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The Assumption and Theology .

iy terms of referencde set forth three topless 1) the
death of our Lady; 2) theologleal discussions concerning

the Asasumption; 3) the Assumptlon as a defined doctrine.

If thess toplcs are tranaposed into questions and taken

in reverse order, thelr unlty will be immedlately apparent.
The last topic is the question, Could our Ledy's Assumptlon
be def Ined as a matter of falth? The second topic, namely,
the discussions of theologians, zives the question, Why
ecould the Assumptlon be defined as a matter of falth?
Finally, the first toric rd ses the question, HElght our

Ledy's death be Included in a definition of the Assumption?
Could the Assumption be defined?

The answer undoubtedly ls affirmative. From the seventh
century to the pressnt day the alfflrmation of the Assumption
has Intreased in clarity and in unanlimlty in the Chureh of
Gode In the Dark Ages theore existed doubts about the fackt
of the Assumption and conssquent obscurity regprding the
object of the Feast.1 In the Medlsval Feriod obhscurlity
was removed malnly through the influence of St. Albert the
G‘re.-sd'.,.,"3 while the scholspship of the Renaissance removed
the grounds of doubt thet had linpered In the Liturgy from
the Dark Ages.5 SincaxiaxRamxisnznxzs As prlor to the
Renal@sance the Assamption was not denled, so since then

it has not beon doibted.® Finally, from 1869 to 1941




vast numbsrs of petiltiors for the definition of the Assumptlon
have been adéressed to the Holy See. To meloct tie nost signi.
fican! of Chese petlblers, namely, those from residential.
oplecopal sees, aﬁ Incomplete survey reveals thut from 820
seaes 1532 Fabtrlarcha, Arehblahops, and Blshorps have sent 1859
petitions esking that our Lady's Assumptlon be defined &s a
matier of faith.5 ihile E&gﬁe lenvos 299 residentizl eplscopal
sees unreprosented, trst is, some 277 of tlhe total, 1t provides
very serious grounds foxr expect ing the agreesent of all the
rest.

Suchi a practleally unlversel agresment and eonsent both
down the centurles and throughout tlw Church proviies the
theologlan with sufflclent ground for affirming that the

Asaumpbtlon can e delined. Jeore the JAsswmpblon not truth

- but error, then one would nave to adait sttt no Catnelle can

admlt, nszely, that God has not promised preservation from _
8 the recent petitlons ace
erroy Lo the Church,” Noreover, thoush/tieolsslans-appreciate
appreciated differently by theologlans,
the-resent-pobitions~difiorently, 1t stould geem that they
inply not only that the Assumptlon is tiue and certaln out
also that it is definable a9 8 matter of faith, Por the
Leaching office of the Thurech ls exerclsed by the Blshops
throughoub the world; and they preponderantly alflrm the
wwsumpt bon to pe axmaiterxafyfoitd defimble 63 a natier of

faith., Such is the concluslon drawn by notable theologiana

in authorlitatlive positicna;e and vhile ore ciight add gualil-

rications and reservations with regard to thils or thet con-
slderation they advance, I do nob see how thelr ultimate

conslusicn could effectively be reversed.
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vhy can the Assumption be defined!

I thought it best to begin with the aygument fpom
atthority, firat, bscause In matters of faith we normally
know what 3kxk 18 true before we know why 1t Is true and,
secondly, because an inltial account of theologlcal dla-
cugsions and disagreements W might emslly e nisleading,
for it might lend an impression of confusion and doudt
that would be quite ungrounded. The Assumption of our Lady
is one thing; the ressons, apart from the ultimate argument
from suthority, are quite another, The fomer ;f‘# roximately
a matter of falth; the latter are not; and it is with the
latter that now I have to deal.

Why, then, can the Assumption be defined® as g natter
of falth? Evidently, the one sufficient r¢ason for this
is that it pertains to the deposit of falth, that it is a
truth revesled by Gode But in what manner 18 it revemled?

Ia it contained explicitly in Holy Scripture? Or 1s 1t
an explicit, oral, apostolic tradition? The answer to
both these Que stlons would seem to be negative. Very few
have bsen thwose who clalmed that the Assurptlion was explleltly
revealed In Scripture.g A more frequent comtention hes
beon for the exlstence of an expllelt, oral, apostollc
tradition .10 It remains that the p edomirunt view smong

st present
theologians/is that the Assumption was rewemled not axpllcltly
but implicltly.ll Three very brosd facts militate ageinat
the existence of any explicit revelation elther in Seripture
or in Tradltion. The first 18 the silence of the esrly

centuries., The second is the diversity of wiews that appeared, -
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notably in the apoeryphs, when asttention first turned to
our Lady's deathn.l? The third 1s the lomg peraisting Goubts
thak oxisting in the westem Church,l® of which th nost
notable found exyresalon in the Martyrology of Usuaxd that
was read from the ninth century to the sixteenth end mdwanced
that on the questlion of ths Assumption the sobrlety of}:he
Chureh preferred plous ignorance to frivolous snd apocryphal
doctrine.r* These three brogd facts of an initial pexricd
of sllence, a second poricd of nmive spocnlations, and a
third period af In which doubts were countenanced ere, On
the one hand, just what would he exected were revelation
only implicit and, on the other hand, extremely Aiffioult
to reconclle with the exlatence of explleit revelation.15
If the Assumption, then, is revesled not explicktly
but 1mp11..clt;ly, a farther question arlaes, namoly, et is
rhe precise nature of the impllicatiom? This question Lsa
the centre of theologlcal dlscussion. Accordingly, I shall
set forth very summarily, first, an ildustration of sorlip-
tural lmplication, sscondly, an ou:tline of the argurent
from Holy Scrirture for the Assumption, thirdly, an evalustion
of the certalnty of this argument and, fourthly, an smecount
of 1ts sufficlency for dogmatic definition.
Firat, then, what 1s meant by a scriptural impl ication?
ﬁ the twenty-fourth chapter of Bt. Iuke there ococurs the
sccount of the two disciples who had lost falth Inour Lord,
did not ¢redit reports of his Resurrection, and sb on Lthe

first Esaster Sunday set out for s town named Bmmauas some sixty

‘furlongs from Jerusalem. As you Kiow, & stranger fell in with

them on the way, aglked the cause of their dejectlion, upbraided
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thon for belng"foolish and slov of hesrt to belleve in all

the things which the prophets hawve s oken" (Luke XX¥y XXIV, 285},

and then proceeded to explein tc them the Measlgnle prophecles
of the (1d Testament. As he spoke, the falth of the faltering
disciples was enklndled anew, thelr hwenrts burned within then,
and the eyes of their understand 1ng were opened; they began
to s@ In dlvine revelation whmat hmd been there all along,
even thongh proeviously they had mot seen 1t. i¥e huve, then,
In this story an instance of sord tural implication. The
my stery of the Nedemptlon thrcugth the suffering and death
of our lord 1s contained 2n the 6ld Teatament, But still
that mystery does not lle om the surface. To grasp 1t one
mest , a8 we say, put two and two together; ome nmust begin,
as d1d our Lord with the dlsciplea,m: Moses and then
procesd through sll the prophets; tit Moses end the prophets
treated of very many things, and so from them one must select
just the rlght passapes; flrally, one has to piece together
these many passages Into & single, Intelligible pattern.
By thlia solectlon and plecing togsther there 1s effected
a development of understanding, an opening of the eyes of
falth, upon what hed been long reveslsd but what had not,
fron lack of understanding, besn apprehendeda.

Just as our Lord Laught the discliples to discover in
the QlA Teatament the docirdne of the Hedemption, s¢ down
the ages has the Church in the development of dogma brought
forth from the deposit of felth both 0ld things and new,
My next step, then, will W to inditamte the scrirtural sources
for the doctrine of the Assumption srd the manner in which

one muy proceed from those sources to the Assumption 1tself.




Socriptural sources for the dootrime of t he Assumd lon
lie In the account of man's Fall throuch Adam and his Redemp-
tion through Christ. There are two solldaritiest a firat
in Adam through sin to deaths 2 second im Christ through
death to resurrection. Adem sinned, and through his ain
death entered into the world. This death was threefolds
there was the splrituml death of the loss of sanctifying
grace in the soul; there was the metaphorical death, the
curse of Adam, so vivid to us today in the host of the
moral and physical evils of the world; finally, there vas
the materlal death of the grave whero dust returns to dust.
Now Christ, the Son of God, knew mot sin; st311 he died,
but only to rise sgaln] and mas he died for the remission
of sin, so he roase again to gzive us grace (Rome XV, 25)
For 1t 1sithe Risen Christ that is the vitelizing splrlt
of the ¥ystical Body,® and to that Body of Carist wa
belong ever more fully ms progressively we dle r to rise
again., First, there is taptism in the death of Christ
by which our souls riss agaln to life fto grace and sanctity
(Roms VI, 2 £f}. Secondly, there is the metaphoxrical death
of mortification, in which the reigm of sin over us and
in us 1s crushed and we live with our members as Instruments
of justice unto God ( Rom, VI, X1 ff), In the third place,
death is swallowed up im wletory (I Cor. XV, 54) when "in a
moment , in thu twinkling of an eye, e the trumpet shall soudd
and the dead shall rise again Lncorruptible... For this cora
ruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put

on immortalityt{ibid., s2 f). "As In Adam all dis, S0 also
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in Christ all shall be made alive™(ibid., 22).
Such then s the general scheme of things., It 1a through
Christ the transfiguration of death, from a death of soul and

body in consequence .tgksin, to a dying with Christ as a prelude

to resurrectlon of soul and body. Ror 1s the resurrectlon of
the body merely & charaing Iincldental, an added attractlon.
Father 1t is the irlumphant moal to which all else proceeds
and In which all Is contained. "By the envy of the devil
deathn came into the world" (Wisdom II, 24) and contrariwise

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

the empire of death, thet 1s to say, the devil." (Hebr. II, 4)

Agaln, "Jesus Christ... hath destroyed death' (II Tim,, X, 10)
yet bocause "Che enemy death shall be destroyed last" (I Cor.,
IV, 26), "the expectation of the c¢reature walteth for the
revelation of the sons of God.., For we lmow that every
oreature gron¥heth end travalileth in pain, even tlll novw.

ind not only it, but oursalves also, who have the firstfruits
of the Spirit: even we ourselves groan within ourselves,
walting for the adoption of the sons of God, the redemptlon
of our body." (Rom., VIII, 19-23) There have been those who
foumd fault with St, Paul for execlalmings'If... I fough with
the beasts at Ephesus, what doth it profit me, If the desd
rise nob again? Let us eat and be merry, for tomorrow we
shall dle." {I Cor., XV, 32) But the emphasis of Holy
Sceripture on things splritual is not their exclus ive emphasis;
nor does our goud Lord expect us, his crestures of flesh and
blood, redsemed by the flesh and blood of Christ, fed on his
flesh end blood in the Bucharist, to look forward to a beatl-
tude out of the body or to count Christ's victory over Satan

and sin complete without an eternal triumph of senae and




sensibllity, of flesh and of feslimg, over the niserlea of
this 1ife and the catastrophe of the grave.

Such 1s the general porsiective presented expkleltly to
our faith by Holy Seriptures Bubt whore in this pleture
stands Mary, the Virgin blessed amongst women, the Kother of
God? As Christ rose from the demd and ascended into heaven,
was she too assumed, soul and body, Into heaven? Or doos
shg;éﬁit, wlith sinners, the trumpet of an angel to be
summoned from death to 1life? IJf there have been Olarlstiana
who felt thiey had not the groundas to eff irmthe first alter-
native with certlitude, there have heen none to venture to
affirm the second. Too clearly, Haxy's position iz s positlon
of privilegze: full of grace, she never for en Instent was
under the dominion of S5atan or stalmed by sin; ever a virgln,"'
st11l she was a mother, the mother of fod; snd she became
a mother without the pangs of mothsxrhoed, for those pains
were the curse of Eve (Gen. IIX, 16) and she was blessed
~amongst women {Luke I, 42) to be callled blessed by all
generations (ibid., 48). Vho but s*w could be the womsn
spoken of In Geneais: "I will put emnitles hetween ‘th';e and
the woman, and thy seed and her sesdi she shall erash thy
head, and thou shalt lle x in walt for her heel." (CGen., III, 15)
But cen all this be granted, anxd yett the Assumptlon be
denied? Uaﬁ one say that the frults of the Redenption
were antlclpated to preserve the snal of Hary from original
sin but not antleipated to bring her body to heaven? Olan
one say that she was freed from the omplre of Satdn, inasmuch
as that empire was sin, but not irssmch as that enplre was

‘death? Can one 3ay that she adores In hesven the Yody to




which she pgave birth yet 1s without the body that gawe it
birth? Can one invent some metaphyslcal law or some principle
of dlvine justlice that overrules the hest of Song' love for
the best of No ther's, that permits the Sacred Heart (o be a
1ivang heart ut fortes the Imnmaculate Hemrt Lo be a dead
neart, that ¢alls s halt to privilepge after the Inmaculste
Conception, divine maternity, ancl. rerpetual virglnity, to
consi%n our Lady's body to the grave?/\’i‘he mor-e one thinks
aboutg the more numerous the aspects one cunuiders, the
fullex bocomes thwe evidence and the greater lts co wrxwy,

Such thwerz 1s the Impllicatlon of the Assumpt lom An the
teaching of Serlpture. Bubt is thst implicatlion absolutely
certaln? Are not affirmative ansvers borh more of senti-
ment or enthuslissm or loyalty than of cold logle ?l( robabllity
1s one thing, but certitude Is qulte another, Undoubtedly
there 1s a gooxd case for the Assuuptlion. (ne may even asdmit
that there As, at Lhe rresent time, an overwhelming case
for the Assumpetlons i one understands Seripture in the
mannery outllned above, one eannot consider eny other alter-
native; but wnderstandiing 1s e triecky thing, the parent of
endless theories and hypotheses that huve their day mnd@ then
are relegated to the dust-bin of outmoded thougtite

There aro thiree ateps In the answer to this diffleculty.
The firat 1z to point out that the development of Ghristian
doctrine is nmot subject to the revolutions that are part
and parcel of the development of seclence; the remson for this
is ultim~tely thet the dew.slopmentzfunderst:zmdin;;, In sclence

regards sensible dota while the development of urderstemding

in Christlan dootrine wegards, not sensible presentat l)ms
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whlch intellect hes to raise to the obder of truths, but &
divine revelatlon which alreedy is in the crder of truth.
The second step is to observe that In the present instance
gt lesst not only the truths to be understood but also the
seneral lines of the understancing itself ure revealed;
we do n't have to construet the whole picture; the whole is
somethang glven; all that we have to do 13 to rdeternine
from tne shape of the whole the place 1o be nssipgned to a
part, HFlunally, the third and conclusive step Lo observe
i1s that the Llmplleation of the Assumption L8 not the fruit
of indlvidual humen understanding; the unierstaréing that
1s relevant ls the understanding of mam 1llumined by falth
and moved by the pgrace of the lloly Spirlt; It is not the
understanding of this or that men, nor of this or bhat age,
but of the Chmreh; and ultimately certitude rests not upon
morely
judguwont proceeding from/human understanding but upon the
Judpment of the Chmech to whom God has promised infallibllity
in mattery Of lalith and morals.

There romains e final questlon. Did God revesl the

Assumption of our Lady? Can it be a matter oqfaith? We

have edmitted bhal the Assumptlon was revealed not expliclitly
but only leplicitly. S3t111 not every implication of Seripturs,
not every conciusion theolopisns can spln out from Seripture,
thereby is a maliter odfaith. On the contrary, the Vatican
Gouncll is qulbe strict, teaching that "the doctrine of

Tarth, revealed by God, hes not heen pressnted to human

talent to be perfected as though it were some phlloaophle
discovery; that it Xtz has bean entrusted to the Church, the

Spouse of Chrlst, as a divine deposit, falthfully to be
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guarded and infallibly to be declared,"18® There doss exist
2 development of understanding, knowlodge, annd wisdom both
in individuals and in the whole Church; but it must be true
to type snd withou§ changs of dogma, of meaning, or of doctrine.

s xraxukns
As ls apparent, thore are definite limits to the develop-

ment of douma, but for a more precise account of Lhem we have

to go to the theologians , Hepe we are met with a variety
of opinions. In & rscent article Fr. Garrigou~lasranme, 0.P.,
affirmed thet the mmlority of theolnglans require whut 1g
tormed "formally inplicit™ ravelatlon for a doctrine to he

nis point mppears to have been
of - falth; fe-bkon -wens-on-te-angue/that since the Aishops
could not In consclence follow a minority opinion, thelr
petitloms for def initiom of the Amsumption imply theit they
consider the Assumption to be formelly implled in revelation.%C
In an even more recent mrticle Fr. Cheriles Balié, (ePells,
advanced that to require formally implicit revelntion was
to sabotage the movement for a definition of the Assumpt 1on,21
that the commisslon t¥at prepared the definition of the Immacu-
late fomceptlion was hempered by no such eriterion as formally
1mp1§_.oit revelatlon,22 that Melehlor Cano, who presummbly was,
had maintained that ths Chureh could never define ths Immacu-
late Gonceptlon as & matter of faith.33 If reprs semtatives
of ths Dominican and Francisecan Theolorical Institutes in
Rome disagree, one cam quote Jesuits from elther s1ds of the
fence. In 1930 Fr. Pramcis Mueller wrote a bock 10 p ove
that the Assumptlon was revealed impllcitly and formally.%
In revieving 1t Fr, Adhémar dtAles advanced that, a9 For a8 he

could see, formsl lmplleit revelation was not necesssey and,

19
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in sny case, what Fr. Muoller cmlled "formsl Implication”
was no awre than a virbual im;_lf.cation.%ﬂs this diaagre_ement
memifeatas, the problem lnvolwes not only whether formal
Inplication is necessary for Asfinition but also what precisely
foxrnal implication Lis.

I think not a little 11kt 1s thrown on this subject
if one leaves the fleld of comtemporary theology and @ 8
back t¢ the initiators of the dlscussion. The original
questlon waa whether one ¢ould belieﬂiby divine falth a
¢onclusion resulting syllogls tically from twe premlses, one
of which was revealad by God, while the othar was known with
certalinty by acrely human sclionce. For example, wme know
from the gospsl that our Lord thanged water into wine at
Ceng 3 we know from chemlstry that ordinary water 1s largely
E5 03 is 1t, then, or could it be & matter of falth that our

Lord changed into wine what melmly was H-§. That la a

perfectly clear guestion; It vas gmlven different answers.
Holine hald 1% never could bhe .26 VYasquez advanced that

oy
27 Suarez atraddled:

already it was & matter of fzith.
uriless it is definecd, 1t is notj but Lf At were defined,

ther, 1t would be.<S Be Iuge [olloved Sumre:. 9 John of

S5t. Thomas held the Church would not define e mere theologlcal
conclusion such as the aboves? ¥ The Selmanticenses agreed

vith him. ot

Now the point to be observed is that this dlscussion
throws no doubt on the def ingbXlity of the Assumption. For |
the Assumption 1s not a theoldogleal concluslon in the semse

defined above; it depends exclusively upon divine revelatlons

1t draws no premlses from philoOsophy or physies or chemistry

or blology or any other merely human department of knowledges
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On the cortrary, the arpument outllned adowe fort he Assump-
tion mets exactly the rejulrements of the rigorouz achool
a8 reypesent=d hy John of St. Thomas, %

But Lf this i3 so, why 1s thers the contemporary dis-

cagrecuworb? I should zay that Lt is oceaaloned by o shift

of vliew—pcoint. Ir the seventeanth century tho basic lssue
was axn |mccurately defined theolaizieml comeluslon which

#a8 ¢alled a virtual i-plication. In contemporary sriters
the foreground is ocouried with an accournt of formal impli-
cation and far reasons, which are not our wresent concern,

hord-leaded and clear secounts of formul Lmirlication are
34

not bromd enough to fit the factsz,"while loose and obscure, 34
&4.{" dﬁ. ‘{TC-& ddd.%t'u. W\.‘L (R T

accounts of forwel Laplication see~ottd2 @éa‘s-ﬂbed.ja

! . 2RE .&' If one wishes to

go to the root of this thweologlenl prohlenm, one has to

get beyond conceptumlism and give a centred role in thought
to the met of understunding., But I see no reason why the
deflnit don of the Assumptlon showld be delmayed until this

problen lnn speculativet heolopgy is sall,‘.fe:d.'.'z’5

Our Lady's Death,

If our lady dled, then she 4led at soms doterminate
plate and tlme; she died from some assliznadble cause; and one
would e xpect that there We re witnesses of the event, But
contenporary docwmwnitary evidence 1s totally lecking., Nor
do the Fathers a;id much to our Information. Her death was
mént;l.oned incldentelly as an azsamed matter of fact, certainly

by Seints Bphraem and Augustine, probably by 3t. Ambrose,

0
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perhaps also by St Oregory of Nyaan.36 There are dublous
sugrestions thet she was thought never to ¥ave dled in St.
Epiphanius sand ln s sermon by Timothy of Jerusalem.m On
the other hand, the apoerypha, which bezan to be complled

towards the end of the Cifth cantur:y,sa

tate the Aeath of
cur lLady as the central fact of the ir narrations, PFPurther,
at the end of the s ixTh century veneration was pnid te our
Ladyts toumb at Jerasalem thouph whemn that veneration bagan
ve ardly know .‘39 In sabaequent cemturies Fr. Martin Jugzle
has unearthed tvo wrlitsrs whose words mnimt posslbly taken
to express a dourt or denlal of our Lady's death.gc On the
other hand, Fr. Jugle has run Lo ground sn alliewmed llst of

. theologlans supposed to have denled her death; it turns out
thet the 1list newer e:ris_!ted..‘ggl All in all, until onse renches
the speculations of Canon Arnaldl in the nineteenth century,
an unmistakabl e Aenlal of our Lady's demth dooes not seem to
have been found,

These apeculatloms carnot be nllowed eny welshb, They
are to the effect that Adem, becanse his w8 crested in grace,
had the privilege of Im=ortelity, sinilerly, since ouvr Ledy
vas concelved Im-mculsntely, she had e ithwr the privilepe
{tself’ or, in Fr. Furlie®s modiflcation, the rirht to the privia
lege of lmnortallty, The summary answer L3 that privileges
are freely bestowed.q‘z The fuller snswer i3 contalned in
three statemontsz one nay grant that Fra Jugle establishes
et abstract poesdblliity thet our Lady did mt dles in the
second place, such abstw=act possihilities are not very relevant
to matters of facts in the third place, thie Church has not

doubted that our Lady 134 die and that mgreement 13 {inal
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for the theologian.%]: need not add that the sclentific hilsw
tortan would not think of asking whether a human belng who
1ived nineteen conturles ago has dled.

But there is a further question, Is the death of our
Lady capable of definltion along with the Assumption? On
txls Lasue the recent pstitlons already mentloned offer
nothing decisive. QOut of 3017 petltlons of what may he
terred tho teachers of in the Chureh, 2344 do not mention
thie lssue, 5 seem to doubb our Lady'as death, 24 seem to
ef'fLrm her desth but do not do so clearly, 434 (including
264 re stdentiel bishéps) affirmed that our Lady died, do
not wish her death defined but rather placed In a preambulatory
srgament or expositlion; finally, 212 { Inclucing 154 resld ential
bXahwops) wish her desth included iIn the definition 1tself
of the ﬁsaumption.44

Theological opinton reveals a parallel division. Fr,
BelEe argues that the desth of our Lady could be defined ’aa
o dognatie fact In virtue of 1ts connectlion with the doctrine
of' the Assumptlon as that doctrine has bheen understood by
the Church-"\la Gther theoloplans, whils not dlsputing such
b position es Fr. Balié's and vhile ¢asting no doubt whetever
m Che fact of our Lady's deasth, insiat on the polnt that
the Assumptlon does not axkm necezssarily presuppose the
deatth of our Lady {she csn be in heaven hody and soul, even
trough her soul never was separated from her body); they
furbhalfpoint out that the ar puments for the Assumptlion snd
for thae death of our Lady are distlnet, that they differ in
character, In thelr dmge guarantees of certliitude, in the

naner in whlch they could be objects of faiths in conaequence
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they favor n sinple affirmation of ocur Lady'a demthh and devote
their elforbs to nhowling thalt the Agssumption itself, token
in a risorous gsense, could be deflned ss en b ject of I‘aith.46

Thzs second view suffers from a coertain cormplexlty: on the

olher hand, 1t is content wlith a minimum with which, at present,

all could aprree.

In conclusion I recapltulate what hag been seid. The
Assumption of our Lady to hesven could be dafined ms a dogma
of divine and catholic falth. Though not explicitly rovealed

b-;lﬂ\ cg(ﬁ‘ﬁn{z

in Holy Seripture nor, as far as ve kno\::k, In any explicit,
oral, mposteollic tradition, atill it s revesled Zupllicitly.
That Laplication is grasped as nunan understancdimg lllurained
by falth anc ulded by presyp grace penetrabes the economy

of man'sg Fall and Redemptlon and settles our Ludy's place

in lE., Thet ilmpllcation 1is certain because of the long=
standing and widespread agreement exlsting in the Church,
Thet Implicatlon L8 certalnly not = theologleal comcluzion
in the classlecal sense, for it 1s grasped without aprenling
to any serely hawman science as a premise; whethox one clwoses
to nawe it & formal or a virtusl impllecation will Gepend on
one's del'inition of those terms; but the manner one chodses
to define tiuuse terms wlill not aller the one Lmportant fuct,
thot the Implieatlon of the Assumption 1ls of the lype that
hes suff{iced for previous dogmatic definltions. Finally,
doubts abo:l the fach of our Lady' s death ere un justifled;
whetner, hovever, our Lady's death should bhe asserted as

a preamble or included 1n a definlilon, ars polnts on which

theologleal thwught has, as yeb, not crystallized.

F
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