Heresies against the Saviour and His Mother

A review of the book “Discussions with His Beatitude Card. L. Husar – On Postconfessional Christianity” 
(pg. 48-51)

To the Bishops of the UGCC
The discussion begins with a question concerning the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary.

Already at the very beginning A. Arzhakovskyi introduces a heresy: “Still, the Orthodox people find it a little hard to understand that the Mother of God, who is a human like all others, is represented as immaculate from the moment of conception.” (p.48)

Card. Husar adds: “I understand what you mean speaking about the difficulties of the Orthodox. I suppose that every normal man would have some problem in this aspect...” (pg.49)

Commentary: Both given statements are false. For the Orthodox believers it is not hard to accept that Mary is immaculate, sinless; on the contrary for the Orthodox it would be hard to accept that the Mother of God should be, as according to A.A. and Card. Husar, merely a common woman. This is a new, unusual and heretical teaching to them. The Orthodox do believe the truth of the Immaculate Conception of Mary, they just do not confess it as a dogma. In the Eastern Church this truth is included in the feast of “The Conception of St. Anne”. This feast is mentioned as early as the 5th century. In the 8th century St. Andrew of Crete introduced even special liturgical prayers for this feast. In the 9th century it was already celebrated throughout the whole of the Byzantine Empire. The sticherons in Matins (Morning Prayers) on the feast of the Conception of St. Anne contain these words: “The Prophets once foretold an immaculate, pure bondslave of God, a Virgin...”

St. Ephraem Syrus: “In Thee, O Lord and in Thy Mother there is no stain.”

St. John Damascene: “The earth did not keep your immaculate body...”

The small “compline” (small vespers) of the Liturgical Office contains a prayer attributed to St. Ephraem Syrus: “All-immaculate, all-stainless, all-incorrupt, all-pure Virgin...”

The heresy is that A.A. claims that the Mother of God is a human “like all others”. The heresy consists in the fact that he says only a half-truth. It is true that the Mother of God is a human; however, if we want to say “like all others”, we need to add that she is also Full of Grace (Lk 1:28), Birthgiver of God and Virgin. If we do not confess these essential truths, we have fallen in a heresy.

Unfortunately, the Cardinal not only does not clarify this heresy presented in the question of A. Arzhakovskyi, but he even consciously develops and sustains it. We want to bring to attention that in the whole interview the Cardinal does not give a single quotation either from the Holy Scripture or from the Church doctrine or from the Tradition of the Church Fathers. On the contrary, if he does quote something, it is pagan writings (Upanishads) which he in no way distinguishes from God’s Word, so the reader gets the impression that this pack of heresies and myths is of the same authority as the Holy Scripture.

Instead of answering the given question by presenting the teaching of the Scripture and Tradition, as one would expect of a cardinal of the Catholic Church and moreover Head of the UGCC, he just says: “I suppose” and then most often says the exact opposite of what is the teaching of both the Scripture and the Tradition. He does not give a single clear formulation of the truths of the faith but only relativizes and casts doubt upon everything. After casting doubt he then labels these obscurities with a noble term – mystery. However, in reality he ignores the fundamental explicitly formulated truths of the faith. 

By his response the Cardinal emphasized and sustained the untruth that Mary is just a common woman. Quotation: “This fact that God chose a concrete woman through whom, shall we say, He came into the world as man, in the human way, as born of a woman – this fact is to be an object of our faith.” However, hereby the Cardinal attributes to us a heresy as an object of our faith, and this is not true! Jesus did not come in the human (natural) way. The object of our faith is that God chose a concrete woman but this woman, who became His Mother, remained a virgin in conceiving her Son, a virgin in giving birth to Him, a virgin in nursing Him, always a virgin (St. Augustine), and further, that Jesus was not conceived by a man but by the Holy Spirit and was “born of the Virgin Mary” (The Apostles’ Creed). So this is not the human, normal (natural) way of bringing a child into the world. Jesus came in an extraordinary way.
The formulation “He came into the world as man” is misleading too. Jesus did not come into the world as ordinary man, He came into the world as God and man: “The Word became flesh and dwelt among us” (Jn 1:14). “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word (Jesus) was with God, and the Word (Jesus) was God.” (Jn 1:1)

“Jesus born of a woman” This is not a heresy, yet a heresy is to see Mary as a mere woman and not to emphasize that she is at the same time also a Virgin. Similarly, a heresy is to see Jesus as mere man and not to emphasize that He is God. 

A Christological heresy is the following: Through this woman Jesus “came into the world as man in the human way”. Unless the Cardinal gives an explanation of the expression “the human way”, it means that into the world comes a man through conception by a man and through birth by a woman, mother, suffering labour pains. This by no means applies to Jesus and His mother. 

Emphasizing a one-sided view, namely the natural one, one creates a theory of natural (historical) Christ as well as of historical Mary who was a common woman and nothing more – admittedly, a good woman, a good neighbour etc. (as stated by the Cardinal), yet merely a common human. This indirectly tells us that we have a Mary of faith, dreamt up by the Christian community, or that it is all a theological reflection and emotional projection of the early Christians. In this ideological direction Card. Husar leads his readers.

In the whole text he pronounces two fundamental heresies: Christ is just a common man and Mary is just a common woman.

The mystery of the Conception of the Son of God he compares to a pagan theatrical attraction called ‘Deus ex machina’. This is highly insulting, and considering that such association is used by a cardinal of the Catholic Church it is downright shocking.

After casting doubt upon the mystery of the Incarnation he mentions a fabled woman from the pagan Upanishads who, as he says, was perfect; however, thereafter he adds: “On the whole, our idea of perfection is quite narrow-minded, for we are mere humans.” In this way he relativizes the very concept of perfection. And this is how we are then to view Jesus’ mother. However, unlike Card. Husar, every genuine Christian knows what is and what is not the Christian perfection and what it consists in. It consists in the imitation of Christ and in doing His will.

The Cardinal follows up his theory with the next ones: “I think that for all of us it is quite natural to wish our mother to be ideal in a sense.” In fact, he thus implicitly (in wrappings) represents the theory of a Mary of faith dreamt up by theological reflection. On top of it, he showed us a pattern of perfection on a non-existent woman from the Upanishads and the psychological desire for an ideal mother he then transfers to Jesus’ mother. 

Afterwards, he presents to us a false notion of Mary’s holiness according to the Apocrypha: “She (Mary) is there sitting, singing songs, reading the Scripture and the angels come flying to her, sweep the yard and the birds bring bread.” He claims that this is our view of holiness – which is a lie – and thereafter he condemns it all as a legend. But then one-sidedly and purposefully he emphasizes a purely natural aspect, saying: “Mary washed the clothes, swept the yard, washed the dishes...” and again he falsely makes us believe that we cannot imagine her like that. He does not say that the substance is not in this activity, which is done by every woman, but that the substance of perfection and holiness is in the harmony of the soul with God. 

The Cardinal emphasized the down-to-earth aspect and further continues sustaining this stream of a new but heretical view of historical Mary: “Naturally, she drew water from the well, was a friend with other women; Joseph likewise was a friend with other men and was occupied with his affairs as a carpenter”, and he concludes: “a quite normal family”. Thereby he turns in ridicule the traditional term “the Holy Family”. Unless he makes it clear that this is not just a normal and ordinary family, since Mary was conceived without sin and remained a virgin, and unless he makes it clear too that Jesus was not an ordinary man but that He was the Son of God, then it is a heresy! Unfortunately, the Cardinal does not add this essential complement and explanation. In a normal family one encounters everyday sins, disappointment, hurt relationships... If the Holy Family was a normal family, it would mean that Jesus and Mary committed sins as any other normal family and, moreover, that Joseph and Mary lived together as husband and wife, and this is an absurdity and untruth. 

When the Cardinal presents to us “historical” Mary as a common woman, he then not only does not explain the spiritual aspect of her personality but, moreover, intentionally leads us away from this view and warns against it. He writes: “And to this realistic and prosaic image of the real (historical) life of this family we apply our theological reflections.” In other words, the Cardinal says that all that transcends this real framework of the nature is just a so-called “theological reflection by which we ‘kill’ the reality by our highly intellectual thoughts”. Ergo, what is written in the Holy Scripture, what is set by the Tradition of the Church Fathers is, as Card. Husar says, just a theological reflection and speculation that creates an unreal image – so-called Mary of faith – which is unreal, constructed and dreamt up by the community of Christians. This is a heresy!
The Cardinal points to a new attitude in Christology: “So our reflections should be as follows: this reality as well as the major part of Christology is hard to harmonize with a common human life.” 
What actually is the aim of this spirit of heresy which is behind Card. Husar? His aim is that all that the Church teaches about Christ and all that transcends natural reason and relates to supernatural faith should not be taken seriously. According to him Christology should treat Christ just as a common man and not as God. And this is the spirit and teaching of the historic-critical theology (HCT). Here one already encounters the Christ of faith, “a theological reflection remote from the reality of common (historical) life.” This is an explicit heresy!
This natural aspect which Card. Husar emphasized with Mary he further emphasizes even in relation to Christ: “But Jesus helped Joseph, maybe He even occupied Himself with carpentry on His own.” And then he adds a heresy: “Jesus was like any other man.” STOP! If we speak about the human nature of Christ, we immediately have to explain how it is to be understood. The Scripture says: “He faced all of the same temptations we do” but adds: “yet he did not sin” (Hebr 4:15). Card. Husar does not explain the truths of faith; on the contrary he warns against their explanation because then, as he says, we start making theological reflections and abandon the reality! Regrettably to say, in the whole discussion he never and nowhere says clearly that Jesus is true God and at the same time true man. And this is ignoring of the fundamental article of faith!

Besides these heresies concerning Christ the Cardinal’s response also contains the following heresies concerning His Mother: “... people liked her. She was one of them and that is all.” This is a heresy! If he added: “Admittedly, she was one of them, but unlike them she was a Virgin, Full of Grace, the Mother of God...”, then it would be true. He, however, consciously conceals and denies all the supernatural. After formulating these two heresies about Christ and His Mother he does not even explain the question of the Immaculate Conception; on the contrary he casts doubt upon it. Unlike Card. Husar, Metropolitan A. Sheptytskyi OSBM explains the article of faith concerning the Immaculate Conception with a single sentence: “We all were purified by Christ from original sin, but she was preserved from it.” Simple, plain, clear! In addition, Metr. A. Sheptytskyi explains that this doctrine is connected with the doctrine of original sin and with the doctrine of Christ’s Redemption of the human race. Regrettably, Card. Husar avoids the truth about sin as well as about Christ’s redemptive sacrifice. Instead, he presents just his misleading heretical theories. 
Further, the Cardinal identifies the deposit (treasure) of faith with so-called “ideas”. On this basis he avoids the explicit formulation of the truth of the Immaculate Conception, for this truth, as he says, is characteristic of the Western Church only, and in addition, he psychologically defines it as negative. He says: “Their representatives adopted a negative notion of the Immaculate Conception – without stain, without any trace of imperfection ...” Then he adds: “Our tradition has a different approach.” What approach? Card. Husar answers: “We look at the Virgin Mary as at Most Holy, even though we do not really know what ‘most holy’ means, nor even what ‘holy’ means. But when speaking about the idea of all-holiness – the Panagia, we find ourselves face to face with a mystery.” What to add? Every small child knows that the Mother of God exceeds all people and angels in holiness. This is expressed by the term “All-Holy”. We wonder that the Cardinal does not know it. And what is more, he even makes this ignorance look as a virtue and great learning. Here again he misuses the term “idea” (the idea of all-holiness – the Panagia). Thereby he manifests that real holiness (or perfection) as such does not exist for him. What exists is a mere idea of holiness. Noone knows, as he says, what this idea is like. And, according to him, here we “find ourselves face to face with a mystery”. 
It is likewise a great mystery how it is possible that L. Husar is a cardinal of the Catholic Church and even Head of the UGCC. This mystery should be revealed by the UGCC bishops who ought to make an appeal to Card. L. Husar to resign his office, and at the same time ought to propose that he should be punished as a heretic and apostate. Unless they do so, the responsibility for and complicity in his heresies will fall upon each of them individually. 

Heretical statements about Jesus (denial of His Divine nature)

The Cardinal is obliged to preach the full Gospel and to clearly formulate the divine truths. If he does not define the truth clearly, he opens the door for all heretical streams (see supplements in brackets showing the impact of the individual statements).
1) Jesus “came into the world in the human way” (i.e. through conception by a man and in labour pains, through natural birth by a woman. This is a heresy).
2) Jesus “comes through the intervention of the Holy Spirit” (i.e. in the same way as the Holy Spirit intervenes with all common people, He also intervened in the Incarnation of the Word of God. This is a heresy.)

3) Jesus “comes like Deus ex machina” (i.e. He is equal to pagan gods Zeus and Neptune who represent the realm of demons. This is a heresy.)

4) He says about the Holy Family: “A quite normal family.” (i.e. founded on natural basis, with imperfections and sins. This is a heresy.)
5) “Jesus was like any other man.” (i.e. He is no God. This is a heresy.)
Heretical statements about Jesus’ Mother

1) “The Mother of God is a human like all others.” (i.e. she is not a Virgin, was conceived in sin and therefore committed sins; she did not give birth to God, just to a man in the human way. This is a heresy.)

2) “Simply, she was a good wife, a good neighbour, a good mother; undoubtedly, people liked her. She was one of them and that is all.” (i.e. she is not the Mother of God, she led a common life, so she also sinned like other women; and this says all we know about her. We can say nothing more. This is a heresy.)
These statements of Card. Husar would not be heretical if they were put into context that would contain clear Catholic formulations about the Lord Jesus and about His Mother. However, to remain in a mere half-truth, in a purely worldly view of Jesus and Mary and to conceal the substance is a heresy. If the Apostle Paul preached the Gospel according to Card. L. Husar, heaven would be empty and hell full, for on the basis of such gospel noone would be saved. 
Conclusion

On pages 48-51 in his book Cardinal Husar uses one-sided – heretical statements and pronounces two heresies. One concerns Christ and the other concerns the Mother of God. The Cardinal did not point here to the substance, i.e. to the fact that Mary was also a Virgin, full of grace, who gave birth to God. One-sided emphasizing of the natural aspect and concealment of the other – spiritual one – is a heresy. Mary was not just a common woman, the same as Jesus was not just a common man. She was always a Virgin, she was conceived without any stain of original sin and she did not commit any sin in her life. Jesus was not just a common man but He is true God and at the same time true man. 
St. John Damascene: “We confess that the All-Pure Virgin is the Birthgiver of God in proper and true sense. For as the One who was born of her is true God so is she true Mother of God.” 
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