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The Assumption and TheolJaa

117  terms of referencate set forth three topics: 1) the

death of our Lady; 2) theological discussions concerning

the Assumption; 3) the Assumption as a defined doctrine.

If these topics are transposed into questions and taken

in reverse order, their unity will be immediately apparent.

The last topic is the question, Could our Lady's Assumption

be defined as a matter of faith? The second topic, namely,

the discussions of theologians, gives the question, Why

could the Assumption be defined as a matter of faith?

FinalLy, the first to1'io rat see the question, Might our

Lady's death be included in a definition of the Assumption?

Could the Assumption be defined?

T`he answer undoubtedly is affirmative. Prom the 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 about the fact

of the Assumption and consequent obscurity regarding the

object of the Feast? In the Medieval Period. obscurity

was removed mainly through the influence of St. Albert the

Great , 2 while the sc holaaship of the Renaissance removed

the grounds of doubt that had lingered in the Liturgy from

the Dark Ages. 3 SirtaextitexRarmtwwsmze As prior to the

Renaissance the Assumption was not denied, so since then

it has not been doubted.4 Finally, from 1869 to 1941
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vast numbers of petitions for the definition of the Assumption

have been addressed to the holy See. To select the most signi-

ficant of these petitions, namely, those from residential

episcopal sees, an incomplete survey reveals that from 820

sees 1332 Patriarchs, Archbishops, and bishops have sent 1859

petitions as :ing that our Lady's Assumption be defined as a

matter of faith. 5 Whilease leaves 299 residential episcopal

sees unrepresented, that is, so3ne 275 of the total, it provides

very serious grounds for expecting the aCroelent of all the

rest.

Such a practically universal a ,/rooraent acrd consent both

down the centuries and throughout the Church provisos the

theologian with sufficient ground for afflmniagaffAmnie that the

Assumption can be defined. ;rare the lassmeption not truth

but error, then one would have to adait what no Catholic can

admit, namely, that God has not promised prese rvat ien from
the recent petitions aee

error to the Church. 6 Moreover, t;hou;=,l t=4fl14sluhas-ap?Poaiato
appreciated differently by theolosians,
the-weaent-pei;1t1;a6-414 sPeatly, it should seem that they

imply not only that tfo Assumption Is true and certain but

also that it is definable ass :;utter of faith. Per the

teaching office of the Church is exercised by the Bishops

thro ).ghaut the world; and they preponderantly affirm the

Assumption to be ax fterxafecir&h definable E.3 a natter of

0	 faith, Such is the conclusion drawn by notable theologians

in authoritative positions;8 and cih le one might add gaa1i.

fications and reservations with regard to t}3i3 or that con-

sideration they advance, x do not see how their ultimate

conclusion could effectively be reversed.
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Vihy can the Assumption be defined?

I thought it best to begin with the argument fvon

authority, first, because in matters of faith we normally

know what ikxk is true before we know why it is true and,

secondly, because an initial account of theological dis-

cussions and disagreements w might easily be misleading,

for it might lend an impression of confusion and doubt

that woc;ld be quite ungrounded. The Assumption of our Lady

is one thing; the reasons, apart from the ultimate argument
is

from authority, are quite another. The former piH yr oxirnately

a natter of faith; the latter are not; and it is with the

latter that now I have to deal.

Illy, then, can the Assumption be definedi as a matter

of faith? Evidently, the one sufficient reason for this

is that it pertains to the deposit of faith, that it is a

truth revealed by God. Bat in what manner is it revealed?

Is it contained explicitly in Holy Scripture? Or is it

an explicit, oral, apostolic tradition? The answer to

both these questions would seem to be negative. Very few

have been those who claimed that the Assumption was explicitly

revealed in Scripture. 9 A more frequent contention has

been for the existence of an explicit, oral, apostolic

tradition . l0 It remains that the ;r edondroent view among
at present

theologians/is that the Assumption was revealed not explicitly

but implicitly. 11 Three very broad facts militate against

the existence of any explicit revelation 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 first turned to

our Lady's death. 12 The third is the long persisting doubts

that existing in the western Church, 13 of which tho most

notable found ex1 yession in the Martyr°low of Usuard that

was read from the ninth century to the sixteenth and advanced

that on the question of the Assumption the sobriety of i he

Church preferred pious ignorance to frivolous and apocryphal

doctrine. l'i These three broad facts of an initial period

of silence, a second period of' news sprctzlations, and a

third period sit in which doubts were countenanced are , on

the one hand, just what would be expected were revelation

only implicit and, on the other hand, extremely difficult

to reconcile with the existence of explicit revelation. 25

If the Assumption, then, is revealed not explicitly

but implicitly, a further question arises, narnoly, What is

r;he precise nature of the implication? This question La

the centre of theological discussion. Accordingly, ī shall

set forth very summarily, first, an illustration of scrip-

tural implication, secondly, an outline of the argument:

from Holy ScriFture for the Assumption, thirdly, an evaluation

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

of its sufficiency for dogmatic definition.

First, then, what is meant by a. scriptural itnpl icationl

In the twenty-fourth chapter of St. Idle there occurs the

account of the two disciples who had lost faith in our Lord,

did not credit reports of' his Resurrection, and so on the

first Easter Sunday set out for a town named Emmaus some sixty

furlongs from Jerusalem. As you know, a stranger fell in with

them on the way, sited the cause of their dejection,, upbraided
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them for being"foolish and slov of heart to believe in all

the things which the prophets have s; oken" (Luke XXY; XXIV, 25),

and then proceeded to ozplain to thorn the Messianic prophecies

of the Old Testament. As he spoke, the faith of the faltering

disciples was enkindled anew, their hearts burned within them,

and the e;jos of their understanding were opened; they began

to see in divine revelation what had been there all along,

even though previously they had riot seen it. We have, then,

in this story an instance of scriptural implication. The

mystery of the Redemption through the suffering and death

of our Lord is contained in the ald'estament. But still

that mystery does not lie on the surface. To grasp it one

mat, as we say, put two and two together; one rust begin,

as did our Lord with the disciples, Moses and then

proceed through all the prophets; but koses and the prophets

treated of very many things, and so from them one must select

just the right passages; finally - , one has to piece together

these many passages into a single, intelligible pattern.

By this selection and piecing together there is effected

a development of understanding, an opening of the eyes of

faith, upon what had been long revealed but what had not,

from lack of understanding, been apprehended.

Just as our Lord taught the disciples to discover in

the Old Testament the doctrine of the Kedemption, so down

the ages has the Church in the development of dogma brought

forth from the deposit of faith both old things and new.

My next step, then, will be to indicate the scrirtural sources

for the doctrine of the Assumption and the manner in which

one may proceed from those sources to the Assumption itself.
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Scriptural sources for the doctrine of the Assu m;t ion

lie in the account of main's Fall through Adam and his Redemp-

tion through Christ. There are two solidaritiest a first

in Adam through sin to death; a second in Christ through.

death to resurrection. Adam sinned, and through his sin

death entered into the world. This death was threefold:

there was the spiritual 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 was

the material death of the grain) where that returns to dust.

Now Christ, the Son of God, knew not sin; still he died,

but only to rise again; and as he died for the remission

of sin, so he rose again to give us grace (Rom. IV, 25) .

For it lathe Risen Christ that is the vitalizing spirit

of the Mystical Body, 16 and to that Body of Christ we

belong ever more fully as progressively we die a to rise

again. First, there is baptism in the death of Christ

by which our souls rise again to lice to grace and sanctity

(Rom. VI, 2 ff). Secondly, there is the metaphorical death

of mortification, in which the reign of sin over us and

in us is crushed and we live with our members as instruments

of justice unto God (Rom. VI, 3.1 ff), In the third place,

death is swallowed up in victory (I Cor. XV, 54) when " in a

moment, in thu twinkling of an eye, ... the trumpet shall soudd

and the dead shall rise again incorruptible... Far this cor-

ruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put

on invrortal ity" (ibid. , 52 f) . "As in Adam all die, so also
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in Christ all shall be made alivea (ibid., 22).

Such then is the general scheme of things, It is through

Christ the transfiguration of death, from a death of soul and

body in consequence t Isin, to a dying with dh.rist as a prelude

to resurrection of soul and body. Nor is the resurrection 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 is contained. "By the envy of the devil

death came into the world" (Wisdom II, 24) and contrariwise

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

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

Again, "Jesus Christ... bath destroyed death" (II Tim., I, 10)

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

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

revelation of the sons of (hod... For we know that every

creature groalt eth and travaileth in pain, even till now.

And not only it, but ourselves also, who have the firstfruite

of the Spirit: even we ourselves groan within ourselves,

waiting for the adoption of the sons of God, the redemption

of our body." (Rom., VIII, 19..23) There have been those who

found fault with St. Paul for exclaiming: t If.... I fougit with

the beasts at sphesus, what doth it profit me, if the dead

rise not again? Let us eat and be merry, for tomorrow we

shall die." (I Cor., XV, 32) But the emphasis of Holy

Scripture on things spiritual is not their exclusive emphasis;

nor does our good Lord expect us, his creatures of flesh and

blood, redeemed by the flesh and blood of Christ, fed on his

flesh and blood in the Eucharist, to look forward. to a beati-

tude out of the body or to count Christ's victory over Satan

and sin complete without an eternal triumph of sense and

G^ ._.	 - n--.,.._.._._,_. ___ .._.._..
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sensibility, of flesh and of feelirig, over the miseries of

this life and the catastrophe of the grave.

Such is the general porsi.ective presented expiic itly to

our faith by Holy Scripture. But whore in this picture

stands Mary, the Virgin blessed amongst women, the Mother of

God? As Christ rose from the dead and ascended into heaven,

was she too assumed, soul and body, into heaven? Or does
still

she/await, with sinners, the trumpet of an angel to be

•summoned from death to life? If there have been Ohri atians

who felt they had not the grounds to affirm the first alter-

native with certitude, there have been none to venture to

affirm the second. Too clearly, Mary's position is , a position

of privilege: full of grace, she never for on Instant was

under the dominion of Satan or stained by sin; ever- a virgin,

still she was a mother, the mother of God; and the became

a mother without the pangs of motherhood, for those paths

were the curse of Eve (Gen. III, 16) and she was blessed

amongst women (Luke I, 42) to be coiled blessed by all

generations (ibid., 48) . Who but she could be the 'woman

spoken of in Genesis: "I will put enmities between thee and

the woman, and thy seed and her seed: she shall crash thy

head, and thou shalt lie w in await for her heel." (Gen., III, 15)

But can all this be granted, and yet the Assumption be

denied? Can one say that the fruits of the Redemption

0

	

	 were anticipated to preserve the soul of Mary from original

sin but not anticipated to bring her body to heavens Can

one say that she was freed front the oinpire of' Sstin s, inasmuch

as that empire was sin, but not irmsmuch as that empire was

death? Can one say that she adores in heaven the body to



which she gave birth yet is without the body that save it

birth? Can one invent some metaphysical law or some principle

of divine dust ice that overrules the best of Sons' love for

the best of Math©rs, that permits the Sacred Heart to be a

living heart but forces the Immaculate Hew t to be a dead

heart, that calls a halt to privilege after the Immaculate

Conception, divine maternity, and -erpotual virginity, to

consi
gn our Lady's body to the grave? The mote)one thinks
t

about, the more numerous the aspects one considersrs , the

fuller becomes the evidence and the greater its co gene.

Such then is the implication of the Assumption' In the

teaching of Sc ripture. But is ,that implication absolutely

certain? Are not affirmative answers borh more of aenti-

ment or enthusiasm or loyalty than of cold logic? Probability

is one thing, but certitude is quite another. iindeubtedly

there is a good case for the Assumption. Gee may even admit

that there is at the eresont tune, an overwhelniniz case

fb r the Assumption; if one understands Scripture in the

:canner outlined above, one cannot consider any ()tiler alter-

native; but understanding is a tricky thing, the {gent of

endless theories and hypotheses that have their day end then .

are relegated to the dust-bin of outmoded thought.

There a ro ti ree 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 parcel of the development of science; the reason for this

is ultimately that the developrnent'understnnding in science

regards sensible data while the development of understanding

in Christian doctrine regards, not sensible presentati>ns
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which intellect has to raise to the obder of truths, but a

divine revelation which already is in the order of truth.

The second step is to observe that in the present instance

at lenat not only the truths to be understood but also the

general lines of the understanding Itself are revealed;

we do n:t have to construct the whole picture; the whole is

something Given; all that we have to de is to lietermine

from the shape of the whole the place to be rissigned to a

part. Finally, the third and conclusive stop to observe

is that the implication of the Assumption is not the fruit

of individual human understanding; the ancierstarc.ing that

is relevant is the understanding of sna21 1.11umined by faith

and moved by the grace of the Holy Spirit; it is not the

understanding of this or that man, nor of this or that age,

but of the Church; and ultimately certitude rests not upon
merely

judgmont proceeding from/human understanding but upon the

judgment of the Church to whom God has promised infallibility

in matters of faith and morals.

There remains a final question. lid God reveal the

Assumption of our Lady? Can it be a matter off with? We

have admitted that the Assumption was revealed not explicitly

but only implicitly. Still not every ir.:plication of Scripture,

not every conclusion theologians can spin out from Scripture,

thereby is a :natter odfaith. On the contrary, the Vatican

Council is quite strict, teaching that "the doctrine of

faith, revealed by God, has not been presented  to human

talent to be perfected as t}ioufrh it were some philosophic

discovery; that it is has been entrusted to the Church, the

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

ifs
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guarded and infallibly to be declared," 18 There foes exist

a development of understanding, knowledge, and wisdom both

in individuals and in tie whole Church; but it must be true

to type and without ctzaage of dogma, of meaning, or of doctrine. 19

2txralom ins
As is apparent, there are definite limits to the develop-

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

to go to the theologians • Here we are net with a variety

of opinions. Ina recent article Fr. Garrigo u-Le )range,  O.P.,

affirmed that the majority of theologians require what is

termed "formally implicit" revelation for a doctrine to be
his po Ant appears to have been

of • faith; Xa-then -went-ea-to-apgue/that since the A3thopa

could not in conscience follow a minority opinion , their

petitions for definition of the Assumption imply -that they

consider the Assumption to be formally implied in rev©lation. 20

In an even more recent article Fr. Chrrlea Bali&

advanced that to require formally implicit revelation was

to sabotage the movement for a definition of the diesurmption, 21

that the commission that prepared the definition of the Immacu-

late Conception was hsmpered by no such criterion as formally

implicit revelation , 2:2 that Melchior Cano, who presumably was,

had maintained that the Church could never define the Inunaou-

late Conception a s a 'matter of faith. 23 If repre sertstivee

of the lominican and Franciscan Theological Institutes in

Rome disagree, one calm quote Jesuits from either side of the

fence. In 1930 Fr. Francis Mueller wrote a bock to r ore

that the Assumption was revealed implicitly and Connally."

In reviewing it Fr. Adhēmar d , A1ss advanced that, as far as he

could see, formal L-nplicit revelation was not necessary and,

.,.	 . _	 . ..._....._._-...__._ 	
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in any case, what Fr. Mueller celled "formal triplication"

was no more than a virtual implication. $bAs this disagreement

rnanlfostxs, the problem involves n at only whether formal

imallcation is necessary for definition but also what precisely

formal implication ia•

I think not a . little 11I it is thrown on this subject

if one leaves the field of contemporary theology and r (ie 8

back to the initiators of the discussion. Thk-4 orir;inal

question was whether one could, belieitby divine faith a

conclusion resulting syllogistically from tvio premises, one

of which was revealed by Gad, while the other was known with

certainty . by rn^rely human =Lame. , For example, we know

from the gospel that our. Lorca changed water into wino at

Cana; we know from chemistry that ordinary .eater is largely

1120; is it, then, or could it b.e a :natter of faith that our

Lord changed  into wine what rnaisily was 1121). That is a

perfectly clear question; It was liven different answers.

Molina held it never could b0 6 Vasquez advanced that

already it was a matter of faith. 27 Suarez straddled:

unless it is defined, it is riot-; but if it were defined,

thou. it would be. 28 be Lazo followed Suarez. 29 John of

St. Thomas held the Church would not define a mere theological

conclusion such as the above,.2 30 The Salmanticenses agreed

with him. S1 Now the point to be observed is that this discussion

throws no doubt on the def inābility of the Assumption. For

the Assumption is not a theolo ;ic al conclusion in the sense

def inert above; it depends exclusively upon divine revelation;

it draws no premises from philosophy or physics or chemistry

or biology or any other merely human department of knowledge.
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On the contrary, the argument outlined above fort he Assump-

tion meets exactly the requirements of the rigorous school

as repeesented by John of St. Thoeras. 32

But if this is so, why is there the contemporary die-

agrec rout? I should a.ay that it is occasioned by a shift

of view-point. In the seventeenth century the basic issue

vas an ace urate iy defined theolo;%icel conclusion which

ices called a virtual implication. In contemporary ,,.ritera

the farecround is occupied with an accourt of formal impli-

cation and fain reasons, which are not our ! r©oent concern,

hard-headed and clear accounts of formal implication are

not broad enough to fit the fac ts, 3while loose and obscure.
^^t• r	 -fads .	 dcd,^rw	 % t tssu.A-

accOunts of forrael implication	 ,: = s: ' •	 g•

34

If one wishes to

e.,‘ to the root of this theological problem, one has to

get beyond conceptualism and give a central role in thought

to tine act of understanding. But I see no reason why the

definition of the Assumption should be delayed until this

problem in speculative t heoloQy is seLved. 35

Our Lady' a Death.

If our Lady died, then she died at Borne determinate

place and time; she died from some assignable cause; and one

would eocpect that there were witnesses of the event. But

contemporary documentary evidence is totally lacking. Nor

do the lathers add much to our information. Iier death was

mentioned incidentally as an assumed matter of fact, certainly

by Salats Ephraem and Augustine, probabLy by St. Ambrose,
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perhaps also by St. Gregory of' Nyssa. 36 There are dubious

suggestions that she imam thought never to have died in St.

Epiphanius and in a sern2on by Timothy of' Jerusalerr. 317 On

the other hand, the apocrypha, which began to be compiled

towards the end of the fifth century, 38 tale the death of

our Lady as the central fact of the it na rrations. Further,

at the end of the a ixth centuryy venera t'► on was paid to our

Lades tomb at Jeru-salem though when that veneration began

we hardly know. 69 In subsequent centuries Fr. Martin Jugie

has unearthed two writers whose words mint possibly taken

to express a doubt or denial of our Lady's death. 40 On the

other hand, Fr. Jude hats run to ground an allexFed list of

theolci gians supposed to have denied her death; it turns out

that the list never oocieted. 41 All in alL, until one reaches

the speculations or Canon Arnaldi in the nineteenth century,

an unmistakable der_iaa of our Lady' s death dons not seem to

have been found,

These specu3at i3ns cannot be allowed any weisht, They

are to the effect that A4dem, because he we s created in grace,

had the privilege of immortality; similarly, since our Lady

was conceived in-raaulately, she had either the privilege

itself or, in 2r.. J'w 1e's modification, the rir n ht to the privi-

lege of immortality► , The summary answer La that privileges

are freely bos to wved,42 The fuller answer is contained in

three statements: one may grant that Fr.. ;Ingle establishes

an abstract possibility that our Lady did mt die ; in the

second place, such abstract possibilities are not very relevant

to matters of fact; in the third place, the Church has not

doubted that our Lady dad die and that agreement is final
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43
for the theologian. I need not add that the scientific his-

torLan would not think of asking whether a human being who

lived nineteen centuries ago has died.

But there is a further question, Is the death of our

Lady capable of definition along with the Assumption? On

this t sue the recent petitions already aontir)nod offer

nothing decisive. Out of 3017 petitions of what may he

tormocl tho teachers o2 in the Church, 2344 do not mention

the is sue, 5 seem to doubt our Lady's death, 24 seem to

af'firna her death but do not do so clearly, 434 (including

264 residential bishops) affirmed that our Lady died, do

not wish her death defined but rather placed in a preambulatory

arganent or exposition; finally, 212 (including 154 residential

bishops) wish her death included in the definition itself

of the Assumption."

Theological opinion reveals a parallel division. Fr.

13&i argues that the death of our Lady could be defined as

it dognat is fact in virtue of its connection with the doctrine

of the Assumption as that doctrine has been understood by

the Crurch.45 Other 'theologians, while not disputing such

ā position as Fr. 5aliā ' s and while ca st inrr no doubt whatever

on the fact of our Lady's death, insist on the point that

the Assumption does not gecko necessarily presuppose the

death of our Lady (she can be in heaven body and soul, even

though h.er soul never was separated from her body) ; they

furthe point out that the arguments for the Assumption and

for the death of our Lady are distinct, that they differ in

character, In their dame guarantees of certitude, in the

manner in which they could be objects of faith; in consequence
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they favor n siaplo affirmation of our Lady' a death and devote

their efforts to ahorvi.nr; that the Assumption itself, taken

in a ri;;orous s«nse, could he dQi'Lne('. as pn •.)b ;jact of faith.
46

This second view suffers from a certain complexity; on the

other hand, it is content with a minimum with which, at present,

all could agree.

In conclusion I recapitulate what has been said. The

,Assumption of our Lady to heaven could be defined as a donna

of divine and catholic faith. Though not explicitly revealed
eU11rodt

in Holy Scripture nor, as far as 'WO know, in any explicit,

oral, apostolic tradition, still it is revealed implicitly.

What implication is grasped as human understanding 1Llitiined

by faith and aided by iptasp grace penetra tea the eeurLomy

of man= s Pall and Redemption and settles our Lady's place

in it. That implication is certain because of the long-

standing and w id.espread agreement existing in the Church,

'That implication is certainly not a theological conclusion

in the ola.aslcal sense, for it is grasped without appealing

to any :merely human science as a premise; whether one chooses

to name it a formal or a ,vir. tuel implication will depend on

one's definition of those terms; but the manner one chooses

to define those terms will not alter the one important fact,

that the implication of the Assumption is of the type that

has sufficed for previous dogmatic definitions. Finally,

doubts abo,zt the fee t of our Lady' s death are un justified;

whether, however, our Lady's (loath should be ass€i'ted as

a preaAble or included in a definition, are points on which

theolosical thought has, as yet, not crystallized.
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other dignitaries, December 12, 1946. Gre norianur, 27(1946),

640. Similar positions are adopted by Drum, Mueller,

Garri ou-La grange, Fiat is in the articles cited in note B.

12) Observe that the early silence includes such statements

as St. Au must ine' s "Unus re surrexit lam non moriturtaa, Obr iatua."

PL 36, 1675. I cite from Jugie, op. cit., p. 67. On the

apocrypha see Jugie, on. cit.,  103-171; also Alfred Rash,

Am. Ecol. Rev., 116(1947), 3.31. On St. Epiphanies and an

Timothy of Jerusalem, see both Slagle, op. cit., 70-81, and

also Otto Faller, De p.riorum saeculorum silentio a ir. ca.

Assumptionem B.Aaariae Virjinis, Rome 1946, Anal. Orem.1100a,

pp. 27.43,

	13)	 Jugie, op. cit.,  pp. 276-85, 371-78, 389.92, 437-82.

©	 14)	 ibid., 208, 428.

15) From the view-point of ajologetiea, this point is trer7

important. No theologian would deny that the assistance et

the Holy Spirit enabled the aostmles to understand the full
0

implications of divine   revelation.  B it i quite But	 s uit e ar_oth er

matter to affirm an explicit, oral, apostolic tradition

when there is not sufficient evidence to lustily such are

affirmation. J. Coppens expresses a legitimate concern
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when he concluded a rather unsatisfactory article with the

remark: H ... ©vitons, en toute hypoth;se, do parler ou

d' ecrire coMrnne si nous voulions obtenir de 1' Ag1ise, ou

comma si 1't~ lise elle-mērne envisageait, de snnctionner,

sur le plan de l'histoire, une doctrine cow rernontant

1' ā ge a ..,ostalique, alors quo toute base historique solids,

ā parlor hunainement, semble lui faire dnfaut." Lnh, thgQ1.

'oven., 23(1947), 35. The argument that tho leter consort

of the Church presupposes the previous existence of on

explicit, oral, apostolic tradition is valid only on the

erroneous supposition that there is no such thing as implicit

revelation or the development of dogma. E. Druwe denies

that any nugget of tradition is to be extracted from the

apocrypha, Rech. Sc. Rel., 33(1946) , 473. A. Rush suggests

that the apocrypha may exhibit the first attempts to formu-

late Christian thottht; on the death of. Mary; he denies that

they presuppose necessarily some apostolic or patristic

tradition, Am. Eccl. Rev., 116(1947), 29 f. Skip SEE O.Fa164`'t•. 
4'4'6 Z,

16) I Cor., XV, 45. On this and connected -matter, see Prat,

La th4oloeie do S. Paul, ed. 17, Parts 1933, pp II, 250.54,

66-77, 203-14.

17) The question is .raised. by J. Corpens, kh. theol. 

23(1947), 20. H. Lennerz cuts various theological arguments

down to probability, De &;ate Vir;,, ine, Rome 1939, 101-111.

N. Jugie denies efficacy to arguMents other than the one he

invented, op. cit., 626, 638, 641, 647. The elementary

point to be born in mind -- it does seem to be overlooked --

is that our understanding of the mystery of the Redemption

cannot be perfect and cannot yield the ā type of necessary
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implication familiar from rrtaphysies or Math l'natics ; this

is no less than the doctrine of the Vatican Council, Seam.

III, cap. 4, DH 1796. A further point to be noticed is
en

that it is not tine/impl1cation as such but the nifir-intion

of an implication that is true or false, certain or 4102

probable; this distinction underlies the dtstir:ction. drama

by John of St. Thomas (see note 32) hot wen the inference)

made by !lumen lntolJ ect and the a ff irma.ti(m. mr_de 117 with

the assistG ;ice of the Holy Spirit.

18) Vatican Council, Sees. III, cap. 4, DB 1800.

19) ibid.: "Crescat i:*i.± ur... at multum voherierterque pro-

fi.ciFt,, ttum sinvlorum quern omniu_m, tarp.. univa horninis qualm

totius rcolesiae, aetatuna Pc saecu.lorum C.;radibus,  ir_to313.

gentia, scientla, sapientia: tied in olio dur.taxat conere, vs

.in eode;n scilicet tlocpia±-e, oodem sensu, ecdemque sen' ontaa."

20) Anrelleum 22090444 22(1945), 70 cf. 68. On try same

point see elso F. S. Mueller, Gregorlan_um 27(1946) , 130 f'f.

21) Antonianum 21(1946) , 16.

22) ibid., 20 ff.

23) ibid.,  53.

24) F. S. Mueller, Ori o diyino—apostolic@, doet rin o even.

t,iori	 eatissimae Vir rinis ad yloriem caelestem quoad CortcM,

Oeniponte 1930.

25) Recn._So. Rel., 21(1931), 240 f.
26)	 In Im., q. 1, a. 2, lisp. 1 at 2, I cite Lennerz,

Virtutibus T'heolo i.cis, home 1938, p. ea. The old. writer's

did not, of course, discuss the example given in the text

"'but the equivalent ĥomo ost xis.ibil3s.'^



27)	 In Da., disp. 5, c. 3. T*annerz , ibid.

26)	 De Fide, Map. III , sect. xi, nn. 1, 6, 7, 11; Paris 1868,

XII, 95 ff.

29) De Fide , Disp. I, sect. xiii,	 nn. 261, 269 f.; Paris

1391, I, 123 ff'.

30) In Da., di.:ap. 2, c. 4. L?d. Solosm., I, 357 ff.

31) Le Fide, ciJ.sp. I, dub. :iv, §4, 6, 7, nn. 124, 1 39 ff.,

143 ff., Paris 1379, tom. XI.

32) loc. cit.,	 p. 360: " 11e:aponde+tur nogando quod pro-

positionos definii'.ad ab Ece ioslad non sint tinzed'tate reve-

1atae a Deo: 1.3cet r. oveicatio i:tl a men :i'it imniicitn at

ocCUlta, at Sdeo per dlswzrsutr: ritti;.!pt;ur, et ooclom ctiscursu

ECClosia cils;t)c):7at at praca,,arot: ipat nTa 2n.laaisitiui)on voritatia;

tarnen cum vem1. tur ad diffin.iGionea, cliac rsus ipso et clisputitio

hurnanao modo !'acta non os t ratio de!'"inior.di et credet:di, sod

quia =,ris^ t Spiriuui snncto; non quidem de novo revolanti

:L11ru:a vorii;atosn, sad occultam revelstiorlem factcam  1].?uminenti,

4t•, r.^.anS.frastr;nt3. 143it,3.:aun yGnsttim occultur.i; luxta quod dicitur

(Luc. X:tiiV, 45), .,uud Dominus aperui.t se	 ai c3.i.: ci; ulis. ut
:.nL011i,;uroiit Scr itaturas, ot ad hoc t)2'orl.islt Jpi2`.':.t,azti Sanctum

: ccloslae ut: :.ocoret 11.1a::► omrn©m verit:ilt:Eird. ^t sic per auctori-

tatem Eccic,L3:tao vc;.•:.tau inuacc'iai:e :yeve':.z ► t:a, tranv _t tai, occulta

ad t:litrll'.0 stam, non a revelata mucziat:e ad rovelatarn inr.xidiate."

33)	 Such a hard-hoūdGd account is represented 	 no list

of formal implications as definition in t ?:c:, defined, os:rcar.tia:l

physlcfad, ports in the whole, particular proposition in the

univoraa1, conclusion in its premises. Zenn er- L, De Virtutibue 

T.heolotr,iois, Rome 1938, p. 67. In his De Beata Virgine, Rome
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1939, the :i€tmE, author recallable criteria (p. 101), shows

the diffS.ccla.ties of cerfiaizl:y r•ec;arcling the .issurnpti::'ri as

reveal od (101«9) , and f ima..11 -3 'proposes as po ss itale s.Dlu.tions

that tto Awn=.iniot.i n was rc) vFi.elloc1 implicitly In the corporeal

Integrity o::plici.t;ly revealed as perpetual vi.r inity, or again

as part of the victory mi over ūatan eAp?ici.tl.f revealed

with rezard to s in, i ►npllG !Lay M_;.th re ;;a:^d to (lr:at h (,p. 110 P,).

It would seem, then, that thAs Assumjstior. Is on g,ssont a1

21-,,;iical part of n kind of G•orpcyroal 1.r:t:u i1; f that Includes
QtaiW,

the Assumption or of a gic tory over Satan.
^

34:)	 It has been =riaint; ri.'uie d tForat the Assumption is a conclusion

following from two oxplicitiv reveale d premises end therefore

its elf reve;aio foz•Nui.l;; rT nu irnps.'citi?y. See R. G<arL4gou-
.,L:^.gz^rn^a, An : {^licam n2(:L9^=5 , '^1 f. i^ii;?:, regard to the

putative syllor;istr, so oi'fVrett one can only say that the conclusion
sY)loistca(l

does not Fo.l1o^^;f z^oni 'the F:=r4misos; and if the prouiiscs ire

rrisd:lFmi so modified that i;lie conclusion does follow riaoroNsly,

then the ijer:;i.se;: ri11 	 Le u<id mot to be formally µz:d explicitly

revealed.

35)	 Fr. Ee116, :for_ tcr.-anuri^ 21(1946), 18, exr:^esses tsLe same^

vim Fr. Mueller, C}req.r;r lanutra 27(1946), 132, comet round

to it.

56) 	See Ju,;ie, o p. a lt;., 59-.711

37) ibid., 70 ff., 77 ff.. A1so Faller, oo. cit. 27 ff., 33 2'P.

38) Juzie, op. cit., p. LOB.

39) ibid., 681 ff. Also Faller, ,00. cit., pp. 41-60.

40) Ir. the si;Ohy,a 0.0.7►t1-k c on ti try, Tusare:)us; in the fourteenth,

Francis of Mayron; Juai©, op .c 3t., pp. 275, 402.
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Notes 7

41) This list at;trl:mLFS-: to T:1HCoc3o is Yattnti.rrnRd by I,QI>icier,

l)^ ;sjirr,rZ tTi r"  ino 	Ptir,.1 3 no (l a te	 ,_,f `A3+ Aug. 1901,

p. 251; by ?3a 1 1.furi;; , DTC, I, 2128. Sae Ju ;ie,o ^L c' it;. , p. 515.

42) ,P. Cl)^.=.{ , ? ^,s, 2lo:;v. Rev. Thaol., 690.947), 335. rare fuily,
Ba3.ia, kntonianum, 21 (1946) , 45-53.

43) zennor.•z, ,.e 3sa.atu ^Iia^r*tnH , 11010 1939, p. 59.

44) ;fient;rlc!i	 .:1c, Moos, 	̂ ?^. , II, 715 ff. I an citing

from	 Gr.^3jl0r	 27(1946), 122.

45) 1ntmi;a n_a:ri, 21(1946), 53 ff.

46) This position advanced by Mueller, Orilf^!i:luro divino»

.a - oof;ol.ic a. .. , Innsbruck 1930, 300?nt3 to lltU9e '.)een adr.)rt ec?

in the theses :3.efo?id9t1	 the :')i12:Iflctll i:.ri8(;::)7'i}ln Universit7

on the occasion mentioned above, not e 11.
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