to this
cjuestion.

4, Trar Duan Principre THEORY

Chief among the proponents of the “ dual principle ” theory
is the late Father Bittremieux of Louvain University. His
position is presented in his Mariclogical text and in two maga-
zine articles.*® Briefly his arguments are the following.

1. The notion of mother and thal of associate are formally
distinct and therefore two fundamental principles are in order
in Marian Theology.

2. The existence of two fundamental principles in Mariology
has a perfect parallel in Christology, in which the propositions:
“ Christ is God” and “ Christ 1s Redeemer ” serve as two
fundamental irreducible principles for the whole science.

8. “A principle, if it is fundamental, cught to be most
firm and not merely one of convenience,” but the Divine
Maternity demands Mary’s association in the Redemption only
by reason of convenience. Therefore, it cannot serve as the

15 Bittremieux, Marialia, Brussels, 1936, pp. 16-29; “ De Principio Supremo Mari-
ologiae,” Ephemerides Theologize Lovanienses, VII, (1931) 249-251; ibid.,, XII,
(1985) , 607-609.
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only fundamental principle of Marian Theology; consequently
we must resort to two principles.

Father Bittremieux was one of the most eminent Mario-
logists of our age; consequently his arguments deserve our re-
spectful consideration. The premise of the first argument can
be denied by none and is, in fact, explicitly admitted by the
opponents of his theory. This distinction between motherhood
and association is of vital importance in Mariology, since it is
all too easy to reduce Mary’s Compassion, the central act of
her Association, to a mere mother’s sorrow caused by the
suffering of her son. True, this is involved in it, yet, if we
neglect the fact of her office of Associate, the efficacy of her
Compassion is entirely missed. Bittremicux clearly saw this
and so insisted upon the distinction to the extent of dividing
Mariology into two distinct tracts. We humbly suggest that
he went too far by reason of this distinction. To be the Mother
of God the Redeemer is not formally the same as being the
Associate of the Redeemer; nevertheless, can we not say that
the second is virtually contained in the first and thus related to
the first as to a principle? We fee! that Bittremieux’s mistake
consisted in the confusion of the implicit presence of one thing
mm ancther with virtual presence. A conclusion need not be
implicitly contained in its principle (i.e., actually present); it
is sufficient that it be present virtually (i.e., as in its cause).
An analogy to this exists in Natural Philosophy, in which we
admit the distinction between the faculties of the soul and the
soul itself and yet assert that these same faculties come from
the soul as from a voot, a source and a principle. Admitting,
therefore, Father Bittremieux’s premise, namely the distinction
between mother and associate, we feel obliged to deny his con-
clusion, that is, the necessity of two Mariological principles.

His second argument is a confirmation of the first. Christo-
logy is divided into two distinct parts dependent upon two
irreducible principles. Most theologians consider first the
person of Christ and then His work. ““ Cannot the authority of
St. Thomas,” he asks, “ be invoked; in the Third Part of the
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Summa he first considers the person of Christ and then after
this considers those things which Christ did and suffered? ” ¢

At first glance this argument seems very convincing. Yet
a closer examination of the Third Part of the Summa will show
that a unity of principle does exist in Thomistic Christology.
St. Thomas lays down this principle, which is the foundation
of the whole tract, in the very first question, where he treats
of the motive of the Incarnation. He there shows that this
Incarnation is redemptive. Further, the principle that Christ
is Redeemer is used in the first section, for example, in the
question treating of the defects of Christ’s body. “It was
fitting for the body assumed by the Son of God to be subject
to human infirmities and defects . . . first, because it was in
order to satisfy for the sin of the human race, that the Son
of God, having taken flesh, came into the world ” (IIL, q. 14,
a.1). Also the divinity of Christ is used by the Angelic Doctor
to explain the eflicacy of Christ’s passion, since His condign
merit presupposes as a principle His theandric acts, which flow
from His divine personality. St. Thomas’ Christology is not
based upon two irreducible principles. Rather, 1t enjoys a unity
of principle, based upon the Redemptive Incarnation. Far
from being a confirmation of Father Bittremieux’s theory, the
Angelic Doctor can be invoked as a refutation of it.

The third argument offered by the eminent Louvain theo-
logian is based upon his insistence that the consequence be-
tween principle and conclusion must be of necessity and not
merely of convenience. Father Bittremieux felt that the argu-
ment of fittingness is by nature weak. If Theology were merely
a science, then we would be obliged to follow his lead in this.
However, as we insisted in the earlier pages, Theology is not
only scientific but also sapiential. Therefore, the necessary link
between the Divine Maternity and Mary’s Redemptive Asso-
ciation, which flows from the highest Principle, through His
eternal decree, cannot be ignored by Theology. We feel that
Father Bittremieux has excessively limited theological argu-

1% Loc. cit.

2
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mentation; indeed we believe he has overlooked in this instance
the sapiential character of Theology.

As was indicated at the beginning of this article those theo-
logians who hold for a single Mariological prime principle are
divided as to which doctrine fulfills this office. Some assert
that the doctrine of the New Eve is primary in Mariology:;
while others place the Divine Maternity in this position.

5. Toe New Eve PrincreLe

The New Eve doctrine has a Scriptural origin in the Woman
of Genesis, in St. Luke’s account of the Annunciation and in
the Pauline doctrine of the New Adam. Its original develop-
ment is by St. Justin, Tertullian and St. Irenaeus. A full
explication of this doctrine, however, is only now in the process
of development. Briefly we can express it in the following
proposition: what Eve lost for the human race by reason of her
cooperation with the sin of Adam, Mary regained through her
cooperation with the redemptive activity of Christ, the New
Adam. This antithetical parallelism 1s the seriptural-traditional
expression of Mary’s mediatory office. Since Mary’s mediatory
activity is certainly an object for the consideration of Mario-
logists, this principle is of the greatest importance in Marian
Theology. Indeed, the tremendous growth of Marian Theology
is a direct effect of the labors of theologians with reference to
this principle. Without it Mary’s mediation would be for us a
confused and nebulous notion. However, even granting its im-
portance in Mariology, we feel that it cannot be accepted as
the prime principle in the tract. We propose the following three
reasons in support of our position.

1. The first principle of Mariology must be a truth which
enjoys the greatest certitude, that is, it must be formally re-
vealed. Is the New Eve doctrine such? The very most we
can say about this doctrine in the order of certitude is that
it is proximate to faith. As yet the Church has not exercised
its extraordinary magisterium with reference to it. Granting
that someday it may be defined, its certitude is still dependent
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upon the Divine Maternity. This is true both in its Scriptural
and patristic arguments. As we noted previously, its Scriptural
foundations are in Genesis, St. Luke’s Gospel and in St. Paul,
It seems to us that the keystone of these three is Luke’s
unarrative of the Annunciation. The Woman of Genesis and St.
Paul’s New Adam are meaningless as far as the New Eve goes,
except in the light of the Annunciation. Quite obviously the
primary truth contained in the Annunciation is the fact of
Mary’s motherhood. Looking to the context of the New Eve
of St. Justin, Tertullian and St. Irenaeus ¥ in each instance we
discover that these Fathers are talking primarily about the
Divine Maternity. Since, then, the New Eve doctrine is de-
pendent upon the Divine Maternity for its certitude, we cannot
accept it as the prime doctrine of Mariology.

2. The first principle of Mariology must be a quasi definition
of Mary in the supernatural order. Now a definition should
express the static element rather than the functional element.
The most obvious thing about the New Eve doctrine is its
concern with Mary’s operation. The Divine Maternity, on the
other hand, expresses Mary’s place in the order of supernatural
being. The New Eve doctrine relates Mary to the redemptive
activity of her Son; while the Divine Maternity establishes her
place in the hypostatic order. The New Eve doctrine, then,
lacks that static element which is necessary for the first prin-
ciple of Marian Theology. |

3. The prime Marian principle must be the source of all
other Mariological truths. Now, since Mary’s association is in
the order of activity and the Divine Maternity in the order of
being, we must conclude that the second is the source of the
first, inasmuch as action follows being. It is true that in the
cognitive order we do proceed from action to being, but this is
by way of invention. Cognitive invention is not a procession
from principle to conclusion, rather it is the seeking after the
principles of a science. The product of cognitive invention is

1" Migne PG vol. 6, col. 710 (Saint Justin), PL vol. 2, col. 827 (Tertullian), PG
vol. 7, col. 958 (Saint Irenaeus).



462 PAUL MAHONEY

the prime principle. Even though, by way of invention, we
may use the New Eve doctrine to understand fully the Divine
Maternity, nevertheless, it would be erroneous to assert that
Mary’s assocation is thereby the principle of the Divine Ma-
ternity. The right scientific order is to proceed from the first
principle, which has been established by way of invention, to
the properties of this principle. This is the deductive process
and its starting point is the first principle. On these three
counts, therefore, we believe that the New Eve doctrine must
be rejected as the soluticn to our problem.

6. Trr Dving MarerNITY

The Divine Maternity does seem to fulfill perfectly all the
conditions necessary for the first principle. At the outset let
us precisely define what is meant by the Divine Maternity. It
1s that relationship of Mary to the Second Person of the Trinity
that arose due to her generation of His human nature. The
principles of faith express real facts, thus we are not restricting
this principle to the abstract notion of Divine Maternity, but
rather we are considering this relation as it exists in the concrete
order of redemption. The principle, thus considered, can be
expressed in the following proposition: Mary is the Mother
of God the Redeemer as such. She is the mother of that divine
person who became incarnate for the precise purpose of re-
deeming mankind.

This principle has the certitude of faith. Implicitly it is
found in those passages of Scripture that assert the facts that
Mary is the mother of Christ and that Christ 1s God the
Redeemer. It is contained in the Fathers and was defined by
‘the Church in 431 A. D. at the Council of Ephesus.*® It fulfills,
therefore, to an eminent degree the demand of certitude that
must be found in a first principle.

This principle is, moreover, a definition of Mary’s place in
the supernatural order. A definition is that which expresses
the proper element of the defined; it is that element by which

% Denzinger, Enchiridion symbolorum, n. 113.
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the defined is distinguished from all other beings in the same
order. In the supernatural order the genus of any definition
will be relationship to God and the specific difference will be
the type of relationship involved, since the dignity and distine-
tion of creatures in this order is dependent upon their reference
to God. The relation of mother, terminated by the divine
person. of the Word, establishes her préimum esse in the super-
natural order and distinguishes Mary from all other creatures.
The Divine Maternity, concretely considered, is the theological
definition of the subject of our tract; consequently it is its
first principle.

Finally the Divine Maternity is the source and root of all of
Mary’s privileges. The truth of this assertion becomes clear,
when we view Mariclogy in its proper theological setting. St.
Thomas tells us that all the articles of faith are reducible to
two. “ All the articles of faith are contained implicitly in
certain primary matters of faith, such as God’s existence and
His providence over the salvation of men. . . . For the existence
of God includes all that we believe to exist in God eternally,
and in these our happiness consists; while belief in his pro-
vidence icludes all those things which God dispenses in
time. . . .” *®* Theology is simply the working out of these two
principles. In Marian Theology the theologian develops the
mystery of Mary which is one of “ those things which God
dispenses in time.”

Remembering that providence is the divine plan whereby
all things are ordained to their ultimate end,* the theologian
must seek out the purpose of providential supernatural beings.
Purpose is the most important aspect in all actions, even divine;
consequently these providential beings must be viewed from the
aspect of means to end relationship. This is verified in Marian
Theology, for when we speak of the Divine Maternity as the
source and root of all Marian privileges, we mean that this
supreme privilege is the end to which all the others are related
as means. Our task, then, is simple: to show that such a
relationship does exist among Mary’s prerogatives.

19 Summa Theol., II-IL, q. 1, a. 7. 20 Ibid., 1, q. 22, a. 1.
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In order to prove the existence of such an order in Mariology,
we must show that the Divine Maternity has the nature of end
among the Marian privileges. There are two characteristics of
an end. First, the end is the reason why the means are willed;
and secondly, the end is related to the means as form is to
matter.”” Applying this to Marian Theology, we must show
that God would not have decreed Mary’s other privileges, if
He had not decreed the Divine Maternity and, further, that the
Divine Maternity in a certain sense informs all Marian prero-
gatives. Would Mary have been the Immaculate one, the
perpetual Virgin, full of grace or the Coredemptrix, if she were
not the Mother of God? This question is similar to that raised
by St. Thomas: whether God would have become incarnate, if
Adam had not sinned. Thus the principle, which St. Thomas
used to solve his question, should be the same, which we must
employ to solve ours. “ Such things as spring from God’s will
and beyond the creatures’ due, can be made known to us only
through being revealed in the Sacred Scripture, in which the
Divine Will is made known to us. . . .” # Searching the Scrip-
tures, St. Thomas could find for the Incarnation only one
reason, man’s salvation; so he concluded that God would not
have become Incarnate, if man had not sinned. We feel that
a search of Marian Scriptural texts will show that the ultimate
reason for Mary’s prerogatives is the Divine Maternity. We
cannot deny, of course, that many of her prerogatives were
willed because of her association in the Redemptive activity of
her Son, but this in its turn was decreed because of her
maternity. Thus ultimately all were divinely ordained to the
Divine Maternity.

If we consider all the Marian Scriptural texts in which Mary’s
prerogatives are either formally or virtually revealed, we must
admit the Divine Maternity as the central theme. The Woman
of Genesis, between whom and the serpent enmity exists,
enjoyed such a divinely given gift only because of her seed and

21 fpid., 1-10, q. 8, a. 2.
2 Ibid., q. 4, 8. 4.
28 Ihid., 111, g. 1, a. 8.
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His victory over the serpent.®* Could such exist, if she were
not related to the seed? Obviously not. Isaias predicts that
the Virgin will conceive and give birth to Emmanuel.?®> Micheas
says she will bear Him (the Ruler of Israel) .?* Her plenitude of
grace and her vow of virginity are revealed by St. Luke in his
narrative of the Annunciation, the central theme of which 1s
Mary’s motherhood.”” It is the “ mother of my Lord ” who, is
greeted by Elizabeth and surely the “ great things ” to which
Mary refers in her Magnificat are the miraculous workings of
God by which she became His worthy mother.® Luke describes
the very central act of her maternity: His coming forth from
her womb at Bethlehem.* “ Simeon said to Mary his mother,
“. .. thy own soul a sword shall pierce . . .,” because of her
maternal union with Him.* The fulfillment of this prophecy we
find in the gospel of St. John: “ Now there were standing by
the cross of Jesus his mother,” and when He spoke to her and
to the beloved disciple, He talked of motherhood.® If we are
to admit, as many Catholic Scripture scholars do, that the
Woman in the Apocalypse is Mary, then we ought to notice
that this woman is set apart from all other women inasmuch as
“ she brought forth a male child, who is to rule all nations with
3 rod of iron.” ** In every text about Mary, from Genesis to
the Apocalypse, she is always described as the mother of Jesus
and anything else contained therein is merely an ornament to
this, the greatest of her prerogatives. If God had not decreed
her Divine Maternity, is it possible tc say, from what the
Scriptures tell us, that she would have received any other
extraordinary gifts? The answer must be negative, for remove
the Divine Maternity from the Marian Scriptural texts, little
or nothing is left. It would seem, then, that God has ordained
all Marian prerogatives to the Divine Maternity as means to
an end. The very reason for the existence of these prerogatives
is the Divine Maternity.

24 Gen. 3:15. * Ibid., 2:1-20.

28 Isaias 7:14. 30 Ibid., 2:383-35.

28 Micheas §:1-2. 5 John 19:25-27.

2% Luke 1:26-38. 3% Apocalypse 12:1-18.

28 Ibid., 1:89-56.
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Certainly Sacred Tradition teaches the same. Pope Pius X1}
expressed that tradition, when he wrote, “ Indeed from this
sublime office of the Mother of God seem to flow, as it were
from a most limpid hidden source, all the privileges and grace
with which her soul and life were adorned in such extracrdinary
manner and measure.” * Before him Pope Pius XTI noted the
same in his Eneyclical Letter, Lux Verttatis; as also did Pope
Pius IX in the Apostolic Letter, Ineffabilis Deus, in which the
dogma of the Immaculate Conception was defined.®* Papal
doctrine 1t is, then, that the Divine Maternity is the principle,
the root and the measure of all Marian graces and privileges.

To say that it is the measure of all her gifts, a term frequently
used by Mariologists, brings us to the next step in our proof of
the Divine Maternity’s central position in Mariology. We as-
serted above, using the words of St. Thomas, that the end is to
the means as form is to the matter. This is a puzzling statement
at first glance. Most certainly the Angelic Doctor did not mean
to identify final and formal causality. In what sense is the
analogy true? The key to the analogy can be found in another
statement of the Angelic Doctor: * the exemplary for min a
certain way has the nature of end.” * A thing is an end inas-
much as it motivates activity and the materially same thing is
an exemplar inasmuch as it specifies the means. Purpose or
end, then, give the means a certain uniqueness; the means
assume a certain distinctive characteristic from their end by
which they are distinguished from all other means. This idea
is verified on all levels of activity. On the level of craftman-
ship it is true; for example, a baker uses flour for the production
of most of his products and yet the quality of the flour will
differ depending upon the purpose for which he uses it. For
cake he uses a fine flour, while for bread his fiour will be coarse.
In the military the end gives a distinctiveness to the means. In

3 « Pylgens Corona Gloriae,” in Papal Documents on Mary, compiled and
arranged by Wm. J. Doheny and Joseph P. Kelly, Milwaukee, Bruce Publishing
Company, 1954, p. 256,

4 fpid., “ Lux Veritatis,” p. 175; “ Ineffabilis Deus,” pp. 9-10.

35 De Veritate, q. 8, a. 1.
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World War II strategic bombing was fully employed since
the purpose of the war was the unconditional surrender of
Germany; while in the Korean War our bombing was frustra-
tingly limited since the war was purely defensive in purpose.
In society this truth is also verified. The exercise of family
authority differs from that of civil authority inasmuch as the
end of the family differs from that of the state. In religious
society we find a different use of the choral office in the Order
of Preachers from that of the Order of St. Benedict, since the
purpose of both Orders is so different. This idea is not strange
in Theology. We say that charity specifies the other virtues.
The objects of the other virtues are related to the object of
charity as means to an end. This accounts for the difference
between human virtues and Christian virtues. We say, too,
that the ends of the Sacraments modify sanctifying garce,
which modification is called sacramental grace.

Now if we can show that the Marian prerogatives have a
certain maternal modification, coming from their end, her
motherhood; then we can be certain that they are related to
her maternity as means to an end. All of these prerogatives
can be reduced to four general classifications: 1) those which
have primary reference to God; 2) those which are related to
her own person; 3) those relating her to men; 4) those which
relate men to her. In the first class we must place the Divine
Maternity itself, together with the affinity to the Trinity which
results from it and also her Association with God the Redeemer.
In the second class we have her plenitude of grace, which in-
cludes her gifts of body and soul. In her body she had the
grace of perpetual virginity and an anticipated glorification in
the Assumption. In the soul this plenitude can be considered
negatively in the doctrines of her Immaculate Conception and
her freedom from actual sin. Positively considered, it includes
her plenitude of habitual grace, the gifts and the virtues. In the
third class we have the doctrine of the Mediatrix of all graces
and her Queenship. In the fourth class the hyperdulia worship
men owe to Mary is the subject of consideration. Taking each
in its turn let us seek a certain uniqueness resulting from the

Divine Maternity.
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Mary’s relationship to the Trinity: Because of divine gen-
erosity all men will have or have had the opportunity to be
related to the Trinity as adopted children through sanctifying
grace. Mary is so related and yet over and above this she is
also related by affinity to the Father and the Holy Spirit.
Obviously the only explanation for her unique position with
reference to the Trinity is her maternal relation to the Son,
inasmuch as one who is related by blood to another person
becomes related by affinity to those who are naturally related
to this person.

To God Incarnate the Redeemer all men are related as the
redeemed to the Redeemer. Since Mary was redeemed due to
the foreseen merits of her Son, she too 1s so related. Yet God
has seen fit to grant her the relationship of Associate to the
Redeemer, one who actively participates in the redemptive act.
Why was she so chosen? The Divine Wisdom usually grants
such privileges for some reason intrinsic to the one to whom it
is granted. Since in the natural order God ordains that there
should be friendship between mother and son and that a conse-
quence of friendship is concord, i.e., a union of wills, which is
the very heart of human association; then it is fitting that in the
supernatural order He should grant to the Mother of the
Redeemer, the office of Associate of the Redeemer, particularly
in view of the fact that she was the closest blood relation to
Christ. When we come to the consideration of Mary’s office
of Mediatrix, we shall then see the fulfillment of this office and
that this fulfillment 1s decidely maternal.

The supernatural perfection of Mary’s soul and body: The
sanctification and justification of a soul is the result of habitual
grace. There are two aspects of habitual grace, namely, the
absence of sin and the positive aspect of sanctification, together
with the supernatural operative habits of the gifts and the
virtues. Most men initially receive sanctifying grace by means
of the sacrament of baptism; some men, like John the Baptist,
were sanctified while still in the womb; but only Mary received
grace at the very instant of her human conception. Thus she
was immaculately conceived; original sin touched her not. It
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is morally possible for a person to go through life without
losing sanctifying grace, but it is morally impossible, except
due to a singular privilege from God, to remain free from ever
committing a venial sin.*® Mary, however, never committed
an actual sin, either mortal or venial; indeed, most theclogians
assert that she had the privilege of impeccability. Add to this
distinctive freedom from sin, a positive degree of grace, the
gifts and the virtues, which is difficult to describe except by
means of comparison with others, and we get a faint picture
of her unique perfection in the supernatural order. Why is it
so? Because God so willed it is a correct answer and yet Divine
Wisdom must have placed something in Mary, which makes
her unique among men. Once again, that something is the
Divine Maternity. The maternal-filial relation is the basis for
friendship in the natural order and certainly, then, in the
supernatural order the Divine Matermity, by which Mary
became Christ’s only blood relation, demanded this friendship,
which is achieved through sanctifying grace. It must be a
unique degree of grace, since this is a unique relationship.
Mary’s perfection was not limited to her soul; it extended
even to her body. Thus she had the privileges of perpetual
virginity and a bodily assumption into heaven. Because of
both these privileges, Mary enjoys a unique position in the
human race. Two states are possible under the divine order to
women: that of perpetual virginity and that of maternity; but
to no woman, except Mary, are both states possible. Only
Mary, due to the miraculous power of God, was situated in
both states in a perfect degree. Why was Mary so uniquely
blessed among women? The answer is obvious: Mary tem-
porally generated Him, whom the Father eternally generated. It
would have been completely out of place for Him to have a
human father; thus, His mother gave birth to Him at the same
time preserving her virginity. Furthermore, motherhood to-
gether with wifehood very often demands a divided loyalty in
a woman. Mary’s virginity, therefore, made it possible for her

% PDenzinger, nos. 106, 838.
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to be all mother with her complete attention directed to
her Son.

Mary’s glory is unique. All the redeemed, she being the
sole exception, are glorified in their souls first and the beatifi-
cation of their bodies will come on the last day. Only Mary’s
body received an anticipated glorification. This privilege was
hers, because God would certainly not permit that flesh, from
which the body of His human nature came, to become corrupt.
It is true, of course, that this privilege is implicit in the doctrine
of her Association with the redemptive activity of her Son; but
remembering that the New KEve doctrine is a result of her
maternity, we must say that the ultimate reason for Mary’s
assumption is the Divine Maternity.

In summary, Mary received a plenitude of grace in both her
soul and likewise in her body because of her proximity to Geod.
In regard to the plenitude of grace in the humanity of Christ,
St. Thomas uses the principle that the nearer any recipient is
to an inflowing cause, the more does it partake of its influence.*
Since the Divine Maternity relates Mary closer to God than
any other human person, then it follows quite logically that
she should enjoy a unique position in the order of grace.

Mary’s relationship to men: Mary is related to us as our
Mediatrix and our Queen. By reason of the first title she has
dependently on Christ reunited us to God and by reason of the
second she has a participated dominion over our lives. As
Mediatrix our Lady had to be in possession of an aptitude for
the office and also she had to actually exercise mediatory
activity. An aptitude for the office of mediator is that the one
mediating must stand between those who are to be joined. The
actual exercise of the office consists in the bringing together of
the extremes. Christ, of course, is pre-eminently the Mediator
between God and men, because He had the aptitude for the
office, being distinct from God in His humanity and distinct
from men by the dignity of His grace and glory; because, too,
He actually exercised this office by uniting men to God through

-+ Summa Theol., TIL, q. 7, a. 1.
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the efficacy of His death, by which God was appeased and men
received sufficient grace for redemption. As St. Thomas points
out, the fact of Christ being mediator does not rule out the
possibility of others sharing in His mediation.®® Tradition
teaches that Mary shares in His office of mediation. Of course,
there are certain qualifications that the analogy of faith places
upon Mary’s mediatory office. 1) Only Christ’s mediation is
in itself sufficient; Mary’s is of itself insufficient and receives its
total efficacy from Christ. 2) Christ alone is the absolutely
necessary mediator; Mary’s mediation is only hypothetically
necessary inasmuch as God has so willed it.*® 8) Christ is the
absolutely universal mediator; Mary’s mediation is universal
only in the sense of being for all men except herself.* But
even with these qualifications she can be truly called a
mediatrix.

The Divine Maternity plays a very important role with
reference to her mediatory office. As was noted above, the
person who mediates must in some sense stand between the
extremes who are being joined together. Mary is distinct from
God, since she is a creature and she is distinet from men by
reason of the eminent dignity of her Divine Maternity, which,
to use the words of Cajetan, “ approaches the very borders of
Divinity.” ** Mary, then, would not have the aptitude for the
office of mediatrix, if she were not the mother of God. Now

%8 Ibid., q. 26, a. 1.

® Perhaps a word of explanation is in order here. Christ’s mediation is absolutely
necessary, not in the sense that it was outside the divine power to restore men to
grace without Christ the Medialor, but rather in the sense that presupposing the
divine decree that man was to be restored to grace by means of condign merit,
Christ, who alone could produce condign merit and satisfaction (condign here
taken in the absolute sense of the word), was necessary to achieve this end (cf.
Summa Theol., 111, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2.) We cannot apply the same sort of necessity
to Mary’s mediation, since hers was necessary only because God deemed fit that she
should share in the activity of her Son.

4®Lebon asserts that Mary’s mediation extended even to herself (ef. Ephem.
Theol. Lov., IT (1989), 129-159). His conclusion is based upon the principle that
Mary’s mediatory activity and that of Christ were united per modum unius. Since,
however, this question is not under discussion, we have followed what seems to be
the opinion of the majority of Mariologists. (cf. Roschini, op. cit., tom. II, p. 261.)

4! Cajetan, Commentarium in Summam Theologicam, II-11, q. 103, a. 4.
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even the very exercise of this office has a distinctive maternal
modification.

Mary, the Mediatrix of grace, exercised her office in a two-
fold manner: 1) she mediated for us by cooperating in the
acquisition of the graces of redemption; 2) she is mediatrix by
cooperating in the distribution of all graces to all men. By
reason of the first she is called the Coredemptrix; while the title
of Dispensatrix of grace is hers because of the second function.

The function of coredemption and its modifications resulting
from the Divine Maternity have been treated elsewhere.”” An
understanding of Mary’s coredemptive activity can be obtained
from an analogy with the redemptive activity of her Son. This
activity was beautifully analyzed by St. Thomas in his tract
on the passion of Christ.** Christ’s passion was meritorious
action and further it was satisfactory, sacrificial and redemptive
in the strict sense of the word. Mary’s compassion had similar
modalities. Yet her coredemptive activity was distinct from
that of Christ and that of men. Mary’s merit was specifically
distinct from Christ’s merit, in that her merit was completely
dependent upon His and that her merit was only congruent,
while His was condign.** Yet her merit is specially distinct
from that of other men. Some men can merit for others some
grace, but only Mary merits all grace for all men. By reason
of this fact her merit is distinct in extent from that of other
men. When we say that some men can merit for others, we
mean that they merit the distribution of grace to others. But
Mary’s merit was not limited to this; she merited the very
acquisition of grace for men. Because of this fact her merit is

42 Cf, Thomas U. Mullaney, O. P., “ The Meaning of Mary’s Compassion,” Ameri-
zan Ecclesiastical Review, CXXV 1-6, 120-129. 196-207.

¢% Summa Theol., IL, q. 48.

%t Here and later in the text we propose that Mary’s merit and satisfaction are
only congruent. This point is disputed. Some, like Fernandez, O.P., Cuervo, O. P,
Balic, Lebon and others, assert that her coredemptive merit and satisfaction were
condign in a relative sense (cf. Roschini, op. cit., tom. II, pp. 864@3’72.} Since,
however, those who hold this opinion admit the dependence of Mary’s merit and
satisfaction upon Christ, the uniqueness of Mary’s activity is still preserved and
thus our point is proved.
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unique in kind. How do we explain this unique quality of her
merit. God’s Will is the ultimate explanation, yet Divine
Wisdom demands an intrinsic reason. The principle of merit
is charity and consequently Mary’s fullness of grace and charity
explains why her merit is distinct in extent. Since her merit is
specifically unique, we need to seek out some other intrinsic
reason for its being so. The difference between Mary’s grace
and charity and that of other men is only a matter of degree.
Therefore there must be something unique in species in Mary,
which explains the uniqueness in species of her merit. Quite
obviously the Divine Maternity is that something. God gave
her a distinctive merit, because He had ordained her to a
distinctive position in the supernatural order. Her coredemp-
tive activity was not only meritorious but also satisfactory.
Satisfaction limits the notion of merit to mean only meritoricus
works that are done to balance the offense of sin and conse-
quently they must be penal in character. Many of Mary’s acts
were of such a nature. She intended that her sorrows would be
a reparation for the sins of men, for in the very act of her
consent at the Annunciation she willed to become the mother
of the Man of Sorrows. These sorrows were distinctively hers;
they differed from those of Christ and from those of other men.
Christ’s sorrows were of infinite value and He is united to all
men by reason of the Mystical Body, thus He offered to God
condign satisfaction. Mary’s satisfaction for the sins of others
was only of congruent value. Further her satisfaction received
its total worth from Christ. Although it is inferior to Christ’s
satisfaction, it is specifically superior to the satisfaction of men.
When we say that one man satisfies for the sins of another, we
mean that he satisfies not for the sins themselves but the
penalties due to these sins. Mary, however, satisfied by her
compassion not only for all the penalties due to the sins of all
men, but also for all sin, actual or original, of all men. To
understand why it is so, we must penetrate the nature of
satisfaction. A work is satisfactory because it is of such dignity
and worth that it balances off the offensiveness of the sin for
which satisfaction is made. Now a work is of greater value and
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dignity according as the doer is of greater dignity. Thus Christ,
who is the infinite Son of God, producing works of infinite
value, performed works of infinite satisfaction. Therefore,
Mary’s works were specifically unique in their satisfactory
value, because she had a specifically distinct dignity in the
supernatural order, the dignity of the Divine Maternity.

Mary’s coredemptive activity is also sacrificial. Sacrifice is
an act of religion, involving the offering and the immolation
of a victim, for the purpose of placating God. The sacrifice
of Christ is the enly acceptable sacrifice, for He is the divinely
appointed perfect Priest and Victim. What did Mary con-
tribute to this sacrifice? Her contribution was unique; it was
a twofold contribution: remote and proximate. Remotely by
exercising her maternal office she prepared the victim, bearing
Him, nourishing and protecting Him. She performed these
functions with full knowledge that He was ordained to offer a
bloody sacrifice and she consented to this. Proximately she
cooperated in His sacrifice by immolating Him insofar as it
pertained to her to do so. This immolation consisted in the
abdication of her maternal rights over her Son for the salvation
of men** Notice that her cooperation in the sacrifice of her
Son, both remote and proximate, was unique because of the
Divine Maternity.

Our Lady’s Compassion was redemptive in the strict sense
of the word. Redemption, strictly taken, adds to meritoricus,
satisfactory and sacrificial activity the note that this activity
is a price acceptable to God to free men from the bonds of sin,
the devil and the punishment due to sin. Christ, by shedding
His blood, paid the price demanded by God for our liberation.
Mary cooperated in this act and so she is called the Coredemp-
trix. A Coredemptrix is she who de jure can and de facto does
cooperate in the very act of paying the price demanded by
God. Our Lady, and she alone, de jure could, and de facto did
so cooperate. Now in both instances she could do so only
because of the Divine Maternity. To have the capacity to pay
the price, it was necessary that Mary in some sense own that

5 Benedict XV, Encydlical letter, “ Inter sodalicia.”
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which was offered. It was because she was His mother that she
had maternal rights over the victim, Christ, and consequently
the capacity to pay the price with something that was her own.
She exercised this capacity by surrendering those rights; this
surrender was begun at the very moment that she acquired the
rights at the Annunciation in view of her intention to give
up the Man of Sorrows at the appointed hour. At the foot of
the Cross she exercised her redemptive activity by co-suffering
with her Son. Now only a mother could do this. For St.
Thomas points out that normally a person suffers evils inflicted
on himself and commiserates at the evils inflicted on another:
but he adds “ if there are some persons so bound to us as to be,
so to say, something of us, for example children or parents, at
their evils we do not commiserate, rather we suffer as on
account of our own Injuries.” ** Mary is Coredemptrix because
she is the mother of the Redeemer-God.

Certainly she, who cooperates in the very act of acquiring
graces for men, must also play a cooperative part i their
distribution. Theologians dispute whether our Lady’s role in
this matter is by means of efficient causality or moral. That
Mary is the physical instrumental cause of the production of
grace in the souls of men is at most a probable opinion. There
is no difficulty about the possiblity of such being the case;
rather it is a problem of finding it revealed in Scripture or
Tradition. The safer opinion seems to be that her cooperation
in the distribution of grace is not in the physical order but
rather in the moral order of intercession. Since it is inter-
cessory activity, it does not differ from that of the saints. Yet
there is a twofold uniqueness in Mary’s intercession. First,
other saints intercede for the bestowal of some graces in the
souls of some men; while the intercession of the Queen of Saints
extends to all graces for all men. This could be explained by
the plenitude of her grace and glory, which ultimately has its
explanation in the Divine Maternity. Further, it is unique in
another way. Mary’s intercession has the note of infallible

8 Summa Theol., TL-II, q. 30, a. 1, ad 2.

3
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power. She is never refused. How else can we explain this
except by reason of those maternal rights over her Son. Thus
once again we find a uniqueness in Mary’s privileges due to her
Divine Maternity. She is the unique Coredemptrix, the unique
Dispensatrix and the unique Mediatrix, because she is singu-
larly related to God as His mother.

Mary participates in Christ’s dominion over men and thus
she enjoys the title of Queen. She is Queen not in the sense
of a Queen who exercises kingly rights nor in the sense of a
Queen-Mother, She is Queen in the sense of being the consort
of Christ the King.*” The Queen-Consort is one who by law is
uniquely associated with the person who is King. Others
partake in the function of dominion in the kingdom of Christ:
angels, Pope, bishops and priests; but none enjoy the position
that Mary holds. She is the closest associate of the King.
Once again we must appeal to the Divine Maternity in explana-
tion of her unique position, for by that maternity she entered
mnto the royal family of the Trimity. Her queenly function
consists not in command, for this is an act proper only to the
King, but rather like all Queen-Consorts her role is one of
intercession. It is said that the Queen’s request is never refused;
she s all poweriul with the King. How else can we explain this
all powerful, never failing intercession except by reason of the
rights she gained over her Son in her maternity. This is the
thought so beautifully developed and drawn to its logical con-
clusion by the Apostle of Mary, St. Louis Marie de Montfort.

Men’s relation to Mary: We are overwhelmed with the
Theology of Mary, since it presents to us so many sublime
truths, expressive of her glory and of her tremendous love for
us. Mariology would hardly be complete if we did not consider
our obligations to her. She is our Mediatrix and our Queen
and these two notions are summarized in the popular title of
“ our Blessed Mother.” How better could we express her re-

+7 Thomas U. Mullaney, O.P.. “Queen of Mercy,” dmerican FEcclesiastical Re-
view, CXXVI, 415.

4 Cf St. Louis Marie de Montfort, Treatise on True Devotion to the Blessed
Virgin Mary, (Montfort Fathers, Bay Shore, N. Y., 1941).
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lationship to us than by the analogy of a mother to a child. We
are her children and consequently we owe her filial reverence.
This brings us to the subject of the hyperdulia worship owed
by us to Mary. Worship is an act of the virtue of religion by
which we pay honor to God and those closely related to Him.
It is of three kinds: Jatria, dulia and hyperdulia. Latria worship
is that which is paid to God Himself; while dulia and hyperdulia
is that paid to those related to God. Quite naturally the degree
of dulia- worship is dependent upon the proximity of the one
honored to God. Thus St. Joseph, who was the foster father
of our Lord, enjoys the very highest degree of dulia worship.
Mary’s proximity to God differs from that of the other saints
not just by reason of degree; rather her proximity is specifically
distinct from that of the saints because of her Divine Ma-
ternity. Therefore she deserves a type of worship that is
distinct in species. “ The Church pays to the Queen and Lady
of the angels a worship more eminent than that granted to the
other saints,” reads a document of the Congregation of Rites,
“ to which Queen is owed not. dulia worship, but hyperdulia, in-
asmuch as she is the Mother of God.” ** Devotion to Mary
includes many elements besides worship, but its foundation is
worship. We owe her confidence, since she is our Mother; we
owe her thanks for her mediatory activity; we owe her sorrow
for our sins, sinee she is the Queen of Sorrows; we owe her
admiration for her plenitude of grace; but we owe her worship
of a hyperdulia type for her eminent dignity as the Mother of
God.

We have seen that all the Marian prerogatives and the dis-
tinctive modality that is theirs i1s due to the Divine Maternity.
That maternity is truly, then, the form of these prerogatives.
The Divine Maternity gives to Mary’s privileges a life that is
uniquely Marian. This, being so, we can say without doubt
that the Divine Maternity is the principle, root and measure
of all Mary’s graces and gifts. Therefore, it fulfills that third
condition necessary for the first principle of Marian Theology.

¢ Pecree of the Congregation of Rites, June 1, 1884.
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All Mariology is summarized in the statement: Mary is the
Mother of God the Redeemer.

CoNcLusion

The benefits that result from constructing Mariology in the
manner above described are manifold. Let us note but three
of these reasons.

We must never forget that Mary would have no place in
Theology or indeed in the supernatural order itself if it were
not for her Son. To make the Divine Maternity the first prin-
ciple of Mariology brings out this truth clearly. For by this
means we see that a truth that is but a conclusion in Christo-
logy is the first truth of Marioclogy. Thus from this single point
of departure in Christology we have the whole Theology of
Mary. Likewise, this first principle gives us a similarity
between the two tracts. Just as all Christology, which treats
principally of the mysteries of the Incarnation and the Redemp-
tion, is reducible to the principle of the Redemptive Incarna-
tion, so all Mariology is reducible to a like principle. As in
life, so in Theology, Mary and Jesus are inseparable.

Secondly, this principle 1s fitting for a theological tract. The
aim of Theology is to see things with a vision approaching the
simplicity in which God sees them. God sees all things with
one act of knowledge and therefore, the theologian should try
to see Mary with the greatest simplicity possible. Our principle
gives us such simplicity and it unites this tract with the rest
of Theology. It is a foreshadowing of the vision of the blessed,
who see Mary as that beautiful united being, the first master-
piece of God.

Thirdly, this principle clearly brings out the omnipotence
and mercy of God. The Divine Maternity could not be merited
either condignly or congruently; it is a divine gift in the most
absolute sense of the word.”” Now since all the gifts and

50 The absolute gratuitousness of Mary’s predestination to the Divine Maternity
in the order of divine intention is clear from the fact that merit presupposes grace
which in its turn presupposes, in Mary’s case, the Divine Maternity. However, in
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privileges of our Lady come from this one as from a principle,
God’s mercy is manifested. Mary, who having a human nature,
by the rights of nature deserved nothing from God, received
the greatest possible gift conceivable. It should serve to remind
us that all good comes from God. It is perhaps the most
beautiful application of that profound truth, so often and
lovingly repeated by St. Thomas: God does not love one
because of the creature’s goodness; rather one is made good
because of God’s love.

Pavr Manoney, O.P.
Loretto Heights College
Denver, Colorado

the order of execution we can admit a certain qualified meriting of the Divine
Maternity. Certainly it is not condign merit, since there is no proportion between
Mary’s meritorious activity and the hypostatic union to which she is related by the
Divine Maternity. It is possible, however, that she could have congruently merited
the office of Mother of God; indeed, Tradition seems to assert that such was the
case, since the testimony of Augustine, Bernard, Peter Damian, Epiphanius,
Chrysostom, Basil, Thomas and Albert the Great can be invoked in proof. (Cf.
Friethofi, 0. P., De Alma Socie Christi Mediatoris, pp. 81-86.



PROTESTANTS AND THE MARIAN DOCTRINE

[ -]

‘N this study an important place is accorded the comparison
between sixteenth century and contemporary Protestant-
ism. At the very outset it will be noticed how different
these positions are. This difference is all the more evident from
a comparison of the thought of Luther with that of contem-
porary Calvinism. I believe that on this point Hebert Roux
represents the average contemporary Calvinist attitude. He
writes: “ To the question, * What place does the Virgin Mary
hold in reformed piety?,” we can and must reply with firmness,
‘ None whatever.””* This position, moreover, may be con-
sidered as the logical outcome of the very principles of the
Reformation. We shall see, however, that at the beginning of
the Reformation the position was less radical, especially in the
mind of Luther. Indeed, we may speak of Luther’s Marian
devotion, despite his denial of fundamental elements of Catholic
theology concerning Mary.

Lurusr

In his commentary on the Magnificat, in the explanation of
the verse, “The Almighty has done great things for me,”
Luther writes: “ These great thengs are just this, that she has
become the Mother of God. So great and numerous are the
blessings which have been bestowed upon her by this event,
that no one can comprehend them. All honor and happiness
flow from it, as likewise the fact that in all mankind, one person
alone is above all others, to whom no one may be held equal,
since a unique Child, and what a Child, is the Son of the
Heavenly Father and also her very own. Therefore, the honor
due her can be summed up in a single word, by calling her the

* Jean Bosc, Pierre Bourguet, Pierre Maury, and Hebert Roux, Le protestantisme
et la Vierge Marie, Paris, 1950, p. 8.
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Mother of God. . .. No one could say to her anything more
grand. Nothing greater can be said of her.” ? The tone of this
passage is striking, so far removed is it from the reserve of the
average contemporary Protestant position.

As far as Luther is concerned, Mariology is shaped by two
principles, Christus solus and Seriptura sola. But within this
framework Luther seeks to give Mary a real place. In the
name of his Christological principle Luther rejects the cult
which acknowledges Mary as “ Queen of Heaven.” For this
reason he cannot tolerate the Salve Regina. How could one
possibly say that Mary is “ our Life, our Sweetness, and our
Hope ”? The Regina Caeli ought also to be discarded. To
call Mary “ Queen of Heaven is to attribute to a creature that
which belongs to God alone.”® Speaking of Mary, Luther
continues, “ I accept the fact that she prays for me, but that
she is my consolation and my life, this I cannot admit.” *

Mary’s merits may not even be considered. According to
Luther the angel’s salutation, “ Thou hast found grace with
God,” does away with the idolairy of placing Mary on a level
with God Himself. All that Mary has 1s grace, not merit. No
confidence may be placed in Mary or in her merits, but in
God alone. In the devotional order we must reject the distine-
tion between dulia and hyperdulia, which is “ man-made
thought without basis in Holy Scripture.” ®

Attributing to a creature the exercise of divine mercy is, on
Luther’s part, cause for great indignation. The rebuff at the
wedding of Cana serves precisely the role of stressing that
Christ alone 1s Mediator. With polemic excess, Luther dees
not hesitate to say that all Christians are of the same rank,
Peter is no greater than the thief on the cross, and the Mother
ne higher in dignity than the sinner, Mary Magdalene.®

3Ct. R. Schimmelpfennig, Die Geschichte der Matenverehrung im deutschen
Protestantismus, Paderborn, 1952, p. 12.

# Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 9.

4 Ibid.

8 Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 10.

¢ Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 11.
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In accord with his Scriptural principle, Luther remarks that
Holy Scripture is purposely silent concerning Saint Ann, pre-
cisely in order to avoid our going elsewhere to find what we
ought to find in Christ alone. “ Today we are running in all
directions, and are thereby losing the true Savior, Jesus
Christ.” " If Holy Secripture has nothing to say on the birth
of Mary, this is to prevent our exalting her beyond measure.
The same care to reverence the message of the Bible and
not to stretch its meaning unduly makes Luther suspicious of
certain allegorical interpretations, which introduce into the text
things which the simple mind is not able to discover there.
Granted, Christians ought to venerate Mary, but in an au-
thentic manner. “I concede veneration to her, but such as
does not warp the meaning of the Scriptures.” ®

As to the positive aspects of his doctrine, it is to be noted
that many of Luther’s texts on Mary may be drawn from his
sermons on the Virgin. Indeed, we must not lose sight of the
fact that Luther, right up until his death, preached on the
occasion of Mary’s feast days. First of all, then, let us investi-
gate Luther’s view on those points which constitute for us
today Marian dogma.

Luther vigorously defends the Divine Maternity in oppo-
sition to the ““obscure innovator, Nestorius.” ® For support
in his unreserved adherence to this dogma, the Reformer relies
on the message of the Annunciation; also on the praise uttered
by Elizabeth, and on the Pauline text, “ God sent His Son made
of a woman” (Gal. 4:4). “These words show that without
doubt Mary is the Mother of God.” *°

He also accepts her Perpetual Virginity in the traditional
sense, ante partum, in partu, post partum. Luther, whose con-
victions are often embodied in very colorful language, treats
Helvidius, the adversary of the Perpetual Virginity, as a
“ yulgar fool.”** These heretics err in claiming that Mary
had other children after Jesus. Even if St. Matthew’s text

* Ibid. 10 Ibid.
8 Ibid. 11 Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 14.
® Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 12.
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(1:25) says merely, “ He did not know her until she brought
forth her firstborn son,” this does not imply that after the
birth Mary and Joseph lived as a normally married couple.
It is stated this way only because the Evangelist does not
concern himself with Mary after the Savior’s coming into the
world. Afterwards he treats of Jesus alone.

Astonishing as it may seem, Luther also defends the Im-
maculate Conception. In the theological controversy which at
this time separates the Thomists from the Scotists, Luther
takes sides with the latter school. If Mary is “ freed and
purified from original sin, it is because of her dignity as Mother
of God.”** Mary was purified from original sin the very
moment that her soul was united to her body. “ At the first
moment of her existence, when she began to live, she was
without stain.” **

Certain traces of the dogma of the 4Assumption may be found
also in Luther’s thought, but the texts are quite ambiguous.
In a sermon on the occasion of this feast in 1522, Luther
declares that the Gospel says nothing about ““ how Mary 1s in
heaven.” Moreover, it is not a matter which must necessarily
be known. It suffices for us to know that the saints are living.**
Schimmelpfennig believes that from this the conclusion may be
drawn that Luther did not exclude faith in the Assumption.
In any case, it is true that Luther was in favor of retaining
this liturgical feast for a little while longer.

Friedrich Heiler, who wrote a critical review of Schimmel-
pfennig’s work, does not agree with this appraisal.”® He is
convinced that Luther rejected the dogma of the Assumption.
The text quoted above, he thinks, cannot be interpreted other-
wise. Heiler produces, in addition, another text: “ We know
nothing about any Assumption . . . save that of our beloved
Lord Jesus Christ.” *°

12 Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 15.

13 Ibid.

1% Ibid.

3 Cf. F. Heiler, Theologische Literaturzeitung, 1954, t. LXXIX, col. 49.
*® Erlangen edition of Luther’s works, 3%, 418, Sqq.
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The intercession of Mary is a point upon which stress must
be laid, since later it will be discussed more at length. At the
beginning of his commentary on the Magnificat, Luther has
recourse to Mary’s prayer: “ May the sweet Virgin Mary
obtain for me the light necessary for a profound and useful
interpretation of her canticle.”' Further on in the same
commentary Luther adds, “ God does everything. It is im-
portant, nonetheless, to invoke Mary, in order that God, for
her sake, will give and bring to accomplishment that for which
we ask. Likewise, it is necessary to invoke other saints, but
always in such a way that the whole work remains God’s and
His alone.”** The Christian, who, throughout his life, has
contemplated the work of God in His saints, and who has
sought to imtate them, in his last hour will also call upon
“all the angels, and i particular his guardian angel, the
Mother of God, the apostles and the blessed,” and will ask
them to help him, in union with Christ, to overcome death,
sin, and hell.”* One may still continue to recite the Hail Mary.
After all, this is not a prayer, but rather a simple salutation,
simply an act of praise.

In his doctrine on the intercession of Mary, Luther dis-
tinguishes between Firsprache (speaking for someone) and
Fiirbitte (praying for someone). Rejecting the former, he
admits the latter. Mary cannot be our advocate. The saints
are, like ourselves, poor and weak. Let us not make idols of
them. Yet Mary prays for us—which is not the same thing.*
Luther ends his commentary by asking God for a true under-
standing of this canticle, that he may be able not only to
enlighten and teach, but also to be inflamed with it and to live
it, body and soul. Luther’s closing words are, “ May God grant
us this through the intercession of His Blessed Mother.,” **

In determining Mary’s place in cult and devotion insofar as

** Ct. Schimmelpfennig, op. ¢it., p. 16.
8 Ibid.
® Ibid.
0 Ibid.
1 Ibid.
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she is our Model, Luther puts strong emphasis on her helpful-
ness in regard to her cousin, Elizabeth, but he glorifies especially
her humility. Once again a passage from the commentary on
the Magnificat bears this out: I have translated the word
humilitas by baseness or state of wretchedness, and have con-
ceived Mary’s sentiments as follows. ‘ God has deigned to lock
upon me, poor, frail maiden, scorned and unattractive. He
could very well have found queens, or daughters of princes
and great lords, who were rich, well bred, noble and powerful.
He could very well have chosen the daughters of Annas or of
Caiphas, who hold first place in the land; but out of pure
goodness He deigned to cast His gaze upon me. Thus He has
made use of a humble, lowly girl, so that no one will exalt
himself in His sight for having been or presently being worthy
of such a favor. And I must also declare that this is out of
sheer goodness and grace, in no way due to my merit or my
dignity. . . .” She glories neither in her worthiness nor her un-
worthiness, but only in the divine favor, which surpasses all
conceivable goodness and grace.” **

It can be gathered that Luther is glad that the Magnificat
is sung every day at Vespers. As for the Marian feast days,
Luther’s position is this. He wishes to retain the Purification
and the Annunciation, for, as a matter of fact, these are Christ’s
feasts, just as much as are the Epiphany and the Presentation
in the Temple. Indeed, for Luther the Annunciation 1s one of
the most important feasts.”® Regarding the feasts of the As-
sumption and of the Nativity, Luther says that * they should
be preserved for a little while longer.” **

*2 Bosc, Bourguet et al., op. cit., pp. 93-94. The text quoted here was translated
inte French by Pastor Bosc, who presents large extracts of Luther’s commentary
(pp. 91-101). Concerning these extracts, however, I must make a somewhat severe
criticism. The choice of texts is unilateral, i e., only a single aspect of Luther’s
thought is presented. Luther’s appeals for the Virgin’s intercession are passed over
in silence. Of course when it is a question of isolated passages, each author chooses
according to his intent. But it is unfortunate that in the only existing French
translation of Luther’s commentary, greater care was not taken to give the work a
more balanced perspective.

28 Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 34.

2¢ Schimmelpfennig, op. ¢it., p. 18.
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Iconoclasts receive no encouragement from Luther. On the
contrary, images can be kept and put to good use. The crucifix
and images of the saints ought to be more than tolerated. They
are signs which should incite us to reverence and imitation.
Did not even the pagans carve the likeness of the emperor on
their coins? *

Evidently, therefore, Luther’s Mariology is conditioned from
start to finish by the two principles noted above. But in con-
trast to the Mariology of contemporary Protestantism, which
retains but the negative aspects of these principles, Luther
sought further to interpret them positively. For Luther there
is room for devotion to Mary in the purely Christological
perspective, and likewise from the purely scriptural point of
view.

Luther acknowledges, besides, that the veneration of Mary
is “inscribed in the very depths of the human heart.” ** But
this praise of Mary ought not to distract us from Christ. We
must go on further to the Savior Himself. “ Honor the Mother
of God, but in such a way as not to be detained by her; rather
push on to God and fix your heart on Him. Thus you will be
keeping Christ in the center.” **

Zwingrt ANp CALVIN

Regarding the two reformers, Zwingli and Calvin, we shall
indicate only the points in which they differ from Luther.
Zwingli holds views quite akin to those of Luther. The Divine
Maternity and the Perpetual Virginity do not trouble him.
He too considers Helvidius to be a “mad wrestler.” As for
the Tmmaculate Conception, it is impossible for us to infer
anything conclusive from his own statements. Because the
Awve Maria is not a prayer, Zwingli considers its recitation quite
legitimate. It must be kept in mind, however, that in those
days only the first part of the salutation, which is composed
entirely of scriptural texts, was in question. Indeed, Zwingli
disapproves of the invocation of Mary and the saints. This is

* [bid. 20 Ibid. # Ibid.
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really Zwingli’s main departure from Luther. In his view in-
voking the saints is putting them in the place of God. Neither
is it necessary to call upon God through the saints, for the
only thing that matters is to come into God’s presence. Like-
wise, concerning images Zwingli does not follow the path traced
out by the German Reformer. He forbids their retention, for
they are not and ought not to be for us a means of instruction.
Teaching is the function of the Bible alone.”

In concert with the other reformers, Calvin admits Mary’s
Perpetual Virginity. “ Helvidius plainly showed himself to be
ignorant by affirming that Mary had several children merely
because occasional mention is made of Christ’s brethren.” *
Calvin, therefore, translates adelphoi as ‘ cousins ” or “ re-
lations.” As regards the Divine Maternity, Calvin’s position
is recognizably more reserved. Whereas Luther ordinarily de-
scribes Mary as  Mother of God,” Calvin never uses the term
theotokos, or any equivalent expression. True, he does not
dispute the term, and we even find him condemning Nestorian-
ism rather sharply; nevertheless, he avoids the word even where
it seems that its use is called for almost necessarily. For Calvin
Mary is simply the “ Mother of the Lord.” * As for honor
rendered Mary, Calvin does not hesitate for a moment in a
denial, which is pure and simple. Neither can we find in Calvin
or Calvinism any support for the Marian feasts. The rejection
of any invocation of the saints is based upon the sufficiency and
unique character of Christ’s mediation.®

In Calvin, therefore, progress in the Protestant idea 1s per-

2% Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., pp. 19-21.

22 Cf. M. Thurian, “ Mariology, (d) Reformed,” Ways of Worship, the Report of
a Theological Commission of Faith and Order, London, 1951, p. 312. Portions of the
original French appear in Dialogues sur la Vierge Marie (Ronds-Points, I), Lyon,
1950, pp. 102-130. In the study of Calvin, the Geneva Reformer, we cannot use
Schimmelpfennig’s excellent book, limited as it is to a treatment of German
Protestantism. However, even though up to the present time the Mariology of
Calvin has been the object of very little study, from the information at our disposal
we may give an approsimate outline of his thought on Mary.

30 Cf. J. Hamer, “ Mariologie et théologie protestante,” Divus Thomas, (Frib.),
1854, p. 851-352.

81 Cf. Hamer, ¢bid.
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ceivable. The tendency towards a more resclved attitude,
evident here, can be moted in other main themes of the Refor-
mation. It is particularly striking in the doctrine of the Holy
Fucharist. It seems evident that it is Calvin’s desire to follow
to their final conclusion the master-ideas of the Reformation.
This movement with regard to the subject now under com-
sideration is only accentuated in the subsequent generations
of Protestantism.

DrcLaraTioNs OF Faita Anp Eccresiastical CONSTITUTIONS

We shall quote here only one text of particular importance
from the Confession of Augsburg.®® One especially cannot be
passed over in- silence, article twenty-one of the Confession
which is Lutheranism’s first systematic presentation. The
article is entitled De Cultu Sanctorum. “ We teach that the
saints should be remembered, so that our faith may be strength-.
ened, by the sight of how they obtained grace and how faith
has helped them. Moreover, each according to his state ought
to take their good deeds as an example, just as the emperor in
good conscience may follow the example of David, when mak-
ing war on the Turks; for both of them hold a royal position,
which obliges them to protect and defend their subjects. But
it cannot be proved by Holy Scripture that we must invoke
the saints or implore their help. °For there is but one recon-
ciliator and mediator between God and man, Jesus Chrmst,
who is the only Savior, the only Sovereign, sacrificator, and
mediator between God and man.” ** In summary, then, the
saints 1) present for our consideration the gift of grace, 2) are
our example, 3) ought not, however, to be invoked. All things
are based vpon Christ’s unigue mediation. It is known, of
course, that the Confession of Augsburg was drawn up by
Melancthon, with Luther’s approval. Nonetheless, 1t is evident

*2Tn treating of the declarations of faith and ecclesiastical constitutions, use is
made again of the valuable data furnished by the work of Schimmelpfennig, especial-
ly regarding Lutheranism.

3 Ta Confession d’ Augsbourg, 1530, trilingual edition (German, Latin, French),
Oberlin, Strasbourg, 19 rue des Francs-Bourgeois, p. 86.
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that the position taken is much more reserved than Luther’s
own., We cannot examine here individually the other con-
fessions of faith. They contain, moreover, substantially the
same doctrine.®*

The Ecclesiastical Constitutions, documents concerned with
the discipline of the churches, are interesting especially as testi-
mony of the cult rendered Mary throughout the liturgical year.
Here Luther’s idea reappears, sc., the necessity of retaining the
feasts of the Virgin, which are also Christ’s feasts, namely, the
Annunciation, the Purification, and the Visitation. In a text
dated 1569, which affects the territory of Pomerania, an indi-
cation is given that the feasts of the Assumption and the
Nativity are to be celebrated no longer. This is again quite in
conformity with Luther’s view. The suppression, however, was
not accomplished overnight; and it can be proved that these
feasts, in accord with the desire of Luther, disappeared only
progressively. In the statutes of the city of Gorlitz, in 1565,
the following feasts are still provided for: the Assumption, the
Nativity, and the Conception of Mary.*

In the Lutheran districts care was taken not to offend
popular piety by too radical and sudden reforms. This is a
sign of the more steadfast attachment of these regions to the
Marian cult.

ConTEMPORARY EXEGESIs oF BIiBLICAL TEXTS
CoNcERNING MARY

As far as present-day Protestant exegesis is concerned, it may
be said that in general Mary appears in the New Testament as
a character of secondary importance. Granted, Mary does
occupy an important place in St. Luke’s account of Christ’s
infancy; but all this is necessarily modified by the affirmation of
the words of Christ Himself, “ Rather, blessed are they who
hear the word of God, and keep it ” (Luke 11: 28) . The only
meaning of the scene at the foot of the Cross is that which is

3¢ Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., pp. 32-84.
8 Cf. Schimmelpfennig, op. cit., p. 36.
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in harmony with the Virgin’s most unassuming attitude at the
wedding feast of Cana. Mary has access to her Son only in-
sofar as she is a member of the Christian community. The ties
of blood confer no special privilege upon her. She, too, lived
in the anguish of faith, sharing the same conditions as many
of Jesus’ early followers. At the beginning of the Acts of the
Apostles Mary is mentioned as one of those who * persevered in
prayer ”; but here again no intimation is given that Mary
occupied a place in the least conspicucus in the midst of the
community of Jerusalem.®

Although this merely suffices as an outline, one other point
needs to be stressed. It concerns a new and rather strange
interpretation of the xexapiropévy of Luke 1: 28. Pastor Pierre
Maury, followed on this score by Pastor Hebert Roux,* not
only asserts that the translation, “ full of grace,” is incorrect,
but also—and his exegesis seems hazardous—claims that the
term “in reality signifies pardoned . . . that is to say, an
object of an act of divine mercy. . . . This grace 1s granted as
a gratuitous favor from a declaration of goodwill, i. e., pardon.”
Since this “ grace” is opposed to the “fear” mentioned in
verse 30, Pastor Roux comments, “ What fear, therefore, could
she (Mary) have, if not the fear of every sinful creature before
the Holy God? 7% Further on the same writer adds, “ That
this grace is in no way a special grace, but truly the total grace
which is in Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, reconciliation
with God, and the establishment of His kingdom, all this is
quite evident from the very content of the account of the
Annunciation.” * (The italics in these passages are the present
writer’s) .

This general interpretation corresponds rather well with the
position of contemporary. Protestantism, which denies Mary a
privileged place, and therefore ranks her purely and simply
among the members of sinful humanity. But the problem is

8 Cf. Hamer, art. cit., p. 349.

37 Cf. Bosc, Bourguet et al., op. cit., pp. 44 and 77, respectively.
s Ibid., i.e., p. 77.

3% Ibid.
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not this precisely. Rather it is, can this conclusion be the result
of an exegesis of this text? *° It might be added, however, that
the interpretation of Pastors Maury and Roux has no support
from the history of exegesis.

For others the sinfulness of Mary is linked with the ceremony
of the Presentation in the Temple and the Purification. In the
words of Max Thurian, “ According to the law of Leviticus
(12: 6-8) every woman, after the birth of a son or a daughter,
had to appear in the temple and present to the priest (an
offering) in sacrifice for sin. Therefore, . . . Mary brought a
pigeon as a sacrifice for sin. So it was necessary for her to be
purified, just as any other woman here on earth. She is a
sinner even as others are.” *

CONTEMPORARY PROTESTANT SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY

With a view toward doing justice to the thought of the
various authors, I have deemed it better to expose separately
the work of three important Protestant theologians, without
proceeding to too hasty syntheses. The three who are to hold
our attention in this matter are Karl Barth, Max Thurian, and
Hans Asmussen. It goes without saying that Barth, because
of the importance of his work, occupies first place.

Since Barth accepts the two dogmas of the Virginal Birth
and the Divine Maternity, we are going to center our exposition
of his thought around them. Barth, then, affirms that the
Virginal Birth is a fact; but what precisely is its significance?
First, it is a miracle accessible to faith alone. It is not, there-
fore, a miracle which may serve as an argument of credibility.
Neither is it a fact which can be proved, escaping as it does
rational investigation of any kind. This miracle, however,
really belongs to the essential mystery, the Incarnation. Doubt-
less no causal relationship exists between the miracle and the

4 Fere I simply state the question with no intention of solving it. Cf. the
article by P. Lyonnet in Biblica, 1989 (XX), pp. 131-141, “ Kaire kekaritomene.”
The expression under consideration, xexaptrwuérn, should be rendered as “ privileged
one,” understood as a proper “ prophetic ” name.

¢ Thurian, art. cit., p. 311.

4
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mystery. The Virgin Birth is not a “ technical ” explanation of
the Incarnation. The mystery could have been realized just as
well through a normal birth, the result of the consummation of
a marriage. On the other hand, a Virgin Birth need not neces-
sarily have brought into the world a God. A prophet might
very well have been born of a Virgin. The relation is not
“ontic” (ontological), but “noetic.” The Virgin Birth is a
sign of the Incarnation. Between these two realities there is an
existential link. As a sign, therefore, the Virgin Birth has for
its object to call attention to the Incarnation. But does it
reveal] to us the mystery? At the instant “ex Maria Virgine ”

is announced to us, do we know thereby the dogma of a God
made man? Of course not! The “ noetic ” role of the sign is
simply to attract attention, to single out the mysterious char-
acter of the Incarnation. The Virgin Birth, a sign of the
mystery of the Incarnation, makes known to us some general
characteristics of the Incarnation as mystery. It emphasizes
the divine initiative by showing that man is only present there
as object, and in no way as agent.*?

Secondly, we must determine what in Barth’s mind is the
essence of the dogma of the Divine Maternity. The answer is,
nothing more than a sign of the authenticity of the Incarnation.
The theotokos signifies two things: first, that Christ has come
into history, second, that the Son of Mary and the Son of
God are one and the same. Catholic theology, he says, has suc-
ceeded in diverting our attention, creating out of the dogma
of Ephesus a Mariological dogma, whereas it is essentially
Christological. Indeed, Mariological doctrine is that which is
distinctive of the Roman Church. It typifies and sums up the
doctrine affirming the cooperation of the human creature in
the work of Redemption. It is this cooperation which is the
Roman ““heresy ” par excellence. Thus it is not in the least
astonishing that the Church occupies a similar place in the
unfolding of salvation. Catholic ecclesiclogy, like Mariology, s,
in effect, but an echo of this “ heresy.” It is no coincidence,

42 Cf. Hamer, art. cit., pp. 353-858.



PROTESTANTS AND THE MARIAN DOCTRINE 4935

therefore, that during the same pontificate both the Immacu-
late Conception and Papal Infallibility were defined. It is the
duty of Protestant theologians once more to proclaim far and
wide the sovereignty of God. There is but a single mediator,
other than whom no other is conceivable. Revelation and
reconciliation are exclusively the work of God.®®

We shall consider two of Max Thurian’s articles, the first
written for the volume on Ways of Worship,** the second on
the occasion of the definition of the dogma of the Assumption.*
He deals with two separate aspects of Reformed Mariology,
namely, the relationship of Mariology with the doctrine of grace
(quite similar to Barth’s concern), and the presence of Mary
in the Church. ,

Thurian’s emphasis on the link between Marian theclogy and
that of justification is helpful for the understanding of the
Protestant position. For Catholicism, he says, “ being is phy-
sically (according to its very nature, which changes) in com-
munion with Christ.” For Protestantism “it is a question
rather of the dwelling of the Holy Spirit in a nature . which
remains itself sinful, but which serves as an instrument for
God’s work of sanctification, allowing itself to be conquered
by and subject to Him, all the while being drawn away from
Him by the revolt.” ** Thus there exists a tremendous differ-
ence betwen Protestant and Catholic Marioclogy. For Catholic-
ism *“ Mary, the physical Mother of Jesus, becomes the Mother
of the faithful in a concrete and direct sense.” ** “ Thé doctrine
of the ITmmaculate Conception means simply this physical pre-
paration of Mary, which enables her to become the Mother of
God, since she is only capable of receiving Him into her womb
as mto a dwelling place which is quite intact.”*®* The Pro-
testant position may be summed up as follows. Mary plays

3 Cf. Hamer, art. cit., pp. 358-361.
%8 4rt. cit.

¢ For a summary, cf. Hamer, arf. cit.
4% Thurian, ert. cit., pp. 310.

&% Ibid. i

%8 Thurian, art. cit., p. 311.
















































































































































































































































