The Assumption and Thsology »

| ¥y terms of referencde set forth three toplcs:s 1) the
death of our Lady; 2) theologleal discussions concerning
the Assumption; 3} the Assumption as a defined doctrine.

If these toplecs are transposed into questions and taken

in reverse order, thelir unity will be immedlately apparent.
The last topie is the questlon, Could our Lady's Assumption
be defined as a matter of falth? The second topie, namely,
the discusslons of theologlians, gives the question, Why
-could the Assumption be defined as a matter of faith?
Finally, the first topic ral ses the question, Might our
Lady's death be included in a definition of the Assumption?

. Could the Assumptlon be defined?
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‘1tz The anawer undoubtedly ls affirmative. From th; seventh
century to the present day the affirmation of the Assumption
has Increased in clarity and in unanimity in the Church of
God. In the Dark Ages there existed doubts sbout the fact
of the Assumption and consequent obscurity regerding the
object of the Feast.® In the Medieval Period obscurlty

was removed malnly through the influence of St. Albert the
Great,e while the scholamship of the Renalssancs remoﬁed

the grounds of doubt that had lingered in the Liturgy from
the Dark Ages.a 3inxaxshexRanaisyanza As prior to the
Renaldsance the Assumptlon was not denled, so since then

1t hes not been doubted.®, Finplly, from 1869 to 1941
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. vast numbers of petitions for the definition of the Assumptlion

have been addrsmsed to the Yoly See. To select the most signi-
flcent of these petitlons, namely, those from regidentlal
episcopsl se¢s, an incomplete survey reveals that from 820

sees 1332 Patrlarchs, Arehbishops, and Blshops have sent 1859
petitions askinz that our Ieady's Assumption be deflned ss a

matter of falth.’

1h s :
While these leaves 292 residential eplacopal
sees unreprosented, that ls, some 274 of the total,-it vrovides
very serlous grounds for expecting the apgreement of all the
rast.

Such s practically universal agroement and consent both
down the centuries and throughout the Church provides the
theologian with sufflc lent cround for affirming that the
Assumpt lon can be defined, Were the Assumption not truth
but error, then one wonld have to admit what no Catholle can
admit, namely, tLhat God has not promised preservation from

R 6. the recent petitions aepe
error o the Charreh,” ¢ Moreover, thoughétheologians-sppnaeiate
appreciated differently by theologlans,
$he-recont-poab it lona-difforentlyy 1t shonld seem that they

imply not orzly that the Assumption is true and certaln bub

also that It L9 definsble s a matter of feith. For the "7

teaching off'ice of the Church is exerclsed by the Biahopa 'i“,,
throughout the world; and they prepondersntly affirm the

Assumption o he graskgsrrafxfatik deflnadle as & matter of
faith., Such ls the conclusion drawn by notabls theologlans
In authoritative positions;a and while one might add quall-
Tilcatlons and reservations with regard to thls or that con-
sideration they advance, I do nat ses how their ultimate

concluslon could effectively be reversed.
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Why can the Assumptlon .be defined?

I thought it best to begin with the argument feom
authbrity, first, because in matters of falth we normalky
know what i?zk is true before we know why 1t is true ang,
secondly, because an 1nitial account of theologlcal dis—
cusslons and disagreements w might easily‘ be mlsleading,
for it might lend an impression of confuslon and doubt
that would be quite ungrounded. The Assumption of our Lady
is one thlng; the reasons, apart from the ultimate argument
from suthorlty, ere quite another. The former };ﬂ r oxAnately
a matter of falth; the latter are not} .and 1t 1s with the
latter that now I have to deal.

Why, then, can the Assumption be defined® as a matter
of faith? Evidently, the one sufficlent reason for this
is that It pertains to the deposit of falth, that it l1s a
truth revealed by God. But In what manner 1s lt revesled?®
Is 1t contalined explicitly in Holy Scripture? Or 1s 1t
an explicit, oral, apostolic tradition? The answer to
both these questlons would seem to be negative. Very few
have bsen those who claimed that the Assumption was ezplleltly
revealed Iin Scripture.g A more frequent contention has
been for the existence of an expliclt, orml, apostollc
tradition.lo It remains that the pr edominant view among

at present

theolograns/is that the Assumption was revealed not exp llelitly
but implicitly.ll Three very hroad facts militate against
the existence of any explicit revelatlon either in Scripture
or in Tradition. The first is the silence of the early

centuries. The second is the diversity of views that appeared,
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notably in the apocrypha, when attention flrst turmed to

our lady's death.12 The third 1s the long persisting doubts

bk existing In the western Church,}® of which the most

notable found expreasion In the Martyrology of Usuard that

vas read from the ninth century to the sixteenth and advanced

thet on the questlon of the Assumption the sobrlety ofthe

¢hurch preferred pious ignorance to frivolous and apoeryphal

doetrine.14 These three brosd facts of an Initiasl peried

of sllence, a second period of naive speculations, and a

third perlod af in which doubts wers countenanced are, on

the one hand, Just what would be ex ected were revelation

only implicit and, on the other hand, extremely difficult

to reconcile with the exlsastence of expllcit revelation.l5
If the Assumption, then, 1s revealed not explicitly

Bub implicitly, a further questlon arises, namely, What is

the precisse nature of the'implication? This question 1s

the centre of theologlcal dlscussion. Accordingly, I shall

get forth very summarily, first, an illustratlon of scrip-

tural 1mp119ation, secondly, an outline of the argument

from Holy Seripture for the Assumption, thirdly, an evaluation

of the certainty of this argument and, fourthly, an account

of its sufficlency for dogmatic definition.

First, then, what is meant by a soriptural implication?

'In the twenty-fourth chapter of 8t. Luke there occurs the

account of the two disciples who had lost faith in our Lord,
d1d not credit reports of hls Resurrection, and so on the
firat Baster Sunday set out for s town named Emmaus some sixty
furlongs from Jerusalem. As you know, a stranger fell in with

them on the way, akled the cause of thelr de jectlon, upbralded
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thom for being®foolish end slow of heart to belleve in all
the things which the prophets have s-oken" (Luke X¥¥3 XXIV, 2B},

and then proceeded to explain to them the Messlanic prophecies

C

of the 0ld Testament. As he spoke, the faith of the faltering
disciples was enkindled anew, their hearts burned within them,
and the eyes of the ir understanding were opened; they began
to see in divine revelstion what had been there all along,
even though previocusly they had not seen it. We have, then,
in this story an instance of seriptural lmplication. ‘he
mnystery of the Redemptlon through the suffering and death
of our Lord 1s contalned in the 01d Testament. But still
that mystery does not 1le on the surface. To grasp 1t one
nust, as we say, put two and two together; one must begin,
a8 did our Lord with the disciples, muoaes and then
proceed through all the prophets; but Moses and the prophetas
treated of very many things, and so from them one must select
just the right passmpes; finally, one has to plece together
theaé many passages Into a single, intelligible pattern.
By this selection and plecing together there 1s effected
a development of undérstanding, an opening of the esyesa of
falth, upon what hed been long revealed but what had not,
from lack of understanding, been apprehended,

Just as our Xord taught the disciples to discover in
the 01ld Testament the doctrine of the Kedemption, so down
ths ages has‘the Church in the development of dogma brought
forth from the deposit of falth both 0ld things and new, |
My next step, them, will be to indicate the serirtural sources
for the doctrine of the Assumption and the manner in which

oni¢ may proceed from those sources to the Assumption 1taself.
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Scriptural sources for the doctrine of the Assump lon
11¢ in the account of man's Fall through Adam and his Redemp-
tion through Christ, There are two solldaritiess a flrst
in Adam through sin to death; a secornd in Christ through
desth to resurrectlon. Adam sinned, and through his sin
death entered Into the world. This death was threefold:
there was the spliritual death of the loss of sanctifying
grace In the soul; there was the metaphorical death, the
eurse of Adam, so vivid to us today in the host of the
moral and physicel evila of the world; finally, there was
tie material death of the grawe where dust returns to dust.
Nov (hrist, the Son of God, knew not sin; s%tl1ll he diled,
but only to rise again; and as he died for the remission
of sin, 8o he rose again to give us grace (Rom. IV, 25).

For 1t 1isfthe Risen Christ that 1s the vitallzing spirit

of the Mystical Body,l® and to that Body of Christ we

belong ever more fully as progressively we die 2 to rise
again, First, there 18 baptism in the death of Christ

by which our souls rise again to life to grace and sanctity
{Rom, VI, 2 £f). Secondly, there is the metaphorical death
of mortification, in which the reign of sin over us and

in us 1s crushed and we live with our members as instruments
of Justice unto God {Rom. VI, 11 ff). In the third place,
death 1s swallowed up in victory (I Cor. XV, 54} when "in a
monent , in the twinkling of an eye,... the trumpet shsll soudd
and the dead shall rise again incorruptible... For this cor-
ruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put

on imnortality"(ibid., 52 £}. "As in Adam a1l die, S0 also
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in Christ all shall be made alive'(ibid., 22). Vg o
Sach then is the general scheme of things. It is through
Christ the transfiguration of death, from a death of soul and
body in consequence b%jﬁin, to a dying with Christ as a prelude
to resurrection of soul and hody. Nor 1s the resurrectlion of
the body merely a charming incidental, an added attraction,
Rather it is the triumphant goal to which all else proceeds

and in which all ia contained.ﬁh“Bg the envy of the devil

' death eame into the world" (Wiédom II, 24) and contrariwise

1t was "through death he (Christ) might destroy him who had

the enpire of death, that is to say, the devil." (Hebr. II, 14)

Agaln, "Jesus Chrlat... hath destroyed death" (II Tim., I, 10)

yet because "the enemy death shall be destroyed last" (I Cor.,

XV, 26), "the expectatlon of the creature waiteth for the

revslation of the sons of God... For we know that every

foant

- ereature sthedh and travaileth in paln, even tl1ll now.

And mot only 1t, but ourselves also, who have the flirstfruits
of the Spirl%: even we ourselves groan within ourselves,

wait ing for the adoptlon of the sogs of God, the redemptlion
of our body." {Rom., VIII, 19-23]}-@here have been those who
foud fault with St, Paul ror"é;;aiming:1"' If... I fought with
the teasts at Ephesus, what doth it profit me, if the dead
rise not agaln? Let us eat and be merry, for tomorrow we
shall die.” (I Cor., XV, 32) But the emphasis of Holy
Scripture on things spiritual i1s not their exclusive emphasis;
nor does our good Lord expect us, hls creatures of flesh and
bléod, redeemed by the flesh and blood of Christ, fed on his
flesh and blood in the Eucharist, to look forward to & beatil-

tude out of the body er to count Christ's victory over Satasn

and sin complete without an eternal triumph of sense and

—
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sensibility, of flesh and of feeling, over the miseries of
thils life and the catastrophe of the grave.

Sueh 1g the general perspective presented expliclitly to
our faith by Holy Seripture. But where in thls plecture
atands Mary, the Virgin blossed amongat women, the Mother of
God? As Christ rose from the dead and ascended into heaven,
was she too assumed, soul and body, into heavan? Or does
shZBiiiit, with sinners, the trumpet of an angel to be

summoned from death to 11fe? If there have been Christiins

who felt they had not the grounds to affirm the first altera

oA

native with certitude, there have been none to venture to
affirm the second. Too clearly, Mary's posltion iz a position
of privlilege: full of grace, she never for an Instant was
under the dominion of Satan or stained by sin; ever a virgin,
still she was a mother, the mother of God; and she becams

a mother without the pangs of motherhood, for those pains

were the curse of Eve (Gen. III, 16) and she was blessed
amongst women (ILuke I, 42) to be called blessed by sll
generations (ibid., 48). Who but she could be the woman
spoken of In Geneslss "I willl put emnities hetween these and
the woman, and thy seed and her seed: she shall crush thy
head, and thou shalt lie ®» in wait for her hesl." (Gen., III, 185)
But cen all this be granted, and yet the Assumption be
denied? Can one say that the frults of the Redemption

were anticipated to preserve the soul of Mary from origiml
sin but not anticipated to bring her body to heaven? Can

one say that she was freed from the empire of Satdn, inasmuch
as that emplre was sin, but not inasmuch as that empire was

death? Can one say that she adores in heaven the Body to
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which she gave birth yet 1s without the body that gave 1t
birth? C(an one invent some metaphysical law or some principle
of divine justice that overrules the hest of Sonst' love for
the best of Mothers, that permits the Sacred Heart to be a
livaing heaxt but forces the Immaculate Heart to be = dead
heert, that calls a halt to privileps after the immaculate

Conception, divine maternity, and rerpetual virginity, to

Mg ﬁgconsign onxr Lady's body to the greve?, The more one thinks
Hal tha Fefer) e A

weuld 5tj$’“*'aboqu the more numerous the aspects one considers, the
it 71 '

°."' fust ,ﬁ.mfi'uller becomes the evidence and the prester 1lts corency.

£
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Such then 1s the implication of the Assumption in the
tesching of Scripture. But 1s that implicetlon absolutely
certain? Are not affirmative answers born more of senti-
ment or enthusiasm or loyalty than of cold 1oglc?IT Probabllity
1s one thing, bit certitude is quite anothsr. Undoubtedly
there is & good case for the Assumption., One may even admit
that there 13, at the rresent time, an overwhelming case
B r the Assumption; 1f one undersfands Sorirture in the
manrier outlined above, one cannot consatder any other glter-
natlve; but understanding 1is a tricky thing, the parent of
endless theorles and hypotheses that have thelr day and then
are relezated to the dust-bin of outmoded thought.

There are three steps in the answer to this difficulty.
The first Is to point out that the development of Christian
doctrine is not subject to the revolutions that are part
and pareel of the development of sclience; the reason for this
is ultim.tely that the devaOpmenEfﬁnderstanding in science

regards sensible data whlle the development of understanding

in Christlen doctrine megards, not sensible presentatinns

e
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which intellect has to ralse to the odder of truths, bubt a
divine revelation which already is in the order of truth.
The second step is to observe that in the preasent Inastance
at lenst not only the truths to be underatoocd but also the
goneral lines of the understanding itself are revealed;
we do n-.t have to construct the whole pileture; the whole is
something glven; all that we have to do is to determine
from the shape of the whole the place to be nssigned to a
parts Flnally, the third and concluslve atep to ohserve
13 that the Impllication of the Assumption 1s not the fruit

of Individual human understanding; the understanding that

is relevant 1s the understanding of man 11lumined by falth

and moved by the grace of the Holy Spirlt; it Is not the

understandinz of this or that man, nor of thls or that age,
but of the Chnreh; and ultlmptely cartltude rests not upon
judgaent proceeding frggigtgan understanding but upon the
jﬁdgment of the Chmreh to whom God has promised iInfallibility
in mabters of [fuith and morals.

There remains a final question. Did God reveal the
Assump tion of our Lady? Can it be a matter odfaith? ¥e

have admitted that the Assumptlon was revealed not expliéitly

but only Implicitly. Still not every implication of Seripture,

not every concluslon theoloslens ecan spin out from Scripture,
thereby 1s & mabter oqfaith. On the conbrary, the Vaetican
gGounclil 1s quite striect, teaching that "the doctrine of
feith, revealed by God, has not hesen presented to human
talent to be perfected as though it were some philosophic
discovery; that it %x has been entrusted to the Church, the

Spouse of Christ, as a divine deposit, faithfully to be

-
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guarded end infallibly to be declared,”18 There does exist
s development of understanding, lnowledge, ewnd wlsdom both
in individuals and 1n the whole Ghurch; but 1t must be true
to type srd withou@ change of dogna, of mesning, or of dooctrine.

Tk xrenxins
As is apparent, there are definite linits to the develop-

ment of dogna, but for a more precise account of them we have

to go to the theologilans , Here ;\re are met with & varlety
of opilnioms. In a recent article Fr. Garrligou-~laprange, 0.P,.,
éffirmod that the ma jorlty of theologlana requlre what 1s
terned "formally implicit" revelation for a doctrine to be

his point appears to have baen
of falth; fe-then-went-sn~to-angae/that since the Blshops
could not in consclience follow a minority opinion, thelr
petitiomns for definition of the Assumptlon imply that they
conslder the Assumptlon to be formally implied in ravelation.ao
In an even more recent article Fr. Churles Balid, 0.F.M.,
advanced that to regulre formaliy implicit revelatlion was
to sabotage the movement for a definition of the Aaaumption,zl
that the commission thet prepared the definitlon of the Immacu-
late Coxception was hempered by no such criterion as formally
Implicit rovelation,za thet Melehlor Cano, who presumably was,
had meintained that the Ghureh could never define the Immacu~
late Qorwception as a matter of faith'gs If representatives
of the Dominican and Franciscan Theologlcsl Institutes in
Rome disagrese, one can quote Jesults from either side of the
fence. In 1930 Fr. Francis Mueller wrote a book to pove
'that the Assumption was revealed implicitly and I‘ormally.“
In reviewing it Pr. Adhémar d'Alés advanced that, as far as he

could see, formal implicit revelatlon was not necessary and,

D,
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in any case, what Fr. Mueller called "formal implicetion

2
was no more than a virtual implication. 5As this disagreement
manifestys, the problem involves not only whether foymal

Implication ls nacessary for definltlon but also what preclsely

Tormal implication ls.

I think not a little light is throwan on this subject
1f one leaves the fleld of contemporary theolopy and gm 8
back to the initlators of the discussion. The originael
questlon was whether one could helief by divine falth a
conclualon resulting syllogistically from two premlses, one
of which was rovealed by God, while the other was known wilth
coertainty by merely human science., For example, we know
from the gospel that our Lord changed water Inte wine at
Cana; we know from chemlstry that ordinury water s largely
Hy0; is it, then, or could 1t be a matter of falth that our
Lord changed Into wine what mainly wes H.8. That 1s a
perfectly clear guestion; it was given different answers.
Molina held 1t never c¢ould be.26 Vaaquez advanced that

already 1t was s matter of faith.av

Suarez straddled:

unless It is defined, 1t is nob; but if it were defined,

then it would be.Z8 e Lugo followed Suarez.”? John of

St+ Thomas held the Church wonld not define a mere theologilcal

conclusion such as the above.Z 30 The Salmanticenses agreed
1

with him.3 Now the polint to he observed is that thias discusslon

throws no doubt on the defindbllity of the Assumption. For
the Assumption is not & thaological conclusion in the serse
deflned above; it depends exclusively upon‘divine révelatlon;
1t draws no premises from philosophy or physics or chemistry

or blology or any other merely humen depastment of kﬁowledgﬂ.

D,

f

e artger



i3

On the contrary, the argument ontlined above-fort:he ASBump-
tion meets exactly the requirements of the rigorous school
&8 ropwesaentad by John of St. Thomas.52

But 1f this 13 a0, why 13 there the contesmporary dia-
agresment? I should say that 1t i3 occasisned by a shift
of view-print. 1In the seventasnth century the basic issue

was an accurately Jdefined thoolozical conclusion which

‘was called & virtual implication. In contemporary wrliters

the foreground 1s occupled with an account of foymal impli-
¢catlon and for ressons, whlch are not our prosent concern,

hard-headed and clear accounts of formal implicatlion are

not broad enough to £1t the fncts?swhile loose anl ohscure 3

. _[.-(;t by dadgimg The ©sua—.
accounts of formal implicatilon loacy s

muddé6xheadséneusﬂthan/&aAtheeiogyu54 If one wlshaes to

g0 to the rcot of this theolozical problem, one has to

et beyond concoptuamllism and gilve a central role Ln thought
to the act of underatanding. But I ses no reason why the
dofinition of the Assumption should be delayed unt il this

problem in speculatlve t heology is solvad.55

- Our Lady's Death.

If our Lady dled, then she died at some determinate
plece and time; she dled from some agsiznable cause; and one
would expecht that there were witnesses of the evant. But
contemporary docunentary evidence 1s totally lascking., Nor
do the Fathers add much 5o our information. Her death was

menfloned Incidontally as an assumed matter of fact, certalinly

by Saints Ephraem and Augustine, probably by St. Ambrose,
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perhaps allso by St. Gregory of Nyssa,%6 There are dublous
suggestions that she was thought never to have diéd In 5%,
Epiphanlus and in a sermon by Timothy of Jerusalsm.®! On
the other hand, the apoerypha, which began to be compiled
Cowards the end of the fifth century,sa take the death of
our Lady as the central fact of thelr narrations, PFurther,
at the end of the sixth century vencration waa paid to our
Ladyts toﬁb at Jeruselem though when that veneration began
we hardly.know.sg In subzequent centurles Fr. Martin Jugle
hes unearthed two writers whose words misht possibly teken
to express s doubt or deniael of our iady’s death.40 Un the
other hand, Fr. Jugle has run to ground an alleged list of
theologlans supposed to have denled her deaths it turns out
thaet the 1llst never exiatad.4l All in all, until one resnches
the speculations of Canon Arnaldi in the nineteenth century,
an unmistekable denial of our Lady's death does not seem to
have heen found,

These speculations cannot be allowed any welght. They
are to the effeot that Adam, becanse he was created in prace,
had the privilege of immortalltys sinilarly, since our Lady
wag concalved imraculately, she had sither the privilege
ltsell or, in Fr, Jugle's modificatlon, the risht to the privi-
lspe of 1mmortality. The summary answer is that privileges
are froely bestowed.4a The fuller answer is contained in
three statements: one may pgrant that Fr. Jugie establishes
an abstract possibllity that our lLady did mot dle; in the
second place, such ahstract possibilities sare not very relevant
to matters of fact; In the third place, the Church has not
doubted that our Lady did die and that agreement is final

)
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for the theologian.“l need not add thet the sclentific hlsw
torian would not think of asking whether a humsn heing who
lived nineteen centurles ago has -led,

But there is a further question, Is the death of our
Tady capable of definitlon along with the Assumptlon? On
this issue the recent petitions already mentloned offer
nothing decisive. Out of 3017 petltlons of what may be
térmed the teachers #f in the Church, 2344 do not mention
the issus, 5 sesm to doubt our Lady's death, 24 seem to
affirm her death but do not do so ¢learly, 434 (including
264 resldentlal blshépa} affirmed that our Lady dled, do

not wish her death dafined but rather placed in s preambulatory

'érgument or exposition; finelly, 212 (including 154 reaid ential

b'ishopa) wish her death included 1n the definitlion 1tself
of the Asmunption.“

Theological opinion reveals s parallel division., Fr.
Bali¢ argues that the death of our lady could be deflned =s
a dogmatic fact in virtue of 1its commection with the doctrine
of the Assumptlon as that doctrine has been understooed by
the Ghu.rcl‘n"‘l‘5 Other theologlanas, while not disputing such
a position ms Fr. Balit's and while tmsting no doubt whe tever
on the fact of our Lady's death, insist on the point that
the Assumptlon does not makm necessarily presuppose the
death of our Lady (she can be in Ywaven body and soul, even
though her soul never was separated from her body); they
further%oint out that the arguments for the Assumption and
for the death of our Ledy are distinct, that they differ 4n
cheracter, In their olagrx guarantess of certitude, in the

menner in which they could'be objects of faith; In consequerwe
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they favor a slmple affirmation of our Lady's death and devote
thelr offurts to showing that the Asaumption itself’, taken

in a elygorous sense, could I deflned ms an »bjeat of fﬁith-46
Phls soecond view suffers fron a cortaln conmplexlty; on the
other nand, 1t 1is content with a minimum with which, at present,
all could ajires.

In conclusion I recapitulate what has been sald. The
Assumptlion of our Lady to heaven could he deflned as a dogma
of divine and catholid falth., Though not explleltly revealed

weth esrfifucls
in Holy Seripture nor, as far as w#e knai, in any explleclt,
oral, apostolle tradition, still it 1s revenled Lmpllsitly.
That lmpllcation 1s grasped as human understand ing 1llumined
by falth and alded by zrzxp grace ponstrates the economy
of man's Fall and Redempilon and settles our Lady's place
in 1t That impllcation is certain because of the long-
standing and widespread agreement exlsting in the Church.
That Implication is cerbtalnly not a theological conclusion
In the ¢lrssical sense, for it 1s grasped without appeallng
Lo any merely humun science as a promise; whether one chooses
- to name it a formal or a virtual implicetlon will depond on
one's definltlon of Lhose terms; but the nannexr one chooses
to deflns those Lerms will not aller the one lmportunt fact,
that the Impllcation of the Assumptlon is of the type that
has sufficed for rrevious dogmatic definitions. Finrlly,
doubts aboil the faect of our Lady's death are unjustifled;
whether, however, our Lady's death shculd be asserted as

& preamble or lncluded in a definition, aro polnte on which

theological thought has, as yet, nct crystallized.
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Notea.

1) See Martin Jugle, A. A., la mort et 1'Assomption de la

Sainte Viarre, Rome 1944, pp. 274-84. This morumental work

18 an invaluable source of historical Infornation. However,

the anthorts scholarship is fragouently put. te the service of
theolorlcad opinisons of 1little or no probvahility., The latter
tondency in the work unfortunately hns led Lo not a littiA
obscuration of 1ts greet merlt and utility.

2)  1bld., p. 395. |

) ibid., pr. 424230, |

4) For the inevitable qualificaticns of so sweering & state-
ment, see Jucie, op. ¢lt., pp. 437860,

5) G. Ientrich - R, de Moos, Petltlonags de Asswmptione

corperes B, V, Mariase in cselum definilandas ad §, Sedenm delatae,
2 vols,, Rome 1945, II, B36., I am cliting F. S, Mueller,
Grezorisnum 27(1948), 112.

6} Thus, rrlor to the publlcation of the petltions, Lennerz,

De Beata Virgine, Roma 1939, p. 100.

7}  Fr. Jugle advances nine ¢onsideratlons agalnst glving

nuch welsht tc the petitions, op. cit., pp. 685-600,

8) "Des potitlons moralement wnenlmes de l'apiscopat catholique
du monde entler, 11 résulte dome gque Lo definlblliteé de cette
piérogative mariale est chose certéine et jue la nole thédlogiqua,
quon devra désormels (en sttendont la Anmmatisaticn) Connex a

»

. L}
la thése de 1t Assomption, sere a tont le molns 'proximam

fidei.'" E. Druwe, Rechs Sc. Rel., 33(1946), 477. Sinilarly,
Fe S« Mueller, Gregorianum 27{1046), 135; R. Oarrigou-Lagrange,

° :25 _ _a_ﬂ_mmf””;;;;éffmijﬁﬁ
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"'8) continued | Notea 2.

angelicum 22(1945), 72; 0. Balis, Antonlanum 21(1948), 33,
9) Jugle, op. cit., p. 474 £,
10)  iblid., p. 475 ff.
11)  1ibid., 480, "Veritas Assumptionis dicenda est formaliter
revelata, non quidem, ut videtur, explicite, med impllcite
et confuse...." Thesls defended at the Pontifical Gregorlan
University in the presence of nine Cardinals and uncounted
other dignitaries, Decembar 12, 1946. Grogorianum 27(1946),
640, Similar positlons are adopted by Dmuwe, Hueller,
Gerrigou-lagrange, Bali¢ in the artlcles cited 1n note 8.

12) Observe that the early silence Includes such statementa

as St. Augustine's "Unus resurrexit lam non moriturus, Christus.”

PL 36, 1673. I ciLte from Jusie, op. eit., p. 67. On the
apocrypha see Jugle, op. c¢it., 103-171s also Alfred Rush,
Am. Eoecl. Rev., 116(1947), 3-3l. On 3t. Epiphanius and on

Timothy of Jerusalem, see both Jugie, op. c¢it., 70-8L, and

also Otto Faller, De priorum sseculorum sllentlo cires

Assumptionem B. Marise Virginis, Rome 1946, Angl. Greg. XXXVI,

PPes 27-43.

13) Jugle, op. cit., pp. 276-85, 371-78, 389.92, 43752,

14) 1ibid., 208, 428,

15) From the view-point of apologetios, this point 1s very
lmportant. No theologlan would deny that the assistance of
the Holy Spirit enabled the apostmles to understand the full
implicatlions of dlvlne revelation, But Lt is quite another
matter to afflirm an expliclt, oral, apostolic tradition
when there 1s not suffleient evidence to justify such an

affirmatlon. J. Coppens expresses s legltimate concemn

—
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(16 ‘continued) Notes 3

when he concluded a rathor unsatisfactory article wilth the
remark: ".,. 8vitorms, en toute hypothese, de parler ou
@'dorire comee i nous voullons obterir de 1'%glise, ou
comme si 1'Egl 1se elle-mime envisepealt, de sanct lonner,
sur le plan de l'hzstolre, une dooctrine comme remontant 8
1'age arostolique, alors que toute buse historlque sollde,
a parler numaimemet, semble luf faire défaut." Iph. theol,
M., R3{1947) , 35, Tho srgument thet the later consert
of the Ghurch presuapposes the previous existence of an
‘explicit, oral, mpostolle traditlion is valid only on the
erponeous supposition that there fa no such thing as impliclt
revelation or the development of dopma, X. Druwe denles
that any negget of traditlon 1s to be extracted {rom the
apoerypha, Rech, Sc. Rel., 33(1946), 473, A. Rush suggeste

that the apoeryphun may exhibit the firat attempts to formuw
late Christlan thoerht on the death of Mery; he denles that

they presup ore nocesserily some apostolle or natristic

tradition, Am. Bocol, Rev., 116(1947), 20 £, St se¢ Ofalle, “—f'if"”"ﬁ"“'

16} I Cor., XV, 45, On thils and connected mattewxr, see Prat,

La_théolozie do S, Paul, ed. 17, Paris 1933, ppz 11, 250-54,
66-77, 203-14,

17) The guestion L3 ralsed by J. Copypens, Eph. theol., lovaw.,
23(1947), 20+ lle Lennerz cuts various theolozicsl arguments

down to probeblility, De_Beata Virgine, Rome 1939, 101.11L.

Mo Jugle dendes ell icasy to arguments other than the one he
invented, opa cit., 626, 638, 641, 647. The elementary
polnt to be born in mind -~ 1t does seem to be overlooksd -
is that our understanding of the mystery of the Redemption

cannot be perfect amd camnot yleld the ¥ type of necessary




(17 cont inued) | Notes 4

impllcation familisr from metaphysics or mathematicss this
18 no less than the doctrine of the Vatican Council, Sess.,
TII, cap. &, DB 1786, A further point to be notlced ls
that 1t is mot khgﬁimplication ag such but the affirmatlion
of an lmplicatlion that is true or false, cortaln or par
probable; this distinction underlies the diatinction drawmn
by John of 8t. Thomas (aee note 32} hetween the inforence
made hy human Iintelleect and the affirmation wade kg with
the aasistance of the Holy Spirlit.
18) Vatican Council, Sess. III, cap. 4, DB 1800,

1¢)  ibld.: "Crescat lgltur... ot multum vehementergue pro-
ficlat, tam sinrulorum quam omnium, tem uniuve homirls quam
totlus Ecclesise, aelatum ac saecuiorum gradibug, intelli=-
gontla, scientla, sspientiaz: ssd in suo dumtaxat genere, am

in eodem scilicet dopmate, eodem sensu, eademgue sententia.”

20) Angollcum RXRLTS46F3 22(1945), 70 cf. 68, On the same

point see alsc F. S. Muellef, Gregorianum 27(1946), 130 ff.
21)  Antonianum 21(1946), 16. |
22)  ipid,, 20 ff.
. 23)  lvid., 5s.

24) P. S, Mueller, Origo divinc~apostolleca doctringe evee-

tlonis Beatlissinae Virasinis ad ploriam caslestenm quoad Gorpus,

Qenlponte 1920.

25) Rech. 5c. Rel., 21{1931), 240 f,

26) In Im., ge 1, ae 2, disp, 1 et 2, I clte Lemnerz, De

Vircutibus Theolonicis, Rome 1938, p. 8l. The old writers

did not, of coarse, diseuss the oxample given in the text

but the equivalent "homo est rlaibilig. "

o)

A




Notes §

27) In Im., disp, 5, ¢, 3. Lsmnerz, ibld.
28) Ds Fide, Disp, III, sect, xi, rm. 1, 6, 7, 1l; Paris 1868,
~XII, 95 ff,
29) De Fide, Disp, I, sect. %111, §1, nn, 261, 209 f.; Paris
1891, 1, 122 £f.
20} In Im., dlsp. 2, ¢. 4. Bd. Solosm, X, 357 ff,
1) De Fide, disp. I, dub. iv, {4, 6, 7, nn, 124, 139 ff.,
145 £f,, Parls 1879, tom., X1I.
32)  loc. cit., $10, p. 360: "Respondetur neganio quod pro-
positicnes definltag ab Ececlesiae non sirmt immediste ravee
lotae & Deo: licet revelstio 1lla mmx =ik Impllelita st
oceults, et ldeo pef discursum attinsatur, ot eoden disenrsu
Eceleslia disponat et prasparet ipsam lrqulaitionen verltatisg
tamen cum venitnr ad diffinltlonem, dilscarsus Ipse et disputgtio
humanao modo facta non gst reatio doflndenndl et credendl, sed

qula wlsun est Spliritud sancto: non quldem de novo revelsntl

1llam verlhaten, sed occulban revelstlonen factam illuminanti,
et manifestantl lesitlnum sensum occultum; iuxts guod dileitur

(Inc. XXIV, 45), guod Doninus speruit sengum disci:ulls, ut

intelli:orent sericturas, et ad hoe propislt Spiritum Sanctum

Eccleslae ub doceret 1llam omnem ver itetem. EL 3ic per auctoria

tatem Kcclesiase verlbas lrmediate revelsta transit abd occglta
ad runlfe stem, non a revelata medlste ml revelatam immedlate.”
383) Such a herd-hended gccomnt is represented by the 1list

of formpl impllzatlons as definition In tLhe Jdofined, essentisl
physical parts In the whole, particulsr proposition in the
univarsal, concluslon in 1ts premises, Lernerz, Ds Virtutibus
Theolopgicis, Rome 1938, pe 87+ In hls D¢ Beata Virgine, Rome

° )




(33 continued) | Notes €

1939, the same smuthor recalls his oriteria (p. 101), shows

the diffleultiles of cortainty regarding the Asanmptlon ag

ravesled (101-9), and finglly proroser as posalble solutions

that the Assumpbi~rn was rewenled 2mpliclitly In the corporeal -
intenrity explieltly revealed as perpetucl virginity, or agadn
ag part of the victory af ovexr Sebtan emrlleltly revealed

with resard to sln, Implicl tly with resard to death (p. 110 £.).
Tt would seem, then, that tle Assanmptlon ls an ggssontial

- physical part of a kind of coxporeal Iintegrity that Zncludes

.w‘

the Assumptlon oy of a victory over Satan. '

34)
following from tvwoe eovplleltly revealed premises and therefore
itself revesled formally =nd Implicitly. See R. Garrigous
Lagranre, Angellecum £22(2945), 7L £, ¥ith rogard to the

rutative sylloeism so offerad one canm only say that the conoclusion
does not follow
modIfER 90 mod if led that Hha conclwsBon does follow rigoronsly,

then the nremises wlll Be found nod o he formally and explic itly

revaaled,

35)  Fr. Balic, Antoniarum 21(1948), 18, exiresses tho same

view. Fr. Mueller, Gre/orionwr 27¢1048), 132, comes round

to 1t.

36) Sea Jurle, op. cit., 5970,

37)  ibid., 70 ff., 77 £f. Alto Faller, op. ¢it, 27 £f., 35 I€
3B) Jusis, op. clt., p. 108,

39)  ibid., 681 £f. Also Fallor, op._olt., pp. 44-60.

40)

Francis of Mayron; Jurie, op.cit., e 275, 402.

It has been mainta ed 1wt the Assumption is a conclusion

am——

iesiftcally

A fron” the mremfse 9; and if the promlses are

In the simtlexe sichth contiry, Tusarsdus; in the fourtesnth,




" Motes 7

41) This 1ist stiributed to Matedo 1s mentioned by Léploler,

De Pentdssimn Virgine #HarEs, Pmrils no doke bt after Aug. 1901,
pe 251; by Bellamy, DTC, X, 2128, Sce Jurle, op. cit., p. 618,

42) P, Charlss, Nouv. Row, Thno},, 69(1947), 835. Hore fully,
Balit, Antonianum, 21(1946), 45-53.

43)° Lenmarz, Lo Neata Wirtlne , Rome 1939, p. 59.

44) Hantrich -. de Moos, op. =it,, 1I, 715 £f. T am citing

from Muellsr, Oracorionum 27 (1D46), 122,

45)  Antonianum, 21(1948), 53 £f.
46)

This prsitlon adwvarwced by Raellex, Oriso diwms divino-

arostolita.. ., Innsbhruck 19156, sesns Yo have been adepted

in the theses defanded at the Pantlfical Gregorian Unlversity

on the nceaslon mentionad ebove, note 1l.
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