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Introduction

John C. Cava dini

This book has the aim of an invitation. I wonder if there is any person 
more uniquely associated with Catholicism than Mary, the Mother of 
Jesus. I do not mean to imply that Mary is the most important person in 
Catholic teaching, belief, or practice. The person of Jesus Christ would 
take that place. But Jesus is not uniquely associated with Catholicism: all 
Christians believe in Jesus in some central way, and even some non-
Christian religions find a place for him. But if one wants to use the image 
of a person to call to mind on a poster, on the cover of a book, in a film, 
something Catholic without using the word “Catholic,” Mary is the most 
likely candidate. In polemics against the Church, in the Church’s own 
imagination as expressed in art and theology, the Catholic Church is 
uniquely associated with Mary. Mary remains the person whose name or 
image will bring to mind Catholicism most readily.

It is ironic that this should be the case since, after the Second Vati-
can Council, the level of devotion to Mary, at least in the Catholicism of 
much of Europe and North America, plummeted and remains very low, 
so low that the eminent theologian Karl Rahner bemoaned the state of 
Marian devotion in a famous essay that one of our contributors, Peter 
Joseph Fritz, brings to our attention. Of course she holds her place in the 
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liturgy, and yet, to judge by the comments of another contributor, Fr. 
James Phelan, homilies on Mary are rarely heard, sometimes not even 
on Marian feast days. And “Mariology,” if by that is meant the theo-
logical study of Mary, has all but vanished from the theological main-
stream and from theological curricula. It is an irony, then, that Mary 
persists in the cultural imagination as the person most uniquely associ-
ated with Catholicism. It is an even further irony that Mariology was 
one of the most flourishing of theological disciplines in the decades on 
the “eve” of the Second Vatican Council, and indeed had been flourish-
ing for about one hundred years before. Both theology and devotion had 
so prospered in the “long” century between the declaration of the Im-
maculate Conception as dogma by Pius IX (1854) and the declaration of 
the Assumption as dogma by Pius XII (1950) and the subsequent open-
ing of the Council (1962).

The invitation extended by this book is to study the Marian the-
ology of this long century and to begin to find ways to take up some of its 
strands and cultivate them anew. There are so many, as it were, beauti-
fully colored threads of reflection on Mary that have been simply left 
behind. Some of them were woven into the tapestry of chapter 8 of Lumen 
Gentium (LG), the Council’s Dogmatic Constitution on the Church. 
Some of them were not. All of them were dropped, seemingly, after the 
Council. Perhaps it is time to pick some of them up and weave them anew. 
Perhaps after a distance of nearly sixty years we can look at the various 
theologies without feeling quite so keenly the controversies out of which 
they arose and to which they contributed, and that may allow us to see 
golden threads of continuity that we had not seen before. It may allow 
us to refuse some of the dichotomies that seemed so urgent in some of 
those decades, for example, between the so-called Marian maximalism 
and the so-called minimalism; refuse them, at least, as defining features 
of the story of Marian theology in the long Marian century preceding 
the Council. From the perspective of the present dearth, even the “mini-
malism” of the 1950s can look fairly maximalist!

The volume begins with a section on historical highlights of the 
period we consider. The first chapter is a retrospect of the development 
of Marian theology by Fr. Brian E. Daley, who looks back from the per-
spective of Lumen Gentium to the earliest beginnings. Fifty years after 
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the Council, we are, he says, “still trying to discern what features of 
preconciliar Catholic life were of permanent importance, in need now of 
refreshment or even reconstruction, and what were just part of a world 
that has properly evolved away.” This applies to the theology of the 
“Marian Age,” as the whole modern era of Catholicism could be called 
because of its increasing focus on Mary, culminating in the two Marian 
dogmatic definitions of 1854 and 1950. Perhaps the most crucial develop-
ment in the ancient Church was the affirmation of Mary as “Mother of 
God” at Ephesus in 431, with the efflorescence of Marian devotion ev-
erywhere in the Church. Ironically this devotion flourished regardless of 
whether the Chalcedonian definition of the person of Christ, with its re-
affirmation of the title “Mother of God,” was accepted or not. Liturgical 
devotion to Mary was a constant throughout a church that was divided on 
other (related) issues, and even the non-Chalcedonian churches accepted 
the Dormition, or, as it became known in the West, the Assumption, of 
Mary. In the West, two developments in Marian theology were to have a 
long history of development themselves, all the way into the twentieth 
century. These were Bernard of Clairvaux’s idea that Mary is “the ‘aque-
duct,’ the channel through whom all God’s grace flows to a parched 
humanity”—a precursor of the idea that Mary is “Mediatrix” of all 
graces—and the development of the doctrine of the Immaculate Con-
ception, which achieved its most precise and persuasive early form under 
John Duns Scotus. The theology of the Marian Age focused on the devel-
opment of these and other “privileges” of Mary, sometimes veering into 
enthusiasms that seem “to have shifted the emphasis of Christian belief 
and piety from Jesus to Mary,” as with de Montfort, who, Daley writes, 
“draws on the tradition of her channeling God’s grace to the world . . . and 
alters it into an image of her complete control of that grace,” to the extent 
that “Christianity seems to have been transformed into ‘Marianity.’”

In reaction to such enthusiasm, to be sure, but also to Catholic the-
ology even in less enthusiastic versions, we find, for example, Karl Barth’s 
1938 rejection of Catholic Mariology as “the critical, central dogma of the 
Roman Catholic Church, . . . the one heresy . . . which explains all the 
rest . . . the principle, type, and essence of the human creature cooperat-
ing . . . in its own redemption,” and thus “the principle, type and essence 
of the Church.” Meanwhile, Catholic theology in the 1930s had begun to 
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experience the new movement that came to be called ressourcement: a “re-
turn to the sources of theology,” which “attempted to move away from 
the deductive, apologetic rationalism” and “looked for historical develop-
ment, continuities, and influences within a changing but organically 
growing tradition, inspired by a new encounter with the Church Fathers” 
and, through them, the Bible. Taking Barth at his word, in a way, these 
theologians began to focus on what de Lubac (1937) called “a single Mys-
tery: the Mystery of Christ and the Church.” Otto Semmelroth in 1950 
explicitly and systematically inserts Mary into this “single mystery” as 
“both the personal center and the symbol of what God has brought to 
fulfillment in the Church: as Bride.” In a sense, he accepts Barth’s critique 
and attempts to draw out the biblical and patristic dimensions of Mary’s 
place in this “single mystery,” precisely so that the mystery is not divided, 
as Barth feared. Yves Congar follows suit in 1952 with Christ, Our Lady 
and the Church, both attempting to reconnect, as de Lubac had done, the 
theology of Mary with the theology of Christ and the Church—agreeing 
with Barth, in a sense, that something had gone awry—and yet defending 
Catholic teaching on Mary and the Church by insisting on the crucial 
role of the humanity of Christ in redemption, and thus on the roles of 
Mary and the Church, who are both intimately associated with it. Barth’s 
critique, from Congar’s point of view, represents a rejection, implicitly, 
of the “mediating role of Christ’s humanity,” an irony, since Barth’s ob-
jection was precisely to the way in which he believed Catholic theology 
to have displaced this mediating role in favor of Mary and the Church. 
Hugo Rahner’s book Our Lady and the Church, published the year before, 
follows the same idea of Mary as a “type” of the Church. In 1956 his 
brother Karl Rahner argued along distinct, although related, lines for 
the integration of Mary into the economy of biblical faith. For Karl 
Rahner, the “fundamental principle of Mariology” is realized in the As-
sumption of Mary, that is, the acknowledgment of Mary as the most 
perfectly redeemed of all human beings.

Thus, on the eve of the Second Vatican Council we had, in the theol-
ogy developed by the ressourcement theologians, a Mariology that was tied 
integrally to the history of salvation, made possible by “a renewed, histori-
cally grounded, liturgically centered, scripturally expressed, understand-
ing of the Church” (emphasis in original). When the Council was an-
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nounced in 1959, the older themes of the Marian Age, concentrating 
especially on the relationship of Mary and Jesus and the privileges flowing 
from this relationship—for example, her status as Mediatrix—which glo-
rify her “as singular, as different from the rest of us,” were understood by a 
number of more traditional theologians as a way of glorifying, not of de-
tracting from, Christ the Lord. From this perspective, it was argued that 
the Council should have a separate document on Mary. The perspective 
developed by the ressourcement theologians, however, was behind an alter-
native proposal presented to the Council, namely, that Mary be included as 
part of the Council’s statement on ecclesiology. By a narrow vote, the 
Council fathers approved the latter proposal. “The resulting final section 
of Lumen Gentium,” as Daley writes, “is in many ways one of the most com-
plete summations we have of modern Catholic Marian doctrine,” one that 
folds Marian theology formally into the theology of the Church and yet 
manages to integrate into this theology, and thereby contextualize within 
it, the privileges strand of the Marian Age, including her role as Mediatrix, 
which appears as “an expression of her continuing motherhood.” Daley’s 
essay concludes with a brief look at the development of Marian theology in 
the writings of Popes Paul VI, John Paul II, and Francis as commentary on 
and development of the synthesis of Lumen Gentium.

The second chapter in the volume, by Fr. Thomas A. Thompson, 
offers the reader a second retrospect of Catholic Marian theology from 
the perspective of Lumen Gentium, this time paying special attention to 
the theme of Mary’s faith as the golden thread that helps us to narrate the 
history of this theology. In figures as early as Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, 
Mary’s faith is contrasted to the unbelief and disobedience of Eve. In Am-
brose the theme of Mary’s faith becomes a link to the faith of all believers, 
all of whom, like Mary, can conceive and give birth to the Word of God. 
For Ambrose, Mary serves as a type of the Church, both of whom give 
birth to believers. As such, Mary is also the mother of believers. Augus-
tine develops the idea more fully: “For Augustine, Mary’s maternity was 
an encompassing mystery transcending temporal succession; it was an 
illustration of the Totus Christus, that is, the inseparability of the physical 
body of the Christ from the body of the members.” Mary’s faith pre-
ceded her conception of Christ physically, as the conception of Christ in 
her heart and, presumably, all of his members.
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This Augustinian tradition continues in Bede and other monastic 
teachers in the West, but in the “Marian revival” featuring Bernard of 
Clairvaux and the development of the “Hail Mary” in the twelfth cen-
tury and moving on to Albert the Great and Thomas, there are no refer-
ences to the faith of Mary. Apart from Albert the Great, the Mary–
Church relation is hardly present, and after him it “appears to have fallen 
into oblivion.” Marian theology picks up after the Council of Trent, and 
the word “Mariology” appears for the first time in a treatise from 1602, 
but it is in the nineteenth century that we find an acceleration of Marian 
teaching and, though itself critiqued for an overly rationalistic method-
ology, “the Scholastic revival in Italy was a response to rationalism and 
modern philosophy.” But the renewal of liturgical, biblical, and patristic 
theology beginning in the nineteenth century and the early twentieth 
eventually reached Mariology through the ressourcement theologians, 
and the deductive method of the Neo-Scholastic handbooks was left 
behind, even though the search for a “fundamental principle” for Mari-
ology persisted in this new style of theology. “Yet to be written,” Thomp-
son notes, “is the history of the Marian ressourcement, which at Vatican II 
was responsible for an image of the Virgin Mary different from the one 
that was found in the early twentieth-century manuals.” He writes, 
“First recovered” from the early centuries was “the Mary–Church rela-
tionship” and “then the Virgin Mary’s integration into Scripture and 
salvation history.” Thompson summarizes the contributions of Hugo 
Rahner, Alois Müller, Heinrich Köster, René Laurentin, and Otto Sem-
melroth as well as the contributions of the Mariological societies that 
evolved in the first half of the twentieth century.

Lumen Gentium chapter 8 presents Mary within the one mystery of 
Christ and the Church, reconciling and integrating a Christocentric or 
Christotypical view of Mary and an ecclesiotypical view. Thompson 
writes that that document proclaims that “within the Church, Mary’s 
relation to Christ is fully intact” in all its various dimensions, and within 
this one mystery, Mary’s place in salvation history is elaborated under 
four Old Testament types: the promised Woman (cf. Gen. 3.15, where 
the Latin text has a feminine subject); the virgin who shall conceive (Isa. 
7:14; Mic. 5:2–3; Matt. 1:22–23); the humble and poor of the Lord; and 
Daughter of Sion. Mary’s faith, mentioned in the second of the blessings 
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that Elizabeth directs to her: “Blessed are you among women, and blest 
is the fruit of your womb; Blest is she who believed that there would be a 
fulfillment of what was spoken to her by the Lord” (Luke 1:38, 1:45), 
bridges the two testaments. Perhaps, Thompson suggests, this second 
blessing, highlighted by John Paul II in his encyclical Redemptoris Mater, 
could also be added to the Hail Mary, along with the first.

The next chapter in the collection also offers an overview of the 
period, in this case a kind of parallel overview tracing developments in 
Marian representation against developments in theology. Without try-
ing to claim too close a correspondence that would seem forced on the 
art, the chapter of Fr. Johann G. Roten demonstrates certain resonances 
between Marian theology and Marian art, even as it keeps our eyes on 
some of the larger cultural developments that affected both art and the-
ology at the same time. Devotional art associated with the village of Epi-
nal in northeast France had a popular character and was most closely 
associated with the “Christotypical” or “Marian privilege” theology that 
emphasized Mary’s role as Mediatrix or Co-redemptrix. Devotional art 
was also closely influenced by the nineteenth- and twentieth-century ap-
parition tradition. Insofar as the “Marian century” was a century of up-
heaval, with two horrific world wars in its latter half, to which corre-
sponded both the art and the privilege theology, “There was a terrible 
need for redemption from the tragedies and consequences of two world 
wars, and thus an urgent call for trustworthy mediation between heaven 
and earth.” Accordingly, the Epinal representations often depict Mary 
with a unique combination of compassion and strength: “The overall 
message is one of mercy and power.” The popular images did undergo 
development, partly in response to the so-called realism of Hollywood 
and partly in reaction against what came to be perceived as their own 
previous sentimentality. Yet these somewhat iconoclastic trends did not 
succeed in displacing the popular images but were rather taken up into a 
still recognizably iconic style. The more “artistic” or high-culture repre-
sentation of Mary evinced trends that in some ways broke sharply with 
the sentiments of religion in general, not just popular religion, as can be 
seen in the developments leading up to Max Ernst’s The Virgin Spanks the 
Son of Man before Three Witnesses of 1926. A transition had taken place 
from religion triumphing in the arts to art triumphing over religion, 



8    Jo h n  C .  C ava d i n i

which art observed without celebrating. In terms of more religious, high-
culture art, we find a transition from Romanticism to expressionism as-
sociated with Plateau d’Assy. Despite all of the changes in the representa-
tion of Mary in the Marian Age, up to the eve of the Second Vatican 
Council the fundamental image remained that of Mother and Child: 
“Whether sacred or secular, kitsch and popular or of genuine artistic 
quality but seemingly non-Christian, whether of pious inspiration or for 
aesthetic enjoyment only—there remains the abiding and irreversible re-
ality of Mother and Child,” the “foundational expression” of Marian art 
that serves as a kind of summary of the Gospel and of all of revelation, 
which renders it irreplaceable. It should be noted that Fr. Roten’s end-
notes provide the reader with a wonderful annotated bibliography, in 
effect, for anyone wishing to pursue this topic further.

The chapters in the second section of the book take up individual 
theologians, beginning with Yves Congar. Christopher Ruddy’s chapter 
analyzes the contribution of Congar by tracking his opposition to two 
opposed tendencies, namely, the “maximalist Mariology” of certain 
Catholic theologians and the extreme minimalism of neoorthodox Prot-
estantism. For Congar, the maximalist strain of Mariology was, as we 
have already seen from our overview essays, dialectical or deductive in 
character, separated from the rest of theology and so an “isolated maxi-
malism” that tended to “work by deduction from atemporal principles.” 
Congar’s approach was that of the ressourcement, recovering the way in 
which the Fathers placed the mystery of Mary within the mystery of the 
Church and the latter within the mystery of the divine economy of salva-
tion. Ruddy writes: “This tethering or integration of Mary to ecclesiol-
ogy and soteriology is the foundation of Congar’s Mariology.” At the 
same time, for Congar, Protestant minimalism with regard to Mary was 
simply a function of Protestant minimalism with regard to the salvific 
role of Christ’s humanity and thus to the role of human cooperation in 
God’s gracious saving work. Ruddy explains Congar’s view: “Jesus’s con-
ception and birth, in this view, are not something that Mary does but 
something that she receives; she has no active role, save that of her fiat, 
which ‘receives and recognizes that God is at work in her.’” Congar, on 
the other hand, would want to recognize an active role of cooperation in 
both Mary and the Church. As he writes: “In setting up this union of 
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heaven and earth accomplished in person by Jesus Christ, a share is also 
to be attributed to our Lady through her cooperation in the mystery of 
the Incarnation, and to the Church because it communicates to us the 
effects that flow from the Incarnation.” As Ruddy writes, for Congar 
“Mary and the Church are . . . ‘one and the same mystery in two mo-
ments,’” with Mary’s virginal motherhood being a type of the Church’s 
virginal motherhood. Ruddy’s assessment of Congar’s contribution to 
Mariology recognizes his positive contributions, including his role in 
reconnecting Mary to the Church and to salvation history, but also notes 
the drawbacks that Congar’s Mariology had, as its aim was “less to open 
up or to explore a theology of Mary than to correct theological and de-
votional excesses” and as such was “more reactive than constructive, 
more concerned with corralling than cultivating,” and less willing to em-
phasize Mary’s unique dignity among all creatures. There is “a decided 
coolness in Congar’s Marian thought” as a result, and Ruddy wonders 
whether one of Congar’s “unintended” legacies was “postconciliar Catho-
lic ecclesiology’s relative neglect of Mary”—whether, in other words, 
once the mystery of Mary was subsumed by the mystery of the Church, 
it became an optional afterthought in ecclesiology, following the mini-
mizing “trajectory” and energy of Congar’s Mariology rather than the 
positive claims it makes. Ruddy concludes with an observation that could 
almost be the motto of this whole collection: “It is no slight . . . to suggest 
that a new work of integration, ressourcement, and discernment is needed 
today if Mary is to reclaim her rightful place in the mysteries of Christ 
and the Church.”

Ruddy’s chapter raises this question: as Mariology moved away from 
the trope of “Mary’s privileges” to contextualizing Mary in another 
theological framework such as that of the Church, how do we avoid ren-
dering Mary just another example of that framework, even if the pre-
eminent example, such that there is no longer a point to Mariology, ex-
cept as the preeminent illustration of a category? This seems to be what 
happened with Congar’s trajectory, if Ruddy is correct.

Next is Matthew Levering’s chapter, which examines three theolo-
gians’ writing in the 1950s, exactly on the “eve” of the Second Vatican 
Council. By studying writings of René Laurentin, Otto Semmelroth, 
and Karl Rahner, all written in close proximity to each other (1953, 1954, 
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and 1956, respectively), Levering examines whether and to what extent 
each theologian attended to the relationship between Mary and the Holy 
Spirit as it is stated explicitly or implicitly in Scripture. He takes as a cue 
for his analysis comments by Congar that, on the one hand, “it is very 
important to remain conscious of the deep bond that exists between the 
Virgin Mary and the Spirit” and, on the other hand, to guard against a 
tendency to “functionally replace the Holy Spirit with Mary.” Levering 
shows that of the three theologians he studies, only Laurentin attended 
to the relationship between Mary and the Spirit, and, further, he did so 
by following the “biblical portraiture,” which shows, among other 
things, that “the Holy Spirit did not simply make the infant Christ pres-
ent in [Mary’s] womb; rather the Holy Spirit also consecrated her and 
assimilated her to her Son so that she could fulfill her unique vocation as 
mother of her Son.” Again, Levering writes, “Laurentin’s approach takes 
us through Mary’s life and shows how deeply her unique relationship 
with the Holy Spirit marks her vocation.” This approach, Levering sug-
gests, preserves a sense of Mary’s uniqueness, her “privileges,” without 
detaching her from the biblical story of redemption. The approaches of 
Semmelroth and Rahner, by contrast, begin to bleach out Mary’s dis-
tinctiveness in favor of Mary as a type of the Church (Semmelroth) or as 
an exemplar of God’s grace (Rahner). Semmelroth preserved more of a 
connection between Mary and the Holy Spirit than did Rahner; never-
theless, “he [Semmelroth] generally studied the mysteries of Mary in 
order to show something about the Church.” In the sermons of Rahner 
that Levering studies, “the particular details of Mary’s life and the spe-
cific person of the Holy Spirit do not have much of a role.” More impor-
tant is that “she exemplifies what grace is and what humans are,” and 
Mary seems almost collapsed into theological anthropology as the most 
important exemplar of God’s grace, extended to all human beings. It was 
Laurentin, “even more than Semmelroth or Rahner,” who “anticipated 
the achievements of Lumen Gentium, which clearly states that Mary is 
“the beloved daughter of the Father and the temple of the Holy Spirit,” as 
befits her reception of “the high office and dignity of Mother of the Son 
of God” (citing LG 53).

The following chapter, by Peter Joseph Fritz, focuses on Karl Rah-
ner alone. Rahner appears in Fritz’s lucid essay as the self-described 
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“minimalist” that he is, and yet we find that his minimalism has a “maxi-
malist” twist. In fact, the very words “maximalist” and “minimalist” seem 
somewhat problematic since they do not exhaust the debates in Mariology 
that arose in the Marian Age and to some extent may continue in the 
present. Fritz shows that Rahner attacks the maximalism of certain mid-
century Mariologies precisely because they seem to be “centrifugal,” that 
is, they seem to be ways of refusing to deal with attacks on the central 
claims of the Christian message, such as those of atheism, and so are 
“escape hatches” that actually end up evacuating Mary of the very sig-
nificance they so hoped to attach to her. Rahner’s minimalism was for 
him a way to reintegrate Mary into the very story of salvation that makes 
her meaningful to us. What Fritz calls his “fundamental principle” for 
Marian theology was not her motherhood, therefore, which for Rahner 
“connotes privatization,” Fritz says, but rather “the fact that Mary is one 
human person among many, . . . blessed among women” (emphasis in orig-
inal), because—and this is Rahner’s fundamental principle—she is the 
person who is, in his words, “redeemed in the most perfect way.” As 
Rahner saw it, this minimalist position actually maximizes Mary’s sig-
nificance to us. Fritz explains: “Rahner’s stress on Mary’s belonging to 
the human race ends up underscoring her constitutive place in the salvific 
economy. Minimizing her personal privilege maximizes her salvation-
historical significance.” Combining his fundamental principle with his 
brother Hugo’s ecclesiotypical view of Mary, Rahner argues that it is 
precisely as the most perfectly redeemed person that Mary is the “type of 
the Church”: as Fritz writes, Mary’s “giving of the Spirit through the 
enfleshed Word” shows that the true apostolic life is not what Rahner 
calls a “spirit of anarchy” but one that results in a “bounded ecclesiol-
ogy,” to use Fritz’s term, that has, in Rahner’s words, “the courage to 
submit to flesh, to concrete precisions.” Near the end of Rahner’s life, 
this courage appears in a new form in the title of an essay from 1983, 
“Courage for Devotion to Mary.” This essay laments the loss of Marian 
devotion in many countries of the Western world in favor of New Age 
spiritualities or meditative practices associated with Eastern religions. 
Rahner’s attack on a certain kind of Marian maximalism was not in-
tended to distance the Church from traditional Marian devotions such as 
the rosary; it was intended to draw out their full significance rather than 
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to risk the centrifugal theological moves that would ultimately seem to 
cut them off as peripheral spiritual phenomena. Fritz regards this essay 
as ranking “among the most significant Rahner ever wrote.” It exhibits 
Rahner’s minimalism as giving very little court to the minimalistic “pro-
gressives” who have given up Marian devotions “in the name of prog-
ress.” In closing, Fritz notes that “Rahner teaches us that if we ever feel 
inclined to minimize our words about Mary, the resulting minimalism 
should manifest itself as the simplicity of traditional Marian prayer.”

The study by Troy A. Stefano takes up the task of describing the 
Mariology of someone who never wrote a particular work on Mary but 
whose work is nevertheless suffused with mariological reflection, namely, 
Henri de Lubac, perhaps the ressourcement theologian par excellence. De 
Lubac’s success in Mariology, in fact, may be due to the dispersed char-
acter of his reflections. He was out not to combat the maximalism or the 
minimalism of other Mariologists or indeed to engage in a separate sub-
ject called Mariology but to present a compelling account of the Catholic 
faith steeped in the biblical tradition as it had been inherited from the 
Fathers of the Church. This requires (as for Congar) a profound appre-
ciation of the Incarnation. De Lubac seems to be able to hold together 
the Christotypical emphasis in Mariology—associated with the unique-
ness of Mary and her “privileges”—with the ecclesiotypical emphasis in 
Mariology, which was increasingly associated with Marian minimalism 
as the Council approached. De Lubac’s use of the Marian titles “Im-
maculate Spouse,” “Virgin Mother,” and “Mother of the Church” is key 
to his unique approach. All three, taken together, preserve the integrity 
of an “incarnational logic” that honors Mary’s uniqueness (perhaps more 
than the approaches of Congar and Rahner?) even as it integrates Mary 
fully into the economy of salvation history. The key here is to realize that 
the economy is constituted by God’s self-emptying love, fully accom-
plished in the Incarnation, and that this self-emptying moment is never 
taken back; “God, thus bodily mediated, is never consequently received 
unmediated apart from Christ’s body,” as Stefano writes. God’s self-
emptying love is the ultimate mystery. Mary’s role in mediating that love 
to us through her motherhood of Christ is unique and irreplaceable. To 
try to minimize it is, in effect, to turn the Incarnation into an abstrac-
tion instead of remembering that Jesus is a person and, we could add, 
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following Origen (in On First Principles 2.6.2), that he came into the 
world as a baby who cried just like any other baby. To minimize Mary’s 
role is to defeat the purpose of confessing the Incarnation and to vitiate 
the fullness of one’s confession of the economy of salvation. Under each 
of the three titles, Mary at once advances and recapitulates, in Christ, 
the economy of salvation. As Immaculate Spouse, Mary’s unique rela-
tionship to the Word fully discloses the spousal love of God for Israel 
and brings it to fulfillment in her role as Virgin Mother. Here the spou-
sal dimension, “following Scheeben,” is prioritized because it emphasizes 
the perfection of Mary in grace as a perfection for a true cooperation as 
beloved spouse “to ensure that Mary as Virgin Mother cannot be turned 
into an abstraction by seeing her as solely an instrument for the Incarna-
tion,” in Stefano’s words. This seems to be an important difference from 
the views of all of the theologians studied so far except, perhaps, for Lau-
rentin. As Virgin Mother, according to de Lubac, Mary thus becomes 
the “sacrament” of Christ. As Stefano writes: “The structure of Christ’s 
own historicity is the ‘form’ of his mediation; if Christ’s condescension 
to adapt to our weakness came through Mary, Christ’s ‘form’ remains as 
the Incarnate One through Mary. Christ is forever from Mary’s womb” 
(emphasis in original). Mary is a “type of the Church” not simply as a 
representative, or even as the representative member, but because she is 
the Mother of the Church. Her “hour” comes when Christ’s hour comes 
and she is given as mother to the Beloved Disciple. The moment when 
her spousal and maternal identity passes over into the Church, who is 
Spouse and Virgin Mother, is the moment when the fullness of the sig-
nificance of her status as Mother of the Incarnate Word is revealed. Only 
by calling Mary “Mother” do we fully realize our identity as members of 
the Church, members of Christ’s body, and fully confess the mystery of 
the Incarnation, universalizing it without abstracting it. Therefore, as 
Stefano writes: “To invoke Mary as our mother . . . is to say that the 
spousal and maternal mediations of the Church are themselves derivative 
of the concrete relation between Christ and Mary.” If calling Mary the 
“type” of the Church deemphasizes the priority of Mary, the result will 
be an abstraction of the body of Christ, the Church, into an impersonal 
structure, no longer “wholly personal,” no longer “she,” no longer the 
“continuation” of the Incarnation but a displacement of it into the past.
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The next chapter, by Msgr. Michael Heintz, presents another res-
sourcement theologian writing on Mary in the decade before Vatican II, 
Louis Bouyer, whose theology, as Heintz analyzes it, presents the same 
concern as that of de Lubac for exhibiting Mary’s integration into the 
economy of salvation precisely by preserving her irreducible uniqueness. 
In other words, the “ecclesiotypical” theology depends on the “Christo-
typical,” and the Christotypical is prevented from becoming isolated (as 
Rahner feared) from the rest of theology because it is oriented precisely 
toward the ecclesiotypical. In agreement with Rahner’s approach, Bouyer 
writes: “Our Lady shows forth what is, par excellence, the Gospel teach-
ing, namely, how our human nature is raised by grace to a degree corre-
sponding to the closeness of the bond that unites us to Christ. . . . In her 
we are able to discern, realized in time, all that the divine Wisdom held 
in store for us.” In a striking phrase that reminds us even more of Rahner, 
Heintz notes that, in a way, “Mariology is theological anthropology.” 
And yet Bouyer has many safeguards in place that keep Mariology from 
collapsing into theological anthropology, such that Mary is distin-
guished from us only by degree, not by an irreducibly unique role. Mary 
is not only a member, the most redeemed member, of the Church but 
also the “link” between Christ and the Church. More particularly, it is 
Mary’s faith that is the link, as the perfect coming together of predesti-
nation and human freedom. As Bouyer states: “From the standpoint of 
God’s initiative, of predestination, we may say that it was because the 
moment had come when the Word had decided to take flesh that faith 
flowered in Mary. But from the standpoint of saving human freedom, it 
is equally true to say that the Word became incarnate at that moment 
rather than at any other because he had at last found a soul of entire faith, 
wholly disposed to receive him.” Christ is “above faith” because, though 
his human nature is fully human, it is taken up by a divine person and 
established in the beatific vision, yet “Christ’s humanity, though pos-
sessed by a divine person, yet remains ours, because it first belonged to 
the person of Mary,” and thus our humanity is united to Christ’s human-
ity “through” the humanity of Mary. She thus serves as the link between 
Christ and the Church. Her utter uniqueness does not isolate her but in 
fact makes her “the masterpiece of grace,” and her fiat is “arguably the 
freest choice ever made by a human person.” Though she is a member of 
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the Church, she can never be collapsed fully into it because that would 
destroy the link that connects the Church to Christ. Mary’s “privileges”—
her maternity and her holiness, for example—in one sense will be fully 
extended to the Church eschatologically, and yet, in another sense, the 
conditions for the extension of these privileges would be destroyed if 
they did not persist in Mary uniquely. Thus, if Mary is a “type” of the 
Church, it is not because she foreshadows the Church by containing al-
ready the perfection that the Church eventually will have; rather, it is the 
other way around. Heintz writes that “ecclesial maternity,” for example, 
“is first and foremost Marian, and the Church, Bouyer asserts, can be 
called ‘Mother’ only by being a ‘continuation’ of Mary’s own maternity.” 
Mary’s virginal motherhood is, in Bouyer’s words, “the condition of pos-
sibility for the Church’s motherhood.” If Mary is the Seat of Wisdom, it 
is the Wisdom of the “mystery” of God’s self-emptying love made mani-
fest in Christ. She is, Heintz says, the “Seat of this Wisdom” (my empha-
sis) and cannot be dissolved fully into the Church without undoing the 
Wisdom that made the Church.

The third section of the book gives us a glimpse of Mary on the eve 
of the Second Vatican Council as she entered into preaching and into the 
spirituality of monastic and secular institutes and movements. The first 
chapter in this section, by Fr. Kevin Grove, takes up the earliest example 
in the book, one close to the heart of the University of Notre Dame, 
namely, the Marian preaching of Basil Moreau, founder of the Congre-
gation of Holy Cross, which founded the university. As he introduces us 
to the pastoral concerns of Moreau’s preaching, Grove demonstrates 
conclusively that the characterization of the Mary of the doctrine of the 
Immaculate Conception on offer in such scholarly works as the essay 
“Immaculate and Powerful,” by Barbara Corrado Pope, is a caricature. 
According to this and similar views, the doctrine portrays a Mary who is 
not scriptural, in Pope’s words a “pure and passive vessel” who is any-
thing but a disciple. The Mary of Scripture disappears into this doctrine, 
which seems to be little more than a papal ideology in support of what 
Grove calls “conservative government ideals against postrevolution sec-
ular, or modern, values.” The Mary of the doctrine becomes isolated 
even from other doctrinal contexts—Trinitarian, Christological, and 
ecclesiological—becoming, “both in popular preaching and in theological 
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discussion . . . a more and more autonomous figure.” Grove comments 
that such scholarly claims “are often leveraged without any support” 
and that “at least in the singular example of Moreau”—who, as an Ultra-
montanist, could be expected to exhibit the worst of the ideological ten-
dencies alleged here—“we see the paradigmatic opposite.” Preaching on 
the Immaculate Heart of Mary, Moreau draws a picture fully determined 
by the portraiture of Scripture (to use the expression of Levering in a 
different context), of someone who is anything but passive in her “daily 
and mutual” sharing in the life of Jesus. The Incarnation is central, re-
vealing the influence of the earlier “French School” of theology, but pre-
cisely as self-emptied into the realities of daily life. “What appears here 
is a Mary who—at the level of experience and perhaps without full 
comprehension—must have been working through the human aspect of 
raising a Son who was the Word having assumed her flesh.” She is as such 
not only a disciple but “the model of discipleship, more so than the 
twelve,” more than Thomas and Peter, and more even than the Beloved 
Disciple. She is not a passive instrument, disconnected from the Trinity, 
but the “minister” of the Father’s designs and as such a “cooperator” in 
the sufferings of her Son and in the plan of salvation. One difference: the 
Father, who gave up His Only Begotten Son, is impassible by nature, but 
Mary, as a human mother, is able to suffer and, insofar as she gives up her 
innocent Son, she suffers with him and in a sense is martyred herself on 
Calvary. In the suffering of Mary, Grove states, Moreau is “exploring the 
depths of sorrow as complete configuration to the redemption wrought 
in Jesus Christ” and therefore to the depths of human compassion. The 
Immaculate Heart of Mary, far from the distant “powerful” Mary of the 
caricature, “bears forth the mystery of the Incarnation” in her willing-
ness to accept sorrow on our behalf and in “pondering in her heart” her 
own sorrows, which are the sorrows of her Son, which in turn are the 
sorrows of all human hearts. Here is again a characteristic of the French 
School spirituality initiated by Pierre de Bérulle in the early seventeenth 
century and eclipsed by the French Revolution, which attempted to re-
place Mary with the Goddess of Reason. If Moreau is attempting to re-
cover a tradition, it is this one in which the “privileges” of Mary are hers 
only in service of her larger mission of compassion in the economy of 
redemption. Grove sums up his chapter with a brief reflection on the 
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famous “Golden Dome” of the University of Notre Dame, on top of 
which is an image of Mary of the Immaculate Conception: “Such a 
gilded icon of doctrine might seem the ultimate evacuation of the his-
torical Mary in favor of what has become ‘immaculate and powerful.’ But 
there might be a more charitable and indeed more probable reading pos-
sible. For a thinker like Moreau it would have been impossible to en-
shrine a doctrine qua doctrine in gold, but so decorating a mother who 
teaches how to relate to Christ—and opens up the imagination to all 
points of Jesus’s life—would be a worthwhile pondering.”

The following chapter is also on the Immaculate Conception, but 
this time as the focus of a collection of scholarly essays for a conference 
held at the University of Notre Dame in 1954, edited by Fr. Ed O’Connor 
and published in 1958, just four years before the opening of the Council. 
Some of the participants were present at the Council or otherwise ac-
tively involved. Ann W. Astell’s chapter pays tribute to the volume, pub-
lished by the University of Notre Dame Press nearly fifty years ago and 
still “the most cited, most comprehensive collection on the development 
of the doctrine in the English language.” Peter Fritz’s essay reminded us 
that Karl Rahner had called for a pluralist Catholic conversation regard-
ing Mariology in which so-called maximalists and minimalists could re-
ceive each other’s perspectives and perhaps realize that the conversation 
was more cohesive than it first might seem. The volume edited by 
O’Connor bears out that insight, as noticed by no less an ecclesiologist 
than Cardinal Avery Dulles, who called the volume “a skillful and pru-
dent compromise between two tendencies in modern Catholic theology, 
one of which would emphasize Mary’s unique connection with Christ 
the Redeemer; the other, her close connection with the Church and all 
the redeemed.” That is, “if,” as Astell adds parenthetically, compromise 
“is indeed the appropriate word,” suggesting that it is not. Astell’s chapter 
suggests instead that the volume is a particular spiritual penetration into 
the mystery from which the essays arise, one that is performed in the es-
says themselves, as well as in their editorial integration, which allows and 
in fact even insists that these perspectives be integrated. “Indeed,” she 
writes, “O’Connor’s ‘Preface’ to [the] volume consistently conjoins them, 
admitting no contradiction between them,” and more, integrating the 
mystery of the Immaculate Conception with the other mysteries of the 
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faith, ameliorating the isolation with which Mariology, especially of the 
maximalist sort, had so often been charged. What is interesting is that 
the integration it achieves is achieved not from the minimalist perspec-
tive of Rahner, which could sponsor a pluralist conversation but not en-
vision the integration of the perspectives (as he himself admitted) but 
from a more Christotypical perspective. As Astell writes: “It begins with 
Mary and extends into ecclesiology a historical narrative of a mysterious, 
personal, Marian redemption effected in, with, and through Christ.” 
From the point of view of proximate history, Astell observes, this “‘par-
ticular outlook’ that holds together the Christotypical and ecclesiotypi-
cal features in a single, specifically soteriological ‘point of balance’” is 
on the losing trajectory. O’Connor clearly thought, and hoped, that the 
Church was on the way “towards a definition of Mary’s co-redemption 
and mediation of graces.” This is the opposite trajectory from the one 
that the Church has actually taken, but it is also the opposite trajectory 
from the one that Chris Ruddy invited us to consider as Congar’s. Per-
haps there is a reason, beyond the solidity of the scholarship in this col-
lection, that it has endured as a live resource for so many years, even 
given some of the shortcomings that Astell also notes.

It is as though the collection has a spiritual heart at its center, as 
though the collection transcends its character as a collection and com-
municates this spiritual heart, proceeding from a spiritual transforma-
tion proceeding directly from the mystery of the Immaculate Concep-
tion herself. “We are enveloped in mystery,” the patrologist Jouassard 
writes at the end of his chapter, “a mystery that God allows our dull 
minds to penetrate slowly.” The ressourcement style of historical study, 
fully allowing for and documenting in a rigorous scholarly way the de-
velopment of doctrine in the Church, arises from a spiritual conviction. 
Astell writes: “What gives coherence to the book as a whole—apart from 
the contributors’ shared devotion to Mary Immaculate—is the constantly 
reiterated witness to, and expectation of, doctrinal development, as a 
proof of the Holy Spirit’s presence in, and guidance of, the Church in its 
understanding of Mary and thus of itself as Christ’s bride.” O’Connor’s 
own chapter on the “spirituality of the Blessed Virgin” is in a way the soul 
of the collection, taking up this spirituality with reference both to Mary’s 
“personal life and to the lives of others insofar as they are influenced by 
her,” including the witness of such saints as John Eudes, C.J.M., and 
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Louis-Marie Grignion de Montfort, from the French School of spiritu-
ality introduced by Kevin Grove’s chapter. The collection presents us 
with a historical approach that is not historicizing because of this “soul” 
living in the book, balancing “the nouvelle théologie of the historians with 
the Neo-Thomism of dogmatic theologians, joining history with signifi-
cance” instead of playing them off against each other.

Astell’s chapter also gives us a clue as to the origin of this “soul” ani-
mating the book, itself a life that was influenced by and penetrated with 
the mystery of Mary, in the many-layered way that such influence often 
comes about. It turns out that there is a connection between O’Connor’s 
chapter and L’Arche, founded in 1964 by Jean Vanier, who had given his 
project to aid the mentally handicapped this Marian title (“Ark”). Père 
Thomas Philippe, O.P., who was the chaplain of L’Arche from its founda-
tion, was master of studies at the Dominican House of Studies outside of 
Paris, the Saulchoir, when O’Connor studied there. Philippe had suc-
ceeded Marie-Dominique Chenu, O.P., whom Philippe had been charged 
by the Holy Office to remove in 1942. Philippe was himself removed in 
1952, criticized for his unorthodoxy and exaggerated Marian mysticism, 
which was based on an experience he had in prayer in 1937. He spent ten 
years under ecclesiastical censure but emerged from that to take his place 
in the L’Arche movement. Astell notes: “Neo-Thomist in his Mariology, 
Marian in his mysticism, Père Thomas had a heart that was drawn into 
the crucible of all the vital intellectual movements of his day, into the 
deep mysteries of human beauty and affliction, and the charitable prac-
tices demanded by them.” O’Connor repeatedly cites Philippe, even 
though at the time he was still under censure. Astell writes that we have 
in this collection an enactment of what Philippe called true Marian spir-
ituality, namely, “a close union of doctrine and practice, . . . objective, 
because based directly on the dogmas of the Church . . . at the same time 
a spirituality of littleness . . . of personal intimacy with Jesus and Mary 
[and of service to the poor].” For anyone “who has the patience to dis-
cover it,” there is perhaps a pedagogy in this collection for the trajectory 
of Marian theology that may show a path forward.

The next two chapters, each in its own way, continue the demon-
stration that at the heart of major ecclesial movements in the twentieth-
century Church there is a Marian spirituality whose trajectory has yet to 
be fully realized. Both chapters suggest that a key to the success of the 
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movements described is the creative interpretation of Marian doctrine 
achieved in an enterprise in which there is a close union between doc-
trine and practice. Danielle M. Peters explores the contribution of the 
founder of the international Schoenstatt Movement, Fr. Joseph Ken-
tenich. Fr. Kentenich, who was apprehended by the Gestapo in 1941 and 
imprisoned at Dachau until 1945, knew firsthand what he called the “an-
thropological heresy” of his day, a heresy that he said “refers directly to 
human nature.” He thought the symptoms of this heresy include “a rap-
idly increasing secularization accompanied by an equally accelerated de-
humanization”; at once a “flight from God” and “an alarming inability 
to build community and to love”; and “individualism and nihilism.” 
Fr. Kentenich commented, “Personhood is combated. Human freedom, 
the whole structure of human nature as it is created by God, is increas-
ingly ruined” in favor of mass manipulation of the human psyche and 
even, he predicted in 1948, human cloning. As a response to the anthropo-
logical heresy, Fr. Kentenich worked toward a vision of “the new person in 
the new community,” as Peters writes, and he placed it under the protec-
tion of Mary, who, as Mother of God, Fr. Kentenich wrote, “is, as it were 
the point of intersection between nature and supernature.” He very self-
consciously focused on the Church’s teaching on Mary in order to dis-
cover what Peters refers to as its “anthropological and pedagogical corol-
lary for the Christian life.” Working theologically off of insights found in 
the writings of M. Scheeben, Fr. Kentenich’s Mariology was always 
“Christ-centered . . . even when Vatican II and post–Vatican II theology 
stressed an ecclesiotypical and anthropocentric” Mariology that seemed 
to be following another trajectory. Thus Fr. Kentenich would be placed on 
the “higher” end of Mariology, if one were comparing overall, and yet he 
was critical of the dominant, “privilege”-centered Mariology of the theol-
ogy and piety on the eve of the Council, not because it had centered on 
Mary’s privileges but because it seemed, in retrospect, to have had so little 
effect. It seemed isolated from the rest of Catholic faith and life: “See how 
little depth it had!,” Fr. Kentenich exclaimed. “What is left of it today? . . . 
How little it had taken root in the subconscious life of the soul!”

The solution lay not in deemphasizing Mary’s “Christotypical” pro-
file but in using it, exploiting its potential to connect to the rest of Chris-
tian teaching and to Christian life. Thus, for example, Peters writes that 
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for Fr. Kentenich, “Psychologically and pedagogically the dogma of the 
Immaculate Conception is the most significant of all Marian dogmas for 
our time because it draws attention to the dignity and value of the human 
person.” The solemn proclamation of the dogma of the Assumption was 
a “pedagogical event,” Fr. Kentenich thought, and, in a way that recalls 
both Rahner and Bouyer, a “synthesis of anthropology.” In particular, 
like the dogma of the Immaculate Conception, it responds to the an-
thropological heresies of the day by reminding us of the heavenly glory 
to which each human body is called, the very body that, today, he wrote, 
is both “maltreated and on the other hand . . . adored.” No doubt the 
“maltreated” reflected his time in the concentration camp. Again, Peters 
writes, Mary’s fiat is not simply a private act but is a “representative act 
and the expression of humanity’s self-surrender to the Son of God.” It is 
crucial to keep the proper balance, though: Mary’s fiat as a private act 
does not dissolve into an abstract representation. As Peters writes: “The 
‘Yes’ of the individual to Christ simultaneously is therefore, though not 
always consciously, the individual’s alignment with Mary’s ‘Yes,’” which 
remains unique not just as a model but as a unique participation in the 
mystery of Christ into which we are invited. Just as Christ entrusted 
himself to Mary in a unique way, as his Mother, and as Mother was his 
first and primary Educator, so Mary is, Peters writes, “Mother and 
Educator of the whole Body of Christ,” and Christian devotion to Mary 
is an incorporation into her pedagogy, into the “school of Mary,” as John 
Paul II later characterized it. Mary’s unique cooperation in redemption 
through her wholly graced and wholly free “Yes” is the pedagogy that 
can respond to the anthropological heresies of the age because the dig-
nity of the creature is recovered, not in competition with divine initiative 
but at that initiative itself. Mary is the most perfectly redeemed creature, 
as Rahner suggested, but in order to preserve her significance as such, 
her unique relation to Christ must be maintained as a starting and end-
ing point; otherwise, the implication seems to be, one has no answer to 
the dehumanizing and depersonalizing “heresies” against human nature 
in our time. Peters closes by suggesting that a trajectory from Vatican II 
that picks up on the trajectory laid out by Schoenstatt, as Fr. Kentenich 
inspired it, has been laid out by Popes Paul VI, John Paul II, and, incipi-
ently, Francis.
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The theme of the integration of doctrine and practice is continued 
in Peter Casarella’s examination of the “Marian profiles” of two promi-
nent twentieth-century Catholic women, both of whom initiated lay 
movements in the Church, Adrienne von Speyr and her younger con-
temporary Chiara Lubich. Yves Congar’s notion of analogy provides the 
key here to an understanding of how Mary, with her irreducibly unique 
relationship to Christ, has become ecclesiotypical without being col-
lapsed into the doctrine of the Church or of theological anthropology. 
The notion of a Marian “profile” for the Church and for movements 
within the Church is intended to carry this insight of the primacy of 
analogy. For Adrienne von Speyr, the image of Mary, Virgin Mother of 
Mercy, predominates, along with the image used to express it, that is, the 
image of the poor and all the needy (all of us!) gathered under Mary’s 
protective mantle. Casarella points out that Mary’s own contemplation 
of the mysteries in which she was so uniquely involved changed from a 
more “abstract” mode to one that, “after pregnancy and giving birth, 
after standing at the foot of the Cross . . . becomes a model of contempla-
tive prayer that is in touch with the anguish of the human heart.” Christ 
alone suffers “actively,” but Mary, in communion with John, “goes into 
labor” as a passive recipient of that suffering. It forms her, and she be-
comes the Mother of the Church, the Virgin Mother of Mercy, and the 
Church, by analogy and by participation in her unique “labor,” acquires 
a Marian profile of active lay works of mercy. As von Balthasar put it, 
based on the insights of von Speyr, Mary “is seen as spreading her pro-
tective cloak over the whole of Christendom, and making some part of 
her stainlessness flow out over the bride, the Church.” As Casarella 
writes, she becomes in this way (and echoing what we have learned from 
Fr. Kentenich), “the teacher of the fecundity of contemplative prayer that 
is in solidarity with the suffering of the world.”

Chiara Lubich, the founder of Focolare, “exemplifies a woman en-
trusted with the gift of the Holy Spirit to go forth like Mary from the 
foot of the Cross without forgetting the total significance of the event she 
has witnessed,” Casarella notes and credits her with unique and profound 
Marian insights that created the spirituality associated with Focolare. 
“One idea closely tied to [Chiara’s] Marian origins is that Jesus Forsaken 
is a key to a Christian understanding of unity,” and associated with the 
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concrete specificity of Jesus forsaken on the cross is “Maria desolata,” 
Mary, desolate from having witnessed the death of her Son. Her desola-
tion in solidarity with her Son, however, is not simply desolation at his 
death but a unique solidarity with his forsakenness. Lubich understands 
Jesus’s delivery of Mary to be the Mother of the Church in the person of 
the Beloved Disciple as a desolation because accepting this act, consum-
mated with Jesus’s death, means renouncing her unique Motherhood of 
Jesus, in her words, “faced with the passage from one Maternity to an-
other which Jesus indicated to her. . . . In that moment Jesus had neither 
Mother nor Father. He was nothingness born of nothingness. And 
Mary was also suspended in nothingness. Her greatness had been her 
divine Maternity. Now it had been taken away from her.” Commenting 
on this passage from Lubich, Casarella notes: “In sum, through Mary’s 
renunciation of maternity she became mother of us all.” Paradoxically, 
one can think of this renunciation as one of Mary’s unique privileges. 
No one else can make it. The Marian profile that it creates is one of a 
“radical openness to the Spirit,” a participation in the forsakenness of 
Jesus that is uniquely hers but is itself available to participate in. Do we 
hear an echo of the way in which Fr. Kentenich believed a Marian spiri-
tuality to be the answer to the anthropological heresies of our day? If 
Mary in the Spirit is, one could almost say, co-forsaken, exhibiting a 
kind of cooperation in the desolation of Jesus, this free and loving re-
nunciation is also a free and loving cooperation in love, a radical stance 
of welcome. Casarella writes: “The same Spirit has given life to the 
movement to proclaim the notion of ‘mutual interdependence’ to a mul-
ticultural, multiethnic world threatened by the atomizing, deracinating 
effects of unrestrained globalization.” The analogy between Jesus and 
Mary’s interdependence, God and the creatures’ interdependence—in 
both cases wholly dependent on the first term in the pair—is obvious. 
Lubich even extended the spirituality to an ideal practice of the means 
of communication in the media.

Finally in this section of the book we have the chapter of Law-
rence S. Cunningham, whose contribution ensures that our collection at 
least touches on the issue of Mary in monasticism on the eve of the 
Council. Thomas Merton, “himself predisposed to a deep devotion to 
Our Lady,” applied the image of the Visitation to the contemplative. 
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Like John, who waited in darkness and could not physically see anything, 
the true contemplative is, in Cunningham’s words, an “eschatological 
watcher standing in hope for the coming of the Word.” He comes to the 
contemplative, equally in darkness, equally hidden, and, as was Christ to 
John, equally “mediated to him by Mary.” There is also a corresponding 
hiddenness of Mary herself: “All that has been written about the Virgin 
Mother of God proves to me that hers is the most hidden of sanctities,” 
Merton writes. It is hidden in her humility and her poverty, and the one 
who can “see” this humility and poverty is the one who can see the God 
bearer, and thus the Christ she bears. Merton adds: “No one has ever 
more perfectly contained the light of God than Mary who by the perfec-
tion of her purity and humility is, as it were, completely identified with 
truth like the clean window pane which vanishes entirely into the light 
which it transmits.” We receive the contemplative illumination of Christ 
through Mary.

In the epilogue we have a brief pastoral reflection by Fr. James H. 
Phalan, who invites us to think about the place of Mary in the new evan-
gelization. In a way, this returns us to the opening theme of our intro-
duction. We find our expectations for a standard narrative of Marian 
theology and devotion unsettled even if we turn to countries and regions 
where Marian devotion is still vigorous. Fr. Phalan’s observations are 
that even in such places, preaching about Mary is rare: “I learned that 
very rarely priests and religious preach about her” and that “they do not 
do so because they have never studied her.” Here we find a different kind 
of gap between theology and devotion, perhaps not the gap between a 
theology of Mary and its application but a devotion that seems to leave 
no trace in theology. “It would seem fairly obvious,” Phalan comments, 
that such intense popular devotion as he had witnessed in Mexico and 
Brazil “would be a powerful source of energy for the New Evangeliza-
tion; yet I have come to understand,” he goes on to observe, “that this 
energy is relatively untapped.” Phalan also observes that there are “no 
formal and extensive studies . . . of Marian devotion” in contemporary 
America and that such an undertaking might reveal that the decline in 
Marian devotion in this country is “correlative with a general decline in 
daily devotion and prayer on the part of Catholics over the past fifty 
years.” It would be interesting to know if Marian devotion would be a 
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key element in the New Evangelization in Western countries, too, where, 
even at Marian pilgrimage places, homilies on the Blessed Mother seem 
noticeable by their absence. “What are we to make of this great Marian 
silence?” Phalan asks.

Again the question of trajectory surfaces. The decision of the Coun-
cil to include Mary in the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church rather 
than to treat her in her own separate document, just because it was a 
change, seemed to many to be a change that was consistent with the tra-
jectory that Chris Ruddy associated with Congar. Phalan observes that 
“the apparent change in emphasis given to the Blessed Virgin contrib-
uted to some extent to what became the full-scale collapse of Mariology.” 
Ironically, this includes Lumen Gentium chapter 8 itself! Phalan writes: 
“This text has, by and large, been insufficiently studied and deserves 
much more attention in order to orient Marian devotion today,” as well 
as, he adds, Marian theological reflection.

So we return to the invitation we hope to issue with the publication 
of this collection, an invitation to begin to study more deeply the Mariol-
ogy that was so vibrant in the Marian Age before the Council and then 
collapsed to the point where, seemingly, Catholic preachers feel ill at ease 
in speaking of Mary. Perhaps the place to begin is indeed Lumen Gentium 
itself. Perhaps it is time to see what it looks like when it is released from 
seeming to be the terminus ad quem of a trajectory of minimization. Pha-
lan notes: “Although Mary does not have ‘her own text’ [in the Council 
documents], she does occupy the final chapter of the fundamental dog-
matic text on the Church. As in the case of other topics in other magis-
terial documents, this final turn to Our Lady was meant to stress her 
fundamental importance.” Perhaps this chapter of Lumen Gentium was 
actually part of a larger trajectory that we have not as yet discerned very 
well. If there can be a minimalism that is actually a maximalism, as Peter 
Fritz suggests of Rahner’s theology, perhaps there is also a maximalism 
that can be a minimalism, that is, a theology that, precisely by retaining 
the unique and irreducible role of Mary, is able to preserve and enrich our 
understanding of the whole economy of salvation in which she plays a 
part— a crucial part. Perhaps that was the trajectory of which Lumen 
Gentium was itself a part. But we will never know unless we begin our-
selves to enter that trajectory and to play our parts in forming it. The 
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editors are aware that a chapter on Hugo Rahner (1900–1968) under the 
rubric “Ressourcement Theologians and Response,” and a contribution 
on some major representatives of a Christotypical Mariology—like 
Carlo Bali , O.F.M. (1899–1977), and Gabriele M. Roschini, O.S.M. 
(1900–1977)—could have further enhanced this volume. Hence the in-
vitation to study and to explore tendered by this collection.

Results and paradoxes arising from the chapters of this book include the 
following:

1. One could imagine that ecumenical interests, certainly a feature of 
some preconciliar Mariology, might have prompted a more bibli-
cally based Mariology as well as one that was more minimalist. But 
the renewed emphasis on the study of Scripture in the twentieth 
century did not necessarily result in a richer Mariology, even where 
there seems to have been warrant for it and even where it might have 
dovetailed with a more minimalist theology. Fr. Thompson’s chap-
ter shows how the biblical theme of the faith of Mary was never 
taken up into devotion or into theology. Matthew Levering’s chap-
ter shows how the theme of the Holy Spirit’s relationship to Mary, a 
prominent scriptural theme, was only unevenly developed on the 
eve of Vatican II, even by the self-avowed minimalist Karl Rahner, 
at least in the sermons that Levering has presented for study here. 
Was the Marian movement ever entirely “in sync” with the biblical 
and liturgical movements, as Phalan wonders? Or did the biblical 
and liturgical movements eventually become so “historicizing” that 
they left theology behind, even as Marian theology could not as-
similate these pervasively historicizing tendencies?

2. The “direction,” “spirit,” or “vector” of a particular Mariology may 
be just as important as what it actually says. As rich as Congar’s 
Mariology could be, it seemed, in the words of Chris Ruddy, to be 
somewhat “cold,” not really minimalist but with a governing interest 
of minimizing. Could it be that one future tack for Mariology might 
be to take up Congar’s Mariology and infuse it with a different tra-
jectory: one of development rather than of keeping in check?
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3. Perhaps instead of the categories “maximalist” and “minimalist,” 
which Peter Fritz’s chapter shows have serious and perhaps fatal limi-
tations, new categories are needed: mystery versus rationalism or re-
ductionism, as Troy Stefano’s chapter might suggest, or even mystery 
versus positivist historicism. The search for a Marian “principle” may 
have been misguided in the first place, as it turned a person, in herself 
irreducibly a mystery as a person, inadvertently into a principle.

4. Areas for further study might include contemporary Marian homi-
letics, to the extent that this can be determined. Also, devotion to 
Mary did not decrease (seemingly) in the global South, or so it 
seems. This should be studied. Phalan’s chapter brings up the issue 
for contemporary preaching, and Kevin Grove’s chapter shows con-
clusively, in a historical mode, that a study of Marian sermons can 
bear rich fruit theologically and can serve to undercut caricatures of 
Marian cult and culture. If it can work for the nineteenth century, 
perhaps it can work for today.

5. Fr. Roten’s chapter shows us the need to engage in a theologically so-
phisticated study of Marian art and to begin to notice what questions—
perhaps questions coming on the one hand from devotion and prayer 
or, on the other, from the surrounding culture—it raises.

6. Finally, all of the chapters show that the most creative Mariology of 
this period, whatever its supposed “maximalist” or “minimalist” 
stripe, tried to emphasize connections: in particular, the three-way 
connections between theology, devotion, and Christian life and dis-
cipleship. It seems that the surest result of these chapters is that the 
kind of “maximalism” that is to be avoided is the one that results in 
the isolation of Mariology to its own independent “science” in effect; 
and the kind of “minimalism” to be avoided is the one that so col-
lapses Mary into a theological category that Mariology makes no 
sense anymore and devotion either collapses, or, if it continues, has 
no theological reception.
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Catholica Mater

The Marian Insights of Henri de Lubac

Troy A. Stefano

The great Marian moment of rediscovery arrived in the nineteenth cen-
tury with Matthias Joseph Scheeben (1835–88), who, unlike his contem-
poraries or the majority of the Mariology of the previous millennia, saw 
in Mary’s motherhood the highest expression of her spousal relation to 
God. Among modern theologians, Scheeben was the first to realize that 
the category of spouse, unlike that of mother (when taken in isolation), 
preserves Mary’s constitutive embeddedness in the economy of salva-
tion. This insight opened a new pathway for rediscovery that culminated 
in the Second Vatican Council’s Lumen Gentium.

The full implications of this insight, especially in its relation to 
ecclesiology, were not realized by Scheeben. It was at the hands of the 
theologians who wrote between his time and that of the Council that it 
was brought to fruition. Among these figures stood Henri de Lubac 
(1896–1991). His contributions not only were indisputable and influen-
tial at the Second Vatican Council, where he served as a theological 
peritus, but also, more importantly, they still serve as a source of re-
newal and inspiration for many theologians and believers. For those 
familiar with de Lubac’s oeuvre, the choice to present his Mariology 
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may seem initially surprising.1 For de Lubac did not write any particular 
book or treatise on Mary per se. De Lubac’s explicit treatments of Mary 
are dispersed and integrated into his engagement with other themes, 
mostly the Church.2 If I were to remain at the level of textual references 
and quantity, this chapter would be very short indeed. But to read de 
Lubac in such a fashion would be to remain at the surface and to do 
him a disservice.

The challenge for the reader of de Lubac lies in the fact that he 
makes the following four interpretive claims regarding Mary. First, that 
all he has said about the Church not only can be applied to Mary specifi-
cally but also derives from Mary as a person.3 Second, that Mary is the 
embodiment not only of the Church, “in person and as person,” but also 
of creation, and, as such, she concretizes the relationship between nature 
and grace.4 Third, that if all of Scripture refers to Christ and the Church, 
and in the Church to the individual soul, the entirety of Scripture refers 
especially to our Lady, in whom is contained the singular and full per-
fection of the Church and the faithful soul. Thus all exegesis is related to 
Mary.5 Fourth, that Mary is the indispensable guarantee that we will not 
turn the Incarnation into an abstraction and thus turn Christianity into 
an ideology.6 Given these four claims, it is only fair to say that if de Lubac 
did not write a treatise on Mary it is because his entire corpus is thor-
oughly Marian. This dynamic points to de Lubac’s presupposition that 
the Christian mysteries interpenetrate; they all mutually converge in the 
Incarnate One, and we never receive the Incarnate One apart from his 
mother’s mediation.

It is my task to synthesize the scope of de Lubac’s claims with the 
breadth of his corpus and to articulate his mariological insights in their 
full magnitude. My method is to show the way in which de Lubac’s cor-
pus sheds light on his claims about Mary. In the first section I begin by 
asking where, for Henri de Lubac, Mary’s place is within the mystery of 
faith. In the second section I turn to consider what de Lubac sees as the 
main challenges to Mary. In the third section I articulate de Lubac’s re-
sponse to those challenges. I show in three points of “incarnational 
logic” how for de Lubac the economy of salvation extends into the econ-
omy of the Church. In the fourth section I point to how Mary is the 
point of convergence for and the indispensable guarantee of these three 
points of “incarnational logic.”
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THE PLACE OF MARY WITHIN THE MYSTERY OF FAITH

De Lubac describes Christian theology not as a straight syllogistic line 
but as a circle around which the theologian moves to consider the differ-
ent aspects of a single mystery.7 This means that Marian dogmas are not 
ends in themselves but are anagogic: they “point” toward a mystery, a 
reality that far exceeds but is nevertheless expressed in the dogmatic for-
mulation. For this reason, the Church invokes Mary in symbols more 
than in definitions, in images more than in concepts, and in devotion 
more than in theorization.8 For de Lubac, the mystery of the Cross is the 
ultimate point of reference. And if we are not to efface the truth of the 
Incarnation, dialectic must always give way to anagogy and symbol. 
Otherwise we would turn it into an abstract reality, and, in essence, we 
would make Christianity an ideology. This holds true for Mary and the 
Church. To say, “Mary is ‘nothing other than . . .” is a methodological 
red flag.9 In such a case, we are fully identifying her with one of the as-
pects of her reality, expressed dialectically. Such is the case when she is 
reduced to a mere instrument for the Incarnation, for such a rationalist 
approach always simultaneously desacralizes and transforms the object 
of the mystery into an ideological parody, hollowing out the depth di-
mension of mystery.10

For de Lubac, the unity of the Christian mysteries has deep impli-
cations for theological considerations of Mary. Mariology, more than 
any other area of inquiry, emphasizes the interconnections of the Chris-
tian mysteries; thus it is the most defining property of Mariology that it 
can never be exclusively, or even predominately, mariological.11 Mary 
must be understood within the context of salvation history or, more 
broadly, the economy of salvation. And it is for this reason that the cat-
egory of Mary as spouse is so important for the proper interpretation of 
her divine motherhood.12 De Lubac offers us the insight that our regard 
for Mary, whether operating intuitively or expressed self-consciously, 
forms our principal stance toward the entire Christian mystery. The 
reason for this is that Mary is the principle of embodiment and con-
creteness. Mary encapsulates, and—as a Jewish woman—recapitulates 
the historical and qualitative point at which God ceased to be merely 
the transcendent and impersonal God of philosophers and became the 
tripersonal God of history.
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CHALLENGES TO THE CHURCH AND TO MARY:  

HUMAN COOPERATION AND EMBODIED  

PERSONAL MEDIATION

Mary has been the site of much contention since the Reformation. 
She has embodied, in many a Protestant’s eyes, the twofold usurpation of 
Christ’s mediation and God’s absolute sovereignty.13 But de Lubac tells 
us that “a demand of this kind is ‘more Christian’ in appearance only” 
since “neither the gratuitousness of the divine initiative nor the tran-
scendence of the divine action has anything to suffer from an economy 
of salvation that was set up by God himself.”14 For, de Lubac posits, if we 
could see the internal logic of such an approach, we would realize that it 
effaces the true depths and importance of the Incarnation.15 What is im-
mediately at stake in Mary are the two intertwined mysteries of human 
cooperation in redemption and the economy of embodied mediation, 
by which he means the continued mediation of the Incarnation in the 
Church. Thus I expound on de Lubac’s presentation of the Protestant 
understanding of human cooperation, ecclesiology, and Mariology as a 
specific way of reading the Incarnation.

Human Cooperation. In Luther’s theology, the human being remains 
a sinner regardless of grace’s work (Simul justus et peccator), since God 
imputes to the believer the merits of Christ.16 And, in the view of Calvin, 
a person’s salvation or damnation was predestined by the immutable will 
of God from all of eternity. For Barth, grace “remains grace,” and human 
beings have “not the least control over it” because it is a one-way rela-
tionship “without reciprocity.”17 In the eyes of these theologians, they 
are preserving the unique, exclusive mediation of Christ and the absolute 
sovereignty of God, not only in initiating salvation but, more impor-
tantly, in effecting it.18

Ecclesiology. For Barth, “a Catholic understanding of soteriology is 
synergistic, a cooperation between divine grace and human effort. God 
in Christ does not save; God in Christ graciously enables and helps us to 
save ourselves.”19 Such a view regarding cooperation, in turn, affects 
one’s view of the Church. In this view, for a “bodily” Church to propose 
to be an organ of grace would be the same as for a human being to claim 
to have “control” over God: it would entail the idolatrous attempt at “lay-
ing hands on God.”20 For Luther, there is the “bodily” church, which is 
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nothing but a “human creation,” and the heavenly church, which is di-
vine; in Calvin the Church is defined (abstractly) as “the company of the 
faithful whom God has ordained and elected to eternal life.”21 And in 
Barth, it is his (famous) doctrine of election that takes the place of the 
Church. Thus for Barth all that is distinctly Catholic is precisely the 
human being “laying hands on God.”22

Mariology. According to de Lubac’s observation, not only does such a 
view regarding human cooperation affect the previously stated views re-
garding the Church but the regard for the Church of those who hold those 
views becomes concentrated (or concretized) in their regard for Mary. In 
fact, it is remarkable that here we see the inverse reflection of the Catholic 
belief that Mary is the “typus Ecclesiae.” What is said of the Church at large 
is applied concretely to Mary. Despite the undeniable beauty of Luther’s 
commentary on the Magnificat, one must note the remarkable lack of 
agency or freedom he allots to Mary. Luther stresses repeatedly that Mary 
has nothing of herself; indeed, she is but “nothingness.”23 It was largely 
Calvin who set the standard for the subsequent Protestant tradition in a 
threefold way: he absolutely rejected all forms of Marian piety; he insisted 
on the clear Christological boundaries within which Mary might be dis-
cussed; and he emphatically saw any concession to Mary’s causal or per-
sonal role as an unforgivable betrayal of God’s honor. This tradition cul-
minated in Schleiermacher’s abrupt and straightforward dismissal of Mary 
from dogmatic theology altogether.24 Karl Barth most explicitly captures 
not only the dependence of Mariology and ecclesiology on one’s stance 
regarding human cooperation but also the interrelationship between 
Mary and the Church. Barth is able to say, with his usual degree of vitu-
peration: “Where Mary is ‘venerated,’ where this whole doctrine with its 
corresponding devotion is current, there the Church of Christ is not.”25

HUMAN COOPERATION AND EMBODIED PERSONAL  

MEDIATION AS PRESERVING THE INCARNATION

De Lubac saw in the internal logic of the Reformers’ tradition a specific 
reading of the Incarnation. In turn, his own fundamental conviction could 
be expressed in three points of “incarnational logic” that govern one’s en-
tire approach to Christianity and converge in what we say about Mary:
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1.  The Incarnation, from the vantage point of the divine intention to 
condescend to our sensible nature, sin, and weakness, entails “the 
divine mystery of the ‘economy’ according to man.”26 The Incarna-
tion is as indispensable as our human nature. God, thus bodily me-
diated, is never consequently received unmediated apart from 
Christ’s body. De Lubac reminds us, quoting John 14:7–9: “‘If you 
had known me, you would without doubt have known my Father 
also. . . . Philip, he that seeth me seeth the Father also.’ Nobody, 
even at the highest peak of the spiritual life, will attain a knowledge 
of the Father that will dispense him, from that point onward, from 
going through him who will, always and for all, be ‘the Way’ and 
‘the Image of the invisible God.’”27 The Incarnate form—in all of its 
concreteness and uniqueness—is precisely the divine condescension 
apart from which there is no salvation or knowledge of the Father.

2.  If the Incarnate One is unsurpassable, this poses the question of how 
to make the Incarnation universal. For de Lubac, this is the true 
point of divergence with the Reformers. He sees their internal logic 
as grounded in the mechanism by which they make Christ universal. 
That is, the method that underlies their approach to human coopera-
tion, ecclesiology, and Mariology is one of abstraction. Then the In-
carnation is seen only as a prelude to Redemption; in fact, the con-
creteness and uniqueness of the Incarnation itself becomes vaporized 
into soteriology. De Lubac claims that this effectively rejects the In-
carnation.28 It violates the concrete form of the Incarnate One, which 
itself is the concretization of the divine mercy in the form of conde-
scending adaptation. Furthermore, it bypasses procedurally the di-
vine intention (point 1) insofar as the divine intention makes the ad-
aptation to our human weakness.29 Soteriology must be rooted in the 
person of Christ rather than abstracting the concrete person into his 
work. The person of Christ can never be reduced to a function30—
not even the function of saving us. It is always the person who acts.31 
Therefore, only a form of universalization from which Christ cannot 
be abstracted is acceptable. And for de Lubac this is none other than 
the “the economy of the Church,” including the Marian mysteries, 
that flow out of Christ’s side.32 For this mode of mediation maintains 
the concrete, historical, and embodied form of the Incarnation itself, 
and thus entails its fulfillment and guarantee, not its usurpation.33
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3.  The third point to follow from this logic is that if the economy of the 
Church is the only guarantee and fulfillment of the Incarnation, and 
if the economy of the Church presupposes the cooperation of human 
freedom with grace and the preservation of nature as its conditions, 
the cooperation of human freedom with grace and the preservation of 
nature are themselves facets of the work and scope of the Incarnation.

If one can universalize the Incarnation via abstraction, one can dis-
pense with the entire economy of the Church and Mary. But if one pre-
serves the concrete, historical, and embodied form of the Incarnate One, 
Mary and the Church are the Incarnation’s indispensable guarantee and 
fulfillment. At the heart of this matter is the way in which one interprets 
“Christus descendit et ascendit ut impleret omnia” (Eph. 4:10). How is the 
unique and particular life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ uni-
versalized? Or what is the relationship between Christology and soteri-
ology, the concrete, unique person of Christ and the universal work of 
Christ? According to de Lubac, this is the crux of the second incarna-
tional point and the source of divergences in understandings of human 
cooperation, ecclesiology, and Mariology; however one answers this 
question will determine the rest of one’s understanding of the matter.34

For de Lubac, the first answer—which is that of the Reformation 
tradition considered earlier—attempts to make of the Incarnation a one-
time historic event of insurmountable importance, but one that has now 
been procedurally surpassed and made accessible through nonhistoric 
and nonembodied means: a process of universalizing abstraction. The 
emphasis in this reading is on the accomplishment of the historic Christ, 
on the one hand, and on the unmediated reception of that accomplish-
ment by the believer, on the other. And anything that comes between 
Christ’s accomplishment and the believer’s unmediated reception is 
deemed an idolatrous intrusion on Christ’s unique mediation and God’s 
absolute sovereignty. The result, as mentioned earlier, is that the theolo-
gian’s abstracting movement goes from the historic Christ (concretissi-
mum; Barth) to a “divine church” (Luther), “the faithful whom God has 
ordained and elected to eternal life” (Calvin), “the spotless bride of Jesus 
Christ governed and refreshed by the Spirit of God” (Zwingli), and “the 
invisible Church,” which is “an undivided unity” and “infallible” (Schlei-
ermacher).35 But this vertical movement from the historic Christ to a 
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supratemporal, supramundane entity bypasses history and embodied 
personal mediation. It establishes a direct relationship with the historic 
Christ and that Church. This gives the believer who is historically strad-
dling the Christ of history and that Church with little to no role except 
that of pure receptivity. The Church, thus conceived, is extrinsic to the 
mediation of grace. And if the Church claimed to have any mediating 
power—or, more boldly, as the Catholic Church claims, if it believed it-
self to be the “sacrament” of Christ, that is, the sign and instrument that 
both bears witness to and effects (mediates) Christ’s revealing and sal-
vific work in the world—such a claim would be idolatrous since it would 
detract from Christ’s unique and exclusive mediation and God’s absolute 
sovereignty. Furthermore, as is typical of de Lubac, he does not limit his 
critique to the Reformation but includes constrictions within the Catho-
lic tradition. Thus any Catholic thinker who makes of the Incarnation an 
abstraction in order to pursue a more “intellectual faith” or to form an 
abstract utopia is subject to the same critique.36

This brings us to the second reading of how to universalize the In-
carnation event. For de Lubac, to believe in the Incarnation is to hold 
that Christ is uniquely personal, free, concrete, historical, and embod-
ied. In fact, the only form of mediation proper to Christ’s uniqueness is 
one that itself emerges from him. De Lubac makes use of Nyssa’s de-
scription of “the divine mystery of the economy according to man,” 
which, he says, expands into “the economy of the Church.”37 The sacra-
mental economy of the Church or the role allotted to Mary is neither, 
therefore, a replacement of the Incarnation nor a distraction but is pre-
cisely its fulfillment and extension in time. It is in this sense that de 
Lubac, like Johann Adam Möhler, considers the Church as the “Incarna-
tion continued.”38 It is what Augustine called the totus Christus.

MARIAN CONVERGENCES

It is de Lubac’s most significant mariological claim that the incarnational 
logic stands or falls with Mary. Mary’s place is the promise and guarantee 
of the Incarnation, not its replacement or its distraction. There are three 
key terms that de Lubac uses to refer to Mary’s significance: Immaculate 
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Spouse, Virgin Mother, and Mother of the Church.39 There is a specific 
order and structure to these three terms that preserves the integrity of his 
incarnational logic. These terms represent a specific reading of the entire 
Christian mystery, and thus, if we understand the significance that de 
Lubac allots to each of these terms, we capture—at once—how he under-
stands Mary, the Church, and the Incarnation. For the sake of clarity, I 
describe de Lubac’s Mariology under the headings of those three terms 
(Immaculate Spouse, Virgin Mother, and Mother of the Church). For the 
categories of both Immaculate Spouse and Virgin Mother, I describe 
three aspects corresponding to the three incarnational points that they 
preserve, respectively. However, according to de Lubac, the category of 
Mother of the Church alone contains the entire mystery and thus all 
three points simultaneously. It is for this reason, above all else, that de 
Lubac bids us to call on Mary as our Mother; he believes that in that in-
vocation rests the true purification, reform, and healing of the Church.

Mary as Immaculate Spouse

From the perspective of rediscovery, de Lubac synthesizes the Marian re-
alizations of Scheeben with the ecclesiological discoveries of Möhler and 
of John Henry Newman: Mary as Immaculate Spouse is the key to under-
standing her within the scope of salvation history. It irrevocably situates 
her within the narrative of the Triune God’s work of fusing the creature 
with its Lord in spousal love, which spanned the period from creation 
through Israel to Christ and is fulfilled eschatologically in divinization.

Point 1 of Incarnational Logic. Mary as Immaculate Spouse discloses 
God’s intention of condescending to our weakness. The category of 
spouse at once discloses Mary’s unique relation to the Word and her 
embeddedness in salvation history. Hence, to refer to Mary as Spouse of 
the Word we emphasize the narrative of God’s condescension to human 
weakness in the economy of salvation. For God’s spousal relation with 
Israel in particular and with creation in general becomes concretized in 
Mary as Spouse of the Word.40 It is her “Yes” that begins the matrimo-
nium divinum, the fruit of which is the Word made flesh.41 De Lubac re-
lies heavily on the Latin tradition of commentary on the Song of Songs 
and writes that the beloved Spouse who is awaiting the “kisses of his 
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mouth” (1:2) is first and foremost the Virgin in whose womb, as in a 
bridal chamber, the Word was united with human nature—“the first kiss 
of the Word, which is the pledge of the final union.”42 As such, Mary as 
spouse at once invokes both the historical form of God’s engagement 
with humanity and the intimacy that underlies such a form.

Point 2 of Incarnational Logic. Mary as Immaculate Spouse preserves 
the uniqueness and concreteness of Christ’s form. When the Church 
professes the dogma of the Immaculate Conception it means, among 
other things, that Mary, by a special and unique act of God, is the first 
Spouse to flow out of Christ’s side on the Cross.43 Before Mary could be 
Mother to the Incarnate One, she had to share in his Cross.44 The logic 
of the Immaculate Conception is something like this: the condition for 
Christ’s pierced heart is Christ’s Incarnation in Mary’s womb; the condi-
tion for Christ’s Incarnation in her womb is her total “Yes” to God; the 
condition for her absolute and total “Yes” to God is her freedom from 
sin; the condition for her freedom from sin is a unique act of grace by 
which God applied to her the merits of Christ in anticipation; and the 
condition for this unique application of Christ’s merits is Christ’s pierced 
heart. Here we arrive at a point of circularity at which one could say that 
Mary, as Immaculate Spouse, flows out of Christ’s side in order that 
Christ, being born of her as Virgin Mother, may be pierced for us and for 
her.45 This has two consequences. First, Mary does not condition the 
Incarnation of the Word, but, by the anticipatory sharing of his Cross, 
the Word establishes his own unique and concrete conditions, from 
which one cannot abstract anything. And second, in this God took the 
narrow path. He entrusted himself to human freedom, albeit one that 
was already achieved by his Cross; the triumph of the Word was not de-
spite human freedom but precisely in it—corresponding to de Lubac’s 
third point of incarnational logic. The dogma of the Immaculate Con-
ception, therefore, is a doctrine of God’s intimacy and vulnerability.

Point 3 of Incarnational Logic. Mary as Immaculate Spouse entails per-
sonhood and free cooperation with grace. God’s spousal love is not me-
chanical, nor is it impersonal. God’s love gives birth to persons, and per-
sons are the recipients of God’s love. Only persons can be free, and only 
persons can be called to a spousal relation with the eternal person of the 
Word. Mary’s “Yes” to God initiates, from the human side, a history of 
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receiving and living God’s freedom.46 Mary’s “Yes” shows how, as God 
reveals himself in the person of the Word, he gives birth to persons as the 
correlative effect of his self-revelation. In the logic of the Incarnation, 
God did not “forcefully” initiate a history of freedom. De Lubac cites 
Newman in noting that the early Fathers “do not speak of the Blessed 
Virgin merely as the physical instrument of our Lord’s taking flesh, but as 
an intelligent, responsible cause of it.”47 For this reason, de Lubac writes, 
“Catholic faith regarding our Lady sums up symbolically, in its special 
case, the doctrine of human cooperation in the Redemption and thus pro-
vides the synthesis, or matrix concept, of the dogma of the Church.”48

Mary as Virgin Mother

De Lubac recounts a momentous shift in human thought patterns around 
the eleventh century, which took place deep “down, in the dark base-
ments of the mind, in that mysterious zone where everything becomes 
entangled in advance, before seeing the light of day.”49 It was the emer-
gence of dialectic as the exclusive modality of human reason itself and of 
doing theology. Among the many consequences there was within the 
Catholic tradition an increasing dissociation of Mary’s spousal role from 
her maternal role. Thus, for example, Thomas Aquinas treats of Mary in 
the section of his Summa Theologica (ST) on the entry of the Son of God 
into the world (ST III, qq. 27–30). In this mode, Mary’s spousal relation 
to the Word, so prominent in the early Church, is largely, if not entirely, 
subordinated to Mary’s role in the Incarnation as the Mother of God. 
Her primary function, then, is as the guarantor of the Word’s true hu-
manity. De Lubac, following Scheeben, prioritizes Mary’s spousal role, 
within which alone her divine motherhood can be understood. For to 
emphasize Mary as Immaculate Spouse is to ensure that Mary as Virgin 
Mother cannot be turned into an abstraction by seeing her as solely an 
instrument for the Incarnation. De Lubac maintains both aspects of 
Mary in tension, as is proper to the nature of a Christian mystery.

Point 1 of Incarnational Logic. Mary as Virgin Mother is within the 
scope of Mary as Immaculate Spouse. The spousal narrative in which 
Mary has her unique place began with God’s love for his creation. This 
means that in Mary’s womb, the Word was wed not to a particular man 
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(as Nestorius would have it) but to human nature (as a whole) and all of 
creation. De Lubac writes, “Christ from the very first moment of his exis-
tence virtually bears all men within himself. . . . Whole and entire he will 
bear [human nature] then to Calvary, whole and entire he will raise it from 
the dead, whole and entire he will save it.”50 What this means is that Mary 
is the quintessence of creatureliness, of the world.51 If in her the Word was 
wed to all of creation, she must stand for all of creation;52 if in her the Word 
was wed to all of humanity, she must stand for all of humanity. As such, 
Mary is the principle of bodiliness, historicity, and createdness, with which 
the Word unites himself in his condescending adaption to our weakness. 
De Lubac comments extensively on this aspect of Mary’s role. When, in 
the mystery of the Incarnation, “the heavenly King celebrated the wed-
ding of his Son, giving him the Holy Church as his companion, Mary’s 
womb was the bridal bed for this royal Spouse.”53 Her immaculate and 
luring beauty is an inverse reflection of God’s self- emptying, spousal love. 
And her freedom to say “Yes” to God not only makes her the pinnacle of 
creation’s receptivity to God but also makes her able to truly love, and thus 
to personally become the Bride of the Word. For that freedom is the touch 
of God’s love: it is the first “kiss” of the Bridegroom.

Point 2 of Incarnational Logic. Christ is truly historical, unique, and 
embodied only if Mary is the “Sacrament of Christ.” Mary, sanctified 
and freed to offer a total “Yes” to God as Immaculate Spouse, became 
the Mother of God when God emptied himself into her womb. The 
structure of Christ’s own historicity is the “form” of his mediation; if 
Christ’s condescension to adapt to our weakness came through Mary, 
Christ’s form remains as the Incarnate One through Mary. Christ is for-
ever from Mary’s womb.54 To speak to the contrary or to dispose of Mary 
is to turn him into an abstraction. The dispensability of Mary rests with 
the presupposition that Christ can be abstracted from his concreteness 
and thus from Mary, through whom he was made concrete in body and 
in history. To retain Mary as the one through whom we receive Christ is 
not only to invoke “an economy of salvation that was set up by God him-
self” but to ensure that the form of the Incarnate One is the form of di-
vine mercy in history.55 And this takes us to Mary’s most essential role: to 
confess the full meaning of Mary as Immaculate Spouse and Virgin 
Mother is to say that she is the “Sacrament of Christ,” the one whose 
significance resides in pointing to and making present the Word made 
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flesh.56 As Immaculate Spouse, she signifies the Bridegroom; as Virgin 
Mother, she effects what she signifies.

Point 3 of Incarnational Logic. Mary as Virgin Mother embodies the 
part of creation that is willingly fertilized by the Holy Spirit. Catholic 
talk of cooperation, merit, freedom, nature, and so forth is, in the final 
analysis, talk about God’s free use of human beings and human realities 
in Christ.57 In this God certainly took the narrow path: salvation was not 
achieved despite human freedom and at the expense of nature; rather the 
Word’s triumph was precisely in human freedom and while preserving 
nature.58 Mary embodies the fundamental characteristic of creation, 
awaiting fertilization by God, awaiting what de Lubac calls the donum 
perfectum, or “the second gift,” the first gift being that of creation itself. 
Mary embodies God’s love for his creation. And, as a specific woman, 
willingly fertilized under the shadow of the Holy Spirit, Mary embodies 
the part of creation that has been willingly fertilized by the Holy Spirit, 
namely, the Church.59 In the economy of salvation, Mary is the Mother 
of God only because she is beloved Spouse; mutatis mutandis, in the econ-
omy of creation, she is the source of the race only because she is the an-
swering person. Her “Yes” to God was not only the fulfillment of Israel’s 
longing for God but also the long-awaited answer to creation’s “groan-
ing” (Rom. 8:22). It is here that we see de Lubac’s contribution regarding 
the divisions and orders of nature and grace bear Marian fruit: creation’s 
desiderium naturale is now personified and made concrete in Mary, who 
stands for all of creation. Mary—and therefore also the Church—is not 
only the sacrament of Christ, that is, the instrument and sign that makes 
him present and becomes truly herself as she points to Him, but truly 
the “sacrament of the world” or, more felicitously, “the sacrament of 
Christ for the world,” in the sense of embodying both the heights of a 
theophanic universe that always “proclaims the work of the Lord” and 
the sign of God’s salvific work for all of creation.60 To pray with Mary is 
to pray “ut (Ecclesia) fiat mundo salutis sacramentum,” since Mary is—in 
person and as a person—“mundus reconciliatus Ecclesia.”61

Mary and the Church

De Lubac makes the claim that to call Mary the typus ecclesiae is, in a sense, 
to see the full scope of her as Immaculate Spouse and Virgin Mother.62
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Mary as Immaculate Spouse and the Church as Immaculate Spouse. De 
Lubac makes clear that the relationship between Mary as Immaculate 
Spouse and the Church as Spouse to Christ is not a matter of “transfer-
ring,” as if as an afterthought, parallels from Mary to the Church or vice 
versa.63 When we consider Mary as the first Immaculate Spouse that 
flowed out of Christ’s side, we find embodied, in its entirety, the Church 
in one person.64 The only point in all of history in which the entire 
Church was unified and gathered as one and its essence corresponded 
fully to its existence was in the person of Our Lady. De Lubac sees in this 
four important insights.

1.  De Lubac argues that it is for this reason that the Church is a “she.”65 
The Church is wholly personal because Mary is a person, and she is 
a person in her relation to the person of the Word, her Spouse and 
Son. Thus Mary’s life offers the Church her “form,” her intrinsic 
mode of existence.66 As de Lubac writes, “We might say that they are 
‘one single and unique mystery.’”67

2.  If Mary is the “form” and “pleroma” of the Church, her life is the 
prehistory of the Church.68 “Mary is the first-beloved; but in her all 
saintly souls, and primarily the Church, whose ‘form’ she is, are also 
loved.”69 This means that Mary’s life is already an embodiment of 
what the Church will be. The Church is not an organization but an 
organism that has at its very heart a Marian experience.70 And for 
that reason, Mary defines the essence of the Church.

3.  The Church is not an extrinsic parallel or analogy. The relation-
ships between Mary and the Church are “not only numerous and 
close; they are essential and woven within.”71 Hence Mary and the 
Church are not two species under the genus of Spouse to Christ, 
which would result in an extrinsic understanding of their relation.72 
Rather Mary embodied concretely and fully the genus of Spouse up 
to the foot of the Cross.73 And when the Church, as such, was poured 
forth from Christ’s pierced side, the spousal “form” and experience 
of Mary became universalized and extended to the Church. For this 
reason, de Lubac believed, the universalization of Christ entails, to 
some extent, the universalization of his spousal and filial relation to 
Mary.74 “In her the whole Church is outlined, and at the same time 
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already completed; she is simultaneously the ‘seed’ and the ‘pleroma’ 
of it.”75 In order to understand the relationship between Mary as a 
specific person and the Church as such, one must consider the mo-
ment of universalization, that is, the Cross. Mary, as Spouse of the 
Word up to the point of the Cross, embodied the spousal relation in 
three senses: in genere, specialiter, and singulariter. They all converged 
in the one concrete person of Mary. But at the Cross, where the 
Church flowed out of the rib of the New Adam, the entire economy 
of embodied personal mediation that was in Mary alone was ex-
tended to the whole Church: now, the Church is Spouse in genere, 
the Christian soul is Spouse singulariter, and Mary is Spouse speciali-
ter.76 Therefore, if Mary is the “Sacrament of Christ,” in which she 
signifies and brings forth the Word, then so also is the Church and 
every individual Christian. This universalization of Mary’s spousal 
relation into the Church, and with it into every Christian, is the 
guarantee that we will not turn Christ into an abstraction but that 
we must maintain Christ’s own concrete, historical form. It is the 
fulfillment of the economy established by God himself.

4.  The universalization of Mary’s spousal relation to Christ to that of 
the Church as such and to every single Christian has implications 
for the Church’s essence. De Lubac calls Mary the “genuine univer-
sal concrete, which includes to an eminent degree and in a pure state 
the sum of perfection of all other members.”77 He calls her “the uni-
versal creature” in which God has placed “the fullness of all good.” 
God has “filled her ‘to an eminent degree with the substance of 
which the Church is formed’; he conferred on her ‘in wonderful pre-
eminence all the majestic qualities’ with which he endows ‘his Bride 
the Holy Church.’”78 The Church’s essence and existence fully coin-
cided only in Mary. Her universalization entails inserting, as it were, 
a space between essence and existence in which the Church is jour-
neying toward fulfilling her eschatological identity. And if the 
Church’s essence is the eschatological chorus of faithful souls, that 
eschatological finality is defined by the one in whom it has already 
been realized specialiter, Mary.79 In this we find the meaning of 
Mary’s Assumption. De Lubac writes: “In the mystery of the As-
sumption—which marks, in our Lady, the complete and definitive 
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triumph of the divine action upon her, right up to its consequences 
in the bodily order—[the Church] sees no mere wonderful exception 
to the common destiny, which has nothing to do with us; rather, she 
hails in it the pledge and anticipation of her own triumph.”80 The 
Church’s irresolvable tension between essence and existence is the 
very mystery of our transformation into a destiny already realized in 
Our Lady. And thus we can see the two sides of the Church in this 
tension: “The Church is of God (ex Trinitate) and she is of men (ex 
hominibus); she is visible and invisible; she is of this earth and this 
time, and she is eschatological and eternal.”81

Mary as Virgin Mother and the Church as Virgin Mother. As Christ’s 
Immaculate Spouse, Mary represents the whole Church as Spouse; like-
wise, by being the Virgin Mother of God she has, within her, the entirety 
of the collective Christ.82 As de Lubac writes, “She bore One according to 
flesh, but spiritually she bore the whole human race.”83 We have already 
seen how Mary’s spousal and maternal role can be summed up in calling 
her the “Sacrament of Christ,” the one who signifies the Word as Spouse 
and who, as Mother, makes him present. As the Church flows out of 
Christ’s side on Calvary, Mary’s sacramental dimension becomes univer-
salized: the very Christ whom Mary signified by her spousal relation is 
now signified by the whole Church as Spouse, and the earthly Christ 
whom Mary brought forth by her maternal relation is now brought forth 
by the whole Church. De Lubac sees in this three implications.

1.  The condition for the universalization of Christ while maintaining 
his historical, embodied, and concrete form (point 2 of incarnational 
logic) is the universalization of the one who made him historical, 
embodied, and concrete. Therefore, by universalizing Mary as the 
Sacrament of Christ, the Church and every specific Christian be-
came both Immaculate Spouse and Virgin Mother, bringing forth 
Christ’s body in the world and for the world. De Lubac writes: “His 
word is born in each one of the faithful, as in the Church as a whole; 
but this is in the likeness of his birth in the soul of our Lady, and in 
addition, if faith is to bear its fruit, there must be in each of us the 
soul of our Lady, who magnified the Lord, and the Spirit of our 
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Lady, who rejoiced in God.”84 De Lubac makes clear that “in our 
eyes neither our Lady nor the Church in any way whatsoever re-
places the humanity of Christ, as is feared even among those who 
make the most sincere of efforts to understand the matter.” Rather 
the mystery “misunderstood by the Reformation is, on the contrary, 
the indispensable guarantee of the importance of the Incarnation.”85 For de 
Lubac this means extending to the Church in genere what was ap-
plied to Mary specialiter: “the Sacrament of Christ.” In fact, the very 
Spirit of Christ was at work not only in Mary but also in the Church, 
as her very soul and animating principle.86

2.  If Mary as the Sacrament of Christ is universalized in such a way 
that the Church is the Sacrament of Christ, the Church and Mary 
have two aspects as regards their sacramentality. The first aspect is 
that of Spouse, and as such they are both sanctified. The second as-
pect is that of Virgin Mother, and as such they are both sanctifying. 
The first is the signifier; the second makes present what it signifies. 
The first ensures that Mary and the Church are means to an end—
that is, Christ; the second ensures that they are never a dispensable 
means but that, until the end of the world, Christ is made present 
through his Mother. In order to understand why Mary and the 
Church are unsurpassable and indispensable signs, we need to see 
how they relate to the divine intention in the economy (point 1 of 
incarnational logic). The purpose of God’s condescension is to adapt 
to our human weakness. Christ’s concreteness is as unsurpassable as 
our bodiliness. This was made possible through Mary, who as sacra-
ment is the preservation of the divine intention and work in Christ. 
Mary as sacrament is the preservation of the uniqueness of the his-
torical form of God’s condescension, from which nothing can be 
abstracted. And so the Church, as the extension and universalization 
of Mary as sacrament, “is essentially related to our present condi-
tion,”87 as de Lubac writes. To dispense with the Church (or Mary), 
therefore, is to dispense with the concreteness of the Incarnation, 
whose form is correlated with our human weakness. The moment 
that Mary or the Church become ends-in-themselves, they lose 
their significance. But the moment we lose Mary or the Church, we 
lose the concreteness and uniqueness of the Incarnate One, whose 
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form is preserved and universalized only in them. Therefore de 
Lubac writes of Mary and the Church: “Her whole end is to show us 
Christ, lead us to him, and communicate his grace to us; to put it in 
a nutshell, she exists solely to put us into relation with him. She alone 
can do that, and it is a task she never completes; there will never 
come a moment, either in the life of the individual or in the life of 
the race, in which her role ought to come to an end or even could 
come to an end.” In short, for this reason, de Lubac writes, “If the 
world lost the Church, it would lose Redemption too.”88

3.  If the Church and Mary are both the “sacrament of Christ,” it is the 
Eucharist that is the point of continuity and preservation of the con-
crete and unique form of Christ (point 2 of incarnational logic), as 
well as the divine intention in condescending to human weakness 
(point 1 of incarnational logic). The Eucharist is the underlying 
bond between Mary and the Church, for the Eucharist is the very 
universalization of the Incarnate without abstraction. “Just as the 
maternal function of Mary is to give the God-Man to the world,” 
writes de Lubac, “so the maternal function of the Church, which 
culminates . . . in the celebration of the Eucharist, is to give us 
Christ, ‘the Head, Sacrifice, and Food of the members of his mysti-
cal body.’”89 In short, “As Mary bore the earthly Christ, so the 
Church bears the Eucharistic Christ.”90 And just as Mary as sacra-
ment preserves the earthly Christ from being turned into an ab-
straction, so does the Church as sacrament preserve the Eucharistic 
Christ from being turned into an abstraction.

The moment of the Cross, in which the earthly Christ becomes uni-
versalized into the Eucharistic Christ, is the ground and reason for the 
universalization of Mary as Spouse and Virgin Mother in the Church 
and every faithful soul.

Mary as Mother of the Church

When Mary stood at the foot of the Cross, her identity was revealed to 
her. The “hour” of Our Lord is also the “hour” of Our Lady. She arrived 
at that place from which her special grace derived, but now the ultimate 
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reason for that initial “prevenient” grace was to be fulfilled and revealed: 
what flowed from Christ’s side was the Church, in its fullness, the very 
purpose of the Incarnation, and at that very moment Mary became not 
only the mother of the earthly Christ but the mother of his ecclesial and 
Eucharistic body, the Church.91 This means that her motherhood is not 
fully comprehensible until she is able to be invoked as Mother by all of us 
beloved disciples. The very body of the earthly Christ that she bore in 
her womb already contained his whole mystical body by anticipation.92 
But when Christ on the Cross gave her to John as Mother, he revealed to 
her and to us the true depths of “the economy according to man,” be-
coming “the economy of the Church” and, correspondingly, Mary, the 
Immaculate Spouse and Virgin Mother of God becoming the Mother of 
the Church. The Church, therefore, has at its foundation a maternal 
memory of paschal birth. The moment when Christ was pierced on the 
Cross marked a special transitus. His self-offering—that is, his unique, 
concrete form, which is nothing other than the form of the divine mercy 
in history—was extended in the Eucharist. De Lubac calls the Eucharist 
the “heart of the Church,”93 the center around which everything circum-
ambulates.

We have seen how, for de Lubac, Mary took her origin from the side 
of Christ as Immaculate Spouse and, consequently, brought him forth as 
Mother. Thus the same applies to the Church’s two aspects, except with 
regard to the Eucharistic body. The Eucharist realizes the Church as 
Spouse, but the Church as Mother produces the Eucharist.94 For Henri 
de Lubac, the “mystery of our being brought to birth by the Church is 
the conclusion of the historical birth of Christ through Mary—its con-
tinuation, as it were, under the influence of the same Spirit.”95 Now we 
see the special status that de Lubac gives to the term “Mother of the 
Church.”96 Mary as Immaculate Spouse and Virgin Mother became uni-
versalized at the moment of the Cross, wherein the earthly Christ was 
universalized into the Eucharistic Christ. And if the very gesture of non-
abstracting universalization shows the full depths of God’s kenosis, Mary, 
as Mother of the Church, is precisely the invocation of those incarnate 
depths. To invoke Mary as our Mother is to say that the Christ made 
present in body, soul, and divinity under the appearance of bread and 
wine and into whom we are incorporated is from Mary’s womb. It is to 
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say that the spousal and maternal mediations of the Church are them-
selves derivative of the concrete relation between Christ and Mary. And 
that the bond between Christ and Mary remains the concrete archetype 
of the self-emptying relation that God has formed between himself and 
his creature, as between a Bridegroom and a Bride, a Virgin Mother and 
her Son. In fact, to invoke Mary as our Mother, far from expressing a 
merely pious sentiment that refers to a notion of tenderness, captures in 
one appellation the concrete and unique work of the Incarnate One. It 
captures that moment under the midday sun—in all of its truth, unique-
ness, and concreteness—when the full depths of the Incarnation be-
came manifest: the transitus of “the divine economy according to man” 
into “the economy of the Church.” As de Lubac bids us, “The mother-
hood of the Church no longer means anything to our systems—but we, 
in order to free ourselves from their abstraction, need to return to our 
mother.”97

NOTES

 1. There is very little written on this topic. In terms of monographs, for 
example, one can profit greatly from Denis Dupont-Fauville’s L’Église Mère chez 
Henri de Lubac (Paris: Parole et Silence, 2009).

 2. Thus, for example, Méditation sur l’Église (Paris: Aubier, 1953), whose 
concluding chapter, “Our Lady and the Church,” is the richest mariological 
treatment in his entire corpus; Paradoxe et Mystère de l’Église (Paris: Aubier, 
1967), in which he reflects in the third chapter on the significance of treating 
Mary within Lumen Gentium; L’Éternel Féminin (Paris: Aubier, 1968), where he 
reflects on Teilhard de Chardin’s insights on Mary as embodying not only the 
Church but creation; and La maternité de l’Église (Paris: Aubier, 1971), in which 
he expounds in more detail the development of the mystical identity between 
Mary and the Church in the Church Fathers. In this chapter I use the following 
examples and references: Splendor of the Church, trans. Michael Mason (San 
Francisco: Ignatius, 1999); The Church: Paradox and Mystery, trans. James R. 
Dunne (Staten Island, NY: Ecclesia, 1969); The Eternal Feminine: A Study on the 
Text of Teilhard de Chardin, trans. René Hague (London: William Collins Sons, 
1970); and Motherhood of the Church, trans. Sr. Sergia Englund, O.C.D. (San 
Francisco: Ignatius, 1982). I also make frequent use of these: Catholicism: Christ 
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