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and unrelen ting w ar w ith sin ; and that the m ore carefu lly and  

resolu tely  w e guard  ourselves against even venial fau lts and im per­

fections,— in other w ords, th e  m o re  c lo se ly  zv e  re sem b le  th e  Im m a cu ­

la te M o th e r o f G o d ,— the m ore w e shall grow in G od ’s favor. 

B e a ta M a ter e t in ta c ta H irg o , g lo r io sa R eg in a , m u n d i, in te rc ed e  

p ro  n o b is  a d  D o m in w n !



ST. THOMAS AND THE IMMACULATE 

CONCEPTION

B y  P . L u m b r e r a s , O .P., S .T .L r., P h.D .

S om e years ago  I w as traveling  w ith a B aptist m inister. In  the  

course of our conversation he attacked the trad itional basis of  

C atholic dogm as. A s an instance, he poin ted  out the dogm a of the  

Im m aculate C onception , a dogm a, he said , that w as never taught  

by the F athers of the C hurch , and w as even denied  by S t. T hom as  

A quinas, one of the greatest of ecclesiastical D octors. T hree years  

afterw ard, on the feast of the Im m aculate C onception , w hile din ing  

w ith som e C atholic priests, w ho w ere also learned professors, one  

of  them  rem arked  that the  only  opponents of the F east had  been  the  

D om inicans. In fact, he contended that S t. T hom as denied the  

Im m aculate C onception .

It w ould be in teresting  to hear th is C atholic priest discussing the  

above question w ith the B aptist m inister. W hat w ould be his  

answ er to the m inister ’s last statem ent ? O f course, I am  to ld , he  

could say that S t. T hom as is o n e of the D octors, and that our  

F aith is not based on  the particu lar opin ion of one D octor, but on  

the unanim ous teach ing of them all. T his answ er, how ever, is  

anything but satisfactory ; fo r a learned in terlocu tor can rep ly  

that S t. T hom as is not alone; that at the side of A quinas w e can  

num ber S t. A nselm , S t. B ernard , and S t. B onaventure. A lthough  

they are four D octors only , they belong to the m ost brillian t period  

of C atholic theology . T hey w ere, m oreover, perfectly acquainted  

w ith  the  w ritings of  the  F athers  and D octors, their predecessors, and  

they preserved in every w ay the m ost perfect devotion and the  

closest attachm ent to them . T hey com pete, finally , w ith those  

F athers and D octors in ex to lling the singular prerogatives and un ­

lim ited excellency of M ary . In fact, in language m ore precise , 

though less rhetorical, they surpass the fo rm er w riters; fo r there  

is no  praise of M ary in those au thors w hich could not be found in  

S t. T hom as, not m erely reproduced , but even im proved; 1 * * * * w hile, on

1 H ere are a few  instances  : B e a ta V irg o ta n ta m  g ra tia o b tin u it p le n itu d in e m ,
u t e sse t p ro p in q u iss im a  A u c to ri g ra tia ; ita  q u m l^E u m , q u i e s t p le n u s g ra tia , in  se
re c ip e re t; e t, È u m  p a r ic u d o , q u o d a m m o d o c /ra lia m  a d o m n e s d e r iv a re t (S u m m a
T h c o l,, p . III, ο . 27 , a. 1 , ad M a g n u m  e s t in  q u o lib e t sa n c to , q u a n d o  h a b e t
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instrum ental virtue— by w hich the sem en evolves the ovum in to  

flesh— flesh w hich w ill rebel against reason— and by w hich the  

flesh m akes necessary the in fusion of the sou l— a sou l w hich w ill 

share the corruption of the flesh .8 * F or as the sem en com es from  a 

body  w hich hab itually  revo lts against reason , it m oves to the fo rm a­

tion of a b o d y w h ic h w ill k e e p itse lf in id e n tic a l rebellion . T his 

habitual rebellion (o r concupiscence, or fo m es p e cc a ti) is fo rm ally  

and properly in the body. T hough it is derived from  sin— the sin  

of A dam -— and inclines to sin— the actual rebellion ,— -it is not yet 

a sin . S till, th is corrup tion of the body is a disposition w hich  

m akes the corrup tion of the sou l necessary , inasfar as at the  

m om ent of an im ation the body m akes up w ith the sou l a person  

unw orthy  of G od ’s  grace, so that th is person deserves to receive no  

grace and has to b e deprived of grace and to contract as a conse­

quence orig inal sin .

s S n > n m . T h eo l., p . I, II, q . 81 , a. 1 , ad  2m  and  3m ; q . 83 , a. 1 ; p . Ill, q . 33 . a . 1 .

8  S m n . T h e o l., p . Ill, q . 1 , a. 3 .

1 0  S u m in . T h eo l., p . Ill, q . 31 , a. 1 , arg . 2 and 3 .

It is easy now to see in how m any differen t senses the term  

“ Im m aculate C onception” m ay be em ployed , and in how  m any dif­

feren t w ays w e m ay  speak  of a person  being  conceived exem pt from  

orig inal sin . W e classify thorn as fo llow s.

W e have  a  first Im m aculate C onception , or a first m ode in w hich  

a hum an ind iv idual could be conceived w ithout orig inal sin , if w e  

hold that A dam  w as not constitu ted the m oral head or prince of 

that ind iv idual fo r the transm ission of either orig inal grace or 

orig inal sin . G od  could  com m unicate  to  som e ind iv idual sanctify ing ·  

grace abso lu tely  independent of A dam ’s grace.0

W e have a second Im m aculate C onception , or a second m ode in  

w hich som e hum an ind iv idual could be conceived w ithout orig inal 

sin , if w e hold that A dam  w as not constitu ted the natural princip le  

or source of that ind iv idual, fo r the transm ission of hum an nature. 

G od could fo rm  another m an from  the dust, as H e fo rm ed A dam .10

W e have a th ird Im m aculate C onception , or a th ird m ode in  

w hich som e hum an ind iv idual could be conceived w ithout original  

sin , if w e hold that A dam , though constitu ted such a princip le and  

source fo r the transm ission of the  hum an nature, does not m ove hv  

m eans  of sem inal pow er in th is transm ission . A s G od could fo rm  a
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m an from  the rib of A dam  or from  that of any of his descendants, 

so H e could reserve a portion of A dam ’s flesh before A dam ’s sin , 

and  have  that portion  of flesh  transm itted  from  generation  to  genera­

tion to fo rm  out of that flesh the body of that ind iv idual.11

^S u w n . T h e o l., p . I, Π , q . 81 , a. 4 am i 5 .

i- S t. T hom as, in  II  S e n t., d . 31 , q . 1 , a. 2 , ad 5m ; in III  S e n t., q . 1 , a. 1 , so lu t. 1 , 

ad Im ,

«S t. T hom as, «  III S e n t., d . 3 , q . 1; a. 1; S u e m i. T h e o l., p . H I, q . 27 , a. 2 , 

arg . 3 .

u Surum T h e o l., ρ . ΙΠ , q . 27 , a. 2 , arg . 2 .

15 S t. T hom as, in  III S e n t., d . 3 , q . 4 , a. 1 , ad 5m .

W e have a fourth Im m aculate C onception , or a fourth m ode in  

w hich som e hum an ind iv idual could be conceived w ithout orig inal 

sin , if w e hold that A dam , though m oving by m eans of sem inal 

pow er, reaches the ind iv idual th rough  descendants w ho  w ere gran ted  

sanctifying grace fo r them selves and fo r their ch ild ren . G od  

could confer H is grace on any of the descendants of A dam  in the  

very  m easure in w hich H e conferred it on A dam  him self.12

W e have a fifth Im m aculate C onception, or a fifth m ode in  

w hich som e hum an ind iv idual could be conceived w ithout orig inal 

sin , if w e hold that the im m ediate paren ts of that ind iv idual, 

though  descendants of A dam  and not prev iously gran ted the afore­

said sanctification , w ere, at the m om ent of generation or active con ­

cep tio n , filled and purified by  the H oly G host and freed , thus, from  

sexual concupiscense. A s G od could sanctify the paren ts prev iously  

to  the co ition , H e could sanctify them  at that very m om ent.13

W e have a six th Im m aculate C onception , or a six th m ode in  

w hich som e hum an ind iv idual could be conceived w ithout orig inal 

sin , if w e hold that G od purifies the fetus prev iously , w ith a  

priority of tim e, to the an im ation  or passive concep tion . G od could  

purify the flesh in the w om b of the m other during the several 

w eeks w hich precede the in fusion of the rational sou l.14

W e  have a seven th Im m aculate C onception , or a seven th m ode in  

w hich som e hum an ind iv idual could be conceived w ithout orig inal 

sin , if w e hold that G od purifies the fetus at the m om ent of the  

an im ation or passive concep tion , in such a w ay, how ever, that w ith  

aprio rity  of nature  th is purification precedes the an im ation . T o  b e  

com es first; next, to  b e  w illed .1 5

W e have an eigh th Im m aculate C onception , or an eigh th m ode in  

w hich som e hum an indiv idual could be conceived w ithout orig inal 
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sin , if w e hold that G od sanctifies the sou l at the m om ent of its 

creation and in fusion or an im ation , so , how ever, that w ith a 

priority  of nature  the sanctification precedes the an im ation . T his is 

the rational order : creation , in fusion , an im ation .10

W e have a nin th Im m aculate C onception , or a nin th m ode in  

w hich som e hum an ind iv id ual could be conceived w ithout original 

sin , if w e hold that G od sanctifies the sou l at the m om ent of its 

creation and in fusion or an im ation , in such a w ay, how ever, that 

w ith a priority of nature, the an im ation precedes the sanctification .  

W e conceive then the union of sou l and body as prev ious to the 

sanctification of the sou l.

W e have, thus, nine differen t m odes w hich G od could use fo r 

having the V irg in M ary conceived w ithout orig inal sin ; w e have 

nine possib le Im m aculate C onceptions. S till, the presen t question  

is not concerned w ith the possib ility , but w ith the fact. W e w ant 

to  know  in w hich one of these w ays the V irg in M ary w as conceived  

w ithout orig inal sin . A nd, since an opposition is claim ed betw een  

S t. T hom as and the C hurch , le t us seek the answ er of S t. T hom as 

and of the C hurch . W hich  are the Im m aculate C onceptions denied  

by S t. T hom as? S t. T hom as answ ers: the first eigh t. W hich is 

the Im m aculate C onception affirm ed by the C hurch? T he C hurch  

answ ers  : the last one.

S t. T hom as denies the first eigh t Im m aculate C onceptions in  

term s and in principle .

In term s he denies the first w hen he opposes S cotus ’ theory of 

the Incarnation independent of A dam ’s sin , from  w hich theory  that 

Im m aculate C onception fo llow s as the log ical resu lt.17 In term s he  

denies the second w hen he says : “C hrist assum ed hum an nature in  

order to  cleanse it from  corrup tion . B ut hum an nature did not need  

to be cleansed save inasfar as it w as so iled in its  

w hereby it w as descended from  A dam . T herefore, it 

that H e should assum e flesh of m atter derived from  

term s he denies the th ird w hen he w rites: “E rror

w as becom ing

A dam /’18 In  

m ay occur by

1 ,5 S t. T hom as, tn III S e n t., d . 3 , p . 1 , a. 1 , so lu t. 2; S t. B onaventure, ib idem .

^S m n m . T h e o l., p , H I, q . 1 , a. 3 . T h e sis F ra n c isca liu n i d e p ra e lec tio n e

C h ris ti lo g ic a d e d u c tio n e ip so s d u .r it a d  Im m a c u la ta m  l 'irg û iis C o n ce p tio n em  

v ir ib u s tu e n d a m (C arm elus ab Itu rgoycn , O . M . C ., cit. by D el P rado, p , 1

o ·  S u m m . T h e o l., ρ . Ill, q . 31 , a. 1 . C f. ib id ., ad 3m .



S T . T H O M A S  A N D  IM M A C U L A T E  C O N C E P T IO N 259  

attribu ting the condition of C hrist or of H is flesh to that w hich  

w as actually in  .the patriarchs, by say ing , fo r instance, that because  

C hrist’s flesh , as ex isting in C hrist, w as not sub ject to sin , there­

fo re in  A dam  also  and  in  the patriarchs there w as som e part of his  

body that w as not sub ject to sin , and from w hich afterw ards  

C hrist’s body w as fo rm ed , as som e indeed held .” 1 ® In term s he  

denies the fourth , say ing : “S anctification is tw o-fo ld : O ne is that 

of the w hole nature: inasm uch as the w hole nature is freed from  all 

corrup tion of sin and punishm ent. T his w ill take place at the  

resurrection . T he other is personal sanctification . T his is not 

transm itted to  the ch ild ren begotten of the flesh , because it does not 

regard the flesh , but the m ind. C onsequently , though the paren ts  

of the blessed V irg in w ere cleansed from  orig inal sin , nevertheless  

she contracted orig inal sin .” 20 In term s he denies the fifth fo r  

a sim ilar reason , 21 and by adding  : “It is not the actual lust that 

transm its orig inal sin  ; fo r, supposing  G od w ere to perm it a m an to  

feel no  inord inate lust in  the act of generation , he  w ould  still transm it 

orig inal sin .” 22 In term s he denies the six th in these w ords: “ I 

answ er that the sanctification of the blessed V irg in cannot be  

und erstood as having taken place before the an im ation.” 23 In  

term s he denies the seven th , w hen  he argues  : “ In  w hatever m anner  

the blessed V irgin w ould have been sanctified before an im ation , 

die could never have incurred the stain of orig inal sin  : and thus  

she w ould not have needed redem ption and salvation w hich is by  

C hrist. . . . B ut th is is unfitting . . . ,” 24 In  term s, finally , 

he denies the eigh th in those, few  lines of his C o m m en ta ry o n th e  

S e n te n ce s: “T he sanctification of the blessed V irg in could not be  

convenien tly before the in fusion of the sou l . . nor even at the

T h e o l., p . Ill, q . 31 , a. 7 . C f. ib id ., a. 6 .

ΐ0Λ ?»«. T h o cil., p . ΙΠ , q . 27 , a. 2 , ad 4m ; in II  S e n !., d . 31 , q . 1 , a. 2 .

21 S t. T hom as, in III S e n t., d . 3 , q . 1 , a. 1; S u iv it T h e o l., p . Ill, q . 14 , a. 3 ,

ad Im ; q . 31 , a. 7; p . I, II, q . 81 , a. 3 , ad 2 m .

t2 S u m m . T h eo l., p . I, II, q . 82 , a. 4 , ad 3m . It is  to the objection  : “N o  feast

b celebrated excep t of son ic saint, hut som e keep (on D ecem ber 8th) the feast  
of the C onception of the B lessed V irg in; therefore, it seem s that, in her very  

(active) C onception she w as holy , and hence that she w as sanctified before an im a­

tion ,” that S t. T hom as answ ers: “T he celebration of th is feast does not give  
üs to .understand that she w as holy in her (active) concep tion . _ B ut since it is  

not know n w hen she w as sanctified , the feast of her S anctification rather than  
the feast of her (active) C onception, is kept on the day of her (active) con ­

cep tion" (S u m m . T h e o l., p . Ill, q . 27 , a. 2 , ad 3m .).

. T w m  T h eo l. p . Ill, q . 27 , a. 2; in I ll S e n t., cl. 3 , q . 1 , a. 1 , q . 2 .

u  S u m m .T h e o l., p . Ill, q . 27 , a. 2 .
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m om ent of the in fusion , in such a w ay, nam ely , that by grace then  

in fused in to the sou l, the sou l w ould be preserved exem pt from  

incurring orig inal sin /'25 * lines w hose in terpretation w e find in S t. 

B onaventure  : “S om e claim ed that in the sou l of the  glorious V irg in  

the. grace of sanctification preceded the stain of orig inal sin . . . . 

T hus, at the m om ent of its creation , grace w as in fused in to  the sou l: 

and  at. that very  m om ent, the sou l w as in fused in to  the body . . . . 

B ut others say that the sanctification cam e after tlie contraction of 

orig inal sin . . . . /A nd th is second  opin ion  is m ore com m on, and  

m ore reasonable, and m ore sure. . . . M ore reasonable, because 

the natural is prior to the sp iritual, w ith priority either of tim e or 

of nature. . . . F irst, consequently , the sou l is conceived to be

25 S t. T hom as, in III S e n t., < 1. 3 , q . 1 , a. 1 , q . 2 .

211 S t. B onaventure, in I lf S e n t. d . 3 , par. 1 , a. 1 , q . 2 .

2 7 S it  m m . T h e o l., p . H I, q . 27 , a. 2 , e t p a ss im .

iS S 'u m in . T h e o l., p . I, II, q . 81, a. .3 ; cf. D el P rado , p . 31 ss.

w  S itm m . T h e o l., p . I, II, q . 81 , a. 3 , ad Im ; cf. C ajetan , C o m m e n t, in h . 1 .

ta n tiim  d e b e m u s d a re M a tr i q u a d  su b s tra h a t a liq u id h o n o r i F ilii q u i 

e s t S a lv a to r o m n iu m h o m in u m , u t d ic it A p o s to lu s , I T im . iv (S t. T hom as  

Q u o d lib . 6 , a. 7).

united w ith  the body , and then  grace to  be in fused  by G od in to the  

sou l.” 20

S t. T hom as denies all these first eigh t Im m aculate C onceptions in  

princip le . T he princip le is th is  : “ It is unfitting that C hrist be not 

the S aviour of all m en, as lie is called in I T im . iv . κρ.’’27 A nd  

by th is princip le S t. T hom as m eans that every m an needs, as a  

person, to be redeem ed by C hrist; that every m an needs personal 

redem ption , w hich is by C hrist.28 * It is true that such personal 

redem ption does not: im ply the person as already fallen in to sin , but 

it im plies, at least, that the person has to incur the sin .28 A nd  

because, as S t. T hom as·  w arns us, “W e m ay not attribu te to the  

M other anyth ing · that w ould dim in ish the honor of the S on, w ho  

is the S aviour of all m en,’’30 S t. T hom as w as perfectly righ t in  

opposing the first and the second and the th ird Im m aculate C oncep ­

tions, w here not even the flesh has to contract in any w ay the in fec­

tion of orig inal sin ; and he w as perfectly righ t in opposing the  

fourth and the fifth , w here the flesh , though as ex isting in the  

paren ts it contracts in fection , yet. as found in the offspring en joys  

im m unity ; and he evas perfectly righ t in opposing the six th and the  

seven th , w here, though the flesh of the offspring contracts the
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in fection , the sou l has not to contract the sin  ; and perfectly righ t 

in opposing  the eigh th , w here, though the flesh contracts and the  

sou l has to contract, the person has not to contract orig inal sin . 

In  no  one of these  eigh t cases can  w e speak of a personal debt. A s  

a  consequence, neither of a personal redem ption . F or in the first, 

the second , and the th ird , not even  the flesh needed redem ption  ; in  

the fourth  and  the  fifth , only the paren ts had  to  be redeem ed  ; in the  

six th and the seven th , only the flesh ; w hereas in the eighth , it is  

exclusively the sou l.

N ow  w hat is the Im m aculate C onception  affirm ed  by the C hurch  ? 

H ere is the dogm a  : “W e declare , pronounce, and define that G od  

has revealed the doctrine w hich holds that the m ost blessed V irg in  

M ary  in  the  first instan t of her concep tion , by a singular grace and  

priv ilege gran ted her by A lm ighty G od, in view  of the m erits of  

Jesus C hrist, the S aviour of the hum an  race, w as preserved  exem pt 

from  all stain of orig inal sin .” 31

3i B ull “ In e ffa b ilis D eu s ,” D ec. 8 , 1854 .

B e a ta C irg o  n o n fu it sa n c tific a to n is i p o s tq u a m  c u n c ta e iu s p e r fe c ta su n t, 

sc ilic e t c o rp u s e t a n im a  (S u m . T h e o l., Ρ · H I, q . 27 , a. 2 , S ed contra).

T he Im m aculate C onception , as defined by the C hurch stands, 

then, fo r the person of the B lessed V irg in , being preserved exem pt 

at the m om ent of an im ation from orig inal sin , and th is personal 

preservation being gran ted her on account of her personal redem p ­

tion by C hrist.

T he only w ay of sav ing the dogm a is the nin th and last w ay. 

W e  have to  conceive the union of the sou l w ith  the corrup ted body  

as prev ious, w ith a priority of nature, to the sanctification of the  

soul. T hus w e have a corrup ted body , as it is the body of th is  

person ; and w e have a sou l, w hich , being the sou l of th is person , 

has to be corrup ted by the body . W e have, thus, and thus only , 

a person w ho has to incur orig inal sin , w ho has to be redeem ed  

w ith personal redem ption .32

B ut such a preservation w as never denied by S t. T hom as A qui­

nas. H e has not denied it in term s, fo r he never discussed it. A ll 

he says is that the sanctification cannot be in a convenien t w ay  

prev ious  to  the an im ation. W hile the C hurch declares that it hap ­

pened in the very m om ent of the an im ation , S t. T hom as, tim e and  

again , says that he did not know  the m om ent w hen the sanctifica-
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lion took place.33 W hy did he not know ? because th ings w hich  

are en tirely  dependent on  the free w ill of G od cannot be ascertained  

save th rough div ine revelation .34 T his revelation is m ade know n  

to us by the R om an C hurch , and at the tim e of S t. T hom as the  

R om an C hurch  did not even  celebrate the F east.35 * M us! w e w onder 

at S t. T hom as ’ position w hen, four cen turies afterw ard , P ope  

G regory X V  declared that “ the Ido ly G host, though urged by the 

earnest prayers of the F aith fu l, did not yet reveal to the C hurch  

the secret of such a M ystery .’'31 '

3 3  S u m m . T h e o l,, p . I ll, q . 27 , a. 2 , ad 3m  ; in  H I  S e n t., d . 3 , q . 1 , a . 1 ; O iio d lib .

6 , a. 7 .

; ,f S u m m . T h e o l., p . IT !', q . 1 , a. 3 .

3 5  S u m m . T h e o l., p . Ill, q .27 , a. 2 , ad 3m .

3« Ju ly 4 , 162 2 .

3 7  O p o rte b a t u t M a te r D e i m a xim a p u r ita te n ite re t: n o n e n im e s t a U q u id  

d ig n e re ce p ta c u lu m  D ei n is i s it m u n d u m  (S u m m . T h e o l., p . I, II, q . K I, a. 5 , ad  

3m  )--C  te d en d u m  ' e s t (B e a fc e V irg in i) c o lla tu m e sse q u id q u id c o n fe rri p o tu it 
( in  III S e n t., d . 3 , q . 1 , a. 1).

38  C f. S u m m . T h e o l., p . IL I, q . 6 , a. 4 , ad 3m  ; q . 34 , a. I ; a. 2 , ad In i : a. 3 , c. ct 

ad 2m . H ence the statem ent: “T o them (the theo log ians of the X III C entury .) 

the idea seem ed strange that w hat w as subsequent in the order of nature could  

be sim ultaneous in poin t of tim e,” given by the w riter of the artic le ‘‘Im m aculate  

C onception” in “ T h e C a th o lic E n cy clo p ed ia , ’ ’ is as gratu itous as several others  
to be found in his contribu tion .

3 u Q u a n to  a liq u is m a g is a p p ro p in q u a t p r in c ip io in q u o lib e t R e n e re , ta n to m a g is  
p a rtic ip a t e ffe c tu m  illiu s p r in c ip ii . . . C h ris tu s a u te m  e st p r in c ip iu m  g ra tia e . . . 

B ea ta  a u tem  V irg o , p ro p in q u issim a  C h ris to  fu it ... E t id e o  p re e c e te ris m a io re m  

d e b u it a C h ris to  g ra tia  p le n itu d in e m  o b tin ere  (S u m m . T h e o l. p . IJI. q , 27 a. 51 ,—  
B e a ta V irg o su p e r o m n e s a lio s sa n c to s a p e c ca to p u rio r fu it , v e lu ti' 'D iv im e  

S a p ien tia e M a te r e lec ta (m  H I S e n t., d . 3 , q . 1 , a. D .— B ea ta ' V ira o e rce ssit  

A n g e lo s in ir ib u s . e t p r im o in  p le n itu d in e g ra tia , q u a  m a g is e st in B e a ta V irg in e  
q u a m  in  a liq u o  A n g e lo  ( in S a lu t. A n g e l.).

4 0S u m m . T ïh eo l., p . I, q . 95 , a. 1 ; q . 62 , a. 3 .

O n the  contrary  S t. T hom as, rather than S cottis or anybody  else , 

settled the princip les w hich had to lead , and in fact did lead , 

to th e definition given ultim ately by P ius IX . F or w e have in  

S t. T hom as not only that the sanctification stands fo r a personal 

sanctification by the m erits of C hrist the R edeem er, but also that it 

w as proper that the blessed V irg in should have all purity possib le 

to  be gran ted by G od,37 38 * 40 and , m oreover, that a posterio rity  of nature  

is suffic ien t w ithin a sing le instan t of tim e.35 D id not S t. T hom as  

teach that the blessed V irg in w as gran ted m ore grace than any  

m an or angel,3" and that the first m an and the angels w ere gran ted  

grace at the very m om ent of their creation , though their creation  

preceded their sanctification w ith priority of nature? 10

S t. T hom as, therefore, has prom oted directly the defin ition  given  

by the C hurch . H e has prom oted it ind irectly , also , by opposing
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the eigh t other Im m aculate C onceptions and thus w arning C atholic  

theolog ians to leave w rong paths and to take the righ t highw ay.

T his advice of S t, T hom as, how ever, w as not fo llow ed by som e  

C atholic theo log ians. In  opposing  these theo log ians the D om inican  

S chool w as believed to be opposing the Im m aculate C onception  

w hich becam e a dogm a. S till, the D om inican S chool, supposedly  

against the defin ition , w as the only one w hich w as sustained by the  

definition . F or the Im m aculate C onception , as defined , is a con ­

clusion of the D om inican theory of the Incarnation dependent on  

A dam ’s sin .

It m ay be true that in the controversy concern ing the Im m acu ­

la te C onception a few  D om inicans m isunderstood the teach ing of  

S t. T hom as; but it is also true that the great public did m isunder­

stand and does still m isunderstand  the position  of the D om inicans.41

41 C f. D el P rado , pp . xxiv and xxviii, note 4 .


