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Abstract

This article examines Mariology, an original and systematic sub-discipline of Catholic
theology, within the context of its place in theological thought and its relationship
with other dogmatic fields. The etymological origin of the term Mariology, its histori-
cal usage, and the stages of its institutionalization as a theological discipline are
analyzed. Particular emphasis is given to the systematic character of this field in light
of developments before and after the Second Vatican Council in the twentieth century.
The scope of the discipline of Mariology is delineated. Furthermore, Mariology’s multi-
faceted relationship with Christology, Ecclesiology, Eschatology, and Anthropology is
evaluated. Within this interdisciplinary framework, both Mary’s unique relationship
with Christ and her role as Mother of the Church and model of humanity are discus-
sed. The article argues that treating Mariology as an independent theological discipli-
ne is necessary for both substantive coherence and pedagogical systematicity, and it
provides a comprehensive account of its conceptual, historical, and methodological
foundations. The study employs the historical-phenomenological method, one of the
traditional methodological approaches of the History of Religions.
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Genis Ozet

Maryoloji, Isa’nin annesi Meryem'’i sistematik bicimde inceleyen; onun kimligini,
roliinii ve teolojik 6nemini arastiran bir alandir. Kutsal Kitap’a dayanan Maryolo-
ji, ayn1 zamanda zaman i¢inde gelismis litiirjik uygulamalardan, Kilise gelenekle-
rinden ve kiiltiirel ifadelerden de beslenmektedir. Bu disiplin, yalnizca dogmatik
teoloji baglaminda degil, ayn1 zamanda iman, kiiltiir ve kilise yasamiyla kurdugu
disiplinlerarast iligki bakimindan da 6nem arz etmektedir.

Meryem’in kurtulus tarihindeki varligi, onu hem teolojik bir model hem de bir
baghlik figiirii konumuna yerlestirmistir. Tanr’nin kurtarici planindaki is birligi,
aragtirmacilarin onun Hristiyanlar icin 6rnek tegkil eden roliinii vurgulamasina
yol acmistir. “Maryoloji” terimi ilk kez 1602’de Sicilyali rahip Placido Nigido ta-
rafindan Summae Sacrae Mariologiae adli eserinde ortaya atilmis; burada Mer-
yem'’in onuru, nitelikleri ve teolojik 6nemi sistematik bicimde ele alinmistir. Ni-
gido, Maryoloji'nin bagimsiz bir teolojik disiplin olarak kabul edilip edilemeye-
cegini tartisarak, Meryem'’in statiisii {izerine temel sorular1 giindeme getirmistir.

Bu makale, Recep Tayyip Erdogan Universitesi Lisansiistii Egitim Enstitiisi’nde Prof. Dr. Siiley-
man Turan danismanhiginda hazirlanan “Roma Katolik Kilisesi'nde Maryoloji” adl1 Doktora tezin-
den tretilmistir.

Sorumlu yazar, Doktora Ogrencisi, Recep Tayyip Erdogan Universitesi Lisansiistii Egitim Enstitii-
sii, Rize/Tiirkiye, ilknur_soylemez20@erdogan.edu.tr, Orcid ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-
0817-3590, Katki orani: %70.

Prof. Dr., Recep Tayyip Erdogan Universitesi, ilahiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe ve Din Bilimleri Boliimi,
Dinler Tarihi Anabilim Dali, Rize/Tiirkiye, suleyman.turan@erdogan.edu.tr, Orcid ID:
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3731-2986, Katki oran1: %30.



ILKNUR SOYLEMEZ / SULEYMAN TURAN

Hristiyanligin erken yuzyillarinda, dikkatler 6zellikle Meryem’in mistik rolt Gzerinde yo-
gunlasmis; onun, inananlari kurtulusa yonlendiren bir figlir olarak konumu 6ne gikaril-
mistir. Zamanla ona yonelik baghhk, dualar, yortular ve litiirjik onurlandirmalar aracili-
giyla giderek artmstir. Kilise Babalari, onun ebedi bakireligini tartismis ve bakireligi
Hristiyan erdeminin bir modeli olarak tesvik etmiglerdir. Efes Konsili'nde (MS 431),
Meryem’in Theotokos (Tanr’nin Annesi) unvaninin teyit edilmesi ise Maryoloji'nin te-
mel dogmalarindan birini olusturarak onun Kristolojik tartismalardaki yerini pekistir-
mistir. Bu teyit, Meryem’in aracilik ve kefaret ortakligi rollerini, bedensel gége yukseli-
sini ve kraligeligini iceren diger Maryolojik doktrinlere de zemin hazirlamistir.

20. yuzyil, Maryoloji galismalarinda 6énemli ilerlemelere sahne olmustur. 1900’den iti-
baren uluslararasi Meryem kongreleri, teolojik etkilesim i¢in akademik platformlar sag-
lamigtir. 1920’ler ile 1950’ler arasinda dikkat, Meryem’in kurtulus siirecine katilimina
ve Tanri ile insanhk arasindaki araci roliine yonelmistir. 1921’de Papa XV. Benedict,
“Butln Latuflarin Aracisi Meryem” yortusunu istege bagh bir bayram olarak onaylaya-
rak bu teolojik temayi resmen tanimistir.

Buytik dogmatik ilanlar da alani sekillendirmistir. Papa IX. Pius, 1854’te Meryem’in G-
nahsiz Gebeligi’ni; Papa XII. Pius ise 1950’de Meryem’in G6ge Kabuli’'nii tanimlamustir.
Bu ilanlarin ardindan, teologlar “Buttin Latuflarin Aracisi” gibi yeni unvanlar 6nermis ve
Meryem’in Mesih’in kurtarici misyonuna katihimini vurgulamislardir. Ozellikle onun
aracilik ve kefaret ortakhgina iliskin kavramlar, II. Vatikan Konsili sonrasi Maryoloji’de
one ¢ikmis ve Meryem’in Kilise igindeki teolojik merkeziligine katkida bulunmustur.

1950’lerde ve Il. Vatikan Konsili’'nin ilk yillarinda Kristosantrik ve Eklesiyosantrik seklin- db | 605
de iki ana teolojik yaklasim belirginlesmistir: Kristosantrik model, Meryem’in ilahi an-

neligini temel kabul etmis ve diger tim ayricaliklarinin buradan tiredigini savunmus-

tur. Buna karsilik, Eklesiyosantrik yaklagim, Meryem’i Kilise’nin bir prototipi olarak

gormus; saflik, itaat ve ruhani annelik gibi temel 6zelliklerini bedenlestiren bir figlr ola-

rak konumlandirmistir.

Katolik inancinin éziinde Meryem’in isa’nin Annesi ve dolayisiyla Tanr’’nin Annesi kim-
ligi yer almaktadir. Bu roli, onu Enkarnasyon’un gizemine ve Mesih’in misyonuna bag-
lamaktadir. Katolikler igin Meryem, Mesih igin ve Mesih’le birlikte vardir; bu nedenle
Maryoloji, zorunlu olarak Kristoloji ile 6zsel bir bag iginde kalmalidir. Onun Mesih’le
olan birligi, ayni zamanda Kilise ile olan iliskisini de sekillendirmekte; Kilise, Meryem’in
kurtarici misyonunu surdirmekte ve onun ruhani bakireligi ile adanmighgini yansitmak-
tadir.

1. Vatikan Konsili sonrasi Maryoloji Gi¢ temel hat Uzerinden gelisim géstermistir: yeni-
lenme, iyilestirme ve kiltilrel karsilasma. Yenilenme, Maryoloji doktrininin Kutsal Kitap,
Kilise gelenegi ve ¢agdas teolojik arastirma isiginda yeniden degerlendirilmesini igerir.
lyilestirme, Meryem’in Kutsal Ruh ile iligkisini ve inananlar toplulugu igindeki rollinii
kesfeder. Kiiltirel karsilasma ise feminizm, kurtulus teolojisi, estetik ve Kilise’de kadin-
larin roli gibi modern meselelerle nasil iliskiye girdigini ele alir.

Sonug olarak, Maryoloji, Katolik teolojisi icinde canli ve gelismekte olan bir alan olarak
o6nemini korumaktadir. Meryem’in teolojik 6nemini yansitirken, ayni zamanda daha
genis eklesiyal ve kiltiirel baglamlarla da etkilesim halindedir. Tarihsel gelisim, dogma-
tik agiklamalar ve ¢agdas tartismalar araciligiyla Maryoloji, Kilise’nin iman, kurtulus ve
insan deneyimine dair anlayisini hem sekillendirmeye hem de bu anlayistan etkilenme-
ye devam etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dinler Tarihi, Maryoloji, Meryem, Katolik Teolojisi, Kristoloji, Eklesiyoloji,

Antropoloji, Theotokos.
% o %
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MARIOLOGY AS A THEOLOGICAL DISCIPLINE:
MARY FROM HISTORICAL REALITY TO THEOLOGICAL DOGMA

Introduction

Throughout history, Mary holding the Child in her arms has been a
striking image that has captivated humanity. Among Christians, the place
accorded to Mary has been the subject of a wide range of theological
reflection, extending from her motherhood to her divine maternity. In
this context, particular attention has consistently been given to her per-
son and to her role within God’s salvific plan for humanity. Mary’s pre-
sence beside Jesus not only renders his divine personhood more comp-
rehensible, but also designates her as a privileged “witness.”?

As a sub-discipline of Christian theology, Mariology is a systematic
inquiry into the identity, role, and significance of Mary, the mother of
Jesus. Its subject matter extends beyond Mary’s place in Scripture to
encompass the theological, liturgical, and cultural approaches that have
developed over the centuries. Mariology is significant not only as a
branch of dogmatic theology but also as a field that investigates the
interaction between faith and culture. The figure of Mary within Christi-
anity further lends itself to interdisciplinary study, particularly in light of
her role in popular devotion, iconography, hymns, and religious rituals.
When the general literature on Mariology is surveyed, it becomes evi-
dent that, in contrast to the studies carried out in the West, works expli-
citly devoted to Mariology or to Mariology within the Roman Catholic
Church are noticeably scarce in our country. Among the studies produ-
ced in the West on the subject, works such as Mariology: A Guide for
Priests, Deacons, Seminarians and Consecrated Persons edited by Mark
Miravalle; Mitch Pacwa’s Mary—Virgin, Mother and Queen; Hans King's
Women in Christianity; Miri Rubin’s Emotion and Devotion: The Meaning
of Mary in Medieval Religious Cultures; Rev. M. J. Scheeben’s Mariology;
and Chris Maunder’s Our Lady of the Nations, as well as periodicals dedi-
cated to Marian studies, stand out prominently.

In Turkish literature, on the other hand, although there are in gene-
ral works related to Mary, there are virtually no studies devoted exclusi-
vely to Mariology. The works that may be cited in this context include:
Gunay Tumer’s Mary in Christianity and Islam (Hiristiyanlikta ve [slamda
Hz. Meryem); Mustafa Alic’s “The Qur’an and Catholic Marian Theology”
(Kur’an-1 Kerim ve Katolik Meryem Teolojisi); Sayime Durmaz and Satilmis
Gokbayir’'s “Mariology in the Triangle of Nestorius, Cyril, and Pulcheria

L Cyril Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, Mariology, ed. Juniper B. Carol
(USA: Mediatrix Press, 2018) 1I/41-68.
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and the Emergence of Nestorianism” (Nestorius, Cyrill ve Pulcheria Ucge-
ninde Maryoloji ve Nasturiligin Dogusu); Saliha Gllnur Uzuner’s “Mary,
the Mother of Jesus, according to the Catholic Denomination” (Katolik
Mezhebine Gére isa’nin Annesi Meryem); Maksude Kurt’s “The Goddess
Cult and Its Influence on the Figure of Mary in Christianity” (Tanriga Kiiltii
ve Hiristiyanlktaki Meryem Figiiriine Etkileri); Halil Demir and Ahmet
Turkan’s “Catholic Family Traditions in the Feasts of the Assumption and
the Immaculate Conception of Mary” (Meryem’in Gége Yiikselis ve Gii-
nahsizligi Bayramlarindaki Katolik Aile Gelenekleri); Hilya Yildiz’s “From
the Historical Mary to the Mary who is the Object of Faith: Theological
Transformations in the Marian Cult” (Tarihsel Meryem’den imanin Konu-
su Olan Meryem’e: Meryem Kiiltiindeki Teolojik Dedisimler) and “The
Marian Cult as Nourished by Apocryphal Writings” (Apokrif Eserlerden
Beslenen Meryem Kiiltii); and Rumeysa Cicek’s “Mary in Early Christian
Theology” (Erken Dénem Hiristiyan Teolojisinde Meryem). A review of
this literature reveals that, while there are studies broadly concerning
Mary, the mother of Jesus, in particular, no studies are focusing on Ma-
riology as such, nor on Mariology in the Roman Catholic Church.

This article is methodologically situated within Mariology as a dis-
cipline that has developed within the Catholic theological tradition. His-
torically and doctrinally, Mariology is a field that is directly connected to
the Catholic Church’s teaching authority, its Magisterium, and its theolo-
gical heritage, and it derives its conceptual framework and primary po-
ints of reference primarily from this tradition.

In the qualitative research titled "Mariology as a Discipline," the his-
torical-phenomenological method was employed. This method was cho-
sen to trace the historical changes and developments at various stages,
from the earliest period of the Church to the present day, both in the life
of the Virgin Mary, the mother of Jesus Christ, and in the discipline of
Mariology that has arisen in connection with her. Accordingly, sacred
texts, papal documents, and related scholarly works (books, articles,
encyclopedias, theses, etc.) constituted the primary sources of data;
these documents were examined to provide definitions, interpretations,
and analyses of the subject matter.

1. Efforts to Define the Discipline

The term Mariology derives from the combination of the Greek
words Maria (Mapia) and logos (AOyog). In Latin, the equivalent expres-
sion appears as Maria and sermo (meaning “speech” or “discourse”). In
this designation, the element “Mary” refers to the mother of Jesus
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MARY FROM HISTORICAL REALITY TO THEOLOGICAL DOGMA
Christ—acknowledged by Catholic dogma as the Mother of God, concei-
ved without sin, and eternally virgin, and thus regarded as holy on acco-
unt of these attributes. The suffix “-logy,” added later, conveys the no-
tion of scientific or systematic knowledge. Hence, the term Mariology
signifies not only knowledge grounded in faith but also knowledge of a
scientific character. Accordingly, Mariology may be understood as “the
science of the Mother of God.”? In this context, revelations concerning
Mary in Christian literature, together with the treatises and narratives of
the Church Fathers, and what is known about Mary and her salvific role
among Christians, have provided the foundation of Marian theology.
Likewise, from a Catholic perspective, Mary’s place and function within
God’s salvific mission played a decisive role in the emergence and forma-
tion of the discipline of Mariology. In other words, the distinct treatment
of this field arises from the conviction that Mary is not only the mother
of the Redeemer but also the one who stands beside the Son. Indeed,
the Catholic Church has regarded Mary not merely as the mother of
Jesus Christ, but also as his associate in sharing the mission of salvation.
As theologian Cyril Vollert (d. 1980) observed, Mariology is not a mere
collection of scattered information about Mary associated with the birth
of Christ; rather, it constitutes an organic system of truths logically arti-
culated in the light of principles received from God. Furthermore, accor-
ding to Catholic teaching, Mariology, as a component of the theological
sciences, like other branches of theology, is learned through divine reve-
lation and guides the faithful toward God. For Mary, inseparable from
her Son, is conceived as the pathway leading to God.3

The term Mariology was first employed in 1602 by the Sicilian priest
Placido Nigido (d. 1650) in his work Summae Sacrae Mariologiae (Sacred
Studies in Mariology). In this book, Nigido presented a systematic and
independent study on Mary.* In the subsequent period, theologians
endeavored to determine the place and significance of the emerging
data concerning Mary within Christian dogma. Among the foremost
Mariologists of the nineteenth century, Matthias Joseph Scheeben (d.
1888) emphasized Mary's position as a precondition for considering
Mariology an autonomous discipline. If no meaning were ascribed to

2 Paul Mahoney, “The Unitive Principle of Marian Theology”, The Thomist a Speculati-
ve Quarterly Review of Theology and Philosophy, (Washington: The Thomist Press,
1955), XVIII/445.

3 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 1I/21-41.

4 See Nicolao Nigido, “Summae sacrae Mariologiae”, Summae Sacrae Mariologiae (05
Mayis 2024); Manfred Hauke, Introduction to Mariology, cev. Richard Chonak (Was-
hington: The Catholic University of America Press, 2021), 91.
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Mary beyond her physical mediation in the Incarnation of the Son of
God, she would remain within theology merely as an instrument of the
Incarnation. In such a case, Mary—and thus Mariology—would be trea-
ted only in the initial sections of Christology. Scheeben, however, argued
that in addition to her role in the Incarnation, Mary must also be regar-
ded as the Mother of God, mediator, co-redeemer, and intercessor on
behalf of humanity within God’s salvific plan; therefore, Mariology ought
to be conceived as a discipline distinct from Christology.’

Consequently, the task of Mariology in Christian theology is the
scholarly investigation of the revelations concerning Mary. The reason
for this, as indicated above, is the discovery of Mary’s place and function
in the divine plan of salvation. Ultimately, Mariology constitutes a sub-
discipline that derives its principles and doctrines from theology proper.
It shares in the truths of the other theological sciences and finds its co-
unterpart in Scripture and theological sources. In other words, the sour-
ces employed are correlated with God, who is held by Christian faith to
be the Truth.® Within this framework, the aim of Mariology is to explica-
te scientifically the graces, offices, and privileges granted to Mary. Ac-
cording to Catholic theology, Mariology concerns itself with divinely
ordained realities that include Mary’s cooperation in God’s salvific
work.”

2. The Historical Development of the Discipline and Its Pioneering
Figures

In Christian theology, special attention has consistently been accor-
ded to Mary, to her person, and to her role within God’s salvific plan for
humanity. Mary’s presence alongside Jesus not only rendered his divine
personhood more comprehensible but also contributed to her designa-
tion as a privileged “witness.” Since she collaborated in God’s plan of
salvation, studies concerning Mariology have been conducted through
the lens of her life and her exemplary significance for Christians.? In ot-
her words, prior to the seventeenth century the discipline was not yet
referred to by the name Mariology; rather, the life of Mary, together
with the views, treatises, and prayers of the Church Fathers concerning

5 M.J. Scheeben, Mariology, cev. M.J. Geukers (London: B. Herder Book, 1946), I/xix-
XXV.

6 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 1I/21-41.

7 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 11/47.

8 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 1I/41-68.
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MARIOLOGY AS A THEOLOGICAL DISCIPLINE:
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her, constituted the foundation of what would later become the discipli-
ne of Mariology.®

In the early centuries, particular emphasis was placed upon Mary’s
mystical dimension as one who leads to salvation through the Redee-
mer, and a Marian cult began to emerge. Veneration of her increased,
feasts in her honor were instituted, and prayers were offered to her in
Sunday liturgies. By the fifth century, one of the principal dogmas of
Mariology—Mary’s divine maternity—was discussed. It was affirmed
that she rightfully bore the title Theotokos, “Mother of God,” and in 431
the Council of Ephesus declared this title to be doctrine.l® With the defi-
nition of the Virgin Mary’s divine maternity, other key Marian doctrines
also began to be discussed from an early period. Her role as Mediatrix
and Co-Redemptrix, her Assumption, and her Queenship of Heaven
spread rapidly in theological reflection.!!

During the sixth to eleventh centuries, encompassing the Late Pat-
ristic Period and the Early Middle Ages, debates focused particularly on
Mary's death. Within this framework, her Dormition, Assumption, Que-
enship, and her roles as Mediatrix and Co-Redemptrix between God and
humanity were considered.!?

Although in the early medieval period the discipline was not yet re-
ferred to explicitly as Mariology, Bernard of Clairvaux (d. 1153), later
recognized as one of the most influential Mariologists, underscored
Mary’s pivotal role in the salvation of humanity. He expressed her im-
portance through the metaphor of an “aqueduct” that channels the
waters of divine grace to the earth. Bernard’s dictum, “God willed that
we should have everything through Mary,” became a fundamental prin-
ciple of Mariology.!® This statement was reiterated countless times by
popes and theologians up to the mid-twentieth century, including by
Pope Pius XlI, to underline the discipline’s significance.* Moreover, de-
bates persisted for centuries over doctrines such as Mary’s Assumption

9 E.R. Carrol - F.M. Jelly, “Mariology”, New Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. Berard L. Mart-
haler (New York: Thomson&Gale, 2003), 9/168.

10 Stephen J. Shoemaker, Mary in Early Christian Faith and Devotion (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2016), 203-234.

11 Malachi J. Donnelly, “The Queenship of Mary During the Patristic Period”, Marian
Studies 4 (1953), 91-92.

12 Carrol - Jelly, “Mariology”, 9/169.

13 Alessandro M. Apollonio, “Mary Mediatrix of All Graces”, Mariology, ed. Mark Mira-
valle (USA: A Division of Queenship Publishing, 2007), 441-442. Juniper B. Carol,
Mariology (Milwaukee: Mediatrix Press, 2018), 747.

14 Richard P. McBrien, Catholicism (HarperOne, 1994), 1239-1240.
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—her being taken into heaven after death like Jesus Christ —and her
freedom from original sin—controversies that persisted until the proc-
lamation at the Council of Trent in 1854.1°

In the subsequent centuries, significant developments occurred
within the study of Mariology. The rejection of Mary’s privileges by the
Protestant Reformers, the denial of her mediation and spiritual mater-
nity by the Jansenists, and the attacks directed against Marian devotion
and doctrines in Adam Widenfelt’s 1673 pamphlet Monita salutaria B.
Mariae Virginis ad cultores suos indiscretos (“Salutary Warnings of the
Blessed Virgin Mary to Her Indiscreet Devotees”), all prompted a notable
acceleration of Mariological studies, particularly among Catholic Christi-
ans.'® In this context, Catholics, albeit in works that were not always
systematic, produced writings that emphasized Mary’s perfection and
holiness as the Mother of God, her freedom from both original and ac-
tual sin, and her universal mediation in the acquisition and distribution
of graces.’

The first such work belonged to the German Church Father Saint Pe-
ter Canisius (d. 1597). He authored the earliest defense of Catholic doct-
rine and Marian devotion against the Reformers. In his work De Maria
Virgine Incomparabili (On the Incomparable Virgin Mary)8, he explained
Marian doctrines by drawing extensively upon Scripture and the Church
Fathers.!®

Francisco Sudrez (d. 1617), regarded by Catholics as the father of
systematic Mariology, laid the foundations of the discipline in the seven-
teenth century by elaborating on the sections of Thomas Aquinas’s
Summa Theologica concerning Mary.?° Sudrez grounded his theory on
the conviction that Mary was the Mother of God, endowed with dignity,
and therefore predestined by God. He argued that this privilege of elec-
tion preceded original sin.?! For Sudrez, the Blessed Virgin was sanctified
at the very moment of her conception in the womb and preserved from

15 George W. Shea, “Outline History of Mariology in the Middle Ages and Modern
Times”, Mariology, ed. Juniper B. Carol (Milwaukee: Mediatrix Press, 2018), 1/267.

16 Shea, “Outline History of Mariology”, 1/267; Carrol - Jelly, “Mariology”, 9/171.

17 Shea, “Outline History of Mariology”, 1/267-268.

18  Petrus Canisius, De Maria Virgine Incomparabili, et dei genitrice sacrosancta (Roma:
Excudebat Dauid Sartorius, 1577).

19 Michael O’Carroll, Theotokos-A Theological Encyclopedia of the Blessed Virgin Mary
(Oregon: Wipf and Stock, 1982), 282-283; Carrol - Jelly, “Mariology”, 9/171.

20 O’Carroll, Theotokos, 334.

21 Francis Suarez, The Dignity and Virginity of the Mother of God, trans. Richard J.
O’brien (Indiana: West Baden Springs, 1954), 23.
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original sin.?2 In Munificentissimus Deus, the following principle, cited
from Sudrez, encapsulates this view: “The mysteries of grace that God
effected in the Virgin Mary are not bound by ordinary laws, but are at-
tested in Scripture without contradiction or inconsistency; therefore,
they must be revered with the same respect accorded to a divine rea-
lity.”?3 Sudrez elaborated on the metaphysics of the mother-son relati-
onship, clarified which New Testament sacraments Mary observed or
was exempt from, and explained the reasons and consequences of her
perpetual virginity.?

Another prominent Christian theologian of the period, Lawrence of
Brindisi (d. 1619), also produced extensive works on Mary, especially in
response to the Protestant movement following the Reformation.
Lawrence formulated his Mariology as follows: the first principle of
Mary’s nobility and dignity is her being Theotokos, the genuine and natu-
ral mother of the only-begotten Son of the living and one true God. For
him, Jesus Christ is the foundation of all creation, grace, and glory, for all
things were created for him. Within this framework, the destiny, birth,
life, death, Assumption, and glorification of the Virgin Mary are patter-
ned after Christ himself. This parallel, he argued, demonstrates her dig-
nity and exaltation.?

Among seventeenth-century theologians, Giovanni Battista Novati
(d. 1648) adopted and developed many of Suarez's positions in his work
De eminentia Deiparae Virginis (On the Eminence of the Virgin Mother
of God), discussing Mary’s mediation, divine maternity, and her role in
salvation. These topics were also addressed by the Christian theologian
Bartolomé de los Rios y Alarcén (d. 1652), whose work De Hierarchia
Mariana (On the Hierarchy of Mary) contributed, along with other theo-
logians, to the foundational development of the discipline of Mario-

logy.2®

Among the leading figures of Mariology and one of the most promi-
nent Mariologists of his century was Matthias Joseph Scheeben (d.
1888), whose work made a substantial contribution to the field. Schee-
ben considered Mariology as a discipline distinct from, yet related to and
integrated with, other branches of theology. He treated Mariology as an

22 O’Carroll, Theotokos, 334-335.

23 Munificentissimus Deus (November 1, 1950)”, Vatican (VA) (30 Mayis 2024).
24 O’Carroll, Theotokos, 334-335.

25 O’Carroll, Theotokos, 215-216.

26 Shea, “Outline History of Mariology”, 1/269.
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independent discipline governed by its own foundational principles.?’
Scheeben elaborated in detail upon the views of the early Church Fat-
hers concerning Mary, her role in expiation for sins, and the relationship
between the Church and Mary.?® Scheeben also addressed Mary’s sinless
conception and her Assumption. Even before her bodily resurrection and
Assumption had been formally defined as dogma, he maintained that
Mary had indeed been assumed bodily into heaven. He distinguished
Mary’s mediation on behalf of believers from that of other saints, illust-
rating the distinction through the following metaphor: “Mary is not, like
the other saints, merely an instrument that conveys the fruits of re-
demption to individuals; she is, rather, the instrument that generates
and bestows those very fruits.”?®

In addition, Scheeben established a connection between Mary and
the Church. Just as Paul, in his Letter to the Ephesians, likened the
Church to a spouse and a bride, and as patristic writings and the Church
Fathers used the expression “Bride of Christ” for the Church, Scheeben
applied a similar analogy.3° For him, Mary’s maternity constitutes the
origin and essence of the Church’s maternity. The Church can attain the
sanctity of motherhood and faithfully carry out its mission only insofar as
it incorporates and acts through Mary’s motherhood.3! In conclusion,
Scheeben demonstrated the first modern attempt to integrate Mario-
logy into Catholic dogmatics and to establish it as an independent discip-
line. In this respect, his final work, Handbuch der Katholischen Dogmatik
(Handbook of Catholic Dogmatics), inserted Mariology within the broa-
der framework of studies concerning Jesus Christ and the Church.3?

By the nineteenth century, the Romantic movement, though cha-
racterized by opposition to medieval practices and dissatisfaction with
the rationalism of the Enlightenment, nevertheless witnessed a spread
of devotion to Mary, aided by figures such as Frederick William Faber (d.
1863) and John Henry Newman (d. 1890).33 Among the leading Mariolo-
gists, Newman defended Mary’s divine motherhood and emphasized
that she ought to be regarded as the New Eve. In a letter to Reverend E.

27 Scheeben, Mariology, 1/XV-XVIL.

28 Genesis 2:18.

29 O’Carroll, Theotokos, 319.

30 Scheeben, Mariology, 1/167-181; Flanagan, “Scheeben ant the Basic Principle of
Mariology”, 379.

31 O’Carroll, Theotokos, 319.

32 McBrien, Catholicism, 1243.

33 McBrien, Catholicism, 1243.
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B. Pusey (d. 1882), he strongly affirmed that Mary should not be unders-
tood as a source of intercession but rather as a mediator between God
and the faithful.3* In his Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine,
Newman undertook a comprehensive study of Marian research in the
patristic period and throughout Catholic history, discussing matters such
as Mary’s status, her divinization, her cult, and her privileges.?®

With the twentieth century, significant developments in Mariology
took place. In 1900, the era of international Marian congresses began. In
1946, the Croatian Franciscan theologian Carl Bali¢ (d. 1977) established
the Pontificia Academia Mariana Internationalis (PAMI, the International
Pontifical Marian Academy), which organized international Mariological-
Marian congresses every four years, publishing the proceedings thereaf-
ter.3® This academy subsequently became a papal institution in 1959.
From the 1920s through the 1950s, efforts were devoted to clarifying
certain terminologies regarding Mary’s cooperation in God’s salvific
mission (co-redemptrix) and her mediation between God and humanity.
The definition of Mary’s universal mediation reached its conclusion in
1921, when Pope Benedict XV authorized the optional celebration of the
feast of “Mary, Mediatrix of All Graces.”3’

Among the developments in the field of Mariology, the most no-
teworthy were the declarations by Pope Pius IX and Pope Pius XIl
between 1950 and 1953, which defined the dogmas of the Immaculate
Conception and the bodily Assumption of Mary into heaven after her
death.3® Following the definition of the Assumption in 1950, it can be
said that new titles and attributes began to be sought for Mary. Among
these, for instance, were the views that Mary is the Mediatrix of all gra-
ces and that she shares in Christ’s work of redemption. Particularly after
the Second Vatican Council, these two perspectives gained a central
place in Mariology.?®

In the Second Vatican Council, the eighth chapter of Lumen Gen-
tium, accepted as a dogmatic constitution, was devoted to Mary under

34 John Henry Newman, A Letter Addressed to the Rev. E. B. Pusey,D.D.,on (The National
Institute for Newman Studies, 2007), 50.

35 John Henry Newman, Essay on Development of Christian Doctrine (Indiana: Univer-
sity of Notre Dame Press, ts.), 181.

36 “pubblicazioni - PAMI”, Pontificia Academia Mariana Internationalis (26 Eyliil 2024).

37 Hauke, Introduction to Mariology, 93-94.

38 “Fulgens Corona (September 8, 1953)”, Vatican (VA) (06 Haziran 2024).

39 Avery Dulles, “Mary Since Vatican II: Decline and Recovery”, Marian Studies 53
(2002), 9.
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the title: “The Blessed Virgin Mary, Mother of God, in the Mystery of
Christ and the Church”.*® Thus, in Lumen Gentium, Mariology is revisited
through the theological anthropology of Mary as the New Eve, and her
significance for the Church is re-emphasized. The papal teaching neither
denied nor diminished Mary’s privileges but instead restored the functi-
onal meaning of the titles accorded to her.*! Later, in Sacramentum Cari-
tatis (The Sacrament of Charity), Pope Benedict XVI emphasized that
Mary serves as a model for the faithful as a symbol of the Church, and
highlighted the truth that the Mother of God is involved in the distribu-
tion of all graces.*?

Following the Second Vatican Council, it was often asserted that
Mary posed an obstacle to unity between Protestants and Catholics. Yet
in recent times, several Protestant groups have undertaken significant
efforts to revive Marian devotion within their own communities. These
groups have established Mariological societies and organized numerous
conferences on Mary. Such developments suggest the possibility that, in
the future, Mary may serve as a mediator of reconciliation not only
between Orthodox and Catholics, but also among Anglicans, Lutherans,
and Reformed Christians.*3

3. The Subject and Structure of the Discipline

Building upon papal teachings, theologians have occupied themsel-
ves with explaining Mariology, and consequently Mary’s role as the
Mother of all humanity, particularly in relation to the salvation of belie-
vers and her participation in the distribution of the graces necessary for
salvation. This not only preserved Mariology as a distinct theological
discipline but also necessitated its study alongside the other theological
fields.*

Mariologists first sought to understand the structure of the discipli-
ne by asking the question: what constitutes the “first principle” or “fun-
damental mariological principle” by which Mariology may be defined?
For instance, the Capuchin theologian Lawrence of Brindisi (d. 1619)

40 “Lumen Gentium”, Vatican (VA) (06 Haziran 2024).

41 Hauke, Introduction to Mariology, 100.

42 “Sacramentum Caritatis: Post-Synodal Apostolic Exhortation on the Eucharist as the
Source and Summit of the Church’s Life and Mission (22 February 2007)”, Vatican
(VA) (10 Eyliil 2024).

4 Dulles, “Mary Since Vatican II”, 22.

4 William F. Hogan, “The Fundamental Principle of Mariology According to the Magis-
terium”, Marian Studies 10 (1959), 57.
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considered Mary’s divine maternity to be the first principle, while Ead-
mer, as early as the twelfth century, emphasized that Mary’s significance
derived from her being Theotokos. The eleventh-century Greek poet
loannis Geometres regarded Mary’s virginity as the fundamental princip-
le, whereas the French scholar Jean Gerson (d. 1429) understood her as
a perfectly redeemed creature. In general, Christian theology, and parti-
cularly Catholic theology, is grounded in two mysteries: the mystery of
the Trinity and the mystery of redemption through the Incarnation. Ma-
riology, therefore, is situated within the second mystery.*> Yet, as alre-
ady mentioned, many theologians continue to stress that Mary’s divine
maternity must be regarded as its primary principle. Moreover, this ma-
ternity embraces all believers and grants Mary a paradigmatic role wit-
hin the Church. In other words, considering both her relation to Christ
and her relation to the Church is crucial for grasping the structure of the
discipline.*®

The structure of the discipline—the construction of Mariology—
thus entails a comprehensive analysis of Mary’s divine maternity, toget-
her with her other virtues, and an analogy with human motherhood.
Mary’s divine privileges originate in her divine maternity, which, in turn,
entrusts her with the roles of redemptive collaborator for believers on
earth and intercessor for their sanctification in heaven.*’” In general
terms, Mariology is examined under three main areas. First, the nature
of Mary’s divine maternity and its connection with the hypostatic order
is established. Here belong also Mary’s special relationship to the Triune
God, her cooperation with Christ as the New Eve, her mediatorial role in
the salvation of believers, her motherhood of all humanity, and finally
her graces and personal privileges—all of which constitute the fra-
mework of Mariology. Second, Mariology considers the prophecies
about Mary in the Old Testament and her salvific acts for humanity as
Mother of God in the New Testament. Third, Mariology studies Marian
devotion and cult, including hyperdulia (the special veneration accorded
to Mary) and the ecclesial practices of Marian consecration.*® In recent
decades, particular interest has also grown in areas such as feminist
Mariology and anthropological Mariology.

4 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 11/39.

46 Hauke, Introduction to Mariology, 116-119.

47 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 1I/24.

48 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 1I/23-24.
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It can be said that with the twentieth century, Mariological research
witnessed significant developments. Numerous institutions and societies
dedicated to Mariology were founded, journals were published, and
various congresses were organized. Marian congresses, in particular,
have made significant contributions to Marian devotion and scholarship
in this period. The first international Marian Congress was held in 1900,
and after the Marian Year of 1954, the frequency and scale of these
congresses increased substantially.*® Furthermore, websites, encyclope-
dias, and dictionaries of Mariology were established. Among the many
Marian organizations and publications, several deserve particular men-
tion. The Pontifical International Marian Academy, founded in 1950,
fosters Mariological research by organizing international congresses and
coordinating the activities of Marian academies and societies worldwide.
Collectively, these efforts underscore the importance of Mariology as an
autonomous discipline within Christian theology.

4. The Relationship of Mariology With Other Disciplines

Within the discipline of Mariology, it is possible to encounter almost
all theological branches contained in Catholic dogma. For instance, in
matters such as Christology, Ecclesiology, Eschatology, and others, ne-
arly all theological debates are connected to Mariology. For this reason,
it may be argued that Mariology has become a bridge where all major
theological disciplines converge. In addition to theological disciplines,
Mary and Mariology have also become a field involved in contemporary
discussions within cultural encounters, anthropology, feminism, interre-
ligious dialogue, aesthetics, art, film, and questions related to the role of
women.%°

Within Christian theology, two distinct schools of thought concer-
ning Mariology emerged in the 1950s and at the beginning of the Second
Vatican Council: a Christocentric approach and an Ecclesiocentric ten-
dency. The Christocentric perspective emphasized Mary’s divine mater-
nity and sought to explain her other privileges on the basis of this prin-
ciple. By contrast, the Ecclesiocentric approach primarily defined Mary
as a “type of the Church,” claiming that several essential characteristics
of ecclesial reality were already present in her.

49 Eamon R. Carroll, “Marian Congresses”, Mariology, ed. Juniper B. Carol (USA: Medi-
atrix Press, 2018), 3/281.
50 Naumann, “Mariology at the Beginning of the Third Millennium”, 14-15.
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Considering first the relationship between Christology and Mario-
logy, it may be noted that in medieval Christianity the humanity of Jesus
Christ became increasingly important for the faithful. For them, the in-
carnate Word was not merely a model to be imitated or a light to illumi-
nate the soul, but rather a friend who moved with them in both body
and spirit, in his full humanity. During this period, the question of Cur
Deus Homo “Why did God become man?” was intensely debated. Put
differently: how could a sinless human being emerge from a humanity
universally tainted by sin, according to Christian theology?>! The signifi-
cance attributed to Mary and the sanctity ascribed to her may well be
understood as an attempt to provide an answer to this very question.

Christology itself may be understood in both a narrow and a broad
sense. In the narrow sense, it is the discipline that investigates why the
title Christ was conferred upon Jesus and what this title means. In the
broader sense, Christology explores the divine plan as expressed in the
attributes ascribed to Jesus and examines their implications for his per-
sonhood.*?

From a Catholic perspective, Mary embodies the perfect harmony
of the internal and the external. She is the one who, in a visible and
concrete manner, gave birth to the Incarnate Word of God. Thus, within
salvation history, Mary is the most significant and representative figure
among humanity. By her obedience to God’s commands and her self-
giving surrender in conceiving Jesus, she is the exemplar of Christian
discipleship. For this reason, she is also the one who most fully reveals
the meaning of grace, redemption, and divine salvation within the
Church—she is the New Eve. While Eve is the mother of sin and death,
Mary, through her submission to God, becomes the symbolic mother of
life and redemption. Through Mary, God became incarnate and was
made manifest on earth as Jesus Christ.>® In this sense, Mariology, being
closely tied to Christology, cannot be studied in isolation. The concept of
“mother” necessarily presupposes the concept of “child,” and thereby
implies a relation of belonging. Since all who are spiritually united to

51 Eugene M. Burke, “The Beginnings of Scientific Mariology”, Marian Studies 1 (1950),
120-121.

52 Zafer Duygu, “Hiristiyanligin Erken Yiizyillarindaki isa Teolojisi Tartismalarinda
‘Dinamik Monarsiyanist’ Akima Ozgii ‘Monoteist’ Kristoloji ve Bunun ‘Ebionit’ Kristo-
lojiyle Mukayesesi”, Pamukkale Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi 31 (Ni-
san 2018), 331.

53 Edward L. Shirley, The Relationship Between Christology and Mariology in the Wri-
tings of Karl Rahner (New York: Fordham University, PhD Thesis, 1990), 233-238.
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Christ through baptism also, in some measure, recognize his Mother as
their own spiritual mother, Mariology, by its very nature, is organically
interwoven with both Christology and Ecclesiology.>*

Divine motherhood is the bond that unites Mary to Christ and, con-
sequently, Mariology to Christology forever. For Catholics, divine mot-
herhood is not merely a biological reality; it is the foundation of Mary’s
enduring union with her Son in his earthly life, in his mediatory work in
heaven, and in his glorification. At the core of all Catholic belief about
Mary lies the truth that she is the Mother of Jesus and, therefore, the
Mother of God. Her motherhood incorporates her into the mystery of
the Incarnation; thus, both the mission and the work of Christ are inse-
parable from her. For Catholics, Mary exists for Jesus Christ. Since they
were united and inseparably bound together on earth, Mariology must
also remain united with Christology.>>

Another reason for this inseparable bond is Mary’s collaboration
with Christ in the plan of salvation. This collaboration can be explained
as follows: by enabling the incarnation of the Son of God, by reconciling
humanity with God, and through her obedience to God, Mary became a
participant in the acquisition and distribution of grace. Just as she obe-
yed before and during Christ’s earthly life, she continues to be associa-
ted with him in heaven. Although the act of distributing grace belongs
properly to Christ, the Divine Mother shares in this work, entirely subor-
dinate to and in harmony with her Son, thus exercising a real role in the
life of believers.”® In other words, by opening the door of the world to
the incarnate Savior, Mary has been granted a rightful participation in
God’s salvific plan.>”

The very word “Church” derives from the Greek ek-kaleo, meaning
“to call out,” “to summon,” or “to gather.” From this comes ekklesia,
meaning “assembly” or “community.”>® While ekklesio- denotes the
Church, the suffix -logy signifies “science” or “study.” Ecclesiology, there-

54 Mark Miravalle, Mariology (USA: Seat of Wisdom Books Queenship Publishing,
2007), XXI.

55 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 11/25-29.

56 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 1I/27.

57 Dulles, “Mary Since Vatican II: Decline and Recovery”, 21.

58 Mehmet Aydin, “Kilise”, TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi (Ankara: TDV Yayinlari, 2002),
26/11.

DiNBILIMLERI AKADEMIiK ARASTIRMA DERGISi CiLT 26 SAYI 1

db | 619



620]| db

MARIOLOGY AS A THEOLOGICAL DISCIPLINE:
MARY FROM HISTORICAL REALITY TO THEOLOGICAL DOGMA
fore, is the theological discipline that studies the nature and mission of
the Church—literally, “the study of the Church.”>°

For Christians, Ecclesiology and Mariology constitute two essential
paths through which they draw closer to Jesus Christ. For this reason,
they have devoted special attention to both disciplines. For instance, in
the early conception of the Church, the idea prevailed that one should
“see the Church in Our Lady, and Our Lady in the Church.” This attitude
resulted in the emergence of a group of believers prepared to accept all
possible dogmatic developments concerning Mary. One of the foundati-
onal elements of Church theology is reflected in the Gospel of John:
“When Jesus saw his mother there, and the disciple whom he loved
standing nearby, he said to her, “‘Woman, here is your son,” and to the
disciple, ‘Here is your mother.””®° Interpreted by the early Church Fat-
hers (such as Justin, Irenaeus, and Augustine), this passage gave rise to
the concept of Mary as the “Mother of the Living,” thereby reinforcing
the unity between Mary and the Church. This idea is linked with Eve, the
first mother of the living; the concept is fulfilled in Mary by her giving
birth to the living God.®*

For theologians in the first centuries of Christianity, the triad of Eve,
Mary, and the Church formed a single image marked by a threefold
transparency. According to Catholics, Mary, as the second Eve and Mot-
her of God’s new humanity, owes her dignity to her divine motherhood.
In a similar way, the Church owes its position to its claim of being the
mystical body of Christ, to its role as mediator of religious life, and to its
motherhood of all those whose lives are rooted in Christ. This similarity
is often expressed in the statement: “As Mary gave birth to your Head,
so too the Church gives birth to you; for the Church is at once both Mot-
her and Virgin.”®2

In the mid-twentieth century, ecclesiology rediscovered the close
relationship between Mary and the Church. With Mary’s proclamation as
“Mother of the Church” (Mater Ecclesiae) on 21 November 1965 during
the Second Vatican Council, this title endowed the Church with a more
human face and a more pastoral framework. In his 1987 encyclical

59 J.R. Lerch - D.M. Doyle, “Ecclesiology”, New Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. Berard L.
Marthaler (New York: Thomson&Gale, 2003), 5/36.

60 John 19:26-27.

61 Hugo Rahner, Our Lady and the Church, trans. Sebastian Bullough (Zaccheus Press,
2004), 3-10.

62 Rahner, Our Lady and the Church, 3-14.
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“Mother of the Redeemer” (Redemptoris Mater), John Paul Il stated:
“Mary embraces everyone in the Church, and through the Church she
embraces all. In this sense, Mary as Mother of the Church is also its mo-
del and typology.”®3 This statement, by the Pope, ties the relationship
between Mary and the Church, and thus between Mariology and Eccle-
siology, to the very life of the ecclesial community. Through the title
Mater Ecclesiae:

I. The Church began to read and interpret herself in light of Mary.

Il. A corporate personality was attributed to Mary so as to enable a
comparison with the Church.

[Il. The Church and Mary were identified religiously.

IV. Mater Ecclesiae united both Mary and the Church inseparably to Je-
sus Christ, who is God and Savior, thereby magnifying Mary’s importance
for the Church.5

Pope Paul VI expressed the matter in “The Great Sign” (Signum
Magnum): Mary is Mother of the Church not only because she is the
mother of Jesus Christ and his closest associate in the new economy of
salvation, but also because she is the model of the entire community of
the elect. Her maternal role, nourishing and fostering divine life in the
souls of the redeemed. This reality is profoundly consoling and, in God’s
wisdom, has been made an integral part of the mystery of human salva-
tion.5®

In conclusion, the Second Vatican Council marked a turning point in
the Church’s understanding of her own identity and mission, which in
turn influenced Mariology and Marian spirituality. With Mary proclaimed
as Mother of the Church, she is understood, in a concrete and personal
way, to represent the Church’s very identity, mission, and activity.®®

63 “Redemptoris Mater (25 March 1987)”, Vatican (VA) (03 Ekim 2024); Bogustaw
Kochaniewicz, “Specifity and Originality of Pope John Paul II's Mariology”, Angeli-
cum 2/82 (2005), 268.

64 Johann G. Roten, “Mater Ecclesiae: History, Theology, and Consequences”, Marian
Studies 66/5 (2015), 1-48.

65 “Signum Magnum (May 13, 1967)”, Vatican (VA) (12 Eyliil 2024).

66 Naumann, “Mariology at the Beginning of the Third Millennium”, Mariology at the
Beginning of the Third Millennium, ed. Kevin Wagner vd. (Oregon: Pickwick Publica-
tions, 2017), 7-8; Veli-Matti Kéarkkainen, An Introduction to Ecclesiology (Ilinois: In-
terVarsity Press, 2021), 31.
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When examining the relationship between Mariology and Eschato-
logy, it should be noted that the term eschatology derives from the
Greek word eschatos (€oxatog), meaning “last,” and refers to the science
of the last things. In its simplest sense, eschatology refers to death,
judgment, heaven, and hell, while collective eschatology addresses the
end of the world, the Second Coming of Christ according to Christians,
the resurrection of the dead, and similar topics. In the twentieth cen-
tury, however, the term eschatology acquired a broader meaning, co-
ming to denote all transcendent dimensions of Christian revelation. In
this way, it also encompasses the fundamental attitudes of Christians
toward life and their striving to attain fulfillment by following the path of
Scripture.®’

According to Christians, Eschatology considers God’s entry into hu-
man history through Mary, by means of Jesus Christ. From this perspec-
tive, the divine has already become part of the process of human exis-
tence. Within the framework of Eschatology, Catholic Christians main-
tain that salvation is possible only through the Church. For this reason,
since Mary represents the typology of the pious Church and is regarded
as the model for the Church itself, she is directly connected with Escha-
tology insofar as she is the partner of the Redeemer. In other words,
Mary is the type of the Church, which, by the Word entrusted to her in
Christ, undertakes her religious journey and carries it out within eschato-
logical dynamism. Mary’s faith and obedience to God have made her an
integral part of eschatology. Hence, as affirmed in the Second Vatican
Council: “Mary is the image and beginning of the Church as it is to be
perfected in the world to come. In the meantime, she shines forth on
earth until the day of the Lord shall come, as a sign of sure hope and
solace to the people of God.”®® Ultimately, Mary, for Christians, is the
model of the Church within eschatological reality—she who receives God
and gives Him, who experiences the world and responds with faith.%°
Likewise, according to Christian belief, the Assumption of the Virgin
Mary stands as a powerful exemplar of eschatological reality. For them,
the final earthly stage was inaugurated with the elevation of the Mother

67 M.E. Williams, “Eschatology”, New Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. Berard L. Marthaler
(New York: Thomson&Gale, 2003), 5/342.

68  “Lumen gentium” (06 Haziran 2024).

69  Matthew F. Morry, “Mary, Type of the Church: Eschatology Realized (Presidential
Address)”, Marian Studies 45 (1994), 275-281.
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of God into heaven, and with her, and through her, the ascent of huma-
nity into paradise has begun.”®

When considering the relationship between Mariology and Anthro-
pology, it is generally observed that the connection is established thro-
ugh the Incarnation and the role of women within the Church. The In-
carnation establishes both the laws of biological and spiritual life.”* Yet,
the human being in question is not the natural, biological human, but
rather the one created in the image of God in Christ, endowed with spiri-
tual power. By accomplishing this, the Virgin Mary revealed, through the
Incarnation, God’s purpose in creating humanity. Through the Incarna-
tion: (1) God has been revealed; (2) God has, through the Incarnation,
entered into human history, acting not only by means of divine energy
but also personally; and (3) the Incarnation has perfected humanity and
the human body. In this sense, for the Incarnation to become possible,
Mary had to fulfill all the required parameters. Thus, it can be stated
that Mariology itself lies at the foundation of Anthropology, since in
Mariology the aim is to find answers to the mysteries of humanity and of
the human person in Christ. By directing herself to God and living uncea-
singly with Him, bringing forth Jesus Christ into the world, Mary revealed
both God and humanity. Consequently, the Virgin Mary, by standing
between humanity and God, enables humanity to resemble the Creator,
while also enabling the Creator to resemble humanity.”?

The exaltation of Mary as the only human being perfectly redeemed
bears significant implications for Anthropology. This influence is expres-
sed in the vision of human personhood and also in the image of woman-
hood. The importance of Mary as a feminine subject has only recently
begun to be developed through Anthropology.”® Pope John XXIII, in his
1963 encyclical Pacem in Terris (Peace on Earth), identifies three featu-
res that characterize the modern age: progressive improvement in the
economic and social conditions of working people, the political indepen-
dence of nations, and the increasing role of women in political life.”*
Similarly, Pope Paul VI, in his 1974 apostolic exhortation Marialis Cultus,
directed attention to the condition of women, and under the heading of
Anthropology, advised close attention to the findings of the human sci-
ences. The Pope noted that Mary constitutes a model not because of her

70 Vollert, “The Scientific Structure of Mariology”, 1I/67-68.

71 Naumann, “Mariology at the Beginning of the Third Millennium”, 16-17.

72 Vasile-Razvan Teacu, “The Mariological Anthropology” (06 Ekim 2024), 43-49.
73 Hauke, Introduction to Mariology, 124-126.

74 “Pacem in Terris (April, 11 1963)”, Vatican (VA) (05 Ekim 2024).
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social environment two thousand years ago, but because she was the
first and most faithful disciple of Christ. Observing the continual presen-
ce of the Mother of Jesus throughout various epochs, he summarized
her as the “new woman and perfect Christian... as virgin, spouse, and
mother,” thereby encapsulating the most characteristic states in a
woman'’s life.”

The relatively new discipline of theological anthropology has also
been associated with Mariology. Theological anthropology is concerned
with the question of how humanity participates in the life of God. Theo-
logians answer this question through the concept of grace. In this con-
text, Mary is understood as one who owes everything she possesses to
grace, while also standing as the perfect believer within the economy of
grace. Through her lived experience, Mary exemplifies the doctrine of
grace in a manner that rescues it from abstract and purely spiritual un-
derstandings. Mary, as the concrete realization of the proper relations-
hip between God and creation, surpasses all other creatures. For Christi-
ans, by her creation and by her mission, she safeguards the goodness of
embodiment—that is, of being human—together with the complemen-
tarity of the sexes, the dignity of women, and human freedom. Likewise,
Mary safeguards the unique contribution of womanhood to the human
race. Contemporary approaches to Mary emphasize that such realities
can be lived without denying the sanctification of both man and woman
through marriage and family life. In these respects, Mariology has ente-
red the domain of theological anthropology.”®

Conclusion

Mariology is a theological discipline that studies Mary—
acknowledged as the Mother of God—in terms of her position and func-
tion within the divine plan of salvation, and is based on the scientific
examination of revelation concerning her. In this regard, although in the
early centuries no reference was made to Mariology as a distinct discip-
line, emphasis was placed on the mystical dimension of Mary as a savior
who leads to salvation, and a cult of the Virgin Mother began to emerge.
Subsequent doctrinal elaboration concerning her divine maternity, per-
petual virginity, Immaculate Conception, Assumption, and mediatorship
progressively established Mariology’s foundational framework.

75 “Marialis Cultus (February 2, 1974)”, Vatican (VA) (06 Ekim 2024); Dulles, “Mary
Since Vatican II: Decline and Recovery”, 14; Hauke, Introduction to Mariology, 124-
126.

76 Dom Elias Carr, “The Decisive Role of Mary in Catholic Anthropology”, 2008, 10-13.
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Since the Vatican Council 1l, the discipline has experienced renewed
dynamism through scholarly institutions, societies, and ecumenical dia-
logue. Contemporary research prioritizes the scriptural rediscovery of
Mary, while expanding into hermeneutical, anthropological, historical,
and liturgical studies. Current investigations critically analyze Marian
liturgy and devotion in historical context, engage interreligious dialo-
gue—particularly regarding “Mary and Women”—and explore processes
of enculturation.

Post-conciliar development can be characterized by three primary
trajectories: renewal, healing, and cultural encounter. Renewal denotes
the reintegration of Mariology with Scripture, dogma, and related discip-
lines like Christology and Ecclesiology, enriched by historical, linguistic,
and ecumenical inquiry. Healing emphasizes Mary’s relationship with the
Holy Spirit and her role within the People of God and Christian li-
fe. Cultural encounter reflects Mariology’s engagement with modern
discourses, including feminism, theological anthropology, liberation
theology, aesthetics, and the arts.

In conclusion, the interaction between dogmatic certainty and his-
torical process remains an area of ongoing methodological reflection in
contemporary Mariology. Post-conciliar renewal has contributed to cla-
rifying this interaction, though without effecting a comprehensive met-
hodological reconfiguration.
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