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ST. THOMAS AND THE IMMACULATE

CONCEPTION

EDITORIAL NOTE

THE privilege of the Virgin-Mother of God and the supreme
prerogative of her Son may be seen from the following

diagram:

THE LAwW AND COURSE OF ORIGINAL SIN.

Partially exempt from the
Law ; privilege of lmmaculate
Conception.

Under the Law.

Wholly exempt from the Law ;
Miraculous Conception.

All  descendants
from Adam.

The Blessed Virgin.

Our Blessed Lord.

Spring from Adam materially and semin-
ally.

Springs from Adam
materially, not
seminally (Q. xxxi.,
A 1)

The body lies (not under the guilt, but)
under the effects of original sin.

His body la%r under
neither guilt nor ef-
fects of original sin.

The stricken ~60-&y—The stricken Wbody

dispositively| would have dis-
causes the soul to| positively caused
contract the guilt| the soul to con-

of original sin. tract the guilt of

original sin.

The body being en-
tirely free, could
not transmit the
stain to His soul.

The soul at the mo-
ment of union with
the body was pre-
vented by the in-
fusion of grace
from  contracting

| the stain.

The soul at the mo-
ment of union with
the body contracts
the stain.

No preventive grace
needed.

All  contract both‘Mary contracted the
debt and stain. debt, but not the
stain.

Jesus Christ con-
tracted neither
debt nor stain.

All need a Redeemer Mary needed a Re-
to destroy the stain, deemer to prevent
contracted. her from contract-

i ing the stain.

Jesus Christ is not re-
deemed, but the
Redeemer.
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vi EDITORIAL NOTE

It will thus be seen how accurately St. Thomas speaks
of the flesh or body of our Blessed Lady. For it should
be remembered that, according to St. Thomas, the human
body is animated in succession by (1) a vegetative, (2) a
sensitive, and (3) a rational soul. Hence his assertion that
the flesh of the Blessed Virgin was conceived in original sin
(Q. XIV., A. 3 ad 1) means that the body of the Blessed
Virgin, being descended from Adam both materially and
seminally, contracted the bodily defects which are con-
veyed by seminal generation, and are the results of the
privation of original justice (Q. LXIX., A. 4 ad 3). Before
animation, therefore the body of the Blessed Virgin would
not be infected with the guilt of original sin, because
privation of grace can only be in that which is the subject
of grace—viz., the rational soul. Nevertheless, before
animation the body of the Blessed Virgin, being seminally
descended from Adam, was such that it would have been
the means of transmitting the taint of original sin to the
rational soul at the very first instant of animation, unless
the grace of the Redeemer intervened and sanctified her
soul in that selfsame instant, thus redeeming her and pre-
venting her from contracting the guilt of original sin.

Why, then, does St. Thomas say that because the Blessed
Virgin was not sanctified before animation, therefore she
could be sanctified only after animation ?

Such a conclusion would hold if it were a question of
the order of Nature: a thing must be before it ts such (prius
est esse quam esse tale); and therefore the soul must be,
before it is sanctified. But if St. Thomas held for a pos-
teriority of time, no matter how short, we ask how it was
that he did not perceive the fallacy of the argument, since
it might be neither before nor after, but in the very instant
of, animation.

The question is answered thus:—

St. Thomas as a Doctor of the Church and in matters which
were not then de fide, is a witness to the expression of the
faith of his time. Hence his line of argument coincides
with, because it follows, that of St. Bernard, Peter Lombard,
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Alexander of Hales, Albert the Great, St. Bonaventure. It
was not likely that St. Thomas would differ from the great
masters of his time, who failed to understand that the grace of
redemption might at the same time be one of preservation
and prevention. Nor is it likely that St. Thomas had any
reliable information about the movement* in progress at
that time towards a belief in the Immaculate Conception.
No doubt he knew something of it, but the names of its
promoters would have weighed little with him as against
those of Bernard, Albert, Peter, Alexander, and Bonaven-
ture. And it must not be forgotten that among those who
upheld the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception, not a
few ascribed the privilege as being absolute and not one of
preservation and Redemption. Hence it is that St. Thomas
insists on two things—(1) that the Mother of God was
redeemed, and (2) that the grace of her sanctification was a
grace of preservation. And, be it remarked in conclusion,
these two points, so much insisted on by St. Thomas, are
at the very basis of the Catholic doctrine of the Immaculate
Conception.

* Principally in England, where, owing to the influence of
St. Anselm (1109), the doctrine was maintained by Eadmer (1137),
Nicolas of St. Albans (1175), Osbert of Clare (1170), Robert
Grosseteste, Bishop of Lincoln (1253), Williamm of Ware (1300),
who was the master of Duns Scot (1308).
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THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA”

THIRD PART.

QUESTION XXVII.

OF THE SANCTIFICATION OF THE BLESSED VIRGIN.
(In Six Articles.)

AFTER the foregoing treatise of the union of God and man
and the consequences thereof, it remains for us to consider
what things the Incarnate Son of God did or suffered in
the human nature united to Him. This consideration will
be fourfold. For we shall consider (1) Those things that
relate to His coming into the world; (2) Those things that
relate to the course of His life in this world; (3) His de-
parture from this world; (4) Those things that concern His
exaltation after this life.

The first of these offers four points of consideration:
(1) The Conception of Christ; (2) His Birth; (3) His Circum-
cision; (4) His Baptism. Concerning His Conception there
are some points to be considered: (1) As to the Mother who
conceived Him; (2) as to the mode of His Conception;
(3) as to the perfection of the offspring conceived.

On the part of the Mother four points offer themselves
to our consideration: (1) Her sanctification; (2) her vir-
ginity; (3) her espousals; (4) her annunciation, or prepara-
tion for conception.

Concerning the first there are six points of inquiry:
(x) Whether the Blessed Virgin, Mother of God, was sancti-
fied before her birth from the womb? (2) Whether she

was sanctified before animation? (3) Whether in virtue
III. 2 I
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of this sanctification the fomes of sin was entirely taken
away from her ? (4) Whether the result of this sanctifica-
tion was that she never sinned ? (5) Whether in virtue of
this sanctification she received the fulness of grace?
(6) Whether it was proper to her to be thus sanctified ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE BLESSED VIRGIN WAS SANCTIFIED BEFORE HER
BIRTH FROM THE WOMB ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin was not
sanctified before her birth from the womb. For the Apostle
says (x Cor. xv. 46): That was not first which vs spiritual, but
that which is matural ; afterwards that which is spiritual.
But by sanctifying grace man is born spiritually into a
son of God, according to Jo. i. 13: (who) are born of God.
But birth from the womb is a natural birth. Therefore the
Blessed Virgin was not sanctified before her birth from the
womb.

0bj. 2. Further, Augustine says (Ep. ad Dardan.) : The
sanctification, by which we become temples of God, is only of
V those who are born again. But no one is born again, who
was not born previously. Therefore the Blessed Virgin was
not sanctified before her birth from the womb.

0bj. 3. Further, whoever is sanctified by grace is cleansed
from sin, both original and actual. If, therefore, the
Blessed Virgin was sanctified before her birth from the
womb, it follows that she was then cleansed from original
sin. Now nothing but original sin could hinder her from
entering the heavenly kingdom. If therefore she had died
then, it seems that she would have entered the gates of
heaven. But this was not possible before the Passion of
Christ, according to the Apostle (Heb. x. 19): We have
(Vulg., having) therefore a confidence in the entering into the
Holies by His blood. It seems therefore that the Blessed

Virgin was not sanctified before her birth from the
womb.
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0bj. 4. Further, original sin is contracted through the
origin, just as actual sin is contracted through an act. But
as long as one is in the act of sinning, one cannot be cleansed
from actual sin. Therefore neither could the Blessed Virgin
be cleansed from original sin as long as she was in the act
of origin, by existence in her mother’s womb.

On the contrary, The Church celebrates the feast of Our
Lady’s Nativity. Now the Church does not celeb:rate
feasts except of those who are holy. Therefore even in
her birth the Blessed Virgin was holy. Therefore she was
sanctified in the womb.

I answer that, Nothing is handed down in the canonical
Scriptures concerning the sanctification of the Blessed Mary
as to her being sanctified in the womb; indeed, they do not
even mention her birth. But as Augustine, in his tractate
on the Assumption of the Virgin, argues with reason, since
her body was assumed into heaven, and yet Scripture does
not relate this; so it may be reasonably argued that she
was sanctified in the womb. For it is reasonable to believe
that she, who brought forth the Only Begotten of the Father
SJull of grace and truth, received greater privileges of grace
than all others: hence we read (Luke i. 28) that the angel
addressed her in the words: Hazil full of grace !

Moreover, it is to be observed that it was granted, by
way of privilege, to others, to be sanctified in the womb;
for instance, to Jeremias, to whom it was said (Jer. i. 5):
Before thow camest forth out of the womb, I sanctified thee ;
and again, to John the Baptist, of whom it is written (Luke
i. 15): He shall be filled with the Holy Ghost even from his
mother’s womb. It is therefore with reason that we believe
the Blessed Virgin to have been sanctified before her birth
from the womb.

Reply Obj. 1. Even in the Blessed Virgin, first was that
which is natural, and afterwards that which is spiritual:
for she was first conceived in the flesh, and afterwards
sanctified in the spirit.

Reply Obj. 2. Augustine speaks according to the common
law, by reason of which no one is regenerated by the sacra-
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ments, save those who are previously born. But God did
not so limit His power to the law of the sacraments, but that
He can bestow His grace, by special privilege, on some
before they are born from the womb.

Reply 0bj. 3. The Blessed Virgin was sanctified in the
womb from original sin, as to the personal stain; but she
was not freed from the guilt to which the whole nature is
subject, so as to enter into Paradise otherwise than through
the Sacrifice of Christ; the same also is to be said of the
Holy Fathers who lived before Christ.

Reply Obj. 4. Original sin is transmitted through the
origin, inasmuch as through the origin the human nature
is transmitted, and original sin, properly speaking, affects
the nature. And this takes place when the offspring con-
ceived is animated. Wherefore nothing hinders the off-
spring conceived from being sanctified after animation: for
after this it remains in the mother’s womb not for the pur-
pose of receiving human nature, but for a certain perfecting
of that which it has already received.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE BLESSED VIRGIN WAS SANCTIFIED BEFORE
ANIMATION ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin was
sanctified before animation. Because, as we have stated
(A. 1), more grace was bestowed on the Virgin Mother of God
than on any saint. Now it seems to have been granted to
some, to be sanctified before animation. For it is written
(Jer. 1. 5): Before I formed thee tn the bowels of thy mother, 1
knew thee : and the soul is not infused before the formation of
the body. Likewise Ambrose says of John the Baptist (Com-
ment. in Luc. 1. 15): As yet the spivit of life was not in him
and alveady he possessed the Spirit of grace. Much more there-
fore could the Blessed Virgin be sanctified before animation.

0bj. 2. Further, as Anselm says (De Concep. Virg. xviii.),
it was fitting that this Vivgin should shine with such a purity
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that under God none greater can be imagined . wherefore it
is written (Cant. iv. 7): Thou art all fair, O my love, and
there is not a spot in thee. But the purity of the Blessed
Virgin would have been greater, if she had never been
stained by the contagion of original sin. Therefore it was
granted to her to be sanctified before her flesh was ani-
mated.

0bj. 3. Further, as it has been stated above, no feast is
celebrated except of some saint. But some keep the feast
of the Conception of the Blessed Virgin. Therefore it seems
that in her very Conception she was holy; and hence that
she was sanctified before animation.

0bj. 4. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. xi. 16): If the
root be holy, so are the branches. Now the root of the
children is their parents. Therefore the Blessed Virgin
could be sanctified even in her parents, before animation.

On the contrary, The things of the Old Testament were
figures of the New, according to 1 Cor. x. 11: All things
happened to them in figure. Now the sanctification of the
tabernacle, of which it is written (Ps. xlv. 5): The most
High hath sanctified His own tabernacle, seems to signify
the sanctification of the Mother of God, who is called God’s
Tabernacle, according to Ps. xviii. 6: He hath set His taber-
nacle in the sun. But of the tabernacle it is written (Exod.
xl. 31, 32): After all things were perfected, the cloud covered
the tabernacle of the testimony, and the glory of the Lord filled
1f. Therefore also the Blessed Virgin was not sanctified
until after all in her was perfected—viz., her body and soul.

I answer that, The sanctification of the Blessed Virgin
cannot be understood as having taken place before anima-
tion, for two reasons. First, because the sanctification of
which we are speaking, is nothing but the cleansing from
original sin: for sanctification is a perfect cleansing, as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. xii.). Now sin cannot be taken
away except by grace, the subject of which is the rational
creature alone. Therefore before the infusion of the rational
soul, the Blessed Virgin was not sanctified.

Secondly, because, since the rational creature alone can
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be the subject of sin; before the infusion of the rational
soul, the offspring conceived is not liable to sin. And thus,
in whatever manner the Blessed Virgin would have been
sanctified before animation, she could never have incurred
the stain of original sin: and thus she would not have
needed redemption and salvation which is by Christ, of
whom it is written (Matt. 1. 21): He shall save His people
Jrom their sins. But this is unfitting, through implying
that Christ is not the Saviour of all men, as He is called
(x Tim. iv. 10). It remains, therefore, that the Blessed
Virgin was sanctified after animation.

Reply Obj. 1. The Lord says that He knew Jeremias
before he was formed in the womb, by knowledge, that is
to say, of predestination: but He says that He sanctified
him, not before formation, but before he came forth out of
the womb, etc.

As to what Ambrose says—viz., that in John the Baptist
there was not the spirit of life when there was already the
Spirit of grace—by spirit of life we are not to understand
the life-giving soul, but the air which we breathe out
(respiratus). Or it may be said that in him as yet there
was not the spirit of life, that is the soul, as to its manifest
and complete operations.

Reply Obj. 2. If the soul of the Blessed Virgin had never
incurred the stain of original sin, this would be derogatory
to the dignity of Christ, by reason of His being the universal
Saviour of all. Consequently after Christ, who, as the
universal Saviour of all, needed not to be saved, the purity
of the Blessed Virgin holds the highest place. For Christ
did not contract original sin in any way whatever, but was
holy in His very Conception, according to Luke i. 35: The
Holy which shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of
God. But the Blessed Virgin did indeed contract original
sin, but was cleansed therefrom before her birth from the
womb. This is what is signified (Job iii. 9) where it is
written of the night of original sin: Let 5t expect light—i.e.,
Christ—and not see 1t—(because no defiled thing cometh into
her, as is written Wisd. vii. 25), nor the rising of the dawning
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of the day, that is of the Blessed Virgin, who in her birth
was immune from original sin.

Reply Obj. 3. Although the Church of Rome does not
celebrate the Conception of the Blessed Virgin, yet it
tolerates the custom of certain churches that do keep that
feast; wherefore this is not to be entirely reprobated.
Nevertheless the celebration of this feast does not give us
to understand that she was holy in her conception. But
since it is not known when she was sanctified, the feast of
her Sanctification, rather than the feast of her Conception,
is kept on the day of her conception.

Reply Obj. 4. Sanctification is twofold. One is that of
the whole nature: inasmuch as the whole human nature is
freed from all corruption of sin and punishment. This
will take place at the resurrection. The other is personal
sanctification. This is not transmitted to the children
begotten of the flesh: because it does not regard the flesh
but the mind. Consequently, though the parents of the
Blessed Virgin were cleansed from original sin, nevertheless
she contracted original sin, since she was conceived by way
of fleshly concupiscence and the intercourse of man and
woman: for Augustine says (De Nup. et Concup. i.): All
Jflesh born of carnal intercourse is sinful.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE BLESSED VIRGIN WAS CLEANSED FROM THE
INFECTION OF THE FOMES ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin was
not cleansed from the infection of the fomes. For just as
“the fomes, consisting in the rebellion of the lower powers
against the reason, is a punishment of original sin; so also
are death and other corporeal penalties. But the Blessed
Virgin was subject to these penalties. Therefore the fomes
was not e: tirely removed from her.

Obj. 2. Further, it is written (2 Cor. xii. 9): Power is
made perfect tn infirmity, which refers to the weakness of
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the fomes, by reason of which he (the Apostle) felt the
sting of the flesh. But it was not fitting that anything
should be taken away from the Blessed Virgin, pertaining
to the perfection of virtue. Therefore it was unfitting that
the fomes should be entirely taken away from her.

0bj. 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fid. Orth. iii.) that
the Holy Ghost came upon the Blessed Virgin, purifying her,
before she conceived the Son of God. But this can only
be understood of purification from the fomes: for she com-
mitted no sin, as Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat. xxvi.).
Therefore by the sanctification in the womb she was not
absolutely cleansed from the fomes.

On the contrary, It is written (Cant. iv. 7): Thou art all
fair, O my love, and there is not a spot in thee! But the
fomes implies a blemish, at any rate in the flesh. Therefore
the fomes was not in the Blessed Virgin.

I answer that, On this point there are various opinions.
For some have held that the fomes was entirely taken away
in that sanctification whereby the Blessed Virgin was
sanctified in the womb. Others say that it remained as
far as it causes a difficulty in doing good, but was taken
away as far as it causes a proneness to evil. Others again,
that it was taken away as to the personal corruption, by
which it makes us quick to do evil and slow to do good:
but that it remained as to the corruption of nature, inas-
much as it is the cause of transmitting original sin to the
offspring. Lastly, others say that, in her first sanctifica-
tion, the fomes remained essentially, but was fettered; and
that, when she conceived the Son of God, it was entirely
taken away. In order to understand the question at issue,
it must be observed that the fomes is nothing but a certain
inordinate, but habitual, concupiscence of the sensitive
appetite; for actual concupiscence is a sinful motion. Now
sensual concupiscence is said to be inordinate, in so far as
it rebels against reason; and this it does by inclining to
evil, or hindering from good. Consequently it is essential
to the fomes to incline to evil, or hinder from good. Where-
fore to say that the fomes was in the Blessed Virgin without
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an inclination to evil, is to combine two contradictory
statements.

In like manner it seems to imply a contradiction to say
that the fomes remained as to the corruption of nature,
but not as to the personal corruption. For, according to
Augustine (De Nup. et Concup. i.), it is lust that transmits
original sin to the offspring. Now lust implies inordinate
concupiscence, not entirely subject to reason: and therefore,
if the fomes were entirely taken away as to personal cor-
ruption, it could not remain as to the corruption of nature.

It remains, therefore, for us to say, either that the fomes
was entirely taken away from her by her first sanctification
or that it was fettered. Now that the fomes was entirely
taken away, might be understood in this way, that, by the
abundance of grace bestowed on the Blessed Virgin, such a
disposition of the soul’s powers was granted to her, that the
lower powers were never moved without the command of
her reason: just as we have stated to have been the case
with Christ (Q. XV., A. 2), who certainly did not have the
fomes of sin; as also was the case with Adam, before he
sinned, by reason of original justice: so that, in this respect,
the grace of sanctification in the Virgin had the force of
original justice. And although this appears to be part of
the dignity of the Virgin Mother, yet it is somewhat deroga-
tory to the dignity of Christ, without whose power no one
had been freed from the first sentence of condemnation.
And though, through faith in Christ, some were freed from
that condemnation, according to the spirit, before Christ’s
Incarnation, yet it does not seem fitting that any one
should be freed from that condemnation, according to the
flesh, except after His Incarnation, for it was then that
immunity from condemnation was first to appear. Conse-
quently, just as before the immortality of the flesh of Christ
rising again, none obtained immortality of the flesh, so it
seems unfitting to say that before Christ appeared in sinless
flesh, His Virgin mother’s or anyone else’s flesh should be
without the fomes, which is called the law of the flesh or of
the members (Rom. vii. 23, 25).
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Therefore it seems better to say that by the sanctification
in the womb, the Virgin was not freed from the fomes in
its essence, but that it remained fettered: not indeed by
an act of her reason, as in holy men, since she had not the
use of reason from the very first moment of her existence
in her mother’s womb, for this was the singular privilege
of Christ: but by reason of the abundant grace bestowed
on her in her sanctification, and still more perfectly
by Divine Providence preserving her sensitive soul, in a
singular manner, from any inordinate movement. After-
wards, however, at the conception of Christ’s flesh, in which
for the first time immunity from sin was to be conspicuous,
it is to be believed that entire freedom from the fomes
redounded from the Child to the Mother. This indeed is
signified (Ezech. xliii. 2): Behold the glory of the God of Israel
came in by the way of the east—i.e., by the Blessed Virgin—
and the earth—i.e., her flesh—shone with His—i.e., Christ’s
—magjesty.

Reply Obj. 1. Death and suchlike penalties do not of
themselves incline us to sin. Wherefore though Christ
assumed them, He did not assume the fomes. Consequently
in order that the Blessed Virgin might be conformed to her
Son, from whose fulness her grace was derived, the fomes
was at first fettered and afterwards taken away: while she
was not freed from death and other such penalties.

Reply 0bj. 2. The infirmity of the flesh, that pertains
to the fomes, is indeed to holy men an occasional cause of
perfect virtue: but not the sine qua non of perfection: and
it is quite enough to ascribe to the Blessed Virgin perfect
virtue and abundant grace: nor is there any need to attribute
to her every occasional cause of perfection.

Reply Obj. 3. The Holy Ghost effected a twofold purifica-
tion in the Blessed Virgin. The first was, as it were, prepara-
tory to Christ’s conception : which did not cleanse her from the
stain of sin or fomes, but rather gave her mind a unity of
purpose and disengaged it from a multiplicity of things
(¢f. Dionysius, Div. Nom. iv.), since even the angels are said
to be purified, in whom there is no stain, as Dionysius says
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(Eccl. Hier. vi.). The second purification effected in her
by the Holy Ghost was by means of the conception of Christ
which was the operation of the Holy Ghost. And in respect
of this, it may be said that He purified her entirely from
the fomes.

FoURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER BY BEING SANCTIFIED IN THE WOMB THE BLESSED
VIRGIN WAS PRESERVED FROM ALL ACTUAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that by being sanctified in the
womb the Blessed Virgin was not preserved from all actual
sin. For, as we have already stated (A. 3), aiter her first
sanctification the fomes remained in the Virgin. Now the
motion of the fomes, even if it precede the act of the reason,
is a venial sin, albeit extremely slight, as Augustine says
in his work De Trinitate.* Therefore there was some venial
sin in the Blessed Virgin.

0bj. 2. Further, Augustine (Qgq. Nov. et Vet. Test. 1xxiii.,
on Luke ii. 35: Thy own soul a sword shall pierce) says
that the Blessed Virgin was troubled with wondering
doubt at the death of Our Lord. But doubt in matters of
faith is a sin. Therefore the Blessed Virgin was not pre-
served from all actual sin.

0bj. 3. Further, Chrysostom (Hom. xlv. in Matt.) expound-
ing the text: Behold thy mother and thy brethren stand without,
seeking thee, says: It is clear that they did this from mere vain
glory. Again, on Jo. ii. 3: They have no wine, the same
Chrysostom says that she wished to do them a favour, and
raise herself in their esteem, by means of her Son : and perchance
she succumbed to human frailty, just as did His brethren when
they said : ‘ Manifest Thyself to the world.” And a little
further on he says: For as yet she did not believe tn Him
as she ought. Now it is quite clear that all this was sinful.
Therefore the Blessed Virgin was not preserved from all sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat. xxxvi.):
In the matter of sin, it is my wish to exclude absolutely all

* Cf. 2 Sent. xxiv.
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questions concerning the holy Virgin Mary, on account of the
honour due to Christ. For since she concerved and brought
forth Him who most certainly was guibty of mo sin, we know
that an abundance of grace was given her that she might be in
every way the conqueror of sin.

I answer that, God so prepares and endows those, whom
He chooses for some particular office, that they are rendered
capable of fulfilling it, according to 2 Cor. iii. 6: (Who) hath
made us fit ministers of the New Testament. Now the
Blessed Virgin was chosen by God to be His Mother. There-
fore there can be no doubt that God, by His grace, made
her worthy of that office; according to the words spoken
to her by the angel (Luke i. 30, 31): Thou hast found grace
with God: behold thou shalt conceive, etc. But she would
not have been worthy to be the Mother of God, if she had
ever sinned. First, because the honour of the parents
reflects on the child, according to Prov. xvii. 6: The glory of
children are their fathers : and consequently, on the other
hand, the Mother’s shame would have reflected on her Son.
Secondly, because of the singular affinity between her
and Christ, who took flesh from her: and it is written
(2 Cor. vi. 15): What concord hath Christ with Belial ?
Thirdly, because of the singular manner in which the Son
of God, who is the Divine Wisdom (1 Cor. i. 24) dwelt in
her, not only in her soul but in her womb. And it is
written (Wisd. 1. 4): Wisdom will not enter into a malicious
soul, nor dwell in a body subject to sins.

We must therefore confess simply that the Blessed Virgin
committed no actual sin, neither mortal nor venial; so that
what is written (Cant. iv. 7) is fulfilled: Thou art all fair,
O my love, and there is not a spot in thee, etc.

Reply Obj. 1. After her sanctification the fomes re-
mained in the Blessed Virgin, but fettered; lest she should
be surprised by some sudden inordinate act, antecedent to
the act of reason. And although the grace of her sanctifica-
tion contributed to this effect, yet it did not suffice; for
otherwise the result of her sanctification would have been
to render impossible in her any sensual movement not
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preceded by an act of reason, and thus she would not have
had the fomes, which is contrary to what we have said above
(A. 3). We must therefore say that the above mentioned
fettering (of the fomes) was perfected by divine providence not
permitting any inordinate motion to result from the fomes.

Reply Obj. 2. Origen (Hom. xvii. n Luc.) and certain
other doctors expound these words of Simeon as referring
to the sorrow which she suffered at the time of Our Lord’s
Passion. Ambrose (in Luc. ii. 35) says that the sword
signifies Mary’s prudence which took note of the heavenly
mystery. For the word of God is living and effectual, and
more piercing than any two-edged sword (Heb. iv. 12).

Others again take the sword to signify doubt. But this
is to be understood of the doubt, not of unbelief, but of
wonder and discussion. Thus Basil says (Ep. ad Optim.)
that the Blessed Virgin while standing by the cross, and ob-
serving every detail, after the message of Gabriel, and the
ineffable knowledge of the Divine Conception, after that won-
drous manifestation of miracles, was troubled in mind : that
is to say, on the one side seeing Him suffer such humiliation,
and on the other considering His marvellous works.

Reply Obj. 3. In those words Chrysostom goes too far.
They may, however, be explained as meaning that Our
Lord corrected in her, not the inordinate motion of vain
glory in regard to herself, but that which might be in the
thoughts of others.

FIFTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER, BY HER SANCTIFICATION IN THE WOMB, THE
BLESSED VIRGIN RECEIVED THE FULNESS OF GRACE ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that, by her sanctification in
the womb, the Blessed Virgin did not receive the fulness or
perfection of grace. For this seems to be Christ’s privilege,
according to Jo. i. 14: We saw Him (Vulg., His glory) as
the Only Begotten (Vulg., as 1t were of the Only-Begotien) full
of grace and truth. But what is proper to Christ ought not
to be ascribed to some one else. Therefore the Blessed
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Virgin did not receive the fulness of grace at the time of her
sanctification.

0bj. 2. Further, nothing remains to be added to that
which is full and perfect: for the perfect is that which lacks
nothing, as is said Phys. iii. But the Blessed Virgin received
additional grace afterwards when she conceived Christ; for
to her was it said (Luke i. 35): The Holy Ghost shall come
upon thee : and again, when she was assumed into glory.
Therefore it seems that she did not receive the fulness of
grace at the time of her first sanctification.

0bj. 3. Further, God does nothing useless, as is said De
Celo et Mundo i. But it would have been useless for her
to have certain graces, for she would never have put them
to use: since we do not read that she taught, which is the
act of wisdom; or that she worked miracles, which is the
act of one of the gratuitous graces. Therefore she had not
the fulness of grace.

On the contrary, The angel said to her: Hasl, full of grace
(Luke i. 28); which words Jerome expounds as follows, in
a sermon on the Assumption (cf. Ep. ad Paul. et Eustoch.):
FEull indeed of grace: for to others it is given tn poriions ;
whereas on Mary the fulness of grace was showered all at once.

I answer that, In every genus, the nearer a thing is to
the principle, the greater the part which it has in the effect
of that principle, whence Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. iv.)
that angels, being nearer to God, have a greater share than
men, in the effects of the Divine goodness. Now Christ is
the principle of grace, authoritatively as to His Godhead,
instrumentally as to His humanity: whence (Jo. i. 17) it
is written: Grace and truth came by Jesus Christ. But the
Blessed Virgin Mary was nearest to Christ in His humanity:
because He received His human nature from her. There-
fore it was due to her to receive a greater fulness of grace
than others.

Reply 0bj. 1. God gives grace to each one according to
the purpose for which He has chosen him. And since
Christ as man was predestinated and chosen to be predesti-
nated the Son of God in power . . . of sanctification (Rom. i. 4),
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it was proper to Him to have such a fulness of grace that it
overflowed from Him into all, according to Jo. i. 16: Of
His fulness we have all received. 'Whereas the Blessed Virgin
Mary received such a fulness of grace that she was nearest
of all to the Author of grace; so that she received within
her Him who is full of all grace; and by bringing Him forth,
she, in a manner, dispensed grace to all.

Reply Obj. 2. In natural things at first there is perfection
of disposition, for instance when matter is perfectly disposed
for the form. Secondly, there is the perfection of the form;
and this is the more excellent, for the heat that proceeds
from the form of fire is more perfect than that which dis-
posed to the form of fire. Thirdly, there is the perfection
of the end: for instance when fire has its qualities in the
most perfect degree, having mounted to its own place.

In like manner there was a threefold perfection of grace
in the Blessed Virgin. The first was a kind of disposition,
by which she was made worthy to be the mother of Christ:
and this was the perfection of her sanctification. The
second perfection of grace in the Blessed Virgin was through
the presence of the Son of God Incarnate in her womb. The
third perfection of the end is that which she has in glory.

That the second perfection excels the first, and the third
the second, appears (1) from the point of view of deliver-
ance from evil. For at first in her sanctification she was
delivered from original sin: afterwards, in the conception of
the Son of God, she was entirely cleansed from the fomes: .
lastly, in her glorification she was also delivered from all
affliction whatever. It appears (2) from the point of view
of ordering to good. For at first in her sanctification she
received grace inclining her to good: in the conception
of the Son of God she received consummate grace con-
firming her in good; and in her glorification her grace was
further consummated so as to perfect her in the enjoyment
of all good.

Reply Obj. 3. There is no doubt that the Blessed Virgin
received in a high degree both the gift of wisdom and the
grace of miracles and even of prophecy, just as Christ had
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them. But she did not so receive them, as to put them
and suchlike graces to every use, as did Christ: but accord-
ingly as it befitted her condition of life. For she had the
use of wisdom in contemplation, according to Luke ii. 19:
But Mary kept all these words, pondering them in her heart.
But she had not the use of wisdom as to teaching: since
this befitted not the female sex, according to 1 Tim. ii. 12:
But I suffer not a woman to teach. The use of miracles did
not become her while she lived: because at that time the
Teaching of Christ was to be confirmed by miracles, and
therefore it was befitting that Christ alone, and His dis-
ciples who were the bearers of His doctrine, should work
miracles. Hence of John the Baptist it is written (Jo.
X. 41) that he did no sign ; that is, in order that all might
fix their attention on Christ. As to the use of prophecy, it
is clear that she had it, from the canticle spoken by her:
My soul doth magnify the Lord (Luke 1. 46, etc.).

SIXTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER AFTER CHRIST, IT WAS PROPER TO THE BLESSED
VIRGIN TO BE SANCTIFIED IN THE WOMB ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that it was proper for the
Blessed Virgin, after Christ, to be sanctified in the womb.
For it has been said (A. 4) that the Blessed Virgin was
sanctified in the womb, in order that she might be worthy
to be the mother of God. But this is proper to her. There-
fore she alone was sanctified in the womb.

0bj. 2. Further, some men seem to have been more
closely connected with Christ than Jeremias and John the
Baptist, who are said to have been sanctified in the womb.
For Christ is specially called the Son of David and of
Abraham, by reason of the promise specially made to them
concerning Christ. Isaias also prophesied of Christ in the
most express terms. And the apostles were in converse
with Christ Himself. And yet these are not mentioned as
having been sanctified in the womb. Therefore it was not
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befitting that either Jeremias or John the Baptist should be
sanctified in the womb.

0bj. 3. Further, Job says of himself (xxxi. 18): From
my infancy mercy grew up with me ; and it came out with me
from [my mother’s] womb. Nevertheless we do not for this
reason say that he was sanctified in the womb. Neither
therefore are we bound to say that Jeremias and John the
Baptist were sanctified in the womb.

On the contrary, It is written of Jeremias (Jer. i. 5):
Before thow camest forth out of the womb I sanctified thee.
And of John the Baptist it is written (Luke i. 15): He shall
be filled with the Holy Ghost, even from his mother’s womb.

I answer that, Augustine (Ep. ad Dardan.) seems to speak
dubiously of their (Jeremias’ and John the Baptist’s) sancti-
fication in the womb. For the leaping of John in the womb
might, as he says, signify the great lruth—viz., that the
woman was the mother of God—which was to be made known
to his elders, though as yet unknown to the infani. Hence
in the Gospel it is written, not that the infant in her womb
believed, but that 1t ‘ leaped ' : and our eyes ave wiitness that
not only infants leap but also cattle. But this was un-
wonted because it was in the womb. And therefore, just as
other miracles are wont o be done, this was done divinely, in
the infant ; not humanly by the infant. Perhaps also in this
child the use of reason and will was so far accelevated that
while yet in his mother’s womb he was able to acknowledge,
believe, and consent, whereas in other children we have to wait
for these things till they grow older : this again I count as a
miraculous result of the divine power.

But since it is expressly said (of John) in the Gospel that
he shall be filled with the Holy Ghost, even from his mother’s
womb ; and of Jeremias, Before thou camest forth out of the
womb, I sanctified thee ; it seems that we must needs assert
that they were sanctified in the womb, although, while in
the womb, they had not the use of reason (which is the
point discussed by Augustine); just as neither do children
enjoy the uce of free will as soon as they are sanctified by
baptism.

I 2 2
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Nor are we to believe that any others, not mentioned by
Scripture, were sanctified in the womb. For such privileges
of grace, which are bestowed on some, outside the common
law, are ordered for the salvation of others, according to
1 Cor. xii. 7: The manifestation of the Spivit is given to every
man unto profit, which would not result from the sanctifica-
tion of anyone unless it were made known to the Church.

And although it is not possible to assign a reason for
God’s judgments, for instance, why He bestows such a grace
on one and not on another, yet there seems to be a certain
fittingness in both of these being sanctified in the womb,
by their foreshadowing the sanctification which was to be
effected through Christ. First, as to His Passion, according
to Heb. xiil. 12: Jesus, that He might sanctify the people by
His own blood, suffered without the gate: which Passion
Jeremias foretold openly by words and by symbols, and
most clearly foreshadowed by his own sufferings. Secondly,
as to His Baptism (1 Cor. vi. 11): But you are washed, but
you are sanctified ; to which Baptism John prepared men
by his baptism.

Reply Obj. 1. The Blessed Virgin, who was chosen by
God to be His Mother, received a fuller grace of sanctifica-
tion than John the Baptist and Jeremias, who were chosen
to foreshadow in a special way the sanctification effected
by Christ. A sign of this is that it was granted to the
Blessed Virgin thenceforward never to sin either mortally
or venially: whereas to the others who were thus sanctified
it was granted thenceforward not to sin mortally, through
the protection of God’s grace.

Reply Obj. 2. In other respects these saints might be
more closely united to Christ than Jeremias and John the
Baptist. But the latter were most closely united to Him
by clearly foreshadowing His sanctification, as explained
above.

Reply Obj. 3. The mercy of which Job speaks is not the
infused virtue; but a certain natural inclination to the act
of that virtue,



QUESTION XXVIII.

OF THE VIRGINITY OF THE MOTHER OF GOD.
(In Four Articles.)

WE now have to consider the virginity of the Mother of
God; concerning which there are four points of inquiry:
(1) Whether she was a virgin in conceiving ? (2) Whether
she was a virgin in His Birth ? (3) Whether she remained
a virgin after His Birth ? (4) Whether she took a vow of
virginity ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE MOTHER OF GOD WAS A VIRGIN IN CONCEIVING
CHRIST ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the Mother of God was not
a virgin in conceiving Christ. For no child having father
and mother is conceived by a virgin mother. But Christ
is said to have had not only a mother, but also a father,
according to Luke ii. 33: His father and mother were wonder-
tng at those things which were spoken concerning Him : and
further on (48) in the same chapter she says: Behold I and
Thy father (Vulg., Thy father and I) have sought Thee sorrow-
tng. Therefore Christ was not conceived of a virgin mother.

0bj. 2. Further (Matth. i.) it is proved that Christ was
the Son of Abraham and David, through Joseph being
descended from David. But this proof would have availed
nothing if Joseph were not the father of Christ. Therefore
it seems that Christ’s Mother conceived Him of the seed
of Joseph; and consequently that she was not a virgin in
conceiving Him.

19
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Obj. 3. Further, it is written (Gal. iv. 4): God sent His
Son, made of a woman. But according to the customary
mode of speaking, the term woman applies to one who is
known of a man. - Therefore Christ was not conceived by a
virgin mother.

0bj. 4. Further, things of the same species have the same
mode of generation: since generation is specified by its
terminus just as are other motions. But Christ belonged
to the same species as other men, according to Phil. ii. 4:
Being made in the likeness of men, and in habit found as a
man. Since therefore other men are begotten of the
mingling of male and female, it seems that Christ was be-
gotten in the same manner; and that consequently He was
not conceived of a virgin mother.

0bj. 5. Further, every natural form has its determinate
matter, outside which it cannot be. But the matter of
human form appears to be the semen of male and female.
If therefore Christ’s body was not conceived of the semen of
male and female, it would not have been truly a human
body; which cannot be asserted. It seems therefore that
He was not conceived of a virgin mother.

On the contrary, It is written (Isa. vii. 14): Behold a virgin
shall concetve.

I answer that, We must confess simply that the mother of
Christ was a virgin in conceiving: for to deny this belongs
to the heresy of the Ebionites and Cerinthus, who held Christ
to be a mere man, and maintained that He was born of
both sexes.

It is fitting for four reasons that Christ should be born of
a virgin. TFirst, in order to maintain the dignity of the
Father who sent Him. For since Christ is the true and
natural Son of God, it was not fitting that He should have
another father than God: lest the dignity belonging to God
be transferred to another.

Secondly, this was befitting to a property of the Son
Himself, who is sent. For He is the Word of God: and
the word is conceived without any interior corruption:
indeed, interior corruption is incompatible with perfect
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conception of the word. Since therefore flesh was so
assumed by the Word of God, as to be the flesh of the Word
of God, it was fitting that it also should be conceived without
corruption of the mother.

Thirdly, this was befitting to the dignity of Christ’s
humanity in which there could be no sin, since by it the
sin of the world was taken away, according to Jo. i. 29:
Behold the Lamb of God (i.e., the Lamb without stain) who
taketh away the sin of the world. Now it was not possible
in a nature already corrupt, for flesh to be born from sexual
intercourse without incurring the infection of original sin.
Whence Augustine says (De Nup. et Concup. i.): In that
union—viz., the marriage of Mary and Joseph—the nuptial
intercourse alome was lacking : because in sinful flesh this
could not be without fleshly concupiscence which arises from
sin, and without which He wished to be conceived, who was
to be without sin.

Fourthly, on account of the very end of the Incarnation
of Christ, which was that men might be born again as sons
of God, not of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man,
but of God (Jo. i. 13)—i.e., of the power of God—of which
fact the very conception of Christ was to appear as an
exemplar. Whence Augustine says (De Sanct. Virg):
It behoved that our Head, by a notable miracle, should be born,
after the flesh, of a virgin, that He might thereby signify that
His members would be born, after the Spirit, of a virgin Church.

Reply Obj. 1. As Bede says on Luke i. 33: Joseph is
called the father of the Saviour, not that he really was His
father, as the Photinians pretended: but that he was con-
sidered by men to be so, for the safeguarding of Mary’s
good name. Wherefore Luke adds (iii. 23): Being, as it
was supposed, the son of Joseph.

Or, according to Augustine (De Cons. Evang. ii.), Joseph
is called the father of Christ just as e ¢s called the husband
of Mary, without fleshly mingling, by the mere bond of marriage :
being thereby united to Him much more closely than if he were
adopted from another family. Consequently that Christ was
not begotten of Joseph by fleshly union is no reason why Joseph
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should not be called His father ; since he would be the father
even of an adopted son not born of his wife.

Reply Obj. 2. As Jerome says on Matth. i. 18: Though
Joseph was not the father of Our Lord and Saviour, the order
of His genealogy is traced down to Joseph—first, because
the Scriptures are not wont to trace the female line in genealogies :
secondly, Mary and Joseph were of the same lribe ; wherefore
by law he was bound to take her as being of his kin. Like-
wise, as Augustine says (De Nup. et Concup. i), st was
befitting to trace the gemealogy down to Joseph, lest in that
marriage any slight should be offered to the male sex, which
s indeed the stromger: for truth suffered nothing thereby,
since both Joseph and Mary were of the family of David.

Reply Obj. 3. As the gloss says on this passage, the word
“ mulier. . is here used instead of ‘ femina,’ according to the
custom of the Hebrew tongue : which applies the term signify-
ing woman to those of the female sex who are virgins.

Reply Obj. 4. This argument is true of those things
which come into existence by the way of nature: since
nature, just as it is fixed to one particular effect, so it is
determinate to one mode of producing that effect. But as
the supernatural power of God extends to the infinite: just
as it is not determinate to one effect, so neither is it de-
terminate to one mode of producing any effect whatever.
Cons:quently, just as it was possible for the first man to be
produced, by the Divine power, from the slime of the earth,
so too was it possible for Christ’s body to be made, by
Divine power, from a virgin without the seed of the male.

Reply Obj. 5. According to the Philosopher (De Gener.
Animal. i., ii., iv.), in conception the seed of the male is not
by way of matter, but by way of agent: and the female
alone supplies the matter. Wherefore though the seed of
the male was lacking in Christ’s conception, it does not
follow that due matter was lacking.

But if the seed of the male were the matter of the feetus
in animal conception, it is nevertheless manifest that it is
not a matter remaining under one form, but subject to
transformation. And though the natural power cannot
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transmute other than determinate matter to a determinate
form; nevertheless the Divine power, which is infinite, can
transmute all matter to any form whatsoever. Conse-
quently, just as it transmuted the slime of the earth into
Adam’s body, so could it transmute the matter supplied
by His Mother into Christ’s body, even though it were not
the sufficient matter for a natural conception.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER CHRIST'S MOTHER WAS A VIRGIN IN HIS BIRTH ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article —

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Mother was not a
virgin in His Birth. For Ambrose says on Luke ii. 23:
He who sanctified a strange womb, for the birth of a prophet,
He it s who opened His Mother’s womb, that He might
go forth unspotted. But opening of the womb excludes
virginity. Therefore Christ’s Mother was not a virgin in His
Birth.

Obj. 2. Further, nothing should have taken place in the
mystery of Christ, which would make His body to seem
unreal. Now it seems to pertain not to a true but to an
unreal body, to be able to go through a closed passage;
since two bodies cannot be in one place at the same time.
It was therefore unfitting that Christ’s body should come
forth from His Mother's closed womb: and consequently
that she should remain a virgin in giving birth to Him.

0bj. 3. Further, as Gregory says in the Homily for the
Octave of Easter,* that by entering after His Resurrection
where the disciples were gathered, the doors being shut,
Our Lord showed that His body was the same in nature but
differed in glory : so that it seems that to go through a
closed passage pertains to a glorified body. But Christ’s
body was not glorified in its conception, but was passible,
having the likeness of sinful flesh, as the Apostle says (Rom.
viii. 3). Therefore He did not come forth through the
closed womb of the Virgin.

* xxvi. in Evang.
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On the contrary, In a sermon of the Council of Ephesus
(P. IIL., cap. ix.) it is said: After giving birth, nature knows
not a virgin : but grace enhances her frustfulness, and effects
her motherhood, while in no way does it injure her virginity.
Therefore Christ’s Mother was a virgin also in giving birth
to Him.

I answer that, Without any doubt whatever we must
assert that the Mother of Christ was a virgin even in His
Birth: for the prophet says not only: Behold a virgin shall
conceive, but adds: and shall bear a son. This indeed was
befitting for three reasons. First, because this was in keep-
ing with a property of Him whose Birth is in question,
for He is the Word of God. For the word is not only con-
ceived in the mind without corruption, but also proceeds
from the mind without corruption. Wherefore in order to
show that body to be the body of the very Word of God,
it was fitting that it should be born of a virgin incorrupt.
Whence in the sermon of the Council of Ephesus (quoted
above) we read: Whosoever brings forth mere flesh, ceases to
be a virgin. But since she gave birth to the Word made flesh,
God safeguarded her virginity so as to manifest His Word,
by which Word He thus manifested Himself : for neither
does our word, when brought forth, corrupt the mind ; nor
does God, the substantial Word, deigning to be born, destroy
virginity.

Secondly, this is fitting as regards the effect of Christ’s
Incarnation: since He came for this purpose, that He might
take away our corruption. Wherefore it is unfitting that
in His Birth He should corrupt His Mother’s virginity.
Thus Augustine says in a sermon on the Nativity of Our
Lord: It was not right that He who came to heal corruption,
should by His advent violate integrity.

Thirdly, it was fitting that He who commanded us to
honour our father and mother should not in His Birth lessen
the honour due to His Mother.

Reply Obj. 1. Ambrose says this in expounding the
evangelist’s quotation from the Law: Every male opening
the womb shall be called holy to the Lord. This, says Bede,
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is said in regard lo the wonted manner of birth ; not that we
are to believe that Our Lord in coming forth violated the abode
of her sacred womb, which His entrance therein had hallowed.
Wherefore the opening here spoken of does not imply the
unlocking of the enclosure of virginal purity; but the mere
coming forth of the infant from the maternal womb.

Reply 0bj. 2. Christ wished so to show the reality of His
body, as to manifest His Godhead at the same time. For
this reason He mingled wondrous with lowly things. Where-
fore, to show that His body was real, He was born of a
woman. But in order to manifest His Godhead, He was
born of a virgin, for such a Birth befits a God, as Ambrose
says in the Christmas hymn.

Reply Obj. 3. Some have held that Christ, in His Birth,
assumed the gift of subilety, when He came forth from the
closed womb of a virgin; and that He assumed the gift of
agility when with dry feet He walked on the sea. But this
is not consistent with what has been decided above (Q. XIV.).
For these gifts of a glorified body result from an over-
flow of the soul’s glory on to the body, as we shall ex-
plain further on, in treating of glorified bodies (Supple.,
Q. LXXXII.): and it has been said above (Q. XIII.,, A. 3 ad
1; Q. XVI, A. 1 ad 2) that before His Passion Christ
allowed His flesh to do and to suffer what was proper to 1t
(Damascene, De Fid. Orth. iii.): nor was there such an
overflow of glory from His soul on to His body.

We must therefore say that all these things took place
miraculously by Divine power. Whence Augustine says
(Sup. Joan., Tract. 121): To the substance of a body in which
was the Godhead closed doors were mo obstacle. For truly
He had power to enter in by doors not open, 1n whose Birth
His Mother's virginity remained inviolate. And Dionysius
says in an epistle (Ad Caium iv.) that Christ excelled man
in doing that which is proper to man : this is shown in His
supernatural conception, of a uvirgin, and in the unstable
waters bearing the weight of earthly feet.
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THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST'S MOTHER REMAINED A VIRGIN AFTER HIS
BIRTH ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Mother did not
remain a virgin after His Birth. For it is written (Matth.
i. 18): Before Joseph and Mary came together, she was found
with child of the Holy Ghost. Now the Evangelist would
not have said this,—before they came together,—unless he
were certain of their subsequent coming together; for no
one says of one who does not eventually dine, before he dines
(¢f. Jerome, Contra Helvid.). It seems, therefore, that the
Blessed Virgin subsequently had intercourse with Joseph;
and consequently that she did not remain a virgin after
(Christ’s) Birth.

0bj. 2. Further, in the same passage (Matth. i. 20) are
related the words of the angel to Joseph: Fear not to take
unto thee Mary thy wife. But marriage is consummated
by carnal intercourse. Ther~fore it seems that this must
have at some time taken place between Mary and Joseph:
and that, consequently she did not remain a virgin after
(Christ’s) birth.

Obj. 3. Further, again in the same passage a little further
on (24, 25) we read: And (Joseph) fook unto him his wife ;
and he knew her not till she brought forth her first-born Son.
Now this conjunction #ll is wont to designate a fixed time,
on the completion of which that takes place which pre-
viously had not taken place. And the verb knew refers
here to knowledge by intercourse (c¢f. Jerome, Conira
Helvid.); just as (Gen. iv. 1) it is said that Adam knew his
wife. Therefore it seems that after (Christ’s) Birth, the
Blessed Virgin was known by Joseph; and, consequently,
that she did not remain a virgin after the Birth (of Christ).

Obj. 4. Further, first-born can only be said of one who
has brothers afterwards: wherefore (Rom. viii. 29): Whom
He foreknew, He also predestinated to be made conformable
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to the image of His Son ; that He might be the first-born among
many brethren. But the evangelist calls Christ the first-
born by His Mother. Therefore she had other children
after Christ. And therefore it seems that Christ’s Mother
did not remain a virgin after His Birth.

Obj. 5. Further, it is written (Jo. ii. 12): After this He
went down to Capharnaum, He—that is, Christ—and His
Mother and His brethren. But brethren are those who are
begotten of the same parent. Therefore it seems that the
Blessed Virgin had other sons after Christ.

Obj. 6. Further, it is written (Matth. xxvii. 55, 56):
There were there—that is, by the cross of Christ—many
women afar off, who had followed Jesus from Galilee, minister-
ing unto Him ; among whom was Mary Magdalen, and
Mary the mother of James and Joseph, and the mother of the
sons of Zebedee. Now this Mary who is called the mother of
James and Joseph seems to have been also the Mother of
Christ; for it is written (Jo. xix. 25) that there stood by
the cross of Jesus, Mary His Mother. Therefore it seems
that Christ’s Mother did not remain a virgin after His Birth.

On the contrary, It is written (Ezech. xliv. 2): This gate shall
be shut, it shall not be opened, and no man shall pass through
1t ; because the Lord the God of Isvael hath entered in by it.
Expounding these words, Augustine says in a sermon (De
Annunt. Dom. iil.): What means this closed gate in the House
of the Lord, except that Mary is to be ever inviolate ? What
does 1t mean that ‘ no man shall pass through i, save that
Joseph shall not know her 2 And what is this— The Lord
alone enters in and goeth out by it," except that the Holy Ghost
shall impregnate her, and that the Lord of angels shall be born
of her? And what means this—' it shall be shut for ever-
more,” but that Mary ts a virgin before His Birth, a virgin in
His Birth, and a virgin after His Birth ?

I answer that, Without any hesitation we must abhor the
error of Helvidius, who dared to assert that Christ’s Mother,
after His Birth, was carnally known by Joseph, and bore
other children. For, in the first place, this is derogatory
to Christ’s perfection: for as He is in His Godhead the
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Only-Begotten of the Father, being thus His Son in every
respect perfect, so it was becoming that He should be the
only-begotten son of His Mother, as being her perfect
offspring.

Secondly, this error is an insult to the Holy Ghost, whose
shrine was the virginal womb,* wherein He had formed the
flesh of Christ; wherefore it was unbecoming that it should
be desecrated by intercourse with man.

Thirdly, this is derogatory to the dignity and holiness of
God’s Mother: for thus she would seem to be most un-
grateful, were she not content with such a Son; and were
she, of her own accord, by carnal intercourse to forfeit that
virginity which had been miraculously preserved in her.

Fourthly, it would be tantamount to an imputation of
extreme presumption in Joseph, to assume that he attempted
to violate her whom by the angel’s revelation he knew to
have conceived by the Holy Ghost.

We must therefore simply assert that the Mother of God,
as she was a virgin in conceiving Him and a virgin in giving
Him birth, so did she remain a virgin ever afterwards.

Reply Obj. 1. As Jerome says (cont. Helvid., i.): Although
this particle ‘ before’ often indicates a subsequent event, yet
we must observe that it not infrequently points merely to some
thing previously in the mind : nor is there need that what was
in the mind take place eventually, since something may occur
to prevent its happening. Thus if a man say: ‘ Before I
dined in the port, I set sail, we do not understand him to
have dined in port after he set sail : but that his mind was
set on dining in port. In like manner the evangelist says:
Before they came together Mary was found with child, of the
Holy Ghost, not that they came together afterwards: but
that, when it scemed that they would come together, this
was forestalled through her conceiving by the Holy Ghost,
the result being that afterwards they did not come together.

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says (De Nup. et Concup. i.):
The Mother of God ts called. (Joseph's) wife from the first

v )Sacmrium Spirvitus Sancti (Off. B. M. V., Ant. ad Benedictus,
T.P.).
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promise of her espousals, whom he had not known nor ever
was to know by carnal intercourse. For, as Ambrose says
on Luke i. 27: The fact of her marriage is declaved, not to
insinuate the loss of virginity, but fto witness to the reality of
the union.

Reply Obj. 3. Some have said that this is not to be under-
stood of carnal knowledge, but of acquaintance. Thus
Chrysostom says* that Joseph did not know her, until she
gave birth, being unaware of her dignity: but after she had
given birth, then did he know her. Because by reason of her
child she surpassed the whole world in beauty and dignity :
since she alone in the narrow abode of hey womb received Him
whom the world cannot contain.

Others again refer this to knowledge by sight. For as,
while Moses was speaking with God, his face was so bright
that the childrven of Isvael could not steadfastly behold it so
Mary, while being overshadowed by the brightness of the
power of the Most High, could not be gazed on by Joseph,
until she gave birth. But afterwards she is acknowledged
by Joseph, by looking on her face, not by lustful contact.

Jerome, however, grants that this is to be understood of
knowledge by intercourse; but he observes that before or
until has a twofold sense in Scripture. For sometimes it
indicates a fixed time, as Gal. iii. 19: The law was sef because
of transgressions, until the seed should come, to whom He
made the promise. On the other hand, it sometimes indicates
an indefinite time, as in Ps. cxxii. 2: Our eyes are unto the
Lord our God, until He have mercy on us, from which it is
not to be gathered that our eyes are turned from God as
soon as His mercy has been obtained. In this sense those
things are indicated of which we might doubt if they had not
been written down : while others are left out to be supplied by
our understanding. Thus the evangelist says that the Mother
of God was not known by her husband until she gave birth,
that we may be given to understand that still less did he know
her afterwards (Adversus Helvid. v.).

* Opus imperf. in Matth., Hom. 1: among the spurious works
ascribed to Chrysostom.
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Reply Obj. 4. The Scriptures are wont to designate as
the first-born, not only a child who is followed by others,
but also the one that is born first. Otherwise, if a child
were not first-born unless followed by others, the first-fruits
would not be due as long as there was no further produce :*
which is clearly false, since according to the law the first-
fruits had to be redeemed within a month (Num. xviii. 16).

Reply 0bj. 5. Some, as Jerome says on Matth. xii. 49, 50,
suppose that the brethren of the Lord were Joseph's soms by
another wife. But we understand the brethren of the Lord to
be mot sons of Joseph, but cousins of the Saviour, the sons of
Mary, His Mother's sister. For Scripture speaks of brethren
in four senses ; mamely, those who are united by being of the
same parvents, of the same nation, of the same family, by common
affection. Wherefore the brethren of the Lord are so called,
not by birth, as being born of the same mother; but by
relationship, as being blood-relations of His. But Joseph,
as Jerome says (cont. Helvid., ix.), is-rather to be believed
to have remained a virgin, since he is not said to have had
another wife, and a holy man does not live otherwise than
chastely.

Reply Obj. 6. Mary who is called the mother of James and
Joseph is not to be taken for the Mother of Qur Lord, who
is not wont to be named in the Gospels save under this
designation of her dignity—+the Mother of Jesus. This Mary
is to be taken for the wife of Alphaus, whose son was James
the less, known as the brother of the Lord (Gal. i. 19).

FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE MOTHER OF GOD TOOK A VOW OF VIRGINITY ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the Mother of God did not
take a vow of virginity. For it is written (Deut. vii. 14):
No one shall be barren among you of either sex. But sterility
is a consequence of virginity. Therefore the keeping of
virginity was contrary to the commandment of the Old

¥ Jerome, Adversus Helvid. x.
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Law. But before Christ was born the Old Law was still
in force. Therefore at that time the Blessed Virgin could
not lawfully take a vow of virginity.

Obj. 2. Further, the Apostle says (x Cor. vii. 25): Con-
cerning virgins I have no commandment of the Lord ; but 1
give counsel. But the perfection of the counsels was to take
its beginning from Christ, who is the end of the Law, as the
Apostle says (Rom. x. 4). It was not therefore becoming
that the Virgin should take a vow of virginity.

0bj. 3. Further, the gloss of Jerome says on 1 Tim. v. 12,
that for those who are vowed to virginity, it is reprehensible
not only to marry, but also to desive to be married. But the
Mother of Christ committed no sin for which she could be
reprehended, as stated above (Q. XXVII., A. 4). Since
therefore she was espoused, as related by Luke (i. 27), it
seems that she did not take a vow of virginity.

On the comtrary, Augustine says (De Sanct. Virg. iv.):
Mary answered the anmouncing angel: ‘ How shall this be
done, because I know not man ?’  She would not have said
this unless she had already vowed her virginity to God.

I answer that, As we have stated in the Second Part
(IL-IL., Q. LXXXVIIIL,, A. 6), works of perfection are more
praiseworthy when performed in fulfilment of a vow. Now
it is clear that for reasons already given (AA. 1, 2, 3) vir-
ginity had a special place in the Mother of God. It was
therefore fitting that her virginity should be consecrated to
God by vow. Nevertheless because, while the Law was in
force both men and women were bound to attend to the
duty of begetting, since the worship of God was spread
according to carnal origin, until Christ was born of that
people; the Mother of God is not believed to have taken
an absolute vow of virginity, before being espoused to
Joseph. although she desired to do so, yet yielding her own
will to God’s judgement. Afterwards, however, having taken
a husband, according as the custom of the time required,
together with him she took a vow of virginity.

Reply Obj. 1. Because it seemed to be forbidden by the
law not to take the necessary steps for leaving a posterity
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on earth, therefore the Mother of God did not vow virginity
absolutely, but under the condition that it were pleasing to
God. When, however, she knew that it was acceptable to
God, she made the vow absolute, before the angel’s Annun-
ciation,

Reply Obj. 2. Just as the fulness of grace was in Christ
perfectly, yet some beginning of this fulness preceded in
His Mother; so also the observance of the counsels, which
is an effect of God’s grace, began its perfection in Christ,
but was begun after a fashion in His Virgin Mother.

Reply Obj. 3. These words of the Apostle are to be under-
stood of those who vow chastity absolutely. Christ’s Mother
did not do this until she was espoused to Joseph. After her
espousals, however, by their common consent she took a
vow of virginity together with her spouse.



QUESTION XXIX.

OF THE ESPOUSALS OF THE MOTHER OF GOD.
(In Two Articles.)

WE now consider the espousals of God’s Mother: concerning
which two points arise for inquiry: (1) Whether Christ
should have been born of an espoused (virgin) ?  (2) Whether
there was true marriage between Our Lord’s Mother and
Joseph ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST SHOULD HAVE BEEN BORN OF AN
ESPOUSED VIRGIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Article -—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
been born of an espoused virgin. For espousals are ordered
to carnal intercourse. But Our Lord’s Mother never wished
to have carnal intercourse with her husband; because this
would be derogatory to the virginity of her mind. There-
fore she should not have been espoused.

Obj. 2. Further, that Christ was born of a virgin was
miraculous, whence Augustine says (Ep. ad Volus. cxxxvii.):
This same power of God brought forth the infant's limbs out
of the virginal womb of His inviolate Mother, by which in the
. vigour of manhood He passed through the closed doors. If
we are told why this happened, it will cease to be wonderful ;
if another instance be alleged, it will no longer be unique.
But miracles that are wrought in confirmation of the Faith
should be manifest. Since, therefore, by her Espousals this
miracle would be less evident, it seems that it was unfitting
that Christ should be born of an espoused virgin.

III. 2 33 3
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0bj. 3. Further, the martyr Ignatius, as Jerome says on
Matth. i. 18, gives as a reason of the espousals of the Mother
of God, that the manner of His Birth might be hidden from the
devil, who would think Him to be begotten not of a virgin but
of a wife. But this seems to be no reason at all. First,
because by his natural cunning he knows whatever takes
place in bodies. Secondly, because later on the demons,
through many evident signs, knew Christ after a fashion:
whence it is written (Mark i. 23, 24): 4 man with an unclean
spirit . . . cried out, saying : What have we to do with Thee,
Jesus of Nazareth ?  Art Thow come to destroy us? I know
.« .. Thou art the Holy One of God. Therefore it does not seem
fitting that the Mother of God should have been espoused.

0bj. 4. Further, Jerome gives as another reason, lest the
Mother of God should be stoned by the Jews as an adulteress.
But this reason seems to have no weight, for if she were not
espoused, she could not be condemned for adultery. There-
fore it does not seem reasonable that Christ should be born
of an espoused virgin.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Matth. i. 18): When as His
Mother Mary was espoused to Joseph : and (Luke i. 26, 27):
The angel Gabriel was sent . . . to a virgin espoused to a man
whose name was Joseph.

I answer that, It was fitting that Christ should be born
of an espoused virgin; first, for His own sake; secondly, for
His Mother’s sake; thirdly, for our sake. For the sake of
Christ Himself, for four reasons. First, lest He should be
rejected by unbelievers as illegitimate: wherefore Ambrose
says on Luke i. 26, 27: How could we blame Herod or the Jews
if they seem to persecute one who was born of adultery ?

Secondly, in order that in the customary way His gene-
alogy might be traced through the maleline. Thus Ambrose
says on Luke iii. 23: He who came into the world, accord-
ing to the custom of the world had to be enrolled. Now for
this purpose, it is the men that ave required, because they
represent the family in the senate and other courts. The
custom of the Scriptures, too, shows that the ancestry of the
men is always traced out.
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Thirdly, for the safety of the new-born child: lest the
devil should plot serious hurt against him. Hence Ignatius
says that she was espoused that the manner of His Birth
might be hidden from the devil.

Fourthly, that He might be fostered by Joseph: who is
therefore called His father, as bread-winner.

It was also fitting for the sake of the Virgin. First,
because thus she was rendered exempt from punish-
ment; that is, lest she should be stoned by the Jews as an
adulteress, as Jerome says.

Secondly, that thus she might be safeguarded from ill
fame. Whence Ambrose says on Luke i. 26, 27: She was
espoused lest she be wounded by the ill-fame of violated virginity,
in whom the pregnant womb would betoken corruption.

Thirdly, that, as Jerome says (loc. cit.), Joseph might
administer to her wants.

This was fitting, again, for our sake. First, because
Joseph is thus a witness to Christ’s being born of a virgin.
Wherefore Ambrose says (loc. cit.): Her husband is the more
trustworthy witness of her purity, in that he would deplore
the dishomour, and avenge the disgrace, were it not that he
acknowledged the mystery.

Secondly, because thereby the very words of the.Virgin
are rendered more credible by which she asserted her
virginity. Thus Ambrose says (loc. cit.): Belief in Mary's
words is strengthened, the motive for a lie 1s removed. If she
hai not been espoused when pregnant, she would seem to have
wished to hide her sin by a lie : being espoused, she had no
motive for lying, since a woman’s pregnancy is the reward of
marriage and gives grace to the nuptial bond. These two
reasons add strength to our faith.

Thirdly, that all excuse be removed from those virgins
who, through want of caution, fall into dishonour. Hence
Ambrose says (loc. cit.): It was not becoming that virgins
should expose themselves to evil report, and cover themselves
with the excuse that the Mother of the Lord had also been
oppressed by ill-fame.

Fourthly, because by this the umversal Church is typified,
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which is a virgin and yet is espoused to one Man, Christ,
as Augustine says (De Sanct. Virg. xii.).

A fifth reason may be added: since the Mother of the Lord
being both espoused and a virgin, both virginity and wed-
lock are honoured in her person, in contradiction to those
heretics who disparaged one or the other.

Reply 0bj. 1. We must believe that the Blessed Virgin,
Mother of God, desired, from an intimate inspiration of the
Holy Ghost, to be espoused, being confident that by the
help of God she would never come to have carnal inter-
course: yet she left this to God’s discretion. Wherefore
she suffered nothing in detriment to her virginity.

Reply Obj. 2. As Ambrose says on Luke i. 26, 27: Our
Lord breferved that men should doubt of His origin rather
than of His Mother's purity. For He knew the delicacy of
virgin modesty, and how easily the fair fame of chastity s
disparaged : nor did He choose that our faith in His Birth
should be strengthened in detriment to His Mother. We must
observe, however, that some miracles wrought by God are
the direct object of faith; such are the miracles of the virginal
Birth, the Resurrection of Our Lord, and the Sacrament
of the Altar. Wherefore Our Lord wished these to be more
hidden, that belief in them might have greater merit.
Whereas other miracles are for the strengthening of faith:
and these it behoves to be manifest.

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says (De Trin. iii.), the devil
can do many things by his natural power which he is
hindered by the Divine power from doing. Thus it may be
that by his natural power the devil could know that the
Mother of God knew not man, but was a virgin; yet was
prevented by God from knowing the manner of the Divine
Birth. That afterwards the devil after a fashion knew that
He was the Son of God, makes no diffrculty: because then
the time had already come for Christ to make known His
power against the devil, and to suffer persecution aroused
by him. But during His infancy it behoved the malice of
the devil to be withheld, lest he should persecute Him too
severely : for Christ did not wish to suffer such things then,
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nor to make His power known, but to show Himself to be
in all things like other infants. Hence Pope Leo (Serm. in
Epiph. iv.) says that the Magi found the Child Jesus small
in body, dependent on others, unable to speak, and in no way
differing from the gemerality of human infants. Ambrose,
however, expounding Luke (loc. cit.), seems to understand
this of the devil’s members. For, after giving thc above
reason—namely, that the prince of the world might be
deceived—he continues thus: Yet still more did He deceive
the princes of the world, since the evil disposition of the demons
easily discovers even hidden things : but those who spend their
lives in worldly vanities can have no acquaintance of Divine
things.

Reply Obj. 4. The sentence of adulteresses according to
the Law was that they should be stoned, not only if they
were already espoused or married, but also if their maiden-
hood were still under the protection of the paternal roof,
until the day when they enter the married state. Thus it is
written (Deut. xxii. 20, 21): If . . . virginity be not found
in the damsel . . . the men of the city shall stone her to death,
and she shall die ; because she hath done a wicked thing in
Israel, to play the whore in her father’s house.

It may also be said, according to some writers, that the
Blessed Virgin was of the family or kindred of Aaron, so
that she was related to Elizabeth, as we are told (Luke
i. 36). Now a virgin of the priestly tribe was condemned to
death for whoredom ; for we read (Lev. xxi. 9) : Ifthe daughter
of a priest be taken in whoredom, and dishonour the name of
her father, she shall be burnt with fire.

Lastly, some understand the passage of Jerome to refer
to the throwing of stones by ill-fame.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER THERE WAS A TRUE MARRIAGE BETWEEN MARY
AND JOSEPH ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—
Objection 1. It would seem that there was no true mar-
riage between Mary and Joseph. For Jerome says against
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Helvidius that Joseph was Mary’s guardian rather than her
husband. But if this was a true marriage, Joseph was truly
her husband. Therefore there was no true marriage between
Mary and Joseph.

Obj. 2. Further, on Matth. i. 16: Jacob begot Joseph the
husband of Mary, Jerome says: When thou readest * husband’
suspect not a marriage ; but remember that Scripture is woni
to speak of those who are betrothed as husband and wife. But
a true marriage is not effected by the betrothal, but by the
wedding. Therefore, there was no true marriage between
the Blessed Virgin and Joseph.

Obj. 3. Further, it is written (Matth. i. 19): Joseph, her
husband, being a just man, and not willing to take her away*
—i.e., to take her to his home in order to cohabit with her—
was minded to put her away privately—i.e., to postpone the
wedding, as Remigius expounds.t Therefore, it seems that,
as the wedding was not yet solemnized, there was no true
marriage: especially since, after the marriage contract, no
one can lawfully put his wife away.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Consensu Evang. ii.):
It cannot be allowed that the evangelist thought that Joseph
ought to sever his union with Mary (since he said that Joseph
was Mary’s husband) on the ground that in giving birth to
Christ, she had not conceived of him, but remained a virgin.
For by this example the faithful are taught that if after mar-
riage they remain continent by mutual consent, their union is
still and is rightly called marriage, even without intercourse of
the sexes.

I answer that, Marriage or wedlock is said to be true by
reason of its attaining its perfection. Now perfection of
anything is twofold; first, and second. The first perfection
of a thing consists in its very form, from which it receives its
species; while the second perfection of a thing consists in
its operation, by which in some way a thing attains its end.
Now the form of matrimony consists in a certain inseparable
union of souls, by which husband and wife are pledged by

* Douay Version: publicly to expose her.
t Cf. Catena Aurea in Matth.
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a bond of mutual affection that cannot be sundered. And
the end of matrimony is the begetting and upbringing of
children: the first of which isattained by conjugal inter-
course; the second by the other duties of husband and wife,
by which they help one another in rearing their offspring.

Thus we may say, as to the first perfection, that the
marriage of the Virgin Mother of God and Joseph was abso-
lutely true: because both consented to the nuptial bond, but
not expressly to the bond of the flesh, save on the condition
that it was pleasing to God. For this reason the angel calls
Mary the wife of Joseph, saying to him (Matth. i. 20): Fear
not to take unto thee Mary thy wife : on which words Augustine
says (De Nup. et Concup. i.): She is called his wife from the
first promise of her espousals, whom he had not known nor ever
was to know by carnal intercourse.

But as to the second perfection which is attained by the
marriage act, if this be referred to carnal intercourse, by
which children are begotten; thus this marriage was not
consummated. Wherefore Ambrose says on Luke i. 26, 27:
Be not surprised that Scripture calls Mary a wife. The fact
of her marriage is declared, not to insinuate the loss of virginity,
but to witness to the reality of the union. Nevertheless, this
marriage had the second perfection, as to upbringing of the
child. Thus Augustine says (De Nup. et Concup. i.): All the
nuptial blessings ave fulfilled in the marriage of Christ’s parents,
offspring, faith and sacrament. The offspring we know to
have been the Lovd Jesus; faith, for there was no adultery :
sacrament, since there was mo divorce. Carnal iniercourse
alone there was none.

Reply 0bj. 1. Jerome uses the term husband in reference to
marriage consummated.

Reply Obj. 2. By marriage Jerome means the nuptial inter-
course.

Reply Obj. 3. As Chrysostom says (Hom. i. super Matth.)*
the Blessed Virgin was so espoused to Joseph that she
dwelt in his home: for just as she who conceives tn her
husband’s house 1s understood to have conceived of him, so

* Opus Imp. (supposititious).
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she who conceives elsewhere is suspect. Consequently suffi-
cient precaution would not have been taken to safeguard
the fair fame of the Blessed Virgin, if she had not the entry
of her husband’s house. Wherefore the words, not willing
to take her away are better rendered as meaning, not willing
publicly to expose her, than understood of taking her to his
house. Hence the evangelist adds that Ae was minded to put
her away privately. But although she had the entry of
Joseph’s house by reason of her first promise of espousals, yet
the time had not yet come for the solemnizing of the wedding;
for which reason they had not yet consummated the mar-
riage. Therefore, as Chrysostom says (Hom. iv. in Matth.):
The evangelist does not say, ‘ before she was taken to the house
of her husband,” because she was already in the house. For it
was the custom among the ancients for espoused maidens to
enter frequently the houses of them to whom they were betrothed.
Therefore the angel also said to Joseph: Fear not to take unto
thee Mary thy wife ; that is: Fear not to solemnize your mar-
riage with her. Others, however, say that she was not yet
admitted to his house, but only betrothed to him. But the
first is more in keeping with the Gospel narrative.



QUESTION XXX.

OF THE ANNUNCIATION OF THE BLESSED VIRGIN.
(In Four Articles.)

WE now have to consider the Blessed Virgin’s Annunciation,
concerning which there are four points of inquiry: (1)
Whether it was befitting that announcement should be
made to her of that which was to be begotten of her ? (2) By
whom should this announcement be made? (3) In what
manner should this announcement be made? (4) Of the
order observed in the Annunciation.

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER IT WAS NECESSARY TO ANNOUNCE TO THE BLESSED
VIRGIN THAT WHICH WAS TO BE DONE IN HER ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unnecessary to
announce to the Blessed Virgin that which was to be done
in her. For there seems to have been no need of the Annun-
ciation except for the purpose of receiving the Virgin’s
consent. But her consent seems to have been unnecessary:
because the Virginal Conception was foretold by a prophecy
of predestination, which is fulfilled without our consent, as a
gloss says on Matth. i. 22. There was no need, therefore,
for this Annunciation.

Obj. 2. Further, the Blessed Virgin believed in the Incar-
nation, for to disbelieve therein excludes man from the way
of salvation; because, as the Apostle says (Rom. iii. 22):
The justice of God (is) by faith of Jesus Christ. But one needs
no further instruction concerning what one believes without
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doubt. Therefore the Blessed Virgin had no need for the
Incarnation of her Son to be announced to her.

Obj. 3. Further, just as the Blessed Virgin conceived
Christ in her body, so every pious soul conceives Him spiritu-
ally. Thus the Apostle says (Gal. iv. 19): My litile children,
of whom I am in labour again, unitl Christ be formed in you.
But to those who conceive Him spiritually no announcement
is made of this conception. Therefore neither should it have
been announced to the Blessed Virgin that she was to con-
ceive the Son of God in her womb.

On the contrary, 1t is related (Luke i. 31) that the angel
said to her: Behold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and shalt
bring forth a son.

I answer that, It was reasonable that it should be announced
to the Blessed Virgin that she was to conceive Christ. First,
in order to maintain a becoming order in the union of the
Son of God with the Virgin—namely, that she should be
informed in mind concerning Him, before conceiving Him
in the flesh. Thus Augustine says (De Sancta Virgin. iii.):
Mary is more blessed in receiving the faith of Christ, than in
concerving the flesh of Christ; and further on he adds: Her
nearness as a Mother would have been of no profit to Mary,
had she not borne Christ in her heart after a more blessed
manner than in her flesh.

Secondly, that she might be a more certain witness of this
mystery, being instructed therein by God.

Thirdly, that she might offer to God the free gift of her
obedience: which she proved herself right ready to do,
saying: Behold the handmaid of the Lord.

Fourthly, in order to show that there is a certain spiritual
wedlock between the Son of God and human nature. Where-
fore in the Annunciation the Virgin’s consent was besought
in lieu of that of the entire human nature.

Reply Obj. 1. The prophecy of predestination is ful-
filled without the causality of our will; not without its
consent.

Reply Obj. 2. The Blessed Virgin did indeed believe ex-
plicitly in the future Incarnation; but, being humble, she
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did not think such high things of herself. Consequently she
required instruction in this matter.

Reply 0bj. 3. The spiritual conception of Christ through
faith is preceded by the preaching of the faith, for as much
as faith is by hearing (Rom. x. 17). Yet man does not know
for certain thereby that he has grace; but he does know
that the faith, which he has received, is true.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE ANNUNCIATION SHOULD HAVE BEEN MADE BY
AN ANGEL TO THE BLESSED VIRGIN ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the Annunciation should
not have been made by an angel to our Blessed Lady. For
revelations to the highest angels are made immediately by
God, as Dionysius says (Cel. Hier. vii.). But the Mother of
God is exalted above all the angels. Therefore it seems that
the mystery of the Incarnation should have been announced
to her by God immedidtely, and not by an angel.

0bj. 2. Further, if in this matter it behoved the common
order to be observed, by which Divine things are announced
to men by angels; in like manner Divine things are announced
to a woman by a man: wherefore the Apostle says (1 Cor. xiv.
34, 35): Let women keep silence in the churches ; . . . but if they
would learn anything, let them ask their husbands at home.
Therefore it seems that the mystery of the Incarnation
should have been announced to the Blessed Virgin by some
man: especially seeing that Joseph, her husband, was in-
structed thereupon by an angel, as is related (Matth. i.
20, 2I).

Obj. 3. Further, none can becomingly announce what he
knows not. But the highest angels did not fully know the
mystery of the Incarnation: wherefore Dionysius says
(Cel. Hier. vii.) that the question, Who s this that cometh
Jrom Edom ? (Isa. Ixiii. 1) is to be understood as made by
them. Therefore it seems that the announcement of the
Incarnation could not be made becomingly by any angel.
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0bj. 4. Further, greater things should be announced by
messengers of greater dignity. But the mystery of the In-
carnation is the greatest of all things announced by angels to
men. It seems, therefore, if it behoved to be announced by
an angel at all, that this should have been done by an angel
of the highest order. But Gabriel is not of the highest order,
but of the order of archangels, which is the last but one:
wherefore the Church sings: We know that the archangel
Gabriel brought thee a message from God.* Therefore this
announcement was not becomingly made by the archangel
Gabriel.

On the contrary, It is written (Luke i. 26): The angel
Gabriel was sent by God, etc.

I answer that, It was fitting for the mystery of the Incarna-
tion to be announced to the Mother of God by an angel, for
three reasons. First, that in this also might be maintained
the order established by God, by which Divine things are
brought to men by means of the angels. Wherefore Diony-
sius says (Cal. Hier. iv.) that the angels were the first to be
taught the Divine mystery of the loving kindness of Jesus : after-
wards the grace of knowledge was imparted to us through them.
Thus, then, the most god-like Gabriel made known to Zachary
that a prophet son would be born to him ; and, to Mary, how the
Divine mystery of the ineffable conception of God would be
realized in her.

Secondly, this was becoming to the restoration of human
nature which was to be effected by Christ. Wherefore Bede
says in a homily (in Annunt.): It was an apt beginning of
man’s restoration that an angel should be sent by God to the
Virgin who was to be hallowed by the Divine Birth : since the
Jfirst cause of man’s ruin was through the sevpent being sent
by the devil to cajole the woman by the spirit of pride.

Thirdly, because this was becoming to the virginity of
the Mother of God. Wherefore Jerome says in a sermon
on the Assumption:t If is well that an angel be sent to the
Virgin ; because virginity is ever akin to the angelic nature.

* Feast of Purification B.V.M., ix. Resp., Brev. O.P.
1 Ascribed to S. Jerome, but not his work.
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Surely to live in the flesh and not according to the flesh is not
an earthly but a heavenly life.

Reply 0bj. 1. The Mother of God was above the angels
as regards the dignity to which she was chosen by God.
But as regards the present state of life, she was beneath
the angels. For even Christ Himself, by reason of His
passible life, was made a little lower than the angels, accord-
ing to Heb. ii. 9. But because Christ was both wayfarer
and comprehensor, He did not need to be instructed by
angels, as regards knowledge of Divine things. The Mother
of God, however, was not yet in the state of comprehension:
and therefore she had to be instructed by angels concerning
the Divine Conception.

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says in a sermon on the
Assumption (De Assump. B.V.M.)* a true estimation of
the Blessed Virgin excludes her from certain general rules.
For neither did she ‘ multiply her conceptions’ nor was she
‘under man’s—i.e., her husband's’—power (Gen. iii. 16),
who tn her spotless womb conceived Christ of the Holy Ghost.
Therefore it was fitting that she should be informed of the
mystery of the Incarnation by means not of a man, but of
an angel. For this reason it was made known to her before
Joseph: since the message was brought to her before she
conceived, but to Joseph after she had conceived.

Reply Obj. 3. As may be gathered from the passage quoted
from Dionysius, the angels were acquainted with the mystery
of the Incarnation: and yet they put this question, being de-
sirous that Christ should give them more perfect knowledge
of the details of this mystery, which are incomprehensible
to any created intellect. Thus Maximust says that there
can be no question that the angels knew that the Incarnation
was to take place. But it was not given to them to trace the
manner of our Lord’s conception, nor how it was that He
remained whole in the Father, whole throughout the universe,
and was whole in the narrow abode of the Virgin.

Reply 0bj. 4. Some say that Gabriel was of the highest

* Work of another author: among the works of S. Augustine.
t Maximus of Constantinople.
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order; because Gregory says (Homail. de Centum Ovibus)*: It
was right that one of the highest angels should come, since his
message was most sublime. But this does not imply that
he was of the highest order of all, but in regard to the
angels: since he was an archangel. Thus the Church calls
him an archangel, and Gregory himself in a homily (De
Centum Ovibus)t says that those ave called archangels who
announce sublime things. It is therefore sufficiently credible
that he was the highest of the archangels. And, as Gregory
says (bid.), this name agrees with his office: for Gabriel
means ‘ Power of God." This message therefore was fittingly
brought by the ‘ Power of God,’ because the Lord of hosts
and mighty in battle was coming to overcome the powers of
the air.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE ANGEL OF THE ANNUNCIATION SHOULD HAVE
APPEARED TO THE VIRGIN IN A BODILY VISION ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel of the Annuncia-
tion should not have appeared to the Virgin in a bodily vision.
For intellectual vision is more excellent than bodily vision,
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii.), and especially more
becoming to an angel: since by intellectual vision an angel
is seen in his substance; whereas in a bodily vision he is
seen in the bodily shape which he assumes. Now since it
behoved a sublime messenger to come to announce the
Divine Conception, so, seemingly, he should have appeared
in the most excellent kind of vision. Therefore it seems that
the angel of the Annunciaticn appeared to the Virgin in an
intellectual vision.

0Obj. 2. Further, imaginary vision also seems to excel
bodily vision: just as the imagination is a higher power
than the senses. But the angel . . . appeared to Joseph in
his sleep (Matth. i. 20), which was clearly an imaginary
vision. Therefore it seems that he should have appeared
to the Blessed Virgin also in an imaginary vision.

* 34 in Evang. t Ibid.
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Obj. 3. Further, the bodily vision of a spiritual substance
stupefies the beholder; thus we sing of the Virgin herself:
And the Virgin seeing the light was filled with fear.* But it
was better that her mind should be preserved from being thus
troubled. Therefore it was not fitting that this announce-
ment should be made in a bodily vision.

On the contrary, Augustine in a sermon (De Annunt. iii.)
pictures the Blessed Virgin as speaking thus: To me came
the archangel Gabriel with glowing countenance, gleaming robe,
and wondrous step. But these cannot pertain to other than
bodily vision. Therefore the angel of the Annunciation
appeared in a bodily vision to the Blessed Virgin.

I answer that, The angel of the Annunciation appeared in
a bodily vision to the Blessed Virgin. And this indeed was
fitting, first in regard to that which was announced. For
the angel came to announce the Incarnation of the invisible
God. Wherefore it was becoming that, in order to make
this known, an invisible creature should assume a form in
which to appear visibly: forasmuch as all the apparitions
of the Old Testament are ordered to that apparition in
which the Son of God appeared in the flesh.

Secondly, it was fitting as regards the dignity of the
Mother of God, who was to receive the Son of God not only
in her mind, but in her bodily womb. Therefore it behoved
not only her mind, but also her bodily senses to be refreshed
by the angelic vision. '

Thirdly, it is in keeping with the certainty of that which
was announced. For we apprehend with greater certainty
that which is before our eyes, than what is in our imagina-
tion. Thus Chrysostom says (Hom. iv. in Matth.) that the
angel came to the Virgin not in her sleep, but visibly. For
since she was receiving from the angel a message exceeding
great, before such an event she needed a vision of great solemnity.

Reply Obj. 1. Intellectual vision excels merely imaginary
and merely bodily vision. But Augustine himself says
(1bid.) that prophecy is more excellent if accompanied by
intellectual and imaginary vision, than if accompanied by

* Feast of Annunciation B.V.M., ii. Resp., Brev. O.P.
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only one of them. Now the Blessed Virgin perceived not
only the bodily vision, but also the intellectual illumination.
Wherefore this was a more excellent vision. Yet it would
have been more excellent if she had perceived the angel
himself in his substance by her intellectual vision. But it
was incompatible with her state of wayfarer that she should
see an angel in his essence.

Reply Obj. 2. The imagination is indeed a higher power
than the exterior sense: but because the senses are the
principle of human knowledge, the greatest certainty is in
them, for the principles of knowledge must needs always be
most certain. Consequently Joseph, to whom the angel
appeared in his sleep, did not have so excellent a vision as
the Blessed Virgin.

Reply Obj. 3. As Ambrose says on Luke i. 11: We are
disturbed, and lose our presence of mind, when we are com-
[fronted bythe presence of a superior power. And this happens
not only in bodily, but also in imaginary vision. Wherefore
it is written (Gen. xv. 12) that when the sun was setting, a
deep sleep fell upon Abram, and a great and darksome horror
seized upon him. But by being thus disturbed man is not
harmed to such an extent that therefore he ought to forego
the vision of an angel. First because from the very fact
that man is raised above himself, in which matter his dignity
is concerned, his inferior powers are weakened; and from
this results the aforesaid disturbance: thus, also, when the
natural heat is drawn within a body, the exterior parts
tremble. Secondly, because, as Origen says (Hom. iv. in
Luc.): The angel who appeared, knowing hers was a human
nature, first sought to remedy the disturbance of mind to which
a man is subject. Wherefore both to Zachary and to Mary,
as soon as they were disturbed, he said: Fear not. For this
reason, as we read in the life of Antony, 7t 7s difficult to
discern good from evil spirits. For if joy succeed fear, we
should know that the help is from the Lord : because security
of soul is a sign of present majesty. But if the fear with
which we are stricken persevere, it 1s an enemy that we see.

Moreover it was becoming to virginal modesty that the
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Virgin should be troubled. Because, as Ambrose says on
Luke i. 20: It is the part of a virgin to be timid, to fear the
advances of men, and to shrink from men’s addresses.

But others say that as the Blessed Virgin was accustomed
to angelic visions, she was not troubled at seeing this angel,
but with wonder at hearing what the angel said to her, for
she did not think so highly of herself. Wherefore the
evangelist does not say that she was troubled at seeing the
angel, but at his saying.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE ANNUNCIATION TOOK PLACE IN BECOMING
ORDER ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that the Annunciation did not
take place in becoming order. For the dignity of the Mother
of God results from the child she conceived. But the cause
should be made known before the effect. Therefore the
angel should have announced to the Virgin the conception
of her child before acknowledging her dignity in greeting
her. :

0bj. 2. Further, proof should be omitted in things which
admit of no doubt; and premised where doubt is possible.
But the angel seems first to have announced what the virgin
might doubt, and which, because of her doubt, would make
her ask: How shall this be done? and afterwards to have
given the proof, alleging both the instance of Elizabeth
and the omnipotence of God. Therefore the Annunciation
was made by the angel in unbecoming order.

0bj. 3. Further, the greater cannot be adequately proved
by the less. But it was a greater wonder for a virgin than
for an old woman to be with child. Therefore the angel’s
proof was insufficient to demonstrate the conception of a
virgin from that of an old woman.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Rom. xiii. 1): Those that
are of God, are well ordered (Vulg., Those that are, are ordained

of God). Now the angel was sent by God to announce unto
L. 2 4
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the Virgin, as is related Luke i. 26. Therefore the Annun-
ciation was made by the angel in the most perfect order.

I answer that, The Annunciation was made by the angel
in a becoming manner. For the angel had a threefold
purpose in regard to the Virgin. First, to draw her atten-
tion to the consideration of a matter of such moment.
This he did by greeting her by a new and unwonted salu-
tation. Wherefore Origen says, commenting on Luke
(Hom. vi.), that if she had known that similar words had been
addressed to anyone else, she, who had knowledge of the Law,
would never have been astonished at the seeming strangenmess
of the salutation. In which salutation he began by asserting
her worthiness of the conception, by saying, Full of grace ;
then he announced the conception in the words, The Lord is
with thee ; and then foretold the honour which would result
to her therefrom, by saying, Blessed art thou among women.

Secondly, he purposed to instruct her about the mystery
of the Incarnation, which was to be fulfilled in her. This
he did by foretelling the conception and birth, saying:
Behold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, etc.; and by declar-
ing the dignity of the child conceived, saying: He shall
be great ; and further, by making known the mode of con-
ception, when he said: The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee.

Thirdly, he purposed to lead her mind to consent. This
he did by the instance of Elizabeth, and by the argument
from Divine omnipotence.

Reply 0bj. 1. To a humble mind nothing is more astonish-
ing than to hear its own excellence. Now, wonder is most
effective in drawing the mind’s attention. Therefore the
angel, desirous of drawing the Virgin's attention to the
hearing of so great a mystery, began by praising her.

Reply Obj. 2. Ambrose says explicitly on Luke i. 34, that
the Blessed Virgin did not doubt the angel’s words. For
he says: Mary’s answer is more temperate than the words of
the priest. She says: How shall this be? He replies:
Whereby shall I know this ? He denies that he believes, since
he denies that he knows this. She does not doubt fulfilment
when she asks how it shall be done.
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Augustine, however, seems to assert that she doubted.
For he says (De Qq. Vet. et Nov. Test. qu. 1i.): To Mary, in
doubt about the conception, the angel declares the possibility
thereof. But such a doubt is one of wonder rather than of
unbelief. And so the angel adduces a proof, not as a cure for
unbelief, but in order to remove her astonishment.

Reply 0bj. 3. As Ambrose says (Hexameron v.): For
this reason had many barren women borne childven, that the
virginal birth might be credible.

The conception of the sterile Elizabeth is therefore ad-
duced, not as a sufficient argument, but as a kind of figura-
tive example: consequently in support of this instance,
the convincing argument is added taken from the Divine
omnipotence.



QUESTION XXXI.

OF THE MATTER FROM WHICH THE SAVIOUR’S
BODY WAS CONCEIVED.

(In Eight Articles.)

WE have now to consider the Saviour’s conception. First,
as to the matter from which His body was conceived;
secondly, as to the author of His conception; thirdly, as to
the manner and order of His conception.

Concerning the first there are eight points of inquiry:
(1) Whether the flesh of Christ was derived from Adam ?
(2) Whether it was derived from David ? (3) Of the gene-
alogy of Christ which is given in the Gospels. (4) Whether
it was fitting for Christ to be born of a woman ? (5) Whether
His body was formed from the purest blood of the Virgin ?
(6) Whether the flesh of Christ was in the patriarchs as to
something signate ? (7) Whether the flesh of Christ in the
patriarchs was subject to sin? (8) Whether Christ paid
tithes in the loins of Abraham ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE FLESH OF CHRIST WAS DERIVED FROM ADAM ?

We proceed thus to the First Avrticle :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s flesh was not
derived from Adam. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. xv. 47):
The first man was of the earth, earthly : the second man, from
heaven, heavenly. Now, the first man is Adam: and the
second man is Christ. Therefore Christ is not derived from
Adam, but has an origin distinct from him.

0bj. 2. Further, the conception of Christ should have
been most miraculous. But it is a greater miracle to form
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man’s body from the slime of the earth, than from human
matter derived from Adam. It seems therefore unfitting
that Christ should take flesh from Adam. Therefore the
body of Christ should not have been formed from the mass
of the human race derived from Adam, but of some other
matter.

0bj. 3. Further, by one man sin entered into this world—
i.e., by Adam—because in him all nations sinned originally,
as is clear from Rom. v. 12. But if Christ’s body was
derived from Adam, He would have been in Adam originally
when he sinned: therefore he would have contracted original
sin; which is unbecoming in His purity. Therefore the
body of Christ was not formed of matter derived from
Adam.

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Heb. ii. 16): Nowhere
doth He—that is, the Son of God—take hold of the angels :
but of the seed of Abraham He taketh hold. But the seed of
Abraham was derived from Adam. Therefore Christ’s body
was formed of matter derived from Adam.

I answer that, Christ assumed human nature in order to
cleanse it of corruption. But human nature did not need
to be cleansed save in as far as it was soiled in its tainted
origin whereby it was descended from Adam. Therefore
it was becoming that He should assume flesh of matter
derived from Adam, that the nature itself might be healed
by the assumption.

Reply 0bj. 1. The second man—i.e., Christ—is said to be
of heaven, not indeed as to the matter from which His body
was formed, but either as to the virtue whereby it was
formed; or even as to His very Godhead. But as to matter,
Christ’s body was earthly, as Adam’s body was.

Reply 0bj. 2. As stated above (Q. XXIX,, A. 1 ad 2) the
mystery of Christ’s Incarnation is miraculous, not as or-
dained to strengthen faith, but as an article of faith. And
therefore in the mystery of the Incarnation we do not seek
that which is most miraculous, as in those miracles that
are wrought for the confirmation of faith, but what is most
becoming to Divine wisdom, and most expedient to the
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salvation of man, since this is what we seek in all matters
of faith,

It may also be said that in the mystery of the Incarna-
tion the miracle is not only in reference to the matter of
the conception, but rather in respect of the manner of the
conception and birth; inasmuch as a virgin conceived and
gave birth to God.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (Q. XV., A. 1 ad 2), Christ’s
body was in Adam in respect of a bodily substance—that is
to say, that the corporeal matter of Christ’s body was de-
rived from Adam: but it was not there by reason of seminal
virtue, because it was not conceived from the seed of man.
Thus it did not contract original sin, as others who are
descended from Adam by man’s seed.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER CHRIST TOOK FLESH OF THE SEED OF DAVID ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not take flesh
of the seed of David. For Matthew, in tracing the genealogy
of Christ, brings it down to Joseph. But Joseph was not
Christ’s father, as shown above (Q. XXVIII., A. 1 ad 1
and 2). Therefore it seems that Christ was not descended
from David.

Obj. 2. Further, Aaron was of the tribe of Levi, as related
Exod. vi. Now Mary the Mother of Christ is called the
cousin of Elizabeth', who was a daughter of Aaron, as is
clear from Luke i. 5, 36. Therefore, since David was of
the tribe of Juda, as is shown Matth. i., it seems that Christ
was not descended from David.

Obj. 3. Further, it is written of Jechonias (Jer. xxii. 30):
Write this man barren : . . . for there shall not be @ man of his
seed that shall sit upon the throne of David. Whereas of
Christ it is written (Isa. ix. 7): He shall sit upon the throne
of David. Therefore Christ was not of the seed of Jechonias:
nor, consequently, of the family of David, since Matthew
traces the genealogy from David through Jechonias.
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On the contrary, It is written (Rom. i. 3): Who was made
to him of the seed of David according to the flesh.

I answer that, Christ is said to have been the son especially
of two of the patriarchs, Abraham and David, as is clear
from Matth. i. 1. There are many reasons for this. First
to these especially was the promise made concerning Christ.
For it was said to Abraham (Gen. xxii. 18): In thy seed shall
all the nations of the earth be blessed : which words the Apostle
expounds of Christ (Gal. iii. 16): To Abraham were the
promises made and to his-seed. He saith not, ‘ And to his
seeds * as of many ; but as of one, * And to thy seed,” which is
Christ. And to David it was said (Ps. cxxxi. 11): Of the
Jruit of thy womb I will set upon thy throne. Wherefore the
Jewish people, receiving Him with kingly honour, said
(Matth. xxi. 9): Hosanna to the Son of David.

A second reason is because Christ was to be king, prophet,
and priest. Now Abraham was a priest; which is clear
from the Lord saying unto him (Gen. xv. 9): Take thee
(Vulg., Me) a cow of three years old, etc. He was also a
prophet, according to Gen. xx. 7: He is a prophet ; and he
shall pray for thee. Lastly David was both king and
prophet.

A third reason is because circumcision had its beginning
in Abraham: while in David God’s election was most clearly
made manifest, according to 1 Kings xiii. 14: The Lord
hath sought Him a man according to His own heart. And
consequently Christ is called in a most special way the Son
of both, in order to show that He came for the salvation
both of the circumcised and of the elect among the Gentiles.

Reply Obj. 1. Faustus the Manichean argued thus, in the
desire to prove that Christ is not the Son of David, because
He was not conceived of Joseph, in whom Matthew’s gene-
alogy terminates. Augustine answered this argument thus
(Contra Faust. xxii.): Stuce the same evangelist affirms that
Joseph was Mary’s husband and that Christ's mother was a
virgin, and that Christ was of the seed of Abraham, what must
we believe, but that Mary was not a stranger to the family of
David : and that it is not without reason that she was called
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the wife of Joseph, by reason of the close alliance of their
hearts, although not mingled in the flesh ; and that the gene-
alogy is traced down to Joseph rather than to her by reason
of the dignity of the husband ? So therefore we believe that
Mary was also of the family of David : because we believe the
Scriptures, which assert both that Christ was of the seed of
David according to the flesh, and that Mary was Hts Mother,
not by sexual vntercourse but retaining her virginity. For
as Jerome says on Matth. i. 18: Joseph and Mary were of the
same tribe : wherefore he was bound by law to marry her as
she was his kinswoman. Hence it was that they were enrolled
together at Bethiehem, as being descended from the same stock.

Reply Obj. 2. Gregory of Nazianzum answers this objec-
tion by saying that it happened by God’s will, that the
royal family was united to the priestly race, so that Christ,
who is both king and priest, should be born of both accord-
ing to the flesh. Wherefore Aaron, who was the first priest
according to the Law, married a wife of the tribe of Juda,
Elizabeth, daughter of Aminadab. It is therefore possible
that Elizabeth’s father married a wife of the family of David,
through whom the Blessed Virgin Mary, who was of the
family of David, would be a cousin of Elizabeth. Or con-
versely, and with greater likelihood, that the Blessed Mary’s
father, who was of the family of David, married a wife of
the family of Aaron.

Again, it may be said with Augustine (Contra Faust. xxii.)
that if Joachim, Mary’s father, was of the family of Aaron
(as the heretic Faustus pretended to prove from certain
apocryphal writings), then we must believe that Joachim’s
mother, or else his wife, was of the family of David, so long
as we say that Mary was in some way descended from
David.

Reply Obj. 3. As Ambrose says on Luke iii. 25, this
prophetical passage does not deny that a posterity will be born
of the seed of Jechonias. And so Christ is of his seed. Neither
1S the fact that Christ reigned contrary to prophecy, for He
did not reign with worldly honour ; since He declared : * My
kingdom is not of this world.’
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THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST'S GENEALOGY IS SUITABLY TRACED
BY THE EVANGELISTS ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s genealogy is
not suitably traced by the Evangelists. For it is written
(Isa. liii. 8): Who shall declare His generation ? Therefore
Christ’s genealogy should not have been set down.

0bj. 2. Further, one man cannot possibly have two fathers.
But Matthew says that Jacob begot Joseph, the husband of
Mary : whereas Luke says that Joseph was the son of Heli.
Therefore they contradict one another.

0bj. 3. Further, there seem to be divergencies between
them on several points. For Matthew, at the commence-
ment of his book, beginning from Abraham and coming down
to Joseph, enumerates forty-two generations. Whereas
Luke sets down Christ’s genealogy after His Baptism, and
beginning from Christ traces the series of generations back
to God, counting in all seventy-seven generations, the first
and last included. It seems therefore that their accounts of
Christ’s genealogy do not agree.

0bj. 4. Further, we read (4 Kings viii. 24) that Joram
begot Ochozias, who was succeeded by his son Joas: who
was succeeded by his son Amasias: after whom reigned his
son Azarias, called Ozias; who was succeeded by his son
Joathan. But Matthew says that Joram begot Ozias.
Therefore it seems that his account of Christ’s genealogy is
unsuitable, since he omits three kings in the middle thereof.

0bj. 5. Further, all those who are mentioned in Christ’s
genealogy had both a father and a mother, and many of
them had brothers also. Now in Christ’s genealogy Matthew
mentions only three mothers—namely, Thamar, Ruth, and
the wife of Urias. He also mentions the brothers of Judas
and Jechonias, and also Phares and Zara. But Luke men-
tions none of these. Therefore the evangelists seem to have
described the genealogy of Christ in an unsuitable manner.

On the contrary, The authority of Scripture suffices.
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I answer that, As is written (2 Tim. iii. 16), AlIl Holy Scrip-
ture is inspired of God (Vulg., AUl scripture inspired of God
is profitable), etc. Now what is done by God is done in
perfect order, according to Rom. xiii. 1: Those that are of
God are ordatned (Vulg., Those that are, are ordained of God).
Therefore Christ’s genealogy is set down by the evangelists
in a suitable order.

Reply 0bj. 1. As Jerome says on Matth. i., Isaias speaks of
the generation of Christ’s Godhead. Whereas Matthew re-
lates the generation of Christ in His humanity; not indeed
by explaining the manner of the Incarnation, which is also
unspeakable; but by enumerating Christ’s forefathers from
whom He was descended according to the flesh.

Reply 0bj. 2. Various answers have been made by certain
writers to this objection which was raised by Julian the
Apostate; for some, as Gregory of Nazianzum, say that
the people mentioned by the two evangelists are the same,
but under different names, as though they each had two.
But this will not stand: because Matthew mentions one of
David’s sons—namely, Solomon; whereas Luke mentions
another—namely, Nathan, who according to the history of
the kings (2 Kings v. 14) were clearly brothers.

Wherefore others said that Matthew gave the true gene-
alogy of Christ: while Luke gave the supposititious gene-
alogy; hence he began: Being (as it was supposed) the son
of Joseph. For among the Jews there were some who
believed that, on account of the crimes of the kings of Juda,
Christ would be born of the family of David, not through the
kings, but through some other line of private individuals.

Others again have supposed that Matthew gave the fore-
fathers according to the flesh: whereas Luke gave these
according to the spirit, that is, righteous men, who are
called (Christ’s) forefathers by likeness of virtue.

But an answer is given in the Qg. Vet. et Nov. Test.* to
the effect that we are n6t to understand that Joseph is
said by Luke to be the son of Heli: but that at the time of
Christ, Heli and Joseph were differently descended from

* Part 1, qu. lvi.; part 2, qu. vi.
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David. Hence Christ is said to have been supposed to be
the son of Joseph, and also to have been the son of Heli as
though (the Evangelist) were to say that Christ, from the
fact that He was the son of Joseph, could be called the son
of Heli and of all those who were descended from David;
as the Apostle says (Rom. ix. 5): Of whom (viz. the Jews) is
Christ according to the flesh.

Augustine again gives three solutions (De Qq. Evang. ii.),
saying: There are three motives by one or other of which the
evangelist was guided. For either one evangelist mentions
Joseph’s father of whom he was begotten ; whilst the other gives
esther his maternal grandfather or some other of his later fore-
fathers. Or ome was Joseph’'s natural father: the other is
father by adoption. Or, according to the Jewish custom, one
of those having died without children, a near relation of his
married his wife, the son born of the latter union being reckoned
as the son of the former : which is a kind of legal adoption,
as Augustine himself says (De Comsensu Evang. ii., cf.
Retract. ii.).

This last motive is the truest: Jerome also gives it com-
menting on Matth. i. 16; and Eusebius of Cesarea in his
Church history (I. vii.), says that it is given by Africanus the
historian. For these writers say that Mathan and Melchi,
at different times, each begot a son of one and the same wife,
named Estha. For Mathan, who traced his descent through
Solomon, had married her first, and died, leaving one son,
whose name was Jacob: and after his death, as the law did
not forbid his widow to remarry, Melchi, who traced his
descent through Mathan, being of the same tribe though
not of the same family as Mathan, married his widow, who
bore him a son, called Heli; so that Jacob and Heli were
uterine brothers born to different fathers. Now one of
these, Jacob, on his brother Heli dying without issue, mar-
ried the latter’s widow, according to the prescription of the
law, of whom he had a son, Joseph, who by nature was his
own son, but by law was accounted the son of Heli. Where-
fore Matthew says Jacob begot Joseph : whereas Luke, who
was giving the legal genealogy, speaks of no one as begetting.
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And although Damascene (De Fide Orth. iv.) says that
the Blessed Virgin Mary was connected with Joseph in as
far as Heli was accounted as his father, for he says that
she was descended from Melchi: yet must we also believe
that she was in some way descended from Solomon through
those patriarchs enumerated by Matthew, who is said to have
set down Christ’s genealogy according to the flesh; and all
the more since Ambrose states that Christ was of the seed
of Jechonias.

Reply Obj. 3. According to Augustine (De Comsensu
Evang. ii.) Maithew purposed to delineate the royal personality
of Christ ; Luke the priestly personality : so that in Matthew's
genealogy 1is signified the assumption of our sins by our Lord
Jesus Christ : inasmuch as by his carnal origin He assumed
“the likeness of sinful flesh.” But in Luke’s genealogy the
washing away of our sins is signified, which is effected by
Christ’s sacrifice. For which reason Matthew traces the gene-
rations downwards, Luke wpwards. For the same reason
too Matthew descends from David through Solomon, tn whose
mother David sinned ; whereas Luke ascends to David through
Nathan, through whose namesake, the prophet, God expiated
hts sin.  And hence it is also that, because Matthew wished
to signify that Christ had condescended to our mortal nature,
he set down the genealogy of Christ at the very outset of his
Gospel, beginming with Abraham and descending to Joseph
and the birth of Christ Himself. Luke, on the contrary, sets
forth Christ’s genealogy mot at the outset, but after Christ’s
Baptism, and not in the descending but in the ascending order :
as though giving prominence to the office of the Priest in ex-
piating our sins, to which John bore witness, saying : * Behold
Him who taketh away the sin of the world.” And in the
ascending ovder, he passes Abraham and continues up to God,
to whom we are reconciled by cleansing and expiating. With
reason too he follows the origin of adoption ; because by adop-
tion we become children of God : whereas by carnal generation
the Son of God became the Son of Man. Moreover he shows
sufficiently that he does not say that Joseph was the son of
Heli as though begotten by him, but because he was adopted
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by him, since he says that Adam was the son of God, inasmuch
as he was created by God.

Again, the number forty pertains to the time of our
present life: because of the four parts of the world in which
we pass this mortal life under the rule of Christ. And
forty is the product of four multiplied by ten: while ten is
the sum of the numbers from one to four. The number ten
may also refer to the decalogue; and the number four to
the present life; or again to the four Gospels, according
to which Christ reigns in us. And thus Maitthew, putting
forward the royal personality of Christ, enumerates forty
persons not counting Him (cf. Augustine, loc. ci.). But thisis
to be taken on the supposition that it be the same Jechonias
at the end of the second, and at the commencement of the
third series of fourteen, as Augustine understands it. Ac-
cording to him this was done in order to signify that under
Jechonias there was a certain defection to strange mations
during the Babylonian captivity ; which also foreshadowed the
fact that Christ would pass from the Jews to the Gentiles.

On the other hand, Jerome (on Matth. i. 12-15) says that
there were two Joachims—that is, Jechonias, father and
son: both of whom are mentioned in Christ’s genealogy, so
as to make clear the distinction of the generations, which
the evangelist divides into three series of fourteen; which
amounts in all to forty-two persons. Which number may
also be applied to the Holy Church: for it is the product .
of six, which signifies the labour of the present life, and
seven, which signifies the rest of the life to come: for six
times seven are forty-two. The number fourteen, which
is the sum of ten and four, can also be given the same
signification as that given to the number forty, which is the
product of the same numbers by multiplication.

But the number used by Luke in Christ’s genealogy
signifies the generality of sins. For the number ten is shown
in the ten precepts of the Law to be the number of righteousness.
Now, to sin is to go beyond the restriction of the Law. And
eleven is the number beyond ten. And seven signifies uni-
versality : because wuniversal time is involved in seven days.
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Now seven times eleven are seventy-seven: so that this
number signifies the generality of sins which are taken away
by Christ.

Reply 0bj. 4. As Jerome says on Matth. i. 8, 11: Because
Joram allied himself with the family of the most wicked Jezabel,
therefore his memory is omitted down to the third generation,
lest it should be inserted among the holy predecessors of the
Nativity. Hence as Chrysostom* says: Just as great was
the blessing conferred on Jehu, who wrought vengeance on
the house of Achab and Jezabel, so also great was the curse
on the house of Joram, through the wicked daughter of Achab
and Jezabel, so that until the fourth generation his posterity
is cut off from the number of kings, according to Exod. xx. 5:
I shall visit (Vulg., Visiting) the iniquity of the fathers upon
the children unto the third und fourth generations.

It rust also be observed that there were other kings who
sinned and are mentioned in Christ’s genealogy: but their
impiety was not continuous. For, as it is stated in the
book De Qq. Vet. et Nov. Test., qu. Ixxxv.: Solomon through
his father's merits is included in the series of kings; and
Roboam . . . through the merits of Asa, who was son of his
(Roboam’s) son, Abiam. But the impiety of those threet
was continuous.

Reply Obj. 5. As Jerome says on Matth. i. 3: None of the
holy women are mentioned in the Saviour’s genealogy, but only
those whom Scripture censuves, so that He who came for the
sake of simmers, by being born of simmers, might blot out all
stn. Thus Thamar is mentioned, who is censured for her
sin with her father-in-law; Rahab who was a whore; Ruth
who was a foreigner; and Bethsabee, the wife of Urias, who
was an adulteress. The last, however, is not mentioned
by name, but is designated through her husband; both
on account of his sin, for he was cognizant of the adultery
and murder; and further in order that, by mentioning the
husband by name, David’s sin might be recalled. And

* Cf. Opus imp. in Matth., Hom. i., falsely ascribed to Chrysostom.

t I.e.,, Ochozias, Joas, and Amasias, of whom St. Augustine asks
in this Question LXXXYV. why they were omitted by St. Matthew.
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because Luke purposes to delineate Christ as the expiator
of our sins, he makes no mention of these women. But he
does mention Juda’s brethren, in order to show that they
belong to God’s people: whereas Ismael, the brother of
Isaac, and Esau, Jacob’s brother, were cut off from God’s
people, and for this reason are not mentioned in Christ’s
genealogy. Another motive was to show the emptiness of
pride of birth: for many of Juda’s brethren were born of
hand-maidens, and yet all were patriarchs and heads of
tribes. Phares and Zara are mentioned together, because,
as Ambrose says on Luke iii. 23, they are the type of the
twofold life of man : ome, according to the Law, signified
by Zara; the other by Faith, of which Phares is the type.
The brethren of, Jechonias are included, because they all
reigned at various times: which was not the case with other
kings: or, again, because they were alike in wickedness and
misfortune.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE MATTER OF CHRIST'S BODY SHOULD HAVE
BEEN TAKEN FROM A WOMAN ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the matter of Christ’s
body should not have been taken from a woman. For the
male sex is more noble than the female. But it was most
suitable that Christ should assume that which is perfect
in human nature. Therefore it seems that He should not
have taken flesh from a woman but rather from man: just
as Eve was formed from the rib of a man.

0bj. 2. Further, whoever is conceived of a woman is
shut up in her womb. But it ill becomes God, Who fills
heaven and earth, as is written Jer. xxiii. 24, to be shut
up within the narrow limits of the womb. Therefore it
seems that He should not have been conceived of a woman.

Obj. 3. Further, those who are conceived of a woman
contract a certain uncleanness: as it is written (Job xxv. 4):
Can man be justified compared with God ? or he that is born
of a woman appear clean ? But it was unbecoming that
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any uncleanness should be in Christ: for He is the Wisdom
of God, of whom it is written (Wisd. vii. 25) that no defiled
thing cometh into her. Thereforeit does not seem right that
He should have taken flesh from a woman.

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. iv. 4): God sent His Son,
made of a woman.

I answer that, Although the Son of God could have taken
flesh from whatever matter He willed, it was nevertheless
most becoming that He should take flesh from a woman.
First because in this way the entire human nature was en-
nobled. Hence Augustine says (QQ. Ixxxiil., qu. 11): I
was suitable that man’s liberation should be made manifest in
both sexes. Consequently, since 1t behoved a man, being of the
nobler sex, to assume, 1t was becoming that the liberation of
the female sex should be manifested tn that man being born of
a woman.

Secondly, because thus the truth of the Incarnation is
made evident. Wherefore Ambrose says (De Incarn. vi.):
Thou shalt find in Christ many things both natural, and super-
natural. In accordance with nature He was within the womb
—viz., of a woman’s body: but it was above nature that a
virgin should conceive and give bivth : that thouw mightest
believe that He was God, who was renewing nature ; and that
He was man who, according to nature, was being born of a man.
And Augustine says (Ep. ad Volus. cxxxvii.): If Almighty
God had created a man formed otherwise than in a mother’s
womb, and had suddenly produced him to sight . . . would
He not have strengthened an erroneous opinion, and made 1t
impossible for us to believe that He had become a true man ?
And whilst He is doing all things wondrously, would He have
taken away that which He accomplished in mercy ?  But now,
He, the mediator between God and man, has so shown Himself,
that, uniting both natures in the unity of one Person, He has
given a dignity to ordinary by extraordinary things, and
tempered the extraordinary by the ordinary.

Thirdly, because in this fashion the begetting of man is
accomplished in every variety of manner. For the first
man was made from the slime of the earth, without the
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concurrence of man or woman: Eve was made of man but
not of woman: and other men are made from both man and
woman. So that this fourth manner remained as it were
proper to Christ, that He should be made of a woman
without the concurrence of a man.

Reply 0bj. 1. The male sex is more noble than the female,
and for this reason He took human nature in the male sex.
But lest the female sex should be despised, it was fitting
that He should take flesh of a woman. Hence Augustine
says (De Agone Christ. xi.): Men, despise not yourselves : the
Son of God became a man : despise not yourselves, women ;
the Son of God was born of a woman.

Reply Obj. 2. Augustine thus (Confra Faust. xxiii.)
replies to Faustus, who urged this objection: By no means,
says he, does the Catholic Faith, which believes that Christ
the Son of God was born of a virgin, according to the flesh,
suppose that the same Som of God was so shut up in His
Mother's womb, as to cease to be elsewhere, as though He no
longer continued to govern heaven and earth, and as though He
had withdrawn Himself from the Father. Butyou, Manicheans,
being of a mind that admits of nought but material images, are
utterly unable to grasp these things. For, as he again says
(Ep. ad Volus., cxxxvil.), it belongs to the sense of man to
form conceptions only through tangible bodies, none of which
can be entire everywhere, because they must of mnecessity be
diffused through theiy innumerable parts in various places. . . .
Far otherwise is the nature of the soul from that of the body :
how much more the nature of God, the Creator of soul and
body! ... He is able to be entire everywhere, and to be
contained in no place. He is able to come without moving
from the place where He was ; and to go without leaving the
spot whence He came.

Reply Obj. 3. There is no uncleanness in the conception
of man from a woman, as far as this is the work of God:
wherefore it is written (Acts x. 15): That which God hath
cleansed do not thow call common—i.e., unclean. There is,
however, a certain uncleanness therein, resulting from sin,
as far as lustful desire accompanies conception by sexual

III. 2 5



Q. 31. Art. 5 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA " 66

union. But this was not the case with Christ, as shown
above (Q. XXVIII,, A. 1). But if there were any unclean-
ness therein, the Word of God would not have been sullied
thereby, for He is utterly unchangeable. Wherefore Augus-
tine says (Contra Quinque Hereses, v.): God saith, the Creator
of man : What is it that troubles thee in My Birth? I was
not conceived by lustful desive. I made Myself a mother of
whom to be born. If the sun’s rays can dry wp the filth in
the drain, and yet not be defiled : much more can the Splendour

of eternal light cleanse whatever It shines upon, but Itself
cannot be sullied.

F1rTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE FLESH OF CHRIST WAS CONCEIVED OF THE
VIRGIN’S PUREST BLOOD ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the flesh of Christ was not
conceived of the Virgin’s purest blood. For it is said in
the collect (Feast of the Annunciation) that God willed that
His Word should take flesh from a Virgin. But flesh differs
from blood. Therefore Christ’s body was not taken from
the Virgin’s blood.

Obj. 2. Further, as the woman was miraculously formed
from the man, so Christ’s body was formed miraculously
from the Virgin. But the woman is not said to have been
formed from the man’s blood, but rather from his flesh and
bones, according to Gen. ii. 23: This now ts bone of my
bones, and flesh of my flesh. 1t seems therefore that neither
should Christ’s body have been formed from the Virgin’s
blood, but from her flesh and bones.

Obj. 3. Further, Christ’s body was of the same species
as other men’s bodies. But other men’s bodies are not
formed from the purest blood but from the semen and the
menstrual blood. Therefore it seems that neither was
Christ’s body conceived of the purest blood of the Virgin.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. iii.)
that the Son of God, from the Virgin’s purest blood, formed
Himself flesh, animated with a rational soul.
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I answer that, As stated above (A. 4), in Christ’s concep-
tion His being born of a woman was in accordance with
the laws of nature, but that He was born of a virgin was
above the laws of nature. Now, such is the law of nature
that in the generation of an animal the female supplies the
matter, while the male is the active principle of generation;
as the Philosopher proves (De Gener. Animal. i.). But a
woman who conceives of a man is not a virgin. And conse-
quently it belongs to the supernatural mode of Christ’s
generation, that the active principle of generation was the
supernatural power of God: but it belongs to the natural
mode of His generation, that the matter from which His
body was conceived is similar to the matter which other
women supply for the conception of their offspring. Now,
this matter, according to the Philosopher (¢bid.), is the
woman’s blood, not any of her blood, but brought to a
more perfect stage of secretion by the mother’s generative
power, so as to be apt for conception. And therefore of
such matter was Christ’s body conceived.

Reply Obj. 1. Since the Blessed Virgin was of the same
nature as other women, it follows that she had flesh and
bones of the same nature as theirs. Now, flesh and bones
in other women are actual parts of the body, the integrity
of which results therefrom: and consequently they cannot
be taken from the body without its being corrupted or
diminished. But as Christ came to heal what was corrupt,
it was not fitting that He should bring corruption or dimi-
nution to the integrity of His mother. Therefore it was
becoming that Christ’s body should be formed not from the
flesh or bones of the Virgin, but from her blood, which as
yet is not actually a part, but is potentially the whole, as
stated in De Gener. Animal. i. Hence He is said to have
taken flesh from the Virgin, not that the matter from which
His body was formed was actual flesh, but blood, which
is flesh potentially.

Reply 0bj. 2. As stated in the First Part (Q. XCIIL.,
A. 3 ad 2), Adam, through being established as a kind of
principle of human nature, had in his body a certain pro-
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portion of flesh and bone, which belonged to him, not as
an integral part of his personality, but in regard to his
state as a principle of human nature. And from this was
the woman formed, without detriment to the man. But
in the Virgin’s body there was nothing of this sort, from
which Christ’s body could be formed without detriment to
His mother’s body.

Reply Obj. 3. Woman’s semen is not apt for generation,
but is something imperfect in the seminal order, which,
on account of the imperfection of the female power, it has
not been possible to bring to complete seminal perfection.
Consequently this semen is not the necessary matter of
conception; as the Philosopher says (De Gener. Animal. i.):
wherefore there was none such in Christ’s conception: all
the more, since, though it is imperfect in the seminal order,
a certain concupiscence accompanies its emission, as also
that of the male semen: whereas in that virginal conception
there could be no concupiscence. Wherefore Damascene
says (De Fide Orthod. iii.) that Christ’s body was not con-
ceived seminally. But the menstrual blood, the flow of
which is subject to monthly periods, has a certain natural
impurity of corruption: like other superfluities, which
nature does not heed, and therefore expels. Of such
menstrual blood infected with corruption and repudiated
by nature, the conception is not formed; but from a certain
secretion of the pure blood which by a process of elimination
is prepared for conception, being, as it were, more pure
and more perfect than the rest of the blood. Nevertheless,
it is tainted with the impurity of lust in the conception of
other men: inasmuch as by sexual intercourse this blood
is drawn to a place apt for conception. This, however,
did not take place in Christ’s conception: because this
blood was brought together in the Virgin’s womb and
fashioned into a child by the operation of the Holy Ghost.
Therefore is Christ’s body said to be formed of the most
chaste and purest blood of the Virgin.
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SIXTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST'S BODY WAS IN ADAM AND THE OTHER
PATRIARCHS, AS TO SOMETHING SIGNATE ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Body was in
Adam and the patriarchs as to something signate. For
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x.) that the flesh of Christ was
in Adam and Abraham by way of a bodily substance. But
bodily substance is something signate. Therefore Christ’s
flesh was in Adam, Abraham, and the other patriarchs,
according to something signate.

Obj. 2. Further, it is said (Rom. i. 3) that Christ was
made . . . of the seed of David according to the flesh. But
the seed of David was something signate in him. There-
fore Christ was in David, according to something signate,
and for the same reason in the other patriarchs.

Obj. 3. Further, the human race is Christ’s kindred,
inasmuch as He took flesh therefrom. But if that flesh
were not something signate in Adam, the human race,
which is descended from Adam, would seem to have no
kindred with Christ: but rather with those other things
from which the matter of His flesh was taken. Therefore
it seems that Christ’s flesh was in Adam and the other
patriarchs according to something signate.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x.) that in
whatever way Christ was in Adam and Abraham, other
men were there also; but not conversely. But other men
were not in Adam and Abraham by way of some signate
matter, but only according to origin, as stated in the First
Part (Q. CXIX., A. 1., A. 2 ad 4). Therefore neither was
Christ in Adam and Abraham according to something
signate; and, for the same reason, neither was He in the
other patriarchs.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 5 ad 1), the matter of
Christ’s body was not the flesh and bones of the Blessed
Virgin, nor anything that was actually a part of her body,
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but her blood which was her flesh potentially. Now,
whatever was in the Blessed Virgin, as received from her
parents, was actually a part of her body. Consequently
that which the Blessed Virgin received from her parents
was not the matter of Christ’s body. Therefore we must
say that Christ’s body was not in Adam and the other
patriarchs according to something signate,in the sense that
some part of Adam’s or of anyone else’s body could be
singled out and designated as the very matter from which
Christ’s body was to be formed: but it was there according
to origin, just as was the flesh of other men. For Christ’s
body is related to Adam and the other patriarchs through
the medium of His mother’s body. Consequently Christ’s
body was in the patriarchs, in no other way than was His
mother’s body, which was not in the patriarchs according
ta signate matter: as neither were the bodies of other men,
as stated in the First Part (loc. cit.).

Reply 0bj. 1. The expression Christ was in Adam according
to bodily substance, does not mean that Christ’s body was a
bodily substance in Adam: but that the bodily substance
of Christ’s body—i.e., the matter which He took from the
Virgin—was in Adam as in its active principle, but not as
in its material principle: in other words, by the generative
power of Adam and his descendants down to the Blessed
Virgin, this matter was prepared for Christ’s conception.
But this matter was not fashioned into Christ’s body by
the seminal power derived from Adam. Therefore Christ
is said to have been in Adam by way of origin, according to
bodily substance: but not according to seminal virtue.

Reply 0bj. 2. Although Christ’s body was not in Adam
and the other patriarchs, according to seminal virtue, yet
the Blessed Virgin's body was thus in them, through her
being conceived from the seed of a man. For this reason,
through the medium of the Blessed Virgin, Christ is said to
be of the seed of David, according to the flesh, by way of
origin.

Reply Obj. 3. Christ and the human race are kindred,
through the likeness of species. Now, specific likeness
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results not from remote but from proximate matter, and
from the active principle which begets its like in species.
Thus, then, the kinship of Christ and the human race is
sufficiently preserved by His body being formed from the
Virgin’s blood, derived in its origin from Adam and the
other patriarchs. Nor is this kinship affected by the matter
whence this blood is taken, as neither is it in the generation
of other men, as stated in the First Part (Q. CXIX,, A. 2
ad 3).

SEVENTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST'S FLESH IN THE PATRIARCHS WAS
INFECTED BY SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s flesh was not in-
fected by sin in the patriarchs. For it is written (Wisd. vii.
25) that no defiled thing cometh into Divine Wisdom. But
Christ is the Wisdom of God according to 1 Cor. i. 24.
Therefore Christ’s flesh was never defiled by sin.

Obj. 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. iii.)
that Christ assumed the first-fruits of our nature. But in
the primitive state human flesh was not infected by sin.
Therefore Christ’s flesh was not infected either in Adam or
in the other patriarchs.

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lif. x.) that
human nature ever had, together with the wound, the balm
with which to heal 7¢. But that which is infected cannot heal
a wound ; rather does it need to be healed itself. Therefore
in human nature there was ever something preserved from
infection, from which afterwards Christ’s body was formed.

On the contrary, Christ’s body is not related to Adam and
the other patriarchs, save through the medium of the
Blessed Virgin’s body, of whom He took flesh. But the
body of the Blessed Virgin was wholly conceived in original
sin, as stated above (Q. XIV., A. 3 ad 1), and thus, as far
as it was in the patriarchs, it was subject to sin. Therefore
the flesh of Christ, as far as it was in the patrlarchs was!

subject to sin. /G

(
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I answer that, When we say that Christ or His flesh was
in Adam and the other patriarchs, we compare Him, or His
flesh, to Adam and the other patriarchs. Now, it is mani-
fest that the condition of the patriarchs differed from that
of Christ: for the patriarchs were subject to sin, whereas
Christ was absolutely free from sin. Consequently a two-
fold error may occur on this point. First, by attributing
to Christ, or to His flesh, that condition which was in the
patriarchs; by saying, for instance, that Christ sinned in
Adam, since after some fashion He was in him. But this
is false; because Christ was not in Adam in such a way that
Adam’s sin belonged to Christ: forasmuch as He is not
descended from him according to the law of concupiscence,
or according to seminal virtue; as stated above (A. 1 ad 3,
A.6ad1, Q. XV, A. 1 ad2).

Secondly, error may occur by attributing the condition
of Christ or of His flesh to that which was actually in the
patriarchs: by saying, for instance, that, because Christ’s
flesh, as existing in Christ, was not subject to sin, therefore
in Adam also and in the patriarchs there was some part
of his body that was not subject to sin, and from which
afterwards Christ’s body was formed; as some indeed held.
For this is quite impossible. First, because Christ’s flesh
was not in Adam and in the other patriarchs, according to
something signate, distinguishable from the rest of his flesh,
as pure from impure; as already stated (A. 6). Secondly,
because since human flesh is infected by sin, through
being conceived in lust, just as the entire flesh of a man is
conceived through lust, so also is it entirely defiled by sin.
Consequently we must say that the entire flesh of the
patriarchs was subjected to sin, nor was there anything
in them that was free from sin, and from which afterwards
Christ’s body could be formed.

Reply Obj. 1. Christ did not assume the flesh of the human
race subject to sin, but cleansed from all infection of sin.
Thus it is that #o defiled thing cometh into the Wisdom of God.

Reply Obj. 2. Christ is said to have assumed the first-
fruits of our nature, as to the likeness of condition; foras-
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much as He assumed flesh not infected by sin, like unto the
flesh of man before sin. But this is not to be understood
to imply a continuation of that primitive purity, as though
the flesh of innocent man was preserved in its freedom from
sin until the formation of Christ’s body.

Reply Obj. 3. Before Christ, there was actually in human
nature a wound—.e., the infection of original sin. But the
balm to heal the wound was not there actually, but only
by a certain virtue of origin, forasmuch as from those
patriarchs the flesh of Christ was to be propagated.

FIGHTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER CHRIST PAID TITHES IN ABRAHAM'S LOINS ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ paid fithes in
Abraham’s loins. For the Apostle says (Heb. vii. 6-9) that
Levi, the great-grandson of Abraham, paid tithes in Abraham,
because, when the latter paid tithes to Melchisedech, ke was
yet in his loins. In like manner Christ was in Abraham’s
loins when the latter paid tithes. Therefore Christ Himself
also paid tithes in Abraham.

0bj. 2. Further, Christ is of the seed of Abraham accord-
ing to the flesh which He received from His mother. But
His mother paid tithes in Abraham. Therefore for a like
reason did Christ.

0bj. 3. Further, in Abraham tithe was levied on that which
needed healing, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x.). But all
flesh subject to sin needed healing. Since therefore Christ’s
flesh was the subject of sin, as stated above (A. 7), it seems
that Christ’s flesh paid tithes in Abraham.

0bj. 4. Further, this does not seem to be at all derogatory
to Christ’s dignity. For the fact that the father of a bishop
~ pays tithes to a priest does not hinder his son, the bishop,
from being of higher rank than an ordinary priest. Conse-
quently, although we may say that Christ paid tithes when
Abraham paid them to Melchisedech, it does not follow that
Christ was not greater than Melchisedech.
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On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x.) that Christ
did not pay tithes there—i.c., in Abraham—for His flesh
derived from him, not the heat of the wound, but the matter of
the antidote.

I answer that, It behoves us to say that the sense of the
passage quoted from the Apostle is that Christ did not pay
tithes in Abraham. For the Apostle proves that the priest-
hood according to the order of Melchisedech is greater than
the Levitical priesthood, from the fact that Abraham paid
tithes to Melchisedech, while Levi, from whom the legal
priesthood was derived, was yet in his loins. Now, if
Christ had also paid tithes in Abraham, His priesthood
would not have been according to the order of Melchisedech,
but of a lower order. Consequently we must say that
Christ did not pay tithes in Abraham’s loins, as Levi did.

For since he who pays a tithe keeps nine parts to himself,
and surrenders the tenth to another, inasmuch as the
number ten is the sign of perfection, as being, in a sort, the
terminus of all numbers which mount from one to ten, it
follows that he who pays a tithe bears witness to his own
imperfection and to the perfection of another. Now, to
sin is due the imperfection of the human race, which needs
to be perfected by Him who cleanses from sin. But to
heal from sin belongs to Christ alone, for He is the Lamb
that taketh away the sin of the world (John i. 29), whose
figure was Melchisedech, as the Apostle proves (Heb. vii.).
Therefore by giving tithes to Melchisedech, Abraham fore-
shadowed that he, as being conceived in sin, and all who were
to be his descendants in contracting original sin, needed
that healing which is through Christ. And Isaac, Jacob,
and Levi, and all the others were in Abraham in such a
way so as to be descended from him, not only as to bodily
substance, but also as to seminal virtue, by which original
sin is transmitted. Consequently, they all paid tithes in
Abraham-——i.e., foreshadowed as needing to be healed by
Christ. And Christ alone was in Abraham in such a manner
as to descend from him, not by seminal virtue, but
according to bodily substance. Therefore He was not in
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Abraham so as to need to be healed, but rather as the balmn
with which the wound was to be healed. Therefore He did
not pay tithes in Abraham’s loins.

Thus the answer to the first objection is made manifest.

Reply Obj. 2. Because the Blessed Virgin was conceived
in original sin, she was in Abraham as needing to be healed.
Therefore she paid tithes in him, as descending from him
according to seminal virtue. But this is not true of Christ’s
body, as stated above.

Reply Obj. 3. Christ’s flesh is said to have been subject to
sin, according as it was in the patriarchs, by reason of the
condition in which it was in His forefathers, who paid the
tithes: but not by recason of its condition as actually in
Christ, who did not pay the tithes.

Reply Obj. 4. The levitical priesthood was handed down
through carnal origin: wherefore it was not less in Abraham
than in Levi. Consequently, since Abraham paid tithes
to Melchisedech as to one greater than he, it follows that
the priesthood of Melchisedech, inasmuch as he was a
figure of Christ, was greater than that of Levi. But the
priesthood of Christ does not result from carnal origin, but
from spiritual grace. Therefore it is possible that a father
pay tithes to a priest, as the less to the greater, and yet his
son, if he be a bishop, is greater than that priest, not through
carnal origin, but through the spiritual grace which he has
received from Christ.



QUESTION XXXII.

OF THE ACTIVE PRINCIPLE IN CHRIST’S CONCEPTION.
(In Four Awticles.)

WE shall now consider the active principle in Christ’s
conception: concerning which there are four points of
inquiry: (1) Whether the Holy Ghost was the active prin-
ciple of Christ’s conception ? (2) Whether it can be said
that Christ was conceived of the Holy Ghost ? (3) Whether
it can be said that the Holy Ghost is Christ’s father accord-
ing to the flesh? (4) Whether the Blessed Virgin co-
operated actively in Christ’s conception ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF CHRIST'S CONCEPTION
SHOULD BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE HOLY GHOST ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the accomplishment of
Christ’s conception should not be attributed to the Holy
Ghost, because, as Augustine says (De Trin. i.), The works of
the Trinity are tndivisible, just as the Essence of the Trinity
1s indivisible. But the accomplishment of Christ’s concep-
tion was the work of God. Therefore it seems that it should
not be attributed to the Holy Ghost any more than to the
Father or the Son.

0bj. 2. Further, the Apostle says (Gal. iv. 4): When the
Sfulness of time was come, God sent His Son, made of a woman ;
which words Augustine expounds by saying (De Trin. iv.):
Sent, in so far as made of a woman. But the sending of
the Son is especially attributed to the Father, as stated in

76
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the First Part (Q. XLIII., A. 8). Therefore His conception
also, by reason of which He was made of a woman, should
be attributed principally to the Father.

0bj. 3. Further, it is written (Prov. ix. 1): Wisdom hath
built herself a house. Now, Christ is Himself the Wisdom of
God; according to 1 Cor. i. 24: Christ the Power of God and
the Wisdom of God. And the house of this Wisdom is
Christ’s body, which is also called His temple, according
to John ii. 21: But He spoke of the temple of His body.
Therefore it seems that the accomplishment of Christ’s
conception should be attributed principally to the Son, and
not, therefore, to the Holy Ghost.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Luke i. 35): The Holy Ghost
shall come upon thee.

I answer that, The whole Trinity effected the conception
of Christ’s body: nevertheless, this is attributed to the
Holy Ghost, for three reasons. First, because this is
befitting to the cause of the Incarnation, considered on the
part of God. For the Holy Ghost is the love of Father and
Son, as stated in the First Part (Q. XXXVII,, A. 1). Now,
that the Son of God took to Himself flesh from the Virgin's
womb was due to the exceeding love of God: wherefore it
is said (John iii. 16): God so loved the world as to give His
only-begotten Son.

Secondly, this is befitting to the cause of the Incarnation,
on the part of the nature assumed. Because we are thus
given to understand that human nature was assumed by
the Son of God into the unity of Person, not by reason of
its merits, but through grace alone; which is attributed to
the Holy Ghost, according to 1 Cor. xii. 4: There are diver-
sities of graces, but the same Spirii. Wherefore Augustine
says (Enchir. x1.): The manner in which Christ was born of
the Holy Ghost . . . suggests to us the grace of God, whereby man,
without any merits going before, in the very beginning of his
nature when he began to exist was joined to God the Word,
into so great unity of Person, that He Himself should be the
Son of God.

Thirdly, because this is befitting the term of the Incar-
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nation. For the term of the Incarnation was that that man,
who was being conceived, should be the Holy One and the
Son of God. Now, both of these are attributed to the Holy
Ghost. For by Him men are made to be sons of God,
according to Gal. iv. 6: Because you are sons, God hath sent
the Spirit of His Son into your (Vulg., our) hearts, crying:
Abba, Father. Again, He is the Spirit of sanctification,
according to Rom. i. 4. Therefore, just as other men are
sanctified spiritually by the Holy Ghost, so as to be the
adopted sons of God, so was Christ conceived in sanctity
by the Holy Ghost, so as to be the natural Son of God.
Hence, according to a gloss on Rom. i. 4, the words, Who
was predestinated the Son of God, in power, are explained by
what immediately follows: According to the Spirit of sanc-
tification—i.e., through being conceived of the Holy Ghost.
And the Angel of the Annunciation himself, after saying,
The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, draws the conclusion:
Therefore also the Holy which shall be born of thee shall be
called the Son of God.

Reply Obj. 1. The work of the conception was indeed com-
mon to the whole Trinity; yet in some way it is attributed to
each of the Persons. For to the Fatheris attributed authority
in regard to the Person of the Son, who by this conception
took to Himself (human nature). The taking itself (of
human nature) is attributed to the Son: but the formation
of the body taken by the Son is attributed to the Holy
Ghost. For the Holy Ghost is the Spirit of the Son, ac-
cording to Gal. iv. 6: God sent the Spirit of His Son. For
just as the power of the soul which is in the semen, through
the spirit enclosed therein, fashions the body in the genera-
tion of other men, so the Power of God, which is the Son
Himself, according to 1 Cor. i. 24: Christ, the Power of God,
through the Holy Ghost formed the body which He assumed.
This is also shown by the words of the angel: The Holy
Ghost shall come upon thee, as it were, in order to prepare
and fashion the matter of Christ’s body; and the Power of
the Most High—i.e., Christ—shall overshadow thee—that is
to say, the incorporeal Light of the Godhead shall in thee take the
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corporeal substance of human nature : for a shadow is formed
by light and body, as Gregory says (Moral. xviii.). The
Most High is the Father, whose Power is the Son.

Reply Obj. 2. The mission refers to the Person assuming,
who is sent by the Father; but the conception refers to
the body assumed, which is formed by the operation of the
Holy Ghost. And therefore, though mission and concep-
tion are in the same subject; since they differ in our con-
sideration of them, mission is attributed to the Father, but
the accomplishment of the conception to the Holy Ghost;
whereas the assumption of flesh is attributed to the Son.

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says (QQ. Vet. et Nov. Test.
qu. 52): This may be understood in two ways. For, first,
Christ’s house is the Church, which He built with His blood.
Secondly, His body may be called His house, just as it is called
His temple. . . . And what is done by the Holy Ghost is done
by the Son of God, because Theirs is one Nature and one Will.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER IT SHOULD BE SAID THAT CHRIST WAS CONCEIVED
OF ("DE’) THE HOLY GHOST ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that we should not say that
Christ was conceived of (de) the Holy Ghost. Because on
Rom. xi. 36: For of Him (ex ipso) and by Him, and in Him,
are all things, the gloss of Augustine says: Notice that he does
not say, ‘of Him'’ (de ipso), but ‘ of Him’ (ex ipso). For
of Him (ex ipso) are heaven and earth, since He made them :
but not of Him (de ipso), since they are not made of His sub-
stance. But the Holy Ghost did not form Christ’s body of
(de) His own substance. Therefore we should not say that
Christ was conceived of (de) the Holy Ghost.

0bj. 2. Further, the active principle of (de) which some-
thing is conceived is as the seed in generation. But the
Holy Ghost did not take the place of seed in Christ’s con-
ception. For Jerome says (Expos. Cathol. Fidei):* We do

* Written by Pelagius.
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not say, as some wicked wretches hold, that the Holy Ghost
took the place of seed: but we say that Christ's body was
wrought—i.e., formed—0by the power and might of the Creator.
Therefore we should not say that Christ’s body was con-
ceived of (de) the Holy Ghost.

0bj. 3. Further, no one thing is made of two, except they
be in some way mingled. But Christ’s body was formed of
(de) the Virgin Mary. If therefore we say that Christ was
conceived of (de) the Holy Ghost, it seems that a mingling
took place of the Holy Ghost with the matter supplied
by the Virgin: and this is clearly false. Therefore we
should not say that Christ was conceived of (de) the Holy
Ghost.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Matth. i. 18): Before they
came together, she was found with child, of (de) the Holy Ghost.

I answer that, Conception is not attributed to Christ’s
body alone, but also to Christ Himself by reason of His
body. Now, in the Holy Ghost we may observe a twofold
habitude to Christ. For to the Son of God Himself, who
is said to have been conceived, He has a habitude of con-
substantiality : while to His body He has the habitude of
efficient cause. And this preposition of (de) signifies both
habitudes: thus we say that a certain man is of (de) his father.
And therefore we can fittingly say that Christ was con-
ceived of the Holy Ghost in such a way that the efficiency
of the Holy Ghost be referred to the body assumed, and the
consubstantiality to the Person assuming.

Reply Obj. 1. Christ’s body, through not being consub-
stantial with the Holy Ghost, cannot properly be said to
be conceived of (de) the Holy Ghost, but rather from (ex)
the Holy Ghost, as Ambrose says (De Spir. Sanct. ii.): What
s from someone is either from his substance or from his
power : from his substance, as the Son who s from the Father ;
from his power, as all things are from God, just as Mary
conceived from the Holy Ghost.

Reply Obj. 2. It seems that on this point there is a differ-
ence of opinion between Jerome and certain other Doctors,
who assert that the Holy Ghost took the place of seed in
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this conception. For Chrysostom says (Hom. i. tn Matth.):*
When God’s Only-Begotten was about to enter into the Virgin,
the Holy Ghost preceded Him ; that by the previous entrance
of the Holy Ghost, Christ might be born unto sanctification
according to His body, the Godhead entering instead of the seed.
And Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. iii.): God’s wisdom
and power overshadowed her, like unto a Divine seed.

But these expressions are easily explained. Because
Chrysostom and Damascene compare the Holy Ghost, or
also the Son, who is the Power of the Most High, to seed,
by reason of the active power therein; while Jerome denies
that the Holy Ghost took the place of seed, considered as a
corporeal substance which is transformed in conception.

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says (Enchir. x1.), Christ is
said to be conceived or born of the Holy Ghost in one sense;
of the Virgin Mary in another:—of the Virgin Mary materi-
ally; of the Holy Ghost efficiently. Therefore there was no
mingling here.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE HOLY GHOST SHOULD BE CALLED CHRIST'S
FATHER IN RESPECT OF HIS HUMANITY ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that the Holy Ghost should be
called Christ’s father in respect of His humanity. Because,
according to the Philosopher (De Gener. Animal. i.): The
Father is the active principle in generation, the mother supplies
the matter. But the Blessed Virgin is called Christ’s Mother,
by reason of the matter which she supplied in His concep-
tion. Therefore it seems that the Holy Ghost can be called
His father, through being the active principle in His con-
ception.

Obj. 2. Further, as the minds of other holy men are
fashioned by the Holy Ghost, so also was Christ’s body
fashioned by the Holy Ghost. But other holy men, on
account of the aforesaid fashioning, are called the children
of the whole Trinity, and consequently of the Holy Ghost.

* Opus Imp. (supposititious).
I 2 6
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Therefore it seems that Christ should be called the Son of
the Holy Ghost, forasmuch as His body was fashioned by
the Holy Ghost.

Obj. 3. Further, God is called our Father by reason of
His having made us, according to Deut. xxxii. 6: Is not He
thy Father, that hath possessed thee, and made thee and created
thee ? But the Holy Ghost made Christ’s body, as stated
above (AA. 1,2). Therefore the Holy Ghost should be called
Christ’s Father in respect of the body fashioned by Him.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchir. x1.): Christ was
born of the Holy Ghost not as a Son, and of the Virgin Mary
as a Son.

I answer that, The words  fatherhood,” * motherhood,” and
‘ sonship,” result from generation; yet not from any genera-
tion, but from that of living things, especially animals.
For we do not say that fire generated is the son of the fire
generating it, except, perhaps, metaphorically; we speak
thus only of animals in whom generation is more perfect.
Nevertheless, the word ‘son ’ is not applied to everything
generated in animals, but only to that which is generated
into likeness of the generator. Wherefore, as Augustine
says (Enchir. xxxix.), we do not say that a hair which is
generated in a man is his son; nor do we say that a man
who is born is the son of the seed; for neither is the hair
like the man nor is the man born like the seed, but like the
man who begot him. And if the likeness be perfect, the
sonship is perfect, whether in God or in man. But if the
likeness be imperfect, the sonship is imperfect. Thus in
man there is a certain imperfect likeness to God, both as
regards his being created to God’s image and as regards
His being created unto the likeness of grace. Therefore
in both ways man can be called His son, both because he
is created to His image and because he is likened to Him
by grace. Now, it must be observed that what is said in
its perfect sense of a thing should not be said thereof in
its imperfect sense: thus, because Socrates is said to be
naturally a man, in the proper sense of man, never is he
called man in the sense in which the portrait of a man is
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called a man, although, perhaps, he may resemble another
man. Now, Christ is the Son of God in the perfect sense
of sonship. Wherefore, although in His human nature He
was created and justified, He ought not to be called the Son
of God, either in respect of His being created or of His
being justified, but only in respect of His eternal genera-
tion, by reason of which He is the Son of the Father alone.
Therefore nowise should Christ be called the Son of the
Holy Ghost, nor even of the whole Trinity.

Reply 0bj. 1. Christ was conceived of the Virgin Mary,
who supplied the matter of His conception unto likeness
of species. For this reason He is called her Son. But as
man He was conceived of the Holy Ghost as the active
principle of His conception, but not unto likeness of species,
as a man is born of his father. Therefore Christ is not
called the Son of the Holy Ghost.

Reply Obj. 2. Men who are fashioned spiritually by the
Holy Ghost cannot be called sons of God in the perfect
sense of sonship. And therefore they are called sons of
God in respect of imperfect sonship, which is by reason of
the likeness of grace, which flows from the whole Trinity.

But with Christ it is different, as stated above.

The same reply avails for the third objection.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE BLESSED VIRGIN CO-OPERATED ACTIVELY IN
THE CONCEPTION OF CHRIST’'S BODY ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin co-
operated actively in the conception of Christ’s body. For
Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. iii.) that the Holy Ghost
came upon the Virgin, purifying her, and bestowing on her the
power to receive and to bring forth the Word of God. But
she had from nature the passive power of generation, like
any other woman. Therefore He bestowed on her an active
power of generation. And thus she co-operated actively in
Christ’s conception.



Q. 32. Art. 4 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 84

0bj. 2. Further, all the powers of the vegetative soul are
active, as the Commentator says (De Anima ii.). But the
generative power, in both man and woman, belongs to the
vegetative soul. Therefore, both in man and woman, it
co-operates actively in the conception of the child.

Obj. 3. Further, in the conception of a child the woman
supplies the matter from which the child’s body is naturally
formed. But nature is an intrinsic principle of movement.
Therefore it seems that in the very matter supplied by the
Blessed Virgin there was an active principle.

On the contrary, The active principle in generation is
called the ‘ seminal virtue.” But, as Augustine says (Gen.
ad lit. x.), Christ’s body was taken from the Virgin, only as
to corporeal matter, by the Divine power of conception and
formation, but not by any human seminal virtue. Therefore
the Blessed Virgin did not co-operate actively in the con-
ception of Christ’s body.

I answer that, Some say that the Blessed Virgin co-
operated actively in Christ’s conception, both by natural
and by a supernatural power. By natural power, because
they hold that in all natural matter there is an active prin-
ciple. Otherwise they believe that there would be no such
thing as natural transformation. But in this they are
deceived. Because a transformation is said to be natural
by reason not only of an active but also of a passive in-
trinsic principle: for the Philosopher says expressly (Phys.
viii.) that in heavy and light things there is a passive,
and not an active, principle of natural movement. Nor is
it possible for matter to be active in its own formation,
since it is not in act. Nor, again, is it possible for any-
thing to put itself in motion except it be divided into two
parts, one being the mover, the other being moved: which
happens in animate things only, as is proved Phys. viii.

By a supernatural power, because they say that the mother
requires not only to supply the matter, which is the men-
strual blood, but also the semen, which, being mingled
with that of the male, has an active power in generation.
And since in the Blessed Virgin there was no resolution

-
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of semen, by reason of her inviolate virginity, they say that
the Holy Ghost supernaturally bestowed on her an active
power in the conception of Christ’s body, which power
other mothers have by reason of the semen resolved. But
this cannot stand, because, since each thing is on account of
its operation (De Cel. ii.), nature would not, for the purpose
of the act of generation, distinguish the male and female
sexes, unless the action of the male were distinct from that
of the female. Now, in generation there are two distinct
operations—that of the agent and that of the patient.
Wherefore it follows that the entire active operation is
on the part of the male, and the passive on the part of the
female. For this reason in plants, where both forces are
mingled, there is no distinction of male and female.

Since, therefore, the Blessed Virgin was not Christ’s
Father, but His Mother, it follows that it was not given to
her to exercise an active power in His conception: whether
to co-operate actively so as to be His Father, or not to co-
operate at all, as some say; whence it would follew that
this active power was bestowed on her to no purpose. We
must therefore say that in Christ’s conception itself she
did not co-operate actively, but merely supplied the matter
thereof. Nevertheless, before the conception she co-
operated actively in the preparation of the matter so that
it should be apt for the conception.

Reply Obj. 1. This conception had three privileges—
namely, that it was without original sin; that it was not
that of a man only, but of God and man; and that it was a
virginal conception. And all three were effected by the
Holy Ghost. Therefore Damascene says, as to the first,
that the Holy Ghost came upon the Virgin, purifying her—
that is, preserving her from conceiving with original sin.
As to the second, he says: And bestowing on her the power
to recetve—i.e., to conceive—the Word of God. As to the
third, he says: And to give birth to Him—i.e., that she might,
while remaining a virgin, bring Him forth, not actively, but
passively, just as other mothers achieve this through the
action of the male seed.
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Reply Obj. 2. The generative power of the female is im-
perfect compared to that of the male. And, therefore, just
as in the arts the inferior art gives a disposition to the matter
to which the higher art gives the form, as is stated Phys. ii.,
so also the generative power of the female prepares the
matter, which is then fashioned by the active power of the
male.

Reply Obj. 3. In order for a transformation to be natural,
there is no need for an active principle in matter, but only
for a passive principle, as stated above.



QUESTION XXXIII.

OF THE MODE AND ORDER OF CHRIST’S CONCEPTION.
(In Four Avticles.)

WE have now to consider the mode and order of Christ’s
conception, concerning which there are four points of in-
quiry: (1) Whether Christ’s body was formed in the first
instant of its conception ? (2) Whether it was animated
in the first instant of its conception ? (3) Whether it was
assumed by the Word in the first instant of its conception ?
(4) Whether this conception was natural or miraculous ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST'S BODY WAS FORMED IN THE FIRST
INSTANT OF ITS CONCEPTION ?

We proceed thus to the First Avticle :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body was not
formed in the first instant of its conception. For it is written
(Jo. ii. 20): Six-and-forty years was this Temple in build-
ing ; on which words Augustine comments as follows (De
Trin. iv.): This number applies manifestly to the perfection
of our Lord’s body. He says, further (QQ. Ixxxiii., gu. 56):
It vs not without reason that the Temple, which was a type of
His body, is said to have been forty-six years in building :
so that as many years as it took to build the Temple, in so
many days was our Lord’s body perfected. Therefore Christ’s
body was not perfectly formed in the first instant of its
conception.

0bj. 2. Further, there was need of local movement for
the formation of Christ’s body, in order that the purest
blood of the Virgin’s body might be brought where genera-

87



Q. 33. Art. 1 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 88

tion might aptly take place. Now, no body can be moved
locally in an instant: since the time taken in movement
is divided according to the division of the thing moved,
as is proved Phys. vi. Therefore Christ’s body was not
formed in an instant.

0bj. 3. Further, Christ’s body was formed of the purest
blood of the Virgin, as stated above (Q. XXXI., A. 5).
But that matter could not be in the same instant both
blood and flesh, because thus matter would have been at
the same time the subject of two forms. Therefore the last
instant in which it was blood was distinct from the first
instant in which it was flesh. But between any two instants
there is an interval of time. Therefore Christ’s body was
not formmed in an instant, but during a space of time.

0bj. 4. Further, as the augmentative power requires a
fixed time for its act, so also does the generative power:
for both are natural powers belonging to the vegetative
soul. But Christ’s body took a fixed time to grow, like
the bodies of other men: for it is written (Luke ii. 52) that
He advanced in wisdom and age. Therefore it seems for the
same reason that the formation of His body, since that, too,
belongs to the generative power, was not instantaneous, but
took a fixed time, like the bodies of other men.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral xviii.): As soon as
the angel announced it, as soon as the Spirit came down, the
Word was in the womb, within the womb the Word was made
Slesh.

I answer that, In the conception of Christ’s body three
points may be considered: first, the local movement of the
blood to the place of generation; secondly, the formation
of the body from that matter; thirdly, the development
whereby it was brought to perfection of quantity. Of
these, the second is the conception itself; the first is a
preamble; the third, a result of the conception.

Now, the first could not be instantaneous: since this
would be contrary to the very nature of the local movement
of any body whatever, the parts of which come into a place
successively. The third also requires a succession of time:
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both because there is no increase without local movement,
and because increase is effected by the power of the soul
already informing the body, the operation of which power
is subject to time.

But the body’s very formation, in which conception
principally consists, was instantaneous, for two reasons.
First, because of the infinite power of the agent—viz., the
Holy Ghost—by whom Christ’s body was formed, as stated
above (Q. XXXII., A. 1). For the greater the power of
an agent, the more quickly can it dispose matter; and,
consequently, an agent of infinite power can dispose matter
instantaneously to its due form. Secondly, on the part of
the Person of the Son, whose body was being formed. For
it was unbecoming that He should take to Himself a body
as yet unformed. While, if the conception had been going
on for any time before the perfect formation of the body,
the whole conception could not be attributed to the Son of
God, since it is not attributed to Him except by reason of
the assumption of that body. Therefore in the first in-
stant in which the various parts of the matter were united
together in the place of generation, Christ’s body was both
perfectly formed and assumed. And thus is the Son of God
said to have been conceived; nor could it be said otherwise.

Reply Obj. 1. Neither quotation from Augustine refers
to formation alone of Christ’s body, but to its formation,
together with a fixed development up to the time of His
birth. Wherefore in the aforesaid number are foreshadowed
the number of months during which Christ was in the
Virgin’s womb.

Reply 0bj. 2. This local movement is not comprised
within the conception itself, but is a preamble thereto.

Reply Obj. 3. It is not possible to fix the last instant in
which that matter was blood; but it is possible to fix the
last period of time which continued without any interval
up to the first instant in which Christ’s body was formed.
And this instant was the terminus of the time occupied
by the local movement of the matter towards the place of
generation.
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Reply Obj. 4. Increase is caused by the augmentative
power of that which is the subject of increase: but the
formation of the body is caused by the generative power,
not of that which is generated, but of the father generating
from seed, in which the formative power derived from the
father’s soul has its operation. But Christ’s body was not
formed by the seed of man, as stated above (Q. XXXI.,
A. 5 ad 3), but by the operation of the Holy Ghost. There-
fore the formation thereof should be such as to be worthy
of the Holy Ghost. But the development of Christ’s body
was the effect of the augmentative power in Christ’s soul:
and since this was of the same species as ours, it behoved
His body to develop in the same way as the bodies of other
men, so as to prove the reality of His human nature.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST’S BODY WAS ANIMATED IN THE FIRST
INSTANT OF ITS CONCEPTION ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body was not
animated in the first instant of its conception. For Pope
Leo says (Ep. ad Julian.): Christ's flesh was not of another
nature than ours; nor was the beginning of His animation
different from that of other men. But the soul is not infused
into other men at the first instant of their conception.
Therefore neither should Christ’s soul have been infused
into His body in the first instant of its conception.

0bj. 2. Further, the soul, like any natural form, requires
determinate quantity in its matter. Butin the first instant
of its conception Christ’s body was not of the same quantity
as the bodies of other men when they are animated: other-
wise, if afterwards its development had been continuous,
either its birth would have occurred sooner, or at the time
of birth He would have been a bigger child than others.
The former alternative is contrary to what Augustine says
(De Trin. iv.), where he proves that Christ was in the
Virgin’s womb for the space of nine months: while the
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latter is contrary to what Pope Leo says (Serm. iv. in
Epiph.): They found the child Jesus nowise differing from
the generality of infants. Therefore Christ’s body was not
animated in the first instant of its conception.

0bj. 3. Further, whenever there is before and affer there
must be several instants. But according to the Philo-
sopher (De Gener. Animal. ii.) in the generation of a man
there must needs be before and affer : for he is first of all a
living thing, and afterwards, an animal, and after that, a
man. Therefore the animation of Christ could not be
effected in the first instant of His conception.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. iii.):
At the very instant that theve was flesh, it was the flesh of the
Word of God, it was flesh animated with a rational and in-
tellectual soul.

I answer that, For the conception to be attributed to the
very Son of God, as we confess in the Creed, when we say,
who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, we must needs say
that the body itself, in being conceived, was assumed by
the Word of God. Now it has been shown above (Q. VI,
AA. 1, 2) that the Word of God assumed the body by means
of the soul, and the soul by means of the spirit—i.e., the
intellect. Wherefore in the first instant of its conception
Christ’s body must needs have been animated by the
rational soul.

Reply 0bj. 1. The beginning of the infusion of the soul
may be considered in two ways. First, in regard to the
disposition of the body. And thus, the beginning of the
infusion of the soul into Christ’s body was the same as
in other men’s bodies: for just as the soul is infused into
another man’s body as soon as it is formed, so was it with
Christ. Secondly, this beginning may be considered merely
in regard to time. And thus, because Christ’s body was
perfectly formed in a shorter space of time, so after a shorter
space of time was it animated.

Reply Obj. 2. The soul requires due quantity in the matter
into which it is infused: but this quantity allows of a cer-
tain latitude because it is not fixed to a certain amount.
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Now the quantity that a body has when the soul is first
infused into it is in proportion to the perfect quantity to
which it will attain by development: that is to say, men of
greater stature have greater bodies at the time of the first
animation. But Christ at the perfect age was of becoming
and middle stature: in proportion to which was the quan-
tity of His body at the time when other men’s bodies are
animated; though it was less than theirs at the first instant
of His conception. Nevertheless that quantity was not
too small to safeguard the nature of an animated body;
since it would have sufficed for the animation of a small
man’s body.

Reply Obj. 3. What the Philosopher says is true in the
generation of other men, because the body is successively
formed and disposed for the soul: whence, first, as being im-
perfectly disposed, it receives an imperfect soul; and after-
wards, when it is perfectly disposed, it receives a perfect
soul. But Christ’s body, on account of the infinite power of
the agent, was perfectly disposed instantaneously. Where-
fore, at once and in the first instant it received a perfect
form, that is, the rational soul.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST'S FLESH WAS FIRST OF ALL CONCEIVED
AND AFTERWARDS ASSUMED ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s flesh was first of
all conceived, and afterwards assumed. Because what is
not cannot be assumed. But Christ’s flesh began to exist
when it was conceived. Therefore it seems that it was
assumed by the Word of God after it was conceived.

Obj. 2. Further, Christ’s flesh was assumed by the Word
of God, by means of the rational soul. But it received the
rational soul at the term of the conception. Therefore it
was assumed at the term of the conception. But at the
term of the conception it was already conceived. Therefore
it was first of all conceived and afterwards assumed.
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0bj. 3. Further, in everything generated, that which is
imperfect precedes in time that which is perfect: which is
made clear by the Philosopher (Metaph. ix.). But Christ’s
body is something generated. Therefore it did not attain
to its ultimate perfection, which consisted in the union with
the Word of God, at the first instant of its conception; but,
first of all, the flesh was conceived and afterwards assumed.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Fide ad Petrum,
xviii.):* Hold steadfastly, and doubt not for a moment that
Christ’'s flesh was not concetved tn the Virgin's womb, before
being assumed by the Word.

I answer that, As stated above, we may say properly that
God was made man, but not that man was made God : because
God took to Himself that which belongs to man;—and
that which belongs to man did not pre-exist, as subsisting
in itself, before being assumed by the Word. But if Christ’s
flesh had been conceived before being assumed by the Word,
it would have had at some time an hypostasis other than
that of the Word of God. And this is against the very
nature of the Incarnation, which we hold to consist in this,
that the Word of God was united to human nature and to
all its parts in the unity of hypostasis: nor was it becoming
that the Word of God should, by assuming human nature,
destroy a pre-existing hypostasis of human nature or of any
part thereof. It is consequently contrary to faith to assert
that Christ’s flesh was first of all conceived and afterwards
assumed by the Word of God.

Reply 0bj. 1. If Christ’s flesh had been formed or con-
ceived, not instantaneously, but successively, one of two
things would follow: either that what was assumed was
not yet flesh, or that the flesh was conceived before it was
assumed. But since we hold that the conception was
effected instantaneously, it follows that in that flesh the
beginning and the completion of its conception were in the
same instant. So that, as Augustinet says: We say that
the very Word of God was conceived in taking flesh, and that
His very flesh was conceived by the Word taking flesh.

* Written by Fulgentius. t Fulgentius, Joc. cit.



Q.33 Art.4 THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA 04

From the above the reply to the second objection is clear.
For in the same moment that this flesh began to be con-
ceived, its conception and animation were completed.

Reply Obj. 3. The mystery of the Incarnation is not to
be looked upon as an ascent, as it were, of a man already
existing and mounting up to the dignity of the Union: as
the heretic Photinus maintained. Rather is it to be con-
sidered as a descent, by reason of the perfect Word of God
taking unto Himself the imperfection of our nature; accord-
ing to Jo. vi. 38: I came down from heaven.

FoURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER CHRIST’S CONCEPTION WAS NATURAL ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s conception was
natural. For Christ is called the Son of Man by reason of
His conception in the flesh. But He is a true and natural
Son of Man: as also is He the true and natural Son of God.
Therefore His conception was natural.

Obj. 2. Further, no creature can be the cause of a miracu-
lous effect. But Christ’s conception is attributed to the
Blessed Virgin, who is a mere creature: for we say that the
Virgin conceived Christ. Therefore it seems that His con-
ception was not miraculous, but natural.

Obj. 3. Further, for a transformation to be natural, it
is enough that the passive principle be natural, as stated
above (Q. XXXII., A. 4). But in Christ’s conception the
passive principle on the part of His mother was natural,
as we have shown (¢bid.). Therefore Christ’s conception
was natural.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Ep. ad Caium Monach.):
Christ does in a superhuman way those things that pertain to
man : this is shown in the mivaculous virginal conception.

I answer that, As Ambrose says (De Incarn. vi.): In this
mystery thow shalt find many things that are natural, and
many that are supernatural. For if we consider in this
conception anything connected with the matter thereof,
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which was supplied by the mother, it was in all such things
natural. But if we consider it on the part of the active
power, thus it was entirely miraculous. And since judge-
ment of a thing should be pronounced in respect of its
form rather than of its matter: and likewise in respect of
its activity rather than of its passiveness: thereforeis it that
Christ’s conception should be described simply as miracu-
lous and supernatural, although in a certain respect it was
natural.

Reply 0bj. 1. Christ is said to be a natural Son of Man,
by reason of His having a true human nature, through
which He is a Son of Man, although He had it miraculously;
thus, too, the blind man to whom sight has been restored
sees naturally by sight miraculously received.

Reply 0bj. 2. The conception is attributed to the Blessed
Virgin, not as the active principle thereof, but because
she supplied the matter, and because the conception took
place in her womb.

Reply Obj. 3. A natural passive principle suffices for a
transformation to be natural, when it is moved by its proper
active principle in a natural and wonted way. But this
is not so in the case in point. Therefore this conception

- cannot be called simply natural.



QUESTION XXXIV.

OF THE PERFECTION OF THE CHILD CONCEIVED.
(In Four Articles.)

WE must now consider the perfection of the child con-
ceived: and concerning this there are four points of in-
quiry: (1) Whether Christ was sanctified by grace in the
first instant of His conception ? (2) Whether in that same
instant He had the use of free-will ? (3) Whether in that
same instant He could merit ? (4) Whether in that same
instant He was a perfect comprehensor ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST WAS SANCTIFIED IN THE FIRST INSTANT
OF HIS CONCEPTION ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not sanctified
in the first instant of His conception. For it is written
(x Cor. xv. 46): That was not first which is spiritual, but that
which is natural : afterwards that which is spiritual. But
sanctification by grace is something spiritual. Therefore
Christ received the grace of sanctification, not at the very
beginning of His conception, but after a space of time.

Obj. 2. Further, sanctification seems to be a cleansing
from sin: according to 1 Cor. vi. 11: And such some of you
were, namely, sinners, but you are washed, but you are
sanctified. But sin was never in Christ. Therefore it was
not becoming that He should be sanctified by grace.

0bj. 3. Further, as by the Word of God all things were
made, so from the Word incarnate all men who are
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made holy receive holiness, according to Heb. ii. 1I:
Both he that sanctifieth and they who are sanctified ave all of
one. But the Word of God, by whom all things were made,
was not Himself made,; as Augustine says (De Trin. i.).
Therefore Christ, by whom all are made holy, was not
Himself made holy.

On the contrary, It is written (Luke i. 35): The Holy which
shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God, and
(John x. 36): Whom the Father hath sanctified and sent tnto
the world.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. VIIL., AA. g, 10, 12),
the abundance of grace sanctifying Christ’s soul flows from
the very union of the Word, according to John i. 14: We saw
His glory . . . as it were of the Only-Begotten of the Father, full
of grace and truth. For it has been shown above (Q. XXXIII.,
AA. 2, 3) that in the first instant of conception, Christ’s
body was both animated and assumed by the Word of God.
Consequently, in the first instant of His conception, Christ
had the fulness of grace sanctifying His body and His soul.

Reply Obj. 1. The order set down by the Apostle in this
passage refers to those who by advancing attain to the
spiritual state. But the mystery of the Incarnation is
considered as a condescension of the fulness of the Godhead
into human nature rather than as the promotion of human
nature, already existing, as it were, to the Godhead. There-
fore in the man Christ there was perfection of spiritual
life from the very beginning.

Reply Obj. 2. To be sanctified is to be made holy. Now
something is made not only from its contrary, but also
from that which is opposite to it, either by negation or by
privation: thus white is made either from black or from
not-white. We indeed from being sinners are made holy:
so that our sanctification is a cleansing from sin. Whereas
Christ, as man, was made holy, because He was not always
thus sanctified by grace: yet He was not made holy
from being a sinner, because He never sinned; but He was
made holy from not-holy as man, not indeed by privation,
as though He were at some time a man and not holy; but
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by negation—that is, when He was not man He had not
human sanctity. Therefore at the same time He was
made man and a holy man. For this reason the angel
said (Luke i. 35): The Holy which shall be born of thee.
Which words Gregory expounds as follows (Moral. xviii.):
In order to show the distinction between His holiness and ours,
it is declared that He shall be born holy. For we, though we
are made holy, yet are not born holy, because by the mere con-
dition of a corruptible nature we are tied. . . . But He alone
is truly born holy who . . . was not conceived by the combining
of carnal union.

Reply Obj. 3. The Father creates things through the Son,
and the whole Trinity sanctifies men through the Man
Christ, but not in the same way. For the Word of God has
the same power and operation as God the Father: hence
the Father does not work through the Son as an instru-
ment, which is both mover and moved. Whereas the
humanity of Christ is as the instrument of the Godhead,
as stated above (Q. VIL, A. 1 ad 3; Q. VIIIL, A. 1 ad 1).
Therefore Christ’s humanity is both sanctified and sanctifier.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHRIST AS MAN HAD THE USE OF FREE-WILL IN
THE FIRST INSTANT OF HIS CONCEPTION ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ as man had not the
use of {free-will in the first instant of His conception. For a
thing is, before it acts or operates. Now the use of free-
will is an operation. Since, therefore, Christ’s soul began
to exist in the first instant of His conception, as was made
clear above (Q. XXXIII., A. 2), it seems impossible that He
should have the use of free-will in the first instant of His
conception.

Obj. 2. Further, the use of free-will consists in choice.
But choice presupposes the deliberation of counsel: for
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii.) that choice is the dessre
of what has been previously the object of deliberation. There-
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fore it seems impossible that Christ should have had the
use of free-will in the first instant of His conception.

Obj. 3. Further, the free-will is a faculty of the will and
reason, as stated in the First Part (Q. LXXXIII., A. 2,
Obj. 2): consequently the use of free-will is an act of the
will and the reason or intellect. But the act of the intellect
presupposes an act of the senses; and this cannot exist
without proper disposition of the organs—a condition
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