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| HE THOMIST has not often intruded editorially upon
its readers. Although its original plan proposed a

-4  regular department of editorials, the actual develop-
ment of the character of the review seemed to preclude frequent
editorializing. For Tue THomisT is a speculative review, and
as speculative has concerned itself with the world of ideas rather
than the world of personalities. Accordingly, while writers and
reviewers have assumed responsibility for their ideas and critic-
isms, the editors themselves have chosen to remain anonymous
and have applied themselves to the judgment of ideas and
criticisms insofar as they were well thought and well expressed,
without editorial statement of agreement or disagreement.
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4292 EDITORIAL

Thus in fifteen years of publication Tur TromisT has spoken
as a corporate entity once with a word of introduction to its
objectives, several times with words of appraisal about the
attainment of those objectives. There have been as few de-
partures in the matter of personality. Only twice has Tuxm
TraomMmisT offered personal tribute, once to Jacques Maritain as
an outstanding Thomistic philosopher, once to the memory of
Father Walter Farrell as an outstanding Thomistic theologian
and one of its original editors.

Now, however, since the editors are not altogether anony-
mous, but as proclaimed in each issue, Dominican Fathers of
the Province of Saint Joseph, they deem it only fitting and
proper that they should pay personal and filial tribute to the
memory of their Father General recently dead. While it is true
that Father Emmanuel Suarez will not be remembered pri-
marily as an author of speculative theology and philosophy, as
were several former Masters General like Cardinal Cajetan and
Sylvester of Ferrara, his attainments in related fields, his
brilliant work of administration and his direct encouragement
and assistance to those engaged in speculation richly deserve
commemoration and honor.

Emmanuel Suarez was born November fifth, 1895, at Herias
in the Asturias of Spain. He entered the Dominican Order as
a young man of eighteen and was ordained to the priesthood in
1920. Except for a brief period of teaching philosophy, his
entire career, which was to last almost thirty-five years, was
devoted to legal study, teaching and administration. Having
obtained his Lectorate in Theology at Salamanca, he received
two doctorates in law, one In Roman Law at the Apollinaris,
the other in Canon Law at the Angelico. His professorial career
in law likewise began in Rome at the Angelico, and in due time
his care to show the theological principles of the law won for
him the Order’s highest intellectual distinction, the Masterate
in Sacred Theology. A year later he became Dean of the Canon
Law faculty at the Angelicum, then later its Rector Magnificus,
in which capacity he served until his election as General in
1946. During this period of teaching and academic administra-
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tion, Father Suarez wrote many articles of scholarly interest
and published his treatise De Remotione Parochorum. The
Spanish Government honored him for his intellectual attain-
ments with membership in the Superior Council of Scientific
Investigations, and awarded him the Grand Cross of Isabel the
Catholie.

Even before he was make General, he had served the Holy
See with devotion and fidelity in many of the Sacred Congre-
gations, Commissions and Tribunals of Rome. His work was so
highly esteemed that he was persuaded to continue even after
he was charged with the heavy burden of the care of his own
Order. His magnificant work as a churchman and as an agent
of the Holy See, like Saint Dominic himself, ceased only with
his death. This labor for the Church was not confined to any
limited sphere of activity; not only was he, in virtue of his
office as General of the Dominicans, Consultor to the Supreme
Sacred Congregation of the Holy Office, but also Consultor of
the Sacred Congregations of the Council, for the Oriental
Church, of the Discipline of the Sacraments and of Religious;
a member of the Commission of Judgment of Matrimonial
Cases and of the Commission of Vigilance of the Ecclesiastical
Tribunals for the Congregation of the Sacraments; a consultor
of the Commission for the Authentic Interpretation of the
Canons of the Code; an advocate of the Sacred Roman Rota:
a Pro-Synodal Judge of the Tribunal of the Vicariate of Rome;
and a Pro-Defender of the Bond at the Sacred Roman Rota.

When Father Suarez was elected eightieth General of the
Order of Preachers, the Order like the Church herself was
passing through a most critical period. A great world war was
hardly over; its aftermath was all too evident not only in the
physical ruins which scarred the face of the earth in Europe
and in Asia but also in the spiritual wreckage of the souls of
men, a wreckage which sometimes manifested itself in an
uneasy restiveness and an impatient contempt for all which
was traditional. In another sense, the war was still not over,
for half the world groaned under the tyrannical domination of
a God-hating power. Father Suarez had himself encountered
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anti-religious persecution in his native Spain during its civil
war and had narrowly escaped. Now through the Iron Curtain
trickled word of entire provinces hampered in their apostolic
work and persecuted in their property and persons. But the
work of zeal went forward as new provinces were erected and
their apostolic labors begun, old provinces congratulated yet
exhorted to expand themselves and their apostolate.

In all his administrative work, the seventy-ninth vicar of
Saint Dominic never forgot the profound doctrinal implications
in his unique title as Master General and Professor of Sacred
Theology. In this, his vicar especially resembled Saint Dominic
himself, for although no theological writing of that holy
Patriarch has been preserved for us, history assures us that
he was an excellent theologian, Doctor Veritatis. What has
indeed been preserved is that admirable plan of practical
genius, the Constitutions of the Friars Preachers. Thus, while
Saint Dominic has been overshadowed at times in the eyes of
the intellectual world by some of his illustrious sons like Saint
Thomas, those who know the Constitutions know that it was
Saint Dominic who was the wise architect who laid the founda-
tion, that Saint Dominic was the creator of the doctrinal
milieu which gave Saint Thomas and other doctors their
opportunity. Saint Thomas himself in speaking of the office of
the wise man (I Cont. Gent., c. 1) says that men are called wise
who direct things and govern them well.

For these last eight years Emmanuel Suarez, following in
the footsteps of Saint Dominic, has been the wise governor
and director of the Dominican apostolate. As a director and
governor his contribution to that doctrinal apostolate has not
been simply that of negative toleration or permission but that
of a very positive inspiration and encouragement. On his first
visit to the College of the Immaculate Conception which houses
the editorial offices of THE THOMIST, he spoke with inspiring
audacity of fields white for harvest, of the needed growth of the
Dominicans and their apostolate. The scene could only recall
the first dispersal of the astonished brethren when Saint
Dominic announced: “ We must sow the seed, not hoard it.”
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The efforts of Father Suarez went far beyond inspiring
exhortation. At the Angelicum in Rome he fostered Institutes
of Spirituality and Social Studies even as he extended the
material facilities of that international college. The Dominican
Faculty at Salamanca, which had been the scene of such fruitful
scholasticism in the past, was now raised to the status of a
Pontifical Faculty of Theology. At Fatima a new house of
studies was erected. The Order no sooner received the care of
the Basilica of Saint Nicholas at Bari than another house of
studies was founded there. In Protestant Finland, the Studium
Catholicum, a cultural center was opened. The work of the
Leonine Commission for the critical edition of all the works of
Saint Thomas was reactivated, and its fruit has been evident
in the volumes currently appearing. And throughout the Order,
the General encouraged the continuation and amplification of
the intellectual life even as more material resources were pro-
vided for that life. Maintaining careful vigilance for Catholic
tradition and the teaching of Saint Thomas, the General did
not hesitate to encourage movements to bring Theology to
everyman—Theology for the Laity, Institutes of Spirituality
and Theology for Religious and Theology for Colleges. “ We
must sow the seed, not hoard it.”

Very particularly, Tae TroMIisT owes a special debt of
gratitude to the memory of Emmanuel Suarez. In letters to our
review, which was but seven years old when he assumed office,
the former Master General wrote: “ The continued success of
your worthy review is a constant source of satisfaction to me,
and I encourage you to continue your loyal and self-sacrificing
labors in this great undertaking.” In this same letter he in-
voked God’s abundant blessing and the special protection of the
Angelic Doctor. In another autographed letter, he wrote of
“ this important apostolate, the noble work of diffusing for the
good of souls the doctrine of Saint Thomas, that doctrine which
the Holy Father is pleased to speak of as ‘eflicacissima’
(Humani Generis, AAS, XXXXII, 1950, p. 578) .”

Any success TueE THOMIST may have enjoyed for half its
existence is in no small measure attributable to the patronage
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and direction of Father Suarez. For just as no Christian may
take full credit for his good works, realizing that he is an
unprofitable servant depending on the grace of God both to
will and to accomplish, somewhat analogously, no production
of a religious or group of religious may be said to be exclusively
their work, since as men subject to obedience, their will and
accomplishment is the will and accomplishment of their
SUperiors.

Thus, in recognition of the personal qualities of that noble
and generous soul and in gratitude for his paternal solicitude,
TrE TrOMIST honors the memory of Father Emmanuel Suarez
and prays for his eternal rest. Requiescat in pace.

* * * *

In the mterim until the election of another Master General,
the Most Reverend T. S. McDermott, O.P., S.T. M. is the
supreme head of the Order as its Vicar General. As Provincial
of the Province of Saint Joseph, Father McDermott has had
direct and immediate care of Ter Tmomist from its very
inception. Not only was this review founded at his personal
direction and command but has been constantly sustained by
his vigilant interest. He has supplied members of the Staff and
has encouraged the other members of his province to assist
Tae TromisT by the contribution of articles and reviews.

On a wider stage, Father McDermott has had long and
valuable experience in the direction of a multitude of works
in one of the largest provinces of the Order. In the years of his
Provincialate, the eastern part of the United States has wit-
nessed a wonderful growth of the Dominicans both in men and
in the expansion of the apostolate. Parishes have increased and
multiplied, the work of preaching and giving retreats has gone
steadily forward.

On the educational scene especially, Father McDermott has
made some profound contributions, the full fruits of which will
not mature for years to come. However, even now the College
at Providence has had a phenomenal growth with nearly eighty
on the Dominican faculty and some seventeen hundred
students. The educational efforts of Father McDermott’s
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province, nevertheless, have by no means been confined to
Dominican institutions but have branched out into other
Catholic and even some non-Catholic colleges and universities.
Of the greatest assistance in the preparation of these professors,
who are for the most part philosophers and theologians, was
the elevation under Father McDermott’s care of the faculty of
the Washington House of Studies to a Pontifical Faculty of
Theology, with the right to grant, over and above the degrees
of the Order, papal degrees including the doctorate. Since the
meeption of this Faculty over two hundred degrees in Theology
have been given. The graduates have gone out not only to
teach in colleges for men and women, but to give series of
Thomistic lectures to adults, especially professional groups, in
the major cities. Every summer over twenty institutions staffed
by these Dominican professors open their doors to Religious
Sisters pursuing a three to six-year course in the Summa of
Saint Thomas and allied subjects.

With such rich experience in his own Province, Father
MecDermott comes well qualified to direct the work of the entire
Order. Tur Tmomist offers the Most Reverend Vicar General
of the Order best wishes and prayers for abundant success in
his new work.



MARY IMMACULATE, PATRONESS OF
THE UNITED STATES

(2]

TR HE liturgy of the Church, as well as popular devotion,
perpetuates the venerable tradition by which special
4. palrons are invoked as special intercessors with God
and celestial advocates, so to speak, for particular localities,
groups or works within that Universal Church for which Christ
Himself makes constant intercession before the Throne of the
Father.

Such patrons probably began to be chosen as an outgrowth
from the early Church custom of honoring certain martyrs as
the “ titulars ” of churches and places. During the first three
centuries the faithful assembled for worship in prlvate homes,
in the places where their beloved dead were buried or in other
secluded areas where neither the persecution nor the contami-
nation of the paganism about them could invade the peace and
quiet of the Christian devotion. As occasion permitted, build-
ings were erected or adapted for Christian cult. These buildings
were not “ dedicated ” to saints originally, as churches and
institutions now are, but were set apart and cherished as
“houses of God” or “houses of prayer.” Their Greek and
Latin names indicate this primary dedication of them: kyriaca,
dominica, oratoria.

It was only after Constantine accorded to Christians peace-
ful freedom in the practice of their religion and i the con-
struction of churches that these began to be dedicated to saints.
The origin of the custom of so dedicating the gathering places
of the faithful seems natural enough. The sites chosen for the
construction of churches were usually places already beloved
by the Christian community because of their association with
the martyrs, greatest of the heroes among the Christians. The
association might have been because they were the scenes of
the triumphs of martyrs, of their glorious deaths, or because
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they were made holy in some other way by the lives and the
memories of those who bore ultimate and most valiant witness
to their faith by the testimony of martyrdom.

And so it came to pass that early in the history of the Church
in Rome and elsewhere the buildings erected for Christian
worship took their titles from  titulars ” among the martyrs
or other saints whose pious memories were associated with the
places on which the churches were built or with the communi-
ties by whom these buildings were erected, supported or fre-
quented. It was inevitable, both as a matter of logic and as
a matter of piety, that those who gave their names to churches
and to institutions as their “ titulars” should eventually be
thought of as the special protectors and “ patrons” of the
places and peoples dedicated to them.

* * *

In general terms it may be said that down to the 17th century
it was largely popular devotion, though under the guidance of
ecclesiastical authority, which chose celestial patrons from
among the holy men and women renowned in life for their
miracles and for their special ties of piety to the communities
or institutions of which they became the protectors. In 1638,
however, Pope Urban VIII set down certain rules by which the
faithful of the Church itself should be guided in the selections
‘henceforth of patrons for churches, cities or even countries.
Pope Urban was careful in thus codifying future procedure to
leave unchanged the long established customs by which tradi-
tional patrons were already venerated so long as these customs
were consistent with sound piety and theological principles.

The norms promulgated by Pope Urban systematized and
clarified many of the considerations by which particular patrons
had been chosen popularly in previous generations. Often a
saint was chosen as the patron of a region or of a community
because his body or some one of his major relics was in the
possession of those who chose him as their patron. Frequently,
a saint was chosen as patron of a place where he had preached
the Gospel or had performed the labors of his dedicated life
or had died in the odor of sanctity. Sometimes the selection of
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patrons reflects the popular devotions preached at the time
when the choice was made.

The underlying doctrine sustaining and inspiring the custom
of choosing celestial patrons is, of course, the dogma of the
Communion of Saints. This dogma proclaims the spiritual bond
which exists among all those who love God and are thus united
to Him, whether by vision in Heaven or by faith on earth and
in Purgatory. The solidarity which unites those who love God,
whether they be in the Church Militant here below or in the
Church Suffering and the Church Triumphant in Purgatory
and in Heaven hereafter, causes one and all to be interested in
the fate of each. Those who are still on earth, and therefore
still able to 1nerit by their prayers and their sacrifices, are the
advocates of the holy souls detained in the prison of love that
is Purgatory. Those who now stand unspotted before God’s
merciful face serve as advocates for their brethren both in
Purgatory and on earth. Even their heavenly advocacy or
patronage, a Christian instinct assures us, will inevitably be
colored and intensified as a result of the ties between them and
the places or persons on earth that perpetuate their names as

“ titulars ” and patrons.
* * *

Against the background of this summary history and even
more sketchily summarized doctrine it is interesting to recall
how the Blessed Mother, under her title of the Immaculate
Conception, came to be chosen as the celestial patroness of the
United States. A preliminary observation is important and
interesting. On November 8, 1760 Our Lady, under her same
title of the Immaculate Conception, had been proclaimed prin-
cipal patroness of all possessions of the Spanish Crown, includ-
ing those in the Americas.

At the sixth Provincial Council of Baltimore, May 10, 1846
(with 23 Bishops and the representatives of four religious orders
present) , the Blessed Virgin Mary “ conceived without original
sin >’ was chosen as the Patroness of the Province. On February
7, 1847 this selection of the Blessed Virgin Mary, under the
title of her Immaculate Conception, was extended so as to
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make her a principal patroness of the whole United States of
America. The first Plenary Council of Baltimore, May 9-20,
1852, confirmed all the enactments of the seven Provincial
Councils.

This choice of Our Lady under the title of the Immaculate
Conception to be patroness of the United States is considered
thus meditatively by Daniel Sargent in his book, Our Land
and our Lady:

In 1846, not long after the native American riots, there met in
Baltimore the sixth provincial council. While it was meeting, the
armies of the United States were entering New Mexico and Cali-
fornia. We were taking over more lands which the Spaniards had
dedicated to the Immaculate Conception. Those in the council
were not thinking of the invading armies. They had no way of
knowing even whether they were conquering or being conquered.
Yet they seemed unconsciously in one act of theirs to be preparing
our land to take over Spain’s old responsibilities. Twenty years of
the Deluge had tightened the bond between the Church in our
country and the Mother of God. It was a spontaneous act, there-
for, when in this council permission was sought from Rome that
we be allowed to elect as our patroness, her, who to the immigrants
was not only their life, their sweetness and their hope, but also
their only true equality, only true liberty, only true fraternity, the
“ Blessed Virgin Conceived Without Sin ™ (op. ¢it., p. 187).

The fact that this petition for the designation of the Immacu-
late Conception as the patroness of the United States was
made eight vears before the solemn definition of the dogma
her regard has always been a further joy to Catholic Americans.
One cannot doubt that it has also been a source of special graces
to the United States and, one ventures to say, to the hierarchy
which officially took the action by which this happy choice was
made in 1846. It is surely not too much to suggest that the
Blessed Mother must have exercised a providential patronage
over the proceedings of the Plenary Council itself and, as a
result, over the myriad aspects of Catholic American life subse-
quently influenced by it.

The theological premises of the invocation of patrons which
we have recalled remind us of the inward spiritual union of
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the faithful, as members of Christ’s Mystical Body, with all
other members of this Body, including the elect and the con-
firmed in justice whose participation in the Kingdom of God is
absolutely certain and through whose intercession help may
be given to the faithful still wayfaring on earth.

The intercessory power of the servants of Christ who have
triumphed through His grace is great before the throne of God.
How much greater is the power of her who is not only a servant
of God but the Mother of His Incarnate Son? Christ gave His
Mother to all Christians on Calvary. The universal Catholic
people have taken Mary to themselves by their creed and their
cult, but Catholic Americans have made her their especial
patroness by the deliberate and formal action of the special
representatives of her Sen in His Church in the United States.

The ties that bind us to the Immaculate Mother are there-
fore many and strong. The needs of the Church and of the
members of Christ’s Mystical Body in the United States are
many and urgent. There is no one who can intercede for us
with Christ more effectively than His Mother. The conse-
quences of her patronage for us cannot be exaggerated and
should not be minimized. Catholic Americans are Mary’s
devotees by the added title of her election as our principal
patroness.

What the spiritual princes of an older day and world, sup-
ported by the piety of the subjects of their kings, did for Mary
in France and Spain, the bishops of America, seconded by the
believing citizens of our democracy, have in our days done for
her here. Sound reason and simple faith agree in suggesting
that Mary, as patroness of our land, will benignly insure among
us victories for faith and freedom comparable to those which
once she accomplished there.

# JouN WRiGHT

Bishop of Worcester



MARY IMMACULATE IN THE WRITINGS OF
ST. THOMAS

(-2

N this year dedicated to Our Lady Thomists have reason

I to rejoice in St. Thomas’ reverent and profound tribute to

the God-bearer; reason to rejoice in his many and master-

ful contributions to Christian understanding of the mystery
that is Mary.

But there is also the kindly suspicion that in this centenary
of the definition of the Virgin’s Immaculate Conception the
followers of Thomas have not too much to rejoice in; for it
seems that in this very question of the Immaculate Conception
is St. Thomas® greatest—if not unique—theological failure.
Certainly the opinion that St. Thomas denied the Immaculate
Conception is both widespread and readily defended.

Perhaps nowhere more fittingly than in the pages of The
Thomist could there appear at this time of intense cultivation
of Mariology a re-examination of the text, context, and general
background of St. Thomas’ teaching on Our Lady’s primitive
sanctification. The study has but one purpose: to reproduce,
in its entirety, Aquinas’ view of this mystery. Our procedure,
therefore, must be very simple: we shall examine first the texts
of St. Thomas which seem, either explicitly or implicitly, to
favor the Immaculate Conception; secondly we shall indicate
the three classes of texts which seem opposed to the dogma;
thirdly we shall examine closely the wording, context, and back-
ground of the principal texts.

That we approach this re-examination without pre-convic-
tions is suggested first by reverence for so great a Doctor of the
Church as Thomas; for, as Pope Pius XI reminded us all, in
honoring Thomas we honor the authority of the teaching
Church.* It is suggested secondly by intellectual honesty: to

1 Pius XI Ency. Studiorum Ducem, 29 June 1923,
433
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which may be appended, by way of public confession, the ad-
mission that this study was undertaken in the firm pre-convic-
tion that St. Thomas had unquestionably denied the Immacu-
late Conception of our Lady!

L

1. The texts of St. Thomas which must or can be interpreted
in favor of our Lady’s Immaculate Conception are not confined
to any one period of his life,

At the beginning of his first theological work—his Commen-
tary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard—Thomas gives us our
initial revelation of his thought on Mary’s original freedom
from sin. We read: * The increase of purity (from sin) is in
accordance with the recession from its contrary; and because in
the Blessed Virgin this was a purifying from all sin, therefore
she attained the summit of purity; but beneath God, in Whom
there is not even capability of deficiency, such as is to be found
in every creature whatsoever.,”? And a bit later in the same
Book of Sentences St. Thomas amplifies that statement, spells
out its meaning. “ Purity is intensified by recession from its
contrary; therefore there can be some created reality than which
nothing in creation can be more pure, if (that reality) is stained
by no taint of sin; and such was the purity of the Blessed Virgin
who was immune from original and actual sin; yet (she was)
beneath God, inasmuch as there was in her capability of
sinning.” *

These closely-related texts need little comment. These points
alone need be urged with respect to them. First there is no
doubt whatever of their authenticity, no doubt whatever that
here St. Thomas expressly affirms Mary’s immunity from
original sin, and from all sin. Secondly, the first of the two
texts, considered even apart from the second, is sufficient to
indicate St. Thomas’ mind on the matter. Many early Fathers
of the Church and ecclesiastical authors whose words are cited
in favor of Mary’s Immaculate Conception expressed them-

27 Sent., d. 17, q. 2, a. 4. 3Ibid., d.44, q.1, 2.3, ad 8.
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selves only in such general terms as did St. Thomas in this first
place. Thirdly, however, too much importance should not be
attached to these texts for the reason that in the places cited
the Immaculate Conception is not being treated ex professo
but only incidentally.

2. In Book Three, of St. Thomas® same Commentary on Peter
Lombard, occur other striking statements of St. Thomas’ view
of our Lady’s primitive sanctification. We read that it was
due to the Man-God alone that He should be bound by no
slavery of sin, since He alone redeems all from sin; therefore
“ His Virgin mother ought to have not that purity but the
greatest after it.”* Thomas immediately adds that she was
“ more pure from sin than all other Saints ”; that the privilege
of purification in the womb given to some—to John the Baptist
~and Jeremias, for example—was beyond doubt * given much
more excellently to the Mother of God.” ® The meaning of the
above passage seems clarified in the very next point: Of
wisdom it is said ‘ For wisdom will not enter into a malicious
soul nor dwell in a body subject to sins.” But the wisdom of
God not only entered into the soul of the Virgin . . . He dwelt
in her body, assuming flesh of her. Therefore in her there was
no sin: which can be gathered from what is said in the Canticle,
‘Thou art all fair, O my love, and there is not a spot in
Thee’!” © ;
Now granted that these words occur in a section of St.
Thomas’ writings which is usually considered one of his strong-
est statements against the Immaculate Conception, they still
have considerable force. Their progression is clear. We have
first, that Christ alone is in no way affected by sin, so that
Mary’s freedom from sin is, after Her Son’s, the maximum;
second, that her freedom from sin is greater than that of all
other saints without any exception, greater than the purity of
that John of whom Divine Truth said that no greater than he

4 JII Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 1, gcla. 2, ad 8.
5 Ibid., gcla, 3.
¢ Ibid., a. 2, qcla. 2, argu. Praeterea (sed contra 22).
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was born of woman; third, that Mary’s initial deliverance from
sin was much more excellent than that of others who were
purified before birth: what more excellent sanctification is there
than that of a John, sanctified before his birth? The answer is,
fourth, that Mary’s sanctification left her without spot, without
stain of sin, so that to her St. Thomas applies the words of one
Canticle: “ macula non est in te.” In that is the great excel-
lence of her sanctification.

3. More than fifteen years after writing the above St. Thomas
in his Summa Theologiae returned to the question of Mary’s
primitive sanctification. Is there now any trace of the opinion
he had expressed in the Sentences? We find, for example: “ The
Mother of God should have been adorned with the very greatest
purity.” " Again, “reasonably we believe that she who bore
“the Only-Begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth’
received g ater privileges of grace than all others.”® And
immediately after: *“ Under Christ who as universal Savior did
not need to be saved, the Blessed Virgin’s was the greatest
purity. For Christ in no way contracted original sin . . . the
Blessed Virgin was cleansed from it . . . In her coming forth
she was immune from original sin.” ° In the same question St.
Thomas makes his own Augustine’s words (words so often cited
as indicating that the great Bishop and Doctor of Hippo taught
Mary’s Immaculate Conception): “ Concerning the Virgin
Mary I will allow no question when treating of sins . . . we
know that greater grace was bestowed on her to overcome sin
under every aspect.”'® Again there is a certain progression.
Mary had under Christ the highest sanctity, higher than that
of all others, save Christ alone. Therefore she was in some
special way freed from original sin though not as Christ was,
since in Him was no reference to that or to any sin. Neverthe-
less, such was her special purity that according to Augustine
and Thomas she can truly be said to have overcome absolutely

* Summa Theol., I-11, q. 81, a. 5, ad 3. ®Ibid., a. 2, ad 2.
8 Ibid., III, q. 27, a. 1. 10 Ibid., a. 4, Sed Contra.
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all sin with the consequence that no question of sin in het is to
be tolerated.

4. Dating roughly from the same period as St. Thomas’ Summa
Theologiae his Commentaries on the Psalms and on certain
Christian prayers also reveal his outlook at this time on Mary’s
primitive sanctification. He writes, for example: “In Christ
and in the Virgin Mary there was absolutely no stain,” ** and a
bit later the words of Psalm 18— He hath set his tabernacle
in the sun “—he explains to mean: “That is, Christ set His
body in the sum, i. e., in the Blessed Virgin who has no darkness
of sin.” And again he refers to Mary the words of the Canticle:
“ macula non est in te.” **

In St. Thomas’ explanation of the Pater Noster he speaks of
“ the Blessed Virgin who was full of grace, in whom there was
no sin, as Augustine says.” And last of all his exposition of the
Ave Maria probably includes these words so reminiscent of the
first opinion he has long before penned about Mary. “ As to
purity she exceeded the Angels, because the Blessed Virgin is
not alone pure in herself but she also procured purity for others.
With regard to fault (quantum ad culpam) she was most pure,
because the Virgin incurred neither original nor venial, nor
mortal sin.” * Beyond any doubt St. Thomas in his magnificent
commentary on the Ave Maria did write; “ The Blessed Virgin
surpassed the angels . . . in fulness of grace which is greater in
the Blessed Virgin than in any angel.”

It is the asserted parallelism between Christ and Mary (an
admittedly imperfect parallel) which is most characteristic of
these passages and most remarkable in them. In Christ and
Mary there is absolutely no stain; as Christ has grace without
limitation, Mary has such fulness of holiness as to make sin in

* In Psalm. 14.

2t in Psalm. 18.

*® This text is included here merely for the sake of completeness; from it we shall
not attempt to draw any conclusion, nor shall further reference be made to it. The
reason is that the phrase nec originale may be an interpellation; it seems better to
concern ourselves wholly with texts that are indisputably authentic than to engage
in a discussion of one which is only probably authentic.

2
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her unthinkable; she is even holier than the Angels who were,
according to St. Thomas, created in grace! The sinlessness of
the Savior and His mother is unique, so that the latter’s free-
dom from sin is comparable only to Christ’s own spotlessness:
if in her there is no stain or any question of sin at all, then
surely her Immaculate Conception seems implied in her original
holiness.

I

The texts of St. Thomas which seem to deny Our Lady’s
Immaculate Conception are so numerous and found in so many
of his works that their compilation alone is a task—a task
perhaps more arduous than fruitful since many of the texts are
repetitive. For the sake of completeness, however, it is well to
point out where many of those texts occur.

In general they seem to fall under three headings: (1) those
which merely state that the Blessed Virgin was conceived in
sin, but offer no reason for that statement; (2) more general
texts which state and prove that all men save Christ alone are
conceived in original sin. Such texts refer only by implication
to Our Lady, yet they are highly important in that they mani-
fest some general principles which St. Thomas brought to bear
on the problem of Mary’s freedom from original sin; (3) texts
concerned with proving that Our Lady in particular was con-
ceived In original sin.

1. We find fairly frequently in St. Thomas’ works mere
statements without any proof that the Blessed Virgin was
conceived in original sin. For example, the Summa Theologiae
has these statements: “ The flesh of the Virgin was conceived
in original sin ”; ** *“ the body of the Blessed Virgin was wholly
conceived in original sin ”’; ** “ the Blessed Virgin was conceived
in original sin.” ** The Commentary on the Ave Maria is quite
as clear. “ Christ surpassed the Blessed Virgin in this that He

was conceived and born without any original sin. The Blessed

* Summa Theol., 11T, q. 14, a. 8, ad 1.
® Ibid., q. 81, a. 7.
¢ Ibid., g. 81, a. 8, ad 2.
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Virgin was conceived but not born in original (sin).” In the
Quaestiones Quodlibetales we find: * This privilege is said to
be Christ’s alone that He was conceived without original sin.
Therefore it does not befit the Blessed Virgin.”*" The Com-
mentary on Psalm 45 reads: “ The Holy Ghost sanctified her
(Mary) in her mother’s womb after her body was formed and
her soul created.”

It is as well to point out immediately that these texts really
prove nothing with regard to St. Thomas’ apparent denial of
the Immaculate Conception. Leaving aside for the moment the
very last text (from the Commentary on Psalm 45), all the
others state substantially this: Mary was conceived in original
sin. But as St. Thomas understood and meant that propo-
sition, 1t is In no way opposed to the truth defined by Pius IX,
In St. Thomas’ view, as in that of his contemporaries generally
(following the ancient naturalists), conception preceded the
infusion of a human soul by a very considerable time. During
all that time there was as yet no apt subject for divine grace,
for the fetus, prior to its animation by a human soul, was con-
sidered to be of infra-intellectual nature, consequently incapable
of grace. As we shall see, this is an argument used by St.
Thomas to show that Our Lady could not possibly have been
sanctified before the infusion of her soul; and it is a valid argu-
ment if the supposition be granted that the fetus is for some
time infra-human.

This explains why we find in St. Thomas’ works such propo-
sitions as: “ The flesh of Mary was conceived in original sin,”
“ the body of the Blessed Virgin was conceived in original sin,”
and “ the Blessed Virgin was conceived in original sin.” They
are all equivalent because in St. Thomas’ judgment conception
is conception of the body only, not of the person (though it is
attributed to the person); and any flesh or body conceived by
human intercourse must inevitably be sin-infested in the sense
that it is the instrument which as it were carries original sin.

*" Quaes. Quod. q. 6, a. 7. Sed Contra. The same judgment is expressed in the
Commentary on Psalm 60 n. 8: “ Omnes practer Christum concipiuntur in originali”
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Sin is in it not formally (for only a person can be a sinner) but
virtually, or instrumentally. And all these passages in St.
Thomas’ understanding and intention convey no more than
that.

So long as it is a question of conception, then St. Thomas is
saying merely that the fetus as infra-human is incapable of
sanctification or grace; but, given Adam’s sin, it is an instru-
ment for the transmission of sin to the person when the person
shall be constituted. Therefore the fetus in the womb of St.
Anne was capable of transmitting sin, like any other fetus so
begotten. This is not an assertion that the person who is Mary
was stained by original sin once that human person was con-
stituted by the union of her human soul to her body. To read
into it any such assertion is quite literally to do violence to the
thought of Thomas, to refuse to read his words as he penned
them. For him conception did not mark the beginning of life
as human, but was antecedent to one’s personal history. Inci-
dentally, this explains, too, why St. Thomas says more than
once that “ Christ alone was conceived without original sin.”
In Christ uniquely, accordingly to St. Thomas, the instant of
conception was identical with that of animation by His human
soul. But this was miraculous and predicable of no other than
Him, for it was divinely accomplished out of regard for the
exigencies of the Hypostatic Union.

In brief, the passages we have seen are not concerned with
the conception of Mary inasmuch as the dogma of the Im-
maculate Conception refers to her conception. The dogma
asserts that Mary was preserved free from all stain of original
sin in the first instant of her conception, 1. e., in the first instant
that the person who is Mary was constituted. What St. Thomas
denied is that there was holiness there before that person was
constituted. The latter 1s not a denial of the former.

The last of the quoted passages refers to Mary’s sanctifica-
tion “ after her body was formed and her soul created.” But
again this is not probative. Does after (postquam) refer
necessarily to posteriority of time? Nothing in the text or
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context so limits or determines its meaning. As the passage
stands its determinate significance simply is not clear and to
insist that it is clear would be to substitute arbitrariness for
sound exegesis. Can the sense of this passage be fixed by
reference to other and fuller passages in St. Thomas? We must
attempt to ascertain this.

2. The texts we shall now treat are general in characler but
have immediate reference to our problem insofar as they show
why St. Thomas held that all men save Christ must be con-
ceived in original sin. They give the background against which
he reached the particular conclusions about Our Lady.

In the Second Sentences we read:

He wheo is not subject to sin does not need redemption. If therefore
there were anyone, besides Christ, who was not born in original sin
there would be . . . someone who would not need the redemption
accomplished by Christ, and so Christ would not be the head of all
men: which is not in accordance with faith. Neither therefore (is
it in accordance with faith) to say that anyone could be born
without original sin.*®

Later in the Sentences much the same reason is repeated but
amplified.

It is erroneous to say that anyone except Christ 1s conceived with-
out original sin; for he who would be conceived without original sin
would not need the redemption wrought by Christ; and thus Christ
would not be the redeemer of all men. Nor can it be said that they
did not need this redemption since this favor was bestowed upon
them that they be conceived without sin; insofar as grace was given
to their parenis so that the defect of nature should be healed in
them ... or (the grace was given) to nature itself which was
healed. For it must be held that each man needs Christ’s redemp-
tion personally and not only by reason of his nature. But only one
who has incurred a debt or fallen into evil can be freed from the evil
or absolved from the debt . . . so the forgiving of the debt and the
freeing from evil cannot (so) be understood that one be born
without debt or immune from evil; but (must be understood in the
sense) that, born with the debt, he is afterward freed by the grace
of Christ.2®

18 J1 Sent., d. 31, q. 1, a. 2. IV Sent., d. 48, q. 1, a. 4, qcla. 1, ad 3.
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The De Malo yields no different line of argument:

It is erroneous to say that some are seminally derived from Adam
without original sin: for thus there would be some men who would
not need the redemption achieved by Christ. So it must be con-
ceded that all who are seminally begotten from Adam contract
original sin in their very animation,® (i.e., in the uniting of human
soul to body).

The same question, of course, is considered in the Summa
T heologiae.

According to Catholic faith it must firmly be held that, Christ alone
excepted, all men sprung from Adam contract original sin from him;
otherwise not all men would need the redemption which is through
Christ: and this (proposition) is erroneous.*

These passages are uniformly remarkable for two things.
First, the argument in each case is the same, viz., that to exempt
anyone from original sin would imply a denial of the umver-
sality of redemption by Christ; secondly, a theological note of
some kind is found in each of the ways wherein St. Thomas
records that one argument. In every instance without exception
we find “ secundum fidem catholicam” or its equivalent; or,
(qualifying a contradictory proposition) “ erroneum est dicere”
or its equivalent. In St. Thomas this is putting the matter
with marked force.

It will be easiest to turn now to what St. Thomas has to say
in his ex professo arguments about Mary’s sanctification in par-
ticular. The special significance of the general passages just
cited can be pointed out in relationship to the more properly
Marian texts to follow.

3. Of the several places in which St. Thomas argues about the
Blessed Virgin’s primitive sanctity two are of outstanding
importance, and these we shall first indicate. In the Third
Sentences St. Thomas asks whether the Blessed Virgin was
sanctified before her anmimation, 1. e., before a human soul was

2 De Malo, q. 4, a. 6.
21 Summa Theol., I-1L, q. 81, a. 3.
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united to her body? The objections urge that she was; but,
says St. Thomas,

On the contrary, such is the order between the parts of man that
the soul is closer to God than is the body. But the power of an
agent reaches first to those things that are closer to it, and through
them to more distant things. Therefore the grace of sanctification
comes from Geod through the soul to the body. Therefore before
the body is animated it could not be sanctified. Again, contraries
are concerned with the same thing. But the grace of sanctification
is contrary to original sin. Since, therefore, before animation there
cannot be original sin in the offspring since the rational soul is the
proper subject of guilt; it seems that the Blessed Virgin was not
sanctified before animation.

Then in the body of the quaestiunculum we read:

To this . . . question it must be said that the Blessed Virgin’s
sanctification could not fittingly have been before the infusion of
her soul, because she was not yet capable of grace; but neither
(could it have been) in the very instant of infusion so that, namely,
by grace then infused into her soul, it should be preserved from
Incurring original sin. For Christ alone among human kind has this
(dignity) that He does not need redemption, since He is our head;
to all others it belongs to be redeemed by Him. But this would not
be if there should be discovered another soul which was never
infected by original sin. Therefore this is to be conceded neither to
the Blessed Virgin nor te anyone else save Christ.??

Many years later in the Summa Theologiae St. Thomas again
asked whether the most Blessed Virgin Mother of God was
sanctified before animation? The objections urge that she was:
but the Universal Doctor writes:

On the contrary, those things which were in the Old Testament are
figures of the New according to I Corinthians, ‘ all things happened
to them in figure’ But it seems that through the sanctification of
the tabernacle, concerning which it is said in Psalm 45, ¢ The Most
High hath sanctified His own tabernacle,” there is signified the
sanctification of God’s Mother who is called a tabernacle of God.
According to Psalm 18, ‘He hath set His tabernacle in the sun.
Of the tabernacle however it is said in Exodus, ‘after all things

22 JIT Sent., d. 8, q. 1, gcla. 2.
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were perfected the cloud covered the tabernacle of the testimony,
and the glory of the Lord filled it Therefore the Blessed Virgin
too was sanctified only after all her (constituent parts) were per-
fected, that is, soul and body.

I answer that the sanctification of the Blessed Virgin cannot be
understood before her animation for two reasons: first, because the
sanctification of which we are speaking is a cleansing from original
sin, since sanctity means perfect cleanness, as Dionysius says. But
sin can be cleansed only through grace, the subject of which is the
rational creature alone. Therefore the Blessed Virgin, before the
infusion of her rational soul, was not sanctified.

Secondly, since only the rational creature is capable of sin, the
offspring is not subject to sin before the mnfusion of a rational soul.
If in any way whatever the Blessed Virgin were sanciified before
animation she would never have mcurred the stain of original sin
and so would not have needed the redemption and salvation which
is through Christ, of Whom 1t is said in Matthew ¢ He shall save his
people from their sins,” But it is unfitting that Christ be not the
Savior of all men, as He is called in 1T Timothy. Hence it re-
mains that the sanctification of the Blessed Virgin was after her
animation.”

These two texts are of the highest importance for in each we
find a denial that Mary was purified and sanctified prior to the
infusion of her soul. In addition the first contains a denial that
she was purified and sanctified in the moment of the infusion
of her soul; the second expressly states that Our Lady was made
holy ounly after the infusion of her soul. On the basis of these
two texts many theologians have concluded that we must
hold that St. Thomas denied the dogma of the Immaculate
Conception. Their conclusion is certainly not difficult to
understand.

For the sake of completeness it is well to note here the exist-
ence of two other, and similar, texts of St. Thomas also of
importance in this matter. In the Quaestiones Quodlibetales
ocecurs a familiar argument;

Each man coniracts original sin by this that he was in Adam
secundum seminalem rationem (i.e., insofar as he is begotten of
his line by natural generation). In this way the Blessed Virgin

23 Summa Theol., 1IL q. 27, a. 2.
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came from Adam because she like others was born through sexual
intercourse, and therefére she was conceived in original sin and is
included in the totality of those concerning whom the Apostle in
the Epistle to the Romans says, ‘in whom all have sinned ’; from
which totality Christ alone is excepted, He who was not in Adam
secundum seminalem rationem; otherwise, should this be true of
another than Christ, that other would not need the redemption of
Christ. We cannot attribute so much to the mother as to subtract
anything from the honor of the Son, Who is the Savior of all men
as the Apostle says (1 Epistle to Timothy).

Aquinas goes on to explain the custom of some churches of
celebrating a feast of Mary’s Conception:

The Roman Church and many others, considering that the Virgin’s
conception was in original sin, do not celebrate the feast of her
Conception. But some, considering Mary’s sanctification in the
womb, the time of which is unknown, do celebrate her Conception;
for it is believed that she was sanctified quickly after her con-
ception and the infusion of her soul. So the feast refers to her
Conception not by reason of the conception, but rather of her
sanctification.?*

Lastly the Compendium Theologiae offers this wording of
the arguments:

She (Our Lady) should have been conceived with original sin
because she was conceived through sexual intercourse. (And then
the second argument:) If she were not conceived with original sin
she would not need to be redeemed through Christ and so Christ
would not be the universal Savior of men; this would diminish
Christ’s dignity. It must therefore be held that she was conceived
with original sin but purified from it in a special way . . . But
such sanctification did not precede the infusion of her soul. (If it
had) she would never have been subject to original sin and would
not have needed redemption. For the subject of sin can only be
the rational creature. Again sanctifying grace is per prius in the
soul, and comes to the body only through the soul, therefore she
must be believed to have been sanctified after the infusion of her
soul.?

A fair summary of St. Thomas’ position in these places would

2¢ Quaes. Quod., q. 6, a. 7. 2 Comp. Theol., c. 224.
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seem to be the following. 1) In the question of the universality
of original sin he at all times reasons from the revealed truth of
the universality of Christ’s redemptive activity to the uni-
versality of the need of redemption, i. e., to the universality of
sin in mankind. This teaching he always qualifies by a theo-
logical note. 2) In the special question of Qur Lady’s primitive
sanctification he in various places advances only three arguments
directed against her being sanctified before the infusion of her
soul. They are: a) before the soul is infused there is given no
apt subject of grace; b) all humans including Mary begotten by
carnal intercourse must inherit original sin; ¢) had Mary been
sanctified before her soul was united to her body her grace
would have been independent of Christ, 1. ., Christ would not
be her Redeemer.

Tt is noteworthy that in every instance St. Thomas refrains
from using any theological note or censure whatever in dis-
cussing the case of Our Lady. This might incline us a priori
to suspect that while he was very certain of the universality of
original sin as a general law for men he found no such cer-
tainty pro or con in the special question about Mary.

11X

We are now faced with the heart of our problem, namely,
what is the proper meaning and interpretation of those passages
in which at first reading St. Thomas certainly seems to deny the
Tmmaculate Conception of Our Lady?

In trying to answer that question I shall consider first the
places in which the Angelic Doctor argues that Mary’s sancti-
fication occurred after the infusion of her soul; ** then that place
in which he reasons that her sanctification was not in the in-
stant of the infusion of her soul.”” The reason for this procedure
is that St. Thomas’ phrase “ post animationem ” extends in his
use of it to the temporal instant of the infusion of Mary’s soul.
Tt follows that the passages in which he teaches Mary’s sancti-

26 Summa Theol., IIL, q. 27, a. 2; Comp. Theol., c. 224; Quaes. Quod., q. 6, a. 7.
27 171 Sent., d. 3, q. 1, a. 1, gcla. 2.
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fication post animationem in and of themselves contain neither
an assertion nor a denial of her original sinlessness. There
remains then the crucial question: does the argument denying
her sanctification #n the instant of her animation definitively
deny Mary’s Immaculate Conception?

1. Of the three places which teach the sanctification of our
Blessed Mother post animationem the most important and the
most frequently cited is that found in the Summa Theologiae.
With it we shall therefore be principally, but not exclusively,
concerned.

The very text of the article in question indicates that in its
conclusion (viz., ““ therefore it remains that the sanctification
of the Blessed Virgin was after her animation ”), the prepo-
sition after (post) signifies nothing other than not-before;
therefore it can include the temporal instant of Mary’s anima-
tion. I say this for the three following reasons. First the title
of the article is, “ whether the Blessed Virgin was sanctified
before animation?” The four objections are worded so as to
conclude to this one proposition (which St. Thomas intends,
of course, to refute) that Our Lady was sanctified before the
infusion of her soul. In the entire article and in the question as
a whole there is absolutely no mention of Mary’s sanctification
in the instant of her conception: St. Thomas’ one concern here
is to exclude any grace in Our Lady prior to the creation and
infusion of her human soul. He neither overlooked nor was
ignorant of the possibility of a sanctification in the instant of
animation: in the Sentences he expressly adverted to that possi-
bility. It would seem intentional, therefore, that in the Summa
he sedulously avoids any express consideration of Mary’s sancti-
fication in the instant of the infusion of her soul.

The question of sanctification before animation St. Thomas
answers negatively, Then, though there has been neither ex-
plicit nor implicit consideration of the very instant of anima-
tion, St. Thomas concludes that Our Lady was sanctified after
the infusion of her soul. But the preposition after (post) must be
merely equivalent to not-before. For either the Angelic Doctor
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was stupid in not seeing the possibility of sanctification in the
temporal instant of animation (a possibility he did see); or
else the after is merely a negative of before which would
include the temporal instant of animation. Again, even in one
temporal instant St. Thomas distinguished aspects of priority
and posteriority, so that of two things that are temporally
simultaneous one can be said to be after another in the order
of nature.® So the phrase after her antmation means not prior
in time to her anmimation, but posterior in nature. This explana-
tion alone is coherent with St. Thomas’ general doctrine, as we
shall see.

Secondly, if he meant post positively to exclude the instant of
conception, then St. Thomas’ reasoning in the body of the
article is faulty and his conclusion opposed to his own teaching
elsewhere. In this place he urges against Mary’s sanctification
before animation two arguments, namely, 1) that before anima-
tion there is no apt recipient of sanctification, and 2) that if
Mary were sanctified before animation, then she would never
have incurred any sin and so would not need to be redeemed
by Christ. The result would be that Christ would not be the
Savior of all men as Sacred Scripture says that He is.

From the first reason—that only a rational subject is capable
of receiving divine grace—can we conclude that sanctification
must come as temporally subsequent to the soul’s infusion? St.
Thomas did not think so. He expressly taught that God not
only could give grace in the first instant to a rational creature
but that God had done so and would have done so for every
man had man remained faithful to God. According to St.
Thomas’ express teaching, in that same instant in which there
is an angelic or human creature there is an apt recipient of
grace. The post animationem, therefore, to which St. Thomas
concludes from his first argument either extends to the instant
of animation, or if it does not, his conclusion does not follow
from his premises and is directly opposed to his general teaching.

The second argument—that if Mary were sanctified before

28 &t Thomas’ familiarity with this distinction will be demonstrated later.
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the infusion of her soul she would not need redemption through
Christ—again does not exclude the possibility of sanctification
in the Instant of animation. For the point of the argument (as
St. Thomas makes clear in a passage in the Fourth Sentences,
a passage we shall soon consider) *° is that sanctification prior to
animation would be a sanctification either of nature, or of the
principles of nature; a sanctification therefore which would be
prior to the person as person. Hence the person so sanctified
would be as a person in every way outside the order of those
who need redemption. Such sanctity as that would indeed
militate against man’s universal dependence on Christ as
Redeemer.

But that argument would by no means hold for a sanctifi-
cation achieved in the temporal instant of animation; St.
Thomas taught that the person is naturally prior to grace; so
there could be in one instant of time 1) the infusion of the
soul into the fetus, which would constitute the person; 2) some
order to sin in the person so constituted (because the soul would
be united to a flesh which ought to beget sin in the person),
and 8) grace excluding sin from the person.

Again we must conclude that the premises of St. Thomas’
second argument in the article under discussion do not contain
the conclusion that Our Lady was actually in sin in the moment
of her animation. They contain only the conclusion that she
was not sanctified before that moment. We have already seen
that that is the only question St. Thomas set out to answer,
so it is not remarkable that it is the only question he does
answer. If we Interpret post animationem to exclude sanctifi-
cation in the moment of animation, we must say that St.
Thomas either stupidly or dishonestly pretended to solve a
question by an argument that was irrelevant. Therefore, either
the whole article hangs together and the conclusion answers
the question through pertinent arguments, or else St. Thomas
was trying to answer a question he had not asked by arguments
which would not lead to that answer. The latter alternative is
not impossible; but it is neither necessary nor likely.

2 [V Sent., d. 48, q. 1, a. 4, qcla. 1, ad 3.
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Lastly with respect to the text of this article the second
objection demands scrutiny. The objection proceeds from St.
Anselm’s famous dictum, “ it was fitting that this Virgin should
shine with such purity that under God none greater can be
imagined.” ** But St. Thomas adds: “ The purity of the
Blessed Virgin would have been greater had she never been
stained by the contagion of original sin. Therefore it was given
to her to be sanctified before her flesh was animated.”

The point here is the conclusion of the objection. What fol-
lows from the premises is this: therefore it was given to her
never to be stained by original sin; but St. Thomas concludes:
she was sanctified before her animation. What is the difference?
Such preservation from sin as really follows from St. Thomas’
objection might have been either before animation or in the
instant of animation. Yet he concludes only to sanctification
before animation. But Thomas knew that the former is the
correct conclusion. From the very same premises he concludes
in the Sentences: * Either therefore her flesh was sanctified
before animation, or, at least in the very instant of infusion
her soul received grace.” * Why then in the Summa did he
express as a conclusion to be rejected only a part of what
followed from his premises? The answer seems clear: he had in
writing the Summa no desire to reject the possibility of Mary’s
sanctification in the instant of the infusion of her soul. That
was a possibility he would neither reject, nor discuss; so he
sacrificed laws of logical deductions in order to avoid any ex-
press consideration of the matter. Once in his youth he dis-
cussed in the Sentences the instant of the infusion of Mary’s
soul; but from that day until his death he never again returned
to that discusion even though it was to the forefront in the
schools of his own day, and a question that almost demanded
treatment in his own writings. But this man of genius who so
boldly, though reverently, rewrote much theology, and who,
when he was certain of his position, humbly dared stand against

305t. Anselm, de Conceptu Virginali; ¢. 18; M. L., 158 :451.
¥ JII Sent., d. 31, q. 1, a. 1, qcla. 2.
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his masters and predecessors and contemporaries: he in all his
works refused ever to ask “ whether Mary was sanctified in the
instant of her animation? ” He does ask: “ Was she sanctified
before animation? ”; * Was she sanctified after it? ”; but he
pointedly avoided any ex professo article on the very instant
of animation; he scrupulously avoided any exclusion of Mary’s
sanctification in the first instant of her life. If one would main-
tain that St. Thomas here in the Swmma did exclude such
sanctification, one must be willing to admit that Thomas was
too dull to see and to treat the problem as a distinct question;
for nowhere does he raise it as a distinet question.

In the Summa St. Thomas uses the phrase “ after animation ”
in an indetermined sense, as equivalent to not-before animation.
Does after imply posteriority of time or merely of nature? St.
Thomas left that question open. He would seem, therefore, to
have considered it possible that Qur Lady was sanctified only
at some time after her animation, but, he also considered it pos-
sible that she was sanctified in the instant of animation. Neither
the title of the article, nor the sense of the objections, nor the
force of his two arguments in the article implies or contains a
denial of the latter possibility; and in the one objection which
almost demanded that he take a stand on the matter he re-
fused to do so. That is not the procedure of a man who has a
definite opinion on a question, especially when that man is
accustomed to think and to express himself with supreme
clarity and precision.

Against all this stands a very obvicus objection. Even
granted that in the Summa the preposition after need not be
taken as signifying temporal succession, in another of St.
Thomas’ works it is used determinately to signify temporal
posteriority. In the Quaestiones Quodlibetales St. Thomas
wrote of Our Lady: “she was sanctified quickly after her
conception and the infusion of her soul (cito post conceptionem
et amimae infusionem).” ** Since in this context St. Thomas
uses after to signify in a temporal sense we can conclude, it

32 Quaes. Quod., q. 6, a. 7.
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is argued, that he so uses it in the Summa and in the Com-
pendium Theologiae.

But an examination of the context with Quaestiones Quod-
libetales reveals that the words cited are not an expression of
St. Thomas’ own opinion! The paragraph reads:

Although the Blessed Virgin was conceived in original sin (and
conceived is used in the limited sense as designating the production
of the fetus prior to its animation by a human soul as is evident
from St. Thomas’ distinguishing in the same paragraph between
conception and animation), she is believed to have been sanctified
in the womb prior to her birth. Therefore there have grown up
diverse customs of (different) churches with regard to the cele-
bration of her Conception. The Roman Church, and many others,
considering that the Virgin was conceived in sin do not celebrate
a feast of her Conception. But other (churches) considering her
sanctification in the womb, the time of which (sanctification) is
unknown, do celebrate her Conception; for it is believed that she
was sanctified quickly after her conception and the infusion of
her soul. . . .

St. Thomas is not saying: “ Our Lady was sanctified quickly
after the infusion on her soul ”; nor is he saying: “1I hold that
QOur Lady was sanctified quickly after the infusion of her soul ”’;
he says simply: “ This is believed ” (creditur). Believed by
whom? Believed certainly by those who at that time celebrated
the feast of Mary’s Conception, for St. Thomas gives this belief
as the basis of their practice. Believed also by St. Thomas?
Of this there is no evidence. In the context St. Thomas makes
in his own name only one statement about the time of Mary’s
sanctification, viz., “ 1t is unknown ” (ignoratur). It is a very
different thing to say: It is unknown when a particular event
occurred,” than to say: “I believe that the event occurred
soon after that other event.” The latter statement denies tem-
poral simultaneity of the two events; the former neither affirms
nor denies such simultaneity, but leaves it an open question.

In fact nothing in the text of St. Thomas indicates that he
intended the preposition after to be used determinately to
signify posteriority of time or of nature; everything about the
careful wording of the text seems to indicate that he intended
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to avoid fixing the meaning of his own phrase. “ Tempus
tgnoratur ” sums up his attitude: and that judgment is not a
denial of the Immaculate Conception nor an affirmation of it.

Clearly then the texts in which St. Thomas states that our
Lady was sanctified after the infusion of her soul ought not to
be interpreted in a determinately temporal sense. Is there
justification in St. Thomas’ teaching as a whole for maintaining
that by post anmimationem he himself could have understood
posteriority of nature? Did he have any awareness of pos-
teriority of nature in simultaneity of time? If he was familiar
with both sorts of posteriority then we can say that he meant
either indeterminately in those places where he used the prepo-
sition indeterminately. If, on the other hand, he knew only
posteriority of time—as some have maintained,—then he must
have meant temporal posteriority in every instance in which
he used the preposition post.

In fact, the Angelic Doctor was very familiar with posteri-
ority of nature and moreover, he specifically taught posteriority
of nature in this matter of the sanctification of creatures.

Treating of God’s creation of the angels St. Thomas defends
the position that God created the angels in the state of sancti-
fying grace. To his own position he objects that Augustine had
written that “ the angelic nature was first created in an un-
formed way . . . and afterwards was formed ”; and by this
“ formation ” is to be understood grace. ‘

The answer to the objection reads: “ That lack of formation
. . . can be understood either by comparison with the formation
which is glory, and in that sense lack of formation came before
formation ¢n &me; or by comparison with the formation that is
grace and so (lack of formation) came before (formation) not
in the order of time but in the order of nature.” ** The text
speaks for itself.

Later in discussing the justification of an adult human being
St. Thomas distinguishes four parts or aspects of the process.
He adds: “ These four . . . are simultaneous in time . . . but in

3% Summa Theol., ITL, q. 62, a. 8, ad 1.
3
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the order of nature one is before the other; among them, in the
natural order first is the infusion of grace, second the motion
of the free will toward God,” and so forth.** Again the text
could not be clearer.

Thirdly, speaking of the sacred humanity of Christ, the
Angelic Doctor wrote: * Although the human nature did not
in the order of time exist before its union (to the Word), yet
we must consider it in itself before (considering it) as united;

. . even according as 1t is considered united, it is still distant
from the divine nature according to the condition of its nature

. and so there can be through invisible grace . . . a mission
to the human nature although the nature does not precede
grace in time,” *

All three texts show St. Thomas using, as a familiar tool, the
distinction between priority of nature and of time; but they
seem to show more than that. The first and third of these texts
distinctly imply that it is a general rule among creatures that
nature precedes grace in ordine naturae; as indeed a subject
must always precede an informing form, a substance precede its
accidents. St. Thomas expressly teaches that grace comes after
nature “ secundum ordinem naturae et NON secundum succes-
stonem temporis.” ** When therefore he states that OQur Lady’s
sanctification was after the mfusion of her soul, 1. e., after the
constitution of her nature, must we conclude that he means
after in a temporal sense? It would seem highly arbitrary so
to conclude in light of the fact that he teaches with respect to
a) all rational creatures in general, b) all the angels, and ¢) the
man-Christ in particular, that their sanctification was after the
constitution of their natures, but expressly denies posteriority
of time in that succession. If in so many instances after means
only successiveness in the order of nature, is it not at least
possible that St. Thomas included this possible signification in
this instance?

A second argument from the general teaching of St. Thomas

3¢ Ibid., I-II, q. 118, a. 8.
35 7 Sent., 4. 15, q. 5, a. 1, gcla. 8, ad. 1,
3¢ IT Sent., d. 29, a. 2, ad 1.
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has already been suggested. Briefly it is this. Aquinas sought
only to deny of Our Lady any sanctification which would make
her holy by reason of generation (for holiness such as that
would make her independent of Christ). But, as St. Thomas
knew, the exclusion of such sanctity does not demand that her
sanctification be temporally subsequent to the infusion of her
soul. Therefore by after animation he does not exclusively
designate temporal posteriority.

The major, I think, has been established already. With re-
markable caution Thomas side-stepped the question of QOur
Lady’s sanctification in the instant of her conception, never
once penning an article under that title, always avoiding refer-
ence to the problem. Yet with all assurance he could write:
“ If, in any way whatever the Blessed Virgin had been sanctified
before the infusion of her soul . . . she would not have needed
the redemption and salvation which is from Christ.” * Any
sanctification that precedes animation is rejected; sanctification
with animation is carefully not discussed. The former he sought
to exclude, but only it.

As to the minor. In the Fourth Sentences we read:

Anyone who would be conceived (i.e., prior to animation) without
original sin would not need redemption . . . and so Christ would
not be the Redeemer of all men. Nor can it be said that they did
not need this redemption because it was granted to them to be
conceived without sin, inasmuch as that grace was given to their
parents in order that the sin of nature be healed in them . .. or
(grace was given) to the nature itself which is healed. For it must
be held that each needs Christ’s redemption personally, and not
alone by reason of his nature. But only he can be freed from evil,
or absolved from debt who has incurred the debt or fallen into
the evil.®®

That is the point. Redemption must have a starting point;
Mary was redeemed; therefore there must have been in her
personally a terminus a quo of redemption. Any sanctification
prior to the constitution of her person (ante animationem)

37 Summa Theol., 111, q. 27, a. 2.
38 IV Sent., d. 48, q. 1, a. 4, gcla. 1, ad 8.
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would mean that in the person who is Mary there never was
anything bespeaking order to redemption; therefore St. Thomas
vigorously rejects every sort of sanctification prior to animation,
whether of Mary in her parents, or of her flesh alone, or of her
soul alone. Any of these would imply a sanctity prior to the
person who is Mary; therefore prior to any relationship (of
dependence on Christ) modifying that person. This is what he
vehemently rejected.

But the exclusion of such sanctification need not involve that
Mary’s sanctification be temporally subsequent to her anima-
tion. For it is conceivable that the person be constituted in a
normal way and, therefore, relative to her human progenitors,
have some order to sin; yet in that same instant of animation be
so graced by God as to have no infection of sin. We would then
have in one instant of time a) the person b) with a debt of sin
¢) but, by grace, delivered from the actual infection of sin.
Hence the fact of personal need of redemption does not neces-
sarily demand that one have actually been for a time in the
guilt of sin.

But did St. Thomas know of any such possibility? That he
did is shown perhaps most easily by considering as a whole his
teaching on Our Lady’s sanctification. We have in that teach-
ing three major points: a) Our Lady was not sanctified before
her person was constituted, i. e., before the infusion of her soul
because, b) every human person has personal need of redemp-
tion, 1.e., some modifications of the person such as bespeaks
relationship to sin in some way (else Christ would not be the
Redeemer of that person as such), ¢) yet Our Lady “ was im-
mune from original and actual sin.”* Hence St. Thomas’
teaching taken as a whole does clearly imply in one instant a)
the constitution of the person who is Mary b) with some order
to sin ¢) yet by grace delivered from any actual stain of sin.

This argument is probative, however, only for those who
agree that in the question of the Immaculate Conception St.
Thomas did not contradict himself or change his opinion. It

39 T Sent., d. 44, q. 1, a. 8, ad. 3.
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rests on the supposition, unacceptable to many, that Aquinas’
various dicta on Mary’s primitive sanctification form parts of
one integrated body of doctrine.

Can we show to the satisfaction of those who deny intel-
lectual cousistency to the Angelic Doctor that his doctrine
admits at least the possibility of a) a person b) having some
true order to original sin c¢) yet in one same instant preserved
by grace from actually incurring sin? That can be shown by the
following argument. Original sin insofar as it pertains to the
person as such is a penalty rather than a sin. This 1s Thomas’
own teaching. “The lack of original justice (and original sin
is the habitual privation of original justice) is in nature; . . .
if it s referred to this man insofar as he is a certain person . . .
it ts a penalty; if however it is referred to the principle in whom
all have sinned it has the aspect of guilt.” *°

But by God’s grace persons who have actual order to penalty
for sin can be delivered from that penalty in the very instant in
which the debt of punishment obliges. “ The penalty is removed
by God who can . .. condone penalties.” ** And speaking of
death as a penalty for sin he says that though we are all sinners
vet not all need undergo death, “ for this is achieved from a
special divine dispensation, that, out of liberality, God remits
this penalty; for the will of God, and His power, is not bound by
the order of fault to penalty . . . Such men (as may escape
death) have in their nature the necessity of dying; but, given
that, they are freed by a special grace from this necessity....”

We have these truths. Original sin, as it regards the person,
has the aspect of penalty. But God’s grace can remit a penalty;
that is, while the order to the penalty (necessitas, St. Thomas
calls this order) is retained, God delivers the person from
actually suffering the penalty. Hence in one instant there is
a) the person b) with order to sin (or penalty) but ¢) without
actually having the sin (undergoing the penalty).

The application to Our Lady is transparently evident. If

¢® De Malo, q. 4, a. 2.

* Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 81, a. 8.
42 71 Sent., d. 81, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2.
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according to St. Thomas God can deliver from penalties due to
sin, and in fact does deliver some men from actually falling
under the penalty due to them (death) at the time that obli-
gation urges, then God could have (according to St. Thomas’
doctrine) delivered Mary from that penalty which is original
sin as it affects the person; and this at the very moment when
that obligation urged (namely the moment of the constitution
of that person). I emphasize that the point here is not that St.
Thomas taught this as a fact (he did not); but that he did
teach in general terms the possibility; so that his doctrine does
not exclude the possibility of Mary’s having in one and the
same Instant a debt of sin in her personally and divine grace
actually preserving her from all sin. This is quite in accord
with the defined dogma of Mary’s Immaculate Conception.

It is important to point out that the above interpretation of
St. Thomas and its application to the Immaculate Conception
of Mary is neither new nor extraordinary. The master of all
commentators, Cajetan, was proposing it as Thomism nearly
four and a half centuries ago. He expressly teaches that the
necessity of having original sin without the stain of original sin
itself, 1s sufficient to constitute need of redemption; and this
teaching he bases on St. Thomas.*

It is apparent then that St. Thomas knew that sanctity which
depends on Christ need not imply actual contamination by sin
at any time; he knew that a debt of sin or penalty was sufficient
to make one dependent on Christ. Hence in the passages we
have seen he was in no instance concerned to deny of OQur Lady
a sanctification which would be given in the temporal instant
of the infusion of her soul; for such sanctification implying a
personal debt of sin is, according to Thomas’ own general
doctrine, reconcilable with dependence on Christ.

2. There remains to be considered only one further point,
namely, the one place in which St. Thomas states that the
sanctification of Qur Lady could not properly have been “in
the very instant of the infusion of her soul.”

¢® Cf. Cajetan, in I-IT, q. 81, a. 8; Opusc. de Conceptione B.M. V., c. 8.
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We have seen so far Thomas’ teaching that a) Our Lady
was without original sin b) yet conceived in sin so that c) she
was sanctified after the infusion of her soul. We have seen that
the latter two judgments can be reconciled with the first. For
in saying that Mary was conceived in sin St. Thomas under-
stands conception to precede in time the infusion of the human
soul; so his meaning is merely that our Blessed Mother was not
made holy before she was made human, and capable of holiness.
In saying that she was sanctified after the infusion of her soul
he does not mean that sanctity was necessarily subsequent in
time to her animation by a human soul; he means merely that
there had to be in her personally some order to sin, some real
terminus a quo of redemption. This we have tried to show both
from the text of St. Thomas and from the context of his general
teaching on human sanctification especially after original sin.

Nevertheless the Angelic Doctor did write that Our Lady was
not sanctified in the very instant of the infusion of her soul.
Must we concede that at least in that place he denied the doc-
trine of Mary’s Immaculate Conception? Again we can arrive
at a balanced judgment only by careful examination first of
the text in question, and then of the general context of St.
Thomas’ doctrine.

The text in which the passage under discussion occurs is very
revealing* It contains no denial, actual or wmplicit, of the
sanctification of the person who is Mary, in the first instant of
her life, i.e., it contains no denial of Mary’s Immaculate
Conception.

First, the title of the quaestiunculum reads: * Whether the
Blessed Virgin was sanctified before the infusion of her soul
(ante animationem) ? ” Since everything else in this quaesti—
unculum is directed to answering that question, there is a pre-
sumption that whatever we shall find written herein refers to
the possible sanctification of the holy Virgin before her soul
was infused into her body.

The first two objections concluding to the sanctification of

“¢ Cf. III Sent., d. 3, q. 1, a. 1, gcla. 2.
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QOur Lady at some time prior to the infusion of her soul need no
special comment. The third objection is really the same as the
one already discussed in connection with the article in the
Summa. The objection is that, according to St. Anselm, the
Mother of God should have such sinlessness that no greater
under God is conceivable. “ But,” adds St. Thomas, * there
would be a greater purity if her soul had never had the infection
of original sin than if for some time it had had (that infection)
and afterwards been cleansed. Therefore, either her flesh was
sanctified before its animation, or at least in the instant of
infusion her soul received grace through which it was immune
from original sin.”

Note that the objection is concerned with establishing Mary’s
sanctification before the infusion of her soul. Thus in the con-
clusion alternate possibilities are proposed: either the prior
sanctification occurred in her flesh (“ aut igitur caro sanctificata
fuit ante animationem ) or in her soul (“ vel saltem . .. anima
gratiam suscepit”). But neither alternative supposes as ac-
complished the union of body and soul which constituted the
person who is Mary; that is why no mention of Mary, the
person, is made in the conclusion but only “either her flesh

. or ai least. . . her soul received grace through which ¢
was mmmune. . . . That conclusion, of course, St. Thomas was
to reject: nnd because he intended to reject it he formed it
w fully. What he intends to reject is not “ either the

.u of Mary was sanctified before its animation or at least in
-he moment of the infusion of her soul she received grace ”; no,
what he wrote for rejection was “ her soul received grace in the
first instant, etc.” And this latter is a quite different proposi-
tion, for it envisions a sanctification of her soul which would be
in the order of nature prior to its union with her body. There
is the point. The sanctification ante animationem might have
occurred in the soul prior (in nature) to its infusion into the
body. That would mean that the person then to be censtituted
would not be dependent on Christ for sanctity.

Unless this be the sense of the objection then: a) there is no
accounting for St. Thomas’ discussing in an article about sancti-
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fication before animation what took place in the instant of
sanctification; b) there would be no reason for the rather
strained wording of the second alternative, viz., *“the soul
received grace through which it (the soul) was immune. . . .”
A much more normal manner of speaking would be “the
Blessed Virgin received grace through which she was immune.
. . o~ The latter is not said for the excellent reason that it is
not meant, and therefore not meant to be positively rejected.

Immediately after the objection come the two arguments Sed
contra quoted earlier; then the body of the solution, also pre-
viously quoted. In the body occur the famous words: “ the
sanctification of the Blessed Virgin could not fittingly have
been . . . in the very instant of the infusion (of her soul).” The
whole statement must be read: * The sanctification of the
Blessed Virgin could not fitly have been . . . in the very instant
of the infusion of her soul so that, namely, by grace then
infused into the soul it would be preserved from incurring the
stain of original sin. For Christ alone among human kind . . .
does not need redemption, because He 1s our Head; to all others
it belongs to be redeemed by Him. But this would not be if
among these were found any other soul which had never been
infected by the original fault.”

What these words deny is not any and every conceivable
sanctification in the instant of the infusion of Mary’s soul, but
a very determined mode of sanctification, that, namely, which
would have for its subject not the person of OQur Lady but her
soul so that the soul, considered prior to the person (for in the
order of nature the creation of the soul is prior to its infusion
into the body, and a fortiors prior to its function in constituting
the person) would already be sanctified. This sort of sanctity
must be denied; for it would imply, as Aquinas immediately
adds, holiness prior to the person so that the person as to
holiness would not be dependent on Christ. Thus St. Thomas
is in agreement with St. Bonaventure: “ The natural is prior
to the spiritual. First therefore the soul is conceived to be
united with the body, and then grace to be infused by God.” #°

8 JII Sent., d. 8, par. 1, a. 1, q. 2.
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This interpretation, viz., that St. Thomas in this passage
rejects only a sanctification which in the order of nature would
precede the person is borne out a) by the reason he alleges: for
a sanctification in the first instant of time but subsequent in
the order of nature to the person would not make the person’s
sanctity independent of Christ; b) by the words of St. Thomas;
for he speaks of grace being given in the first instant not to Our
Lady, but to her soul; he speaks of the preservation not of Our
Lady but of her soul; considering the grace and preservation not
as privileges of the person of Mary but as a gift that would
come to the person through the soul and would be, by priority
of nature, in the soul first; c) lastly, this interpretation is sus-
tained by the fact that the words occur, as we have noted, in
a passage devoted to the problem of a sanctification ante
animationem. What is discussed in them is a sanctification
which would be (in the order of nature) before animation
although temporally in the very instant of animation.

In this interpretation alone St. Thomas’ reasoning, his choice
of words, and the order of the passage become intelligible.
That interpretation which can explain St. Thomas’ leaving
intact his order, language, and logic seems preferable to that
which can justify none of these three.

Secondly, this interpretation—that in the disputed passage
Aquinas is excluding from the first instant of Our Lady’s human
life only sanctification which would precede (in the order of
nature) her person—is completely in accordance with Aquinas’
general teaching.

As we have seen Aquinas teaches clearly that in each human
as a person and not merely by reason of his nature, there must
be need of redemption. The inevitability of this St. Thomas had
previously pointed out, “ From the act of nature which is the
propagation of the body there is left in the nature of the one
generated a certain disposition, called concupiscence . . . inclin-
ing to evil. From the very fact that that corruption . .. which
contains in itself the virtuality of sin which caused it, touches
the person, it renders that person unworthy of God’s grace;
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thence there is in the soul a stain and lack of grace ” (macula
et defectus gratiae) .*°

Within our very nature rebellion has been introduced by the
principle of that nature, Adam. That rebellion is a real modi-
fication within us, handed on together with our nature; for it is
a real disposition in the flesh which virtually transmits our
nature. Even before there is a human soul there is already (at
least by a priority of nature) the fomes peccati in the embryo;
at the instant that the human soul is joined to that flesh the
soul is already unworthy of God’s grace by the fact of union
with the body virtually carrying original sin. Hence the person
who is constituted by and in that union of soul and body, by
the very fact of such constitution is unworthy of God’s grace.
That real unworthiness, called the debt of original sin (debitum
pececati originalis) , is inseparable from human generation after
the sin of Adam and therefore transmitted in every natural
generation.

If somehow prior to the constitution of the person sanctity
were to come to the nature in its principles (material, formal
or efficient) , then the person as person would bespeak no order
whatever to sin and so would not lock to Christ who gives
grace only as redeeming grace. That is why St. Thomas wrote:
“ He alone can be delivered from evil or forgiven a debt (i.e.,
redeemed) who has incurred the debt or fallen into the evil.” *
All redemption presupposes the person (or persons) to be
redeemed, and presupposes him (or them) somehow contained
within the order of those needing redemption. Therefore any
sanctification of Mary or of anyone else which would precede
the person in time or in nature would imply independence of
Christ and be, for that reason, unthinkable. That is what St.
Thomas teaches.

The Church teaches this same doctrine. The Collect for the
feast of the Immaculate Conception reads in part: “0Q God
. . we beseech Thee that Thou who by the forescen death of

s I Sent., d. 32, 9. 1, a. 1.
¢TIV Sent., d. 48, q. 1, a. 4, qcla. 1, ad. 8.
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the . .. Son of God didst preserve her from all stain. . . .” Thus
by Christ’s redeeming death Mary was preserved; she was not
independent of His satisfactory sacrifice. Pope Alexander VIIL
expressly taught Mary’s preservation from sin through the
merits of Christ, Redeemer of the human race® It is most
surely true that none can be redeemed except those who are
in need of redemption: hence in Mary as a person we must
suppose a debt of sin. In light of this St. Thomas did require
in Our Lady a debt of sin prior (at least by priority of nature)
to her grace; for otherwise grace in her would not be Christian
grace.

This debt of sin, as distinct front the actual infection of sin is,
however, all that is requisite according to St. Thomas’ general
doctrine. The reason for this we have already seen; original sin,
as it regards the person, is a penalty rather than a guilt, and one
falls within the order of those subject to the penalty by having
a debt, even though the penalty itself is never actually incurred.
“ The lack of original justice . . . if it referred to this man mso-
far as he is a person . . .1s a penalty.” ** “ This is achieved by a
special divine dispensation that out of liberality God remits this
penalty . . . (such persons as are so graced) have in their
nature the necessity ” of undergoing the penalty, “but . . .
they are freed by a special grace from the necessity ” of
actually incurring the penalty.”. »

Even Cajetan does not understand St. Thomas’ saying that
Our Lady is not sanctified in the instant of the infusion of
her soul to mean more than that she had a debt of sin. “It
pertains to Catholic faith,” he writes,  that all men, save Christ
alone, contract original sin.” He adds that this is to be under-
stood in the same way that we understood the proposition that
all men incur the penalty of death “ so that as all incur death,
1. e., the necessity of dying, so all incur original sin, i.e., the
necessity of incurring original sin . . . If anyone should not
incur original sin EITHER actually or as to its debt, he would

43 Bull Sollicitudo omnium eccles., 8 Dec. 1661.
% De Malo, q. 4, a. 2.
80 17 Sent., d. 31, q. 1, 8. 2, ad 2.
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not need redemption, which is heretical. But . . . not only does
one actually held (by sin) need redemption, but also one liable
to captivity.” * And he adds that Thomists must note this
well in questions concerning Mary’s conception.

In another work he is, if possible, even more to the point.
“ Not only is he said to be cleansed from original sin who is
purified from its actually contracted stain, but also he who is
purified from the stain as to its debt. . . . And let no one think
I propose this from my own imagination, but let him see St.
Thomas.” *2

Tt seems then from the text of St. Thomas, from the context
of his general teaching, and from the understanding of his great-
est commentator, that his saying that Our Lady was not sanc-
tified in the very instant of her animation by no means need
imply that she contracted the stain of original sin. His state-
ment in itself and in his understanding of it is completely
reconcilable with the. fact of grace bestowed on Our Lady at
the first temporal instant of her human life, provided one also
admits in her a debitum peccati which in the order of nature
preceded her sanctifying grace. And this is not opposed to the
defined dogma of Our Blessed Mother’s Immaculate Coneeption.

This explanation suggests why St. Thomas never uses a
theological note or censure in discussing Mary’s primitive sanc-
tification, The general doctrine of the necessity of incurring
original sin he unfailingly qualifies by some note, as we have
seen. It is a tenable position that he avoided using censures in
this question because he considered the doctrine itself as prob-
able, and so refrained from even the appearance of reflecting on
it but qualifying any theory in explanation of it. Quite surely
the lack of all theological notes in his discussion argues that in
his own mind this matter was not completely certain one way
or the other.

5 fn I-IL, q. 81, a. 8.
52 Qpusc. de Conceptione B. M. V., c. 8.



466 THOMAS U. MULLANEY

CONCLUSION

The foregoing discussion as a whole suggests certain con-
clusions about St. Thomas’ teaching on the Immaculate Con-
ception of Our Lady.

1) St. Thomas did indisputably teach that doctrine at least
in his earlier work. We must conclude that he had found some
good reason for assenting to it.

2) His later works do not repeat that unequivocal teaching
that Mary was free from original sin.

3) Some of the later works contain a denial of the Immacu-
late Conception which is merely verbal. Mary is said to have
been conceived in sin; but the meaning is that, prior to the
infusion of her human soul, her body like any other fetus was
unsanctified, and was therefore an instrument apt to transmit
original sin to her soul when that soul should be mfused into
her body. This is by no means opposed to the dogma of Mary’s
Immaculate Conception.

4) Some of St. Thomas’ works contain the further statement
that Our Lady was sanctified after the infusion of her human
soul; one contains the statement that she could not (fittingly)
have been sanctified in that instant. However, the wording of
these texts, and the context in which they occur, demand on
careful analysis that they be interpreted m accordance with St.
Thomas’ doctrine as a whole, namely, as not excluding the
possibility of Mary’s sanctification in the first instant of her
human life.

5) Therefore, as it would be absurd to maintain that in the
later works St. Thomas taught the Immaculate Conception, it
is also manifestly contrary to the text and general teaching of
St. Thomas to hold that he m any instance excluded or denied
the sanctification of Mary in the first temporal instant of her
human life, that is, that he excluded or denied her Immaculate
Conception.
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6) St. Thomas’ attitude toward the problem seems to be best
described as one of caution, reserve. Having at first taught
that Mary was without original sin, he thereafter with marked
circumspection and at the cost of evident incompleteness in his
works refrained from ever again definitely committing himself
to an affirmative or a negative position. In every case his words
imply the possibility but neither affirm nor deny the fact that
Mary was preserved free from original sin.

7) 'The reason for St. Thomas’ later reserve seems very likely
to have been the attitude of the Roman Church. His earliest
years had been spent in the vicinity of Naples where the feast
of Mary’s Conception has been celebrated many generations
before his day; that fact may help account for his early un-
equivocal affirmation of Mary’s freedom from original sin. But
the Church of Rome in St. Thomas’ day did not admit any feast
in honor of Mary’s conception, though, as St. Thomas says, the
custom of other Churches of celebrating that feast was not
totally reprobated. In addition the greatest theologians of the
day were teaching that the object of the feast, where it was
celebrated, was not the sinless conception of Our Lady but her
sanctification at some undetermined time. St. Thomas would
not take the stand that in a question of supernatural fact his
private view was to be preferred to the attitude of the Holy
See; so, like the Church, he reserved any further explicit ex-
pression of judgment.

8) Since St. Thomas never withdrew his early admission of
the Immaculate Conception by expressing its contradictory
but rather expressly taught, as had the Fathers, that Mary was
absolutely free from all stain, it is likely that his personal
opinion continued to be that Our Lady had been immaculately
begotten. If that were the case, reverence for the highest
authority in Christendom demanded that he hold the proposi-
tion as no more than probable, until the Roman Church should
decide the matter. In any case his position of reserve was, in
light of the attitude of Rome, the best possible position in his
day. Three and a half centuries after St. Thomas’ death the
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Holy Father was to declare that divine wisdom had not yet
made the matter clear to the Church! ** Surely one whose whole
wisdom was derived from the Church could hardly have been
certain. ‘

Whatever else is to be found in St. Thomas’ discussions of
the Immaculate Conception, this much is evident—submissive-
ness to the Church of Rome. In that there is no failure; in that
is, ultimately, only triumph—moral, intellectual and eternal.

Tromas U. Murraney, 0. P,

Dominican House of Studies,
Washington, D. C.

°% Brief Catholicae relig., 4 June, 1622, Annalibus Minorum XXV, 462.



ORIGINAL SIN, PRIVATION OF
ORIGINAL JUSTICE

(0]

is claimed as their patron by followers of the most clearly

opposed doctrines. The very same texts of the Saint are
not infrequently understood in widely different meanings. So
much so that one wonders at this irreducible division among
Thomists. Is there any possibility at all of getting at the
genuine teaching of the Common Doctor?

One of the controverted interpretations regards St. Thomas’
texts and his idea of original sin as privation of original justice.
The disputed point is well known: does original justice whose
privation constitutes original sin comprise in itself sanctifying
grace, or is sanctifying grace adequately distinct, though not
separable, from original justice? Both answers are given by
Thomists and each of them claims faithfully to echo St.
Thomas’ teaching. Both theories argue from his texts and
from intrinsic reasons based on his principles. Each also has an
answer ready for the arguments of the opposite opinion. Is
there any way out of the deadlock?

IT IS a well-known fact among theologians that St. Thomas

Contemporary Controversy: Its History.

Before 1915 modern Thomists commonly taught, as being
the faithful interpretation of St. Thomas, that the essential
and formal element of original justice is sanctifying grace. The
latter, therefore, is but inadequately distinct from the former,
as is a part from its whole. No one seemed to have any doubt
or difficulty about this. And it was taken for granted, rather
than concluded from a study of the original texts, that such
was the authentic interpretation of St. Thomas’ teaching. Since
the concept of original sin as privation of this justice explained
perfectly well how the hereditary fault is a sin in the proper
sense of the word, that is, death of the soul because of the
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