A New Dogma.

The tople assigned me read:; The haaumption of Our Lady,

A Now Dogma. $ince that title is not quite free of amblgulty,
it was explained to me that very good people were perplexed
over the deflnltion of a doctrine which apparently 1s not
contalned elther in Ssripture or in Tradition. My purpose,
then, 1s not to pronounce a panggyrle celebrating the recent
definition but to deel wlth a problem, -= Iln fact, to deal
with the same problem that I happened to treat in the theo-
logical oongress held in the University of Montreml two

years ago.

As I polnted out on that occasion, 1t 1s important to
distingulah between the dootrine that 1s defined by the Church
and, on the other hand, the reasons why it is defined. It la
a mattér of falth that all shall rise from the dead on the
Last Day. It 1s a matter of faith that our Lord rose from
the dead on the thlrd day after his crucifixion. Similarly,
1t 18 a matter of falith that the body of our Lady, the Mother
of ouf Lord and God, never lmew corruption but, as did that
of her Son, enjoyed an antleipation of the resurrection. By
the dogma of the Asaumptlion ls meant preclisely that Incorruptlion
and anticipated resurrectlon from the dead. Unmistakably,
1t 13 o dogma of faith, for it has been defined by Hla Holiness,
Pope Plus XII3 and as it was taught by the universal Church
prior to the definition, so now it stands beyond the possi-
bility of doubt.
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3t11l it is one thing to be a Cathollic, and something more
to be an enliphtendd Catholie. It is one thing to belleve, as
God requires us to believe, and 1t ls another $himng to know
the reasona and explanations that are to be glven for our
bslief. To belleve 1s a matter of salvatlon; to explain
belief 1s a matter of Catholie culture. It 1s thls secondary
but not unimportent aspect of the Assumption that I have to
treat., OnéT;Anage to live without having a radlo set, but
1t 1is better to have one. Simllarly, oné can belleve what
the Pope has defindd without knowing the reasons for 1it, but

i1t 1s better to kmow som thing abhout the reasonsa,

First of all, then, a dogma of falth must be cort alned
in Serlipture or in an Apostolic Tradition. For what 1s belleved
by faeith ia belleved on the authority of Godj and what ls
belleved on the authority of God, must have been revealed by
God. Moreover, not any divine revelation is to the pol t3
i1t must be the public revelatlon ef-tke given to the Apostles.
The Ghurch cannot base a dogma upon a private revelation made
to a partlcular saint, for example, to a Saint Mapgaret Mary
or to a Saint Bernadette Soublrous, for the Church wgs f{ounded
to keep and to proslalm the deposit of falth entrusted to her
through the Apostlss. For this reason any dogma of faith must
be oontalned either In Soripture or in an Apostolic Traditiom.

For the same reason it is not to the point to asccount for the

dogma of the Assumption in any other manner. When some ¢ne
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points out to the Most Reverend Archbishop of Canterbury that
his own Cathedral cort ains a monument to the Assumptiax, he
may embarrass the Archbilghop but he does not give the Pope
a sufficlent resson. When it 1s urged that the feast of the
Assumption has been preceded by a fast-day for over eleven
hundred years, one adduces an imposing historical fact but
not an enitr entirely sufflcient reason.

In the second place, however, one has to be ¢k ar about
the meening of the affirmation, dogmas of falth must be contalned
- in Scripture or in Tradition. There is an important distinction
between the explicit and the implicit, end to grasp 1t is
fundemental In the pmwesent instance. What then i1z the dia-
tinetiont It is expliocitly stated in the Gospel of 8t. Matthew
that "thou art Peter, and 1t ls upon this rock that I will
bulld my churech} and the gates of hell will not prevail agalnst
i1t} end I willl give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven;
and whatever thou shalt bind on earth w shall be bound in hemven;
and whatever thot s.;llalt: loose on earth shall be loosed in hexven."
That 1s explieit., Apaln, i1t is explicitly stated in the same
gospel that a wlse man bullds his house on a rosck that resists
raln and flood and wind, and that & fool builds his house on
sand. While both these statoments are explicit, atill here
it 1s only Implicit that Ohrist our Lord was a wise man and
80 bullt his Qhurch on the roock, Peter. While it 1s explicit
that Peter 1s the rock, atill it i1s only implicit that Peter

18 to have succesgors, that after Peter's death the Churoh is




A Yew Dogma 4

not to be moved from its rook foundation and foollshly be
rebuilt upon sand. To kmow that Peter 1s the rock, one has
only to read; to lmow that the church is never to be rebuilt
upon a foundation of sand, one must not merely read but also
underatand. What is mad, 1s explicit; what is understood,
is implicit.

Lot me give another 1llustration of this difference. In
the twenty-fourth chapter of St. Luke there 1s the account of
the two disciples who had their faith shaken by the maalon
and the death of our Lord, did not oredit the repost of his
refaurrestion, and on the first Easter Sunday set out for a
town named Emmaus some slxty furlongs from Jerusslems On thelr
way, as you lmow, a stranger Jolned them, upraided upbralded
them for being foollsh and slow of heart, and explalned to
them the Messlanic proPhecies of the 014 Testament. A4s he
spoke, thelr falth was enkindled afresh, thelr hearta burned
within them, the eyes of thelr underdtanding were opened.
They began to see in divine revelat ion what had been there
all along, though previously they had not seen it. What had
been sald by Moses and the prophets they lknew quite well; but
what they lmew was more a matter of reading or hearing than of
underatanding. They had grasped what was on the surfeoej they
wore famlllar with the wordaj but what they had heen unable to
do was to begin from Mosea and go through all the prophsts
ploking out and explaindng each of ths pasmages that referred
to the redemptive death of the Messias,
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Now in the long history of the Shurch this distinetlon
between the explicit and the implicit constantly recurs. For
Oethollcs accept the word of God, hut they accept mt only the
word but also its meaning. They receive divine revelatim not
only with their ears but also with their understanding. On the
other hand, the history of heresy is largély & matter of
attending to words and neglecting meaning, of belng famillar
with the words, as wers the d:sclples of Emmaus, but of being
unwilliing to listen to explanations such as our Lord's appeal
to Moses and all the prophets. The council of Nicea in the
year 326 deflned that God the Son 13 one In subatance with
@od the Father} the Arlans, despite thelr many differences
among themselves, were apgreed on one thing, that the consube
stentlality oflthe Son was not in Soriptwre, and of course
1t 1a not exrllicitly in Seripture. When the counclil of
Ephesus in the year 43l defined that our Lady was ghe Mother
of @od, the Nestorlans objected that that was not in Seripture,
and explicitly 1t is not. When the council of Chalcedon in
the year B 451 defined that our Lord was one Person with two
natures, the Monophysites objected that Sclpture does not
talk about persons or natures and explicitly Seripture does
not, When the orthodex East broke with the West over the
procession of the Holy Spirit from the 8Son, 1t was on the
ground that Seripture sald nothing about that procesaion, and
explleltly it does nots When in the sixteenth century Luthsr
and Calvin left the (hurch, 1t was to retumm, they clh imed,
to the purlty of the gospel, sks to the revelation made by
@od himself. What that revelation was they did not agree.

° )
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But on one thing they did agree, namely, that the CGathollo
Chureh had propnsed a number of dogmas not explicltly in
Seripture. Now the Assumption of our Lady has been deflned,

and people are perplexed over this new dogma which 1a not

9xplieitly In Seripture. But if it 1s a new dogma, also 1t

18 Just enother new dogma. The Pope has done again, what the
Catholle Church hao been doing allm along.

But it will be asked, Is not this business of understanding
the meaning of revelatlon rather rlskyt What one good and
holy man of woman understands one way, 1s understood in another
way by someone Just as good and just as holy. Would 1t not
be far safer to be conbtent with the words and pay no attention
to the meaning? While thils is an obvious difficulty, still
that 1a not the solution, If one paid no attentlion to the
mesning of revelation, one would pay no attention to revelation
at all; one would take the precious t alent, wrap it in a napkdn,
bury it in the ground, and live one's life as though God had
never revealed anything at all., One has to attend to the
meaninge Still one doses not have to attend to the meaning
discovered by private inspiration or upheld by private judgment..
Catholics belisve in divine revelation. They believe not
merely with thelr ears but also with their minds. But they
reJect today, as they rejected in the sixteenth century, the
strange notlion thaajggkanefrevelation 1s to be interpreted by
private Jjudgment. Our Lord founded his Qhurch for all mankind,
for Jew nnd Gentlls, Greek and barbarian, slaves and freemen,
rich and poor, learned end ignorant, intelligent and dull.

One does not have to be a ssholar to get to heaven; and even if

)
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one is a very intelligent and very learned scholer, still omne i
has to belleve jJust as anyones else, Ikxwxaxfadxxanfisd
god confided his revelation not to the experts but to the Churoh. !
It was not to the scholars but to g beckward group of Gallleans |
that our Lord said: "He that listens to you, listens to me; {

end he that despises you, despises me." (Luke 10, 16).

I think I have heen laboring upon a polnt thet you all
know very well. Revelatlon 1s not merely a matter of words
but slso of meaning, not merely of superficlal meaning but
also of profound meaning, God expects us to accept hls whole
message, and he has given us an infalllble Church to teach us
a8 Our Lord taught his apostles and disciples.

But before applying these prineciples to the dogma of the
Asgumptlon, 1t will be well to meet a diffisulty. Probably you
have heard 1t sald that Oatholic thought upon the Assumption
of our Lady hes no basis but a masa of legendary writings,
named apocrypha, thet made their appearance in the course of
the fifth snd sixth centuries. Now, what are the fhcta? I
offor two. The flrst Roman pronouncement upon the Assumptlaqu
ocours in a document that probaebly belongs to the pontiridate
of Pope Gelaslus I from the year 492 to the year 496; What
was thls pronouncement? It condemmed as untrustworthy end
unacceptable an account of our Lady's Assumption. My first
faoct ls a document of the fifth century, My second faot is
the sannouncement of the Feast of the Assumption as reed in

a rumbir
Roman Martyrology for,.centuries. It runa as followst

#7he Falling Asleep of Mary the Holy Mother of God. Though
her most sacred body is not to be found on earth, still holy

mother Church celebrates her venerabls memory with no doubt




New Dogma 8

that she has left this 1ife. But as to where that venerable l
temple of the Holy Ghost has been hidden by divine providense,
the sobriety of the Ohureh prefers plous ignorance to any
frivolous or apooryphal doctrine." [Jugzle, p 208, 361, 428)
Such was the extremely cautious announcement read ennually in
the Bmsalllca of St. Peterts in Rome until the reform of the
Mertyrology by Baronius in 1584 about eleven centuries after
the desree of Pope Gelasius. I think you can see for ypodrtottee~

yourselves that critics of Catholle doctrine, in this matter

as in others, seem to have little care to be accurate even in
mere matters of fact.

What, then, are the grounds for the definition of the
Assumptiont As you will expect, 1t 1s contained in Seripture
but not explielitly; it ils contained there implicitly; and the
way to grasp that impllication 1s the way our Lord showed that
the dootrine of hls redsmptive death was contalned In the 0ld
Testanment. I c¢an only sketch the asrgument. Divine revelation
glves us a general scheme of thinga. Death 18 a natural process
awalting us all; still it 1s not merely natural but also a

curse upon the descendants of Adame. Death is becausze of sin.

For 1t was after Adam's sin that God sald: "Dust thou art and
unto dust thou shalt return." WNext, as denth 1s the wages of
sdn, 80 resurrectlion 1s the fruit of the grace of our Lord and
Savior, Jesus Christ. To the risen Christ Sf. Peter 1in the
Acts of the Apostles (2, 3l) applied the words of the fifteenth
psalm "thet he was not left in the place of death, and that his
body dld not see corruption.” Such is the gensral scheme that
is revealed expliclitly. Let us now turn to our Lady., It is
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plain thet in this genoral schems she holds a place ofp privie
lege. From Adam all men contracted oripinal sin, and for that
reason infants are baptized, Bubt our Lady was to be the Mother
of God, and so she had the privilege of the Immasulate Conception,
Again, the curse of Eve was not upon her, for she was blessed
among women, a mother yet a virgin before parturition and in it
and after it. But if our Lady was free from orlginal sin,
which 18 the ground of death and corruption, if throughout her
life she was in the grace of God, and grace is the ground of
resurrection, if she was freed from the curse of Bve and the
pangs of motherhood and so blessed among women that the frults
of grace were revealed not only in her soul but also in her
body, then how could she be subject to the curse, Dust thou
ar$ and unto dust thou shalt return? It would not mske senss.
If our Lady is full of grace, &s the angel}i%dthe Incarnation
and we say In the Hall Mary, then hers 1s not the lesser grace
of resurrection on the last day with the rest of us alnners,
but the fuller grace of an antlclpated resurrection mxas with
her divine Son. S8cripture bids ust Honor thy father and thy
mother. Our Lord had no human father but he did have s mother;
ag he dled, so she dled. Yet while he has the Chureh honor the
Ttombs and venerate the relles of his saints, still he permits
the Church to lmow nothing of the tomb or the relics of our Lady,

Now you see how such argument admits endless development.
But the Important point, to which I must turn lmmediately, ia
itas value. Does 1t establish only the incorruption of our

Lady's body, or does it prove as well her anticipatéd resurrection?

Does 1t yield only probability, or does it yleld certainty?
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Is the conclusion merely something cc_mneoted with the deposit

of falth, or does it form part of the deposit 1tself? As you
868, these asre the basic questlonsj each has to be answered;

and when such answers ars combined, there is a rather notable
varlety of possible results. Upon these 1lsgues the Ohurch has
been me@itating for some fourtesn hundred years. Very aslowly,
century by century, has one point been cleared up and then
another. This develorment can be traced in the liturgles of
the East and of the West, in the sermons that have been preached
and record.ed,jr;ﬁ the works of theologlans. Lef us e¢onfine
ourselves to the theologlans of the West., From the seventh to
the ninth centurles there are two schools of thought; on the
one hand, there are those oppossd to the doctrine because of the
suspleions engendered by apoeryphal writings; they form the
larger group, but there is also a amaller group that argue the
matter on 1ts own merits and favor the Assumption., From the
ninth century to the middle of the thirteenth there ere the

same two schoolp of opinion, but there also 1ls e third group,
contalning such 1llustrious nawes as St Anselm of Centerbury
and St. Bernsrd of Clairvaux, and they write magnificent panegyrics
for the feast of the Assumption without committing themselves
upon 1ts preclse signiflcancee In the courss of the thirteenth
century, when theology had worked out its method with some
assurance, the situatlon changea. There still are those afraid
of apocryphal origings on the other hand, those that favor the
Assumptlon fall into three groups; some comsider 1t a plous
belief, others conslder it certain doctrine, others argue that

it is of falth or almost of faith. Prom the thirtesnth century

—
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to the sixteenth the fully affirmative answer steadlly gaims
ground., With the Jiterary criticism of the Renslssance it

was settled that a letter, purporting to be of St. Jerome,

was in fact e forgery; thls letter had been the principal
objectlon against the theologlans favoring the Assumption; with
its removal from theologlcal consideration the way was mde
gtraight and plane, What opponents had not dered to denylat
any time, then was removed from the suspiclon of doubt.

But the Churgh does not hurry. During the past four
hundred years there have been disputes upon the issue, but
minimum poaitions have approximated ever more closely to the
maximum. Within the past eighty years it has become apparent
that the ordinary teaching power of the church, exerclsed by the
archbishéps and blshops throughout the world, was committed to
the affirmation of the Assumption as a matter of faith. %o
This, of course, 1is far more significant that the thought of
theologlans, for the Churech cannot err in such matters. To be
quite certain of the fact, His Holineéa, Pope Pilus X1I, wrote
to all the archbishops and bishops. In accord with their replles
he declded to define the doetrine, lest what pertaina to the
deposlt of falth should not be preached clearly and unéquivocally
to sll men.

May the Jmmaculate Heart of Mary, alive in her living body
in heaven, take compassion on all her children in this world,
and obtain for them the grase of inward peace with God and
outward peace with thelr neighbor.

Bernard J..F. Lonergan, 8.0,
Jesuit Seminary, Toronto

For broadcast, Montreal, Nov. 5, 1950.
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