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ecclesial consciousness that allows for an almost complete con-
nectedness between the mysteries of faith, especially the trini-
tarian and christological, with every detail and structure of
Christian and ecclesial living. For him, there is an unambiguous
connaturality between the objective office of the ministerial
priesthood and the radical and subjective demands of a life of
intense discipleship as enshrined both canonically and spiritu-
ally in the evangelical counsels.
The capacity to contain what has become in practice
a fragmented and painful dimension of the Church’s life and
mission in a beautifully fashioned synthesis of doctrine and spir-
ituality, clearly defined in contours of identity and commitment,
might appear as a failure to grasp the grey areas of the theolo-
gy of priesthood and the contemporary questions surrounding
its authentic shape and identity which certainly dominate the
contemporary literature. This weakness, however, does not di-
minish the power of his spiritual insight into the radicalism of
Christian holiness and of priestly existence. The absence of the
pragmatic, in a sense, allows us to face the level of the being of
the priest as a person. Balthasar plunges reflection on the priest-
hood into the unchartered waters of the objectivity of office, the
ontology of priestly identity and the hiddenness of grace. In this
he brings both depth and theological imagination to a ministry
that is conscious of its function, but in crisis over iis identity. It
is precisely as a spirituality that seeks to integrate function and
personal identity that Balthasar’s vision has a concrete contri-

bution to make to the presence and ministry of priests in the
Church and in the world. 0
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Mary, under the Cross, does not have to
‘represent the love of the Father, as does the Son,

but stands only for the creature, which, ﬁomm?w.u
with all other creatures, she is.
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2. A second, equally weighty matter is the question
of the essential difference between the basic constitutions of the
Catholic and non-Catholic churches, a question which gets
pushed into the background, if not canceled altogether, in the ec-
umenical dialogue. (In this context we can leave out Orthodoxy,
in which it is unthinkable for women to aspire to the priesthood;
by contrast, the Anglican Church, given recent trends, must re-
ally be put on the side of Protestantism.) According to the
Catholic view, the episcopal-priestly office is permanently insti-
tuted within the organism of the Church by Christ through the
Apostles. When, on the other hand, there is a denial of apostolic
succession as a divine institution, it is the Church itself that has
the power to organize from out of the community the “func-
tions” which it deems hecessary, even if it bestows on those func-
tions the title of bishop or pastor. In this second view of the
Church, there is no significant obstacle to the conferral of such
functions on women. The Catholic view, in which priestly office
has been established de Jure divino, requtires, on the contrary, that

we ponder much more seriously whether it is permissible to de-
part from the order established by Christ.

3. This point brings us immediately to another pre-
liminary consideration. Christ brought about an unprecedent-
ed—for his time, at any rate—“liberation” of women. Just think
of his conversation with the Samaritan woman, which would
have been scandalous for a Jew; of the scene with the sinful
woman in the Pharisee’s house; of the episode of the adulterous
woman; of his toleration of women in his travelling entourage; of
the role that he sets aside on Easter for the once possessed woman
of Magdala. We find an analogous “liberation” in Paul, where the
woman is accorded the same right of divorce as the man (1 Cor
7:10f.), Eve's production from Adam is relativized (1 Cor 11:12),
and the woman is granted the same right over the man’s body as
he is given over hers (ibid. 7:4). Yet this “liberation” happens
against the backdrop of an equally unique [einmalig] and perma-
nent revaluation of the gender difference. In fact, the difference is
maintained throughout: from the special designation of Mary as
the mother of the Lord and, later of John (hence of the Church)
to the (no longer merely symbolic, but) “incarnatory” relation be-
tween Christ as Bridegroom and the Church as Bride and the new
valuation of marriage that follows from it (Eph 5). This goes far
beyond the relation between Yahweh and Israel in the Old Testa-
ment, which had not yet found an echo in the human-sexual
sphere, and which also has nothing in common with pagan and
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priesthood. This priesthood is absolutel i
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cal é&; his essence, no installation in office or conferral of au-
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zmmmpmr A.U% Israel could be “ordained” to this o_.nmmmu.v Even at q%
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flesh [ complete what is lacking in Christ’s afflictions for the sake
of his body, that is, the Church” (Col 1:24).

3. An account of this complementary element would
require at its heart a development of the whole of mariology. For
the completion mentioned above cannot have happened on the
purely natural level of physiology and psychology. Rather, if on-
ly because this man must be from the woman, while the woman
has to share in the accomplishment of this unique sacrifice, it pre-
supposes a unique endowment of her nature with grace. It does
not follow—nor could it (contra Boff!)—that she can be elevated
beyond her creatureliness into a “hypostatic union” (say, with
the Holy Spirit). Nor does it follow that she can participate in
the aspect of representing the Father, even though she shares in
the accomplishment of the sacrifice. She is, then, fitted for the in-
ward (personal, existential) priesthood insofar as her femininity
completes the man and she is endowed with supernatural grace,
but this does not entail an assumption of the second aspect of
Jesus’ “task” and “mission” to represent the Father, an aspect
which is dependent upon his masculinity.

4. Before we go on, we must discuss here the one
weighty objection to the New Testament’s teaching on the sex-
es. When Christianity raises the relationship between Christ and
the Chuxch (represented archetypally by Mary) to the status of
the prototype of all marriage relations between man and woman
(2 Cor 11:2; Eph 5:22-23), does it not thereby irrevocably enshrine
the subordination of the woman to the man? After all, even in
Mary the woman is just a creature, whereas in Christ the man is
God. Moreover, the man, in contrast to the woman, has counted
ever since the Old Testament as the origin of the woman and the
privileged “image” and the “splendor” of God (1 Cor 11:7). This
difference of levels was already present in the Old Testament
whenever Yahweh had the role of bridegroom or husband and
Israel that of bride or wife. Yet this was still only a likeness,
whereas in the New Covenant its impact on the relationship be-
tween the sexes is brought to a head by the Incarnation.

We can do no more here than outline in the most
summary form the answer to this objection. The response will
begin by conceding that, in the original relationship between
God the creator and the created world, the creature’s primary
stance towards God is feminine and receptive. However, this re-
ception must not be regarded as mere passivity, but as the be-
stowal of a supremely active fruitfulness. The foundation of this
fruitfulness is laid in the quasi-feminine “wisdom” (koclima) pre-
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sent in God himself, which he wants to develop in

the mwmmno:.. It [this fruitfulness] has its Emﬁwwm HMMMNMMMM%
God's wm..sOsn love, which goes so far as to “empty” itself out in-
to ?mma\ s womb as an infinitesimally small seed, in order to let
the “Godbearer” (here the title takes on an awful weight) ripen
1t out of her own spiritual-physical being and bring it into the
world. >nno&,5m to the Fathers of the Church, what happens ar-
nrmuﬂmz.% in Mary is reproduced in the Virgin Mother Church
Mﬂro memmm to term in her womb the members of Christ’s ‘_uo&m
AmMH% %“mwmmﬁﬁm Christ himself to attain his “mature manhood”

This brief answer to the objection rai

shows that, in every discussion of mpHm @:mmmowmwmmwmwwwwwm
Huzmmwroo@ the essence of the woman qua creafure, mariolo
and mnn_mmwoyom% must always, if the discussion is to be mgmow%dm
ical, stay in the picture together. The legend of Paradise mm=
cording to which the woman has been drawn from the man'’s
flesh, is also occasionally referred to in the New Testament. But
there it remains only an illustration of what really counts name-
ly, the Christian truth that the Church is from ﬂrﬂmwﬂaﬁmnﬁ
wwo€m<mw\ must never cause us to forget that Christ is from M \
For as woman was made from man, 50 man is now wogmacuw
woman. And all things are from God” (1 Cor 11:12).

HI. Priesthood in the Church

L. If we proceed from below, from the nature of the
woman as a creature, the first thing we must point out is that, in
the production of a child, the woman contributes H.bnoudumwmmH
more than the man. The man performs his part in an instant muw
for him it represents the opposite of a sacrifice, namely, Emm\mﬁm
Por the woman, on the other hand, the same thing Wmnmﬁﬁmm a Hma.
bor and a burden that increase for nine months and that end with
mﬁ. (in some circumstances unbearable, if not downright fatal)
pains of birth. The woman is the created active potency to every-
thing, male as well as female. It is true that this potency needs Wo
be awakernted from the outside, but it passes over to, and reaches
nou%ﬁnoz in, an act without anyone else’s help. A corollary is
that this act is the bringing forth of another self [{ch] that owes its
existence to the woman. For this reason, the woman recognizes
the child as hers with a sort of intimacy that is altogether differ-
ent from that possible to the man. The man cannot recognize ar
proportion between his contribution and the completed result g
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Consequently, the separation of the mother from the
child, the severance of the umbilical cord, is a wholly different
kind of renunciation, a much deeper inward, existential sacrifice
for the woman than it is for the man. As we have said, for the
man the sex act has nothing to do with sacrifice at all. If from
now on the man functions as “head” of the family, the woman
remains in a fundamental sense its “heart.”

We should therefore not be surprised, but rather feel
how fitting it is, that normally far more women than men par-
ticipate in the celebration of the Church’s Eucharistic sacrifice.
The presence of the holy women under the Cross, especially of
the mother whao gives up [dahingibt] the Son as he separates him-
self from her, plays an organic, theologically correct mediating
role here. Mary gives the Son away to the whole world, and she
gives him back to God; this can be the woman'’s normal entry
into the understanding of the sacrifice of the Son—and, behind
that, of the Father. The entryway passes entirely through the in-
ward sacrifice of the woman. The aspect of representation does-
n't play the least role here. The woman taking part in the sacri-
fice of the Mass does not regard herself as a “representative” of
the Church, but is simply a part of it. Likewise, Mary does not
“represent” any thing or person under the Cross, but is just her-
self. She is no more and no less than the mother who gives her

" Yes—which had never been interrupted—to the “delivery” [Ent-

bindung] of her child.

When Mary is assigned to the disciple John as his
mother, she obeys, as sacrificial offerer and victim, her Son's
command, and in this way she becomes the mother not only of
John, but, through him, of all the children of God. Of course,
John belongs to the company of men who have heard the words
“do this in memory of me” and have thereby received the au-
thority to re-present Jesus’ sacrifice in the Church. As the disci-
ple of love, John has undoubtedly already added the “internum”
to his “sacrificium externuwm.” It is, in fact, terribly hard for him
to separate himself from his suffering and dying Master. And yet
his inward sacrifice cannot be compared to the sacrifice of the
Mater Dolorosa. However, it is his task to introduce Mary's sacri-
ficium interntm, along with that of the other holy women, into
the inner heart of the Church.

2. If we shift our attention now from the sacrifice of
women to Mary’s, we see that her sacrifice is, to be sure, com-
pletely feminine, yet in its femininity is also one of a kind. For
the one she carried in her womb, gave birth to, fed, and brought
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up was God’s only Son. She knew this at the very least in faith,
and her knowledge was confirmed by her bodily experience. To
see this Son die, not only suffering the cruelest physical agony,
but forsaken by God, must have been an incomprehensible an-
guish for her, like a sword piercing through her whole faith.
However, just as she never lived or suffered anything privately
for herself, but loco totius humani generis [in place of the entire

human race], her interior sacrifice becomes the fruitful center of '

all existential sacrifices suffered in the Church (indeed, in hu-
manity) at any time in the past or the future. We can go further:
it is Mary’s introduction into the heart of the Church that first
truly conforms all of the Church’s sacrifices to hers and gives the
Church its definitive, concrete motherhood towards its children.

We said above that ministerial office (as a sacrifici-
um externum) necessarily (Jn 21) requires the infernum too. If this
i5 50, then we may safely conclude that even the fruitfulness of
the “spiritual fatherhood” that priests exercise in relation to the

faithful draws essential nourishment from Mary’s sacrificium in-

ternum, which has now entered into the fabric of the Church
(hence the feminine images in Gal 4:19 and 1 Thess 2:7).

Mary, under the Cross, does not have to represent
the love of the Father, as does the Son, but stands only for the
creature, which, together with all other creatures, she is. It is
therefore unthinkable that Mary could exercise ministerial office
in the Church or speak the words “hoc est corpus mewm” [this is
my body] or “ego te absolvo” [I absolve you]. After all, this body
was once in her body, and she was in accord with God’s abso-
lution all along. These words can be meaningfully said only
when the one pronouncing them represents another,

3. With respect to the Church, however, it becomes
clear that both aspects of the Son's being and sacrifice can be
made present in it; standing opposite to each other, they must at
the same time be intrinsically interrelated. For just as the Son
makes present the Father's authority in the world, the Son can-
not be made present in the Church without the aspect of chris-
tological authority, which, because the Son represents the Father
as male, can fall in an organic way only to men. .

In natural generation, the man is humiliated by the
insignificance of his contribution. In like manner, Peter and the
other official representatives of the Lord are humiliated by be-
ing installed in office after having fled and denied him during
the passion (“Peter was grieved”: Jn 21:17). Peter will again and
again have to request and borrow the sacrificium internum from
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the (feminine, marian) Church. It is true, of course, m,,m# ?m mwﬁ..
pointment to the ministry also implies a total expropriation for
the sake of the Church and humanity. Nevertheless, he, the Pope,
will again and again have to rely on Mary in order to ﬁmﬂmowg
his ministerial service of Christ and God in the fullness of the

Chureh Finally, while stressing the analogy between the
man-woman relationship and the relationship between the ow,w?
ward and the inward priesthood (and the analogy is fully
grounded in the New Testament), we can note that the two
priesthoods are inseparable. It is only by inwardly m,rm_HEm in Je-
sus’ sacrifice under his Eucharistic Cross that Mary’s rogmwm is
perfected and personal holiness can grow to maturity mn ﬁw her
members of the Church. After all, wmmmm does not sacrifice HMT
self for himself, but for us, and the priest does not celebrate H Hm
FEucharist for himself, but for the Church and the world of sldn.g
he is a member. It follows that the Church’s H.umﬁmom»mw and femni-
nine faith cannot attain its (socio-psychological) fulfillment in
the Church herself, but only in Gmwsm. drawn into the oznm-oﬂm
sacrifice of Christ—Translated by Adrian Walker



