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The place of Mariology in the body of Christian doctrine he
expresses in this wise.

To ignore the Mother means to misinterpret the Son. On the
other hand the person of the Blessed Virgin can be properly
understood and rightly described only in a Christological setting
and context. Mariology is to be but a chapter in the treatise on
the Incarnation, never to be extended into an independent
‘treatise.’” Not . . . optional or occasional. The Mystery of the
Incarnation includes the Mother of the Incarnate. . . . Again
there must be a Mariological chapter in the treatise on the
Church. But the doctrine of the Church itself is but an ‘extended
Christology,” the doctrine of the total Christ, totus Christus,
caput et corpus (p. 52).
Or again: “The Church does not dogmatize much about these mys-
teries of her own existence. For the mystery of Mary is precisely
the mystery of the Church. Mater Ecclesia and Virgo Mater, both
are birthgivers of the New Life. And both are orantes.”®!
Florovsky has set out more in detail the matters that pertain to
the initial sanctity of the Blessed Virgin. It will be enough to in-
dicate what his position is. The Virgin was eternally elected or pre-
destined to serve in the mystery of the Incarnation. She was at once
a representative of the human race, and set apart. There is here im-
plied an antinomy. She was redeemed; yet stood in an entirely
unique relation to the Redeemer, whom she alone can call son. So
the redemption of this Mother was in a peculiar and personal manner,
even anticipated in the Incarnation itself (p. 55).
Mary was prepared for her office. Her fiat was freedom of obe-
dience, not of initiative—a true freedom of humility, of cooperation
(p. 58). So only is the grace of God received.

Can we properly define the nature and the character of this

preparation? We are facing here the crucial antinomy. . . . The
Blessed Virgin was representative of the race, ie., of the fallen
human race. . . . But she was also the second Eve. . . . She

was set apart by the eternal counsel of God, but this setting
apart was not to destroy her essential solidarity with the rest of
mankind. Can we solve this antinomical mystery in any logical

ophy,” Eastern Churches Quarterly, 8 (1949), supplement “Nature and Grace”
53-77. This is a translation of a study in Russian, published in Paris in 1928.
81 Art. cit., 63; cf. note 78.
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scheme? The Roman Catholic dogma of the Immaculate Con-
ception of the Virgin Mary is a noble attempt to suggest such a
solution. But this solution is valid only in the context of a par-
ticular and highly inadequate doctrine of original sin®? and does
not hold outside this particular setting. Strictly speaking this
dogma is an unnecessary complication, and an unfortunate ter-
minology only obscures the indisputable truth of the Catholic
belief. The privileges of the divine Motherhood do not depend
upon a freedom from original sin. The fulness of grace was truly
bestowed upon the Blessed Virgin and her personal purity was
preserved by the perpetual assistance of the Spirit.*® But this
was not an abolition of sin. The sin was destroyed only on the
tree of the Cross,® and no exemption was possible, since it was
simply the common and general condition of the whole of human
existence. It was not destroyed even by the Incarnation itself,
although the Incarnation was the true inauguration of the New
Creation. The Incarnation was but the basis and the starting-
point of the redemptive work of our Lord. And the Second Man
himself enters into his full glory through the gate of death.

Redemption is a complex act yet supremely integrated in God’s
eternal counsel. In its temporal realization the consummation is
prefigured, anticipated in the earlier parts; but there is still a real
progress in the history of the redemption. The grace Mary had as
Mother of the Son of God was not the complete grace of the re-
demption, not yet accomplished. Yet her personal purity was pos-
sible. “The true theological issue is that of the divine election. The
Mother and the Child are inseparably linked in the unique decree
of the Incarnation. As an event, the Incarnation is just the furning-

82 In what sense this inadequacy is intended has been indicated above—
it is the question of mortality and corruption.

83 Note this manner of expression, indicating the divine action (with the
human cooperation of course) rather than the state obtained.

84 Sin was destroyed only on the tree of the Cross (cf. Col 2,14-15). But
it is not, therefore, necessary to suppose that the Immaculate Conception is
an abolition of sin. And if sin is “simply the common and general condition
of the whole of human existence,” how was our Lord without sin, as surely
he was, when he shared the common and general condition of human existence,
until he had been glorified? He was tempted or tried as we, yet without sin
(Hebr 4,15). If sin and mortality are inseparable, then if there is a mortal
body there is sin. If they may be in some way distinguished, then not only
the Lord in the likeness of our sinful flesh (Rom 8,3) but also the Virgin
may be exempted, derivatively not fontally, from sin. The point of this note
is to show the extent and the difficulty of the problems raised.
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point of history—and the turning-point is inevitably antinomical: it
belongs at once to the Old and to the New. The rest is silence.”®

I think what I have brought forward from these two authors is
sufficient to make clear to us somewhat of the scope and extent of
the differences and harmonies that exist between Catholic Mariology
and that of some representatives of Orthodox theology. There are
tracts of tradition in common, though unequally known to one side
and the other;3® yet even in these common tracts there are not only
misunderstandings, but differences in conceiving all-pervasive ele-
ments of revelation. In the matter that has occupied us, this has
been above all the nature of original sin and the fall, with which is
connected a difference in the habitual manner of looking upon human
nature. Together with the foregoing there is also difference in theo-
logical training and method.3” The problems involved are vast; it is
enough if I have been able in some particular to illustrate their
nature.

Porvcarp SHERWOOD, O.S.B.
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85 Art. cit., 59f. This resting in antinomy is characteristic of Palamite
theology. What is involved here is a question of theological method. No one
denies that antinomies there are. Journet could not have written his Sketch of
the Development of Marian Dogma were that not so. The difference is that
Palamas would accept antinomies as normative, a theologian like Journet as a
stimulus to the work necessary for development. See my comment on this in
Eastern Churches Quarterly 12 (autumn 1958), 307 (in line 11, for wherefore
read whatever).

86 The Immaculate Conception and the Assumption are intimately con-
nected (cf. Munificentissimus Deus, A.A.5. 42 [1950], 754); but the thing
that joins them is precisely the mystery of Christ. May it not be that, under
the impact of the definition of 1854, Catholic theologians and preachers have
failed to treat adequately the gradually increasing completeness of our Lady’s
participation in that mystery. If this be so, we have a concrete instance of
tradition being unequally known. See also notes 76 and 84.

87 Here it should at least be noted that whereas Latin-using Christianity
has received its Christianity historically from the Greek tradition and has at
various times in its history been open to that tradition, Greek-using Chris-
tianity is historically in no way indebted to the Latin for the faith and has
been minimally open to its influence. This massive fact has significance in
theology and, far more so, in questions pertaining to Church organization and
the primacy.



