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and who offer it, aided and supported by the only one who can do so
perfectly, Jesus Christ.

I have tried to show you the basis of both the ecclesiological and
Marian decctrine of the Catholic Church, an association not only of the
creature in general with the work of the creator, but of man with the
work of salvation. Do we then have in the participation of the creature
with God, a metaphysical principle at the basis of our comprehension of
the Church and of the Blessed Virgin? In one sense, yes. This Catholic
doctrine cannot be really well understood unless we understand that of
participation. We must understand that the creature can resemble the
creator and receive from Him the ability and power to act without be-
coming His rival. We must understand that we remain very dependent
on Him whom we resemble, and that what we do, He first does in us.
This doctrine leads us to a full realization of what it means to depend on
God in all that we are and all that we do.

But we must also point out that it was to explain the Scriptures that
the doctrine of participation, which is of itself metaphysical, was studied
and meditated upon by the doctors of the Church. It is in the Scriptures
that we see God making use of men. For example, it is said, “He who
hears you, hears me,” and “as My Father sent me, so also do I send you.”
In Scripture it is related that the angel was sent to this woman to an-
nounce to her that she would be the mother of the Savior and to ask her
for an answer. And it is because we see God both in His work of nature
and in Scripture always using human auxiliaries, and making His work
depend so much on men — it is because of this that we stop and think.

Must we not, moreover, consider that the view (of which I have given
a résumé) which Protestant theology has of the creature is itself some-
what metaphysical? This great separation between the created and the
uncreated, this impossibility of transformation of the created by the
uncreated and of communication between them — is not that also a meta-
physical view of transcendence?

The human mind cannot avoid considering what God tells it either
through His works or in the Scriptures. But above all, let us not think
that our human intelligence can function in this matter unaided. Does
not our whole doctrine on the Church and Mary come from this marriage
— if I dare call it that — this union between the simple and personal
reading of Scripture and the reflections of reason, docile to the Holy
Spirit in the Church? Except for the influence of a common and living
tradition guided by the magisterium, the true Marian and ecclesiological
doctrine would never have developed.

It is here that we stand separated from our Protestant brethren. I can
understand the Protestant fear of too much reasoning over Scripture,
since they do it unaided. The development of this doctrine on the Church
and Mary supposes that we attribute to the Church this power of guiding
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us to the truth. This power is a part of its mediatory power such as we
have just explained it.

What we also read in Scripture, and for which I give thanks and for
which we should give thanks to our Protestant brethren for helping us
to see there is this: to God alone be all power and glory. If it is true
that God makes use of creatures, it is also true, I repeat, that the power
and the glory are His alone. ‘“What have you that you have not re-
ceived?” St. Paul asks. Whether it has to do with Mary or with the
sacraments, with priests, the Pope, tradition, with all that comes from the
Church — all come to us through Christ, from God, Who is the source
and origin of all. It is He who works in us both to will and to accom-
plish. All that creatures are and do comes from Him so that they are a
further reason for giving Him praise and thanks and glory. In praising
a creature, we are praising God. As the Blessed Virgin says in Her
Magnificat, “He has regarded the lowliness of His handmaid and has
done great things in me.” Fecit — they are great things, indeed, but it is
HE who has done them.

In conclusion, is what I have told you this evening encouraging or not
from the point of view of ecumenism? I began with personal recollec-
tions. Some of you would have similar ones. “If the Catholic Church
could only retreat a little on the question of the Blessed Virgin or on
that of the Pope!”” She cannot. In showing you the source of the diverg-
ence on these two points, Mary and the Church, I am aware of the fact
that I have put in relief how greatly we are separated. There is no
question of merely accidental differences which might never have ex-
isted. This is at the root of the original intuitions of Catholicism and of
Protestantism.

However, it seems to me that in trying to show you exactly how the
mystery of Mary and the mystery of the Church are bound together,
how they form but two aspects of the same mystery, that I have shown
you that we harm neither God nor Christ. We believe in the mediation
of Mary, in the mediation of the Church. It seems to me that what we
believe is for the glory of God. I believe it is already a great accom-
plishment in a dialogue when we make ourselves better understood,
when we can hope that, after all, we will not be accused of adoring a
creature or of slighting the grandeur of God. And perhaps also for us
Catholics this deepening can lead us to new, less superficial, less senti-
mental, less material considerations on Mary and the Church.

I have told you that we cannot retreat. The Catholic Church never
retreats — it advances. We cannot retreat, but we can be brought
together. In attaching ourselves to what is more evangelical, more
essential, by that very fact, we are brought a little closer together.

And if we cannot retreat, in a certain way, neither can the Protestants.
But they also can advance, and they do advance somewhat, for, certain
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of them, remember, are on their way to a rediscovery of Mary in
Christianity.

In showing you that Mary is the highest realization of the Church,
that thus she is on a level with the creature and with man, that such is
her deepest meaning, in showing you that she was the first to go to
Christ, the first to receive Him, I have perhaps thereby reunited one
aspect of the Marian idea which is not repugnant to Protestants. Mary,
as I said, is a figure of the Church. Of course, since they do not believe
that the Church cooperates, they cannot believe that Mary does. But
they can believe — they often do believe that Mary is an image, a model
by her faith. Then, why not also in her purity, in her sanctity, in her
preparation for the act of faith; since all these virtues are due to the
special regard of God on her behalf and since no faith can live in us if
not given by God?

Who knows? For the rest, let us wait for the Holy Spirit to make us
understand, since He alone can, that the beings who are the most united
to Christ, who are closest to Him, as Mary is, are likewise those who
work most with Him.
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