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IN T R O D U C T IO N

T he th ree M arian  d ispu ta tions here transla ted  in to E ng 

lish  fo r the first tim e  orig inally appeared in  one of S uarez*  

best know n theo log ical w orks, D e M ysteriis  V itae C hristi 

(T he M ysteries of the L ife of C hrist). A ctually , the true  

title of the w ork  is C om m entario rum  ac  d ispu tationum  in  

tertiam  partem  D iv i T hom ae tom us secundus (T he S econd  

vo lum e of the C om m entaries and  D ispu ta tions on  the T hird  

P art of the S um m a  T heo log ica  of S t. T hom as). B ut th is  

huge w ork  of m ore  than  a  thousand  doub le-co lum n  fo lio  

pages subsequen tly  becam e m ost w idely  know n  by  the short 

title derived  from  the  first th ree w ords of the long sub 

title : M ysteria v itae C hristi et u triusque adven tus ejus  

accurata  d isputa tione ita com plectens u t et S cho lasticae  

D octrinae stud iosis et D iv in i V erb i cone ionato ribus usu i 

esse posset (C om prising an  accurate d iscussion  of the  

M ysteries of the L ife of C hrist and  of bo th of H is C om ings 

so  as to  be usefu l as w ell to studen ts of S cho lastic  theo logy  

as to  preachers  of the D iv ine^ord ).1

1C om m entario rvm , ac D ispv tationvm  in  T ertiam  P artem  

D iv i T hom ae. T om vs S ecvndvs. M ysteria  v itae C hristi,  

et v triusque adven tus eius accurata d isputa tione ita com 

p lectens, u t et S cho lasticae D octrinae stud iosis, et D iu in i 

V erbi concionato ribus vsu i esse  posset. A ucto re P atre  

F rancisco S varez , S ocieta tis Jesv , in  C olleg io  ejusdem  

S ocie ta tis A cadem iae C om pultensis S acrae T heo log iae  

P rofesso re , A d R odericvm  V azqvez de A rze suprem i 

S enatus R egij in  H ispan ia  P raesidem  d ign issim um . C um  

gratia , et P riu ileg io  R egis C atho lic i, C om plv ti. E x  O ffic i

na  Joann is G ratian i, A nno  1592 .

v

S uarez spared  no  pains in  ach iev ing  th is doub le ob jec 

tive. F rom  the ph ilosoph ical and  theo log ical po in ts of v iew  

he trea ted  the m ysteries  of the life of C hrist m ore fu lly  

than  had  ever been  done  befo re . E ven as la te as 1940 the
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d istingu ished  D om in ican  scho lar P ere J. M . V oste , Ο . P ., 

rem arked  in  h is C om m entariu s in  S um m am  T heo log icam  S . 

T hom ae, D e M ysteriis V itae C hristi, (Π Ι, Q .X V II-L IX ) 2 that 

although  the  first tw en ty-six  questions of S t. T hom as’s  

trea tise  on  the Incarnation  had  m any  excellen t com m enta 

to rs, the second  half of S t. T hom as’s treatise , questions  

tw en ty -seven  to  fifty-n ine , had  few  exponen ts indeed .

2J. M . V osté , O .P ., C om m entarius in  S um m am  T heo log icam  

S . T hom ae, D e M ysteriis V itae C hristi (ΙΠ  Q .X X V II-L IX ) , 

ed itio  altera , R om ae, 1940 .

3Ib id ., v .

T hese th irty -th ree  questions on  the m ysteries of the life of 

C hrist w ere no t touched  on  at all by John  of S t. T hom as, 

G onet, the S alm an ticenses; no t even  the o lder or m odern  

au thors w ho  w rote specia l trea tises on  the Incarnation  

com m ented  on  them . *F rancis S uarez ,” the em inen t D o 

m inican  con tinues, “m ust be m entioned  as the first to  g ive  

an  ex tended exposition  of th is  part of the S um m a T heo log i

ca (ΙΠ , q . 27-59) and  from  a  b ib lica l and  patristic  po in t of 

v iew  as w ell, w ith  im m ense  erud ition .” 3

S uarez pub lished  T he M ysteries of the L ife of C hrist at 

A lcala in  1592 , ju st tw o  years after the appearance of h is  

D e Incarnatione , h is first pub lished  w ork . A t the tim e  

S uarez  w as fo rty -four years of age and  had  been  teach ing  

fo r tw en ty -one years, ph ilosophy  fo r  th ree  years and  the 

o logy  fo r eigh teen . A s a  teacher he w as know n  and  ad 

m ired  in  the fam ous un iversities of the S pain of h is day , 

S alam anca, S egov ia , V allado lid , A lcala ; and  he had  bu t re 

cen tly re tu rned  from  a  period  of teach ing  at R om e. T he  

doub ts, hesita tion , and apprehension  w hich  he  vo iced in  the  

preface to  the D e Incarnatione are rep laced  in  the preface  

of T he M ysteries of the L ife of C hrist by  a  sp irit of confi

dence  because  of the un iversal accep tance  of the prev ious 

vo lum e. N ever afterw ards  d id  he  express sim ilar hesita 

tions; and  by  the tim e of h is death  he had  pub lished  th irteen  

vo lum es and  had  prepared  ano ther fou rteen w hich  w ere  

pub lished  posthum ously .

T he M ysteries of the L ife of C hrist are then  the  first 

fru its  of S uarez ’ specu la tion  and  teach ing . Indeed , in  the
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op in ion of F ather G aldos, S . J., “ the in trinsic value of th is  

g w ork  w ould  ju stify  the title of D octo r E xim ius subsequen tly  

ât bestow ed  on  h im  by  P ope B ened ict X IV .”4 T aken  as a 

w hole , T he M ysteries  of the L ife of C hrist are the m ost 

com plete of all S uarez ’ w ritings; and in  the w ords of F ather  

A stra in , S . J., “no  one can  be m ore  un iversal than  he, 

since  he  gathers all the stream s  of know ledge  from  the  

F athers th rough  the M iddle A ges to  the  end of the six teen th  

cen tu ry .* 5 * It is enough  to  say  that w ith  the excep tion  of the  

D ispu tationes M etaphysicae no  o ther w ork  of S uarez has  

had  m ore ed itions, the m ost recen t being the fifteen th in  

1860 . W ith ju stice cou ld P ope P ius Χ Π  at the quadricenten -  

, n iai of the G regorian  U niversity in  O ctober 1953 propose  to  

its studen ts and  professo rs as an  exam ple to  em ulate “one  

o f the theo log ians of the early  period  of your U niversity ,  

F rancis  S uarez , w ho  after S t. T hom as m ust righ tly  be ac-  

t coun ted  one of the greatest studen ts of sacred  theo logy .*®

4R om ualdo G aldos, S .J., M isterios D e L a  V ida  de C risto , 

V ersion C aste liana , 2 vo ls., B ib lio teca  D e A utores C ris

tianos, M adrid , 1949 , x ix .

5A nton io A stra in , S .J., H isto ria de la  C om pam a  de Jesûs  

en  la  A sistencia  de E spana , M adrid , 1913 , V I, 64 .

® A cta A posto licae S ed is , 45(1953) 684 .

7S uarez, D e M ysteriis V itae C hristi , V ives, 1860 , “ A d  

L ecto rem *, v i.

B ut T he M ysteries of the L ife of C hrist is especia lly  

im portant fo r its con tribu tion  to  M ario logy . A bout a  th ird  

of the en tire  w ork  is devo ted  to a  study  of the M other of G od  

and  her prerogatives. In h is preface S uarez exp la ins th is  

seem ing  d isproportion . “W hen  it is a  m atter of considering  

the sub lim e d ign ity , the  unequaled  v irtues, the  w onderfu l 

life and  g lo ries of the B lessed  V irg in , w ho cou ld  be so  

sterile in  though t or speech  and so inarticu la te as to  hasten  

, qu ick ly  over the sub ject w ith  parsim onious  trea tm en t? It 

often  seem ed  to m e— if you  w ill pardon  the com plain t— that 

our  theo logy has in  th is  fash ion  been too  brief and  concise ,  

w hereas the d ign ity  and  scope of the sub ject, w hich carries  

w ith  it so  m uch deligh t, know ledge, and  usefu lness, ju stly  

dem ands  from  a  theo log ian  far d ifferen t trea tm en t. H ence  

I have treated  the sub ject of the M ost B lessed  V irg in  m ore  

fu lly . . . ,* 7 Indeed , the eigh teen  d ispu tations devo ted to  
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the B lessed  V irg in  constitu te  a  com plete M ario log ia ·  

S uareziana .

It w as S uarez ’ con ten tion  that a study  of the questions  

re la ting  to  the B lessed  V irg in  w as no t alien  to  S cho lastic  

theo logy ju st because the fam ous S cho lastics had no t trea ted  

these  questions at greater leng th . Indeed , he fe lt that after  

the know ledge of G od  and C hrist there  w as fo r the theo lo 

g ian  no  know ledge m ore useful or  w orthy than  that of the  

M other of G od. N or cou ld  he  understand  w hy theo log ians  

w ould  investigate so  carefu lly  the grace of the angels, their 

m erits , sta te of life, g lo ry , o ther g ifts of know ledge and  

grace , their m inistries  and  functions and  no t at the  sam e  

tim e trea t w ith  far greater effo rt and care the d ign ity ,  

grace, know ledge, m erits , and  un ique beatitude of the Q ueen  

of angels.8 S uarez  set h im self to  fill in  these  lacunae in  

the doctrine of the earlier S cho lastics by in serting  d ispu ta

tions on  these  questions  at appropria te p laces  w ith in  the  

schem e of h is com m entary on  the  various artic les  of the  

th ird  part of the S um m a T heo log iae of S t. T hom as. T hus  

w hile T he M ysteries of the L ife of C hrist reveal that S uarez  

set apart and reverenced  S t. T hom as far beyond  any  o ther  

D octo r of the C hurch , S uarez at the sam e tim e  expanded  

and  am plified  the M ario logy  of h is m aster. E ven  G abriel 

V asquez, S uarez ’ rival at A lcala  and  often  h is m ost b itter  

critic , w as tho rough ly  im pressed w ith  the trea tm en t of the  

B lessed  V irg in in  the D e M ysteriis . “S uarez has rendered  

an  ou tstand ing  serv ice to  sacred  science,*  he rem arked , 

“w hen he used  the S cho lastic m ethod  and  subm itted  to  stric t 

theo log ical critic ism  all the questions re la ting  to  the life  of 

the m ost pure V irg in M ary , O ur L ady .*9

8Ib id ., P raefatium , 2 .

’N ierem berg , V arones ilu stres de la  C om pan ia  de Jesus : 

E l P adre G abrie l V azquez , quo ted  by  R oui D e S corra ille , 

S 7j., F ranço is S uarez , 2 vo ls., 1912 , I, 257 .

T he resu lt of S uarez ’ effo rt w as the first attem pt in  

S cho lastic theo logy  to  g ive a separate and  com prehensive  

trea tm en t based  on  theo log ical sources of the  questions 

abou t M ary . T rue, S t. A lbert had  h is M ariale ; bu t S uarez ’ 

w ork  is an  encycloped ia  of S crip tu re , the F athers, the  

C ouncils , and prev ious theo log ians and  thus goes far beyond
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the scope of S t. A lbert’s treatise. M oreover, S uarez is  

m ore cau tious than S t. A lbert in  h is use of argum ents  

based  on  types of M ary in  S crip tu re and in  h is use of the  

accom m odated  sense . Indeed , it w ould  no t be rash  to  say  

id  that m ost of the great m odern  M ario log ies are  ob liged  to

• S uarez fo r their m atter, m anner of trea tm en t, and  source

m aterial.

A  com parison  of S uarez  and  tw o  m odern  M ario log ists  

w hose w orks have recen tly  been  translated in to E nglish , 

r S cheeben  and G arrigou-L agrange10 , w ill serve  to  h igh ligh t

certa in  fu rther values of S uarez ’ w ork . T hey  fo r good rea 

sons condense  their trea tm en t of S crip tu re and the F athers;  

S uarez cites these sources at leng th . M oreover, he g ives  

n  greater space to  the elucidation of priv ileges and  graces of

M ary  that are dogm atically  certa in , w hile the o ther tw o  

g ive m ore space to  specu la tive questions. F inally , S uarez  

fo llow s a m ore h isto rical order of trea tm en t— a  po in t that 

has bo th  its advan tages and its draw backs. H ow ever since  

S uarez w as no t w riting  a M ario logy  bu t T he M ysteries of  

the L ife of C hrist , h is order of trea tm en t w as im posed  on  

h im .

A s one ind ication of the w ealth  of m aterial S uarez has  

gathered  it m igh t be po in ted ou t that in  the th ree brief  

M arian  d ispu ta tions transla ted  here , S uarez cites upw ards  

of one hundred  and  fifteen  d istinct au thors, bo th  F athers  

and  theolog ians, m any of them  the au thors of num erous 

trea tises  w hich are cited  profusely .

t T he first, fifth , and six th  d ispu ta tions have been  chosen

f fo r transla tion  since they  treat w hat S uarez and  m ost C ath 

o lic theo log ians consider M ary ’s fundam ental priv ileges, 

that of M other and  V irg in . T hese tw o  privileges  fo rm  the  

core of the m ystery of M ary , the V irg in M other of G od. 

C onsequen tly , it w as fe lt that the translation  of the first, 

fifth , and six th  d ispu ta tion  w ould  prove m ost usefu l and  

practica l to  the general reader. M oreover, these th ree  

d ______________
10M .J. S cheeben , M ariology , trans, by  R ev . T . L . M . J.

G eukers, 2  vo ls., H erder, S t. L ouis, 1946 ; F ather R egi

nald  G arrigou-L agrange, O .P ., T he M other of the S av io r  

and  our In terio r L ife , trans, by  B ernard  J. K elly , C .S . S p ., 

D .D ., H erder, S t. L ouis, 1948 .
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d ispu tation  taken  together g ive a  fa ir sam ple  of the theo 

log ical m ethod  S uarez em ploys in  h is o ther M arian  d ispu ta

tions.

A ccuracy , precision , and  fidelity  to  the orig inal have  

been  the m ain  ob jectives  of the transla to r  w hile still at

tem pting  to  keep E nglish  id iom  and  striv ing to  preserve  

som e of the literary  flavor of the cita tions from  the F a 

thers. T he transla tion  w as m ade from  the V ives ed ition  of 

I860 ,11 although  the recen t S pan ish  transla tion * 12 has occa

sionally  been consu lted  to settle doub tful po in ts since the  

ed ito rs of that transla tion  had  recourse to  and  based  their  

w ork on  cop ies of the first and  fourth  ed itions as w ell as  

S uarez ’s orig inal m anuscrip t still preserved  in  the L ibrary  

of the U niversity  of S alam anca.

n R . P . F rancisc i S uarez , S .J., O pera O m nia, vo l. 19 , D e  

M ysteriis V itae C hristi, V ives, P aris, 1860 .

12M isterios D e L a  V ida D e C risto  D el P . F rancisco  

S uarez , S .J. , V ersion  C aste llana  por eT  P . R om ualdo  

G aldos, S .J., 2 vo ls, B ib lio teca  D e A uto  res C ristianos, 

M adrid , 1949 .

A lthough som e of the longer paragraphs have  been  d i

v ided  in  accord  w ith m odern  sty le , the d iv isions of the tex t 

and  the paragraph  num bering  of the V ives ed ition  has been  

preserved  to  facilita te reference  to  the orig inal L atin  tex t. 

T he m arg inal cap tions of the first ed ition  w hich  the V ives  

ed ition in serted in  italics in to  the body  of the tex t have been  

kep t as separate paragraph  head ings.

T he m odern  custom  of citing references in  separate  

no tes ra ther than  includ ing  such  w ith in  the tex t as w as  

S uarez ’ custom  has been  adop ted  in  the in terest of read 

ab ility . T hese references have no t been  checked  fo r ac 

curacy , bu t are g iven  sim ply as they  appear in S uarez ’ tex t. 

W here he does no t g ive specific references, none are g iven  

here . H ow ever, h is m ethod  of citing  chap ter and  book  has  

been  standard ized , abbrev ia ted  titles com pleted , the nam es  

of au thors w ritten  ou t in  fu ll, and  S criptu re references  

g iven  according  to  bo th  chap ter and  verse . T he R heim s-  

D ouay  version  has been  used  fo r all quo tations from  S crip 

tu re .

M ay th i 

past to the  

affection o  

M arian  Y e  

of their M <

W est B ade  
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M ay th is tribu te  of the F athers and  theo log ians of the  

past to the great M other of G od add  to  the know ledge and  

affection  of M ary ’s ch ild ren  of today  w ho during  th is  

M arian  Y ear celeb rate the ho ly and  im m acu late C onception  

of their M other.

R ichard  J. O ’B rien , S .J.

W est B aden , A pril 22 , 1954

F east of the B lessed  V irg in  M ary

Q ieen  of the S ocie ty  of Jesus

a
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D IS PU T A T IO N I

T H E D IG N IT Y O F T H E M O T H E R O F G O D  

IN G E N E R A L

A t the beg inn ing  of the treatise on C hrist and the Incar

nation , I estab lished first H is D iv in ity  and  Incarnation  since  

these  w ere  the bases of all d iscussion  abou t that m ystery . 

S im ilarly , these d ispu tations on  the B lessed V irg in  shou ld  

beg in  w ith  a  consideration  of her D iv ine M atern ity , an  ex 

p lanation of the natu re and  ex ten t of th is d ign ity , and  an  an 

alysis of her predestination  fo r th is ro le . S ince these are  

the sources of all our doctrine on  the V irg in , I shall d is 

cuss them  in  the presen t d ispu ta tion .

-



S E C T IO N  I

W H E T H E R  T H E B L E S SE D  V IR G IN  W A S  T R U L Y  A N D

P R O P E R L Y  T H E  M O T H E R  O F  B O T H  G O D  A N D  M A N

1 . T his question  first began  to  be d iscussed  in  the  

C hurch  soon  after the beg inn ing of the fifth cen tu ry at the  

tim e of the C ouncil of E phesus. A lthough  prio r to  th is the  

heretics w ho  den ied  that C hrist w as either true G od or true  

m an  w ith  a  real hum an  body  concluded  log ically  that the  

V irg in  w as no t the true m other of either G od  or m an, 

N esto rius w as the first  w ho, w hile  believ ing  in  bo th  the  

d iv inity  and  hum anity  of C hrist, dared  to m ain ta in  that the  

V irg in  M ary  w as no t the M other of G od  in  the true and  

proper m eaning of the w ord .  T he source  of th is  erro r w as  

either h is den ia l of the true  un ion  of the hum an nature w ith  

the D iv ine W ord and  the consequen t true and  real com m un 

ica tion  of id iom s or at least h is den ial that th is  un ion  took  

p lace in  the w om b  of the V irg in . T hus, since she had  

neither conceived  nor g iven  b irth  to  G od, the B lessed  V ir

g in , although  the M other of C hrist, w as no t the M other of 

G od.

1

2 . T he tru th  is that the B lessed  V irg in  w as in  the real 

and  proper sense  the M other of G od. A nd  th is the C ouncils 

of E phesus, C halcedon , C onstan tinop le Π Ι , C onstan tinop le  

IV s , the L ateran C ouncil under M artin  I* , and  m any  o thers  

2

1T his is clear from  the h isto ry  of the C ouncil of E phesus;

V incen t of L eri  ns, C ontra  profanas vocum  nov ita tes ;

C assian , D e incarnatione , I &  Π ; T heophy lactus, In

Joannem , 9 ; C anisius, D e B eata  V irg ine , 22 , ind icates that 

som e heretics are invo lved in  the sam e  erro r even  today.

’C ouncil of C onstan tinop le H I, act. 4 &  11 .

’C ouncil of C onstan tinop le IV , act. 4 &  7 .

4C ouncil of the L ateran  under P ope M artin  I, can . 3 .



defined . B ut to  prove th is tru th  by  proper princip les, I  

m ust m ake several suppositions.

T H E  V IR G IN  M A R Y  T H E T R U E M O T H E R  O F  

C H R IS T .

3 . F irst, the B lessed  V irg in  w as really  the m other of 

th is m an, C hrist. T his is expressly  sta ted  in John  (2 :1 ), 

“A nd the m other of Jesus w as there,” tw ice in L uke (1 :43), 

“A nd  w hence is th is to m e that the m other of m y L ord  

shou ld com e to  m e?” and (2 :34) “S im eon . . .sa id  to M ary  

h is m other,” and in M atthew  in  bo th  the  first and  second  

chap ters: “ take the ch ild  and h is m other” (1 :20).

Y ou  w ill ob ject: S im ilar tex ts can  prove that Joseph  w as  

the fa ther of Jesus. T he rep ly  to  th is ob jection  ra ther clar

ifies the tru th  because L uke (3 :23) adds, “being (as it w as  

supposed) the son  of Joseph ,”— a  rem ark  never m ade of the  

V irg in . F urtherm ore, the G ospels never speak  of Joseph  

hav ing  generated  C hrist; w hereas they  do  say  that the V ir

g in  conceived  and gave b irth  to a  son . A s Irenaeus ob 

serves,5 the frequen t G ospel references to C hrist as “ the  

S on  of M an” confirm  th is . M oreover, the use of the phrases  

“S on of D avid ” or “S on of A braham ” have a  sim ilar fo rce; 

fo r th rough  generation  by  the V irg in  M other C hrist has  

descended  from  them . T hus, Isa ias (11 :1 ) says, “A nd there  

shall com e fo rth a rod  ou t of the roo t of Jesse: and  a  

flow er shall rise up  ou t of h is roo t.” A s the b lossom  is  

tru ly  brough t fo rth  by the tree, so  is C hrist brough t fo rth  

by  the V irgin .8 T his argum ent lo ses no  fo rce even  if w e  

shou ld  understand  C hrist to  be the rod .7 It has, I say , the  

’Irenaeus, A dversus haereses , H I, 32 .

8Jerom e, In  Isa iam ; P ope L eo , D e nativ ita te , S erm o  4 ;

A m brose, D e B ened iction ibus  patriarcharum , 4 , D e  

S piritu  S ancto  I, 5 , D e in stitu tione v irg inis , 9 ; A ugustine, 

S erm ones de tem pore , 3 ; C hrysostom , In psalm um  22 ; 

O rigen , In L eviticum , H orn . 12 ; T ertu llian , A dversus  

M arcionem , m , 8 ; C ontra Judaeos , 9 ; R upert of D eutz , In  

Isa iam , Π , 6 , D e v icto ria  V erb i, X I, 28  & 52 .

7C lem ent of A lexandria, P aedagoga , I, 9 ; C hrysostom , In  

M atthaeum , H om . 30 ; O rigen , In  N um eros , H om . 9 ; H ilary , 

In  psalm um  2 , in  the w ords “R egi eos in  v irga  ferrea” ; 

A m brose, S erm o  54 ; C yril of A lexandria , In Isa iam . 
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sam e  fo rce , because C hrist w as no t of the roo t of Jesse  

excep t m ediate ly , th rough  the V irg in .

4 . S econd , that C hrist is the son  of the V irg in  is con 

firm ed  by  H is ow n  w ords to  her w hen  H e w as dy ing  on  the  

cross: “B ehold  thy son ” (John  19 :26). F or as A ugustine , 

C hrysostom , and  C yril of A lexandria   rem ark , by  those  

w ords H e taugh t that w e shou ld  honor and  care  fo r our  

paren ts. T hus C hrist recogn ized  and  honored  the V irg in  as  

H is M other and  even in  H is last hour show ed  H is great care  

fo r her. C yprian  also com m ents on  th is: “N ow  you  are  

sw ayed by  tender affection  fo r Y our M other. T his  

m arriage-cham ber  of Y our hum an natu re Y ou en trust to  

Y our beloved stew ard ; zealously  do  Y ou prov ide fo r the  

B lest of W om en  aposto lic patronage, and  en joyn  on  the d is

cip le the  fa ith ful serv ice of the V irg in .”  A m brose says, 

“C hrist bore w itness to  th is on  the cross and  betw een  H is 

M other and  H is d iscip le apportioned  the lov ing du ties of  

m other and  son .”  F inally , Jerom e trea ting  of the sub jec 

tion  of C hrist to  the V irg in  says, “H e reverenced  the  

M other w hose F ather H e H im self w as, H e honored  the  

nurse  w hom  H e had  nursed . H e recalled  H is b irth  in  an 

o ther ’s w om b and  H is hours in  ano ther ’s arm s. T hus, 

w hen  H e hangs upon  the cross, H e en trusts to  H is d iscip les  

the paren t w hom  befo re the cross H e had  never g iven  up .”  

G regory N azianzen  beau tifu lly  teaches th is sam e tru th .

8

9 1011

11

12

13

14

8A ugustine , In  Joannem , T ract. 119 .

’C hrysostom , In Joannem , H om . 84 .

10C yril of A lexandria, In  Joannem , X II, 34 .

11  C yprian , D e card inalibus C hristi operibus , capu t or

concio  “D e resu rrectione C hristi.”

12A m brose , E pisto la  82 in  fine .

13Jerom e, E pisto la  47 de v itando  suspecto  con tubern io .

14G regory  N azianzen , O ratio  51 or E pistu la  3 ad C ledon ium , 

prope in itium .

R E P L Y -W H Y  C H R IS T C A L L S  T H E V IR G IN  

W O M A N , N O T  M O T H E R .

5 . Y ou w ill ob ject; W hat abou t the passage in John  (2 :4 )  

— and  o thers also — w here C hrist calls the V irg in w om an , 
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bu t never M other? A nd  even  a  greater d ifficu lty : W hy in  

M atthew (12 :48) does C hrist seem  to deny  H is M other w ith  

the w ords: “W ho is m y  m other? ”

T he rep ly  to  the first ob jection  is that C hrist spoke that 

w ay because it accorded  w ith  H is reserve and d ign ity and  

“because” , as A ugustine says, “H e w anted  to  g ive us an  

exam ple .” F or H e said , “call none your fa ther upon  earth ”  

(M atthew  23 :9 ). M oreover, as N icho las of L yra observes,  

perhaps in  that passage from  John (19 :26), C hrist avo ided  

addressing the V irg in  as M other to  save her feelings.

B ut in  the o ther passage from  John  (2 :4 ) C hrist so  acted  

in  order to call attention  to  the fact that the w ork  and  

m iracle w hich the V irg in requested  w as proper to  the d i

v ine pow er and  no t to  the hum an  natu re w hich  alone H e had  

taken  from  H is M other as A ugustine po in ts out.15 O r, to  be  

su re , ju st as H e called  H im self the “S on  of M an” so  by  a  

figu re of speech , C hrist addressed  the V irg in as w om an  to  

ind icate that she w as that w om an  th rough  w hom  the harm  

w rough t by the first w om an w ould  be repaired .

18T ertu llian , D e C arne C hristi , 7 .

6 . T he answ er to  the second  ob jection is that by  those  

w ords C hrist d id  no t deny  H is M other bu t corrected  those  

w ho inopportunely  kep t break ing  in on  H is d iscourse .  

S econd , H e taugh t that no  w ork  of G od  shou ld  be om itted  be 

cause of re latives. T hird , H e w anted to  brid le  the boastfu l

ness of those w ho  g loried  in their b lood re la tionsh ip  to  

H im self by ind icating  that w ithou t a  sp iritual bond  th is w as  

of no avail, and , indeed , that th is sp iritual bond  w as in it

self a  th ing  of great value . T his is abou t the w ay C hrystos-  

tom  and A ugustine  exp la in  the passage. S o too  speaks  

T ertu llian  in  a  passage  in  w hich  he m asterfu lly  tu rns  

these  verses against the heretics in  v ind ication  of the  

F aith .

18 17

18

15A ugustine , In Joannem , T ract. 8 ; D e fide et sym bolo , 4 .

18C hrysostom , In M attheum , H om . 45 .

17A ugustine , D e sancta  v irg in ita te, 3 ; D e fide con tra  

M anichaeos .
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7 . F ourth , H ilary , G regory the G reat , and  A m brose  

add  that C hrist by  such an  action  ind icated  that the C hurch  

w hich  believed  w ould  be preferred  to  the synagogue of 

w hich  H e w as a  m em ber accord ing  to  the flesh .

19 20 21

8 . T he second  supposition  I m ake is that the hum an  na 

tu re of C hrist at the very  sam e in stan t in  w hich it w as per

fectly  fo rm ed in  the w om b  of the  V irg in  and  began  its ex ist

ence in  the w orld, w as at that very  in stan t taken  up  and  

un ited  hyposta tica lly  to  G od. T his w as clearly  exp la ined  in  

the  prev ious vo lum e.  C onsequen tly , w e conclude that th is  

m an, C hrist, w as alw ays, from  the very  first m om ent of 

H is concep tion , the G od-M an . N ever d id  H e ex ist as m ere  

m an. S ince these tru ths w ere su ffic ien tly  estab lished  in  

the passage  cited , it w ill no t be necessary  to  add  any th ing  

fu rther here .

22

«H ilary  of P oitiers, In  M attheum , 12 .

^G regory  the G reat, In  E vangelia , H om . 3 .

21  A m brose , In  L ucam , V I.

22S uarez , D e Incarnatione , d isp . 16 , sect. 1 .

T H E  B L E S SE D  V IR G IN  T R U L Y  A N D  P R O PE R L Y  

T H E M O T H E R  O F  G O D .

9 . T hird , from  w hat has been  said  the tru th  of the sta te 

m ent under d iscussion is easily  concluded ; that is , that the  

B lessed  V irg in is tru ly  and  properly  the M other of G od. 

T he propositions I have already  exp la ined  prove th is . 

S ince the V irg in  conceived  and  gave b irth  to G od, she is , 

therefo re , H is M other. M y prev ious argum ents  estab lish  

the tru th  of the prem ises. S ince she conceived  th is m an  

and since  the m an  conceived  w as G od, she therefo re  con 

ceived G od.

H oly S crip tu re also  sta tes  th is tru th  ou tright. F or in  

G alatians (4 :4 ) the S on  of G od  is spoken  of as “m ade of a  

w om an .” In R om ans (1 :3 ) H e is referred  to as “m ade. . .o f 

the seed  of D avid , accord ing  to  the flesh .” L uke (1 :35) has  

“ the H oly  w hich shall be  born  of thee shall be called  the  

S on  of G od.” H e “shall be called ” such, L uke says, no t by  

a  fa lse  title  bu t by  a  true one, no t on ly  after H is b irth  from  

the w om b, bu t in  H is very  concep tion  w ith in  the w om b. It 
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w as of th is concep tion  the angel spoke and  exp la ined  that 

the pow er of the H oly  S pirit w ould  accom plish  it because , 

as C yril of A lexandria observes23 , tru ly  G od  H im self w as  

to  be conceived . Isa ias (7 :14) fu rther confirm s th is: •B e 

ho ld  a  v irg in  shall conceive and  bear a  son : and  h is nam e  

shall be called  E m m anuel” “w hich  being in terp re ted  is , 

G od  w ith  us,” as M atthew  (1 :23) exp la ins.

23C yril of A lexandria , D e fide ad  reg inas citing  A thana

sius, D e Incarnatione  C hristi.

24John D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , H I, 12 .

25G regory  the G reat, R egistrum  E pisto larum , IX , 61 .

28G regory  the G reat, M oralia , X V m , 27 , post m edium .

27  Ib id , 35 .

“G regory  N azianzen , O ratio 51 (E p isto la  1 ad C ledon ium ).

“ Irenaeus, A dversus haereses , H I, 27  &  32 .

30E piphan ius, H aereses , H I, 78 .

31C yril of A lexandria, C ontra N esto rium , H om . 6 .

F inally , E lizabeth  confirm s th is tru th  by  her w ords, 

“A nd w hence is th is to  m e that the m other of m y L ord  

shou ld com e to  m e?” (L uke 1 :43). F or as John  D am ascene  

po in ts ou t, 24 the w ord “L ord ” ind icates a  D iv ine P erson . 

A nd G regory  the G reat says, “T he sam e V irg in  is spoken  

of as bo th  H andm aid  of the L ord  and M other. S he is the  

H andm aid of the L ord  because  the W ord , on ly -bego tten  be 

fo re all ages, is equal to  the F ather. B ut she is M other be 

cause in  her w om b  by  the H oly  S pirit and  of her flesh  w as  

H e m ade m an.’25  * B elow  he adds the reason  already  touched  

upon : “fo r flesh  w as no t first conceived in  the w om b  of the  

V irg in  and  afterw ards the D iv in ity en tered  in to  th is flesh , 

bu t im m ediate ly  the W ord  becam e  flesh .” T he sam e doc 

trine is taugh t by  G regory  in  h is M oralia 28 and in  o ther  

p laces.27

M oreover, all the o ther F athers  of an tiqu ity speak  in  the  

sam e  w ay. In  the L itu rg ies of Jam es, B asil, and  C hrysos 

tom  she is often called  “ the  undefiled M other of O ur G od.”  

G regory  N azianzen says, “ If anyone does no t believe H oly  

M ary  to  be the M other of G od, he is cast off from  G od.” 28  

A thanasius w rote  a  book  or serm on  abou t the M ost H oly  

M other of G od. Irenaeus29 , E phiphan ius30 , and  C yril of 

A lexandria31 also  w rote of her. A ugustine  has h is serm on  
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on  the A nnunciation32 and m any  o thers; P ope L eo , h is L et

ters33 . B ecause of her M otherhood  the F athers also  ad 

dress the V irg in  as “ th rone, m arriage-cham ber, tabernacle , 

tem ple  of G od,” and  by sim ilar titles w hich  w ill be found  

here and  there th roughou t their w orks.

32A ugustine , S erm o  2 de A nnuncia tione .

“ P ope L eo . E pisto la 83 &  97 .

O ne last confirm ation  is affo rded  by  w hat has already  

been  said  abou t the com m unication  of id iom s. F or G od is  

dead  because th is m an is dead . T herefo re , G od is con 

ceived  and  born , and  is , indeed , the son  of the V irg in , be 

cause th is m an is her son . C onversely , therefo re, the V ir

g in  as she is the m other of th is m an, is the M other of G od.

In  the  last p lace one can  add  a  specu la tive argum ent or  

argum ent from  congru ity . G ran ted  that G od  w ished  to  com 

m unicate H im self to  m en in  as m any w ays as possib le and  

to  con tract w ith  m en  all fo rm s of re la tionsh ip com patib le  

w ith D iv ine perfection , one w ay, and that very  perfect, pre 

sen ts itse lf, that G od  shou ld  be no t on ly  m an  bu t also  the  

son  of m an  (i.e . the son  of a  hum an  person , M ary) and  that 

som e created  hum an  person (M ary) be  jo ined  to  G od  as  

closely  as possib le in  the line  of personality . A ccord ing ly , 

no t on ly  hum an  natu re in  C hrist, bu t also  a  created hum an  

person  in  the V irg in  w as exalted  above the cho irs of A ngels.

R E P L Y  T O  O P P O S IN G  A R G U M E N T S .

10 . M any  d ifficu lties concern ing  th is tru th  im m ediate ly  

occur. T hey  can  be understood  on ly in  the ligh t of the w ay  

in  w hich  the B lessed  V irg in  conceived  C hrist the L ord . 

T hom as  trea ts th is sub ject m ost fu lly  in  the questions  

w hich  fo llow , [questions th irty -one  to  th irty -four.] T here 

fo re , I shall postpone a  considera tion  of these d ifficu lties  

un til I com e to  those  passages. B ut to  the basic argum ent 

fo r the opposite op in ion  the answ er is clear from  w hat has  

already  been  said . F or that argum ent rests upon  the fa lse  

supposition  that C hrist w as conceived  as m ere m an  befo re  

H is hum an  natu re w as assum ed  by  the W ord .

8



D IF F IC U L T Y .

11 . B ut som e w ould  have it that these heretics err also  

by in ference. F or even  had  the afo rem en tioned heretical 

v iew  been  true , these m en  are of the op in ion  that the W ord  

and  G od cou ld still tru ly  be called the son  of M ary , since  

to  be called  a  person ’s son  it su ffices to assum e the natu re  

generated  by  that person . T he argum ents in  support of th is  

position  are that the fo rm al term  of generation is natu re  

itse lf, that a  m an  is alw ays the sam e in  natu re even  though  

he shou ld change h is subsistence, and finally  that the sam e  

re lation  of sonsh ip  resid ing  in  the supposit by  reason  of its  

hum an natu re w ould alw ays be re tained .

R E P L Y -T H E  W O R D  C A N N O T  P R O PE R L Y  B E  

S A ID  T O  B E  T H E S O N  O F T H E V IR G IN  U N L E S S  

T H E  U N IO N  W IT H  T H E  H U M A N  N A T U R E T O O K  

P L A C E  A T  T H E  M O M E N T  O F  C O N C E P T IO N  IN  

T H E  W O M B  O F T H E  V IR G IN .

12 . D espite the reasons adduced , the op in ion  ju st cited  

rem ains to  m y m ind  unproved . F or it is m y op in ion that if 

the  un ion  w ith  hum an  natu re had  no t taken  p lace at the very  

m om ent of concep tion  in  the w om b  of the V irgin , the W ord  

of G od cou ld  no t properly  be called  the V irg in ’s S on . T his  

doctrine is w ell exp lained by T hom as  and  can  clearly  be  

gathered  from  all the F athers cited  above. F or all of them  

in  their condem nation  of N esto rius suppose as a  basic  prin 

cip le that the  un ion  occured in  the very  m om ent of hum an  

concep tion . T he w ords of G regory  N azianzen are  unm is 

takab le : “ If anyone shou ld  assert that a  m an  w as fo rm ed  

and afterw ards that th is m an  pu t on  G od, he is w orthy  of 

condem nation ; fo r th is w ould  no t be the generation  of G od  

bu t a sub terfuge.”

34

35

34A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , H I, q . 35 , a. 4 .

35G regory N azianzen , O ratio  51 .

F or exam ple , if the hum an  natu re of C hrist w ere  no t at 

the tim e of H is death  un ited  to  the W ord  even  though  it w ere  

un ited  after  the R esurrection , w e cou ld  no t tru ly  speak of 

the death  of G od. S im ilarly , if at first a  m ere m an  ex isted ,  

sinned, and  afterw ards th is sam e  hum an  natu re w ere as 

sum ed  by  the W ord , w e cou ld  no t tru ly  say  that G od had
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sinned . F or com m unication of id iom s is based  upon  the  

hyposta tic  un ion . T herefo re, there can  be no com m unica 

tion of id iom s in  w hatever precedes  un ion in  ano ther sup- 

posit since the com m unication  takes p lace  w ith in  the sam e  

person , no t betw een  d ifferen t persons.

13 . S econd ly , since in  the proposed  so lu tion  the W ord  

w ould  in  no  w ay have been  the ob ject of the V irg in ’s concep

tion or generation , w e cou ld  no t consequen tly  speak  of the  

W ord  being  conceived  or born  of her. N either cou ld  w e  

call the W ord , son , nor the V irg in , m other of G od. C onse

quen tly , fo r th is denom ination  or com m unication it is no t 

enough  to  assum e the natu re produced  by  ano ther; bu t th is  

assum ption  m ust occur in  such  a  w ay that the person  w ho  

assum es the natu re is som ehow  the ob ject of the very  act 

of concep tion  or generation , so  that he take on the natu re  

in  the  very  w ay in  w hich it is capab le of being  taken  on . 

N or w ould  th is occur un less the natu re  w ere assum ed  in  

the  very  m om ent of concep tion . T herefore , it is no t enough  

that, fo rm ally  speak ing , the sam e  hum an  natu re or m an  

shou ld  rem ain ; fo r the term  of generation  is the supposit, 

the  hum an  natu re as it subsists here and  now . F rom  these  

considera tions w e can  fo rm ulate  the obv ious rep ly  to  the  

basic  assum ption  of the opposite  v iew .

L ater on  I shall speak  of the re la tion  of sonsh ip  and  

w hether it w ould  rem ain  in  the assum ed  natu re. H ere it 

su ffices to  po in t ou t that either the re la tion  does no t re 

m ain , or that in  the presen t in stance  it does no t rem ain  in  

such  w ise that it can  denom inate G od  or the  W ord . F or  

th is re lation  does no t rem ain  in  its en tire ty  as befo re; nor  

w as that upon  w hich it w as based , passive generation , ever  

term inated  or assum ed  by  the W ord .

D IF F IC U L T Y .

14 . B ut from  th is source  arises a  grave  and pertinen t 

d ifficu lty . S ince the  w hole action  of the  V irg in  had  as its  

ob ject a  hum an  natu re w hich ex isted  accord ing  to  prio rity  

of natu re  befo re it w as assum ed  by  the W ord , and  since  

the  assum ption  w hich  fo llow ed  took  p lace no t by reason  of 

any  action  of hers bu t so le ly  by  the  w ill and  operation  of 

G od, she canno t, fo r th is reason , be called  the M other of 

G od.

10



T his conclusion  is clearly  correct fo r several reasons.  

F irst, she in  no w ay caused  G od  to  becom e m an; ju st as  

one w ho enk indled  fire and  d id  no t app ly it to  w ood , cou ld  

no t be said  to  have caused  the  w ood  to  burn . S econd , in  

th is in stance the order of natu re and  the chrono log ical or

der seem  to  correspond . F or if after the com pletion  of the  

V irg in ’s action  G od  had  held  off the assum ption  fo r som e  

tim e, the V irg in cou ld  no t be called  the M other of G od  even  

if, as has been  show n, the assum ption  fo llow ed  thereafter. 

T herefo re , the sam e  ho lds true in  the order of natu re; fo r  

th is denom ination  h inges no t so m uch on  tim e as on  the  

natu ral connection  of actions. T hird  and  finally , the W ord  

cou ld  o therw ise be said  to  have changed  by  a  change w hich  

took  p lace w ith  prio rity  of natu re in  the hum an  natu re . 

M oreover, the W ord  cou ld also  be said  to  have been  caused  

or effected .

15 . B ecause of th is m ain  d ifficu lty  the so lu tion  can  be  

offered  that the B lessed  V irg in  brough t abou t by  true and  

physical effic ien t causality  the un ion  of the  hum an  natu re  

w ith  the W ord . B ut th is so lu tion , as has been  po in ted  ou t , 

is less w ell founded  and  unsatisfactory . F or gran ted  that 

the B lessed  V irg in  effected  th is un ion , she w ould  have on ly  

done so as an in strum en tal cause and no t as a m other w ho  

generates. T herefore , th is k ind  of effic ien t causality  does  

no t exp lain  how  the B lessed  V irg in  is the M other of G od.

38

38S uarez, D e Incarnatione , d isp . 8 , sect 1 .

R E P L Y -H O W  T H E B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  B Y  

C O N C E P T IO N  IS T R U L Y  A N D  P R O P E R L Y  

T H E  M O T H E R  O F  G O D .

16 . A nother so lu tion  shou ld  therefo re  be g iven . F or the  

B lessed V irg in tru ly  and  properly  to  be called  the M other  

of G od it su ffices that she concurred  as m other (w hether 

she concurred  actively  or passively  does not concern  us  

here) at that precise  m om ent in  tim e w hen  the sou l of  

C hrist w as un ited  to  H is body . F or in  that very  m om ent,

I m ain ta in , the sou l and  body  of the hum an  natu re w ere  

un ited  to  the W ord . S im ilarly , the Jew s, on  the  o ther hand , 

are said  to  have k illed  G od  because  by  their action  the  

11



un ion  of sou l and  body  w as d isso lved  and  consequen tly  the  

hum an  natu re as such  w as separated  from  the W ord . In  

bo th in stances the reason  m entioned  by T hom as37 app lies.  

F or b irth  or generation  ju st as any  operation , is properly  

pred icated  of a supposit.

37A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , H I, q . 35 , a. 1 .

38S uarez , D e Incarnatione , d isp 17 , sect. 1 &  2 .

39Ib id .

A  good  exp lanation of th is can  be had if one accep ts as  

proved  the m atter already  d iscussed 38 ; nam ely , that the  

body  and  sou l of C hrist w ere first un ited  accord ing  to  

prio rity  of natu re w ith  the W ord  befo re  being  un ited  to  each  

o ther. T hus the body  and sou l of G od by reason  of the ac 

tion  or concursus of the B lessed  V irg in  w ere un ited  no t on 

ly  to  com pose  a  hum an  natu re bu t to  com pose th is m an; and  

the B lessed  V irg in , as the m other of th is m an, w as in con

sequence of the com m unication  of id iom s, the M other of 

G od. In  like m anner in  the generation  of o ther m en  a  sub 

sisten t sou l is created  first according  to  priority  of natu re  

and at once  un ited  to  the subsisten t body  by  the act of the  

one w ho  generates, so  that properly  no t th is hum an natu re  

bu t th is m an is generated . S im ilarly in  the R esurrection  

of C hrist, the w hole operation  concerned  the un ion  of the  

sou l to  the body . N one the less, by  that un ion  G od is said  

to have arisen . F or by  that action  the subsisting  body and  

sou l w ere un ited  by  the subsistence  of G od; and , as a  con 

sequence, by  fo rce  of th is un ion  G od  becam e  m an.

W H Y  T H E  V IR G IN  M A R Y  C A N N O T  B E  C A L L E D  

A  C A U S E  O F G O D .

17 . T hese exp lanations shou ld easily  clarify everyth ing  

m entioned  in the prev ious d ifficu lty  except the last in fer

ence. T he brief rep ly  to  th is is that in  all correctness G od  

can  be said  to  have been  born  or conceived  of a  V irg in . 

F or generation , as already  exp la ined , or concep tion has the  

supposit as its term . W e do  no t, how ever, as frequen tly re 

m arked  in  the first vo lum e , speak  of H is being  changed . 

F or change properly  deno tes a  sub ject no t a  term . M ore

over that “change* w hereby  the hum an  natu re w as un ited  to  

the W ord  preceded  according  to  prio rity  of natu re  the  

39
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actual un ion  itse lf. T hus, G od  is no t spoken  of as caused  

or effected since H e is no t “m ade ” in  an abso lu te sense; 

bu t H e is “m ade m an.” F or the sam e reason  the B lessed  

V irg in  m ust no t be called  in  the abso lu te sense the cause  

of G od  since the w ord “cause” does no t fix  lim its to  pro 

ducing  or m aking . B ut w hen  w e say  M other of G od, by  the  

w ord  “m other” w e fix  upon  hum an  generation  by  w hich G od  

m ade m an cam e fo rth  from  a  V irg in . C onfer w hat has been  

said  above abou t the com m unication  of id iom s.

S E C T IO N  Π

W H A T  T H E  E X T E N T  O F T H E D IG N IT Y  O F T H E M O T H E R  

O F G O D  IS  A N D  H O W  O T H E R  G IF T S O F  G R A C E A R E  IT S  

C O N C O M IT A N T S .

1 . W e can conceive and  exp lain  th is  d ign ity  in  tw o  w ays: 

first, abso lu te ly  and  w ithou t qualifica tion  from  a considera

tion  of w hat it is in itself; second , by a  com parison  w ith  

o ther graces or supernatu ra l d ign ities. I shall briefly  pur

sue bo th  of these m ethods.

N A T U R E  A N D  E X T E N T  O F T H E D IG N IT Y  O F

T H E  M O T H E R  O F  G O D  C O N S ID E R E D

A B S O L U T E L Y .— F L E SH  T A K E N  B Y  C H R IS T

F R O M  T H E  V IR G IN  N E V E R  P U T  A S ID E .

-P H Y S IC A L  P E R F E C T IO N  W H IC H  T H E  D IG 

N IT Y  O F M O T H E R  A D D S T O  T H E P E R S O N  

O F T H E  V IR G IN .

2 . F irst of all, it seem s that th is m aternal d ignity  shou ld  

be considered  abso lu te ly , in its m oral ra ther than in  its  

physical aspects. F or physically  her ro le as m other im 

p lies on ly  the fo llow ing  functions.

F irst, the B lessed  V irg in  concurred  in  a  real and  proper  

sense  to  fash ion  a  body  fo r G od. S econd , a  portion  of the  

substance of her v irg inal body , from  w hich the  body  of 

C hrist w as first fo rm ed  and  by  w hich  it la ter grew , so  long  

as it w as nourished  by  H is M other ’s b lood  or m ilk , w as ac 

cord ing ly , un ited  hypostatica lly  to  the W ord  of G od. F or  

13



th is reason  P eter D am ian  says, “A lthough  G od is present 

in  o ther th ings in  th ree  w ays, in  the V irg in  H e is presen t 

in  a  fourth  and  specia l w ay; that is , by  iden tity . F or H e is  

one  w ith  her. H ence, le t every  creatu re hush  and  quake  

w ith  fear. F or w ho w ould  dare to  scan  the in fin ite ex ten t 

of th is great d ign ity?” 1 A nd A ugustine in sists: “T he  flesh  

of C hrist is the flesh  of M ary .”1 2 “F urther on  he adds, “T he  

flesh  of C hrist, although  g lo rified  by  the resu rrection , still 

rem ains that w hich H e took  from  M ary .”3

1  P eter  D am ian , S erm o  de N ativ ita te M ariae .

2A ugustine , S erm o  de A ssum ptione V irg in is, 5 .

3  Ib id .

^T ransla to r’s no te: cf. A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , H I, 

q . 31 , a. 5 , ad 3 ; q . 33 , a. 2 , ad  2 .

F rom  th is w e can  easily  believe  that the flesh  w hich  

C hrist took  from  the V irg in  w as never en tire ly  d issipated  

or consum ed  by  the con tinuous action  of natu ral heat, bu t 

alw ays rem ained  en tire ly  in tact and  un ited  to  the W ord  of 

G od. B oth specu la tive argum ents and  w hat w e know  of 

physiology seem  to  po in t to  the tru th  of th is op in ion . F or  

the substance of H is flesh  w as perfectly  fo rm ed , of m od 

erate  quan tity , and  w as taken  from  the m ost pure b lood  of 

the V irg in .4 A gain , during  the tim e of H is in fancy— fo r food  

is easily  d igestib le  and  assim ila tion  occurs practically  

w ith  no  d ifficu lty  at all— very  little of her substance  w as  

lo st by  the process of nu trition . E specia lly  w as th is  true  

in  the case of C hrist W ho  w as nourished  by  a  b land  and  

su itab le d iet, ubere de coelo  p leno , as the C hurch  chan ts. 

W e m igh t specu la te in  a  no t d issim ilar vein  abou t the rest 

of C hrist’s life ; fo r the w hole period  w as either a  tim e of 

grow th  or a  state  in  w hich  the basic  hum ors rem ained  prac 

tically  in tact w ithou t undergo ing  any d isso lu tion . F inally , 

it is indeed  probable that th is  occurred  by  a  specia l prov i

dence and  by  the w ill of C hrist H im self.

T hird , in  add ition  to  the exercise of th is type of causal

ity  or concursus the V irg in acqu ired  no th ing  else real or  

physical by  reason  of th is d ign ity  excep t the real re la tion  

of M other to  C hrist the G od-M an . F or no th ing  else can  be  

inven ted  or dev ised .

14



F ourth , from  w hat has been  said  w e m ay pruden tly  judge  

the V irg in  possesses in  the m oral order the h ighest and  

m ost exalted  position  of d ign ity  because of her un ique re la 

tionsh ip  and  closeness to G od. It also  fo llow s that she  

possesses a  un ique righ t to  all the goods of G od her S on , as  

I shall exp lain  in  the fo llow ing pages.

In order to set fo rth  better the ex ten t of th is d ign ity , le t 

us proceed in the second  half of th is section  to  com pare it 

w ith  the d ign ity  of grace and  adop tive sonsh ip . F or there  

is no need  to  com pare th is d ign ity  w ith  any  o ther d ign ity  

since it is ev iden tly  less than  that of the hyposta tic un ion  

and  beyond  any  o ther d ign ity  w hich  does no t fo rm ally  in 

clude grace or the friendsh ip  of G od.

D IF F IC U L T Y .

3 . A  d ifficu lty  arises concern ing  the d ign ity  of grace . 

F or the sain ts seem  to  prefer th is d ign ity  to  that of the  

M other of G od. A ugustine  says, “M ore  b lessed  w as M ary  

w hen  she conceived in  her m ind  than  in  her w om b.*  F ur

ther on  he adds, “M ore fru itfu lly  d id  she bear in  her heart 

than in  her flesh .*  A gain  he says, “T he title of M other, 

even in a  v irg in , is earth ly  in  com parison  w ith  the heaven ly  

in tim acy  ach ieved  by  those w ho do  the w ill of G od* — that 

is , by  grace . Justin  m ain ta ins  that the B lessed  V irg in  

shou ld  be m ore ex to lled  fo r the v irtue by  w hich she m erited  

to  be the M other of G od  than fo r the very  d ign ity  of that 

M otherhood  itse lf.  Indeed , such  seem s to  have been  the  

op in ion  of C hrist O ur L ord  w hen  to  the  w om an w ho  ex 

cla im ed , “B lessed  is the W om b that bore thee ,*  H e rep lied , 

“Y ea ra ther b lessed  are they  w ho  hear the w ord  of G od and  

keep it* (L uke 11 :27-28). It w as as if H e p lain ly said  th is  

la tter  b lessedness is to  be preferred  to  the  fo rm er. S im i

lar w ords are  found in  M atthew  (12 :48 ,50): “W ho is m y  

m other and  w ho are m y  breth ren . . .w hosoever shall do the  

w ill of m y F ather.® C yprian  in  com m enting  on  th is passage  

rem arks, “C hrist preferred  to  H is M other hearers of the  

5

8

7

8

’A ugustine , D e sancta  v irg in ita te, 3 . 

’Ib id .

7A ugustine , E pisto la  38 .

’Justin , A d  O rthodoxos , q . 136 . 
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w ord and the poor in  sp irit’9— a  sta tem en t w hich  m ust 

necessarily be  understood as app licab le no t to  the persons  

bu t to  the du ties and  functions invo lved .

A  final argum ent can  be draw n  from  m y  prev ious re 

m arks. F or the d ign ity  of M otherhood  adds to  the person  

of the V irg in  on ly  a  certa in  re lation  to  G od or m an; w here 

as the d ign ity of adop tive sonsh ip adds grace , g lo ry , all the  

v irtues, true sanctity , and  m oreover m akes a m an  a  friend  

of G od  and  gu iltless in  so  far as it excludes sin . T hus the  

re la tion  of adop tive sonsh ip  w hich ensues regards G od  in  

so  far as H e is G od. T herefo re , the d ign ity  of grace is  

greater  than  that of the D iv ine M otherhood.

4 . O n  the con trary , how ever, th is d ign ity  of M other is of 

a  h igher order. F or in  som e w ay it perta ins to  the order  

of the  hyposta tic  un ion  since it in trinsically  regards that 

un ion  and  has a  necessary  re la tionsh ip  w ith it. F or th is  

reason  A ugustine says, “T he heart canno t conceive nor the  

tongue express the resu lt of th is  grace and d ign ity .’  A nd  

B ernard  in  various w ays en larges on  the d ign ity  po in ting  

ou t that it in fin ite ly su rpasses any th ing short of G od  that 

m an  can  conceive . L aurence Justin ian  says, “S he excels 

o thers in  d ign ity  in  d irect proportion to  her nearness to  the  

W ord .*  A nselm  speaks in  the sam e vein  especia lly  at the  

beg inn ing  of h is w ork  O n  the E xcellence  of B lessed  M ary : 

“ I stand  trem bling  in  great fear as I sigh  to  beho ld , in  som e  

w ay  or o ther— at least w ith  the  b lu rred  v ision  of m y  heart—  

the transcenden t excellence  of the B lessed M other of G od  

w ho  su rpasses all created  th ings save  on ly  the M an-G od .*  

“H  th is alone w ere re la ted  of the H oly V irg in , that she is  

the M other of G od, she w ould  exceed  every conceivab le

10

11

12

13

’C yprian , S erm o  de P assione D om in i .

10A ugustine , D e A ssum ptione V irg in is , in itio .

“B ernard , S erm o  de A ssum ptione ; D e N ativ ita te V irg in is ;

In  “signum  m agnum ’ ; In  “m issus est’ , H om . 2 .

“L aurence Justin ian , S erm o  de P urifica tione; S erm o  de  

A ssum ptione .

“A nselm , D e excellen tia  B eatae M ariae . 
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sub lim ity short of G od.* 14 C yril of A lexandria 15 and  

O rigen 18 have sim ilar passages.

22John  D am ascene, O ratio  1 de D orm itione V irg in is .

23A thanasius, S erm o  de S anctissim a D eipara.

T his v iew  [that the D iv ine M atern ity  is a  greater d ign ity  

than  that of grace and  adop tive sonsh ip ] is streng thened  by  

the fact that all the F athers  reckon  that the B lessed  V irg in  

received  on  accoun t of her d ign ity  as M other no t on ly  su r

passing  grace , bu t that all the graces, v irtues, g ifts and  
priv ileges  of grace d iv ided  and  allo ted  am ong  all o ther  

sain ts w ere  gathered  together in  th is one V irg in . C onse

quen tly B ernard  rem arks, “W e canno t suspect that w hat 

w as bestow ed on  on ly  a  few  m orta ls w as den ied so  great a  

V irg in .* 17 F or th is reason  a  certa in  ancient w riter, w ho  

th rough  m odesty called  h im self “T he A m ateur*  teaches that 

all sp iritual g ifts are  found in  their m ost perfect fo rm  in  

the B lessed  V irg in .18 In  proof of th is B onaven tu re has re 

course to  the tex t of E cclesiastes (1 :7 ) “A ll the rivers run  

in to  the sea , yet the sea  do th  no t overflow .* F or all these  

varied  g ifts exceed  neither the capacity  of M ary  nor the  

d ign ity  of her M otherhood . In  support of th is position  B on 

aven tu re 19 cites A ugustine and  B ernard  w ho in  one of h is  

serm ons  has a  good  deal w hich is here to  the po in t.20  

A ugustine favors th is op inion ,21 and  John  D am ascene uses  

the sam e princip le .22 A thanasius says the B lessed  V irg in  

w as fu ll of grace since she “abounded in all graces.* 23 

T he reason  fo r th is , he m ain ta ins, w as that “F rom  you  

cam e fo rth  our G od, W ho  freely  bestow ed  on  you  every  

grace.* T hus C yprian  says, “ the fu llness of grace w as  

14Ib id ., 2 .

15C yril of A lexandria , D e fide ad  reg inas .

18O rigen , H o  m ilia 1 .

17B ernard , E pisto la 164 .
18A non ., D e con tem platione B eatae M ariae , 2 (B ib lio theca  

S ancta , T om us I).

19B onaventu re , S pecu lum  M ariae , 5 , 6 , 7 .

20B ernard , S erm o  de N ativ ita te D om in i, (a dub ious w ork);

S erm o  de B eata  M aria , (a lso a  dub ious  w ork).

21  A ugustine , S erm o 17 de N ativ ita te D om in i (S erm ones de  

tem pore , S erm . 2ÏJ7
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due the M other.* 24 S ophron ius also  rem arks, “O n o thers  

to  a degree bu t on  M ary  the fu llness of grace com plete ly  

poured  itse lf ou t.* 25  * P eter C hryso logus28 and L aurence  

Justin ian 27 em ploy the sam e  w ords. P eter D am ian  in  a 

sim ilar serm on  w hile exp la in ing  the tex t “W ho is she that 

goeth  up . . .as a  p illar of sm oke of arom atical sp ices, of 

m yrrh and  frank incense , and  of all the pow ders of the  per

fum er?*  (C an tic les 3 :6 ) says: “A ll the pow ders of the per

fum er w ere com pounded  in  the V irg in  w hen the com m ing ling  

of all the  v irtues in  her consecrated  fo r H im  a  m ost sacred  

m arriage cham ber; and if the S pirit in  som e degree cam e  

upon  o thers, the w hole fu llness of grace cam e  upon  M ary .” 

S im ilarly A m brose , w hom  B onaven tu re cites,28 m ainta ins  

that it is the pecu liar characteristic of the V irg in  “ to  

abound  in  every  grace.* In  like m anner Jerom e in  h is ex 

p lanation  of “and  he as a  bridegroom  con ing ou t of h is  

bride cham ber* (P salm s 18 :6 ) says: “F or ho ly M ary  is  

hailed as fu ll of grace, since she conceived H im  in  W hom  

all the fu llness of the d iv in ity  dw ells corporally .* 29 N icely  

to  the po in t is the rem ark  of M ethod ius, “O  fo rtunate one  

w ho  has H im  fo r your deb to r W ho  loans to  us all. F or to  

G od all of us are in  deb t; bu t to  you  even  H e ow es, since  H e  

has said : H onor thy  fa ther and  thy m other. T hus to  obey  

the  very  decree w hich  H e H im self prom ulgated and  to  su r

pass o thers in  H is observance, H e pours ou t on H is M other 

every  grace and  honor.* 30 C onsequen tly , A lbert the G reat31 

says it is a  princip le  perfectly  clear from  its term s that 

the graces of all the sain ts w ere  bestow ed  on  the V irgin  

m ore perfectly . A nd  by “ term s*  I understand “M other*  

and a “S on* , W ho is G od  H im self and  the source  of all 

grace . M oreover, such is the understand ing  of all

24C yprian , S erm o  de N ativ ita te C hristi .

25S ophron ius, S erm o  de A ssum ptione (am ong  the w orks of 

Jerom e).

28P eter C hrysologus, S erm o  143 .

27L aurence Justin ian , S erm o  de A ssum ptione V irg in is .

28  cf. also  A m brose , D e in stitu tione v irg in is , 13 & 14.

29Jerom e, E pisto la 104 ad P rincip iam  de expositione  

psalm i 44 .

30M ethod ius, O ratio  de P urifica tione .

31  A lbert the  G reat, D e B eata M aria , 69 , 70 , 71 .
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theo log ians, T hom as32 , together w ith C ajetan , A nton ius of 

F lorence33 , D urandus,34 and  o thers.

32A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , Π Ι, q . 27 , aa. 5 &  6 .

33A nton inus, S um m a T heo log ica , IV , tit. 15 .

34D urandus, In  m  S en ten tiarum , d . 3 , q . 2 .

35A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , Π -Π , q . 103 , a. 4 , ad  2 .

T herefo re the d ign ity  of the M other of G od in  com pari

son  w ith  o ther created  graces is like the first fo rm  in re la 

tion to its characteristic  qualities. C onversely , o ther 

graces are in com parison  w ith  it like d ispositions in  re la 

tion to  fo rm . T herefo re, th is d ignity  of M other is m ore  

excellen t, ju st as fo rm  is m ore perfect than its character

is tic qualities and  d ispositions. O therw ise , on  the supposi

tion of the D iv ine M atern ity  being  the lesser d ign ity , the  

S ain ts w ould have been  m istaken  in  conclud ing  therefrom  

the presence of a  greater and  m ore excellen t grace .

5 . In determ in ing  the so lu tion  of th is question one shou ld  

no te that the V irg in ’s m aternal re la tionsh ip w ith C hrist as  

m an  can  be considered  in precision  from  H is d ign ity as an  

uncreated  person  and regard  paid  on ly  to  the sub lim ity  of 

grace and sanctity  in  the V irg in . S o considered , it is true  

that the V irg in  possesses no  d ign ity  or excellence capab le  

o f com parison w ith  that of grace; fo r then she is no t con 

sidered  as the M other of G od. It w ould  seem  that in  th is  

w ay  a  no t unsatisfacto ry  exp lanation  can  be g iven  of those  

w ords of the S aints in  w hich  a sp iritual concep tion  of C hrist 

seem s to  be preferred  to the corporeal. A nd  those w ords  

of C hrist: “Y ea ra ther b lessed are  they  w ho  hear the w ord  

of G od and  keep it* (L uke 11 :28) can  be  understood in  a  

sim ilar sense . F or the w om an  w ho  had  called  the w om b  of  

the  V irg in  b lessed  d id no t at all consider C hrist’s d iv in ity . 

In an  en tire ly  d ifferen t m anner, therefo re , m ust th is d ign ity  

be regarded  in  so  far as it is a certa in  un ique un ion w ith  

G od, “an  affin ity  w ith G od ” as T hom as and C ajetan  neatly  

term  it.  U nder th is aspect the D iv ine  M atern ity  and  the  

adop tive sonsh ip  can  scarcely  be com pared ; fo r they  be 

long  to  d ifferen t orders, and  each  excels the o ther in  cer

ta in  respects.

35
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IN  W H A T  S E N S E T H E D IG N IT Y  O F  A D O P T IV E  

S O N SH IP  C A N  B E  P R E F E R R E D  T O  T H A T  O F  

T H E  M O T H E R  O F  G O D .

6 . H ow ever, if a precise com parison  be m ade in  such  a  

w ay  that one d ign ity is en tire ly  separated  from  the o ther, 

one can  say , first of all, that the d ign ity  of adop tive sonsh ip  

is to  be preferred . T his has  been  proved  by  the argum ents  

fo r th is position . F rom  such  a  consideration  one can  sta te  

w ith reason  that if the d ign ity  of M other w ould  be  w ithou t 

grace and  the adop tive sonsh ip , it w ould be far better and  

preferab le to  be a  son of G od  than  H is M other. In  th is  

sense  the w ords of A ugustine and  the o ther quo tations g iven  

above can  be correctly  in terp reted .

D IG N IT Y  O F T H E  M O T H E R  O F  G O D  G R E A T E R  

T H A N  T H A T O F A D O PT IV E  S O N S H IP .-G O D  

B E S T O W S T H E  V A R IO U S P R IV IL E G E S  O F  

G R A C E IN  P R O P O R T IO N  T O  F U N C T IO N .

7 . S econdly , how ever, the d ign ity  of the M other of G od, 

considered  in its m oral re la tionsh ips in so  far as it in 

cludes w hatever in  any  w ay is due to  it from  its natu re  

and  accord ing  to  the d isposition  of D iv ine W isdom , is of 

greater d ign ity than  that of adop tive sonsh ip . T his state 

m ent is su ffic ien tly  substan tia ted  by  the proofs advanced  

in  support of th is la tter alternative . T hom as  also  favors  

th is op in ion  and  m ain ta ins that th is d ignity  is in  its ow n  

order in fin ite since it is the h ighest type of un ion  w ith  an  

in fin ite person . N or is th is a  m ere  bod ily  un ion  alone, bu t 

a  sp iritual un ion  also . F or gran ted  that th is un ion  arose  

by  the concep tion of flesh , nevertheless th is un ion  in  som e  

w ay  has G od  H im self as its term . T herefo re , T hom as  

says  that on accoun t of the d ign ity of th is un ion a  m ore  

excellen t fo rm  of veneration  is due the  V irg in  than  the  

o ther S ain ts “since  by  her action  she m ore closely  atta ins  

the lim its  of the D iv in ity .”

36

37

36Ib id ., I, q . 25 , a. 6 , ad  4 .

S 7ïb ïd ., Π -Π , q . 103 , a. 4 , ad  3 .

T his is T hom as ’ op in ion ; and  reason  argu ing  from  w hat 

has been  said reaches the sam e conclusion . F or ju st as  * 7 
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the suprem e  degree of grace and  g lo ry  is due the hum an  

natu re of C hrist because of the un ion  invo lved , so  in  ju st 

proportion , because of the D iv ine M atern ity , a  certa in  

p len titude of grace is due the V irg in . A ccord ing  to T hom as, 

“ in  the V irg in  there w as a  fu llness of grace  proportionate  

to  such  a  d ign ity .”38 A ugustine speaks in  the sam e vein : 

“T hus do  w e know  the great grace that w as g iven  her from  

the fact that she m erited  to  conceive and  g ive b irth  to  

G od.”39 S ophron ius says: “It w as fitting  that the V irg in  

p ledged  to  fu lfill such  a  function  shou ld  be fu ll of grace , 

she w ho  gave g lo ry  to  the heavens and G od  to  the earth .”40  

A nselm ,41 Ildephonsus,42 R ichard  of S t. V icto r,43 and  all 

those cited  above speak  in  the sam e w ay. M oreover, in  

subsequent d iscussion  of the sub lim ity  of the V irg in ’s grace  

I shall adduce m any  fu rther cita tions from  the sain ts.

R eason  confirm s these o ther argum ents. F or the g ifts  

of grace, although  m ost perfect in them selves, are , never

theless, g iven  by  G od  as perfections necessary  fo r the per

fo rm ance of tasks w hich  have reference to  G od. E specia lly  

does G od bestow  them  w hen  H e H im self p laces a  particu lar  

ind iv idual in  such  an  office or position  of d ignity . F or th is  

reason G od  bestow ed such  num erous priv ileges of grace on  

John the B aptist since he w as to  fu lfill the  function  of P re 

curso r according  to L uke (1 :76) “fo r thou  shalt go  befo re  

the face of the L ord  to  prepare H is w ays.” M oreover the  

A postles received  an  abundance of grace  fo r a  sim ilar rea 

son: “B y  w hom  w e have received  grace and  apostlesh ip  

... ” (R om ans 1 :5 ). A nd  in  the B ook  of N um bers (11 :17) 

G od said  to  M oses: “A nd  I w ill take of thy sp irit and  W ill 

g ive to  them ”— nam ely , to  the seven ty  m en. F or after the  

office w as shared  w ith  them , it w as fitting  that the sp irit 

and  d iv ine help  shou ld also  be shared  w ith  them . F inally ,  

that her suprem e  excellence w as, in  a  w ay, due to  her d ig 

n ity  as M other can  be exp lained  by  the fact that it is fitting

3aIb id ., H I, qT T  a. 10 .

39A ugustine , D e natu ra  et gratia , 37 . 

^S ophron ius, S erm o  de A ssum ptione . 

41A nselm , D e concep tu  V irg in is , 18 . 

42H defonsus, D e V irg ine  M aria , 2 . 

43R ichard  of S ain t V icto r, D e E m m anuel , I, 26 . 
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that a  m other be honored  by  her son . Indeed , by reason  of 

her m aternal d ign ity  she has a  un ique righ t to  the goods of 

her S on . T herefo re , her d ign ity  as M other is , in  a  certain  

sense , the reason  and  source of her d ign ity  in  grace and  

som ehow  con tains th is la tter d ignity  in  an  em inen t w ay  ac

cord ing to  the d isposition  of D iv ine W isdom . T herefo re , 

from  th is aspect the d ign ity  of the D iv ine M atern ity  is m ore  

excellen t; and  a  V irgin ’s being  chosen  to  be M other of G od  

shou ld  in  itse lf be considered  a greater favor on  G od ’s  

part than, le t us say , P eter’s being  chosen  fo r  g lo ry  since  

the fo rm er cho ice con ta ins the la tter v irtually  and  in  a 

m ore em inen t w ay.

S E C T IO N  m

H O W  T H E  B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  W A S P R E D E S T IN E D  

T O  T H E D IG N IT Y  O F  M O T H E R  O F  G O D

In  th is question  one can  in  due proportion  trea t all the  

m atter  prev iously  d iscussed  in  regard  to  the predestina 

tion  of C hrist1 and  m any of the  usually  d iscussed  prob lem s  

regard ing  the predestination  of o ther m en. H ow ever, in  or

der to  cover the m atter w hich  is pertinen t to  our presen t 

sub ject briefly , le t us presum e the general princip les  

w hich  w e prev iously  ascertained  to  be  either certa in  or  

m ore probab le .

1  S uarez , D e Incarnatione , in  q . 1 , a. 3 .

2Ib id ., d isp . 8 .

T H E  V IR G IN  C H O S E N  F R O M  A L L  E T E R N IT Y  

T O  B E  T H E M O T H E R  O F  G O D .

2 . F irst of all, it is certa in  that the B lessed  V irg in , 

prio r to any  consideration  of her ow n m erits , w as, from  

all eternity , chosen  and  predestined  bo th  to  grace  and  g lo ry  

and also  to  the d ign ity of M other of G od. T his is based  

partly  on  the certain  v iew  w hich  ho lds that all predestined  

m en  are chosen  independen tly  of their ow n  m erits , and  

partly  on  the argum ents by  w hich  w e show ed  that B lessed  

V irg in  in  no  w ay m erited  to  be chosen  the M other of G od.  12
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Indeed , th is is the tru th  w hich  the ho ly  F athers  are at pains  

to  incu lcate  w hen  they  teach  that the W ord  chose a  M other 

fo r H im self and that she w as from  all eternity  pre-o rdained  

by  H is W ill alone. S uch is the op in ion of A ugustine3 and  

B ernard 4 ; and in  th is sense C yprian , by  a  figu re of speech , 

calls the V irg in  “V essel of E lection .”5 *

3A ugustine , D e peccato rum  m eritis et rem issione , Π , 25 .

«B ernard , In “m issus est” , H om . 2 .

5C yprian , S erm o de N ativ ita te C hristi .

“S uarez, D e Incarnatione , in  q . 1 , a. 3 .

T H E  B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  C O N S E Q U E N T L Y  

P R E D E ST IN E D  T O  S U C H  G R E A T  G R A C E  

A N D  G L O R Y  S IN C E C H O S E N  T O  B E  T H E  

M O T H E R  O F G O D .

3 . S econd ly , accord ing  to  the w ay  w e are  fo rced  to  con 

ceive th ings, the B lessed  V irg in  w as chosen and  predes 

tined  accord ing  to  a  prio rity  of reason  to  be M other of G od  

befo re she w as chosen  and  predestined  to  such  great grace  

and  g lo ry . T his conclusion is ev iden t if one gran ts w hat 

w as said  in  the preced ing  section  and w hat w as exp la ined  

in  regard  to  artic le 3 concern ing  such  concep tual stages.®  

T herefo re , the B lessed  V irg in  w as predestined  to  such  

great grace and  g lo ry  because she w as chosen  to  be the  

M other of G od. F or the order of execu tion  reveals the or 

der of in ten tion. A ctually  th is great grace and  g lo ry  w ere  

g iven  the B lessed  V irg in  to  endow  her w ith  the  d ispositions  

appropria te  to  the M other of G od. T herefo re , she w as  

chosen  fo r such  grace and  g lo ry  because she had  prev iously  

been chosen  to  be the M other of G od.

T H E V IR G IN  D IR E C T L Y  C H O S E N  F O R  

G L O R Y  A N D  M O T H E R H O O D  B E F O R E  

A N Y  K N O W L E D G E  O F  O R IG IN A L  S IN .

4 . T hird ly , I conclude that the B lessed V irg in  w as chos

en  bo th  fo r M otherhood  and  fo r such  degree of g lo ry  inde 

penden tly  and  en tire ly  w ithou t reference to  any  fo reknow l

edge of orig inal sin . T his is the  unan im ous teach ing  of  

those w ho m ain ta in  an  analogous position  on the  
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r predestination  of C hrist.7 T he proof is roo ted in  m y  sta te

m ents on  the afo rem en tioned artic le 3 .8

7cf . especia lly  P ietro  G alatino , D e arcan is catho licae  

verita tis , Π Ι, 1 .

8S uarez, D e Incarnatione , in  q . 1 , a. 3 .

’B ernard ine  of S iena, S erm o  51 de B eata  V irg ine , 4 .

10R upert of D eutz , In C antica , Π .

F irst, since it is very likely  that all the predestined  

w ere chosen  fo r grace and  g lo ry  prev ious to  any  fo reknow l

edge of orig inal sin , it is , therefo re , all the m ore certain  

that the B lessed  V irg in  w as chosen  fo r g lo ry  in  the sam e  

w ay  and consequen tly  in  the sam e w ay also fo r the D iv ine  

M atern ity . T his second  conclusion is clear from  the al

ready  proven  fact that in  the order of finality  the election  

to  the D iv ine M atern ity  cam e first. T he first conclusion is 

proved  by  the fact that there is no order am ong  the elect 

bu t that all are chosen  together in  one and  the sam e con 

cep tual stage; or if one aspect of order can  be considered , 

the cho ice of the B lessed  V irg in  ra ther preceded  than  fo l

low ed  the cho ice of the o thers because  of its greater sub 

lim ity , greater im portance, and regard  fo r G od ’s greater 

g lo ry . T hus, B ernad ine of S iena says, “Y ou w ere predes

tined  in  the m ind of G od  befo re every  o ther creatu re that 

you m igh t bring  fo rth  G od  H im self as M an.”9 H e cites th is  

though t from  A nselm . R upert of D eutz has the sam e.10

A  second  proof is  that since C hrist the G od  M an  w as  

predestined  or chosen  befo re  any  fo reknow ledge of orig inal 

sin , therefo re so  w as H is M other. T his conclusion  is sub 

stan tia ted  by  the fact that independen tly of o ther considera 

tions H e w as predestined no t on ly  to  be M an, bu t also  the  

S on of M an. F or the m ode of H is incarnation , nam ely  that 

H e shou ld  be conceived in  the w om b  of a  V irg in  and as G od  

shou ld  have a m other on  earth , does no t include any  im per

fection flow ing  from  sin . T herefo re , it fa lls under that in 

ten tion  or cho ice as it is understood  to  precede any  fo re 

know ledge  of orig inal sin . F or th is reason  H oly  C hurch  ap 

p lies to  the V irg in  the w ords w hich  I already  exp la ined  in  

their app lication  to  C hrist: “T he L ord  possessed  m e in  the  

beg inn ing  of H is w ays ’* (P roverbs 8 :22) and  the tex t: “F rom  
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the beginn ing  and  befo re the w orld , w as I created ” (E ccles

iasticus 24 :14). F or the M other w as no t separated  from  

the S on even  in  the d iv ine election . T his seem s to  be the  

im plication  of A ndrew  of C rete w hen  he says in reference  

to  the B lessed  V irg in . “T his states the dep ths of the d iv ine  

incom prehensib ility . T his is the purpose w hich  w as con 

ceived  befo re all ages.” 11

11  A ndrew  of C rete , S erm o  de A ssum ptione .

12S uarez , D e Incarnatione , d isp . 3 , sect. 1 .

13John  D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , IV , 15 .

14C yril of Jerusalem , C atacheses , 12 .

15A ugustine , S erm o  7 de N ativ ita te .

F urther specu la tive  argum ents m ay  be added . F irst, if 

the grace and g lo ry  of the angels w as in tended d irectly  by  

G od  befo re the prev ision  of any  sin , is there no t even  

greater reason  fo r H im  to so  in tend  the m ost sub lim e  

grace and  g lo ry  of the B lessed  V irgin , and consequen tly  

her d ignity  as M other? S econd , since  th is d ign ity  is un ique  

and  d istinct from  every  o ther created  d ign ity , therefo re , 

independen tly  of any th ing else , it perta ins to  the com pleted  

perfection  of the w orks of G od. T herefo re , it w as d irectly  

in tended . T hird , since in th is w ay the  D iv ine F avor tow ards  

the hum an  race sh ines m ore brillian tly— fo r G od w as no t 

con ten t m erely  to  assum e a  hum an natu re bu t also  w ished  

to  honor a created  hum an person  as far as com patib le w ith  

created  personality — G od, therefo re , d irectly  in tended  bo th  

of these . F ourth , if the generation of o ther m en is d irectly  

in tended  (as w ith  A ugustine and T hom as I have  proved  

above), is there no t greater reason  fo r the hum an  genera 

tion  of C hrist from  H is M other being  d irectly in tended?  

F ifth , since  befo re sin  a  w om an w as m ade from  m an  alone  

accord ing  to  the d irect in ten tion  of G od, so the generation  

of a  m an  so lely  from  a w om an , a  th ing  no  less rem arkab le ,  

ough t to  be d irectly  in tended  because  of the perfection  of 

the  d iv ine w orks w hich resu lts from  a certa in  adm irab le  

d iversity . T he basis of th is argum ent is found in P ope L eo  

and  in  the o ther F athers w hom  I have cited .11 12 T o  these the  

nam es of John D am ascene,13 C yril of Jerusalem , 14 and  

A ugustine 15 m ay  be added .
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O B JE C T IO N

5 . O n the con trary , ju st as in  the case of C hrist, so  in  

the case of the B lessed  V irg in the sain ts frequen tly  declare  

that she w as predestined  to  be the M other of G od  on  the  

cond ition  of sin . T hus, A ugustine after  ex tensive  praise  of 

the B lessed  V irg in  concludes: “T hus, in  the person  of O ur 

L ord  Jesus C hrist the V irgin  M ary  accep ted all the conse

quences of natu re, to  be a  support of all w om en  w ho  fled  to  

her, and  thus to  resto re  all w om en ju st as O ur L ord Jesus  

C hrist, the N ew  A dam , resto red  all m en.’ ’ E ven  m ore  

clearly  does A ugustine state  th is in  h is exp lanation  of the  

M agnificat: “E ve because of pride w as re jected ; bu t M ary  

because of her hum ility  w as chosen .”   Justin  M arty r, 

says, “A  M an  w as born  of a  V irg in  so  that by  the sam e path  

w hereby  d isobed ience  en tered  th rough  the serpen t’s deceit, 

fo rg iveness m igh t fo llow .”

1

1617

18

16A ugustine , S erm o  1^ de  N ativ itate .

17A ugustine , S uper can ticum  M agnifica t .

18Justin , D ialogus cum  T ryphone , satis  post m edium .

T his argum ent has support. F or it fo llow s that prev ious  

to  fo rseen  orig inal sin , G od  had  pre-decreed  the w hole  

series of generations  from  A dam  to  the V irg in . F or the  

B lessed  V irg in  cou ld  no t in  a  natu ral w ay  be of the seed  of 

A dam , and in  a  natu ral m anner descend  from  A dam , un less  

th rough  these paren ts and  progenito rs. T he conclusion ,  

how ever, seem s d ifficu lt to  believe.

R E P L Y .

6 . A s fo r the F athers, I rep ly  that in  these and  sim ilar  

passages  the basic reason  and  order of th is predestination  

is no t set fo rth  bu t the prox im ate  end in tended  by G od in  the  

execu tion  of H is decree . T his is ev iden t from  the w ords of 

Justin  and  the prev ious quo tations from  A ugustine . T hey  

are speak ing  no t of the election , bu t of the m anner in  w hich  

it is carried  ou t. A ugustine , although  in  the second  passage  

he  uses the w ord  “election” , is , nevertheless, on ly  speak 

ing  of it in  so  far as its effect is concerned . T his is clear

ly  proved  by  the fact that he says M ary  w as chosen  “be 

cause in  hum ble subm ission  to  her M aker she called  her

self a  handm aid .” H ow ever, it is certa in  that if w e w ould  
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speak  of the election  w hich  w as first in  the order of in ten 

tion : M ary  w as no t chosen  because she w as go ing  to  be  

hum ble, bu t ra ther the grace w as gran ted  to  her to  be hum 

b le because she w as chosen . A ctually , how ever, she  

brough t abou t the effect of that election  because th rough  

hum ility  she  fitting ly  d isposed  herself.

In  regard  to  the confirm atory  proof— although  that in 

ference h inges upon a  physical question ; nam ely , cou ld  th is  

ind iv idual be generated  natu rally  of o ther paren ts— how so 

ever that question  be answ ered , I gran t its log ical conse 

quence. F or the consequences are true and  no t d ifficu lt to  

accep t, gran ting  the d iv ine fo reknow ledge and  the efficacy  

of the d iv ine w ill. T his can  easily  be proved  from  w hat I 

have said  on  the already  cited  th ird  artic le .19

19S uarez, D e Incarnatione , in  q . 1 ., a. 3 .

IF  M A N  H A D  N O T  S IN N E D , H O W  W O U L D  T H E  

V IR G IN  B E  T H E M O T H E R  O F G O D ?

7 . F ourth , from  w hat has been said  one can  conclude  

w hat rep ly  shou ld  be  g iven  to  the question : If m an  had  no t 

sinned , w ould  the B lessed V irg in  be  the M other of G od. I  

rep ly  that if w e take in to  considera tion  on ly  that first elec 

tion , by  w hich the B lessed  V irg in  w as chosen  independen tly  

of o ther considera tions  to  be the M other of G od, by  reason  

of it she w ould  have been  the M other of G od, even if m an  

had  no t sinned, ju st as there w ould have been  o ther m en  

and  their descenden ts. F or that cho ice and its m otive in  

no  w ay invo lved any th ing  necessarily  dependen t upon  sin . 

A ll the specu lative argum ents first adduced  suggest th is. 

If, how ever, to  th is cho ice  be  jo ined  the  w hole p lan  of D i

v ine P rov idence  and at least the cond itioned  fo reknow ledge  

of fu ture sin , then  tru ly  it can  be said  that sin  w as neces 

sary  in  order that the B lessed  V irg in  be the M other of G od. 

T his doctrine is substan tia ted  by  w hat I have said  in  d is 

cussing  a  sim ilar question  concern ing C hrist O ur L ord . 

In  due proportion  it is based  upon  the sam e reason ing.

D IF F IC U L T Y — R E P L Y — IF  G O D  H A D  B E 

C O M E  M A N  IN D E P E N D E N T L Y  O F  S IN , 

H O W  W O U L D  H E A S S U M E A  G L O R IO U S  

B O D Y  F R O M  T H E  W O M B  O F  T H E  V IR G IN ?
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8 . T here rem ains, how ever, a  d ifficu lty  abou t the first 

part. F or if m an  d id  no t sin  and  the W ord  becam e  m an, H e 

w ould no t assum e  flesh  from  H is M other’s w om b. T here 

fo re , neither w ould the B lessed  V irg in  be the M other of 

G od, nor cou ld she of herself be chosen  as M other excep t 

on  the cond ition of sin . T he an teceden t stands. F or if G od  

becam e m an independently  of the cond ition of sin , H e w ould  

assum e  from  the ou tset a  perfect and  g lorious  body . A nd  

concep tion  w ith in  the w om b  of a m other is incom patib le  

w ith such  perfection .

I rep ly , first of all, that w hat is supposed  in  the argu 

m ent does no t of itself in trinsically  fa ll w ith in  the am bit 

of that election . N or from  such  an  election  is th is neces 

sarily  in ferred . F or G od cou ld  have becom e an im m orta l 

m an, no t in  the state  of g lo ry , bu t in  that sta te  w hich w ay 

faring  m en  w ould have had if A dam  had  no t sinned . F or of 

itse lf it w as fitting  that C hrist be a  w ayfarer w ith  the con 

d ition  of H is body  accom m odated to  m an ’s state so  that H e  

cou ld  m erit fo r m an  and  by  H is exam ple po int the  w ay  to  

happ iness.

I add  that A ugustine 20 doub ts w hether m en, if m an  had  

no t sinned , w ould  have been  conceived  so  sm all and  help 

less that they  are ab le to  use  neither their tongue  nor m em 

bers. “F or in  sp ite of the sm all capacity  of the w om b," he  

says, “ the O m nipo tence  of the C reato r cou ld at once m ake  

unborn ch ild ren  fu ll-sta tu red .” T herefo re , if such  w as the  

op in ion  of A ugustine in regard  to  all m en, no t im probab ly  

cou ld  one advance the op in ion  that even  if C hrist w ere to  be  

conceived  g lo rious and  fu lly  fo rm ed , th is w ould  in  no  w ay  

in terfere w ith H is issu ing  from  H is M other’s w om b:— es 

pecia lly  since , g iven  that type of im m ortal life in  w hich  af

ter a certa in  tim e set by  G od  m en  w ould be transferred  to  

beatitude, the B lessed  V irg in  im m ediate ly  after the concep 

tion  of her S on cou ld  easily  be g lo rified  in  bo th  body and  

sou l together w ith  her S on . T herefo re , there is no  reason  

w hy  w e shou ld  say  that the d ign ity of the M other of G od, of 

itse lf, or necessarily , is dependen t upon  sin .

20A ugustine , D e peccato rum  m eritis et rem issione, I, 27 &  

28 .
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D IS P U T A T IO N V

T H E IN T E G R IT Y  O R C O R P O R A L V IR G IN IT Y  

O F T H E M O T H E R O F G O D

A fter the treatise  on  the concep tion  and  sanctification  of  

the B lessed  V irg in  it fo llow s that in  accord w ith appropri

ate order som eth ing shou ld be said  of the sta te or w ay of 

life w hich she chose in th is w orld — or ra ther fo r w hich  she  

w as chosen . T hom as seem s to  have accom plished  th is in  

th is and  the fo llow ing  question  by  h is d iscussion  of her  

states of m atrim ony  and  v irg in ity .1 T hus, at the sam e tim e  

he prepares the w ay  fo r the d iscussion  of the S on ’s concep 

tion  to  w hich  bo th these sta tes w ere in  som e w ay  ordered . 

B ut since v irg in ity  is bo th  m ore perfect than  m atrim ony  

and  precedes it, I shall d iscuss v irg in ity  first.

A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , ΙΠ , qq . 28  &  29 .

H ere tw o  th ings shou ld  be d istingu ished : the one, as it 

w ere, the m ateria l elem en t w hich consists in  bod ily in teg 

rity  w ithou t experience  of any  sexual p leasu re derived  from  

in tercourse or vo lun tary sexual activ ity ; the o ther, as it 

w ere the fo rm al elem en t, w hich is the reso lve to  preserve  

v irg in ity  and  never experience the sexual p leasu re m en 

tioned  above. I treat of the first elem en t here and  shall 

speak  of the second  in the fo llow ing  d ispu ta tion .
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S E C T IO N  I

W H E T H E R  T H E B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  B Y  C O N C E IV IN G  

C H R IS T  L O ST  H E R  V IR G IN IT Y  O R  C O R P O R A L  

IN T E G R IT Y

T H E P L A C E  IN  T H E  T E M P L E  O F  S O L O M O N  

D E D IC A T E D  T O  V IR G IN S .

1 . T he question  supposes first of all that the B lessed  

V irg in  really  and  tru ly  conceived in her w om b C hrist the  

G od-M an . T his is the obv ious consequence  of the already  

estab lished  princip le that she  w as the true M other of G od  

and C hrist. F urther on , th is w ill be th rashed  ou t m ore fu l

ly . T he second  supposition  is that the B lessed  M ary  re 

m ained  a  v irg in  up  to  the tim e of the concep tion  of her S on . 

T his is certa inly  a  m atter of fa ith  from  the w ords of L uke  

(1 :26-27) * the angel G abrie l w as sen t. . .to  a  v irg in es 

poused  to  a  m an.* F rom  th is tex t it is clear that she w as  

a  v irg in  at the tim e of her m arriage to Joseph . T he proof  

fo r th is is to  be found  first of all in  the princip le  already  

m entioned — nam ely , that she had  never sinned ; and  second 

ly in  the teach ing  of the F athers on  the k ind  of life the  

B lessed  V irg in  led  befo re her m arriage. F or in  her th ird  

year she  had  been  offered in  the tem ple and  fo r eleven  

years had lived  there am ong  the  v irgins. F or accord ing  to  

C edreuus there w as in  the tem ple  a  secre t spo t, close to  

the altar, w here on ly  the v irg ins w ere accustom ed  to  dw ell. 

A m ong  these  v irg ins the M other of G od lived  un til her m ar

riage and  lead  a  life angelic ra ther than  hum an  as  

A m brose  , G regory of N yssa , G eorge of N icom edia , John  12 3 4

1G eorge C edreuus, H isto riarum  com pend ium .

’A m brose , D e v irg in ibus , I &  Π .

3G regory  of N yssa, O ratio  de  ortu  S alvato ris .

4G eorge of N icom edia , O ratio  de ob latione V irg in is in  

tem plo .
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D am ascene 5 , A ndrew  of C rete , and  o thers already  cited , 

d iscuss at leng th . (L ater on  I shall re tu rn  to  a  d iscussion  

of th is sub ject.) T hat she rem ained  a  v irg in  from  the tim e  

of her espousal to  Joseph  un til the v isit of the angel, the  

w ords of the angel already  quo ted clearly  prove.

2 . C erta in  heretics gran ted  all th is and  m ain ta ined  that 

the V irg in conceived C hrist by  Joseph  and  thus in concep 

tion  lo st her v irg in ity . T his w as the teach ing  of the E bion 

ites, C lem ent of R om e in fo rm s us ; and  in  the sam e pas

sage he ind icates that they  w ere Jew s. A ccord ing to  

E piphan ius  they  observed  the L aw  of M oses, and  he too  

attribu tes to  them  the sam e erro r concern ing  M ary ’s v ir

g in ity , although he adds that their doctrines abou t C hrist 

w ere various and  chang ing . P erhaps, it w as fo r th is rea 

son  that Irenaeus  in  treating  of the sect says no th ing  of 

th is particu lar erro r  bu t m erely  sta tes  that E biones d id  

no t ho ld  the sam e doctrine  abou t C hrist as d id C erin thus. 

T hen  in chap ter tw en ty-five he m akes C erin thus and C ar-  

pocrates  the au thors of the heresy . T ertu llian  though t 

the sam e. S o too  d id  E useb ius,  E piphan ius,  A ugustine,  

John  D am ascene, Isido re ,  T heodore,  and N icephorus.  

T hese last tw o ind icate that E biones preceded  the  o ther  

heretics. T his, how ever, m akes little  d ifference, fo r these  

heretics w ere abou t the sam e. A ccord ing  to  E piphan ius  

the erro r w as afterw ards taken  up  by T heodo tus. A s w e  

shall see , there is alm ost no  basis fo r the heresy .

8

7

8

9 10

11 12

13 14 15

18

“John  D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , IV , 15 .

8C lem ent of R om e, C onstitu tiones , V I, 6 .

7E piphan ius, H aereses , 30 .

8Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses, I, 26 .

9Ib id ., 25 .

“T ertu llian , D e praescrip tione  haeretico rum , 48 ; D e C arne

C hristi, 18 ; D e v irgin ibus  veland is , 6 .

“E useb ius of C aesarea , H isto ria ecclesiastica , ΙΠ , 21 .

“E piphan ius, H aereses , 26 &  27 .

“ Isido re of S ev ille , C atalogus hae  resum .

“T heodore of C yrus, H aeretico rum  fabu larum  com pend ium , 

Π .

“N icephorus the C onfesso r, B rev iarium  h istoricum , Γ Π , 3 .

“E piphan ius, H aereses , 54 .
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V IR G IN IT Y  O F M A R Y  C L E A R L Y  IN D IC A T E D  

IN  S C R IP T U R E .

3 . F irst of all, I assert that the B lessed V irg in  conceived  

C hrist O ur L ord  no t by  the seed  of m an  bu t by  the pow er 

and  operation  of the H oly S pirit. T his is an  artic le of F aith . 

It is proved , first of all, by  the G ospel of M atthew : * . . . 

she w as found  w ith ch ild , of the H oly  G host” (1 :18), “ . . . 

fo r that w hich is conceived  in  her is of the H oly  G host”  

(1 :20), “A nd  he knew  her no t till she brough t fo rth  her  

firstbo rn  son . . .” (1 :25), and  the G ospel of L uke: “T he  

H oly  G host shall com e upon  thee and  the 0ow er of the M ost 

H igh  shall overshadow  thee ” (1 :35). <

A ugustine 17 te lls us that the A rians fa lse ly  in terp re ted  

th is passage and m ade a  d istinction  betw een  “H oly G host” 

and  “pow er of the M ost H igh ” as though  the tw o  w ere sepa 

ra te. A ccord ing to  them  the H oly G host d isposed  the m at

ter by  cleansing  and sanctify ing  the V irg in . B ut the “pow er 

of the M ost H igh” , that is , D iv ine W isdom , fo rm ed  the  body  

of C hrist. T his in terp re ta tion , although  it does no t run  

coun ter to  our presen t argum ent and  is in  som e sense prob 

ab le18 , nevertheless, taken  in  the sense in tended  by  the  

heretics— nam ely , as d iv id ing  the w orks of the T rin ity  and  

deny ing that the H oly G host fo rm ed  the  body  of C hrist— is  

heretical since it proceeds  from  an  erro r abou t the m ystery  

of the T rin ity  and con trad icts the testim ony  of M atthew .

17A ugustine , C ontra M axim um , Π Ι, 17 .

18A s w e shall see in  com m enting  on  A quinas; S um m a  

T heo log ica , H I, q . 32 , a. 1 .

19Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses , IV , 78 .

20C yprian , T estim onia  ad Q uirinum .

4 . T he O ld T estam en t affo rds  a second  proof of the above  

proposition . T he classic tex t is that of Isa ias (7 :14) “B e 

ho ld a  v irgin  shall conceive . . .*  w hich  I shall d iscuss at 

leng th  in  the nex t section . H ere I shall em ploy  o ther tex ts, 

less obv ious, bu t su ffic ien t to  confirm  the tru th , especia lly  

if taken  together w ith  their exegesis by  the F athers.

F irst, there is G enesis (3 :15) w herein  C hrist is called  

the “seed  of the w om an” although  no m ention  has been  m ade  

of a  husband . B oth  Irenaeus 19 and C yprian 20 ponder th is  
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om ission . S o also  T ertu llian 21 and A ugustine in  their ex 

p lanation  of the prom ise con ta ined  in P salm  131 :11 “O f the  

fru it of thy w om b I w ill set upon thy  th rone ” observe that 

“ the w om b” is m entioned  no t “ the th igh ” since C hrist w as  

to  be conceived  of a  w om an  no t of a  m an. Irenaeus also  

po in ts th is ou t.22

21T ertu llian , A dversus M arcionem .

“ Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses , m , 18 .

“O rigen , In L e  v iticum , H om . 8 .

24B asil, In  Isa iam , 7 .

25T heophy lactus and  B ede, In L ucam , 2 .

“ L aurence Justin ian , C onciones de P urifica tione .

“O rigen , In  G enesim , H om . 17 .

“T ertu llian , A dversus Judaios, 14 ; A dversus M arcionem , 

ΙΠ , 7&  17 .

T he second  tex t is the law  im posed  in  L eviticus (12 :2 ): 

“ If a  w om an hav ing  received  seed . . . .” F or since there  

w ould  be a w om an w ho w ould conceive  w ithou t seed , that 

phrase “hav ing  received seed ,” w as added  lest she be in 

cluded  under the law . T his is the exp lanation  of O rigen ,23 

B asil,24 T heophy lactus, B ede,25 * E useb ius of E m esa, B er

nard , and L aurence Justin ian .28

T he th ird  tex t is taken  from  Isa ias (53 :2 ): “A nd he shall 

grow  up as a  tender p lan t befo re h im , and as a  roo t ou t of 

a  th irsty  ground .” B oth  sim iles set fo rth  th is m ystery . 

F or as a  tender p lan t or shoo t arises  from  the tree alone  

w ithou t any  adm ix tu re of the seed  of ano ther, so , accord ing  

to O rigen, is C hrist from  the V irg in .27 M oreover the v ir

g inal w om b, as Jerom e exp la ins, is called  “a th irsty  

ground ” since “ it w as no t m oistened  or defiled  by  any hu 

m an seed” . Jerom e fu rther observes that A quila  transla ted  

th is as “an  un trodden  land ” so  as to set fo rth  even  m ore  

p lain ly  the m arvelous concep tion  of the V irg in . H ow ever, 

o thers exp lain  the com parison  of C hrist to a  tender p lan t 

grow ing  up  ou t of th irsty  ground  as a  sign  of H is b irth  in  

poverty  am id  hum ble  w retched  su rround ings. T his in ter

preta tion  can  be draw n  from  T ertu llian 28 ; nor shou ld it be  

slighted  since the in terp reta tion  is a  good one and  favored  

by  the S ep tuag in t, w hich in  the new  ed ition reads: “W e have  

announced  H im  like a little one in  h is sigh t and  like a roo t
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in  th irsty  ground .® H ow ever, the first in terp re ta tion  is al

so  a  good  one and  squares perfectly  w ith  the tex t.

T he  fourth  tex t is taken  from  Isa ias (19 :1 ): . .the L ord

w ill ascend  upon  a  sw ift cloud” , that is “one no t burdened  

dow n  w ith  any  hum an  seed®  as C yril and  Jerom e say — al

though  they  adm it th is is on ly  the  figu rative m eaning . E s

pecia lly A m brose 29 and  A nselm 30 approve  th is figu rative  

w ay of speak ing .

29A m brose , D e in stitu tione  v irg in is , 13 .

30A nselm . In M atthaeum , 2 .

31  Jerom e, In Jerem iam , 31 .

’’C yprian , S erm o  de N ativ itate .

"A ugustine , S erm ones de tem pore , S erm . 9 .

34  B erna  rd , In  “  m issus est® , H om . 2 .

"Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses , m , 28 .

"A ugustine , In  Joannem , T ract. 9 ; In  I C anon icam  Joann is ,

T ract. 1 .

"Jerom e, In  D anielem , 2 ; E pisto la  22 de custod ia v irg im ta -

tis . H ere Jerom e com m ents on  the phrase “ to  exchange

hands in  m arriage* in  the ligh t of the verse from  C anti

cles (2 :6 ): “H is left hand is under m y  head , and  h is righ t

hand  shall em brace m e.®

"Jerom e, E pisto la  75 con tra  V igilantium .

A s a  fifth  tex t w e can  add  the  w ords of Jerem ias (3 :22): 

•F or  the L ord  hath created  a  new  th ing  upon  the earth : a  

w om an  shall com pass a  m an.® H e em ploys the w ord  

•create*  to  show  that G od  alone is the au thor of th is con 

cep tion  and  calls it a  “new  th ing*  since it w ould no t take  

p lace  in  the  usual m anner nor be the w ork  of m an. T his is  

the in terp re ta tion  g iven  by  Jerom e,31 C yprian ,32  * A ugustine ,”  

and B ernard .34

T he six th  tex t is D aniel (2 :34) w herein  C hrist is called  

· . . .a  stone cu t ou t of a  m ountain  w ithou t hands® , that is , 

from  a V irg in  w ithou t the w ork  of m an, accord ing  to  the  

in terp reta tion  of Irenaeus,35  * A ugustine ,38 and Jerom e.37 In  

ano ther passage 38 Jerom e com m ents on  the terrib le  b las

phem y of the heretic w ho in terp re ted  that m ountain  as the  

dev il to  w hich  hum an  natu re adheres th rough its v ices. 

B ut v ice cou ld  no t occur in  the hum an natu re of C hrist; 

therefo re , H is hum an  natu re canno t be said  to  be cu t ou t of 

the dev il bu t w as ra ther taken  from  the V irg in , w ho, 

accord ing  to  the  beau tifu l illu stra tion  of G regory  the  

G reat,39 is ju stly  rep resented  by  the w ord “m ountain®  by  

reason  of her excellence. T his is , m oreover, the exp lana 

tion  g iven  by Justin ;40 and  he te lls us how  som e of the P a 

gans adap ted  th is prophecy  to  the m yths abou t their gods.

L ast of all le t us no t om it the tex t from  P roverbs  

(30 :18): “T hree th ings are hard  to m e, and  the fourth  I am  

u tterly ignoran t of” ; nam ely , “ the  w ay  of a  m an  w ith  a  

young  w om an®  (31 :19). F or although  the m ore com m on  

reading in  the V ulgate is “ in  you th® , nevertheless, the first  

read ing is occasionally  found  in  the V ulgate tex t. F urther 

m ore the  H ebrew  w ord  in  question  is “alm a® , w hich  m eans  

v irg in . M oreover th is read ing is preferred  by  N icho las of  

L yra, w ho  understands th is passage as referring  to C hrist’s  

concep tion . Jansens  fo llow s N icho las, and  G alatino41 draw s  

the sam e  m eaning  from  the H ebrew . M oreover, A m brose 42  

th inks the en tire  passage refers  to C hrist and  that even  in  

the w ords “T he w ay of an  eag le in  the air. . .* p iety can  find  

a  reference to  the m ystery  of C hrist’s concep tion .

T H E  V IR G IN IT Y  O F  M A R Y  P R E F IG U R E D  

IN  S C R IP T U R E .

5 . T he th ird  scrip tu ra l argum ent can  be  bu ilt up  from  

the  types of th is m ystery . F irst, A dam  is said  to  have  been  

fo rm ed  of the v irg inal earth  by  the w ork  of G od  alone. 

C yril of Jersa lem  and  A ugustine  call atten tion  to  th is. 

A m brose says, “A dam  w as born  of v irg in  earth , C hrist w as  

generated  by a  V irg in  M other. A dam ’s  m other earth  had  

no t yet been  broken , the privacy of C hrist’s M other w as  

never v io lated  by  concup iscence. A dam  w as fash ioned  from  

dust by  the  hands of G od, C hrist w as fo rm ed  in  the w om b

43 44

^G regory  the G reat, R egula P asto ra lis , I, 1 .

40Justin , D ialogus cum  T ryphone , prope m edium .

41P ietro  G alatino , D e arcan is catho licae verita tis , V U .

42A m brose, D e S alom one .

"C yril of Jerusalem , C atacheses , 12 , post m edium .

44A ugustine , S erm o  5 de  N ativ itate .
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by  the S pirit of G od.”45  * M axim us,48 Irenaeus,47 and  B asil48 

use the sam e analogy .

45A m brose , S erm o  37 .

48M axim us the C onfesso r, H om ilia 3 de N ativ ita te .

47Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses , Π Ι, 31 .

48B asil, In Isa iam , 7 .

49L actan tius, D iv inae in stitu tiones , IV , 12 , 13 , 14 .

“S uarez, D e Incarnatione , in  q . 22 .

51A ugustine , S erm ones de tem pore , S erm . 18 .

52B ernard , In “m issus est” , H om . 2 .

“A ugustine , In  D euteronom ium .

54A m brose , S erm o  13 .

55B ernard , In “m issus est” , H om . 2 .

“G regory  of N yssa, D e v ita  M oysis , 7 .

57B ernard , S erm o  “signum  m agnum ” .

“O rigen , H om ilia 1 , passim .

“C hrysostom , In G enesim , H om . 49 .

T he second  type w as M elch isedech , w ho, accord ing  to  

H ebrew s (7 :3 ), w as “w ithou t fa ther and  m other” since  

C hrist as G od d id  no t have a  m other and  as m an  lacked  a  

hum an  fa ther. In  th is vein  w rote L actan tius49 and  o thers  

w hom  I have already  cited  on  th is po in t.50

T he th ird  type, accord ing  to  A ugustine 51 and B ernard , 52 

w as the b lossom ing  rod  of A aron (N um bers 17 :8 ).

T he fourth type, says A ugustine ,53 w as the L aw  w ritten  

on  the T ablets by  the F inger of G od (D eu teronom y 9 :10).

T he fifth  type, accord ing  to  the sam e D octo r, w as “ the  

bread  w hich  the earth  produced  in  the desert and  w hose  

seed  no  p loughm an had  sow ed in  the ground .” (E xodus 16).

T he six th  type, accord ing  to  A m brose 54 and B ernard ,55 * 

w as the fleece of G edeon  w hich  w as fu ll of heaven ly  dew  

and  w atered  all the earth (Judges 6 :37-40). H ence  the  

P salm ist says: “H e shall com e dow n like ra in  upon  the  

fleece .” (P salm  71 :6 ).

T he seven th  type w as the unconsum ed  burn ing  bush . 

(E xodus 3 :2 ). G regory  of N yssa trea ts th is w ell,58 B ernard  

m ore at leng th ,57 and  best of all O rigen .58

A ll the sterile  w om en w ho  conceived  m iracu lously  are  

the eigh th  type. C hrysostom 59 asserts that they  fo reshadow  

the m ystery .
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6 . T he fourth  argum ent is the trad ition  and  au thority  of 

the C hurch . F or all the C ouncils w hich  trea t of the Incar

nation  befo re all else  presuppose and  define th is m ystery . 

T his can  be seen  in  the C ouncils of E phesus, C halcedon , 

C onstan tinop le II, ΙΠ , T oledo I, V I, X I, and  th roughou t m any  

o ther C ouncils .

T he argum ents I have already  adduced  from  the F athers 

are su ffic ien t. B ut in  add ition  I w ill po in t ou t several of 

the m ore classic tex ts such  as that of G regory  N azianzen  

w hich  says: “ If anyone shou ld say  that C hrist passed  

th rough  the V irg in  as th rough  a  channel, and w as no t at one  

and  the sam e tim e d iv inely  and  hum anly  fo rm ed  in  her—  

d iv inely , because w ithou t the in terven tion  of a m an; hum an 

ly , because in  accordance w ith  the law  of hum an  b irth — he  

is cu t off from  G od.”60 S ee also  A ugustine ,81 F ulgen tius,82  

Ignatius of A ntioch ,83 C lem ent of R om e,84 A m brose ,85 

H ilary ,88 and T ertu llian .87

7 . F ifth , to  m ake th is m ystery  m ore read ily  acceptab le  

and  easy  to  believe, the S ain ts m ake use of various exam 

p les draw n  from  natu re . E vodius  uses the exam ple  of a  

w orm , w hich grow s from  w ood , and  is generated  apart from  

any  sexual un ion . H e accom m odates fo r h is purpose the  

verse of P salm  21 :7 : “ . . .1 am  a w orm  and  no  m an” . 

L actan tius  co llects sim ilar in stances of an im als w hich  

88

89

“G regory  N azianzen , O ratio  51 (E p isto la 1_ ad C ledon ium ) 

81  A ugustine , E pisto la 3 to  w hich A ugustine h im self refers  

the reader in  h is E nch irid ion , 34 .

62F ulgen tius of R uspe, D e Incarnatione et gratia , 6 .

“ Ignatius of A ntioch , E pistu la ad  M agnesianos ; E pistu la  ad  

S m y  m enses .

54C lem ent of R om e, C onstitu tiones , V II, 36 .

65A m brose , D e in stitu tione v irg in is , 14 .

“H ilary  of P oitiers, D e T rin ita te , X . H ere H ilary  says  

that in  J  C orin th ians~T 15:47) C hrist is called  “  the heaven 

ly  m an” because of H is concep tion  by  the H oly S pirit.

57T ertu llian , A pologeticum , 21 .

88E vodius, E pistu la 3 ad  A ugustine , (to be found  am ong  

the L etters of A ugustine .)

63L actan tius, D iv inae in stitu tiones , T V , 12 .
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are  generated  w ithou t sexual un ion . A m brose especia lly  

em ploys the exam ple of a vu ltu re . H e says, “W hat w ill 

they say , w ho are  accustom ed  to  laugh  at the m ysteries of 

our F aith  w hen  they  hear that a  V irg in  gave b irth? N ow  

w e observe that the L ord  prefigured  th is in  nature  in  m any  

w ays in order to illu stra te  the  beau ty  of the Incarnation ,  

and  estab lish  its tru th .”70 B asil71 has a sim ilar passage  

on  the w ords: “L et the w aters bring  fo rth  the creep ing  

creatu re . . ."(G enesis 1 :20), and  on  the tex t from  Isa ias  

(7 :14). S ee also  A ugustine .72

73A ugustine , D e peccato rum  m eritis et rem issione , ΙΠ , 12 .

74  F ulgen tius of R us  pe, D e Incarnatione  et gratia , 4 .

75A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , Τ Π , q . 38 , a. 3 .

78A nselm , C ur D eus hom o , 16 .

8 . T he six th  argum ent is draw n  from  reason  and specu 

la tion . T he strongest a  prio ri argum ent is based  on  the  

w ill and om nipo tence  of G od, to  W hom  “ . . .no  w ord shall 

be im possib le” , (L uke 1 :37) as the A ngel said . T his possi

b ility  can  also  be proved  w ith  ease bo th  from  the o ther  

th ings G od has done and  from  the very  fact that th is con 

cep tion  im plies no  con trad ic tion  or in trinsic inconsistency .  

O n  the con trary , there are m any  considerations of fitting 

ness to  be urged .

F irst of all, it is fitting  lest C hrist or H is hum an  natu re  

be liab le to  orig inal sin  by reason  of concep tion . F or th is  

state of affa irs w ould  no t have accorded  w ith  the d ign ity of 

H is person , and  hard ly  cou ld have been  consisten t w ith  H is 

m ission as R edeem er. S o speak  A ugustine ,73 F ulgen tius,74  

and  T hom as.75 H ow ever, I have said  “C hrist’ or “H is hu 

m an  natu re ’ because , as A nselm  exp la ins,7 ® in  so  far as  

C hrist sign ifies the G od-M an , regard less of how  H e w as  

conceived , H e cou ld  no t have been  touched  by  orig inal sin , 

since the  term  of concep tion  w as a D iv ine P erson , w ho  

w ould  m ake  that hum an  natu re ho ly  and  exclude all sta in  of  

sin . T his w ould  occur because of the un ion . B ut th is un ion  

70A m brose , H exaem eron , V , 20 .

71  B asil, H exaem eron , H om . 8 , satis post m edium .

72A ugustine , D e bono  con jugali, 2 ; D e m irab ilibus sacrae  

S crip tu rae , m , 2 .
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no tw ithstand ing , if concep tion  had  occurred  by  the seed  of 

a  m an , by that very  fact, and  the cond ition  of the hum an  

natu re, (understood  as first fo rm ed  w ith a  priority  of na 

tu re befo re  being  un ited  to  the W ord) such  a  concep tion  

w ould  of itself have been  liab le to  orig inal sin . C onsequen t

ly , it w as no t fitting  that the hum an  natu re to  be assum ed  

by  the W ord  be the fru it of such a concep tion , bu t ra ther  

shou ld  be the resu lt of a concep tion  w hich w ould be com 

p letely  free  from  the in fluence of orig inal sin . T his is the  

argum ent w hich A nselm  brillian tly  pursues.77

77A nselm , D e concep tu V irg in is , 11-18 .

78M axim us the C onfesso r, H om ilia 3 de N ativ ita te D om in i .

79T ertu llian , D e C arne C hristi, 12 .

80John  D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , E H , 2 .

81  C hrysostom , O pus im perfectum  in  M atthaeum , H om . 1 .

82A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , Π Ι, q . 32 , a. 2 .

83Jerom e, E pisto la  17 ad  P arnasum ; D e exp lanatione

S ym boli (a dub ious w orkT

S econd ly , it is fitting  that the S on of G od  be conceived  

no t of hum an  bu t, as it w ere, of d iv ine seed , that is , by  the  

H oly G host.^  T hus M axim us,78 T ertu llian ,79 John  D am as

cene,80 and C hrysostom 81 say  that in  the concep tion  of 

C hrist the H oly  S pirit took  the p lace of seed . T hom as says  

the sam e.82 B ut th is m anner of speak ing , how ever, d is

p leased  Jerom e;83 * and  h is op in ion  is correct if one speaks  

of seed  in  the proper sense, either as som eth ing separate  

from  the substance of the person  of the agen t, or as som e 

th ing  considered as a m aterial cause . O ther F athers how 

ever speak  of seed  on ly  in  so  far as it is an  effective  fo rce , 

w hich in  th is concep tion , they  m ain ta in , ough t to  have been  

supp lied  by  the H oly S pirit.

T he au thor of the U nfin ished C om m entary  on  S t. M atthew  

proposes our th ird  line of reason ing in  the fo llow ing  w ords: 

“F or it w as no t fitting  that the on ly  bego tten S on of G od W ho  

w as born  no t fo r H im self, bu t fo r m en, shou ld  be born  in  

the ord inary  hum an  w ay. F or m an is born  of flesh  to  be  

sub ject to  corrup tion . B ut C hrist w as born  to  heal corrup 

tion . T herefo re, ju st as it w as no t log ical that corrup tib le  

m an  be born  of the incorrup tib ility of v irg in ity , so  it w as  

no t log ical that the S on of G od  W ho w as bom  to  heal 
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corrup tib ility , shou ld  be  born  of the con tam ination of in ter

course .” 84

“C hrysostom , O pus im perfectum  in  M atthaeum , H om . 1 . 

“C yril of Jerusalem , C atacheses , 2 , prope  finem .

“ John  D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , IV , 15 .

87A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , Π Ι, q . 31 , a. 4 .

“ Ib id ., ID , q . 28 , a. 1 .

"A m brose , D e Incarnation is D om in icae sacram en to , 6 .

90P ope E utych ianus, E pisto la  _1 .

91  A nselm , D e concep tu V irg in is .

F ourth , it is fitting  that as a  w om an w as m ade from  m an  

alone, so  also , a  m an shou ld  be bego tten  on ly  of a  w om an . 

T hus argued  C yril of Jerusalem 85 and John  D am ascene.86 

T hom as proposes o ther fitting  and probab le reasons w hich  

can  be read  in  h is w orks and  w hich  are cited  fu rther on .87

O B JE C T IO N -R E  P L Y .

9 . I can see no  scrip tu ra l ob jection  w hich  cou ld  be  

ra ised  against the above conclusion , excep t the  first and  

second  argum ents  advanced  by T hom as in  artic le one.  

T o  these ob jections to  our conclusion , T hom as g ives qu ite  

adequate answ ers. R eason , how ever, can  ra ise the ob jec

tion  [that it fo llow s from  our position ] that C hrist’s concep

tion  w as no t natu ral, bu t supernatu ra l. T his conclusion ,  

how ever, in  add ition  to  being  d irectly  against the  op in ion  of 

A m brose ,  seem s ev iden tly incorrect since on  that suppo 

sition  C hrist’s concep tion  w ould  no t have been  a true hum an  

concep tion .

88

89

I rep ly  that A m brose clearly  taught in  the passage cited  

that ra ther w as it the V irgin ’s concep tion  w ithou t seed  of 

m an  w hich w as beyond  natu re . M oreover, the rest of the  

sain ts accoun t th is one of the great m iracles  of G od. E s 

pecia lly P ope E utych ianus90 and  A nselm 91 m ention  th is; and  

Isa ias, in  the verse: “B ehold , a  v irg in  shall conceive . . .’  

(7 :14) accoun ts th is a  un ique and  d iv ine sign . M oreover, it 

w as in  order to show  that th is w as a  w ork  of d iv ine om nipo 

tence , that the angel said : “B ecause no  w ord  shall be im 

possib le w ith G od* (L uke 1 :37). T he reason  fo r th is is  

clear; fo r the princip le  and  m anner of th is concep tion  w ere  

beyond  natu re , although  the term  of the concep tion  and  the  
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m ateria l substance used  to  accom plish  it w ere natu ral. 

T hus A m brose says that m any  th ings in  th is concep tion  

w ere according to  natu re. F or the body  fo rm ed  in  th is  

concep tion  w as natu ral; it had  d ispositions  connatu ra l to  a  

hum an  body ; it began  its  ex istence and  w as nourished  in  

the w om b of the m other in  a  natu ral w ay. In  th is sense the  

concep tion  of C hrist w as tru ly  a  hum an  concep tion in  re 

gard  to its m atter and  term , bu t no t, as I have said , in re 

gard  to its m anner and effic ien t princip le. A  fu ller exp la 

nation  of the po in ts pertinen t to  th is conclusion  is to  be  

found in  T hom as ’ rep ly  to  the fourth  and  fifth  ob jections of 

the sam e first artic le .

10 . C onsequen tly , I m ain ta in second ly , that the B lessed  

V irg in in conceiv ing  a son  neither lo st her v irg in ity , nor  

experienced any venereal p leasu re/ T his proposition  is  

also  an  artic le of fa ith , con ta ined  in  the C reed , S crip tu re , 

and  F athers cited  above. f It fo llow s also  from  w hat w as  

said  above, that it w as no t necessary  fo r the H oly  S pirit to  

break  the v irg inal hym en  in  order to  accom plish  H is w ork . 

F or the S pirit does no t act th rough  bod ily  organs. H is sub 

stance and  pow er, are everyw here  in ferio rity  presen t, so  

that H e can  there act w ithou t causing  any  separation  in  an  

in terven ing  body . F urtherm ore, it d id  no t befit the H oly  

S pirit w ithou t any  cause or u tility  to  produce such  an  effect, 

or to  excite any  unbecom ing  m ovem ent of passion .) O n  the  

con trary , the effect of H is overshadow ing  is to  quench the  

fire of orig inal sin  as C yprian  and  B ernard  po in t ou t.92 93

11 . A t th is po in t the scho lastics are  accustom ed  to in 

qu ire w hether a  v irg in  cou ld  conceive natu rally .  It is no t 

m y  in ten tion  to  d iscuss a sub ject fo re ign  to  m y  purpose . 

T his m uch is altogether certa in , that hum an concep tion  

canno t take p lace natu rally  w ithou t the seed of a m an  since  

a  w om an does no t have pow er to  effect hum an  generation  

at all or has it at best incom plete ly .

94

92C yprian , S erm o  de N ativ ita te .

93B ernard , S erm ones super “m issus est” , passim .

94cf. A quinas, Q uodlibeta les , V I, a. 18 ; R ichard  of S ain t 

V icto r, In  Π  S en ten tiarum , d . 20 ; M arsiliu s de Inghen  In  

Π  S en ten tiarum , d . 20 , q . 13 ; A lfonso T ostado , O puscu 

lum  in  Isa iam , 7 :14: “E cce  V irgo  concip ie t.”
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12 . F rom  th is and  the preced ing conclusion , I in fer  w ith  

B ernard : “T hat troub lesom e w eariness  w ith  w hich  all 

pregnan t w om en are  burdened , she alone d id  no t experience  

w ho alone conceived  w ithou t p leasure .”  P rev iously  A ugus

tine  had  beautifu lly  expressed  the sam e  though t. “H er  

w om b is fu ll, and  the V irg in  is unconscious of it; although  

heavy  w ith  ch ild , she re jo ices in  her w holesom e ligh tness, 

fo r the L igh t w hich she had  w ith in  her cou ld  no t be heavy .*  

F ulgen tius  uses the sam e w ords.

95

95

97

"B ernard , S erm o “signum  m agnum  * .

99A ugustine , S erm o  11 de N ativ itate .

97F ulgen tius of R uspe, S erm o  de laud ibus V irg in is .

"T ertu llian , D e v irg in ibus  veland is , 6 .

"A m brose , D e fide , I, 6 ; cf. also  S erm o  5 In  psalm um  118 .

100A ugustine , C ontra F austum  M anichaeum , X X 1U , 7 .

101C yprian , A d Q uirin ium , Π , 8 .

102Irenaeus, A dversus H ae  re  ses , Γ Π , 18 .
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13 . A gainst th is second conclusion (cf. 11 supra) T hom as  

d irects  h is th ird  argum ent based  on  the w ords of S t. P au l 

“ . . .G od sen t H is S on , m ade of a  w om an . . .*  (G alatians  

4 :4 ). F or “m ade*  m eans conceived , as T ertu llian  ob

served , and  as A m brose ind icates in  h is phrase , “ to  be  

m ade of a  w om an  by  tak ing  on  flesh’ .  A ugustine has the  

sam e.  O ther F athers in their tex ts read  “born  of a  w o 

m an* , as C yprian  and  Irenaeus.  Ib is is ju st as great 

a  d ifficu lty , especially  if it refers  to  b irth  in  the w om b; 

bu t the sam e d ifficu lty rem ains w ith  b irth  from  the w om b; 

fo r, as I shall po in t ou t, even  that w as from  a  v irg in .

98

99

100

101 102

I rep ly  w ith  T hom as that the w ord “w om an*  ind icates  

sex , no t the lo ss of in teg rity . T hus the angel in  h is ap 

proach  to M ary  befo re she conceived , im plic itly  addresses 

her as w om an: “B lessed  art thou am ong  w om en* (L uke  

1 :28). T ertu llian  po in ts th is ou t in  the w ork  cited  above. 

T he sam e observation can  be m ade of E lizabeth ’s use of 

the iden tica l w ords (L uke 1 :42). M oreover, L uke used  the  

sam e  w ord in reference  to  M artha  w hom  the C hurch con 

siders to  have  been  a  v irg in : “ . . .a certa in  w om an  nam ed  

M artha  received  H im  in to  her house* (L uke 10 :38). Indeed  
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A m brose 103 considers the w om an  the L ord  cured  of a  flux  

of b lood to  have been  a  v irg in . A nd A ugustine104 observes  

that in  the second  and  th ird  chap ters of G enesis, E ve, as  

soon as she w as fo rm ed , w hile still a  v irg in , w as called  

“w om an" (G enesis 2 :21-22 ; 3 :passim ). Jerom e 105  * and  

O rigen 108 m ake the sam e observation . T he la tter, m ore 

over, calls atten tion  to  the  fact that the w ord  “w om an* can  

be a  sign  of age, ju st as “m an*  no t on ly  ind icates the m ale  

sex , bu t som etim es conno tes m ore m ature years, beyond  

the age of puberty . “T hus w om an ,” O rigen  says, “ ind icates  

one of the fem in ine sex , som ew hat o lder, already  capab le  

of m arriage.” C yril of A lexandria 107 m akes the sam e  

po in t; and it is also  ev iden t from  the tex t in  G enesis (24 :39)  

. .if the w om an w ill no t com e w ith  m e,* etc. F or the  

w om an  here m entioned  w as w ithou t doub t a  v irg in , ready  

indeed  fo r m arriage. In  th is ligh t w e can  understand  T er-  

tu llian ’s calling  M ary “w om an* on accoun t of her m arriage  

to  Joseph , and A ugustine ’s sta tem en t that she w as called  

•w om an*  because of her conceiv ing  a son . In conclusion , I 

w ould  add  that P au l w as probab ly  allud ing  to  the passage in  

G enesis (3 :15): “ I w ill pu t enm ities betw een  thee and  the  

w om an. . in  order to  ind icate that the B lessed  V irg in  

w as that long aw aited  w om an , w ho  w as to  bring  salvation  to  

the w orld . T hus, she can  be called  “w om an ” , in  a  strik ing  

w ay  by  a  trope in  w hich  a  com m on  nam e is pu t fo r a  proper 

one, as I po in ted  ou t in  the first d ispu ta tion .108

103A m brose, D e S alom one , 5 .

104A ugustine ,~ D e  fide con tra M anichaeos , 22 ; S erm o 65 de  

verb is D om in i .

105Jerom e, A dversus H elv id ium .

108O rigen , In L eviticum , H om . 8 .

107C yril of A lexandria , In L eviticum , V H I, in  princip io .

108S uarez , D e m ysteriis v itae C hristi, d isp . 1 , sect. 1 .
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S E C T IO N  Π

W H E T H E R  T H E  B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  L O S T  H E R  V IR G IN IT Y  

IN  B E A R IN G  H E R  S O N .

1 . T he first erro r m ade in  th is m atter w as that the  

B lessed  V irg in , although  she rem ained  a  v irgin  in  the con 

cep tion of her S on , lo st that v irg in ity in  g iv ing  b irth  to  H im . 

S o  though t Jov in ian . F or, although Jerom e, in  w riting  

against h im , is silen t on  th is particu lar erro r of h is, A u

gustine , nevertheless, calls it to  our atten tion , and  says  

that th is heretic  held  that op inion , “ lest by  say ing  that 

C hrist w as born  w ithou t im pairing the  v irgin ity  of H is  

M other, w e shou ld  profess w ith the M anicheans that C hrist 

w as an  apparition .*  A m brose    m entions the sam e erro r, 

although  he does no t refer to  Jov in ian  by  nam e. B ut from  

the le tter of S iric ius to  A m brose  and  from  H defonsus  

there is su ffic ien t ev idence that Jov in ian  w as the au thor of 

th is heresy . L ater, in G erm any , accord ing  to  the accoun t 

of Jean  of T rithem e   fo r the year 1310 , the L ollard  heretics  

under the leadersh ip  of W alter B ru te also  fo llow ed  Jov i- 

n ian ’s lead . A nd  S ander  m ain ta ins  that the P ro testan ts  to 

day  ho ld  the sam e op in ion . S o too he ind icates B ucer and  

M olinaeus fe ll in to  the erro r.  W hat is m ore, certa in  say 

ings of the F athers w hich  I shall hereafter exp la in  can  be  

cited  in  favor of the heresy .

1 *23

4

5*

8

7

2 . T he second  op in ion  w hich can  be considered here is  

that of D urandus. A lthough orthodox  on  the sub ject of 

M ary ’s v irgin ity , D urandus, since he considers the com - 

penetra tion  of tw o  bod ies im possib le , m ain ta ins that the

A ugustine , D e H aeresibus , 82 ; C ontra Ju lianum , I, fere in  

princip io .

2A m brose , E pisto la  81 .

3A m brose , E pisto la  80 (S iric ius ad A m brosium ).

4H defonsus, D e v irg in ita te M ariae , 1 .

5Jean  T rithem e, C hron icon .

’N icho las S ander, D e v isib ili m onarch ia ecclesiae , 

H aereses, 163 .

7Ib id ., H aereses, 87 & 219 .

44



organs and  natu ral channels of the body  of the M ost H oly  

V irg in  w ere ab le to  d ila te  w ithou t any rup tu re or separa 

tion , so  that she cou ld g ive b irth  in  a  w ay  sim ilar to  that 

in  w hich A ugustine 8 and T hom as 9 though t m an in  the sta te  

of innocence w ould  have been  bom  if that sta te had  con tin 

ued . P eter P aludanus10 considers the op in ion  of D urandus  

a probab le one, even  though  he em braces its con trad ic to ry  

as the safer of the  tw o . T o  determ ine the tru th  I m ust here  

assum e that the B lessed  V irg in  in  a  true and proper sense  

gave b irth  to  C hrist, a  fact w hich  I shall la ter prove in  m y  

d iscussion of question  35 11 .

M A R Y  R E M A IN E D  A  V IR G IN  D U R IN G  

C H IL D B IR T H .

3 . I m ainta in  first of all, that the B lessed  V irg in  in  g iv 

ing  b irth  to  a  son  no t on ly d id  no t lo se her v irg in ity , bu t 

preserved  her in teg rity  com plete ly  unb lem ished .

T he first proof is draw n  from  one S crip tu re  tex t alone. 

(A no ther tex t I shall rem it to  the nex t section .) T his tex t 

is the one from  Isa ias 7 :14 : ·  B ehold , a  v irg in  shall con 

ceive and  bear. ... ” A ll the G reek  and L atin  F athers em 

p loy  the w ords to  confirm  th is m ystery : Irenaeus,12 Jus

tin ,13 E useb ius,14 E piphan ius,15 G regory  of N yssa,18 B asil,17

8A ugustine, D e civ ita te D ei, IV , 26 .

9A quinas, S um m a  T heolog ica , I, q . 98 , a. 2 , ad  4 .

10P eter P aludanus, In L ibros S en ten tiarum , q . 44 , d . 3 , a. 2 . 

“S uarez, D e m ysteriis v itae C hristi ; in  q . 35 .

“ Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses, H I, 9 , 18 , 21 , 24 , 26 ; IV , 

40 .

“ Justin , D ialogus cum  T ryphone , longe  post in itium .

“E useb ius of C aesarea, D e dem onstra tione evangelica , V II, 

2 ; H isto ria ecclesiastica , V , 8 .

“E piphan ius, H aereses , 30 , prope finem ; E pisto la  

A thanasii ad E picte tum  quo ted  in  H aereses , 77 .

“G regory  of N yssa, O ratio  in  sancta  C hristi N ativ ita te , 

circa  princip ium .

“B asil, H om ilia 25 de hum ana C hristi generatione ; In  

Isa iam , 7 .
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T ertu llian ,18 C yprian ,19 R uf  inus,20 Jerom e,21 A m brose ,22 

and  A ugustine .23

18T ertu llian , A dversus Judaeos , 9 ; D e C arne C hristi , 23 , in  

fine; A dversus M arcionem , ΙΠ , 3 .

ieC yprian , C ontra Judaeos , Π , 9 .

20  R uf  inus, C om m entar  ium  in  S ym bolum .

21  Jerom e, In  Isa iam , 7 ; C ontra  Jov in ianum , I, circa  m edium .

23A m brose , E pisto la  81 .

“A ugustine , S erm o  2 & ^4 de N ativ ita te .

O B JE  C H O N -  R E  P L Y .

4 . T here are tw o  w ays in  w hich one can  evade the  fo rce  

of th is proof. F irst, one can  deny  along  w ith  the Jew s that 

th is prophecy  referred  to  C hrist. F or H e w as neither 

called  E m m anuel, nor as a  ch ild  d id  H e figh t against the  

k ing  of A ssyria , nor receive the pow er of D am ascus, nor  

the spo ils of S am aria— all of w hich are  prophesied  in  th is  

passage. B ut shou ld  one ob ject to  these adversaries  that 

no  one else w as born  of a  v irg in , they concede the  po in t. 

W hat they  deny is that the tex t shou ld read  a  “v irg in ” w ould  

g ive b irth . T hey say  that the H ebrew  w ord  in  question , 

“alm a” , m eans ra ther m aiden  or young  w om an . T hus they  

app ly  the prophecy  to  E zech ias and h is m other.

B ut first of all, it is p lain  that th is app lication of the tex t 

canno t stand . F or as Jerom e po in ts ou t E zech ias  had  been  

bom  at least n ine years befo re th is prophecy  of Isa ias.

S econd , the w ord “alm a” in  o ther passages in  S crip tu re  

m eans “v irg in* . F or in  G enesis (24 :16) R ebecca  is called  

“alm a” befo re her m arriage. T his the L atin  transla to r  

tu rns as “v irg in” . N or is any  o ther m eaning  found  in  

S crip tu re . F urther, Jerom e says that th is w ord  has the  

specia l m eaning of a  “v irg in  ready  fo r m arriage,” that is , 

one w ho  has already  reached  a  su itab le age. It is also  said  

to  m ean a “secluded  v irg in .” A nd  there  are also  those w ho  

say  the w ord  “alm a* if unasp ira ted  m eans a “m arriageab le 

v irg in ,” bu t asp irated , as it here is in  the H ebrew , the w ord  

m eans one w ho “alw ays rem ains a  v irg in .” F urtherm ore ,  

the S ep tuag in t and  the C haldaic T argum  transla te the w ord  

as “v irg in* .

T hird , apart from  th is exp lanation  the sign  alleged  by  
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the prophet w ould  be  trifling  and  w orth less. F or w hat so rt 

of sign and  how  rem arkable a  prod igy  w ould  it be fo r a  

young  w om an  w ho has had in tercourse to  g ive b irth  to  a  

son? F ourth , the H ebrew  in terp re ta tion  of Isa ias ra ther  

refu tes the adversaries. F or w ho w as ever E m m anuel, 

excep t C hrist W ho tru ly  w as and  w as called  by  the nam e of  

*  G od-w ith -us.” F or the prophet regarded the  fact and  true  

m eaning , ra ther than  the m ere use of the title . M oreover, 

w hat in fan t la id  w aste D am ascus and  S yria , if no t C hrist?—  

no t it is true , accord ing  to  the stric t litera l sense. B ut 

these  w ords canno t be g iven  a  w ooden  in terp re tation (the  

le tter w ithou t the sp irit k ills), and , as T ertu llian  sh rew dly  

po in ts ou t, w ill no t be fu lfilled  litera lly  in  the case of any  

m an, bu t m etaphorically . Y et they  w ill be fu lfilled in  the  

litera l sense in tended  prov ided  you  understand  them  as the  

w orld , hell, and  the un iversal sw ay  of the dem on .

O B JE C T IO N .

5 . T he second  w ay  of evad ing  the proof fo r M ary ’s v ir

g in ity  is that em ployed  by  the heretics. (E rasm us too  leans  

to  that op in ion .) T hey  m ain ta in  that since v irg in ity is re 

m oved  by ch ildbearing the  tw o ideas are  to  be understood  

no t in  a  com pound  bu t d iv isive sense, that is , that she w ho  

w as a  v irg in  w ill g ive  b irth , no t that in  g iv ing  b irth  she re 

ta ins her v irg in ity . O n  th is accoun t even Jansens  says  

that the w ords of Isa ias alone do  no t su ffic ien tly  prove that 

a  v irg in  w ould  g ive b irth  w hile  preserv ing  her v irg in ity .

24

F irst of all, how ever, if these  w ords are in terp re ted in  

a  d iv isive sense , as app lied  to  ch ildbearing , they  m ust be  

understood in  the sam e sense w hen  app lied to concep tion  

since  the sam e con tex t says: *  B ehold a  v irg in  shall con 

ceive  and  bear a  son* (Isa ias 7 :14). T he consequences of  

such  understand ing  of the  tex t are absurd , as the argum ent  

already  alleged  proves. F or w hat so rt of prophetic sign  or  

porten t w ould  it be if one w ho  had  been  a  v irg in  conceived  

and  gave b irth — an  argum ent m ost frequen tly  em ployed  by  

the sain ts cited  above.

S econd , the w ords of M atthew  (1 :22-23): “N ow  all th is  

w as done that it m igh t be  fu lfilled  w hich the L ord  spoke by

^C ornelius  Jansens, C oncord ia E vangelica , 5 . 
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the prophet saying : B ehold a  v irg in  shall be w ith  ch ild  and  

bring  fo rth a  son . . .’ g ive an  express in terp reta tion  of~ the  

tex t. H ere M atthew  p lain ly  ind icates  that Isa ias prophesied  

that the V irg in , w hile re ta in ing  her in teg rity , w ould con 

ceive and  g ive b irth . F or M atthew  offers the w ords of 

Isa ias as fu rther proof of the fact that C hrist w as conceived  

of the H oly S pirit./ C onsequen tly , m any  are of the op in ion  

that these are no t ju st the w ords of the E vangelist alone  bu t 

of the angel w ho spoke to Joseph  and  conv inced h im  of the  

V irg in ’s m iracu lous concep tion . S uch  w as the op in ion  of 

C hrysostom , T heophy lus, E uthym ius, Irenaeus,25  * A m brose ,25 

and  A ugustine27 . Jerom e and A nselm , how ever, th ink  that 

the  w ords are on ly  the E vangelist’s— a  po in t of sm all im 

portance as far as w e are here concerned .

25Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses , T V , 40 .

28A m brose , E pisto la  81 .

^A ugustine , S erm o 14 de N ativ ita te .

28C yril of Jerusalem , C atacheses, 12 .

29A ugustine, E pisto la  120 , c. 12 .

6 . S econd , add itional confirm ation  fo r our position  are  

several of the types and  o ther veiled  ind ications w hich, as  

I have already  m entioned , fo reshadow ed  in  the O ld  T esta 

m ent M ary ’s v irg in ity . M any of them  deal w ith  no t on ly  her  

concep tion  bu t also  her m om ent of ch ildb irth . B esides, 

those w ords of the P salm ist: “F or thou  are he that hast 

draw n  m e ou t of the w om b. . .” (P salm  21 :10) are custom 

arily  app lied . F or they  ind icate , says C yril of Jerusalem ,  

that C hrist cam e  fo rth  from  the w om b in  an  ex trao rd inary  

m anner by  D iv ine P ow er. T hus A ugustine says: “W hat 

does that tex t m ean , ‘thou art he that hast draw n  m e ou t of 

the w om b ’ if app lied  to  Jesus H im self w hom  the V irgin  

generated? D oes it refer to  the V irg in ’s g iv ing  b irth  w hile  

still preserv ing  her w ondrous v irg in ity  so  that w hen  G od is  

said  to  have accom plished  w hat w as there done so m arvel

ously , the occurrence seem s cred ib le to  all? ’’

28

29

7 . T hird , th is tru th  is the trad ition  of the F athers and  

defined  by  the C hurch . T he p laces w here it is to  be  found  

are  the sam e as those cited in  the preced ing  section .
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E specially  confer P opes L eo 30 , H orm isdas,31 and A gapi

tu s.32 “W ithou t the pow er of the W ord ,” says A gapitus, 

“ the V irg in  w ould  neither have conceived  no r g iven  b irth ; 

and  w ithou t true flesh , the in fan t w ould  no t lie w rapped in  

sw add ling clo thes.” 33 John D am ascene 34 and  T heodoret of 

C yrus35  * say  the sam e.

30P ope L eo , E pisto la  10 , c. 21 ; S erm o 4  &  5 de N ativ ita te .

31P ope H orm isdas, E pisto la 1 ad  Justin ianum  A ugustum , 3 .

32P ope A gapitus, E pisto la  ad A ntim um .

33Ib id .

34John D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , IV , 14 .

35T heodoret of C yrus, D e P rov iden tia , S erm . 10 .

38B asil, H om ilia de hum ana C hristi generatione .

37G regory  of N yssa, H om ilia  de hum ana C hristi generatione .

380rigen, In  M atthaeum , T ract. 26 .

39C yril of A lexandria , A dversus A nthropom orph itas , 27 .

40T heophylus, In M atthaeum , 23 .

41L actan tius, D iv inae in stitu tiones, IV , 6 &  18 .

42E useb ius of C aesarea, D e v ita C onstan tin i, IV .

43A ugustine, D e consensu  E vangelistarum , I, 20 ; D e civ ita te  

D ei, X V III, 23 ; O ratio con tra  Judaeos , P aganos , et 

A rianos (tom . GT.

44C anisius, D e B eata M aria , Π , 7 .

45E piphan ius, V ita  Jerem iae .

8 . H ere one cou ld  also m ention  the F athers w ho say  that 

there  w as in  the tem ple a p lace w here v irg ins used  to  pray  

separate ly  from  the m arried  w om en and  that the B lessed  

V irg in  w as accustom ed to  go  there even  after ch ildb irth .  

T his can  be read  in B asil , G regory  of N yssa , O rigen ,  

C yril of A lexandria , and T heoph ilus . M oreover, they  

m ain ta in that Z achary  w as k illed  by  the Jew s fo r defend ing  

M ary ’s in teg rity .

38 37 38

39 40

9 . F ourth , to  persuade the pagans the F athers  em ploy  

proofs draw n  from  the prophetic S ybilline books and  pro 

fane h isto ry . T his can  be observed in L actan tius , E use 

b ius , A ugustine . C anisius  has gathered  a  large num ber  

of these proofs from  far and  w ide. B ut especia lly  E pipha- 

n ius in  h is L ife of Jerem ias  recoun ts that the E gyptians  

had  learned  from  that prophet that all their ido ls w ould  fa ll 

to  the ground  at the m om ent w hen  a  god like v irg in  w ho had  

41

42 43 44

45
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g iven  b irth  w ould en ter their land  w ith  her ch ild . A lso  

w ell know n is the sto ry  of the go ld  p late found  in  the tim e  

of C onstan tine  w ith  the in scrip tion : “C hrist is born  of a  

v irg in .” T hom as too  recalls th is46 and  m akes m ention  of 

o ther m arvels  w hich  G od w orked  in  proof of th is tru th 47 . 

C onfer B onaven tu re 48 , A nton inus of F lorence49 , and A lfonso  

T ostado 50 .

48A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , Π -Π , q . 2 , a. 7 , ad  3 .

47Ib id ., m , q . 36 .

48B onaven tu re , T racta tus  de qu inque  festiv ita tibus pueri

Jesu , 2 . (T om . 2 , O puscu lum )

48A nton inus of F lorence, H isto riarum  opus , I, 5 .

“A lfonso T ostado , P ro logom enon  in  G enesim , 7 .

"Ignatius of A ntioch , E pisto la 13 ad  H eronem . 

“C yril of A lexandria , C ontra Ju lianum  Im perato rem , V m , 

non  longe a  fine .

“A ugustine , S erm o  7 de N ativ ita te .

10 . F ifth , the m ain  argum ent is the D iv ine W ill; an  argu 

m ent w hich supposes that th is m ystery  im plies no  con tra

d iction . N or do  I now  consider it profitab le to refu te D ur

andus ’ argum ents  fo r the im possib ility  of the com pénétra 

tion  of bod ies. F or these argum ents are no t hard  to  hand le , 

and  they  are trea ted  elsew here . M oreover, la ter on in  d is

cussing  C hrist’s resu rrection  I shall briefly  touch  upon  

these po in ts. B ut I can  offer the fo llow ing  suasive  reasons  

fo r th is d iv ine arrangem ent.

F irst, it w as no t fitting  that the W ord  of G od shou ld  de 

prive H is M other of that in teg rity  w hich, since H e w as G od, 

H e cou ld  easily  preserve , perfect, and  m ake ho ly . T hus  

Ignatius of A ntioch  says, “ It w as fitting  fo r the C reato r to  

reso rt to  b irth  no t in  the ord inary , bu t in  an  unusual and  

m arvelous w ay befitting  the M aker of all th ings51.” C yril 

of A lexandria 52 has alm ost iden tica l w ords; and A ugustine 53 

says that C hrist w as born in  th is w ay “so  that hum an  b irth  

w ould  prove  H im  a  m an  and  perpetual v irg in ity  w ould  prove  

H im  G od.” F or th is reason  P roclus of C yzicus argues: 

“ If she w ho  gave  b irth  had no t rem ained  a  v irg in , neither  

w ould  H e W ho  w as born  appear as any th ing o ther than  m ere  
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m an.” 54 T heodore of A ncyra 55 uses the sam e  argum ent.

F inally , fo r the sam e reason , P ope L eo  says, “N or does  

she  believe it detrim en tal to  her m odesty  that she is soon  

to  be the M other of G od.” 58 F urther on  he adds, “ It w as  

fitting  that the b irth  of the S av io r in  no  w ay im paired  the  

V irg in ’s in teg rity , fo r the issue of T ru th  w as the defense  

of m odesty57.” A nd in  h is second  serm on  L eo says, “B e 

go tten  by  a  new  type of b irth  H e w as born  of a  V irg in  w ith 

ou t im pairing  H is M other’s in teg rity ; fo r such  a  beg inn ing  

becom es the  fu tu re S av io r of m en W ho in  H is P erson  w ould  

bear a  natu re of hum an  substance, bu t W ho  w ould no t know  

the w eaknesses of hum an  flesh .58” “D o  no t consider,” L eo  

con tinues a  little  fu rther on , “ the cond ition  of her w ho  

g ives b irth , bu t the free  w ill of H im  W ho is bom ; fo r H e  

w as born  in  that m anner w hich H e desired  and  m ade possi

b le .” 59 A nd  again , “ It behooved Incorrup tion  in  being  born  

to  guard  the natural in teg rity  of H is M other; and  it be 

hooved  the indw elling  pow er of the D iv ine S pirit to  preserve  

the sanctuary  of m odesty  and  the ho ly  dw elling so  p leasing  

to  H im self. F or H e had  determ ined  to  ra ise  up  the fa llen , 

to  resto re  the broken , and  to  bestow  a  m odesty  proof 

against the allu rem en ts  of the flesh  so  that v irg in ity , w hich  

in  som e canno t be re ta ined  because of ch ild -bearing , in  

o thers m igh t be an  ob ject of im itation  by  confessing  it in  

their second  b irth .”80

T hese last w ords bring  ou t ano ther suasive argum ent 

w hich  G regory  N azianzen  also  touches upon : “C hrist w as  

bom  of a  v irg in; therefo re cu ltivate v irg in ity , m y  dear w o 

m en, so  that you m ay  be m others of C hrist.” 81 A  little  

fu rther on  he h in ts at ano ther sim ilar reason  in  these  few

“P roclus of C yzicus, H om ilia  de C hristi N ativ itate , in  the  

C ouncil of E phesus (T om . 6 , c. ÏT.

“T heodore of A ncyra , the C ouncil of E phesus (T om . 6 , c.10  

&  in  append ix  5 , c. 2).

58P ope L eo , S erm o 1 de N ativ ita te .  

57  Ib id .

58P ope L eo , S erm o  2 de N ativ ita te . 

56  Ib id .

80  Ib id .

“G regory  N azianzen , O ratio  38  de N ativita te , in  princip io .
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w ords: “M otherhood shou ld be honored ; bu t v irg in ity  pre 

ferred .  w 82 T hus A m brose says, “C hrist chose  fo r H im self  

the specia l g ift of v irg in ity  and  show ed  the effect of in teg 

rity ; H e H im self w as the exem plar of w hat H e had  chosen  

in  H is M other.* 83 C yril of Jerusalem  says, “H e w as born  

to  m ake v irg ins; all the m ore so  shou ld  H e preserve the  

V irg in ’s body .” ® 4 A nd  A ugustine says, “L et us love chastity  

above all th ings, fo r it w as to  show  that th is w as p leasing  

to  H im  that C hrist chose the m odesty  of a  v irg in w om b."® 5 

A nd  again: “C hrist by  being  born  of a  v irg in  preferred  to  

com m end v irg in ity  ra ther than  com m and it.*® 8 John  

D am ascene87 also  m entions th is reason . Irenaeus88 and  

F ulgen tius89 g ive a  final reason : A s the dow nfall of hum an  

natu re stem m ed  in  the beg inning  from  a  v irgin , so  it w as  

fitting  that th rough a  v irg in  salvation  shou ld com e to  m en.

11 . F rom  the teach ing of certa in  of the F athers  w ho  

m ain ta in  that C hrist opened  the w om b of H is M other in  be 

ing  born  it m ay  be ob jected that they  th ink  that the V irg in ’s  

priv ilege lies in  th is that w hile the w om b  of o ther w om en  is  

opened  in concep tion , the w om b  of the V irg in  w as opened in  

g iv ing  b irth . T hus they  exp lain  that the law  la id  dow n  in  

E xodus (13 :2 ) and  N um bers (8 :passim ) “E very  m ale open 

ing the w om b  shall be called  ho ly  to  the L ord ” (L uke 2 :23) 

shou ld  be  understood  of C hrist in  a  sense altogether un ique. 

T hus E piphan ius says, “ It is H e w ho tru ly  opened  the w om b  

of H is M other.*  S o also C hrysostom , G regory of N yssa, 

and A m philoch ius . O rigen , T heophy lus , A m brose , 

70

71 72 73 74

®*Ib id ., satis post m edium .

83A m brose , E pisto la  81 .

84  C yril of Jerusalem , C ataches  es , 124 .

65A ugustine , S erm ones de tem pore , S erm . 11 .

88A ugustine , D e sancta  v irg inita te , 4 .

87John  D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , IV , 25 .

58Irenaeus, A dversus H aereses , H I, 33 .

89F ulgen tius of R uspe, D e dup lic i C hristi N ativ ita te .

70E piphan ius, H aereses , 78 , circa  finem .

71  C hrysostom , G regory  of N yssa, and A m philoch ius of Icon 

ium , H om iliae  de P urifica tione seu  de  occursu D om in i.

72O rigen , In  L ucam , H orn . 14 .

73T heophylus, In L ucam , 2 .

74A m brose , In L ucam , Π , capu t de circum cisione et ob la 

tione S alvato ris .
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express the sam e  v iew . S o , too , that very  obscure and  d iffi

cu lt tex t of T ertu llian 75 w hich  adds that P au l said  “m ade of 

w om an ” no t of a  v irg in  since “she knew  the pain m arried  

w om en experience from  the open ing  of the w om b.” E ras 

m us76 seem s to  have understood  and  believed  all these tex ts  

in  their su rface m eaning  and  therefo re held a  fa lse  v iew  of  

th is m ystery .

75T ertu llian , D e C arne C hristi, 23 .

76E rasm us, In L ucam , 2 .

77Jerom e, D ialogus adversus P elag ianos , Π .

IN  W H A T  S E N S E C H R IST  IS  S A ID  T O  H A V E  

O P E N E D  T H E W O M B  O F  H IS M O T H E R

12 . I rep ly  that in  S acred  S crip tu re “ to  close the w om b ”  

m eans in  the proper sense of the term  to render or leave  

a  w om an  barren  or sterile . (G enesis 20 , 29 , 30 ; I K ings)  

T herefo re, “ to  open  the w om b ” w ill, on  the con trary , m ean  

to  bestow  fertility  upon  her. In th is sense , therefore , m ust 

w e exp la in the ho ly  F athers w hen  they say  that “C hrist 

opened  the w om b of H is M other,” that is , that H e m ade her  

fru itfu l— a  th ing  w hich  no  o ther son  w as ab le to  do  fo r h is  

m other. M oreover, th is m etaphor is em ployed  in  order to  

spell ou t the fact that M ary ’s ch ildbearing  and  C hrist’s  

b irth  w ere true and real and no t ju st seem ing or unreal. 

T his exp lanation I take from  Jerom e  w ho  says: “O nly  

C hrist opened  the closed  gates of the v irg in  w om b  w hich , 

nevertheless, rem ained  perpetually shu t.”  B y  these  

w ords, I am  su re , no  one of sound  m ind  w ould  th ink that 

Jerom e w anted  to  say  that C hrist first  broke th rough  the  

V irg in ’s hym en  in  order to  com e  fo rth  and  afterw ards, as  

it w ere, m ended  and  resto red  it to its orig inal state . S uch  

an  understand ing  of the m atter is indeed  stup id , fo re ign  to  

the m ind  of so  great a  D octo r, and  altogether ou t of har

m ony  w ith  the V irg in ’s honor and  in teg rity  and C hrist’s  

pow er and  m ajesty .

77

T herefo re, C hrist “opened* the gates w hile leav ing  them  

closed , since H e gave fru itfu lness and  the pow er of g iv ing  

b irth  w ith  perfect in teg rity  un im paired . It is as if one said  

that C hrist opened  H is sepu lcher  by  leav ing it shu t; since  

H e m akes use of it w hen  closed , as if it w ere open ; so  
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A m philoch ius neatly  exp la ins.78 S im ilarly E uthym ius says: 

“O nly C hrist super  natu rally  opened  w hat w as no t yet opened  

and  preserved  it natu rally  closed .”79 S im ilarly  A m brose  

said C hrist cam e  fo rth  from  the w om b  of the V irg in  “as  

w ater cam e fo rth  from  the rock .’80 F rom  th is passage  the  

m ind  of A m brose is su ffic ien tly  clear; and T hom as exp la ins 

G regory  of N yssa in  alm ost the sam e w ay.81 M oreover, the  

o ther d ifficu lties are so lved  accord ing  to  the sam e princi

p le . F or although T ertu llian  is obscure; nevertheless, from  

h is book  D e C arne C hristi82 it is su ffic ien tly  clear that he  

w as orthodox  on  the question  of the V irg in B irth .

78A m philoch ius of Icon ium , H om ilia de P urifica tione .

79E uthym ius Z igabenus, In L ucam , 2 .

80A m brose , E pisto la  81 .

81  A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , H I, q . 37 , a. 3 , ad 1 .

82T ertu llian , D e C arne C hristi , 20 .

I suggest, how ever, that first of all w e shou ld  no t use  

that m anner of speak ing  w ithou t adequate and  clear exp lan 

ation  since it is m etaphorical and  easily  capab le of creating  

a  fa lse im pression . T herefo re , the afo rem en tioned  law  is  

to  be g iven  no t a litera l bu t a  m ystical in terp re ta tion . F or  

properly  the phrase “son  open ing  the w om b®  refers  to  all 

first-born  delivered  in  the usual w ay. F or gran ted  that the  

w om b is partia lly  opened  at the tim e of concep tion , never

theless, in  the first b irth  the rup tu re of the hym en  is , as it 

w ere, com pleted and  fin ished . T hus the law  abou t all the  

first-born  w as understood to  app ly  no t on ly  to  m en  bu t also  

to  an im als.

N O  C H A N G E W A S M A D E  IN  T H E  W O M B  

O F T H E  V IR G IN  IN  G IV IN G  B IR T H  T O  

C H R IS T .

13 . I m ain tain , second ly , that C hrist cam e fo rth  from  the  

w om b of H is M other w ithou t any  d ila tion , change, or in ju ry  

of the V irgin ’s body . H e cam e fo rth  in  a  w ay sim ilar  to  the  

w ay  H e cam e fo rth  from  the sepu lcher or jo ined  H is d iscip 

les w hen  the doors w ere shu t, no t by  by-passing , d ila ting , 

or chang ing  the in terven ing  bod ies in any w ay, bu t sim ply  

by  passing  th rough  them  by  a  process of com pénétra tion .  

In m y judgm ent th is conclusion  is certain . \
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M y  first proof is the com m on  agreem ent of all theo lo 

g ians w ith the excep tion  of D urandus. T hese m en, m ore 

over, tru ly  vo ice the m ind  of the C hurch ; fo r th is exp lana 

tion  of the m ystery  is the in te llectual conv iction  and  belief  

of all the fa ith fu l.

S econd , all the F athers m ake a  great deal of th is m ira 

cle of the V irg in B irth . B ut if th is occurred  on ly  th rough  a  

d ilation of the organs, or if it had  been  no m ore rem arkab le  

than  w hat w ould  have been  the m ode of b irth  in  the sta te of  

innocence, then  it w ould  have  been certa in ly  a sm all m ira 

cle if tru ly  one at all.

T he prem ises of th is argum ent are  estab lished  by  the  

w ords of A ugustine 83 and  the C ouncil of T oledo 84 on  th is  

particu lar m iracle : *If there w ere ano ther in stance, th is  

w ould  no t be un ique. L et us, therefo re , adm it that G od is  

ab le to  do  that w hich w e m ust adm it w e canno t search  ou t.”  

A gain A ugustine says: “L et F aith  believe th is , and  the  

m ind neither seek  an  exp lanation  nor consider the unkno w n  

incapab le of belief, nor believe the und iscovered  to  be ab 

su rd .”85 A m brose prefers the m iracle of the b irth  from  the  

V irg in  to  the m iracle  of C hrist’s resu rrection .8 ® A nd C yril 

of A lexandria says: “O  m arvelous occurrence! T his m ira 

cle leaves m e lo st in  adm iration .” 87 S ophron ius m ain ta ins  

th is is one of the greatest m iracles of the  d iv ine pow er.88 

A ll of these m en  exp la in  the m iracle w ith  illu stra tions of 

C hrist’s com ing fo rth  from  the sepu lcher in  sp ite  of the  

stone barring  the w ay, and of H is com ing  am ong  H is d iscip 

les w hen  the doors w ere shu t. G regory  the G reat89 , 

“A ugustine , E pisto la 3 .

84C ouncil of T oledo  X I, in  princip io .

85A ugustine , C ontra F elic ianum  A rianum , 8 .

“A m brose , D e in stitu tione  v irg in is , 5 .

87C yril of A lexandria , H om ilia  con tra N esto rium , in  the  

C ouncil of E phesus.

88cf. also  the L etter in  the C ouncil erf C onstan tinop le  m , 

actio  6 .

"G regory  the G reat, H om ilia in  E vangelia , H om . 26 .
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A ugustine90 , C hrysostom 91 , P roclus of C yzicus92 , and  

T hom as 93 exp la in  it the sam e  w ay.

90A ugustine , S erm ones de tem pore , S erm . 18 , 156 , 160 .

91  C hrysostom , D e sym bolo , H om . 2 .

92P roclus of C yzicus, H om  ilia  de C hristi N ativ ita te in  the  

C ouncil of E phesus, circa  finem .

93A quinas, Q uodlibeta les, V I, a. 8 ; In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d .

44 , q . 2 , a. 3 .

"G regory  of N yssa, D e v ita M oysis .

95A ugustine , S erm ones de tem pore , S erm . 15 .

"P eter C hryso logus, S erm o  142 .

97  Ib id .

"G uarino  da  V erona, H om ilia  2 de laudibus V irg in is .

"N icephorus the C onfesso r, E pisto la ad L eonem  H I P apam  

in  the acts  of the C ouncil of E phesusT T om . 5 , c. 22).

T hird , the op in ion  of D urandus greatly  detracts  from  the  

V irgin ’s  purity  and  in teg rity  w hich  the F athers m ain ta in  

w as no t on ly  in  no  w ay  d im in ished , bu t, they  in sist, in 

creased in  the b irth  of her S on . T hus G regory of N yssa  

says: “T he L igh t of G od  hav ing assum ed  flesh  of a  V irg in  

shone upon  m en, yet preserved  her in com plete in teg rity  

w ith  the freshness of her v irg in ity  unchanged .”94 A ugustine  

goes even  to  greater leng ths: “A t H is b irth  her bod ily in 

teg rity  increased  ra ther than  decreased ; her v irg in ity  

grew  ra ther than  van ished .”95  * P eter C hryso logus beau ti

fu lly  rem arks: “W ho  goes in  and  com es fo rth  and  W hose  

en trance and  ex it leaves no  trace  is a D iv ine D w eller no t 

hum an .”90 F urther on  he adds: “A t your concep tion  and  

at your ch ildb irth  m odesty  increased , chastity  grew , in teg 

rity  w as streng thened .”97 E ven  m ore open ly  does G uarino  

say : “ In  no  w ay  d id  the K ing of G lory re lax  the bonds or  

cause expansion .”98 N icephorus of C onstan tinop le in  h is  

L etter to  P ope L eo Π Ι w rites: “T he V irg in , w ho in  a  super

natu ral and  ineffab le  w ay  gave  b irth , H e conserved  as a  

v irg in after  her ch ildbearing  w ith  her natu ral v irg in ity in  

no  w ay  changed  or im paired .”99 P roclus of C yzicus says: 

“A s m an, E m m anuel unbarred  the gates of nature; bu t as  

G od, H e in no  w ay profaned or burst asunder the bars of 

v irg in ity . Just as H e en tered  the w om b  th rough  hearing , 

so  in  a  sim ilar w ay  d id  H e leave it. H e w as born  as H e  
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w as conceived ; H e W ho en tered  w ithou t organ ic change, 

cam e fo rth  w ithou t change.” 100

1Q 0P roclus of C yzicus, H om ilia  de C hristi N ativ ita te , in the  

C ouncil of E phesus.

101  A lfonso T ostado , P aradoxa  qu inque , I, 56 &  sqq .; In  

M atthaeum , 1 , q .

F ourth , th is arrangem ent w as in  itse lf m ost befitting  and  

also  easy  fo r the D iv ine O m nipo tence. O nce th is is gran ted , 

one can  easily  understand  how  the B lessed  V irg in  w as ab le  

to  g ive b irth  to  her C hild  w ithou t the in terven ing organs  

presen ting  any  obstacle . F or it w as by  d iv ine pow er that 

there w as no  obstacle  to  C hrist’s body  com penetra ting  and  

passing th rough  these organs  w ithou t chang ing  or d islodg 

ing them .

O B JE C T IO N — R E  P L Y .

14 . Y ou  w ill ob ject that the natu ral passages are too  

narrow  to  con tain  a  ch ild ’s body  un less either these pas

sages d ila te  or the ch ild ’s  body  be com pressed , as it w ere, 

or susta in  com pénétra tion  of its m em bers. B ut th is argu 

m ent seem s to  te ll m ore strongly against E X irandus. F or  

it is m ore d ifficult to  understand  how  a  so lid  body  of con 

siderab le ex tension  can  pass th rough  the pores of ano ther 

in terven ing  body  because of expansion  w ithou t tearing  or  

penetration .

I rep ly  that C hrist cou ld , perhaps, in som e m ore excel

len t and  m iracu lous w ay  unknow n  to  us, p lace the m em bers  

of H is body  w ith in  those narrow  passages  w ithou t any  ex 

pansion .

S econd , if perhaps som e type  of com pénétra tion  of the  

m em bers in  question occurred , it shou ld  be  understood  that 

th is took  p lace w ithou t any  im perfection  or change in  the  

ex ternal fo rm . O r if th is seem s d ifficu lt, w e can  say w ith  

A lfonso  T ostado 101 that the B ody  of C hrist cam e  fo rth  

th rough  the natu ral channels of itse lf and , as it w ere, d i

rectly . B ut if it w as necessary  fo r som e m em bers of H is  

B ody  to  pass th rough  o ther parts of the V irg in ’s body , th is  

occurred  since it im plies no im perfection  nor detracts  

from  true ch ildbearing  or b irth . B ut on  the question  of th is  

m ystery it is safer and m ore in  accord  w ith C hristian  
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m odesty  to  adm it that C hrist cam e fo rth  from  the w om b  of 

H is M other in  som e ineffable and  incom prehensib le w ay  

than  curiously  investigate the precise w ay in  w hich  th is  

occurred .

S E C T IO N  m

W H E T H E R  A F T E R  C H IL D B IR T H  T H E  B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  

A L W A Y S P R E S E R V E D  H E R  V IR G IN IT Y

1 . I take as a  basic assum ption  that although  v irg in ity  in  

so  far as it perta ins to  m orals and  v irtue is , accord ing  to  

T hom as,  no t lo st excep t by  a  vo lun tary rup tu re of the v ir

g inal seal or vo lun tary  lo ss of seed , nevertheless, v irg in ity  

in  so  far as it sign ifies physical v irg in ity  or in teg rity  can  

be lo st by  any  break ing  of the v irg inal seal w hether it be  

vo lun tary  or no t, lic it or illic it. F or th is v irg in ity , of 

w hich  I shall now  trea t, consists in  natu ral perfection  and  

bod ily  in teg rity  alone.

1

2 . I presum e, therefo re , that the B lessed V irg in  d id no t 

lo se her physical v irg in ity  by  any  fo rce , invo lun tary com 

pu lsion , illic it in tercourse , or in  o ther ex trao rd inary  w ay  

such as occasionally  occurs th rough  the use of m edical in 

strum en ts in cases of necessity . A ll of these possib ilities  

are m ost unseem ly ; nor has even  any  heretic  ever ascribed  

them  to  the V irg in ; nor, as I have show n  above, d id  the V ir

g in  ever perfo rm  a sham efu l act. I have, m oreover, proved  

that she w as never sick ; and  finally  it is certa in  that G od  

w ould  no t have  perm itted  the B lessed  V irg in  to  be sub ject 

to  such  fo rce or necessity . T he w hole question , therefo re,  

com es to  th is: d id  the B lessed  V irg in , vo lun tarily  and  by

1  A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , Π -Π , q . 152 , a. 1 ;

Q uodlibeta les , V I, a. 18 .

a  m orally  good  act, such  as the act of m arriage, lo se her  

v irg in ity .

T he heretics, called  A ntid icom arian ites, that is , “A d 

versaries of M ary ,” m ainta in  that after the b irth  of C hrist, 1 
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the B lessed  V irg in  conceived  o ther sons by  Joseph . A c

cord ing to Jerom e 2 the au thor of th is heresy  w as H elv id ius. 

Ildefonsus 3 and A ugustine4 say  the sam e. B ut O rigen 5 and  

H ilary ,6 w ho  w ere prio r to  H elv id ius, m ention  th is  heresy . 

Jerom e in w riting  A gainst H elv id ius adm its that T ertu llian  

slipped  in to  th is erro r even  befo re H elv id ius and sting ing ly  

cites T ertu llian ’s D e M onogam ia7 , D e C arne C hristi8  *, and  

o ther passages. T his erro r w as alm ost dead  w hen tw en ty - 

five years ago  S tem berger stirred it to  life . M any of the  

R eform ers have fo llow ed  h im  as P rateo lus®  and C anisius 10  * 

re late .

2Jerom e, A dversus H elvid ium .

’Ildefonsus, D e v irg in ita te M ariae , 2 .

4A ugustine, D e haeresibus , 84 .

’O rigen , In L ucam , H om . 7 .

’H ilary  of P oitiers, In M atthaeum , can . 1 .

7T ertu llian , D e m onogam ia , 8 .

8T ertu llian , D e C arne C hristi , 23 .

’P rateo lus (G abrie l D upreau), D e v itis , sectis , et dogm ati

bus om nium  haeretico rum  elenchus alphabeticus , “L uke  

S tem berger.”

10C anisius, D e B eata M aria , Π .

“ Jerom e, In  E zech ie lem , 44 .

12Jerom e, D ialogus con tra  P elag ianos , Π .

“A ugustine , S erm ones 2 &  14 de N ativ ita te .

“A m brose , E pisto la 81 .

A F T E R  C H IL D B IR T H  M A R Y  R E M A IN E D

A  V IR G IN .

3 . I m ain ta in that the B lessed  V irg in  preserved  her v ir

g in ity  perpetually  and  never knew  m an. T his is an  artic le  

of F aith . It is proved , first of all, by  a  sing le tex t from  the  

O ld T estam en t; E zech ie l (44 :2 ): “T his gate shall be shu t. 

It shall no t be opened and  no m en shall pass th rough it: be 

cause the L ord the G od  of Israel hath  en tered  in  by  it.”  

T his passage, by  a m etaphor, it is true , refers litera lly  to  

the M ost H oly V irg in . S o testifies Jerom e  in  com m enting  

on  th is passage. M oreover, th is is the v iew  of o ther F ath 

ers w ho  em ploy  the tex t to  establish  the tru th  of th is m ys

tery ; nam ely , Jerom e h im self , A ugustine , A m brose , 

11

12 13 14
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C hrysostom 15  *, John D am ascene18  *, and  o thers. F urther

m ore, th is in terp re tation  fu lly  squares bo th  w ith  the sense  

and con tex t of the quo tation . F or that.gate, it is stated , w ill 

fo rever rem ain  closed  “because the L ord . . .ha th  en tered  

in  by  it.” F or th is reason  the phrase is added : “A nd it 

shall be shu t fo r the prince ’* (E zech ie l 44 :2 -3 )— that is , in  

h is honor and reverence. O ur doctrine is confirm ed  by  the  

w ords of the V irg in : “H ow  shall th is be done. . .” (L uke  

1 :34). T hey m anifest an  in ten tion  of perpetual v irg in ity  as  

w e shall consider at greater leng th  in  the nex t d ispu ta tion .

15C hrysostom , H om ilia de Joanne B aptista .

“ John D am ascene, D e fide orthodoxa , IV 715 , etc .

17A m brose, In L ucam , 1 ; E pisto la , 70 .

“E piphan ius, H aereses , 78 .

“ Jerom e, A dversus H elvid ium .

20C ouncil of C onstan tinop le , Π , can . 6 .

21C ouncil of C onstan tinop le m , act. 11 .

“C ouncil of N icea Π , act. 3 .

“C ouncil of the L ateran  under P ope M artin  I, can . 3 .

N ot a  few  of the F athers advance  the argum ent that 

C hrist hang ing  on  the cross en trusted  H is M other to  John  

w ith the w ords “B ehold  thy  M other” (John 19 :27); and  John  

in  tu rn  to  H is M other w ith : “B ehold  thy  son ” (John  19 :26). 

B oth  from  the fact and  w ords them selves w e can  clearly  

conclude that she had  no  o ther sons by  Joseph . O therw ise  

it seem s she w ould  have been  com m ended  to them  ra ther  

than  to  John . C onsequen tly , C hrist spoke in the singu lar  

num ber: “B ehold  thy son ” (John 19 :26)— that is : B ehold  

h im  w hom  you shou ld have in  p lace of your on ly  son . T his  

argum ent can  be found  in A m brose 17 , E piphan ius18 , and  

Jerom e18 .

4 . S econd , th is tru th  is especia lly  found in  trad ition , in  

the consen t and  defin ition  of the C hurch . F or in  the C oun 

cils the M other of G od is frequen tly  called  “ever V irg in  

im m acu late .” T hus in  the S econd  and T hird  C ouncils of 

C onstan tinople are  found the w ords “ the  v irg in ity  of M ary , 

inv io late befo re , in , and  after ch ildb irth .” T he sam e doc 

trine is found in the S econd C ouncil of N icea  , the C ouncil 

of the L ateran  under P ope M artin  I , the D ecretal L etter

20 21
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of P ope S iric ius and  the R om an  S ynod ,24 and in the L etter  

of A m brose and  the C ouncil of M ilan .25

T his tradition is confirm ed  as A ugustine po in ts ou t28 , by  

the fact that in  the un iversal C hurch  the nam e “  V irg in” , 

sta ted  abso lu te ly , is custom arily  used  as a  proper nam e of 

the M other of G od. T hus E piphan ius says, “W ho in any age  

ever dared  pronounce the nam e of M ary , and  upon  being  

questioned  d id  no t at once add  the w ord  “V irg in”? F or  

from  her very  nam es, the m arks of her v irtue sh ine  

fo rth .* 27 Indeed  th is is the w ay she is referred  to  in  the  

A postles ’ C reed: “born  of the V irgin M ary .” A nd th is is  

the w ay  the F athers so  often speak at the C ouncils of  

E phesus and C halcedon . S o , too , speak  A thanasius28 , H ilary 29 , 

M axim um 30 , and of set purpose Jerom e in  h is le tter to  

E ustoch ius 31 w herein  he beau tifu lly  d iscourses  on  the  

m odesty  and  chastity  of the V irgin . S im ilarly  G regory  of  

N yssa 32 and B asil33 say  that M ary  w as m arried  to  Joseph  

by  a  d iv ine d ispensation  in  order that he m igh t guard  her  

repu tation and v irg in ity , no t that he  m igh t beget sons by  

her.

I m ust, how ever, m ake som e com m en t on  a  la ter state 

m ent of B asil’s. F or w hen  he has recoun ted  the op inion  of  

those w ho  ho ld  that after the b irth of C hrist M ary  had  no t 

den ied  her husband  m arita l re lations, he says: “F or our  

part, how ever, even  though such  a v iew  is no t at variance  

w ith  th is doctrine  of fa ith — fo r  v irg in ity  w as necessary  on ly  

until the b irth  of C hrist w as accom plished , and  w e need  no t

“D ecreta l L etter of P ope S iric ius and  the R om an S ynod .

ΊΙιίΒ  is E pisto la  80  of the le tters of A m brose . It is also  

to  be found in T om e I of the C ouncil.

aA m brose , E pisto la 81 ; D e in stitu tione v irg in is , 7 . 

“A ugustine , E nch irid ion , 34 .

^E piphan ius, H aere  ses , 78 .

28A thanasius, S erm o  de S anctissim a D eipara . 

“H ilary  of P oitiers, In  M atthaeum , can . 1 . 

“M axim us the C onfesso r, H om ilia  de cruce  et sepu ltu ra  

D om in i .

31  Jerom e, E pisto la  22 ad  E ustoch ium  de custod ia  

v irg in ita tis .

“G regory  of N yssa, O ratio  de sancta C hristi N ativ ita te , 

circa  m edium .

“B asii, H om ilia  25 de hum ana C hristi generatione .
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be too anx ious to  bring  in to  line w ith  th is doctrine every 

th ing  that happened  thereafter— still lest those  w ho  love  

C hrist be  fo rced  to  hear that the M other of G od  ever ceased  

to  be a  v irg in , w e th ink  these argum ents su ffice .* 34 B y  

these  w ords B asil seem s to  ind icate that th is tru th  does  

no t perta in  to  the certitude of F aith . B ut since I am  con 

v inced that th is tru th  w as alw ays believed  w ith  the firm est 

fa ith , I believe that the passage  from  B asil m ust be ex 

p lained  as referring  on ly to  the m ystery  of the Incarnation  

w hich , together w ith  the m iracu lous concep tion  and b irth  of 

C hrist, is no t d irectly  con trad ic ted  by  the presen t erro r, al

though on  o ther grounds the op in ion  is con trary  to  the F aith  

and  trad ition  of the C hurch . H ence A ugustine says, “ It 

m ust be believed  w ith firm  fa ith , nor can  w e acqu iesce in  

the b lasphem y  of H elv id ius.* 35  36

34  Ib id .

35A ugustine , D e ecclesiae  dogm atibus , 69 .

36  A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , H I, q . 28 , a. 3 .

37C yril of A lexandria , D e fide ad  reg inas , Π .

W H Y  T H E G O S P E L S  C A L L  C H R IS T  

F IR ST -B O R N .

5 . T hird , su itab le argum ents  from  reason  can  be ad 

vanced . T hom as touches upon  four of the best ones here in  

h is th ird  article /® T he first argum ent is based  on a con 

sideration  of C hrist.

It w as fitting  that as H e w as the O nly  B egotten  of the  

F ather, H e shou ld  be  the sam e  of H is M other. N or does it 

m ake any  d ifference that M attaew  (1 :23-25) calls H im  “ the  

first-born . . .o f a  V irg in* ; fo r in  S acred  S crip tu re , as John  

D am ascene, T hom as, and o thers have observed , th is  phrase  

does no t alw ays ind icate a re lation to a  second  ch ild  bu t 

on ly a den ial of a prio r one— ju st as w hen  the L aw  com 

m anded  that the first-born  shou ld  be offered, w ithou t doub t 

th is w as understood  to  app ly  to  the on ly -bego tten  as w ell, 

C yril of A lexandria37 po in ts ou t in  prov ing that C hrist alone  

is the S on  of G od  that in  the G ospel of S t. L uke C hrist the  

L ord  is som etim es called “first-born*  fo r th is reason  that 

H e w as allo tted  the  first p lace am ong m any  breth ren  al

though H e w as born  of one w ho  w as alw ays a  v irg in .
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T he second  argum ent is based  on  a  considera tion of the  

H oly  S pirit. F or it w as no t fitting  that the tabernacle  of the  

H oly S pirit shou ld  be defiled  by  hum an  seed .

T he th ird  argum ent is based  on  a considera tion  of the  

V irg in . In  the w ords of P ope S iric ius e it w ould have  been  

a sign  of an  incon tinen t and  ungratefu l sp irit to  su rrender  

a  v irg in ity  d iv inely  preserved  and  po llu te the m arriage  

cham ber of C hrist’s concep tion .”

T he fourth  argum ent is no t d issim ilar and is based on  a  

considera tion  of Joseph  w ho, as the G ospel po in ts ou t, w as  

em inen tly ju st and  possessed  a tho rough  grasp  of all the  

m ysteries. C onsequen tly , it is no t at all likely  that he  

w ould  have presum ed  to  touch  the B lessed  V irg in . O n th is  

accoun t B ernard says that chastity  w as prefigured  in  the  

P atriarch  Joseph .

T he fifth  argum ent is that it w as fitting  that the counsel 

of v irg in ity  shou ld  be m ost perfectly  observed no t on ly  by  

C hrist bu t also by  H is M other in  order that she m igh t be  

the m ost perfect m odel of v irg in ity  of all the v irg ins of the  

N ew  L aw . F or th is reason  the ho ly  F athers address her as  

“L eader, T eacher, V irg in  of v irg ins.”

O B JE C T IO N -R E  P L Y -T H E  S E N S E O F  

“U N T IL ” IN  H O L Y  S C R IP T U R E .

6 . A gainst M ary ’s v irg in ity  H elv id ius  urges the passage  

from  M atthew  (1 :18 ,25) “W hen  h is m other M ary w as es

poused  of Joseph , befo re they cam e together, she w as found  

w ith ch ild , of the H oly  G host. . . .A nd  he knew  her no t till 

she brough t fo rth .her. . .son .” T he first con junction  in  the  

passage, “befo re” , ind icates that they  in tended in tercourse  

and  fo r th is reason  had  been  m arried ; the second  con junc 

tion  in  the passage, “till” , ind icates that after the b irth  of 

C hrist Joseph knew  her.

T he F athers rep ly  that each con junction m erely  asserts  

w hat had no t happened  at that tim e and  does no t at all af

firm  w hat w as to  take p lace in  the fu tu re or w hat d id  take  

p lace . C onsequen tly , the m eaning  of the first con junction  

is “befo re they  cam e together” ; that is , w ithou t their un ion , 

as if one said in  our ord inary  w ay  of ta lk ing , “B efore I  

heard  M ass, I left.” T his con junction  w ould  no t ind icate  

that afterw ards one heard  M ass or that one had  the in ten tion
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of hearing  it. T hus M atthew  (6 :8 ) says “ . . .your F ather  

know eth w hat is needfu l fo r you , befo re you ask  h im ”— that 

is , even  w ithou t your ask ing  h im . S o T hom as in  com m ent

ing on  th is tex t38 argues from  Jerom e.39

38A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , Π Ι, q . 28 , a. 3 .

s’Jerom e, A dversus H elv id ium .

40A ugustine , D e d iversis question ibus , L X X X III, 69 .

41  A m brose , D e N oe et area . 17 .

42G regory the G reat, M oralia , V m , 40 .

43A ugustine , D e T rin ita te , I, 8 .

44  B ernard , In C anticum , H om . 72 .

«’C hrysostom , In M atthaeum , H om . 5 .

48A nselm , In I ad C orin th ios , 15 .

T he m eaning  of the o ther con junction , “un til” , is the  

sam e; fo r it on ly  den ies that any th ing took  p lace  up  to  that 

tim e. A ugustine40 treats th is at great leng th  using  as a  

proof the w ords of P salm  109 :1 , “U ntil I m ake thy  enem ies  

.. . ,” and o ther sim ilar passages. In  these in stances it is  

w orthy  of no te that th is con junction  ind icates especia lly  the  

tim e  at w hich  som eth ing  w hich  d id  no t occur w ould  have  

been  though t m ost likely  to  have occurred . F or in stance, 

G enesis (8 :6 -7 ) says: “N oe sen t fo rth  a raven : W hich w ent 

fo rth  and  d id  no t re tu rn , till the w aters  w ere dried  up . . .”  

F or if the raven  w ere to  re tu rn  at all, certain ly it w ould  

have com e back  w hile the w aters w ere covering  the land . 

F or after the land  dried , there w ould  be no  reason  fo r it to  

re tu rn . T herefo re , w hen S crip tu re says that the raven  d id  

no t com e back  un til the land  w as dry , th is does no t affirm  

that the raven  afterw ards re tu rned , bu t ra ther takes fo r  

gran ted  that it su rely  d id no t re tu rn  la ter. T hus, in  the  

tex t in  question in tercourse w ith  the husband is den ied  un til 

the S on ’s b irth  since during  that period  it m igh t have  

seem ed  necessary . B ut of the tim e thereafter, in tercourse  

is no t affirm ed ; indeed  it is clearly  supposed  that m uch  

less w ould it have occurred  then. O ver and above Jerom e, 

B asil, John  D am ascene, E piphan ius, and o thers already  

cited , th is is the po in t m ade by A m brose41 , G regory  the  

G reat42 , A ugustine43 , B ernard 44 , C hrysostom 45  * (w hom  

T heophy lus and E uthym ius fo llow ), and  A nselm 45 . M ore 

over, I am  conv inced  that th is is the literal in terp re tation .
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S om e exp la in “befo re they  cam e together” no t in refer

ence to  the m arriage couch , w hereon  they  never cam e to 

gether, bu t in reference to  their dw elling  together in  the  

sam e house, the m anner in  w hich  they  afterw ards d id  com e  

together. S im ilarly  the phrase “he  knew  her no t” is ap 

p lied  no t to carnal bu t to  m ental know ledge. F or befo re the  

V irg in  bore her S on , Joseph  d id no t su ffic ien tly realize her  

d ign ity and excellence. In  th is know ledge Joseph  after

w ards m ade great progress, as E piphan ius47 and  C hrysos

tom 48 po in t ou t.

47E piphan ius, H aereses , 78 .

48C hrysostom , O pus im perfectum  in  M atthaeum , H om . 5 .

49A quinas, C atena aurea .

1  A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , Γ Π , q . 28 , a. 3 , ad  5  & 6 .

B ut these exp lanations do  no t p lease  m e— the first, be 

cause the w ord “com e together” m eans m ore than  dw elling  

in  the sam e  house, especia lly  since I am  of the op in ion  that 

at that tim e M ary and Joseph  had  already  dw elt together; 

the second , because it does no t satisfacto rily square w ith  

the con tex t. M uch  less sem blance of tru th  has the in ter

preta tion  w hich T hom as49 quo tes  from  H ilary  (bu t w hich  I  

have no t been  ab le  to  find  in  that au thor); nam ely , that the  

tex t shou ld  be app lied  to  the sense of sigh t— that is : ju st as  

M oses cou ld  no t be looked  upon  because of the brilliance of  

h is coun tenance neither cou ld  the B lessed  V irg in  w hile she  

carried  her S on in  her w om b.

S E C T IO N  IV

H O W  C A N  C H R IS T  B E  S A ID  T O  H A V E H A D  B R O T H E R S  IF  

H IS M O T H E R A L W A Y S  R E M A IN E D  A  V IR G IN

1 . O ne of the princip le argum ents upon  w hich  H elv id ius  

re lied  w as the G ospels ’ frequen t m ention  of certa in  bro th 

ers of C hrist w ho  he m ain ta ined  w ere the V irgin ’s sons by  

Joseph . T herefo re , it is necessary  to  exp la in  carefu lly  

w ho  these m en  w ere and  w hy they  w ere called  the  bro thers  

of C hrist. T hom as touches the m atter in  th is artic le in  the  

rep ly  to  the  fifth  and  six th  ob jections .1
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2 . T he first op in ion on  th is question  w as that of H elv id

iu s w ho asserted  that these “bro thers of the L ord ” w ere  

the sons of the B lessed  V irg in ; fo r since C hrist as m an  d id  

no t have a  fa ther, H elv id ius though t that these m en m ust 

necessarily  have been  the sons of C hrist’s M other in  order  

to  be called  H is bro thers.

3 . T he second op in ion , held  by  som e em inen t F athers,  

w as that these m en  w ere the sons of S t. Joseph  no t by  the  

B lessed  V irg in  bu t by  ano ther w ife w hom  he had m arried  

befo re the V irg in . T hus it happened  that these m en  w ere  

called  “bro thers of the L ord ” in  the sam e  w ay that Joseph  

w as called  H is fa ther; nam ely , by  appella tion , com m on  

op in ion , and “as it w ere by  a certa in  adop tion ” as A ugus

tine  som etim es pu ts it. T hose  w ho m ainta in  th is op in ion  

assert that befo re Joseph  m arried  the V irg in  M ary  he had  

one or perhaps several w ives by  w hom  he bego t Jam es, the  

bro ther of the L ord , and h is bro thers. T he argum ent fo r  

th is v iew  is probab le ; it seem s to  be the com m on  tradition  

of the C hurch reflec ted  in  num erous, ord inary  pain tings  

that Joseph  w as already an  o ld  m an  w hen  he m arried  the  

V irg in . T herefo re , it is no t likely  that th roughou t all that 

tim e he abstained  from  m arriage since in the O ld L aw  con 

tinence w as no t esteem ed  or reverenced . T herefo re , dur

ing  that period  he m arried  a  w ife by  w hom  he probab ly had  

ch ild ren ; fo r in those days sterility  w as a  k ind of d isg race . 

C onsequen tly , it m ay  be  believed  that G od d id  no t deprive  

h im  of th is favor.

2

T his w as the com m on  op in ion  of the G reek F athers, the  

one taugh t by E piphanius3 , T heophy lus,4 and  E uthym ius5 

and  O ecum enius® . E useb ius of C esarea 7 and N icephorus®  

2A ugustine , C ontra F austum  M anichaeum .

’E piphan ius, H aere  sea , 51 , an te m edium ; H aereses, 78 ; 

A nchoratus .

4T heophy lus, In M atthaeum , 26 &  27 , In  Joannem  19 ; In  ad  

G alatas , 1 ; in  I ad C orin th ios , 9 .

’E uthym ius Z igabenus, In M athaeum , 12 &  27 ; In  Joannem , 

19 .

’O ecum in ius  of T ricca , C om m entaria in A cta A posto lo rum , 

in  princip io  &  c.2 .

7E useb ius of C aesarea , H isto ria  ecclesiastica , Π , 1 .

■N icephorus the C onfesso r, B rev iarium  h isto ricum , I, 7 &  

21 ; Π , 3 ; H I, 10 .
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held  the sam e; the la tter, m oreover, cites H ippo ly tus of  

P orto  in  support of the v iew .9 O rigen 10 * m ain ta ins that th is  

op in ion  w as h it upon  to  pro tect the perpetual v irg in ity  of 

B lessed M ary . G regory  of N yssa 11 says the sam e.

9Ib id , Π , 3 .

10O rigen , In  M atthaeum , 13 .

“G regory of N yssa, O ratio  2 de R esurrectione  C hristi .

“H ilary  of P oitiers, In M atthaeum , can . 1 .

“A m brose , In ad  G alatas , 1 ; D e in stitu tione  v irg in is , 6 .

“A ugustine , In  ad  G alatas , 1 .

“P latina , V ita  D . P etri .

“P ope Innocen t I, E pisto la  3 ad E xuperium , 7 .

“A ugustine , D e fide con tra M anichaeos , 38 .

O f the L atin  F athers H ilary 12 and  A m brose13 taugh t it. 

N or does A ugustine con trad ic t A m brose in  h is exp lanation  

of the sam e E pistle 14 w hen  in  the fo rm  of a  d isjunction  he  

states: Jam es, the bro ther of the L ord , shou ld  be under

stood  to  be either a  son of Joseph  by ano ther  w ife or a re 

la tion  of H is M other M ary . P latina  in  h is L ife of S t. P eter 15 * 

fo llow s the sam e op in ion although he sta tes it in  a  d isjunc

tion , as I shall exp la in  fu rther on . O rigen , how ever, adds  

that th is  op in ion  took its rise  from  a  certa in  G ospel of the  

H ebrew s , ascribed  to  P eter or Jam es, bu t w hich  Innocen t P ®  

and A ugustine 17 certify  w as w ritten  by  the heretic S eleu-  

cius.

4 . A  th ird  op in ion  can  be recoun ted here  w hich  asserts  

that these m en  w ere called “bro thers of the L ord ” because  

they w ere sons of the V irg in ’s sisters and  grandsons of S t. 

A nne. B ut fu rther on  a  m ore su itab le p lace  fo r  d iscussing  

th is op inion  w ill occur.

5 .1 m ain ta in  that these bro thers of the L ord  w ere no t 

the sons of the B lessed  V irg in , and  th is position is no t on ly  

held  w ith the certitude of fa ith and trad ition  bu t also  can  be  

proved  from  the G ospels. T he first part of the assertion  

is established  by  the preced ing  section  w here it w as proved  

that the M other of G od  fo rever rem ained  a  v irg in . T he la t

ter part of the proposition is proved  by  the  fact that from  

the G ospels one can  estab lish  that those called  “bro thers ’* 

had  ano ther m other than  the V irg in .
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T his is proved  as fo llow s. In  John (19 :25) w e read  that 

there w ere by  the cross th ree w om en , the M other of the  

L ord , her sister M ary of C leophas, and  M ary M agdalen . 

M atthew  (27 :56), how ever, and  M ark (15 :40) enum erate  

“M ary  M agdalen , M ary the m other of Jam es and  Joseph , 

and  the m other of the sons of Z ebedee or “S alom e* , as  

M ark says. B ut it seem s certa in  that the m other of Jam es  

and Joseph (w ho in o ther p laces are called “bro thers  of the  

L ord” ) w as no t the M other of G od.

F irst, w herever the M other of G od is m entioned  w ith  the  

o ther w om en , she is lis ted  first in accord  w ith  her d ign ity  

as in  John  (19 :25), or at all even ts, in  the last p lace and  

un iquely  m arked off from  the o thers as in  A cts (1 :14): 

“w ith  the w om en, and M ary , the m other of Jesus.” S econd , 

th is is confirm ed  by  the fact that M atthew  (28 :1) w hen des

crib ing  the resu rrection  of C hrist says: “A nd in  the end  of 

the sabbath , w hen  it began  to  daw n tow ards the  first day  of 

the w eek , cam e M ary M agdalen, and  the o ther M ary  to see  

the sepulch re .” H ere it is ev iden t that th is o ther M ary  w as 

the one w hom  M atthew  (27 :56) had  called “M ary  the m other  

of Jam es and  Joseph ” and abou t w hom  he had  added  the  

verse: “A nd there w as there M ary M agdalen  and  the  o ther  

M ary , sitting  over against the sepu lch re .” (M atthew  27 :61)  

T his is even  m ore clearly  in ferred  from  M ark  (16 :1 ) and  

L uke (24 :10). T herefo re , that “M ary the m other of Jam es*  

(M ark 15 :47) w as no t the B lessed  V irg in . M oreover, argu 

m entation  estab lishes th is conclusion . F or of the tw o  

M arys, M ary  of M agdalen  is m ore prom inen tly  m entioned . 

S he is described  as hav ing a m ore ferven t fa ith  and  charity  

and en joy ing  the priv ilege gran ted  by C hrist of seeing  H im  

befo re the o thers on  the day  of the R esurrection . T his is  

clear from  M ark (16). B ut if M ary  of Jam es had  been  the  

B lessed  V irg in , M ary M agdalen  w ould  no t have been  pre 

ferred  in  any  of these w ays.

A  th ird  argum ent, m oreover, is the  fact that it is unbe-  

lieveab le that the B lessed  V irg in  w ould  have been  one of 

the  w om en  w ho  w ith  such  anx iety  w ent to  ano int the dead  

body  of C hrist on  the day  of the R esurrection . F or (as can  

be  gathered  from  the  very  fact of their go ing and  the G os

pel accoun t) although  those w om en acted  in  a  ho ly  w ay, 

nevertheless, they had an im perfect fa ith  and labored  under  
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great ignorance concern ing  the m ysteries of C hrist. F ur

therm ore , accord ing  to L uke (24 :11), the new s re la ted  by  

th is M ary  of Joseph  and  the o ther w om en  seem ed  nonsense  

to  the A postles. B ut w ho can  believe the A postles w ould  

have been  so  senseless as no t to  have show n her greater  

fa ith  and respect if she had  been  the M other of the L ord . 

T hus B ernard 18 in  trea ting  of the P assion  of the L ord  says  

the M other of G od w as no t preoccup ied  w ith the dead  body  

of the L ord , fo r she had  a  m ost firm  fa ith  in  H is resu rrec 

tion and  had  been  taugh t and in structed in  all the m ysteries  

by  the H oly S pirit. M oreover, it seem s to  be the com m on  

belief of the C hurch  that the B lessed  V irg in  aw aited  at 

hom e the  g lo rious arrival of her S on , and  there m erited to  

en joy the sigh t of H im  befo re anyone else.

18B ernard , D e P assione D om in i, 2 .

19A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , H I, q . 28 , a. 3 ad  6 .

20Jerom e, In  M atthaeum , 12 &  27 ; A dversus H elv id ium ; D e  

v iris illu stribus , “Jacobus.”

21  B ede, In  M arcum , IV , 44 .

“A quinas^ In  Joannem , 11 , lec t. 4 .

”E uthym ios~ Z igabenus, In  M atthaeum , 27 , c. 68 .

T he fourth argum ent is the good  po int T hom as m akes  

here in  the th ird  artic le in  answ er to  the six th  ob jection 19 : 

that the  G ospel g ives the B lessed  V irg in  no  fu rther iden tify 

ing nam e nam e excep t that derived  from  her S on . F or she  

is addressed as “ the m other of Jesus,” or “of w hom  Jesus  

w as born .” T hus L uke, w ho in  h is G ospel (24 :10) nam es  

the o ther M ary “M ary  of Jam es,” in  the A cts (1 :14) calls  

“M ary , the m other of Jesus.” F or th is reason  Ignatius ad 

dresses her as “M ary of Jesus” since  th is w as her great

est d ign ity . W hy, then, w ithou t any  m ention of C hrist 

shou ld  she  be called  the “m other of Jam es and Joseph ,”  

if the sam e person  w ere “ the m other of Jesus” ?

F ifth  and  finally  th is is the teach ing  of the F athers:  

Jerom e20 , B ede21 , T hom as22 , and  E uthym ius23 w ho  call the  

opposite op in ion  “absurd .”

6 . T he p lain  conclusion  of the fo rego ing  is the one to  

w hich I have  been  m oving ; nam ely , that Jam es and Joseph  

w ere no t sons of the B lessed  V irg in  bu t of the o ther M ary .
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Γ N evertheless they  are called “bro thers  of the L ord .”  

T herefo re , th is title is no t taken  from  the fact that they  

w ere born  from  the sam e w om b as the L ord . T he sam e  

line of argum entation  app lies to  everyone else to  w hom  

th is title is g iven  in  S criptu re .

7 . M y  second  conclusion is that som e of the early  G reek  

F athers erred  in  th ink ing  that the B lessed V irg in  w as the  

M ary  w ho cam e w ith  M agdalen  to  anno in t the body  of C hrist 

on  the day  of the R esurrection . O f th is m ind  w ere G regory  

of N yssa , T heophy lus , and N icephorus ; and S edu lius 

ind icates that he shared  their v iew  w hen  he says that on  the  

day of the R esurrection the V irgin  w ent early  in  the m orn 

ing  to  ano in t the body  of the L ord . B ut th is op in ion is en 

tire ly  unfounded , as I have po in ted  ou t.

24 25 28

27

H ow ever, it shou ld  be understood that these au thors d id  

no t agree  w ith  H elv id ius; fo r they  do  no t say  that the  

B lessed  V irg in  w as called  the “m other of Jam es and  

Joseph* because she gave b irth  to  them , bu t because she  

w as the spouse of S t. Joseph  w hose ch ild ren  they  w ere. 

T hus, N icephorus is inconsisten t w hen  he says that th is  

M ary  of Jam es w as the w ife of the A postle Jude and  th inks  

that the M ary  w ho w ent w ith  M agdalen  to  the sepu lcher w as 

no t M ary  of Jam es. T his con trad icts the G ospel accoun t; 

bu t on  the sub ject of these w om en  N icephorus has m any  re 

m arks w hich are  w ithou t any  au thority  or basis w hatever.

8 . T hird , from  the fo regoing  I draw  the probab le con 

clusion  fo r use la ter on  that M ary  of C leophas, the sister  

of the V irg in , w hom  John (19 :25) m entions is the sam e per

son  w hom  the o ther E vangelists  call “M ary  of Jam es and  

Joseph .* T his is the op inion  of Jerom e , held  by  T hom as ,28 29

“G regory  of N yssa, O ratio 2 de R esurrectione C hristi.  

25T heophylus, In  M atthaeum , 26 &  27 ; h i Joannem , 19 ; In  ad  

G ala tas , 1 ; In I ad C orin thos , 9 .

“N icephorus the C onfesso r, B rev iarium  h isto ricum , I, 33 . 

’’S edu lius, C arm en P aschale , V , circa  finem .

“ Jerom e, A dversus H elv id ium .

28  A quinas, In ad  G alatas , 1 , lec t. 5 .
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and  shared  by C hrysostom 30 w ho  iden tifies M ary  of Jam es  

as a sister of the M other of the L ord .

It is clear that in  John (19 :25) M ary  of C leophas is  

called “ the sister of the  m other of the L ord .” T his re la 

tionsh ip  is proved  by  the fact that apart from  the B lessed  

V irg in  and M ary M agdalen  the G ospels m ention  no  o ther  

w om en  fo llow ers of C hrist called  M ary  w ith  bu t one excep 

tion . F or the m other of the sons of Z ebedee is never 

called “M ary ” bu t on ly “m other of the sons of Z ebedee.”  

T his fact also  can  be qu ite clearly  in ferred  from  the G os

pel of S t. M atthew  w hich  speaks of “M ary  M agdalen and the  

o ther M ary ’ (28 :1 ). T his po in ts to  the fact that th roughout 

the w hole business of the P assion  and R esurrection  of 

C hrist w ith the excep tion of M agdalen no  one but th is o ther  

M ary  is m entioned — fo r, as I have already  said , in  th is pas

sage there w as no t, nor cou ld  there have been  any  refer

ence to  the B lessed V irg in .

T herefo re , the M ary  w hom  M atthew  and  John  m ention  

w as the sam e person . C onsequen tly , M ary  of Jam es is the  

sam e person  w ho is addressed  by  the o ther  nam e of “M ary  

of C leophas.” F or in  S crip tu re w om en  are som etim es de 

signated by  the nam e of their ch ild ren  and som etim es by  

the nam es of their husbands. T hus, the w om an  w ho is  

called  “ the m other of Jam es and  Joseph ” is also called  

“M ary  of C leophas” since she w as, perhaps, h is w ife as I 

shall la ter po in t ou t. M oreover, accord ing  to  the accoun ts  

of E useb ius31 derived  from  H egesippus, of N icephorus32 , 

and  of m any  of the ancien t w riters, th is C leophas w as the  

bro ther of Joseph , the S pouse of the V irg in . T his shou ld  be  

no ted dow n  fo r its bearing  on  the po in ts I shall d iscuss.

JO S E P H , T H E S P O U S E  O F  M A R Y , W A S  

A L W A Y S  A  V IR G IN .

9 . I m ain ta in , second ly , that those w hom  the G ospel calls  

brothers  of the L ord  w ere no t bego tten  by  Joseph , the  

S pouse of the V irg in , nor fo r th is reason  w ere they  called

“C hrysostom , In  M atthaeum , H om . 19 .

31E useb ius of C aesarea, H isto ria  ecclesiastica , m , 10 or 11 . 

“N icephorus the C onfesso r, B rev iarium  h isto ricum , I, 33 , 

m , 9 .
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by  that title . B ede33 , T heodore34 , and A nselm 35  * teach  th is  

conclusion .

33B ede, In  Joannem , 2 ; In M arcum , 6 ; In L ucam , 9 .

34T heodore of C yrus, In  ad  G alatas , 1 .

35A nselm , In M atthaeum , 12 .

3 îJerom e, In M atthaeum ; A dversus H elv id ium , in  fine .

^A ugustine , S erm o  14 de N ativ itate^

38Ib id .

^R upert of D eutz , D e g lo ria  et honore F ilii hom in is, I.

40A quinas, In  ad G alatas , lec t. 5 .

41B ernard , In “m issus est” , S erm . 2 , circa  finem .

42H ugh of S ain t V icto r, In ad  G alatas , q . 5 .

43P eter D am ien , E pisto la  11 , 4 .

It is proved  first of all by the testim ony  of all of those  

F athers  w ho  teach that B lessed  Joseph  w as a  v irg in . 

Jerom e says: “T he conclusion rem ains that he w ho  m erit

ed  to  be called  the F ather of the L ord , rem ained  a  v irg in  

w ith  M ary .”38 A ugustine in  a  serm on  on  the N ativ ity  por

trays the angel speak ing  to  Joseph as fo llow s: “K eep , 

therefo re, Joseph , w ith  M ary  your w ife a com m on  bod ily  

v irg in ity  fo r of v irg in  bod ies is born  the streng th  of angels. 

L et M ary  be the spouse of C hrist in  the  flesh  w ith  her  v ir

g in ity  preserved ; be  thou the fa ther of C hrist by your care  

fo r chastity  and  honor.”37 F urther on  he con tinues: “R e

jo ice, Joseph, in  the v irgin ity  of M ary , you  w ho  alone  

m erited  to  possess the v irg inal affection  of your spouse  be

cause  by  the m erit of v irg in ity  you  have  been  separated  

from  the em brace of a  w ife , that you m ight be called  the  

F ather of the S av io r.” 38 In  these w ords A ugustine no t on ly  

teaches th is tru th  bu t po in ts ou t the m ost fitting  reasons fo r 

it. R upert of D eutz 39 teaches  the sam e and  estab lishes it 

bo th  by  the argum ent that it w as fitting  that he rem ain  a  

v irg in  w ho  “m erited  to  be called  the F ather of the L ord ” 

and  by  the fact that Joseph  w as to  be the guard ian  of the  

v irgm ity  of M ary . T hom as 40 show s how  fitting  th is w as by  

the argum ent that if the L ord  d id  no t w ant to  en trust h is  

V irg in M other to  any  bu t a  v irg in , how  cou ld  H e have al

low ed  her spouse no t to  be and steadfastly rem ain  a  v irg in . 

B ernard 41 expresses the sam e op in ion ; even m ore clearly  

is it taugh t by  H ugh of S t. V icto r42 . P eter D am ien 43 says  
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th is is “ the  fa ith of the C hurch” ; that is , the un iversal and  

p ious belief. F inally , th is is the com m on op in ion  of the  

S cho lastics in com m enting  on  the F ourth  B ook  of the S en 

tences: P eter P aludanus44 , John M ayor45  *, and o thers to  

w hom  I shall refer in com m enting  on the fo llow ing artic le 48  

w here T hom as sta tes that Joseph  along  w ith M ary  vow ed  

v irg in ity . It is also  the op in ion  of G erson 47 and L ipom anus 

in  h is L ife of S t. Joseph .48

44P eter P aludanus, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 ad  2 .

45John M ayor, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 4 .

48A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , m , q . 29 , a. 4 .

47John G erson , S erm o  de N ativ ita te M ariae , considera tio  3 .

48L uig i L ipom anus, V ita S ancti Joseph i.

T he second  proof of th is conclusion is that from  w hat 

has been  said it is ev iden t that the m other of Jam es and  

Joseph , the bro thers of the L ord , lived  at the sam e  tim e  

as the B lessed  V irg in . C onsequen tly , it is no t likely  that 

she w as the w ife of Joseph  or that he had  tw o  w ives liv ing  

at the sam e tim e. F irst, although in  the O ld  L aw  it w as  

som etim es perm itted  to  have  tw o  w ives at the sam e tim e, 

it is no t clear that the custom  con tinued  up  to the  tim e of 

C hrist; nor is it probab le that Joseph  w ould  have m ade use  

of the d isposition , especia lly  since he w as a  poor m an  and  

w ould  no t easily  have been  ab le to support such  a  large  

fam ily . S econd , it w as no t fitting  that the B lessed V irgin  

should  have as her com pan ion  a  w ife of the sam e  husband , 

or have a  husband  w ho w ould share  h is affection  and  alle 

g iance w ith ano ther. B ut w hat w ould have been  m ost unbe 

com ing  w ould have  been  that at the very  tim e Joseph w as 

liv ing  w ith  the V irg in  he w ould  have been hav ing re lations  

w ith ano ther. T hird , ano ther w ife w ould have been  a great 

h indrance to  h im  in  the serv ices and  ob ligations fo r w hich  

he w as chosen . F or it w as necessary  that he be unencum 

bered  and  free of all o ther cares and ob ligations so  as to  

be ab le to  be of serv ice to  the V irg in  and the C hild Jesus, 

jou rney  w ith  them , etc. F ourth , it seem s that one can sat

isfacto rily  in fer from  the w ords of the angel: “Joseph , son  

of D avid, fear no t to  take un to  thee M ary  thy  w ife. . .*  

(M atthew  1 :20) that Joseph  had  on ly  one  w ife, and  to  be par

ticu lar, one called  M ary . C onsequen tly , M ary  of Jam es w as  
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no t the w ife of S t. Joseph . T herefo re , neither w ere her  

ch ild ren  begotten  by  S t. Joseph . F or I presum e that they  

w ere leg itim ate and  that Joseph , the ju st m an, w as no t 

gu ilty  of fo rn ication .

T he th ird  proof of m y conclusion  is that the G ospels  

presen t o ther paren ts of these bro thers of the L ord  be 

sides Joseph. F or Jam es the L ess, a “bro ther of the L ord ” 

is called  “Jam es the son of A lphaeus ” (M atthew  10 :3 ; M ark  

3 :18 ; L uke 6 :15 ; A cts 1 :13). In these passages the o ther  

Jam es, Jam es the G reat, is called “Jam es of Z ebedee” ; 

and  it is ev ident that he w as so  called  because he w as  

Z ebedee ’s son , as is clear from  M atthew  (27 :56). F or the  

purpose of such a  phrase in  S crip tu re as “A lexander of 

P hilip ” (I M achabees 1 :1 ) is to  g ive the son  the su rnam e  of 

the  fa ther. T herefo re , he is called  “Jam es of A lpheus” be 

cause he w as the son  of A lpheus. C onsequen tly , he w as no t 

the son  of S t. Joseph . F or w ho w ould  be so rash  as to  say  

that A lpheus and Joseph  w ere the sam e person  or that the  

S pouse of the V irg in  had  tw o nam es or in  the G ospel w as  

addressed in a w ay  o ther than Joseph?

O B JE C T IO N -R E P L Y .

10 . S om eone w ill say  that th is reason ing  presum es that 

Jam es of A lpheus is the sam e person  w ho is called  the  

“bro ther of the L ord”— a  po in t, perhaps, w hich  no t every 

one w ill adm it.

I rep ly  that here a  d ifficu lty is th rust upon m e w hich  

m ust be trea ted  la ter. C onsequen tly , I now  bu t briefly  re 

m ark  the u tter tru th of th is presum ption w hich w ill becom e  

clearly  ev iden t from  a com parison of M atthew  10 :3 , M at

thew  13 :55 , and A cts 1 :13 . In  these passages Jam es of 

A lpheus is num bered  am ong  the A postles, and  one Jam es  

the A postle is said  to  be a “bro ther of the L ord .” T his  

m an is clearly  none o ther than “Jam es of A lpheus” ; fo r all 

agree that Jam es of Z ebedee w as no t called  the bro ther of 

the L ord .

A  sim ilar line of reason ing  can here  be adduced  from  

the fact that S im on , one of the  bro thers of the L ord , w as  

the son  of C leophas according  to  the accoun t of E useb ius 49 

49E useb ius of C aesarea , H isto ria ecclesiastica , m , 10  &  

16 o therw ise 11 &  13 .
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w hich is based  on  H egesippus, an  early  and im portant 

w riter. N icephorus50 says the sam e. It is clear, m oreover, 

that C leophas w as a  d istinct person  from  Joseph , and  w as, 

so  the sto ry  goes, h is bro ther. T he usual rep ly  is that S i

m on  w as the natu ral son  of Joseph  bu t called  the legal son  

of C leophas w hose w ife Joseph  had  m arried  to ra ise up  

seed  fo r h is bro ther accord ing  to  the L aw  of D euteronom y  

(25 :5 -6 ). B ut th is rep ly  clearly  runs coun ter to  the m ean 

ing in tended  by  H egesippus and E useb ius w ho w ithou t doub t 

are speak ing  of a  natu ral son . A nd, second ly , th is so lu tion  

is an  unfound ed invention. F urtherm ore , no t all sons be 

go tten by  a  bro ther w ere in  accordance  w ith  the L aw  desig 

nated  by  the nam e of the dead  bro ther, bu t on ly  the first 

son  as is clear from  D euteronom y (25 :6 ) and  A ugustine ’s 51 

exp lanation  of the passage. T he o ther rem arks expressed  

in  the second  op inion  abou t the age of S t. Joseph  w ill be ex 

am ined  in  connection  w ith  question  29 .52

“N icephorus the C onfesso r, B rev iarium  h isto ricum , JH , 2  

&  9 .

51  A ugustine , In  D euteronom ium , q . 46 .

52A quinas, S um m a T heo logica , ΙΠ , q . 29 .

“ Jerom e, A dversus H elv id ium .

54A ugustine , C ontra F austum  M anichaeum , X X H , 35 ; In  

Joannem , T ract, 10 &  28 .

55  B e  de, In  M arcum , Π , 23 ; In L ucam , 30 .
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11 . T hird , I m ain ta in  that these bro thers of the L ord  

w ere so  called  on ly  because of som e b lood  re la tionsh ip , 

true or fancied , w hich  they  had  w ith C hrist the L ord  ac 

cord ing  to  the flesh . T his is the op in ion of Jerom e , A u 

gustine , B ede , and  o thers to  w hom  I shall refer below . 

T his position  fo llow s necessarily  from  w hat has been  said ; 

fo r, as Jerom e pu ts it, S crip tu re is accustom ed to  use the  

nam e “bro ther” in  four w ays. F irst, in  the proper and  

stric test sense of the term  w hen  the m en  are tru ly  natu ral 

bro thers as Jacob  and E sau . T his w ay  w e have already  ex 

cluded . S econd , in  the broadest sense  w hen  they  are bro th 

ers by  affection  or love as C hrist called  the A postles H is  

“breth ren ” (John  20 :17). T hird , also  in  a  w ide sense w hen  

they are  bro thers by race or tribe as D euteronom y (17 :15)  

calls all Israelites “bro thers.” H ow ever, in  the presen t 

53
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in stance, as is im m ediate ly  ev iden t, these tw o  w ays do  no t 

su ffice since in  these  w ays all Jew s can  be called  bro thers  

of C hrist. T here rem ains a  fourth  and  m idd le w ay; nam ely , 

w hen m en w ere called  “bro thers ’ because of som e special 

close  k insh ip . F or th is phrase  occurs  frequen tly in S crip

tu re as is ev iden t from  G enesis (13 :8 ;11) w here L ot and  

A braham  are called  “bro thers ” although it is clear from  

G enesis (11 :27) that lo t w as the nephew  of A braham . O th

er in stances easily com e to  m ind and can  be found  in  

Jerom e58 , A ugustine57 , and  E piphan ius58 .

58Jerom e, A dversus H elv id ium .

57A ugustine , D e civ ita te D ei, X V I, 19 .

^E piphan ius, H aereses , 39 .

59H ugh of S ain t V icto r, In  ad  G alatas , q . 5 .

80John  E ck , S erm o  de  festiv ita te sanctae A nnae.

81  B ede, In  A cta A posto lo rum , 1 .

82Jerom e, A dversus H elv id ium ; In M atthaeum , 12 &  27 ; D e  

v iribus illu stribus , “Jacobus.”

It bu t rem ains to  declare  w hat so rt of k insh ip  ex isted  

betw een those w ho  w ere called  the “bro thers” of C hrist and  

C hrist H im self. It used  to  be com m only  considered  that 

these  bro thers of the L ord  w ere cousins of C hrist, the  

sons of the V irg in ’s sisters. F or they say  that A nne, the  

V irg in ’s m other, after the death  of Joach im  m arried  an 

o ther m an  nam ed C leophas. B y  h im  she  gave b irth  to  M ary  

of C leophas, the m other of Jam es and  of the o ther bro thers  

of the L ord . A t C leophas*  death , A nne again  m arried  yet 

ano ther; nam ely , S alom e. B y  h im  she bore a  th ird  daugh 

ter w ho, they m ain ta in , is called  in  the G ospel “M ary  of 

S alom e,” the m other of the sons of Z ebedee, John  the  

E vangelist and Jam es the G reat. T his is  the exp lanation  

proposed  by  the O rdinary  G loss on the  first chap ter of G a

la tians and  by  H ugh of S t. V icto r59 w hom  John  E ck* 80 fo llow s. 

M oreover, it is the op in ion  favored  by  B ede 81 w ho says that 

M ary  of Jam es w as the “m aternal aun t of C hrist” and  

therefo re the natu ral sister of the V irgin . T he In terlinear  

G loss on  A cts (1 :13-14) says the sam e. F inally , in  John  

(19 :25) M ary  of C leophas is expressly  called “ the sister of 

M ary ” the V irg in . M oreover, I have said  above that she is  

the sam e person as M ary  of Jam es. F urtherm ore , Jerom e 82 
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p lain ly  teaches that th is M ary  of Jam es  w as the sister of 

the V irg in ; and Isidore 83 says the sam e.

“ Isidore  of S ev ille , D e ortu  et ob itu P atrum . 

“G regory of N yssa, O ratio  2 de R esurrectione .

“O rigen , In  M atthaeum , T ract. 35 , sub  fine .

T H E V IR G IN  T H E  O N L Y  C H IL D  O F  

JO A C H IM  A N D  A N N E .

13 . B ut th is op in ion  has no t the sem blance of tru th  nor  

does it rest on  even  a  probab le basis. F or, first, as I have  

show n from  the ancien t trad ition  of the F athers, A nne w as  

sterile up to  the tim e of her o ld age. O nly  then  by  a  d iv ine  

g ift d id  she  conceive  the V irg in . W ho, therefore , can  be 

lieve that after the b irth  of the V irg in  and Joach im ’s death  

she w ent on  to  a  second  and  th ird  m arriage? S econd , I 

have already  show n  from  the G ospels that apart from  the  

B lessed V irg in  and M ary M agdalen  there is m ention of on 

ly  one o ther M ary . T herefo re, there is no  basis  fo r in tro 

ducing  tw o o thers.

A nd  w hile one cou ld , perhaps, by  a  d ifferen t exp lanation  

adm it tw o o ther M arys, that is , by d istingu ish ing, as does  

G regory  of N yssa 64 w hom  o thers fo llow , M ary of Jam es  

from  M ary  of C leophas, still w hat in  th is op in ion is said  

abou t M ary  of S alom e  is com plete ly  im possib le  and  ill con 

sidered . F or in  the G ospels th is w om an is never called  

M ary  bu t sim ply  “S alom e ’’ as is clear from  M ark (15 :40). 

N or is th is a m an ’s bu t a  w om an ’s nam e as Jerom e cor

rectly  po in ts ou t and  the w ritings of Josephus, H egesippus, 

and  the o ther h istorians m ake clear. F or as “Joanna ” is  

derived  from  John , so is “S alom e” from  S olom on; and it is  

likely , as O rigen 65 observes, that S alom e w as the m other 

of the sons of Z ebedee. F or M atthew  (27 :56) and  M ark  

(15 :40) seem  to m ention  the sam e th ree  w om en; the one  

calls the th ird  w om an  “ the m other of the sons of Z ebedee” ; 

the o ther calls her “S alom e” . B ut that th is w om an w as the  

daugh ter of B lessed  A nne and  that the sons of Z ebedee w ere  

C hrist’s cousins is a  pure  fab rication  w ithou t proof from  

S criptu re or any  early  h isto ry .

T hird , it w as fitting  that the B lessed  V irg in  be the on ly  

ch ild  of her m other so  that it w ould  be m ore clearly  
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ev iden t that she had  been m iracu lously  conceived  in  the o ld  

age of a  sterile w om an . M oreover, so  w e see w as the case  

of the m ore fam ous persons conceived  in  th is w ay as Isaac, 

John the B aptist, and  o thers.

F ourth , neither Jerom e  nor any of the early  F athers  

teaches the sto ry of the th ree M arys, the th ree daugh ters  

of A nne. F or Jerom e and  the o ther early  F athers cited  

above say  that on ly M ary  of C leophas w as the sister of the  

V irg in , as does the G ospel. N either do  they  m ention  an 

o ther sister, nor does the G ospel. H ow  she  w as a sister  

they do  no t exp la in . S he need  no t, how ever, be a  natu ral 

sister in  the first degree . F or ju st as I have exp la ined  

abcve that m en  w ho are cousins or b lood  re latives are  

called  “bro thers* in  S crip tu re , so also  w om en are called  

“sisters*  because of k insh ip in som e degree . M oreover, I 

w ould  add  that even  though  w e shou ld  adm it A nne had  an 

o ther daugh ter besides the V irgin , it w ould  be m ore fitting  

to m ain ta in  that she w as the daugh ter of Joach im , ra ther  

than  fab ricate the sto ry  of A nne ’s second and  th ird  m ar

riage , so  inconsisten t w ith  her d ign ity , tem perance, and  

the love she m ust have had  fo r the B lessed  V irg in .

H ow ever, neither w ould  I consider true the possib ility  

that Joach im  had  ano ther daugh ter. F or alm ost all the  

early  F athers in their exp lanations of the first chap ter of 

M atthew  and  C hrist’s genealogy  either teach  or presum e  

that the B lessed V irg in  w as the on ly  daugh ter and  heir of 

her fa ther, Joach im ; and  th is is befitting  her d ign ity . F i

nally , if a  tab le of ages and  dates w ere carefu lly  w orked  

ou t, one cou ld  easily  see that S im on , one of the bro thers  

of the L ord , w ho  la ter succeeded Jam es as B ishop  of Jeru 

salem  and  w ho  accord ing  to  E useb ius 88 w as finally  m ar

ty red  in  the ten th  year of T rajan ’s re ign , at the age of one  

hundred  and  tw en ty . . .th is  S im on , I say , clearly  w ould  have  

been  qu ite a  few  years o lder than C hrist— a  fact in  open  

con trad ic tion  to  the preced ing  op in ion ; [nam ely , that he w as  

the son  of the B lessed V irg in ’s sister.] F or since  the  

B lessed  V irg in  conceived as soon  as she w as o ld  enough  to  

conceive , if S im on  w ere the son  of the  younger sister of the  

V irg in  he w ould necessarily  have been  conceived  after

eeE useb ius of C aesarea , H isto ria  ecclesiastica , m , 10 &  26 .
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C hrist. A lm ost the sam e argum ent can  be used  in  regard  

to Jam es w ho d ied  in  the seven th year of N ero ’s re ign , 

six ty -th ree  years after the b irth  of C hrist, if w hat 

E piphanius 67 says is true; nam ely , that he w as crow ned  

w ith m arty rdom  in  h is n inety -six th  year. A nd by alm ost  

the sam e argum ent one can  reach  the conclusion  that John  

the E vangelist w as no t the son  of the th ird  sister of the  

V irg in . F or he shou ld  have been  born  several years after 

C hrist; bu t it is clear that he d ied in  the beg inn ing  of the  

re ign  of T rajan , one hundred  years after the b irth  of C hrist, 

w hen  he w as already in  h is n inety -n inth  year. C onsequen t

ly , w ith  good reason  does T hom as68 re ject th is accoun t of 

the th ree daugh ters of A nne. E uthym ius69 , T heophy lus70 , 

Jansens71 , C anisiu s72 , and C ano 73 take the sam e position .

67E piphan ius, H aereses , 78 .

68A quinas, In ad G alatas , 1 , lec t. 5 .

69E uthym ius Z igabenus, In  Joannem , 9 .

70T heophy lus, In Joannem , 9 .

71C ornelius Jansens, C oncord ia , 143 .

72C anisius, D e B eata M aria , I, 4 , circa  finem .

73M elch io r C ano , D e locis theo log ic is , X I, 5 , ad 2 .

74E useb ius of C aesarea , H isto ria  ecclesiastica , H I, 11 .

W H O M  D O E S T H E  G O S P E L  C A L L  “B R O T H E R S  

O F C H R IS T ” A N D  IN  W H A T  S E N S E .

14 . F ourth , w e do  no t know  how  closely  those called  

“bro thers of C hrist” w ere re lated  to  H im  nor even w hether 

they  w ere real re latives by  b lood  or on ly  so considered . 

If w e are to  re ly  upon  hum an  h isto ry , the on ly conclusion  

w e can  arrive at is that these m en w ere though t to  be cous 

in s of C hrist on the side of Joseph, H is pu tative fa ther. 

T his is exp lained  as  fo llow s.

A ccord ing  to E useb ius 74 and  H egesippus, as I recounted  

above, C leophas w as the bro ther of Joseph , the spouse of 

the V irg in ; and S im on , the bro ther of the L ord , w as the son  

o f C leophas, as I proved  from  the sam e au thors. M ary , the  

m other of Jam es and Joseph, is iden tica l w ith the so -called  

M ary  of C leophas; fo r she  w as h is w ife . T herefore , as  

Joseph  w as though t to  be the fa ther of C hrist, in the sam e  

w ay C leophas cou ld  be considered  C hrist’s paternal uncle  

79



and  h is ch ildren  C hrist’s cousins. C onsequen tly , fo r th is  

reason  these cousins cou ld  be called “bro thers of C hrist.” 

T his op in ion and  exp lanation is draw n  from  m any  of the  

au thors already cited  and  from  C hrysostom 75 w ho says that 

Jam es the bro ther of the L ord  w as called  “bro ther of the  

L ord ” as Joseph  w as called  H is fa ther. H ow ever, I w onder  

w hy  C hrysostom  in  th is  passage num bers John  am ong the  

“bro thers of the L ord ” since in  the G ospel he is never g iv 

en  th is nam e. A ugustine78 too  approves th is exp lanation . 

T his also  helps us to  understand  w hy M ary  of Jam es w as  

called  the “sister” of the V irg in . F or, undoub ted ly , bo th  

w om en  w ere the w ives of tw o  bro thers. T herefo re , they  

w ere called  each  o thers ’ “sisters” .

77C lem ent of R om e, R ecogn itiones .

D IF F IC U L T Y .

15 . O n  the top ic under d iscussion  on ly  one d ifficulty  re 

m ains and  I m ust no t om it it here . In  the G ospel Jam es  

the L ess, the bro ther of the L ord , is called “Jam es of A l- 

phaeus.” F or th is reason  I m ainta ined  above that he w as  

A lphaeus ’ son . T herefore , how  can  I now  say  that he w as  

the son  of C leophas? A t th is po in t the kno tty  prob lem  

fo rces itse lf upon  us: W as Jam es of A lphaeus the sam e  

person  as Jam es the  bro ther  of the L ord , called  the “Just” , 

and  constitu ted  by  the A postles the first B ishop  of Jerusa 

lem . It is the op in ion  of very  prom inen t au thors that these  

w ere d istinct m en  and that, therefo re , there w ere no t ju st 

tw o  bu t th ree m en  called  by  the nam e of Jam es, tw o  from  

am ong  the tw elve A postles; Jam es of A lphaeus and  Jam es  

of Z ebedee, and  a  th ird  su rnam ed  “ the  Just and  bro ther of 

the L ord .”

T his op in ion  is draw n  from  C lem ent of R om e ’s 77 R ecog 

n itions in  w hich he often seem s to  d istingu ish  Jam es the  

bro ther of the L ord  from  the tw o A postles called  Jam es. 

B ut since  these books are considered  apocryphal, the op in 

ion  finds m ore clear and  probab le foundation  in  the

75C hrysostom , In A ctu A posto lo rum , 1 ; In  M atthaeum , 

H om . 5 .

78A ugustine , Q uestiones 17 in  evangelium  secundum  

M atthaeum , q . 17 .
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au thority of C lem ent h im self  w ho seem s to  include Jam es  

am ong the seven ty-tw o d iscip les  by  the w ords: “W e w ho  

w ere m ade w orthy  to  be w itnesses of H is com ing w ith  

Jam es the bro ther of the L ord , and  the o ther seven ty -tw o  

and the seven  deacons. ’*78

78C lem ent of R om e, C onstitu tiones A posto licae, Π , 59 .

79Ib id .,V I, 12 & 14 .

“E piphan ius, H aere  ses , 76 .

81D oro theus, S ynopsis .

82N icephorus the C onfesso r, B rev iarium  h isto ricum , Π , 44 .

“C yril of Jerusalem , C atacheses , 14 .

“ Jerom e, In Isa iam , 17 ; ha ad  G alatas , 1 .

85P ope A nacle tus, E pisto la decreta lis , 2 .

“P ope N icho las I, E pisto la  ad  rescrip ta  B ulgar  orum , 92

(quo ted  by  F rancisco  T orres in  a  scho lion  on  C lem ent,

V I, 10 , p . 81).

B ut th is last quo ted  cita tion  also  can  be  exp la ined . F or  

m ore clearly  in B ook  S ix does C lem ent lis t ind iv idually  the  

tw elve A postles and  am ong  them  Jam es of Z ebedee and  

Jam es of A lphaeus; and  thereafter he adds “Jam es the  

bro ther of the L ord  and  P au l.* 79 T he very  sam e th ing  is  

expressed  in  the M ass-fo rm ula em ployed  by  the E th iop ians  

in  one of the prayers of in tercession  th rough  the A postles  

and  o ther sain ts. E piphanius80 , D orotheus 81 , and N icephor- 

us82 held  th is op in ion . C yril of Jerusalem 83 im plies it; and  

Jerom e 84 ho lds it. Indeed , all seem  to  incline to it w ho  

m ain ta in  as C hrysostom , T heodore , T heophy lus, and  the  

o thers cited  above that Jam es the L ess w as the son  of 

A lphaeus, bu t Jam es the bro ther of the L ord , the son  of 

either Joseph or C leophas. P ope A nacletus85 * * also  favors  

th is op in ion  in  the passage w here he says that Jam es the  

bro ther of the L ord  w as ordained  the first B ishop  of Jeru 

salem  by  the A postles P eter, John, and  Jam es. A nacle tus, 

therefo re , ind icates that Jam es w as no t one of the A postles; 

fo r below  he adds that all the A postles had received  equal 

pow er from  C hrist. T hus, the com m on  op in ion  is that all 

w ere im m ediate ly  ordained  b ishops by C hrist or the H oly  

S pirit. T herefo re , Jam es w ho  w as ordained  by  the A pos

tles w as no t of the num ber of the A postles.

M oreover, the D ecree  fo r the B ulgars of P ope N icholas  

I88 favors th is op in ion  w hen it says that those C hurches 
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shou ld  be considered  as P atriarchal in  w hich it is clear  

the A postles had  their S ees; nam ely , “R om e, A lexandria , 

and  A ntioch* . F urther on the D ecree adds, “T he C hurch  

of Jerusalem  is also  to  be held in  honor.* T herefore , the  

P ope believed  that the Jam es w ho  had h is S ee there , had  

no t been  an  A postle . F inally , it w ould  seem  that th is posi

tion  can  be in ferred  from  I C orin th ians (15 :5 -8 ) w here P au l 

speak ing  of C hrist after the R esurrection  says: “A nd that 

he w as seen  by C ephas, and  after that by  the eleven . T hen  

w as he seen  by m ore  than  five hundred  breth ren  at once....  

A fter that, he w as seen  by Jam es, then  by  all the apostles. 

A nd last of all, he w as seen  also  by  m e, as by  one born  ou t 

of due tim e.* T hese w ords seem  to  m ark  off Jam es from  

the A postles. If th is  v iew  is correct, the d ifficu lty  referred  

to  is easily  so lved . F or since these w ere d ifferen t per

sons, although called  by  the sam e nam e, there is no th ing  

su rp rising  in their hav ing d ifferen t fa thers, nam ely , A l- 

phaeus and C leophas.

R E P L Y  T O  T H E A R G U M E N T S  O F T H E  

O P PO S IT E  O P IN IO N .

16 . T he o ther op inion  is that there  w ere on ly  tw o  d iscip 

les and A postles of the L ord called  Jam es; and , therefo re , 

Jam es the L ess and Jam es of A lphaeus, su rnam ed  “ the  

Just and  the bro ther of the L ord ,* A postle and  first B ishop  

of Jerusalem , w ere one and  the sam e person . W ithou t 

doub t, th is v iew  is m ore correct and  better established , as  

Jerom e  proves at leng th . E useb ius  ho lds th is position  

along  w ith  C lem ent of A lexandria  and Isidore . C hrysos

tom  agrees and  says that Jam es the bro ther of the L ord  

w as an A postle , that Jam es of A lphaeus w as stoned  by  the  

Jew s , and  that Jam es of A lphaeus and  Jude T haddaeus  

w ere bro thers.

87 88

89 90

91

92

93

37  Jerom e, A dversus H elv id ium .

“E useb ius of C aesarea, H istoria  ecclesiastica , Π , 1 . 

“ C lem ent of A lexandria , S trom ata , V I.

90Isido re of S ev ille , D e ortu  et ob itu P atrum .

91  C hrysostom , In  Jo  annem , H om . 47 .

“ C hrysostom , In  M atthaeum , H om . 42 .

“ Ib id ., H om . 33 .
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M oreover, th is op in ion can  be in ferred  first of all from  

P au l in  G alatians (1 :19) w here  he calls  Jam es the bro ther  

of the L ord  an A postle : “B ut o ther of the apostles I saw  

none, sav ing Jam es the bro ther of the L ord ” since  in  S crip 

tu re no  one is called  an  A postle excep t the T w elve  and  

P au l. M oreover, in G alatians (2 :9 ) P au l calls th is Jam es  

a p illar of the C hurch along  w ith  P eter and John  thereby  

ind icating  that he w as of the sam e  d ign ity  and  au thority . 

C onsequently , in  the C ouncil of the A postles (A cts 15 :13)  

Jam es pronoun ces sen tence  w ith  A posto lic au thority .

M oreover, our C anon ical E pistle  w ritten  by  Jam es w as  

w ithou t doub t w ritten  by  Jam es the B ishop of Jerusalem . 

T his is the com m on op in ion  of everyone as is clear from  

Jerom e 94 and  E useb ius.95 F or it w as w ritten  from  Jerusa

lem  to  the d ispersed Jew s; nevertheless, in  its title and in  

the C ouncil of T ren t9 ® Jam es the A postle is stated  as the  

au thor— a  fact fu rther confirm ed  by  Jerom e 97 and E piphan-  

iu s98 .

"Jerom e, D e v iris illu stribus, “Jacobus.*

95E useb ius of C aesarea , H isto ria ecclesiastica , Π , 22 .

"C ouncil of T ren t, S ession  4 .

97Jerom e, D ialogus con tra P elag ianos , Π .

"E p iphan ius, E pisto la  ad Joannem  H ieroso lym itanum .

"N icephorus the C onfesso r, B rev iarium  h isto ricum , Π , 40 .

T hird , especia lly  pressing  is the au thority  of the C hurch . 

S he celeb rates on ly  one feast of Jam es  the L ess and  says  

that he w as Jam es of A lphaeus, an  A postle , the bro ther  of 

the L ord , and  k illed  by  the Jew s w ith a  fu ller ’s m alle t.

F ourth , there is Jerom e ’s  argum ent that the G ospel 

calls them  “Jam es the L ess” and “Jam es the  G reat” so  

they  can  be  d istinguished  and  recogn ized . B ut th is re la 

tionsh ip  is betw een  tw o on ly . If there w ere m ore, they  

w ou ld  no t be su fficien tly  d ifferen tia ted  by  th is m eans. 

F inally , h isto ry  te lls us in  w hat prov inces the o ther A pos

tles preached , w here they d ied and  w ere crow ned w ith  m ar

ty rdom ; bu t of Jam es of A lphaeus w e read  no th ing  at all. 

(F or N icephorus ’ rem arks 99 are baseless and  lack au thor

ity .) T his om ission  ind icates  that it w as to  th is Jam es that 

the Jerusalem  C hurch  w as en trusted  and  that he rem ained  

there un til m arty rdom . T his Jam es, therefore , is iden tica l
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w ith  the  bro ther of the L ord , a  fact that can  be clearly  in

ferred  from  the accoun t of H egesippus  quo ted  by  N ice- 

phorus.100

100Ib id ., Π , 22Γ

101C hrysostom , In  Joannem , H om . 87 .

T hese argum ents if correctly  w eighed  are of greater 

w eigh t than  those proposed  fo r the opposite op in ion . F or  

the passage  from  P au l (I C orinth ians 15 :5 -8 ) does no t af

fect the case at all. F or after  the R esurrection  C hrist 

cou ld  appear now  to  Jam es alone and  now  to  all the A pos

tles together. A nd  th is is w hat P au l recoun ts. C onsequen t

ly , from  P au l one canno t in fer that Jam es  w as no t an A pos

tle . S o too  P au l says that C hrist appeared  to  P eter by  

h im self and  he la ter says that H e appeared  to  the A postles. 

C yril of Jerusalem , already  cited  on  th is passage, speaks  

in  the sam e w ay. Jerom e, indeed , corrects h is ow n  op in ion . 

T he passage  from  C lem ent of R om e is , perhaps, corrup t; 

fo r those books are  no t considered com plete and incorrup t 

in all particu lars. A nd  the o ther G reek  w riters cited  on  

th is passage do  no t carry  m uch  w eigh t in  h isto rical m at

ters. A nacle tus ’ rem ark  abou t Jam es ’ ord ination  shou ld  be  

understood  to refer no t to consecration  or the pow er of O r

ders, bu t to  the specia l appo in tm en t and  assignm ent w here

by  the C hurch of Jerusalem  w as en trusted  to the special 

care of the A postle Jam es so  that he becam e its proper and  

specia l B ishop . A ccord ing  to  C hrysostom 101 he d id  no t re 

ceive th is office im m ediately  from  C hrist bu t from  P eter. 

F inally , the passage  from  N icho las I te lls ra ther in  favor  

o f our position ; fo r he gran ts that the C hurch of Jerusalem  

w as a  patriarchal S ee, although he ranks the C hurch  of A n 

tioch  h igher because  of P eter ’s au thority .

R E P L Y .

17 . W ith the fo rego ing  op in ion  established , the proposed  

d ifficu lty can , in consequence, be  answ ered  in several w ays. 

F irst of all Jerom e fo llow ed by B ede m ain ta ins that it is  

probab le  that M ary  the m other of Jam es w as no t called  

“M ary  of C leophas”  because she w as h is w ife , bu t w as called  

so  because of her fa ther or fam ily . T his is no t a  very
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p leasing so lu tion ; fo r it has no  h isto rical basis and  is , 

m oreover, inconsisten t w ith the  passages cited  from  H ege

sippus and E useb ius. O thers, as C aesar B aron ius, m ain 

ta in  that the four bro thers of the L ord  lis ted  in  the G ospel 

w ere no t of one sing le fam ily  bu t that Jam es and Joseph  

w ere bro thers, the sons of A lphaeus and  M ary , w hereas 

S im on and Jude w ere the sons of the o ther M ary and C leo 

phas. B ut th is so lu tion  is also  d isp leasing both  because it 

is unfound ed and em ploys w ithou t reason  the d istinction  of 

the tw o  M arys, and  because Jude, the bro ther of the L ord , 

is considered  to  be the sam e person  as Jude the A postle , 

the au thor of the canonical E pistle , w ho  calls  h im self the  

“bro ther of Jam es.” T hus in  L uke (6 :16) Jude the A postle  

is called  “Jude of Jam es.”

It w ould  seem  that the d ifficu lty can  be answ ered in  

either one of tw o w ays. F irst, w e cou ld say that A lphaeus 

and C leophas w ere one and  the sam e person  under tw o  d if

feren t nam es, such as frequen tly occurs in  S crip ture , or  

that doub tless h is proper nam e w as A lphaeus and  h is su r

nam e C leophas after h is “clan  or fam ily ,” as Jerom e says. 

T his too  seem s to  be  w hat C hrysostom 102 , T heodore 103 , and  

T heophy lus 104 im ply  w hen they  say  that Jam es w as the son  

o f C leophas and  in  the G ospel is called  Jam es of C leophas. 

F or although  as far as the actual w ords go , he is never  

called  by  th is nam e; he is practica lly so  addressed w hen  

he is called  “Jam es of A lphaeus.”

102C hrysostom , In ad  G alatas , 1 .

103T heodore of C yrus, In ad  G alatas , 1 .

104T heophylus, In ad  G alatas , 1 .

105A quinas, h i ad  G alatas , 1 , lec t. 5 .

T he second  w ay  ou t of the d ifficu lty  is that th is M ary  

first w ed A lphaeus and  by  h im  bore Jam es and Joseph, bu t 

that la ter, w hen A lphaeus d ied , she m arried  C leophas and  

by  h im  had  S im on  .and  Jude. T hus it happened  that all w ere  

spoken  of as the sons of C leophas and consequen tly  bro th 

ers of the L ord  even  though  Jam es w as really  the natural 

son  of A lphaeus. T his w ay of exp la in ing  the prob lem  

p leases T hom as.105 It is probab le , although  no t certa in .
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B ut w hatever is said  on  th is po in t does no t affect that 

upon w hich  I have ch iefly  been  in ten t. F or regard less of 

w hat op in ion  is held  on  th is  question , it m ust be m ain ta ined  

that these  bro thers of the L ord  w ere sons neither of M ary  

nor  of Joseph  bu t on ly  real or pu tative k insm en  of C hrist.
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D IS P U T A T IO N V I

T H E V IR G IN IT Y O F T H E B L E S S E D V IR G IN  

IN S O F A R A S IT C O N C E R N S V IR T U E O F  

S O U L

A lthough  that aspect of v irg in ity w hich  is , as it w ere,  

its m ateria l elem en t perta ins  to  the body , nevertheless its  

fo rm , or perfection , as T hom as teaches1 , resides in  the  

sou l and  consists in  the w ill to  preserve in teg rity  and  

chastity . A nd although it is true that v irg in ity  itse lf is no t 

lo st by  the in ternal reso lve  of in tercourse  or of experienc

ing  the  sexual p leasu re  consequen t upon sexual activ ity  

bu t on ly w hen  that in ten tion  issues in  an  ex ternal act of  

th is natu re , nevertheless, by  such  an  in ten tion  there is  

lo st m uch  of the perfection and in teg rity  of the v irtue of 

v irg in ity  w hich resides in  the sou l. T herefore , to  the  

perfection  of th is v irtue perta ins a certa in  perpetual ele 

m ent and , as it w ere, steadfastness in  the w ill to  preserve  

v irg in ity . C onsequen tly , it rem ains  to  inqu ire  w hether as  

in  body  so  also in  sou l the M other of G od  possessed  the  

h ighest and m ost com plete perfection  of v irg in ity .

xA quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , Π -Π , q . 152 .
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S E C T IO N  I

W H E T H E R  T H E  B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  A L W A Y S  H A D  T H E  

R E S O L V E  O F  P R E S E R V IN G  V IR G IN IT Y

1 . I presuppose  that there is no  question  of an  in tended  

illic it act con trary  to chastity ; fo r F aith  w hich  teaches  that 

the V irg in  w as w ithou t sin  m ost clearly  teaches that she  

never v io lated  or d im in ished  the v irg in ity  of her sou l by a  

reso lve or desire  of th is k ind . T here is , therefo re , ques

tion  of a  m orally  good  and  perm issib le act of the w ill such  

as a  m aiden ’s w ill to con tract and consum m ate m arriage.  

F or  the heretics of our day say  that befo re  the concep tion  

o f her S on  the B lessed  V irg in in tended to  consum m ate m ar

riage and  fo r  th is reason  had  con tracted it, although  after

w ards acting  on  a revela tion  from  G od she changed  her  

m ind. T heir basic  position  is that such  a reso lve of never 

hav ing in tercourse  w ould  be, apart from  a  d iv ine d ispensa 

tion , against the law  of natu re: “Increase and  m ultip ly ’ 

(G enesis 1 :28). B ut th is starting  po in t is heretica l, con 

trary  to  the perfection  and the counsel of v irg in ity  taugh t 

by P au l (I C orinth ians  7), and against the natural law . F or  

that law  ob liges no  one  to  con tract m arriage excep t in  the  

ex trem ities of the com m on need . A part from  th is neces

sity  it is , speak ing  abso lu te ly , a m atter of counsel to  pre 

fer chastity  to m arriage.

2 . C onsequen tly , apart from  heresy , there can  seem  to  

be o ther grounds fo r doub t. F or, first of all, since the  

B lessed V irg in had  the in ten tion of con tracting m arriage  

and  therefo re  of g iv ing  to ano ther  dom in ion  over her  

body , she necessarily  also  had  as a  consequence the in 

ten tion  of rendering  the m arriage  deb t to  her spouse w hen  

he requested  it. F or accord ing  to  the law  of ju stice  the  

one necessarily  fo llow s upon  the o ther.

S econd , the V irgin ’s in ten tion shou ld  alw ays have  been  

d irected  no t on ly to  the m erely  lic it, bu t also  to  the better  
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good since alw ays w hatever she  perceived w as m ore  

p leasing  to  G od she m ade the ob ject of her  desires and  

reso lves. B ut in  that d ispensation , the in ten tion to rem ain  

a  v irg in  w as no t better. F or accord ing  to  T hom as1 , under 

the O ld L aw  m arriage  w as better than  v irg in ity . T his  

seem s especia lly  true  in  the case of those w om en  w ho  

w ere of the tribe of Juda  because  of the hope  fo r a M essiah . 

A ugustine1 2 says that in  those early  tim es ho ly m en  w ere  

under ob ligation  to use m arriage  to  propagate  the peop le  

of G od from  w hom  C hrist w as to be born . H e repeats the  

argum ent3 w hen  d iscussing  the w ords of D euteronom y  (25): 

“C ursed  be h im  w ho  has no t ra ised  up  seed  in  Israel”—  

w ords, how ever, w hich  are  no t in  the V ulgate ed ition . T hus, 

it seem s that such  a  reso lve  w ould  no t have been  lic it, 

since  the w om en  of that tim e  had  a  specia l precep t to  de 

vo te them selves to  ch ildbearing  as is clear from  E xodus  

(23 :26): “T here  shall no t be one fru itless nor barren  in  

thy  land,” and  D euteronom y (7 :14) “N o one shall be barren  

am ong you  of either sex ...”

1  A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , ΙΠ , q . 28 , a.4 .

2A ugustine , D e bono  con jugali, 9 .

’A ugustine , C ontra  F austum  M anichaeum , X IV , 13 .

4A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , ΙΠ , q . 28 , a.4 .

’P eter L om bard , L ibri S en ten tiarum , IV , d . 30 .

T H E  V IR G IN  A L W A Y S  H A D  T H E  IN T E N T IO N  O F  

P R E SE R V IN G  V IR G IN IT Y .

3 . I m ainta in , nevertheless/that the B lessed V irg in  

from  the tim e she atta ined  the  use of reason  had  the  firm  

and uncond itional reso lve  to  preserve  perpetual v irg in ity^  

T hom as  im plies  th is conclusion  w hen he says that the  

B lessed  V irg in “alw ays had  v irg in ity  in  desire.” H e is no t 

speak ing  of the im perfect desire, usually  called  “velle ity” ; 

fo r th is act is no t su fficien t fo r perfect v irg in ity  since of 

itse lf it does no t exclude the  opposite  act of the w ill; nor  

is there any reason  w hy  the  act shou ld  be im pu ted  to  the  

B lessed  V irg in  w ith  th is im perfection . T herefo re , the  

sub ject of d iscussion is a  delibera te  act of the  w ill and  

efficacious love of chastity on  the  part of the V irg in . T his  

is the op in ion  taugh t by  the M aster of the S en tences , 

4

5
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B onaven tu re", S co tus* 7 , the C ollecto rium  of G abriel B iel8  *, 

R ichard  of S t. V icto r** , John  M ayor10  *, D urandus11 , S oto 12 , 

A lfonso T ostado13 , H enry of G hent14 , A lbert the  G reat15 , 

and H ugh  of S t. V icto r16 . In  the  fo llow ing  section  I shall 

prove th is from  S crip tu re and the F athers; now  I em ploy  

reason  alone.

“B onaven tu re, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , a. 2 , q . 2 .

7  S co tus, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 , a. 2 .

“G abrie l B iel, C ollecto rium  in  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 1 , 

a. 2 , post 6 conclus.

•R ichard  of S ain t V icto r, In  IV  S en tentiarum , d . 30 , a. 2 , q . 1 .

10John M ayor, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 4 .

uD urandus, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 .

^D om in ic S oto , In  IV  S en tentiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 , a. 2 , ad 1 .

lsA lfonso T ostado , In  M atthaeum , 1 , q . 30 .

“H enry  of G hent, Q uodlibetales , IX , q . 11 .

13A lbert the  G reat, D e B eata  M aria .

“H ugh  of S ain t V icto r, D e perpetua  v irg in itate M ariae , 1 .

17A m brose, D e V irg in ibus , Π .

F irst, the m ost perfect degree of the  v irtue of chastity  

and  v irg in ity  shou ld  be attribu ted  to  the B lessed  V irg in . 

F or th is becom es the M other of G od  as the un iversal 

C hurch  and  her ho ly  D octo rs perceive; especially , since  

nex t to  C hrist she w as to  be  the m ost perfect exem plar of 

bo th  ex terior and in terio r chastity , as A m brose 17 beau ti

fu lly  exp la ins. B ut the reso lve of preserv ing  perpetual 

v irg in ity perta ins to  such  perfection . T herefo re.

S econd, from  ch ildhood  the B lessed  V irg in  w as m oved , 

as w e have seen , by  the H oly S pirit to  love that w hich  

w as better and m ore p leasing  to  G od  and  as far as she  

w as ab le  to  accom plish  it. B ut accord ing  to  the  testim ony  

of S L P au l (I C orin th ians 7) v irg in ity  is , abso lu te ly  speak 

ing , better  and m ore p leasing  to G od. P au l cites reasons  

w hich m ost ap tly  app ly to  the  B lessed  V irg in ; nam ely ,  that 

a  v irg in  alw ays th inks on  the  th ings of the L ord , that she  

is body and  sou l com pletely  ded icated  to G od, and  does no t 

have a  d iv ided heart, etc . T herefo re , w e m ust believe  that 

under th is in fluence  of the H oly S pirit the  V irg in  loved  th is  

sta te  and  reso lved  to em brace it.
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O B JE C T IO N .

4 . O ne w ill ob ject that perhaps at that tim e it w as no t 

better to  preserve  v irg in ity ; fo r, although  in itse lf v irg in ity  

is better, nevertheless, at that tim e it w as fo rb idden .

R E P L Y .

5 . F or th is reason  som e  th ink  that befo re she learned  

by  a  specia l revela tion  that it w as p leasing  to  G od  that she  

preserve perpetual v irg in ity , the B lessed  V irg in  never  

conceived  an  abso lu te reso lve to abstain  from  the acts of 

m arriage  bu t had  on ly  a cond itional desire  to  preserve  

v irgin ity  if she knew  it w ere  p leasing  to  G od. A nd  th is  

they  th ink  w as T hom as ’  op in ion . B ut if you  shou ld  ask  

w hen  the B lessed  V irg in  began  to realize  that her  v irg in ity  

p leased  G od, they  are  no t ab le to  g ive any certa in  or w ell- 

founded  answ er. T herefo re, even  w ere I to  adm it that the  

V irg in  w as no t ab le to  have th is abso lu te reso lve  w ithou t

18

“A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , m , q . 28 , a. 4 .

a  d iv ine revela tion  by  w hich  she  perceived  either that G od  

had  d ispensed  her from  the ob ligation  of the law  w hich  then  

ob liged all to  procreate ch ild ren  or that fo r o ther reasons  

th is law  d id no t b ind  her, still, one w ould  be  ob liged  to  

m ain ta in  that the  B lessed  V irg in had  th is revela tion  from  

the beg inn ing , from  the m om ent she  w as ab le to  consider  

m aturely  chastity  and  her sta te  in  life .

F or it is certain  that she had m ade th is abso lu te reso lve  

of v irg in ity  befo re the  m essage of the  angel. T his is ind i

cated  by  the w ords “H ow  shall th is be  done, because  I  know  

no t m an?* (L uke 1 :34), w ords w hich  w e shall consider 

la ter on . L ogically , therefo re , one m ust adm it that she  

received  that revelation  befo re the announcem ent of the  

angel, if the revela tion  w as needed fo r her to  m ake her  

reso lve licitly . C onsequen tly , since  there is no m ore  

reason  fo r favoring  one tim e ra ther than  ano ther, it is  

also  m ore log ical to  say  that she had  th is revela tion  from  

the beg inn ing ra ther  than  from  any  la ter m om ent since  

th is regards  the  V irg in ’s greater perfection  and  there is  

no reason  to  doubt such  an  occurrence. T his conclusion  

is no t w ithou t confirm ation . F or o therw ise , if there  had  
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been  a law  ob lig ing  procreation , and  the  V irg in  fo r som e  

tim e though t she w as ob liged by  that law , she ough t to  have  

had  the in ten tion  of observ ing  that law  as she d id  o thers; 

and  thus during  that period  she w ould have had  the in tention  

of generating ch ild ren  ra ther than  of preserv ing  v irg in ity . 

C onsequen tly , one cou ld say  that g iven  th is w ill and in ten 

tion  she con tracted  m arriage  and rem ained in  that attitude  

un til she afterw ards perceived  the w ill of G od. A ll of 

these  considera tions greatly  detract from  the perfection  

of her v irg in ity .

IN  T H E  O L D  L A W  T H E R E  W A S N O  P R E C E PT  

F O R B ID D IN G  C H A S T IT Y .

6 . H ow ever, I fu rther m ain ta in  that in  the O ld L aw  

there w as no  precep t ob lig ing  each  and all to  beget ch ild ren  

or  fo rb idd ing  chastity . T his tru th  can  clearly  be  gathered  

from  Jerom e  and  the o ther F athers w hom  I shall quo te  

shortly . It is taugh t by  A lfonso T ostado ,  S oto , and  M edina. 

It is proved  first of all, by  the fact that either th is w as a  

natural precep t —  bu t th is is no t true , since at that tim e  

the hum an  race w as already  su fficien tly  propagated ; and  

even  though  m any m igh t observe v irg in ity , o thers cou ld  

su ffic ien tly conserve and  increase the peop le of G od and  

the hum an  race— or it w as a  positive  d iv ine  precep t proper  

to  the L aw --bu t th is is no t true, since no  such  precep t is  

found  in  the w hole L aw . F or the testim ony  of E xodus  (23 :26) 

and  D euteronom y (7 :14) do no t con ta in  a precep t bu t a  

prom ise . F or as G od  prom ised  to  that carnal peop le ra in  

in  season  and  the  fru its of the earth  if they  kep t the L aw , 

so  d id  H e prom ise the procreation  of their ch ild ren . T hus  

D euteronom y (7 :14) after the  w ords: “N o one shall be bar

ren  am ong you  of either sex ...” adds “neither of m en  nor  

cattle .” H ow ever, a  precep t cou ld  no t be im posed upon  

beasts. M oreover, all the  w ords in  th is passage and  even  

in  the section  w hich  precedes it, con tain  tem poral  prom ises.

19

20

19Jerom e, C ontra  Jov in ianum , L

“A lfonso  T ostado , In L eviticum , c. 30 , q . 32 .

F inally , one m igh t m ake th is observation  on  the passage: 

that it is one th ing  no t to  be sterile ; no t to  refrain  from  

w edlock  is som eth ing else . T he  la tter can  be  sub ject 
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m atter fo r a  precep t since it is w ith in  the pow er of m an; 

the fo rm er canno t be com m anded  since it is no t w ith in  

the pow er of m an ’s w ill bu t is either a  natu ral or a specia l 

g ift of G od. T hus in  E xodus (23 :26) after  the w ords: “T here  

shall no t be one fru itless nor barren  in  thy  land ,” G od adds: 

“ I w ill fill the  num ber of thy  days ” so  that w e m igh t under

stand  that bo th  w ere prom ises of a  d iv ine g ift. S o , too , fo r  

ju st the opposite reason  G od also th reatened  sterility  to  

those w ho  transgressed the L aw . H ence the say ing in  the  

O ld L aw  w hich the F athers som etim es quo te: “C ursed is  

the sterile m an  w ho does no t m ake seed  in  Israel”— as  

can  be read in  Jerom e 21 and A ugustine22 . T his m ust be  

understood in  the w ay  in  w hich  sterility is opposed  to  

fertility ; nam ely  as a pun ishm ent, or in  the sense  of 

D euteronom y  (25 :5 -10) that a  bro ther unw illing to m arry  

the w ife of h is dead bro ther to ra ise  up h is seed  w as  

branded  w ith  a certa in  in fam y. T herefo re , there is no  

basis fo r asserting  a  precep t of th is k ind .

21Jerom e, In  Isa iam , 56 .

22A ugustine , C ontra F austum  M anic  hae  um , X IV , 13 .

23A ugustine , In Isa iam , 56 .

24Jerom e, In  Isaiam , 56 .

“C yril of A lexandria , In  Isa iam , V .

“B ernard , In  “m issus est” , H om . 3 .

^A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , Π Ι, q . 28 , a. 4 .

T his is confirm ed  by  the fact that in Isa ias (56 :4 -5 )G od  

prom ises to  the “eunuchs” , that is to  the  v irgins and  those  

observ ing  chastity  w ho at the  sam e tim e keep  the o ther 

d iv ine com m ands, “an  everlasting  nam e and a better p lace  

in  h is house.” T his is the exp lanation  of A ugustine23 , 

Jerom e24 , and  C yril of A lexandria25 . T herefo re, v irg in ity  

is no t against the w ill or com m and of G od. M oreover, ac 

cord ing  to  B ernard 26 the passage ind icates that sterility  

w as no  d ishonor befo re  G od, although  am ong the peop le of 

that race it w as considered som ew hat d isg racefu l. N or  

d id T hom as27 p lain ly  teach  that th is precep t ex isted in the  

O ld L aw , although  in h is rep ly  to the  first d ifficu lty he  

does have the w ords: “It seem ed  to be  fo rb idden  by law  

no t to  take care  to  leave seed upon  the earth .” In  these  
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w ords he m akes no  unqualified  assertion ; bu t says that it 

cou ld have appeared so  since  such  a precep t is in  a  w ay  

h in ted  at and  seem s consonan t w ith  the sta te of the L aw  

and its prom ises. C onsequen tly , although  in  T he S en tences 28 

T hom as speaks in  alm ost the sam e w ay as he  does here ,29 

nevertheless, in  ano ther passage in  T he S en tences 30 he  

p lain ly  teaches that after the su ffic ien t propagation  of m an 

k ind  and  the race w hich  w orsh ipped  G od, one w ould no t sin  

w ho under the M osaic L aw  preserved  v irg in ity since such  

a  person  w ould no t be go ing  against bu t beyond  the precept

T H O SE  IN  T H E O L D  L A W  W H O  W E R E Z E A L O U S  

F O R  V IR G IN IT Y .

7 . F rom  the fo rego ing  I in fer that it w as no t on ly lic it 

fo r the B lessed V irg in  apart from  a  specia l revela tion  to  

have the firm  and abso lu te in ten tion  of preserv ing  v irg in ity  

bu t that th is w as the better and m ore adv isab le  th ing. T his  

is proved  by the fact that although in  the sta te of in teg rity  

the state  of con tinence w ould no t have been  better (fo r at 

that tim e w hat I m igh t call the an im al actions and  the bur

dens of m arriage and ch ild ren  w ould  have been  no  h indrance  

at all to  sp iritual perfection — as T hom as th inks ); never

theless, in  the sta te  of fa llen  hum an  natu re  v irg in ity is of 

its very  natu re superio r and m ore desirab le  as a m oral  

good . F or it m ore pow erfu lly  draw s m an  aw ay  from  sen 

sib le love and  p leasu re and earth ly  cares and  w orries. 

T herefo re , since  there w as no  specia l proh ib ition against 

v irg in ity  in  the O ld L aw , v irg in ity  w as of its  very natu re  

the better and m ore adv isab le th ing , especially  after  the  

chosen  peop le had been  su ffic ien tly  propagated . C onse 

quen tly , even  fo r the B lessed  V irg in  th is w as the better  

and m ore perfect th ing . F or it m akes no d ifference  that 

she w as, as it w ere, in  the sta te of in teg rity  and  therefo re  

cou ld  g ive herself w ithou t any sp iritual h indrance  to  the  

acts  of carnal generation . T his, I say , w ould no t keep  the  

preservation  of v irgin ity  from  being  fo r her the better

31

A quinas, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 , a. 1 , ad 1 .

»  A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , Π Ι, q . 28 , a. 4 . 

3°A quinas, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 32 , a. 2 , ad 2 . 

31A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , I, q . 98 , a. 2 , ad 3 .
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th ing, since v irg in ity  is of itse lf, and  by reason  of its ob 

jec t, better although  perhaps no t necessary  fo r the V irg in  

because of her special g ifts of grace .

S im ilarly , the  B lessed  V irg in  had no need  to  afflict and  

m ortify  her flesh  in  order  to  observe chastity ; and yet it 

is certa in  that she em ployed corporal afflic tions as som e 

th ing in  them selves better, o ther th ings being equal, and  

m ore consonan t w ith  the state of fa llen  natu re . M oreover, 

she d id  th is because  although  she lacked  the spark  of con 

cup iscence, she had  a  corrup tib le  body capab le  of being  

w eighed dow n  and  burdened by bod ily  labors and cares. 

O n th is accoun t the sta te  of v irg in ity  w as better fo r her, 

even  fo r her sp iritual perfection . F inally , although  she  

en joyed a  specia l priv ilege , nevertheless, she perhaps d id  

no t alw ays realize the fact, and  therefo re  fo rever reso lved  

upon w hat is of itse lf better fo r w eak  and  fa llen  m an. M ost 

of all fo r the sake of o thers it behooved  her to settle upon  

that type  of life w hich  in itse lf w ould be m ore excellen t-  

ju st as w e have seen  in  the case of C hrist O ur L ord  W ho  

w as even  freer from  all concup iscence.

T he tru th  of our  position  is confirm ed  by  the fact that 

m any ho ly m en in  the O ld  L aw  observed  v irg in ity  as som e

th ing  m ore excellent. Ignatius of A ntioch 32 certifies  th is  

of Jerem ia , E lias, and  o thers. A m brose33 also m entions  

E lias; and  John  D am ascene 34 * * adds the th ree  young m en to  

th is num ber, in  a  passage  w herein  he  fitly  rem arks of 

D aniel’s body  that it w as so  “hardened  by  v irg in ity  that the  

tee th  of the beasts w ere unab le to  fasten  upon  it." Jerom e  

too m akes th is observation 38 and  classes D aniel am ong  

the v irg ins.38 M oreover, it is clear that John  the B aptist 

observed  v irg in ity ; and  yet he w as  considered  by  the Jew s  

a m an of ou tstand ing  ho liness and perfection . E piphan ius 37 

m akes the sam e  observation  abou t Jam es the bro ther of 

32Ignatius of A ntioch , E pisto la  ad  P hilippenses .

33A m brose , D e v irg in ibus , I, in  princip io .

34John  D am ascene, D e  fide orthodoxa , IV , 25 .

“ Jerom e, C ontra  Jov in ianum , L

“ Jerom e, In  Jerem iam , P ro logus.

^E piphan ius, H aereses , 30 .
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the L ord  and  says at that tim e “even  the Jew s esteem ed  

v irg in ity .” M oreover, w e know  from  Josephus38 : that 

am ong  the Jew s the E ssenes had a great repu ta tion  fo r  

sanctity  and  am ong  o ther reasons, because they  observed  

perpetual chastity .

38Josephus, A ntiqu ita tes , Χ Π Ι, 8 ; D e bello Judaico , Π .

39A ugustine , D e bono  con jugali , 9 ; C ontra F austum  

M anichaeum , X IV , 13 .

40A ugustine , D e bono  con jugali, 22 ; C ontra F austum  

M anichaeum , X X X H , 10 .

A ugustine never den ied  the lice ityo f  v irg in ity  in  the O ld  

L aw  bu t says that in  those  early  ages of the hum an race it 

behooved  “ho ly m en  to m ake use of the righ ts of m arriage  

at  least  to  the  ex ten t that  w as  requ isite  in  order  to  propagate  

the peop le of G od  from  w hom  the  S av ior  w ould  be born .” 39 

N ever, how ever, d id  he say that it w ould no t have been  

m ore adv isab le fo r m any  to  observe v irg in ity  especia lly  

at that period  w hen  the O ld L aw  had already  been  of long  

stand ing  and  the peop le of G od had been  su ffic ien tly  pro 

pagated . H e ind icates40 that a bro ther w as ob liged at that 

tim e to  ra ise  up  seed  fo r h is dead  bro ther. H ow ever, it is  

no t necessary  to  understand  th is as a  precep t properly  

speak ing since there w as none in  the L aw . N or w as it so  

to be understood as to  fo rb id  absten tion  from  m arriage. 

B ut if a  bro ther  d id  desire to  m arry , perhaps it w ould  be  

m ore  adv isab le  fo r h im  to  take the w ife of h is bro ther.

T herefo re , there cou ld  have been  abso lu te ly  no obstacle  

to preven t the B lessed  V irg in  from  alw ays hav ing loved  

and reso lved upon  the preservation of v irg in ity m ore ef

ficaciously  than  any o ther save C hrist alone.

O B JE C T IO N — R E P L Y .

8 . B ut som eone finally  w ill say  that the V irg in  cou ld  

fear that her v irg in ity w ould  preven t the com ing  of the  

M essias if perhaps H is M other w as supposed  to have been  

born  of her. B ut there is no reason  w hy th is fear shou ld  

have kep t her from  her reso lve of v irg in ity . F or she w as  

m ost pruden t and  w ise and  therefore  realized  that it w as  

her function  to love and  choose w hat w as m ore  perfect. 

N or cou ld  the  d iv ine prov idence  and  prom ise  thereby  be  

obstructed  since if any th ing  else  w ere d iv inely  ordained ,
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it w as easy  fo r G od  to  change her w ill and  in sp ire  ano ther 

course of action . M oreover, she experienced  that she  w as  

being  d irected  by  a specia l prov idence of the H oly  S pirit; 

especia lly  in  w hatever pertained to  ho liness and perfection . 

T hus, she d id  no t doub t that the love of v irg in ity  w ith  w hich  

she w as on  fire w as from  the H oly  S pirit; and if any th ing  

else w ere to be m ore p leasing  to G od, she  trusted  that she  

w ould be  taugh t and governed  by  H im  ju st as she had ex 

perienced during  the w hole span  of her life . F inally , since  

she w as versed  in  the S crip tu res, she  w ell knew  that 

C hrist w ould  be  bom  of a  v irg in . T herefo re , she  cou ld  

ju st as w ell fear that by  lo sing  her v irg in ity  she w ould  

h inder the com ing  of C hrist. S ince  she w as hum ble and  

pruden t, she d id  no t pay atten tion  to  any  of these  th ings  

bu t w as in ten t on  the greater perfection w hich  is found in  

v irg in ity . A s a resu lt, no th ing can  be  found  or im ag ined  

to keep her back  from  the reso lve of v irg in ity .

9 . T hese rem arks have su ffic ien tly  d isposed of the  

second source of doub t proposed  at the beg inn ing  of th is  

section . T he  first d ifficu lty  w ill m ore conven ien tly  be  

answ ered in  the  fo llow ing  section . H ere I m ain ta in  on ly  

that the resolve  to consum m ate m arriage is no t of the es 

sence of m arriage as A ugustine  and  the chap ter  in  

G ratian  po in t ou t. H ow  the lack  of th is in ten tion is no t 

against ju stice , w ill be show n in  a section  and  d isputa tion  

fu rther on .

41

42

41A ugustine , D e bono  con jugali , 25 .

42G ratian , D ecreta , Π , C . 27 , q . 2 , c. 2 , “S uffic ia t.*

S E C T IO N  Π

W H E T H E R T H E  B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  C O N FIR M E D  B Y  V O W  

H E R  R E S O L V E  T O  P R E S E R V E V IR G IN IT Y  A N D  W H E N

S H E D ID  S O

1 . H eretics w ho  deny the reso lve, re ject even  m ore  

strenuously  any  vow ; bu t there  is no reason  w hy w e  shou ld  

d ispu te  w ith  them  any  fu rther. O f C atho lics w ho  deny  the
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vow , the  den ia l is usually  ascribed  to  M aster M artin .1 B ut 

in  the passage cited  he says on ly that M ary decided  either  

by  vow  or by sim ple  decision  of m ind  that she w ould  ob 

serve perpetual v irg in ity . A lthough  in th is  passage he does  

no t decide on  one alternative , at least he does no t re ject 

either. M oreover, in h is fo llow ing  pages he speaks  w ith  

such  devo tion  and  learn ing  abou t M ary ’s v irg in ity that he  

seem s ra ther to  affirm  the vow . T herefo re , there is no  

d ispu te am ong  C atho lics w hether or no t M ary vow ed  v ir

g in ity . T hat, w e can  take fo r gran ted  here, because it w ill 

im m ediate ly  be proved  in  the d iscussion  abou t the  tim e at 

w hich she  took  th is  vow . H ence the w hole d ispu te tu rns  

upon  the  tim e  w hen she  took  it.

iM aster M artin , D e T em peran tia , q . 5 , de  v irg in itate .

2D om in ic S oto , In IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 , a. 2 , ad  2 .

’D urandus, In IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 .

4A lfonso  T ostado , In  M atthaeum , 1 , q . 30 .

’G ratian , D ecreta , Π , C . 27 , q . 1 .

6Jerom e, D e v iris illu stribus , “T iberianus” .

2 . T he first op in ion  is that she pronounced  the  vow  

together  w ith Joseph  after hav ing  con tracted m arriage  w ith  

h im , and no t befo re . T his  w as the  op in ion  of S oto .  

D urandus  leaves  the m atter doub tfu l. A lfonso  T ostado

i2

3 4

is also cited . T he basis of th is  op in ion is that such  a  vow  

pronounced  befo re m arriage w ould  at least preven t the  

m arriage  from  being  con tracted  lic itly since “fo r those  

vow ing  v irg in ity no t on ly m arriage  bu t even  the w ish  to  

m arry is w orthy  of condem nation .’ 5 T hus Jerom e 6 speak 

ing  of T iberianus rep rehends  h im  because “ like a  dog  go ing  

back  to its vom it he gave in  m arriage  h is daugh ter, a  v ir

g in  vow ed to C hrist.” C onfirm ation  can be draw n  from  the  

fact that at that tim e her vow  d id  no t concern a  greater  

good . B ut th is confirm ation is w ithou t fo rce as w ill be  

ev iden t from  w hat w as said  in  the preceed ing  section .

3 . T he second  op in ion  d istingu ishes betw een an  uncond i

tional and  a cond itional vow  and  affirm s that befo re  the  

m arriage  con tract, indeed  even  from  the  tim e she atta ined  

the use  of reason  the B lessed  V irg in  pronounced  the vow  
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of v irg in ity  w ith  the prov iso  that G od  d id no t decree  o ther

w ise fo r her. B ut her uncond itional vow  she m ade on ly  

after her espousal to Joseph . T his is the op in ion  held by  

T hom as bo th  here 7 and  in  h is C om m entary  on  the S en 

tences.8 It is fo llow ed  by  C apreo lus9 , P eter P aludanus,10 

R ichard of S t. V icto r,11 and John  M ayor.12 S oto  professes  

to  ho ld  the sam e  position  bu t by h is exp lanation practically  

subverts it and changes its m eaning  en tire ly  by under

stand ing  a cond itional vow  as the desire to m ake a  vow . 

H ow ever, no t a  few  o ther w riters take the opposite  ex trem e  

and  so  exp la in  the vow  as practica lly  to  adm it that it w as  

uncond itional from  the  beg inn ing . T he v iew  of A ugustine 

expressed  in  the chap ter “B eata M aria...” 13 is cited  no  

less fo r one side of the question  than  fo r the o ther. B ut 

that chap ter is no t to  be found in  the w orks of A ugustine , 

and it speaks so  vaguely as to  fit any  op in ion.

T H E  N U M B E R  A N D  K IN D S O F  C O N D IT IO N A L  

V O W S .

4 . In exp la in ing  bo th  the op in ion  of T hom as and the  

prob lem  itse lf atten tion shou ld  be paid  to  the fact that one  

can  understand in  tw o  d ifferen t w ays a  vow  w ith  the cond i

tion  “ if it shall p lease  G od.” F irst, it can  be understood  

as a cond ition  w hich  suspends the ob ligation of the vow  

un til the cond ition is fu lfilled : that is , that the B lessed  

V irg in vow ed  to  preserve  v irg in ity  as soon  as G od  w ould  

reveal to her that th is w as H is good  p leasu re . S uch  seem s  

to  have been  S oto ’s understand ing  of th is cond ition  since  

such  a  vow  d iffers little from  the desire of a vow . A nd  

although  such  a  vow  tru ly  adds som eth ing , nevertheless, 

in itse lf it is no t a  pruden t th ing  so  to  take a  vow  as to

’A quinas, S um m a  T heo log ica , Ε Π , q . 28 , a. 4 . 

“A quinas, In IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 , ad 1 . 

’C apreo lus, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 1 . 

10P eter P aludanus, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 . 

u R ichard  of S ain t V icto r, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , a. 1 ,

q . 2 .

^John  M ayor, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 4 .

13cf. G ratian , D ecreta , Π , C . 27 , q . 2 , c. 3 , “B eata  M aria .*  
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m ake it depend  upon  a cond ition  and , as it w ere, expect a  

fu tu re revela tion  from  G od. T herefo re , it is no t likely  

that th is w as w hat T hom as m eant; nor can  w e pruden tly  

attribu te such  a prov iso  to the V irg in . F or tru ly , such  a 

m anner of tak ing  a  vow  seem s to  be a  w ay  of tem pting  

G od  and  of search ing  too inqu isitively in to  H is w ill. E s 

pecia lly  w ould th is be  true if the sub ject m atter of such  a  

vow  w ere at the tim e fo rb idden . F or it w ould  be as if 

som eone shou ld  now  vow  to com m it su ic ide if G od w ould  

reveal that th is p leased  H im . B ut if, perhaps, it be m ain 

ta ined  that the B lessed  V irg in  took  a  vow  in  that w ay at 

the specia l in stigation  or revela tion  of the H oly S pirit and  

because from  great fam iliarity  w ith G od she w as accus

tom ed to  these  d iv ine revela tions and  fe lt that she w as in  a 

un ique m anner ru led  by G od in  alm ost all particu lars--if 

th is, I say , shou ld  be m ain ta ined , it w ould be w ithou t any  

so lid reason and  bu t sheer specu la tion . It w ould be m ore  

appropriate  to  say  that from  the  very  beginning the B lessed  

V irg in learned  from  the sam e H oly  S pirit that her v irg in ity  

p leased H im  and , therefo re , at once consecrated  it by vow .

A  cond ition  can  be understood in a second w ay, w hich  

does no t suspend  the ob ligations  of a  vow , bu t w hich, as it 

w ere, lim its the vow  “un til it is clear that G od  w ants  

som eth ing  else.” T he sense of such  a cond ition  w ould be: 

I vow  and  ob lige m yself to  preserve v irg in ity so long  as  

G od  does no t reveal to m e  that som eth ing  else p leases  

H im . T his w ay  of m aking  a  vow  is in  itse lf a good  one; 

and if the cond ition  be  exp lic itly  stated , it ind icates a  sou l 

perfectly  subm issive  to G od. M oreover, on th is coun t such  

a  cond ition , accord ing  to  the  teach ing  of P eter P aludanus, 

perhaps adds som e perfection; nam ely , a  specia l act of 

obed ience. H ow ever, even  if th is cond ition  w ere  no t added , 

by  its very  natu re  it is im plic itly included  in  every  vow . 

C onsequen tly , such  a cond itional vow  actually  d iffers little  

from  an uncond itional vow .

T H E  V IR G IN  T O O K  A N  U N C O N D IT IO N A L  V O W  

O F  C H A S T IT Y  B E F O R E T H E  C O N C E P T IO N  O F  

H E R  S O N -O B JE C T IO N -R E P L Y .

5 . H aving  estab lished  these  prem ises so  as to  beg in  

from  w hat is m ore  certa in , I m ain ta in  first of all that the



B lessed  V irg in  took  an  unconditional and  perfect vow  of 

chastity befo re the concep tion of her S on . T hom as af

firm ed  th is in h is rep ly  to  the first ob jection 14 ; and o ther  

theo log ians m entioned  in  the prev ious section  and  soon  to  

be cited  again  agree  on  the po in t. M oreover, it can  be  

draw n  from  G ratian 15 * and  from  the ho ly  F athers w hom  I  

shall at once quo te .

14A quinas, S um m a T heolog ica , Π Ι, q . 28 , a. 4 , ad  1 .

15G ratian , D ecreta , C . 27 , q . 2 , c. 2 , “S uffic ia t” and c. 3 , 

“B eata M aria”

“A ugustine , D e sancta  v irg in ita te , 4 ; S erm o  24  de N ativ ita te .

17B ernard , S erm o 4  de  A ssum ptione , circa  finem .

“B ernard , In “m issus est” , H om . 4 .

“A m brose , In L ucam , IL

20A nselm , H o  m ilia , IX .

F irsto f  all, it is based  on  the w ords of the V irg in  her

self w hen she rep lied  to  the angel w ho  announced she  

w ould conceive a son : “H ow  shall th is be done, because I 

know  no t m an? ” (L uke 1 :34). T hese w ords do  no t ind icate  

doub t, as w e have d iscussed  at leng th  against the heretics, 

bu t clearly  show  that no t on ly had  the V irg in  fo rm ed  a  

reso lve  no t to  know  m an, bu t also  that she w as so  bound  

or im peded  that she cou ld  no t licitly  do  so . F or even  

though  up to that tim e she had no t know n m an —  even  sup 

posing  she had  fo rm ed  the reso lu tion  —  yet if it w ere still 

com plete ly  w ith in  her d iscre tion  to  know  m an  lic itly  by her  

ow n  free cho ice, there w ould have been  no reason  w hy she  

shou ld  so  anx iously ask : “H ow  shall th is be done? ”  

(L uke 1 :34). F or the angel cou ld  easily have rep lied  to  

her that she w as free to  know  m an  in  order to  conceive a  

son . T herefo re , the m eaning  of these  w ords is “I do  no t 

know  m an;” that is , it is no t perm issib le  fo r m e to know  

h im , nor is th is any  longer up  to m y  w ill.

F rom  such  an  understanding  of these w ords A ugustine 18 

deduces the ex istence of a  vow . B ernard  says that by these  

w ords the V irg in  d isclosed  “an  in flexib le reso lve of chas

tity ,” 17 that she w as no t in  doub t bu t sough t fo r a w ay w hich  

w ould no t con trad ic t her v irg in ity .18 A m brose 19 had  pre 

v iously  declared  the sam e although  no t as straigh tfo rw ard ly .  

S im ilarly  A nselm  in  h is hom ily 20 on  the  G ospel tex t: “Jesus  
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en tered in to a certa in  tow n ” (L uke 10 :38) w hile considering  

the w ords (“H ow  shall th is be done” ] rem arks that the  

B lessed  V irg in  w as su rp rised  because “she certa in ly  

knew  that she  w ould  never know  m an.” H ere she ind icates 

that she had a  d iv ine revela tion ; and in  ano ther passage  he  

declares even  m ore open ly  the presence of a  vow : “ the  

M other of G od  consecrated her v irg in ity  to  G od.” 21 B ede  

is of the sam e op in ion  w hen he says the B lessed V irg in  

“show ed  by  that w ord the reso lve in  her m ind , fo r she w ho  

w as the first of all w om en  to  do  so had  bound  herself to  

that great v irtue ,” 22 that is , to  v irg in ity . H ere by  the use  

of the w ords “bound  herself” B ede ind icates her vow . B ut 

the m ost clear and  beau tifu l sta tem en t is that of G regory  

of N yssa 23 w hom  I shall shortly  m ention . H eretics  de 

sp ising  the  F athers,  dodge in  various w ays the fo rce  of th is  

passage by  say ing  that the V irg in  d id  no t ask  abou t the  

m anner  of her concep tion  bu t either doub ted , or struck  

senseless and  beside herself had  no t paid  su ffic ien t atten 

tion  to  w hat the angel w as say ing . B ut these  im pieties  I  

have already  su ffic ien tly  d isproved . M oreover, the very  

answ er of the  angel m akes it su ffic ien tly  p lain  that the  

B lessed  V irg in  in  a  sim ple pruden t m anner had  inqu ired  

how  th is w ould com e abou t.

21A nselm  D e excellen tia V irg in is , 4 .

^^B ede, In  L ucam , I, 1 .

23G regory  of N yssa, H om ilia de  sancta C hristi N ativ itate .

O ther C atho lics ob ject that the B lessed  V irg in  cou ld  

have understood  that she  w ould  conceive at once in  that 

very  m om ent and  therefo re even  w ithou t a  vow  she cou ld  

have asked “H ow  shall th is be done” (L uke 1 :34). B ut th is  

too is silly ; fo r the angel announced  w ithou t any  qualifica

tions, “B ehold  thou  shalt conceive ...and  shalt bring  fo rth  

(a son)* (L uke 1 :31) and  d id  no t say , “Y ou  w ill conceive at 

once.” In  S crip tu re the  begetting  of ch ild ren  w as often  

revealed to  o thers, fo r in stance  to Z achary (L uke 1 :13) 

and  A braham  (G enesis 18 :10); and yet none of them  though t 

that the  ch ild  w ould  be  bego tten  sudden ly and  at once and  

in  any o ther than  the ord inary  w ay. T herefo re , none of 

them  inqu ired  as d id  the B lessed  V irg in  since  fo r them  it 

102



w as perm issib le to  generate ch ild ren  in  the norm al w ay. 

Z achary , it is true, doub ted  because of the im po tency  of  

h is o ld  age. T hus, betw een h is w ords and  the w ords of the  

B lessed  V irg in  and  the rep ly  of G abrie l to  each  of them  

there is a  great d ifference as w e considered  above. A dd  

to  th is the fact that if the V irg in  had understood  or even  

suspected  from  the w ords of the angel that she shou ld  sud 

den ly and  at once conceive , on  the sam e  princip le she  

w ould have though t that in  the sam e m om ent she w ould  

g ive b irth . F or  the angel at the sam e tim e had  said , “B e 

ho ld  you  shall conceive ...and  bring  fo rth .” B ut th is la tter  

supposition  is p lain ly  fa lse and absurd . T herefo re, the  

fo rm er  supposition  is also  a  baseless fab rication .

O B JE C T IO N -R E P L Y .

6 . O thers m ain ta in  that the V irg in  cou ld  have at once  

understood  that it w as the concep tion  of the  M essias w hich  

w as announced  to  her, fo r the  very  d ign ity  of the  w ords of  

the angel su ffic ien tly  ind icated  th is . T herefore , since she  

w as, fo r the rest, very  w ell versed  in  S crip tu re , she  at 

once believed  that she w as the v irg in  w ho w ould conceive  

since she already  believed  from  Isa ias (7 :14) that the  

M assias w ould  be born  of a v irg in . T his ob jection is tru ly  

a  d ifficu lt one, fo r it seem s to  deprive her prev ious w ords  

of their fo rce . F or if the V irg in  already  grasped  the m ys

tery , there w as no reason  w hy  she shou ld have been  anx 

ious abou t her v irg in ity . T herefo re , she d id  no t u tter these  

w ords from  anx ie ty abou t her v irg in ity  bu t on ly  to inqu ire  

abou t the m anner in  w hich  th is even t w as to  occur.

N evertheless, the  answ er can  be g iven  that w hen  the  

B lessed  V irg in m ade th is  sta tem ent, she  d id  not yet know  

that the concep tion  of the M essias w as being  announced  to  

her since  the angel does no t seem  to  have su ffic ien tly ex 

p lained  the d iv in ity  of her son  un til the w ords “T he H oly  

G host shall com e upon  thee and  the  pow er of the M ost H igh  

shall overshadow  thee . A nd  therefo re also  the H oly  w hich  

shall be born  of thee shall be called  the  S on  of G od.” (L uke  

1 :35) F or in  these w ords he  p lain ly  unfo lds the m ystery . 

U p to  th is po in t the angel had  been  m ore obscure  since in  

the o ther revelations too  w herein  A braham  or M anue w ere  

prom ised  a  son (Judges 13 :2 ) it w as fo re to ld  that he w ould  

103



be a  great and  d istingu ished m an  etc. F urtherm ore , since  

the V irg in  w as so  very  hum ble , perhaps, she d id  no t at 

once  com prehend  her ow n sub lim e d ign ity . T hus A ugustine , 

after the w ords of M ary already  cited , has the angel address  

her as fo llow s: “R em em ber, M ary , the v irg in  w ho w as to  

g ive b irth , of w hom  you read  in  the book  of Isa ias. R ejo ice  

and  be g lad  fo r you  have m erited  to  be  that v irg in . Y ou  

are the v irg in  there prefigured . B ehold  you  w ill conceive  

in  your w om b, no t of m an, bu t of the H oly S pirit.” 24 Im m e 

d iately , A ugustine concludes, the v irg in  rep lied : “B ehold  

the handm aid ....’

^A ugustine, S erm o  2 de A nnuntia tione .

“A thanasius, S erm o  de S anctissim a  D eipara .

M oreover,ano ther reason is the fact that if the  V irg in  

already  knew  that she  w ould conceive w ithou t the aid  of 

m an, there  w as no reason  fo r her to  have questioned  

fu rther, since the im m ediate consequence w as that she  

shou ld  believe that her S on w ould be conceived  by  d iv ine  

pow er. A nd to inqu ire fu rther w as no th ing  else than  to  

search  the  d iv ine m ysteries  w ith  excessive  curiosity . 

C erta in ly , if she w ished  to  ask  w hether she herself w ould  

con tribu te  any th ing  to  th is m arvelous w ork, she w ould no t 

say : “H ow  w ill th is be? ” bu t: W hat shou ld  I do? N or 

w ould she g ive her reason : “because  I know  no t m an ” bu t 

w ould ra ther say : S ince it is no t necessary  to  know  m an. 

N or w ould the angel rep ly  by in structing  her  that th is son  

w ould be conceived w ithou t the action  of m an. A s a m atter  

of fact no t on ly  does the angel teach  th is bu t g ives the rea 

son ; nam ely , that th is m an  w ould  be H oliness Itself and  the  

true S on of G od.

T herefo re , it bu t rem ains fo r m e to  sta te  that at the  

very  first w ord of the angel the V irg in  at once though t— as  

w as natu ral and obv ious— of the natu ral w ay of conceiv ing  

and since th is w as no t perm itted  because of her vow  asked : 

“H ow  shall th is be done?* A nd  th is is the w ay  A thanasius 23 

exp lains the passage.

B ut that w hich  is particu larly  annoy ing  in  th is rep ly  is  

the adm ission  that the B lessed  V irg in  d id  no t perceive in  

the w ords, “B ehold  thou  shalt conceive ...e tc .” (L uke 1 :31)  

that the concep tion  of the M essias and  of the S on of G od  
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w as being  m ade know n  to  her. F or, as I shall m ain ta in  

fu rther on 26 , the w ords of the angel ind icate th is m eaning  

clearly  enough . T herefo re , it is no t likely  that the B lessed  

V irgin  d id  no t understand  them  since she w as already  per

fectly  com posed , especia lly  after the  A ngel had  said , “F ear  

no t, M ary ,” and  since she w ho w as so  h igh ly  g ifted  and  so  

en ligh tened concern ing  th ings d iv ine w as lis ten ing  m ost 

atten tively w ith  com plete reco llec tion . T herefore , w hen  

she rep lied , “H ow  shall th is  be done? ” (L uke 1 :34) she had  

already  believed . B ut she  w ould  no t have believed  un less  

she had  first perceived  w hat w as being  said  to  her.

“S uarez, D e m ysteriis v itae  C hristi , in  q . 30 , a. 4 .

^A m brose , In L ucam , Π , c. de  M ariae in terrogatione.

F or th is reason  som e say  that the B lessed  V irg in  d id  

no t necessarily  know  befo rehand  that the M essias w as to  

be conceived  of a  v irg in . B ut th is is m ost unsatisfactory , 

fo r it runs coun ter to  bo th  the teach ing  of the S ain ts and  

the perfection  of the B lessed  V irg in . F or  she had  perfect 

fa ith  in  th is m ystery  and understood Isa ias w hom  she read . 

W ith m ore  probab ility  cou ld  one say  that although  she  

knew  it befo rehand , she d id no t at once  d irect her atten 

tion  to all the deta ils . T his is the v iew  advanced  by  A ugus

tine in  the passage  cited  above. It is probab ly  true on the  

basis of the argum ents already  adduced  and  d isposes of 

the d ifficu lty  w ell enough .

N evertheless,  A m brose  is clearly  of the op in ion  that 

w hen  M ary  asked  th is  question , she had  already  under

stood  and  believed  that she w ould  conceive and  g ive b irth  

as a  v irg in . “F or she had  read  th is in  Isa ias (7 :14),”  

A m brose says, “and  therefo re , she  believed  it w ould  occur. 

B ut how  th is w ould happen, she had  no t read  prev iously .” 27 

B ut if one  shou ld  w ish  to  assert th is v iew , it can  still be  

m ain ta ined  that she  d id  no t know  how  th is w as to  occur  

and w hether, nonetheless, she w ould conceive by  the action  

of m an. F or  G od  cou ld  have  jo ined  bo th  spouses together  

in  the w ay  som e say  w ould  have occurred  in  the  state  of 

innocence; nam ely , that w om en  w ould conceive of m en  

and g ive b irth  w ithou t any  im pairm en t of their  physical 

in teg rity . T herefo re , since  she d id  no t know  how  th is  

w ould  occur, she cou ld have been  w orried  at the prospect  
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of physical in tim acy; fo r w hatever fo rm  it m ight take, it 

w ould be irreconcilab le w ith  her vow  and  resolve . O r  

finally , one  can  say  that although  in  her ow n heart the V ir

g in  understood  the m ystery , in  order to m anifest ou tw ard ly  

her in flex ib le  reso lve , she acted as if she  d id  no t under

stand  it so  that the angel m igh t testify  w ith  d iv ine au thority  

the m ode of her concep tion . In  th is w ay John  the B aptist 

acted  in  a  sim ilar in stance w hen  he sen t m essengers to  ask  

C hrist “W ho art thou?”

7 . M oreover, ou t  of m otives of p iety  bu t w ith  no  m ore  

than  probab ility ,  the  tex t, “ the angel G abrie l w as sen t...to  

a  v irgin  espoused  to  a  m an,” is custom arily accorded  

som e w eigh t in  confirm ation  of th is  tru th . F or th is uncon 

d itional designation  as “v irg in” , especia lly  in  connection  

w ith  the w ord  “espoused” , doesno t po in t to  ju st any  ord inary  

in teg rity bu t to an  in flex ib le v irg in ity consecrated  to  G od. 

S om e ind ication  of th is is the  fact that although  she had  

been  espoused  som e m onths befo re , she still rem ained  a  

v irg in . T he reason  w hich  confirm s the tru th  of the  fact 

that she  vow ed  her v irg in ity is none  o ther than  the one  

touched  upon  by  T hom as; nam ely , that v irg in ity confirm ed  

by  vow  is m ore p leasing  to  G od in  so  far as it is m ore  

perfect, m ore consecrated , and m ore unchangeab le . T he  

reason  fo r her hav ing  taken  her vow  of v irg in ity  at that 

tim e [nam ely , befo re the concep tion  of her S on ,] is that 

“ the grace of the H oly S pirit know s no  delay” as I shall at 

once exp la in  m ore fu lly .

8 . I m ainta in  second ly , that the B lessed  V irgin  pro 

nounced  the vow  befo re con tracting m arriage  w ith  Joseph . 

T his is the com m on  op inion  of theo log ians: P eter L om bard  , 

R ichard  of S t. V icto r , B onaventu re , John  M ayor , 

S co tus , A lbert the  G reat, H enry of G hent, and  alm ost all 

the rest of the  S cho lastic theo log ians cited  in  the  preced ing

28*

28 30 31

32

28P eter L om bard , L ibri S en ten tiarum , IV , d . 30 .

^R ichard  of S ain t V icto r, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , a. 2 , 

q . 1 .

3OB onaven tu re, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 .

slJohn  M ayor, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 4 .

S co tus, In  IV  S en ten tiarum , d . 30 , q . 2 .
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section . It is the  op in ion  of H ugh of S t. V icto r33 and  seem s  

to  be the v iew  of A ugustine 34 w ho in fers M ary ’s vow  of  

v irg in ity  from  her rep ly  to  the angel and adds: “B ut be 

cause the custom s of the  Jew s took no  cogn izance of v ir

g in ity , she  w as espoused  to  a  ju st m an  w ho w ould  no t v io 

len tly  draw  her aw ay  from  her aim  bu t w ould ra ther guard  

w hat she had  already  vow ed .”

A lthough  in  th is passage  it is no t sta ted  that th is w as an  

uncond itional vow , there is su ffic ien t ind ication  that it w as  

the sam e  vow  w hich  she had at the com ing  of the angel and  

after her m arriage. G regory  of N yssa 35 has the sam e  

idea in  a  passage w herein  he  first of all says that the V ir

g in w as g iven  to  Joseph  no t that he m igh t take aw ay her  

v irg in ity  bu t ra ther  that he m igh t conserve and  guard  it. 

G regory  then  g ives the reason : “because it w as proper  

that the flesh  ded icated  and consecrated  to  G od  shou ld  

be  preserved  inv io la te as a  sacred  sh rine .” T he o ther  

F athers cited  above, even  though  they  do  no t say  so  d is 

tinctly , are  of the op in ion  that the V irg in ’s vow of chastity  

w as no t m ore recen t than  her reso lve . Indeed , the  sam e  

reason  ho lds fo r  bo th ; fo r ju st as a  vow  ough t to  concern  

a greater good , so  d id  her reso lve , as I have show n.

B ut if w e shou ld adm it that the law s and custom s of  

that day  d id  no t perm it v irg in ity  or at least d id  no t con 

sider it a  greater good , either w e shall have to  deny  to  

the V irg in  bo th  the reso lve and the  vow  no t on ly  befo re  

bu t also after her m arriage— w hich is com plete ly  w rong —  

or certa in ly  w e shall have to  say accord ing  to  th is op inion  

that w ith  the d iv ine  w ill and  counsel she sough t after and  

vow ed v irg in ity . O n  th is supposition  it w ould  be m ore  

probab le and  m ore  log ical to  say that she had  th is d iv ine  

re la tion  befo re her m arriage  ra ther than  after it. C onse

quently , as a  vow  of itse lf and  by its very  natu re  seem s to  

be in  opposition  to  the fidelity and  ju stice of m arriage, so  

is the reso lve no t to  render  the m arriage deb t in  conflic t 

w ith  the sam e v irtues. F or w hat is m ore un just than  to  be  

in  deb t w ithou t the d isposition  and in ten tion  of pay ing  it.

33H ugh  of S ain t V icto r, D e perpetua  v irg in ita te M ariae , 1 . 

^A ugustine , D e sancta  v irg in ita te , 4 .

’“G regory  of N yssa, H om ila  de N ativ ita te .



T herefo re , if from  the beg inning the V irg in had  the un 

changeab le  reso lve of v irg in ity , she cou ld no t w ithou t 

chang ing her reso lu tion  have con tracted m arriage  un less  

she had  received a  d iv ine illum ination  and  revelation  by  

w hich it w as clear to her that Joseph  w ould never request 

the deb t bu t ra ther  w ould consen t to  th is reso lve of v ir

g in ity . G ran ted  th is revela tion , m atrim ony  is neither 

incom patib le  w ith  the reso lu tion  nor w ith  the vow . T hat 

the B lessed  V irg in  had  th is revelation  befo re she con 

trac ted  her m arriage is the  p lain  teaching  of G regory  of  

N yssa36 , B onaven tu re 37 , and  alm ost all the F athers.

36  Ib id .

^B onaven tu re , M edita tiones  v itae  C hristi , 3 .

M A nselm , D e excellentia V irg in is , 4 .

T herefo re , on  the basis of th is revela tion  she cou ld  

w ith  equal reason have con tracted m arriage  even  if she  

had  prev iously  pronounced  the vow . T herefo re , there is  

no reason  to  doub t that she d id  take the vow . F irst, since  

she alw ays loved chastity  w ith  the greatest affection , it is  

consequen tly  likely  that as far as she w as ab le she brough t 

it abou t that her reso lve  be unchangeab le , such  that she  

cou ld no t revoke it of her ow n w ill. F or she alw ays strove  

to  im ita te the  purity  of the angels and  w ished  to m ake un 

changeab le by  her vo lun tary  prom ise  that w hich  fo r them  

is unchangeable  by  natu re . S econd , in  th is w ay  the v ir

g in ity of M ary  w as alw ays m ore  perfect and  p leasing  to  

G od. T hird , since m any v irg ins alm ost from  the crad le  

consecrated  them selves to G od by a  vow  of chastity , all 

the m ore, therefo re, m ust w e believe th is of the Q ueen  of 

all v irgins, w ho is their m istress and  m ost perfect ex 

em plar.

9 . C onsequen tly , A nselm  says, “A  V irg in  sensitive  and  

refined , of royal lineage and m ost beau tifu l, d irects her  

w hole atten tion , all her love, all her zeal to  the consecra 

tion  of her sou l and  body  to G od by  perpetual v irg in ity . F or  

she knew  that the m ore  sacred ly she kep t her v irg in ity the  

m ore sub lim e w ould  be the w ay she w ould draw  near to  

H im  W ho is the m ost chaste  of all, W ho is indeed chastity  

itse lf. T hus by  em bracing  w hat she knew  w as m ore accep t

ab le to  G od  she w ent beyond the L aw .” 38
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I do  no t th ink  it necessary  to  d ispu te in  great deta il 

abou t the cond ition “un less som eth ing  else  p lease  G od ”  

w hich  I have exp lained  som e pages back . F or, as P eter  

P aludanus, S co tus, and  o thers correctly  observe, that 

cond ition , even if expressly  added , does no t destroy  the  

fo rce and perfection  of an uncond itional vow  since such  a 

cond ition  is im plic it in  every  vow . Indeed , in  every  prom 

ise such  a re la tion  to the w ill of the  person  to  w hom  the  

prom ise is m ade is im plied ;  fo r if  the person  does no t ac 

cept the prom ise or re leases from  it or does no t w ant the  

th ing  prom ised , the ob ligation ceases. W hen  prom ises  

are m ade to  G od, th is  sam e re la tionsh ip  ob tains, no t on ly  

fo r the reason  I have ju st g iven , bu t also  because  H e is  

the S uprem e L aw m aker and  L ord  W ho  can  d ispense and  

render nu ll and  vo id  every  such  ob ligation . B ut w hether  

the B lessed  V irg in  w hen she pronounced her vow , w as  

con ten t w ith  th is cond ition  as im plic it in  the vow  itse lf or  

w hether in  her heart she  fo rm ulated  the cond ition  d istinctly  

is uncerta in  and  does no t seem  to  be of m uch  im portance. 

C onsequen tly , if T hom as, as P eter P au ludanus in terp re ts  

h im , w anted  to m ake th is po int on ly , I w ould easily  agree  

w ith  h im  since, perhaps, it  adds som eth ing  of perfection ,  

especia lly if from  the beg inn ing  G od ’s d isposition  regard 

ing her body had  no t been  revealed  to the B lessed  V irg in . 

B ut if from  the beg inn ing  she had been  in fo rm ed, as is  

probab le , by a revelation  of the H oly  S pirit concern ing  

G od ’s w ill in  th is regard , such  a cond ition  w as no  longer  

necessary since  the d iv ine w ill w as already  clear to  her.

R E P L Y .

10 . I have no th ing  fu rther to  say  against the basic as 

sum ptions of the opposite  op in ions since in  v iew  of w hat has 

been  said  they  lo se their  fo rce . S om e, indeed , say  that since  

befo re m arriage  the  B lessed V irg in w as under the au thority  

of her paren ts, she cou ld  no t or at least ough t no t to have  

taken  a  vow , especia lly  since  they  cou ld have im m ediately  

declared it nu ll and  vo id . M oreover, it is likely  that her  

paren ts w ould no t have consen ted  to such  a  vow  because  

she w as, as is believed , the on ly ch ild  and also because at 

that tim e v irg in ity  w as regarded as a  d isgrace and m eant 

the lo ss of one ’s good  nam e.
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In  rep ly  to  th is d ifficu lty  I m ain ta in  first of all that 

accord ing  to  the C hurch  trad ition re la ted  by  G regory  of  

N yssa  and  o thers  the V irg in ’s parents  w ere very  ho ly . 

C onsequen tly , there is no  reason  to  doub t their consen t 

even  if it w ere necessary ; fo r they w ere neither especia lly  

anx ious abou t the con tinuation  of their lineage nor depend 

en t upon  the op in ion  and  judgm ent of m en. B ernard has  

the V irg in  speak  w ords w hich  can  also  be pu t on  the lip s  

of her paren ts: “It is better that I su ffer censure  

than v io la te chastity ; fo r although I see censure: I do  

no t see sin . F or w hat is censure , bu t the rep roach of  

m en?* 39

’ ’B ernard , In  “m issus est” , H om . 3 .

[E d ito r’s N ote: T he fu ller  tex t of B ernard , in  E nglish , 

m igh t help  to clarify  S uarez* selective  quo tation : “O  

cruel necessity  and heavy yoke upon  all the hap less  

daugh ters  of E ve! If they becom e m others they  shall 

su ffer angu ish , and if they  rem ain  sterile  they shall be  

accurst. T he pain  debars them  from  m otherhood , the  

m aled ic tion  from  sterility . W hat w ill thou  do , O  pruden t 

V irg in ; w ho  hast heard  and read  of th is? A fflic tion  

aw aits thee , if thou  bringest fo rth ; if thou  rem ainest 

barren, the  curse. W hich, then , w ilt thou  choose, O  

pruden t V irg in? ‘I am  straigh tened , ’ she  seem s to say , ’on  

every  side. Y et it is better  fo r m e  to incur the m aled ic 

tion  by  rem ain ing  a  v irg in , than  to  conceive  by concu 

p iscence  and  to  bring  fo rth  in  pain . O n  th is side I be 

ho ld  a  curse indeed , yet no  sin ; on  that I see  bo th  sin  and  

to rm en t. M oreover, w hat is th is curse  bu t the rep roach  

of m en? ’ *]

40G ratian , D ecreta , Π , C . 27 , q . 2 , c. 3 , “B eata  M aria .”

M oreover, I  w ould add  that although  sterility  at that 

tim e resu lted  in  a  certa in  lo ss of good  nam e fo r those w ho  

led  a  norm al m arried  life , perhaps  vo lun tary  chastity  w as  

no t sim ilarly  regarded , as can  be gathered  from  w hat I  

have recounted above.

F inally , it  is likely , as the chap ter40 from  A ugustine  

re la tes, that the V irg in  took  a  vow  in  her heart bu t d id  no t 
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express it orally un til, already  espoused , she  pronounced  

her vow  together w ith  her husband . C onsequen tly , there  

w as no  reason  fo r her to  consu lt her  paren ts since she  

w as ru led  by  the  H oly  S pirit and  w as certa in  that w hat she  

vow ed w as m ore  p leasing  to  G od. N or w as there any  rea 

son  fo r her to  fear that her vow  w ould  be declared  nu ll and  

vo id  since her paren ts d id  no t know  of her vow  and since  

even  if they had  com e to know  of it, they w ould  no t have 

dared  to  alter the w ill of a  daugh ter of w hose sanctity  and  

specia l d irection  by  the H oly  S pirit they  w ere  tho rough ly  

aw are .

S E C T IO N  JU

W H E T H E R  T H E  B L E S S E D  V IR G IN  W A S  T H E  F IR S T  T O  

V O W  A N D  P R E S E R V E  V IR G IN IT Y

T H E  V IR G IN  W A S T H E  F IR S T  T O  V O W  

V IR G IN IT Y .

1 . T his question  can  be understood  to  refer either  to  

the chronolog ical order or to  the order of d ign ity  and  per

fection  in  chastity ; and  understood  in  either sense  the  

question  can  be d isposed  of ra ther qu ick ly .

F or  first of all in  regard  to  the  chrono log ical order, 

although  there w ere, as w e have  seen , m any  w ho  observed  

chastity  befo re  the B lessed  V irg in , no  one is believed  to  

have  taken  such  a  vow . T his is the op in ion  of B ernad ine  

w ho  accom odates the tex t of P salm  44 “A fter her shall 

v irg ins be brough t to  the k ing ...9 (P salm  44 :15). “F or she  

alone,* he says, “cla im s the  first p lace  fo r herself.* 1 A nd  

R upert of D eutz  says, “Y ou  w ere  the  first to  pronoun ce the  

vow  of v irg inity .* 2 “T he  first w om an  to  do  so ,* B ede re 

m arks, “ took  care to  b ind herself to  th is great v irtue .* 3 

P rev iously  A m brose , too , had  ind icated  the sam e tru th  by

‘B ernad ine  of S iena, In  “m issus est,” H om . 2 and  3 . 

2R upert of D eutz , In  C antica , H I, finem .

’B ede, In  L ucam , 1 .
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h is w ords: “O  M ary m ost d istingu ished , w ho ra ised  up  

the standard  of ho ly  v irg in ity  and  bore alo ft the banner of 

unspo tted  v irg in ity loyal to  C hrist.”4 Jerom e says, “F or  

m e, v irg in ity is consecrated  in  M ary  and  in  C hrist.” 5 

A nd an  argum ent can  be draw n  from  w hat E piphan ius says  

w as the custom  of the ancien t C hurch , nam ely , to  vow  v ir

g in ity  to  G od “ in  honor and in im ita tion  of the  B lessed  

V irg in .”6 A lfonso T ostado ,7 L udolf of S axony ,8 and  

T hom as W alden ,®  w ho cites B ede, teach  the sam e.

P ractically  no  argum ents based  on  reason  can  be ad 

duced  to  substan tiate th is op in ion since it is principally  

an  h isto rical  po in t. A t best one cou ld  su rm ise  that w hich  

T hom as m entions here 10 in h is answ er to  the second  ob 

jec tion . S ince the vow  of v irg in ity perta ins to  the sta te of 

perfection , it w as fitting  that under the law  of grace it 

shou ld first be realized  in  C hrist and H is M other.

D IF F IC U L T Y .

2 . T he fo rego ing  op in ion , indeed , poses a  d ifficu lty . F or  

since it is clear that m any m en  and  w om en observed  v ir 

g in ity  befo re the M other of G od, how  can it be clear that 

none of them  prom ised  v irg in ity? F irst, there is the d if

ficu lty  of E lias, D aniel, and  o thers w hom  I recoun ted  from  

Ignatius, John  D am ascene, and  the o ther F athers. S econd , 

there is the d ifficu lty of M ary  the sister of M oses w hom  

A m brose considers  a v irg in and  w hose v irg in ity  G regory  

o f N yssa 12 attem pted  to  deduce  from  S acred  S crip tu re  

since she w as never designated  by the nam e of her hus

band  bu t alw ays by  that of her bro thers. T hird , an  ob jec 

tion  can  be ra ised  concern ing  the daugh ter of Jeph te  w hom  

som e  consider to  have been  consecrated  to  G od  by  vow .

4A m brose , D e in stitu tione v irg in is , 5 .

’Jerom e, E pisto la  3 ad  E ustoch ium , longe a  princip io . 

•E p iphan ius, H aereses , 78 .

7  A lfonso  T ostado , In  IV  R e  gum , 18 , q . 19 .

8L udoIf of S axony , V ita  C hristi , I, 2 .

“T hom as W alden , D e S acram entis , Π , 130 , w ho cites B ede. 

10A quinas, S um m a T heo log ica , ΙΠ , q . 28 , a. 4 , ad  2 .

“A m brose , D e v irg in ibus , I, in  princip io ; E xhorta tio  ad  

v irg ines.

G regory  of N yssa, D e v irg in ita te , 9 .
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F or thus do  F rancis  V atab le and  o thers exp la in  the pas

sage in  Judges (11 :31-40). F or they  do  no t th ink  that the  

fa ther sacrificed  h is daugh ter to  G od  by k illing  her bu t by  

consecrating  her v irg in ity  to  G od. A  fourth  d ifficu lty  can  

be ra ised  from  the Jew ish  E ssenes w ho, as I have already  

m entioned , observed  v irg in ity and since  they  lived  after  

the fash ion  of re lig ious, very  likely  took  that vow . A m ong  

the P agans there are  the  vesta l v irg ins w ho  vow ed  v irg in ity  

to a  fa lse  god . W hy, therefo re, shou ld  w e deny that som e  

of the fa ith fu l w ho loved v irg inity  vow ed  it to  the true G od?  

M oreover, th is  is in no w ay incom patib le  w ith  the im per

fection  of the O ld  D ispensation  and  the N atural L aw . F or  

in these d ispensations there  w ere nevertheless som e  ho ly  

m en, even  though  qu ite few  in num ber, w ho kep t the life  

of perfection  and  of the counsels.

R E P L Y .

3 . I have no  o ther rep ly  to  these  d ifficu lties excep t 

that th is is an  uncertain  po int and does no t m uch  perta in  

to  the praise  of the M other of G od. T hat she d id  take a  

perfect vow  of v irg in ity  perta ins to  her perfection ; that 

no one befo re her d id  so , does no t exactly  concern  the  

praise of her excellence. T his m uch , how ever, is certa in : 

that from  S acred  S crip tu re one canno t conclude that any  

one else  took  th is vow  befo re  the V irg in . In  th is  sense at 

least, it is certa in  that she w as the  first to  vow  v irg in ity . 

M oreover, she can  be called  the  first to  be proposed  as a  

m odel and  exem plar of th is vow . A nd th is I believe is the  

m eaning  of the ho ly F athers. I w ould add , how ever, that it 

is possib le that she w as actually  the first [to  take the vow ;] 

fo r all the d ifficu lties against th is can easily  be d isposed  

of. A s fo r the P rophets, I confess the ex istence of a  vow  

is uncerta in  and  unknow n; nevertheless, since  it is no t 

sta ted in  w riting  that they  d id take the vow , and since in  

those periods such  a  vow  w as no t custom ary , they  probab ly  

d id  no t take one.

4 . A s fo r the second  d ifficu lty  abou t M ary  the sister  of  

M oses, though it be true that she rem ained  a  v irg in , never

theless, it canno t therefo re be in ferred  that she vow ed  v ir

g in ity . M oreover, w hat is said  concern ing her  v irg in ity  is
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uncerta in . F or Josephus 13 says that H ur w as the husband  

of th is M ary and  B eseleel her son . C onsequen tly , a  sim ple  

rep ly  to  the argum ent of G regory  of N yssa is that S crip tu re  

designates  the  sister of M oses by  the nam e of her bro thers  

ra ther than  by  the nam e of her husband  no t because she d id  

no t have a  husband, bu t because her bro thers w ere ou t

stand ing  in  d ign ity  and au thority .

13Josephus, A ntiqu ita tes , ΙΠ , 2 and  6 .

“C hrysostom , H om ilia  de Jeph te .

“A thanasius, S ynopsis S crip tu rae sacrae .

*  A ugustine, Q uaestiones in  Jud icum , q . 49 ; Q uaestiones  

nov i et veteris T estam en ti , q . 43 .

17Jerom e, C ontra  Jov in ianum , L

“E piphan ius, H aereses , 55 .

“A m brose , D e offic iis m inistro rum , U L .

20P hilo , A ntiqu itates B ib licae .

21Josephus, A ntiqu ita tes , V , 12 .

“C ouncil of F rankfo rt, P ars Π .

JE P H T E ’S  A C T IO N  C O N C E R N IN G  H IS  

D A U G H T E R .

5 . A s fo r the th ird  d ifficu lty  abou t the daugh ter of  

Jeph te, although  I w ould  adm it the exp lanation  g iven above, 

it does  no t prove any thing . F or h is daugh ter neither  

vow ed  v irg in ity  nor kep t it w illingly bu t in  her ow n  w ords  

“bew ailed her v irg in ity .* M oreover, neither d id  the  

fa ther vow  the  v irg in ity  of h is daugh ter bu t vow ed  to  sacri

fice  to  G od  w hat shou ld  first m eet h im  on h is re tu rn hom e. 

A nd because h is daugh ter  w as the  first w ho  cam e  fo rth  to  

m eet h im , he w ished  to  keep  h is vow , th is exp lanation  

m ainta ins, by  sacrific ing  her, no t as one w ould  a  beast bu t 

in  a m anner becom ing  a  hum an  person , by  ded icating  her  

to  the serv ice  of G od. T hus it cam e abou t that she re 

m ained  unw ed .

S econd ly , the com m on exp lanation  of the F athers, w hich  

is said  to  be the truer one, is that Jeph te sacrificed  h is  

daugh ter by  k illing  her. W hether he d id  th is rash ly  or at 

the in stigation  of the H oly S pirit I shall no t fu rther d iscuss  

here . C onfer C hrysostom 14 , A thanasius15  *, A ugustine 1 ® , 

Jerom e17 , E piphan ius18  * 20, A m brose 18 , P hilo 30 , Josephus21 , 

and the  C ouncil of F rankfo rt22
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6 . A s fo r the fourth  d ifficu lty abou t the  E ssenes, it is  

indeed reported  that they  observed chastity , bu t no t that 

they  vow ed it or preserved  it perpetually  or unchangeably .  

O ne m ay confer Josephus  and  E piphan ius . T he sam e  

can  be said  of the vesta l v irg ins; fo r accord ing  to  A lexander  

of A lexandria  and  A m brose,  after a  certa in  period  of 

tim e they m arried .

23 24

25 26

23Josephus, D e bello  Judaico , Π , 7 .

^E piphan ius, H aereses , 16 .

^A lexander of A lexandria , D ierum  gen ia lium , V .

“A m brose , D e v irg in ibus , I.

L astly , in  regard  to  the  final d ifficu lty , although  the  

proof show s no th ing  inconsisten t in  such  a  con jecture , 

nevertheless, there are  no grounds fo r say ing  that th is  

actually occurred .

M A R Y  T H E  M O S T P U R E  O F  A L L  

C R E A T U R E S.

7 . S econd ly , in  regard  to  d ign ity  and  perfection ,  I m ain 

ta in  w ithou t the least hesita tion  that am ong  all pure crea 

tu res the M other of G od held  the first p lace in  the perfec 

tion  of v irg in ity . T his conclusion is clearly  estab lished  by  

the com m on  teach ing  of the F athers and  by  every th ing  

w hich  has already  been  said . R eason  declares the sam e. 

F or  M ary ’s v irg in ity in  so  far as its reso lve and  an im ating  

sp irit are  concerned w as m ore efficacious and m ore  ar

den t precise ly  as it proceeded  from  greater charity and  

grace . A s fo r its unchangeab leness, she confirm ed  her  

reso lve  w ith  a  perfect vow . In  in ten tion she had acted  

from  the m ost perfect love of G od and  of purity . In execu 

tion  she so  perfectly preserved  her vow  that she w as com 

p letely  devo id  of every  con trary  m otion  of repugnance.  

W hat is m ore, she roused  o thers to  chastity , as I have  

show n  above  from  the ho ly  F athers. T herefo re, she  held  

the prim acy  in the  perfection  of her v irg in ity .

F inally , she w as com plete ly  devo id of any th ing w hich  

cou ld  lessen  the  perfection  of her v irg in ity . F or even  

m arriage itse lf, w hich  in  o thers is usually  d irected  to  the  

rem oval of v irg in ity , in her case w as in stitu ted  fo r v ir

g in ity ’s pro tection, w itness, and  honor. M oreover, she had  

all the accom pany ing  v irtues, tem perance, hum ility , and
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o thers, w hich  w ere ab le to increase the perfection  of her  

v irgin ity . F inally , her v irg in ity  w as d irected  by G od  to  

the h ighest possib le purpose . F or it w as d irected to  the  

generation  of a son , som eth ing  indeed m ost rem arkab le, 

and  to  the consecration of a  m arriage cham ber to  G od  

from  w hich hav ing becom e m an  H e w ould  be  born . N oth ing  

m ore  perfect or m ore excellen t can  be  conceived .

O B JE C T IO N -R E P L Y -IN  W H A T  S E N S E  A  

S O L E M N  V O W  W A S  N E C E S S A R Y .

8 .rY ou  w ill ob ject: v irg in ity consecrated  to  G od by  

so lem n  vow  is m ore perfect than  v irg in ity consecrated  by  

a  sim ple  vow . B ut the B lessed  V irg in  d id no t have a  so lem n  

vow  of con tinence  because she w as no t thereby  rendered  

incapable of con tracting m arriage and  because th is so lem - |  
n ity , as the P ontiffs have  taught, w as in troduced  after the fl  

tim e of C hrist and ra ther by  the au thority  of the C hurch . |

I rep ly  that th is so lem nity  in  itse lf is no t necessary  fo r E  

the perfection  of v irg in ity . It is , indeed , very  usefu l and H  

fitting  in  the case of im perfect m en  eager fo r perfection  

and yet qu ite unstab le . B ut fo r the B lessed  V irg in w ho w as  

alw ays in the state  of perfection  and  w hose sou l w as un 

changeab ly  fixed  in  v irtue  th is ex trinsic so lem nity  w as no t I  

necessary  nor even  fitting . F or as I shall shortly  po in t ou t· *  

[in d ispu ta tion  V II, “T he M arriage of the V irg in  w ith  H er  

S pouse S t. Joseph ,” ] it w as necessary  fo r her to  con tract 

a  m arriage w hich  no t on ly  w ould no t in terfere w ith  the  

perfection  of her v irg in ity , bu t w ould ra ther prom ote it.
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