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PART IV
MARY, FULL OF GRACE






CHAPTER I

Mary’s Fullness of Grace Considered
Positively :

HE unique state of grace which caused the angel to
salute the Mother of God as “full of grace” is often
explained by the Fathers as owing to the divine mother-
hood itself. For through this motherhood Mary was united
to the very principle of grace, was so filled and clothed
with it that the fullness of the Godhead dwelt “bodily”
in her. On the strength of this grace, analogous to the
“grace of the union” in Christ, they explain the wealth of
created, or qualitative, graces brought in its train. They
interpret the Greek expression for “full of grace” (xapirosw )
in regard to Mary, analogically as in Christ, in a threefold
manner: first, in accordance with the figure of the ark
of the covenant, as ypuooiv, i.€., to gild with the gold of the
Godhead; secondly, in accordance with the figure of the
“cloud of light” and with that of the “woman clothed with
the sun” as avpoiv, i.€., to glow through and through with
the fire of the Godhead; and thirdly, in accordance with
Ps. 44:8, as an anointing and perfuming of Christ’s whole
attire with the ointment of the Godhead. Under these last

1 For literature, see St. Albert the Great, Mariale, q.33 ff.; St. Thomas, I11a,
q.27, a.3 L; also Gregory of Valencia, Medina, Suarez; St. Antoninus, Summa,
p- 4, tit. 15; Trombelli, Mariae ss. vita, diss. 3, q-2; Passaglia, De imm. conc.,
sec. 1 and sec. 5, cap. 4. For the historical development of the doctrine, see
Vasquez, in 3 partem Summae, disp. 120.

3



4 MARIOLOGY

two viewpoints in particular, the connection of created
with uncreated grace is evident, and their import and
extent are also made clear.

Mary’s FurLLNEss oF GRACE v GENERAL

From the words of the angel who saluted her as one to
whom God had granted grace, or one “full of grace,” it
follows that, in general and in a most exceptional man-
ner, Mary was endowed with all grace, pre-eminently
with sanctifying grace. In accordance with the specific
purpose governing the measure of her grace, evidently
Mary surpassed in sanctifying grace not only all human
beings to whom grace has been granted in superlative
degree, but even angels the most exalted. The Church in
all ages, especially since the Council of Ephesus, has
maintained that Mary enjoyed this particular state of
grace at least from the moment of Christ’s conception;
and we may say with sufficient certainty, also from her
initial sanctification.

This state was but fitting in view of the exalted dignity
and position to which she was destined. God’s honor re-
quired that He bestow upon His mother such holiness as
would enable her worthily to fulfill the service she was to
render Him and that through this most intimate associa-
tion she might be brought to a holiness like to His own.
Moreover, the love of God, whereby Mary in an un-
paralleled way becomes daughter, bride, and sanctuary
of the divinity, requires that she be perfectly prepared
for this association with God and, to that end, be raised
to a participation in His perfection. It would indeed
be inconsistent that she in whom the Source of grace
was infused and appropriated in a unique manner and
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through whose mediation this Source of grace must be
given to the world, should not herself be the first to
experience the effects of this benign influence. Neither
would it be fitting that she from whom Christ willed to
receive bodily life should have no greater share than
others in His divine life. To understand fully the force
of this reasoning, it suffices to recall the intimate unity and
the close, mutual association between Christ and His
mother from the moment of His conception till His birth.

Theologians most judicially apply here the words which
are indeed typical: “The Lord loveth the gates of Sion
above all the tabernacles of Jacob,” and also the verse of
Isaias: “In the last days the mountain of the house of the
Lord shall be prepared on the top of mountains.” > Among
the Fathers we should note, for instance, Basil of Seleu-
cia: * “Who does not marvel over the measure in which
Mary surpasses all those whom we venerate as saints?
If God bestowed so much grace on His servants, what
kind of virtue do we think His mother has? Must it not
be a much greater virtue than the virtue of those who are
subject to her? Be it known to anyone that, if Peter was
called blessed and had the keys of the kingdom consigned
to him, she before all others should be proclaimed blessed
to whom it was given to bring forth Him whom Peter
orally avowed; if Paul was called vessel of election be-
cause he carried forth and divulged the august name of
Christ everywhere in the world, what kind of vessel will
the mother of God be?” Also Gregory the Great: * “The
blessed Mary Mother of God, ever a virgin, can be de-
scribed by the name of this mountain. For she was the

2 Ps. 86:2; Isa. 2:2.
8 Basil of Seleucia, Or. 39 in 5. Deiparae annunt.
4 St. Gregory the Great, in I Reg., c.1, n.5; PL, LXXIX, 25.
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mountain that surpassed in height every elected crea-
ture by the dignity of her election. Is the sublime moun-
tain not Mary, who, to reach the conception of the eternal
Word, raised the summit of merits above all choirs of
angels to the throne of God? Prophesying the excel-
lent dignity of this mountain, Isaias says: ‘In the last
days . ..~

We should note the commentaries of the Fathers on the
salutation of the angel, as found in Passaglia.® Their mean-
ing is summed up in the bull Ineffabilis as follows: “This
solemn and unparalleled salutation, heard at no other
time, shows the Mother of God as the seat of all divine
graces, and as adorned with all the gifts of the divine
Spirit. It also shows her as the almost infinite repository
and inexhaustible abyss of these gifts to such a degree
that, being at no time guilty of sin and together with her
Son partaking of a perpetual blessing, she deserved to
hear Elizabeth, under the inspiration of the Holy Ghost,
say: ‘Blessed art thou. . . .7

MarY’s FuLLNESs OF GRACE As CONTRASTED WITH
Tuat oF CHRIST

As evidenced by the translation of the angel Gabriel’s
salutation, gratia plena (“full of grace™), from the earliest
ages the Latin Church has characterized the inexhaust-
ible wealth of grace summed up in the dignity of Mary as
fullness of grace, to be understood in a sense analogous to
that in which fullness of grace is attributed to Christ Him-
self. A certain fullness of grace is ascribed to all the saints
since they possess in its fullness that grace essential to
their particular perfection, or since in them grace radi-

5 Op. cit., col. 1093 ff.



FULLNESS OF GRACE CONSIDERED POSITIVELY 7

ates in a degree relatively higher than in others: pleni-
tude of sufficiency and excellence. In Mary this fullness
was taken in the natural sense of a wealth that does not
follow the ordinary measure. Compared with the wealth
of others, it is beyond measure or degree; it surpasses the
latter as the whole does the part, as the force of water of
a river or, rather, of the sea, surpasses that of a brook:
plenitude of greatest abundance and singularity. Such
wealth is embodied in Mary’s relatively unlimited dig-
nity and in her direct relationship to the divine princi-
ple of grace dwelling bodily in her, belonging to her, and
communicating itself to others only through her. Hence
her place as Queen and Mother of all saints, or as chan-
nel of grace and mystical heart of the Church.

In this respect Mary’s plenitude of grace is noteworthy
as an overflowing fullness: plenitude of redundance. It
could and must enable Mary to cooperate effectively and
by virtue of her own activity in the distribution of grace
to others. Thus Mary must exercise her influence in par-
ticular cases, for individual subjects or individual graces,
and also for all men in general, and for each grace to be
communicated to them. Consequently Mary’s fullness of
grace is a universal, unlimited, overflowing fullness: pleni-
tude of universal and indefinite redundance.

Despite this specific resemblance to the fullness of
grace in Christ, there exists at all times a real and very
marked difference between Christ’s fullness of grace and
that of Mary in regard to the reason, the content, and
the overflowing of grace. The one is to the other as the
light of dawn to the light of day, as the water of a stream
to that of the sea. Hence theologians make a distinction
in the plenitude of redundance on both sides: in Christ
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they call it “plenitude of efluence or efficiency”; in Mary,
merely “plenitude of affluence.”

The harmonious unity of this double, eminent, and cen-
tral fullness of grace is demonstrated from the fact that
in the organism of the physical body the fullness of life
of the whole, as distinguished from the life of each in-
dividual member, has not one bearer but two bearers:
the head and, depending on the head, the heart.

Understood thus, Mary’s fullness of grace finds expres-
sion in the Sacred Scriptures, especially in the descrip-
tion of the beautiful raiment of the queen in psalm 44,
and more particularly in the description of the beauty
and fertility of the bride in the Canticle of Canticles;
again, in the application of Ecclesiasticus, chap. 24,
which chapter accords perfectly with psalm 44.

The reason and manner of this fullness of grace is clear
from 12:1, “A great sign appeared in heaven: A woman
clothed with the sun, and the moon under her feet, and
on her head a crown of twelve stars.” St. Bernard says:
“Without doubt by that fire (of divine wisdom) the lips
of the prophet are purified, by that fire seraphim are set
on fire. In another way Mary merited by far not only to
be summarily touched, but to be covered on all sides, to
be enveloped and enclosed, by that fire. This woman’s
outer garment is indeed most bright as well as very hot;
with her all things are known to be irradiated to such an
excellent degree that man is not allowed to suspect any-
thing in her, that is, anything dark, or even somewhat ob-
scure or less bright, not even moderately warm or not
fully hot.” ¢

St. Thomas also attaches the reason and effect of Mary’s

¢ St. Bernard, Serm. Dom. infra. Oct. Ass., n.3; PL, CLXXXIII, 431.
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specific fullness of grace to both functions of her mother-
hood: “Whereas the Blessed Virgin Mary received such a
fullness 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.”

The idea of the cause of grace and the resultant in-
fusion of the fullness of the Godhead is advanced by the
Fathers for Mary’s absolute fullness of grace in a way
analogous to the hypostatic union in Christ’s humanity.
Peter Chrysologus says: “Hail, full of grace. For grace
is bestowed on the individual by portions, but the full-
ness of grace was given in fullness to Mary.” ® This text
is usually quoted according to the letter Cogitis me of
Pseudo-Jerome; just as the entire context, so the latter de-
rived this text from Chrysologus; Pseudo-Jerome con-
tributing only the subordinate clause: “Because, although
we believe that the holy Fathers and prophets were in
the state of grace, it was not to the extent of a fullness of
grace. But in Mary the fullness of grace is found, as in
Christ, although in another way.” ® St. Bernard says: “In
the Acts of the Apostles we read that Stephen was full of
grace and that the apostles were filled with the Holy
Ghost, but in a far different way from that of Mary. In
another way, neither in him did the fullness of the God-
head dwell bodily, in the way it did in Mary, nor did they
conceive of the Holy Ghost, in the way that Mary did.” *°

The Fathers, therefore, often liken Mary to an abyss,
a sea, a treasurehouse of grace. They speak of the emi-

7 St. Thomas, IIla, q.27,a.5 ad 1.

8 St. Peter Chrysologus, Serm. 143; PL, LII, 583.

8 PL, XXX, 127.

10 St. Bernard, Hom. super Missus est, 111, 2; PL, CLXXXIII, 72.
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nent and inconceivable greatness of her beauty, purity,
and holiness which renders her a living mirror of the
Godhead. They extol the sublime height of her dignity
and the incomprehensible wonder of her motherhood."!
This fullness to overflowing is mentioned by Chrysologus
also: “Thou hast found grace. How much? As much as he
had said previously: to fullness. Indeed, a fullness of
grace which emptied itself in a heavy shower and flooded
the whole creature.” ** And more profoundly it is men-
tioned by St. Bernard: “Thou hast found grace. How
much? A fullness of grace, singular grace. Singular or
ordinary? Undoubtedly both, because full, and singular to
the same extent as ordinary; for thou hast received even
ordinary grace in a singular manner. As singular, in extent,
I say, as ordinary; because, above all others, thou alone
hast found grace. Singular, that thou alone mightest find
this fullness; ordinary, that all others might receive of
that very fullness. . . . Undoubtedly so, for in this way
the dew was once entirely upon the fleece, entirely upon
a space of ground; but not entirely upon a part of that
space of ground, as upon the fleece.” **

Following up such declarations of the Fathers, the idea
of Mary’s fullness of grace is explained by the Scholastics
of later date, especially by Suarez.’* They assert that at
least after the conception of Christ, or rather, at the end
of her life, Mary’s wealth of grace surpassed the grace of
each individual angel and saint, and also that of all taken

11 See Passaglia, De imm conc., sec. 1 and sec. 5, c.4; and Theoph. Ray-
paud, Dipt. Mar., p. 2, punct. 7.

12 St. Peter Chrysologus, Sermo 142; PL, LII, 579.

13 St. Bernard, Serm. 8 de annunt., n.8; PL, CLXXXIII, 396.

14 Suarez, De incarn., disp. 18, sec. 4.
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collectively. In this respect, likewise, it corresponds to the
fullness of grace in Christ. However, this viewpoint can
at best be regarded as only probable. The main argu-
ment for this, the general communication of grace through
Mary, is not conclusive. Certainly this communication is
not to be understood simply in this way, namely, that the
gift of the cause of grace came to Mary first and in a
unique manner and only through her to others, and there-
fore depended on her consent and physical cooperation.
It means, rather, that, with due allowance, the communi-
cation of grace through Mary was partly the result of her
spiritual beauty in the sight of God, conditioned by her
created grace, her works, and her prayers.

But apart from the uncertainty whether the grace
granted to the angels was given to them also because of
Mary, from this viewpoint we consider that Mary acts,
not ex condignitate but only ex congruitate; not inde-
pendently, but only in formal union with Christ’s merits,
or purely by ministerial cooperation. Such activity does
not assume that the grace gained thereby is virtually con-
tained in the grace of him who gains it. When it is pre-
sumed, as indeed it must be, that, from the beginning of
her life, Mary’s grace surpassed in degree that of the
highest angel, the continual increase of this grace assumes
such proportions that comparison with individual angels
and saints seems inadequate, and a comparison with the
grace of all taken collectively suggests itself in supple-
ment.

Theologians and ascetics have analyzed and explained
Mary’s fullness of grace in many ways. Such were espe-
cially St. Albert the Great, Richard of St. Lawrence, St.
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Bonaventure, Toletus.*® St. Thomas *® defines Mary’s full-
ness of grace according to these three degrees: 1. The fill-
ing of Mary’s soul to the utmost with all graces necessary
for the practice of good and the avoidance of evil. 2. The
overflowing of grace from Mary’s soul to her body to
sanctify it for the conception and birth of Christ. And
through this conception and birth: 3. The overflowing of
grace on all men. The most important characteristics
of Mary’s growth to fullness of grace will be discussed
later on.

GrowTH OF GRACE IN MARY

As the light of dawn differs from the full light of day,
so Mary’s fullness of grace differs from that of Christ in
so far as it was not complete from the beginning but was
subject to an interior progress. In Mary grace was not,
as in Christ, simply a grace complete in itself from the be-
ginning, that is to say, complete in the light of glory; but,
as in other creatures in the way of probation, was capable
of increase in its measure and activity. This is especially
true of the period before Christ’s conception; so much so
that only with this latter as its essential reason does the
specific fullness of Mary’s grace begin. Hence theologians
distinguish in Mary not only the state of sanctification
and that of glorification, as in Christ, but also a twofold
sanctification and, answering to it, a double phase of her
holy life on earth. In its first phase Mary’s grace was more

15 St. Albert the Great, Mariale, q.79 fI.; Richard of St. Lawrence, De
laudibus B.M.V., L, 4; Pseudo-Bonaventure, Speculum B.M.V., lect. 5-7;
Toletus, in Luc., 1, annot. 67.

16 St. Thomas, Collat. de Ave Maria, Parma, XVI, 133: Dicitur plena gratia
quantum ad tria: primo quantum ad animam . . . ; secundo quantum ad
redundantiam animae ad camem vel corpus . . . ; tertio quantum ad re-
fusionem in omnes homines.
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a dispositio ad formam. Consequently, unlike that of
Christ, which from the beginning was based on complete
union with the principle of grace, it had the character of
the grace granted also to other chosen creatures. In the
second phase Mary’s grace was simply an effectus formae
praesentis. Hence it bore the specific character of grace
in Christ as opposed to that of mere creatures, and rightly
S0, since to some extent it shares in the proper character
of perfect grace. Some theologians carried the distinction
between both phases so far as to accept for the first, though
not for the second phase, a progress in grace or an increase
of it through her own merits. This view undoubtedly goes
too far and consequently has found few supporters. For,
just as the grace of the motherhood, unlike the grace of
the hypostatic union, does not immediately produce the
light of glory, so neither need it at once communicate the
entire fullness of created grace which flows from it.

Only the eccentric Christopher Vega " tried to estab-
lish as probable that Mary had the beatific vision during
her whole life on earth. This opinion is altogether too
daring and not in accordance with Mary’s faith. That she
had at times the beatific vision, for instance, at the mo-
ment of Christ’s conception, is accepted by many, among
others by Suarez.*® It is, however, a mere conjecture,
against which serious objections can be raised.™

The Fathers frequently make a distinction between
Mary’s two sanctifications, before and in the conception
of Christ, although between them there is such a mutual

17 Vega, Theol. Mar., without mention of exact place.

18 Suarez, De incarn., disp. 19, sec. 4, n.2.

12 These objections disappear when the vision of the divine essence Is ac-
cepted, as normally forming the highest and ultimate point of mystical life.
See Rev. d’ascet. et de myst., II1 (1922), 249-71; IV (1923), 256-71; V
(1924), 33-59.
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relation that the first is often presented under the view-
point of the second. Since the time of Pseudo-Jerome, a
favorite figure for illustrating the distinction ** between
the first and the second sanctification has been that of
wool which, because of its purity, is suited to absorl
purple, but which, by this absorption, takes on the nature
of the purple. It played a special part in the epistolary
dispute between Peter de La Celle and Nicholas of St.
Alban. To the detriment of the first stage Peter pressed
the distinction too positively when he said: “Halt here,
brother, and give battle, that you may become acquainted
with the Virgin before she was mother and the Virgin after
she had become mother; that you may observe the abode
of Wisdom in its beginning as well as already completed,;
that you may distinguish the wool pure white by the first
grace, from that purple-dyed by the second grace in the
blood of the shell-fish; that you may separate the wool
which has not yet been moistened by impregnation from
that which has been saturated by the incarnation.” ** In
answer Nicholas remarked: “Make the distinction in such
wise between the Virgin before she was mother and the
Virgin after she had become mother that, far beyond any
other virgin, a singular privilege chose her who, before
she was mother, was singularly full of grace according to
the testimony of the angel, and who, after she had be-
come mother, was singularly distinguished as the de-
pository of the Holy Ghost; who before she was mother
was, like the whitest of wool, not stained by any inclina-
tion to evil, and who, after she had become mother, was,
like the purple dyed by the purple shell-fish, singularly

20 Pseudo-Jerome, Epist. Cognitis me, PL, XXX, 129,
21 Peter de La Celle, Epist. 171; PL, CCII, 618.
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moistened and saturated by the Holy Ghost, so that she
might be surrendered to no other but divine use.” **

In Mary this progress in grace is a progress of the in-
flation and penetration by divine light. Peter de La Celle
{inds this indicated in the figure, carried through by de-
grees, of the light encircling the bride in the Canticle of
Canticles: “For what reason could we sing with the
Church: Who is she that cometh forth as the morning
rising, certainly in her birth, fair as the moon in her holy
association, bright as the sun in the divine conception,
terrible as an army set in array by her heavenly exaltation
and assumption, if no increase of virtues had taken place
in her?”

The three degrees of supernatural perfection effected
by grace, united in Christ though separate in Mary, are
distinguished by St. Thomas as follows: “In the things of
nature 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 disposed to the form
of fire. Thirdly, there is the perfection of the end; for in-
stance, when fire has its qualities in the most perfect de-
gree, 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 perfec-
tion of grace in the Blessed Virgin was through the pres-
ence of the Son of God incarnate in her womb. The third

22 Nicholas of St. Alban, Epist. Peir. Cell., 172; PL, CCIl, 626-27.
23 Peter de La Celle, op. cit., PL, CCII, 618.
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was the perfection of the end which she has in glory. That
this second perfection excels the first, and the third the
second appears in the first place from the fact of her de-
liverance from evil. For in her sanctification she was first
delivered from original sin; afterwards, in the conception
of the Son of God, she was entirely cleansed from passion;
lastly, in her glorification, she was delivered from all
affliction whatever. It appears in the second place in her
disposition 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 enjoy-
ment of all good.” **

John Damascene taught that, in certain respects, Mary’s
second sanctification bore the character of ultimate per-
fection. He writes: “Death perfects the saints and shows
them to be blessed by rendering them such that their vir-
tue is no Jonger subject to any change. But with thee we
shall by no means assume this, since neither did death
bring thee thy blessedness nor did a change of abode pro-
cure thee thy perfection. For with thee the beginning,
the mean, and the end of all good, even thy security and
true confirmation, was placed in that conception of the
seed.” ** Yet this text too shows that her perfection, which
began in her second sanctification, refers mainly to her
confirmation in grace, but does not at all exclude the in-
crease of her grace and merit. Accordingly the Scholastics
held as a sort of axiom that the status viae in Mary kept
the mean between Christ and ourselves to the same ex-

24 St. Thomas, Illa, q.27, a.5 ad 2.
25 St. John Damascene, Or. 1 in dormit.; PG, XCVI, 717.
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tent as did the impossibility of her losing grace by sin go
hand in hand with the possibility of increasing this grace
through merit.>

As to the causes of the actual increase of grace in Mary,
this increase was effected ex opere operato as well as ex
opere operantis. It came about ex opere operato, apart
from the conception of the Word, particularly by Mary’s
participation in the reception of the Holy Ghost on Pente-
cost, also by the sacraments which she received, more
especially the Holy Eucharist. In Mary the effect of the
sacraments would be the more potent because, on the
one hand, they were only a renewal of the closest union
with Christ, solemnized in His conception, and, on the
other, they were received with the most perfect disposi-
tions. That Mary received the sacraments is indubitable
as regards the Holy Eucharist; as to baptism, it is at least
very probable although Mary was in no need of this sacra-
ment to be freed from original sin. Confirmation she re-
ceived, like the apostles, by the visible descent of the
Holy Ghost. She could not receive the remaining sacra-
ments ex defectu materiae and finis, although, unmindful
of her sinlessness, some, even great, theologians have
a solution even regarding the sacrament of penance,
whereby they aver that Mary could nevertheless receive
it, and for that reason they were at some pains to ascer-
tain who her father confessor was.

As regards the increase of grace ex opere operantis, that
is, through the merit of her acts of virtue, this was so
great as to surpass understanding, owing to the excep-

tionally high degree of her initial sanctifying grace, the

26 Cf. St. Albert the Great, Mariale, q.134; and Suvarez, De incarn., disp. 8,
sec. 1.
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abundance of her actual grace, and her unfailing, ever-
zealous cooperation during her long life. To make this
clear, many theologians, as also preachers who adopted
their views, attempted formal calculations—only to be
lost in the infinite—as to the geometric progression which
must have attended Mary’s increase of grace. They base
their calculations on the axiom, according to which the
present degree of grace is doubled by each act in propor-
tion to its intensity, and they then presume that, in the
case of Mary, each of her acts possessed that quality. The
strict application of mathematical formulas to grace has,
in general, something forced about it and easily leads to
absurdities. This law in particular concerning the in-
crease of grace is far from certain. Suarez,*” in his Chris-
tology, took it for granted, but later rejected it. Therefore,
in the case of Mary, we must restrict ourselves simply to
advocating a continuous increase of grace.

Mary’s OTHER GIFTS OF GRACE

The supreme fullness of grace which the Church
ascribes to the Mother of God implies, in particular,
sanctifying grace and those graces essentially connected
therewith and appertaining to her perfection, such as the
supernatural virtues and the gifts of the Holy Ghost.
Many expressions of the Fathers, and particularly the
axiom adopted by the Scholastics,”® are in general to be
understood in the sense that any privilege ever granted to
a saint is due to Mary also. This explanation does not at
all mean all privileges without distinction, but un-

27 Suarez, Comm. III, De myst. vitae Chr., disp. 18, sec. 4.

28 See the texts in which this axiom appears in former times in Hurter,
Opuscula selecta Patrum, 11, thesis 156. Cf. Dillenscheider, La Mariologie de
S. Alphonse (Fribourg, 1934), pp. 197-205.
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doubtedly and unconditionally those only which concern
the possession, practice, and all-embracing activity of
sanctifying grace and the perfect purity and holiness of
Mary’s life and being. It is altogether inadmissible to ex-
plain and use this rule in such wise that, without more
ado, any given supernatural privilege is ascribed to Mary
regardless of whether the possession of this privilege is
fitting from every point of view, particularly in regard to
her state of life and her special position and mission.

Without doubt, Mary did not possess all graces gratis
datae which are ascribed to the ordinary and extraor-
dinary instruments of the Church, such as the potestas or-
dinis et jurisdictionis. On the other hand, through the
descent of the Holy Ghost she acquired the gift of proph-
ecy distributed in such abundant measure on that occa-
sion, that is, the gift of prophetic knowledge, of miracles,
and also of languages in a degree befitting her special
office. Neither may the privileges of the original state be
ascribed to her. Like Christ, not only was she subject to
suffering and death, but neither had she to possess the
knowledge of natural things infused into the first human
couple, particularly Adam. There is less reason to accept
the opinion that, in regard to the purport and the purely
spiritual nature of knowledge, Mary should from the be-
ginning be considered on a level with the angels by super-
natural grace.

On the other hand, especially in respect to the perfec-
tion of her knowledge, too low a standard must not be
applied. Indeed, as to the fullness of truth, Mary’s re-
semblance to Christ during her life cannot be applied in
the same way as to her fullness of sanctity. But, under
this aspect also, no purely human standard may be applied
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in her case as the “Seat of Wisdom,” the “new and better
Eve,” and the “Queen of Angels,” viz.: in so far as there
is a correlation between the perfection of knowledge and
the possession and practice of sanctity. What can be more
definitely established concerning this matter is given
below.

St. Bernard says only this:—and that in proof of Mary’s
advanced holiness—“There is certainly no real reason to
suspect that what, for instance, was bestowed on a few
mortals was denied to a Virgin of such excellence, through
whom all mortality came to life.” ** In more general terms,
but on the same occasion and in the same sense as St.
Bernard, we find St. Thomas’ explanation: “It is reason-
able to believe that she who brought forth the only-
begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth, received,
in comparison with all others, greater privileges of
grace.” 3 On the other hand, Raynaud defines the axiom
explicitly as follows: “We must not deny the Mother of
God the privilege or gift pertaining to sanctifying grace
and conducing to a greater sanctity of soul and a more
perfect union with God, which we know was bestowed
upon some servant of God.” ** Gerson *? dealt firmly with
a too inconsiderate application of the axiom, or with the
imaginary rule, that God granted to His Mother all priv-
ileges which, in one way or another, could be ornamental
to her. See also Raynaud. If even in regard to her sanctify-
ing grace, not the absolutely highest, but only that degree
fixed by God’s wisdom must be ascribed to Mary, then

29 St. Bernard, Epist. 174, PL, CLXXXII, 334.

30 St. Thomnas, I1la, q.27, a. 1 corpus.

81 Theophile Raynaud, Dipst. Mar., Prol., cant. 3.

32 Gerson, Epist, de susceptione humanitatis Christi, Veritas 15 {Opera
omnia, Paris, 1606, Vol. I, p. 454).
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certainly, with such an imaginary rule, nothing certain,
not even anything probable, can be established concern-
ing all other privileges, unless other reasons are adduced.

Closely bound up with her sanctifying grace as such
is Mary’s supernatural knowledge which is, at the same
time, the fruit of the enlightening force of grace and the
principle of the life of holiness in the will. So far, there-
fore, as the fullness of holiness is conditioned by the full-
ness of truth, this latter must be accepted absolutely in
Mary’s case—at least as probable—in that degree in
which a perfection of the faculty of cognition seems to fit
in with the perfection of her own holy life or with the dis-
charge of her special calling as Mother of God. Before
as well as after Christ’s conception, Mary undoubtedly
had the most sublime enlightenment relative to God and
divine things, more definitely, the Fathers suppose, in
regard to her vow of virginity. After Christ’s ascension she
certainly attained lights concerning her Son, such as no
other saint on earth has ever had. From the remark of
St. Luke: “And they understood not the word that He
spoke to them,” ** it is evident that even in this respect a
relatively imperfect knowledge could exist prior to this
time.

All the more is it purely arbitrary to ascribe to her from
the beginning, the possession of all natural sciences, or a
knowledge of all things similar to that of the angels. These
gifts were required neither by her dignity nor by her call-
ing, nor was her holiness dependent upon them. However,
after Christ’s conception especially, a loftiness of contem-
plation must be accorded her such as fell to the lot of no
other saint on earth. This much, at least, must be con-

38 Luke 2:50.
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ceded, that the highest sort of contemplation, granted to
other saints only in passing and in ecstasies, is in Mary’s
case conceived to be her habitual state; and that with
reason, since, like the beatific vision in the case of Christ,
it neither took away nor did it presume the use of the
exterior senses and, therefore, it continued in waking
hours as well as during sleep. Such contemplation is very
closely bound up with her perfect cultivation of holiness.
Without it, the spiritual resemblance to Christ and the
angels, which must be accepted for her earthly life, would
be too insignificant. Hence even St. Ambrose in his time
stressed this point ** clearly. For similar reasons the opin-
ion is not too improbable, nor is it so dangerous as some
would have it considered that, from the womb of her
mother, or even, as in the case of our first parents and the
angels, from the first moment of her creation, Mary was
endowed supernaturally with the use of her intellect, so
that, as His bride, she might from the beginning of her
life enter into living communion with God.

Though this opinion has been explicitly defended only
since the fourteenth century, its first firm defender being
Francis Mayron,*® while St. Thomas still preferred the
opposite view; nevertheless it had already found some
supporters among the Fathers as well as in Sacred Scrip-
ture. For many of the Fathers ascribe the joyful “leap-
ing” of St. John the Baptist in his mother’s womb to a
supernatural enlightenment whereby he recognized the

34 St. Ambrose, De virginibus, II, 3; PL, XVI, 209: “Cum quiesceret corpus,
vigilaret animus, qui frequenter in somnis aut lecta repetit aut somno inter-
rupta continuat.”

35 Francis Mayron, On the attitude of St. Thomas toward this question, see
1. Maréchal, Etudes sur la psychologie des mystiques, 11 (Brussels, 1937),
250-54.
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presence of the Savior; and on that supposition, the grant-
ing of the favor in question to Mary is to be presumed
a fortiori. In like manner, St. Bernard ** in his day con-
cluded from the sanctification of the Baptist in his mother’s
womb, that the same privilege had been conferred on
Mary #* also.

It is much more certain, rather it is not to be doubted
that, as regards her spiritual perfection, Mary possessed
all the privileges which would have fallen to the lot of the
children born in the original state of grace. With regard
to the spiritual development of her knowledge, she from
the beginning enjoyed freedom from all disturbing influ-
ences of sensuality and passion, immunity from which was
a privilege of the state of original justice, whereby she
remained secure against all error. For the perfection of
her knowledge, see especially the conclusive and, on the
whole, very moderate exposition of Suarez.®® St. Albert
the Great has a very profound and substantial treatise on
the characteristic form and development of the life of
grace in Mary.*®

From Mary’s sympathetic cooperation in the work of
the redemption—since hers was a moral cooperation in
the redeeming sacrifice—and, in general, from the fact
that she pursued on earth, as she now does in heaven, an
activity directed to the salvation of all men, modern the-
ologians would conclude that, like Christ, Mary had on
earth, as she now has in heaven, an intimate knowledge of

36 St. Bernard, Epist. 174; PL, CLXXXII, 333. Also Eadmerus, Tract. de
concept. S. Mariae, n. 9; Edition of Thurston, p. 9.

37 On this question see Vasquez, in 3. p. Sum, disp. 120; and Suarez, De inc.,
disp. 4, sec. 7.

38 Disp. 19, per totum.

39 St. Albert the Great, Mariale, solution in questions 44-61, after q.61.
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all those to whom that activity is extended.*® This is a
profound and beautiful thought, which in this form may
perhaps appear equally as daring as it is novel. However,
it is not only probable but certain, if the idea to be con-
veyed is that beneath Calvary’s cross Mary had not an
indefinite and vague idea but, by supernatural enlighten-
ment, a profound and vivid conception of every human
soul involved in the great mystery of the redemption.
Something similar to this is also found in the life of many
of the saints who, in a special manner, were called to
cooperate by their prayers and sufferings in the salvation
of their fellow men.

40 Pietre Jeanjacquot, S.]., Simples explications sur la coopération dela T. S.

Vierge d Feeuvre de la rédemption et sur sa qualité de Mére des chrétiens
(Paris, 1868), pp. 152-55.



CHAPTER I1

Mary’s Fullness of Grace Considered
Negatively*

SO LONG as Mary’s fullness of grace is considered
simply from its positive purport and effects it is in-
ferior to that of Christ, because Mary does not exhaust
the entire fullness of grace, nor does she from the begin-
ning possess that plenitude which was later to be attained.
On the other hand, Mary’s fullness of grace is quite similar
to that of Christ’s humanity in this, that the substance of
grace is appropriated entirely and forever, that is, in its
entire being, existence, and essence by the principle of
grace with which it is connected, which principle is united
to the subject by a “bodily indwelling,” thereby penetrat-
ing and surrounding it from all sides. In this respect the
perfection of Mary’s state of grace is better expressed by
the emphatic Greek expression xexapropévy than by the
Latin gratia plena. The Greek version expresses more
clearly how Mary was surrounded and penetrated by the
light of grace because of her being “clothed” with the
“Sun of grace” itself,? the effects of which are as certain
as they are obvious.

In their operation, these effects are negative. From the
start they unconditionally preclude from the subject of

1 For literature see chapter 1, note 1.
2 Apoc. 12:1; see St. Bernard, Sermo s. Missus est, I, 2; PL, CLXXXIII,

72.
25
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grace all evil, fault, stain, deformity, and corruption con-
trary to its mission, through the anointing with uncreated
grace, or through its bodily union with the principle of
grace.

As regards the extent, if not the form of these effects,
the same rule holds good in the case of Mary as in that of
the humanity of Christ. Whatever, by the power of
the Logos, had to be unconditionally excluded from
Christ’s human nature as incompatible with the consecra-
tion and dignity of “the flesh of the Word,” is also incom-
patible with the being of Mary in her position as motherly
bride of the Logos and of the human nature of Christ.
Hence, she also must be effectually safeguarded from all
this by the power of the Logos. Thus, from the negative
side the old axiom is fully realized: “As the Lamb, so is
His mother.” ? This, in its turn, gives only another version
of the community of blessedness between Mary and Christ
which was proclaimed by Elizabeth in the words “Blessed
art thou among women and blessed is the fruit of thy
womb.” * In this connection the Fathers and theologians
rightfully and to the same extent apply both to Christ’s
humanity and to Mary the symbolical types, “ark of the
covenant,” the “imperishable setim wood,” the “tower of
ivory of Solomon,” the “cloud of light,” and also the spirit-
ual prototype, “Wisdom proceeding from the mouth of
God.”

The negative side of the “fullness of grace” in Mary
comprises in particular the complete preservation or free-
dom from sin or from whatever is so connected therewith

3 Qualis Agnus, talis et mater Agni. This axiom appears in the apologetic
writing against St. Bernard ascribed to Peter Comestor, quoted by Le Bache-
let, in Dict. de theol. cath., VI, 1017, 1020.

4 Luke 1:42.
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as in one way or another to mar or deface in man the image
of God. Because this “fullness of grace” excludes, in con-
sequence, every sort of violating or desecrating corrup-
tion, and at the same time is a grace of perfect integrity
and incorruption and especially of perfect purity and in-
nocence, it affects most profoundly the concept of virgin-
ity due to the motherly bride of God.

Secondly, the negative side of Mary’s “fullness of grace”
comprises also a preservation from those evils to which
mankind became subject through original sin and from
which it was freed by the merits of Christ’s redemption,
with, of course, the obvious exception of such as were not
necessarily excluded from Christ's humanity, but were
rather accepted by Him as means of redemption, such as
physical suffering and death. But without the merits of
Christ’s redemption, Mary would have been subject to
these penalties. Hence her preservation from them rests
also upon a deliverance or safeguarding through the grace
of the Redeemer. In her case, however, this preservation
did not take the form of a later removal, but rather of an
anterior exemption and preservation by the complete
restoration and the unchangeable confirmation of the
integrity of the original state. According to the words of
St. Peter Chrysologus: ® “All is preserved in the Virgin
who brought forth the Redeemer of all mankind”; Mary’s
fullness of grace is, therefore, a perfect grace of salvation
and redemption. In her, as the first fruits of the redemp-
tion and the co-adjutrix of the Redeemer in His work of
salvation, and as the spiritual mother of all redeemed
souls, or the new Eve, this grace must reveal itself in a

5 St. Peter Chrysologus, Sermo 144, PL, LII, 586, reads: Virgini omnia
salva, quae omnium genuit Salvatorem.
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unique, or rather, in an ideal manner in order to repre-
sent, guarantee, and communicate the effects of the re-
demption to all others.

According to the conception of Sacred Scripture and
of the Church, the deliverance of mankind from the woe-
ful effects of the first sin is also a victory over the power
of sin and the devil who, by sin, rules mankind. In like
manner, Mary’s preservation through the power of Christ
from all these evil effects must be regarded as a com-
plete and all-embracing victory over sin and the devil;
and this victory, by her fullness of grace, Mary gains
through Christ, and Christ in Mary, and by it Mary be-
comes Christ's most beautiful and splendid trophy of
victory. From this point of view, the privileges referred
to are contained in the promise of the protevangelium,
according to which woman should share with her seed
the indomitable and victorious enmity against the devil.

Finally, all these considerations indicate and, in turn,
gather force from the fact that Mary’s “fullness of grace,”
considered negatively, is the model and pledge of the
fitting supernatural equipment and dowry of the Church,
especially of her infallibility and imperishableness. Like-
wise, these privileges are considered and characterized
as a virginal purity and a victorious invincibility opposed
to the powers of hell.

In the sense of the principles and considerations as
here formulated, the Church ascribes to the Mother of
God, in contrast to the rest of mankind, three definite
privileges:

1. Complete and perpetual freedom from original sin,
because of the sanctifying grace granted to Mary in her
very conception;
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2. Freedom from all the effects of original sin which,
in one way or another, belong to the moral domain, i.e.,
from all inclination to sin, and in general, from all ir-
regularity connected in the soul with the positive safe-
guarding against each, even the smallest, personal sin;

8. Freedom from the reign of death, in so far as the
latter is a consequence of original sin and the cause of
the decomposition of the body; this freedom ensures the
anticipated resurrection and glorification of the body.

First, these three privileges define the extent of Mary’s

race in her entire being, i.e., in her spirit, her soul, and
her body (“the blessing from head to foot,” as the Fathers
express it), and also in her entire existence, in the begin-
ning, the course and the end of her life on earth.

Secondly, they reflect in a special manner the three
privileges of Mary’s motherhood: the conception, the
indwelling, and the birth of “the cause of grace,” and also
the thrce forms of Mary’s relationship to God: as daugh-
ter, bride, and temple. Thus they answer to the three parts
in the salutation of the angel: “full of grace,” the Lord
is with thee,” “blessed are thou among women.” ©

Finally, they contain the total exclusion of the deface-
ment of the divine image, effected in human nature by
the first sin, of the “seed of the serpent” as Gregory of
Nyssa ” calls it. As “seed of the serpent,” this defacement
may be represented under the figure of the serpent in-
sinuating itself into human nature. According to Gregory
of Nyssa the disfigurement of spirit is symbolized by

¢ Gratia plena, Dominus tecum, benedicta tu in mulieribus. The words,
benedicta tu, etc., are not found in the best and most ancient Greek manu-
scripts in the greeting of the angel, but in the salutation of Elizabeth (verse
49).

7 St. Gregory of Nyssa, Or. catech., ¢.8; PG, XLV, 33, seed of the serpent.
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the head, that of the soul by the body, that of the body
by the tail of the serpent, and in this way the privileges
in question represent the complete and original inac-
cessibility of the new Eve to the serpent of sin.

In the following chapters these three privileges will be
separately proved, defended, and explained, and at the
same time, the necessary principles and observations will
be elucidated more completely.

On account of Mary’s freedom from actual sin, St.
Thomas ® reduces to three points of view the reasons for
the privileges referred to in the divine motherhood, which
he arranges in an ascending order, or rather in an order
leading from the outside inward:

1. The relation of the mother to the child, or to the
Son as her bodily fruit, in so far as the mother must be
honored by the Son and the honor of the latter was con-
ditioned by that of the mother;

2. Mary’s aflinity to Christ, whereby she was united
with Him as with her spiritual head;

8. Mary’s relation to the Godhead, dwelling bodily
within her, whereby she is united with the Godhead in a
manner analogous to that of the body with the spirit.

In the sense here given, these points of view concur
with those which have been elucidated previously. There
is a deficiency in St. Thomas’ definition and use of Mary’s
freedom from actual sin. He does not trace the last point
of view to Mary’s spiritual marriage and union with the
Logos which, antedating the conception of Christ, came
about in and with Mary’s own conception. In this lies
the reason why the application of this aspect to Mary’s
entire past, especially to her conception, is deficient. In

8 St. Thomas, IIla, q.27, a.4 corpus.
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this connection the first two points of view are not main-
tained by St. Thomas with the keenness inferring Mary’s
Immaculate Conception. Considering Christ as her bod-
ily fruit and spiritual head, he yet does not represent
Mary according to her entire existence and essence as
inchoatio Christi and complementum Christi.

Touching the question of Mary’s Immaculate Con-
ception especially, as well as her bodily assumption into
heaven, reasons innumerable have been advanced in
support of these privileges. However, they are but varia-
tions of the three reasons of St. Thomas; e.g., when, in
her relationship as Mother of God, Mary is considered
now as daughter, now as bride, now as temple; in rela-
tion to Christ, now as root, now as member, now as bridal
chamber; and again, when now God’s honor, now Mary’s
own honor is involved.

These reasons derive their real breadth of meaning
only from the position of the mother of God towards
creatures as mistress and as mother of grace, and by her
vocation of closest cooperation in the redemption of man-
kind and in the victory over the devil. In the meantime,
this double group of reasons is elucidated more effectively
by the inner analogy of the aforesaid privileges to the
miraculous preservation of Mary’s bodily virginity which
these same reasons demand. And, vice versa, this analogy
in connection with these reasons attains the character of
a weighty argument.



CHAPTER III

Mary’s Freedom from Original Sin

Tae Docma !

!T HAS never been questioned that in Mary, as dis-
tinguished from other human beings, an anticipated
sanctification in one form or another tock place. The
Gospel narrative of the sanctification of John the Baptist *

1 For literalure see Alexander Flalensis, Summa, Part 111, q.9. Commen-
taries on Lombardus, 3 Sept., dist. 3 of St. Bonaventure, St. Thomas, Scetus,
and Dionysins the Carthusian; St. Thomas, IIla, q.27, a.1, 2; also Cajc
Porrecta, ‘Medina, Gregory of Valeneia, Vasquez, and ’§u‘1rez Bencd. 11.17—
zam, Causa immaculatae conceptionis ss. Matris Dei Mariae, Palermo, 1747;
Perrone, De immac. B.V. Marige conceptione, Rome, 1847; Passaglia, De
immac. conc., Rome, 1854; Malon, L’immaculée conception, Lyons, 1850
Many texts from the Fathers are found in Hurter, theol. dogm. comp., \(,l
11, theses 156 f. See also X. Le Bachelet, art. Imma(.u]r\c Conception,” in
Dict. de théol. cath., VII, 845-1218 (with the cooperation of M. Jugie for
the Eastern Churches).

2 Some theologians and many of the Fathers add the following to the text
of Jeremias (1: ‘)) “Before thou camest forth out of the womb, I sanctified
thee,” a similar privilege for the prophet. But the explanation ol these words
is the less necessary since it is hard to see why a special rcason for such a priv-
ileze would he present in Jeremias’ case. The nature of things scems rather
to demand that this privilege exists only for such persons as, tike Mary and
John the Baptist—at most also for St. ]030p11~stool in the closest relation-
ehm with Christ. When some theologians, including St. Albert the Great,
wish to find such a xpladonxhlp also for ]erepnaq lvsr,auw of the fact that hc
so clearly point ted to Christ in his prophecy, “a woman shall compass a man”
(81: 22, this scems to be wrong for this reasou, if for no other, that the
prophecy of Isajas is still cl(’"lrer and more impressive. We could point out
with St. Thomas, that Jeremias in his person must be an entirely special pro-
totype of the sulfering Christ. But even this reason is not of such a mature
that no equally forceful reasons could he given for other persons, c.g., Moses.

Sec also Condamin, Jérémie fut-il sanctzﬁe avant sa nmwmcr'9 in Rech. de
Sc. relig., 1T (1912), 446. The answer is that the sanctifcation of Jeremias
is not‘mng else than his election to the office of prophct. Bnzy, Saint Jean Bap-
tiste, Paris, 1922, accepts this explanation for Jercmias (p. 9.3) not for John

the Baptist (pp. 64-83).
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in his mother’s womb is forced to ascribe a fortiori to
the mother of Christ a sanctification which at least pre-
ceded her birth or her egress from the womb of her
mother.

It is well known that after the twelfth century it was a
constant point of controversy whether Mary’s sanctifica-
tion was merely an anticipated one, analogous to that of
John the Baptist, or whether this privilege must be con-
ceded to the first moment of her existence, that is, to her
conception. In the existing order of things, apart from
the state of holiness, we find only the state of sin. As in
the fallen human race all natural descendants of Adam.
because of their lineage, are subject to original sin, the
question as to Mary’s first sanctification is identical with
this other: Was Mary, like other humans, subsequently
freed from the stain already contracted, or was she
shielded against this stain from her very conception? In
this respect the question concerning Mary’s original sanc-
tification assumes a very special significance. But here at
the same time there resulted a special difficulty, so that
the controversy was not merely about the “holy,” but
about the “immaculate” conception.

After the decisive point of the controversy had for a
long time been prepared by many ecclesiastical memo-
randa, Pius IX solemnly defined in the bull Ineffabilis
providentia that, as concerned Mary’s conception, this
freedom from the stain of original sin is a revealed and
Catholic truth. The formula of the definition reads: “We
define that God has revealed the doctrine holding that,
from the first instant of her conception, the most blessed
Virgin Mary was preserved immune from all stain of
original sin by a singular grace and privilege of Almighty
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God, by an intuitive cognition of the merits of Jesus
Christ, the Saviour of the human race.” ®

As early as 1439 the Council of Basel had ventured a
definition in the same sense. This definition, however, was
invalid, for the council was schismatic and no sanction
of the definition followed on the part of the pope. In view
of the contemporary state of the question, that decision
was rather premature and was entirely discredited by
other audacious steps of the council. The popes and the
Council of Trent proceeded much more prudently. Sixtus
IV went no farther than to forbid all censure of the belief
in the Immaculate Conception, while at the same time he
forbade making the denial of it a heresy. He condemned
also the assertion that, on the feast of the Conception, the
Roman Church celebrated only in general the “spiritual
conception and sanctification of the same Virgin.” * The
Council of Trent, at which the question came up for seri-
ous discussion, limited itself to declaring, in its decree
regarding original sin: “It is not the intention of the Coun-
cil to include in this decree concerning original sin the
blessed and immaculate Virgin Mary Mother of God, for
the constitutions of Pope Sixtus IV of blessed memory
are to be observed.” ®

Pius V condemned a thesis of Baius in which the Im-
maculate Conception was denied apodictically and, on
the strength of which denial, all Mary’s sufferings were
declared to be “punishments of original sin.” ¢ By a de-
cree of the Inquisition, 1617, Paul V forbade any public

3 Denzinger, Ench. Symb., no. 1641.

4 Sixtus IV, Const. “Grave nimis,” 1483; Denz., no. 735. See Roskovany,
op. cit., 1, 122-26; Le Bachelet, op. cit., 1120-24.

5 Denz., no. 792. See Le Bachelet, 1166-69.

¢ Denz., no. 1073. See Le Bachelet, 1169 £.



MARYS FREEDOM FROM ORIGINAL SIN 35

defense of the thesis, “that Mary was conceived in orig-
inal sin.” * Likewise by decree of the Inquisition, 1622,
Gregory XV extended this prohibition to writings and
lectures of a private nature, “with the exception of those
persons to whom this shall have been especially granted
by the Holy and Apostolic See.” ® The Dominicans were
here referred to; they were permitted to discuss the thesis
among themselves, but not in the presence of others.
Finally, Alexander VII declared in his famous bull Sol-
licitudo omnium ecclesiarum (1661): “the devotion to
the B. V. Mary is indeed of long standing among the fol-
lowers of Christ who feel that her soul, from the first in-
stant of its creation and infusion into her body, was
preserved immune from the stain of original sin by a spe-
cial grace and privilege of God, by an intuitive cognition
of the merits of her Son, Jesus Christ, the Redeemer of
the human race, and who, in this sense, esteem and sol-
emnly celebrate the festivity of her conception.”® Ac-
cording to this declaration Mary’s sanctification from the
first moment of her existence was authoritatively deter-
mined as the object of the feast, the observance of which
had now become wide-spread in the Church and was even
generally prescribed. By the same decree the liturgical
testimony of the universal Church was ensured; in fact,
this testimony had already been clearly given by the office
of the feast and, for the Roman Church in particular, it
had already been fixed by Sixtus IV.** Besides, since the
conviction of the truth of this article had taken ever

7 Roskovany, op. cit., 11, 5-7; Le Bachelet, 1172.

3 Roskovany, op. cit., pp. 348 f.; Le Bachelet, 1173.

? Denz., no. 1100; Roskovany, op. cit., pp. 381-84; Le Bachelet, 1173-76.

10 Sixtus 1V, Const. Cum praeexcelsa, April 29, 1476, approved of the
office, drawn up by the friar, Leonardus of Nogarole, in which the present
collect appears.
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deeper root and all requisite elements were abundantly
and emphatically present, the doctrine in those latter
years appeared so completely supported by testimonies
of the living tradition that, on the strength of these alone,
the definition could follow.

It cannot be positively asserted, as is sometimes done,
that “the feast of Mary’s conception,” originally so called,
had for its specific object the Immaculate Conception.
For in the ancient Church, prior to the celebration of
Mary’s conception, the Greeks and, in certain localities
particularly in Naples and Ravenna, the Latins as well,
celebrated “the conception of Christ’s Precursor,” in
whose case also there neither was nor could there be a
question of a sanctification of his conception. From the
homilies of St. Peter Chrysologus *" it appears that on
this day they commemorated the miracles preceding,
accompanying, and following the conception of St. John,
to which miracles his sanctification in his mother’s womb
pertained."”

In the Middle Ages a much broader purport was given
the feast of Mary’s conception which was extended in an
analogous manner. Mary’s origin in her bodily conception,
occurring on that special day of the calendar, was taken
as the object of the feast in the following way: this first
beginning of the existence of the mother of the Savior
was a happy event for which God must be thanked; to-
gether with Mary’s sanctification, which took place in
her mother’s womb and the moment of which was not
known, it introduced the birth of the Mother of God and

11 St, Peter Chrysologus, Serm. 86-92 de annuntiatione ¢t conceptione Jo.
Bapt.; PL, LII, 441-60.
12 Malou, op. cit., chap. 6.
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thereby also the preparation for Christ’s conception and
birth.

This was the view not only of many opponents of the
doctrine of Mary’s sanctification in the first moment of
her existence, who sought thereby to justify or excuse
the fact of the feast,’® but it was held also by some of
the advocates of the feast and of the doctrine, who, at
least in the beginning, were of the same opinion. For,
as object of the feast they indicate: Mary’s conception
and creation, or also her bodily or human conception, and
her spiritual conception. It is found thus in the docu-
ment relative to the feast ascribed to St. Anselm.** But
very soon these latter abandoned their theory. Even the
above-mentioned document comes round in the end.
From that time they limited the object of the feast to the
sanctified conception which took place in the creation of
the soul itself and which, in virtue of the sanctification of
the soul, was coupled with its creation. However, the
opponents of the doctrine maintained their point of view.
According to them the sanctification only, apart from the
conception of the Virgin conceived on that day—which
sanctification they called “spiritual conception”™—or also
the conception of the Virgin subsequently sanctified,
formed the object of the {east.

The reason why the Church celebrates only the {feasts
of things actually holy, is in this case merely conclusive,

13 Thus St. Bonaventure, in 3 Sent., dist. 3 q.1, a.1; St. Thomas, Illa,
q.27 a.2 ad 8.

14 Pseudo-Anselm, Sermo de conceptione B.M.; PL, CLIX (inter spuria S.
Ansclmi), sec. 322: Si non placet celebrare dominicae matris conceptionem
carnalem, saltem placeat celebrare ejus animae spiritualem creationem; sec.
325: utramque ejus conceptionem venerabilem, spiritualem videlicet et
humanam.








