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Marshner: Criteria for Doctrinal Development in Marian Dogmas

CRITERIA FOR DOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT
IN THE MARIAN DOGMAS:
AN ESSAY IN METATHEOLOGY

Synopsis

As a critique of recent proposals by E. J. Yarnold, S.J., and R. E. Brown,
S.S., to re-think the “meaning” of certain Marian dogmas, a method is
proposed for establishing the sense and reference (hence verifiability con-
ditions, falsifiability conditions, axiomatic connexions, and metalinguistic
“properties”) of these and other dogmas. It is shown that such a method
forms an integral part of a general criteriology for doctrinal development.
At the outset, then, the possibility and necessity of such a criteriology is
defended against certain “theological theories” of doctrinal development,
especially that of K. Rahner, S.J. Finally, the relevance of Henri Bouil-
lard’s problematic of “reconceptualization” to the here proposed method
and general criteriology is evaluated. Several philosophical and theological
issues closely related to the main thesis are handled in footnoted discussions.

The problem of stating an adequate theory of doctrinal de-
velopment still exists, despite a variety of herculean efforts to
solve it.* Indeed, since Vatican II the problem has taken an
unexpected turn.

Prior to the Council, the problem was to construct a theory
broad and supple enough to account for all the things which
the Church had, in fact, dogmatized. Today the problem is to
find a theory stringent enough to provide a rational basis for
evaluating the tendencies being proclaimed as “developments.”
Various “teachings of Vatican II,” real or alleged—some at-
tested only in the Council’s “spirit”—are announced as au-
thentic ““developments of doctrine” for our own day.* Theo-

1 Full discussion and abundant bibliography of these efforts can be found
in two recent works: Winfried Schulz, Dogmenentwicklung als Problem
der Geschichtlichkeit der Wabrbeitserkenntnis (Rome, 1969) and Jan
Hendrik Walgrave Unfolding Revelation (Philadelphia, 1972).

2 A long list of examples could be given: the so-called “new definition”
of marriage as communio vitae et amoris, the “new definition” of the
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logical initiatives of widely different kinds—some claiming a
basis in the Coundl, some only a sort of lices—are hailed as
signs and portents of “developments” to come? So brisk, in-
deed, has the trade in development -futures become, that many
contemporary catechisms, in presenting the Church’s moral de-
mands, invite mere school children to enter the trade by specu-
lating that “future developments” may sweep aside unpopular
prohibitions.* Undeniably, the challenge which todays the-
ological climate presents to the development-theorist is sub-
stantially different from the challenges felt even a decade or
two ago.

This need for renewed criteriological reflection brings to the
fore a seldom emphasized distinction. The integral event of
doctrinal development consists of two distinct processes, both
prior to the Church's definitive intervention. The one is a
processus inventionis. A. theologian draws an inference; popu-
lac devotion takes o tum; thecultureofthet:mesuggestsor
mpportsmChnsﬂanmmdsan ‘angle” on the meaning of some
doctrine; the exzstemtiel difficulties of the Church in a certain

Churchaspeophof@oithealtemﬁmoftbeexudseofjuﬁsdicﬁoa
through collegiality, the “historical” (as opposed to “propositional”) chat-
ﬁofmdaﬁm,thewdmtypmlappmchto%hdy’smcdm
ete,
2Thus, for example, Avery Dulles: “Thinkers of the stature of Paul
Tillich and Teilhard de Chardin have pointed the way. From such a
crea&vetheologynewdochmalinsxghmwﬂleme:gesndthey,hmm,
may crysiallize into new dogmas,” The Survival of Dogma (Gaxden City
1971) 184,
$Help is Here: A Teacher Aid 1o Help Young People Develop Chris-
tlan Valuss in Understanding Persond Growth, compiled by Judy Prin-
dableandjamcsTMarqme,m:nmmionedbyanddistzﬂmtadhyfm
Archdiomof(lncagoSchaﬂBoard,lWé,says(totakemmeu
ample}: “Students should be taught cleatly and without ambiguity that
the present official teaching of the Magisterium of the Church is that all
forms of direct abortions are fmmotal, They should also be alerted to
thefadthan{;k]mhwmgmmbu(thwghpmbablystﬂlammo:&y)
of responsible theologlans are questioning the absolute prohibition of direct
abortlon. It is possible that the Magisterium will modify its position in
the future to permit. . . mote lenient teaching” Book 2, p. 63,
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time and place bring some aspect of the Gospel into high relief;
a scrap of papyrus throws light on a tangled sentence in Paul;
a dubious theology is spread abroad which cannot be repelled
without sharper formulas. “There is not some one manner or
even some limited set of manners in which doctrines develop,”
observes Bernard Lonergan. “In other words, the intelligibility
proper to developing doctrines is the intelligibility immanent in
historical process.”® This statement is exactly half true; it fits
the process of discovery which is part of doctrinal development.
But alongside this process, in part simultaneous with it, in part
subsequent, is a processus probationis. And this second process
is not simply a matter of history happening; it is a matter of
rigorous, theological method.

The Magisterium does not act blindly. A new notion or
tendency, after some labor, will have been reduced to one or
more characteristic theses, and these in turn will have been
judged certainly or almost certainly true (or else false) before
the Magisterium intervenes to speak a word guaranteed by the
Holy Spirit. New insights of whatever kind, from whatever
origin, end up as crisp propositions; they do not begin that
way. In the usual course of events, bishop will have quarreled
with bishop, and scholar with scholar, before it is even clear
what exactly is at stake. In other words, it is only at the /ast
stage of the processus inventionis that the theologically relevant
verifiability conditions or falsifiability conditions of the aliquid
novum are finally in hand. Only then can a process of testing
begin, in which a variety of arguments both “positive” and
“speculative” will have their place, until a result (either de-
cisive or probable) is achieved.

This theological result—a good deal of ink has been spilled
over the character it must have, if the Church is to dogmatize
on the matter. Must it be a deductively irrefragable result, or
may it be a probable result? How highly probable? May it

5 Bernard Lonergan, S.J., Method in Theology (New York, 1972) 319.
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be a result attained only within speculative theology—that is,
a demonstration of the new thesis’s axiomatic connexions with
other revealed truths; or must it be 2 positive-theological proof
of the thing’s “being contained” in the data of Revelation?
But does axiomatic connexion count as a mode of “contain-
ment?” These questions certainly bave their place, and we
shall revert to some of them. But their place has been exag-
gerated.  Development-theory is usually negatively, not posi-
tively, “'predictive.” The purpose of an adequate development-
theory is not to dictate to the Church # prioré but to assist her
by advancing the question, rigorously and methodically, to
whatever state of “ripeness” the evidence permits, And in-
trinsic to this evidence (not merely something added to it ex-
ternally) is an @ posteriori science of how the Christian intellect
has reached certainty in the past. Thus the charism whereby
the Church may see beyond a current impasse of the theologians
is no excuse for pseudo-mystical slovenliness in the theologian
himself, nor is it an excuse for abandoning development-theory.
After all, there is no theological inquiry which does not nlti-
mately collide with mystery; but if that fact were an excuse
for speculative passivity, there would be no theology.

The total fact presented by an instance of doctrinal develop-
ment, then, is the outcome not of one process but of two. There
is & process of discovery-—as various as the mind, as broad as
history, as mysterious as the touch of the Spirit on the Bride
of Christ. But there is also a process of certification which
both clarifies what has been discovered and tests what has been
clasified. Irreducible to history,™ it is the rational deployment,
regulated by faith, of tools both logical and exegetical. It is
theological method, applied to one of its tasks. There is nothing

%2 Newman emphasizes this frreducibility in the Essay on the Develop-
ment of Christian Doctrine, 20d ed. (London, 1878) 169. He writes:
“The only question thut can be raiged # whethet the said Catholic faith,
as now held, is logically, as well as historically, the representative of the
ancient faith” This I8 the question which Newmsn labots to angwer in
the affirmative; but could it even arise on Loisy's premices?

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10
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mysterious about it.

If the distinction here proposed is given at least provisional
acceptance, certain consequences will follow.

1. It will become clear that the presently fashionable con-
trast between “logical” (or “intellectualist”) theories of doc-
trinal development and “theological” theories is largely a com-
parison of apples with oranges.® The “logical” theories (Sua-

¢ The contrast is prominent both in Walgrave, op. cit.,, 135 ff., 278 ff,,
and in Schulz, op. cit. 71ff., 171ff. See also H. Hammans, Die neueren
katholischen Erklarungen der Dogmenentwicklung (Essen, 1965) 103-117.
The originator of the contrast was R. Draguet, L'évolution des dogmes,
in Apologétique. Nos raisons de croire. Réponses aux objections, published
under the direction of M. Brillant and M. Nédoncelle, 1st ed. (Paris, 1937)
1166-1192; 2nd ed. (Paris, 1948) 1097-1122.

Draguet dubs his favorite approach “theological” because it concen-
trates on the mysterious “gap” between what critical scholarship can prove
and what the Church can nevertheless see and teach as dogma. A “theo-
logical” approach valorizes this gap as something positive and explains it
by means of the living Tradition which grows with Christian experience
of the realities (not merely propositions) revealed and committed to the
Church. A “logical” or “intellectualist” approach, on the other hand,
either denies the gap outright (on the ground that theological reasoning
alone can demonstrate, from the primitive facts, everything the Church
now teaches) or else dismisses it as due to a purely accidental defect of
current scholarship.

Druguet’s position is a derivative from the famous “double pas” of
Maurice Blondel. In his 1904 essay, Histoire et Dogme (republished in
Les premiers écrits de Maunrice Blondel [Paris, 19561 149-228), Blondel
had maintained the necessity of an aller et retour over deux intervalles
obscurs: the one from fact to dogma, the other from dogma back to fact.
The first gap was the heart of the Modernist problem, in Blondel’s view,
and also the heart of doctrinal development as an historical process. The
second gap was destined to become the heart of the fierce controversy over
L. Chatlier’s Essai sur le probléme théologique (Thuilles, 1938; placed on
the Index in 1942).

It would be impossible to evaluate Blondel’s own position in this foot-
note. But my program of a return to criteriological considerations in de-
velopment theory does require a brief refutation of what Draguet and
Charlier tried to do with Blondel’s position: namely, to use the inter-
valles obscurs as a club against the whole project of positive theology from
Melchoir Cano to the present (Charlier, op. cit., 37-51). Charlier’s claim
is that traditional positive theology illegitimately tries to close the gap
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between dogma and fact by (vainly) attempting to prove that 2 datum
apprehended sad lumme supernasusali (the state of affaits picked out by
the dogma) and a datum apprehended purely sab laming narwrdi (the fact
as established by historical criticism) are identical. Hence positive theology
falls into an inadvertant natoralism {according to Charlier) and yet wants
to remain theology. Being neither fish nor fowl, it neither convinces the
rationalist critics nor succeeds in establishing the proofs it desiderates as
theology. To escape this quandary, Charlier adwvises, positive theology
Mdgveuptheﬂltmou that it has apologetic value and confine jtself
to interpreting the data of the living Magisterium,

My own program does not require a total refection of Charlier’s views,
But it does require that the positive theologian be able to prove somsihing
sbout the nexus (or lack of it) between an slleged development and the
revealed data. Hence one must clarify, against Charlier, exactly what the
positive theologian does and does not prove.

Take the thestokos formula, in its relation to the New Testament.

Positive theology does not prove that Mary is mother of a divine Per-
son (it takes this on faith); positive theology does nos prove that the
formula of Ephesus was entertained by some Apostle before the death of
the last of them (which would be an anachronism); nor does positive the.
ology prove that Ephesus’ truth had been held “obscurely,” “implicitly,”
“tatitly,” or “globally” by the Apostles (for this is taken on faith and
probability; why? because there is no way to prove that somebody be-
lieved what he never explicitly said). The positive theologian simply
proves that the relevant NT date, a5 those data bave always been under-
stood by the Chareh, are such that the dogmatic formula of Ephesus is
the sole satisfactoty explanatton of them rf one asks the Nestorian guestion.

To state the matter more rigorously: the bare words of Scripture
(which T call arsentences) can be taken as making various statements.
That statemment which the Church has understood a cettain text to be
making is what I call a pe-sentence. Matedally considered, the Scripture
consists of +-sentences; but formally considered, it consists exclusively of
prsentences. In St. Hilary's words: Scripturas enim non in logendo sunt,
16d m intelligende (PL 10, 570A). The task of the positive theologian,
asked to prove that some dogma is “contzined in Scripture,” therefore, is
to nse his Imowledge of the data to show the reqmred nexus between the
dogma in question and certain pysentences, He is not required (and no-
body conld be required) to demonstrate a dogma’s nexus to any and every
statement 8 segentence could (in some critic’s view) be thought to make.
Therefore, depending on what counter-interpretation a critic proposes, a
diffetent “gap,” even & different kind of “gap,” opens each time. In some
cases, the theologian or exegete can show that the critics interpretation
itself implies the Church’s interpretataion——in which case the gap is barm-
less Sometimes no reconciliation is possible, and the cxitic's view must
be rejected simply on faith. And between these extremes there are many

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10
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rez, de Lugo, Tuyaerts, Marin-Sola, e 4.} erred i mistaking
certain methods of proof as the sole means of discovery, The
“theological” theories (Blondel, Charlier, Rabner, Walgrave,
et al.) err in tending to identify the whole problem with the
processus inventionis. This they do illuminate; but by down-
grading logical criteria, they sacrifice half the problem. The
result is an exaggerated supernaturalism and, ultimately, ob-
scurantism.,

2. Once it is seen that “logical” and “theological” theories
can be made complementary, an up-dating of the “logical”
theories will be fully justified and will answer the post-Conciliar
need for criteriological reflection.

3. Such an up-dating will be eminently possible once it is
recognized that a theory of the processus probationis is identi-
cally a theory of theological method. Whatever illuminates
the latter will also illuminate the former. But today it is al-
ready clear that theological method does not resemble that of
a purely deductive science (mathematics) but closely pamllels
that of empirical science (physics).” “Speculative” theology
is not in general a deducing of consequences but an axiomati-
zation of the data of faith® Therefore, a theoty of the pro-

grey cases in which the state of the question is obscute on both sides, In
any case, insofar as Blondel's “gap™ exists, it is not in the positive theo.
logian's proof. It lies fatther back: between what the Catholic exegete can
prove and what he must believe. No donbt, what he can prove gives
eredibility to what he believes and no more, Something else must supply
credentity; and something else again, the act of faith. But these matters
no “intellectualist” ever denied.

A more thorough-going refutation of Draguet-Charlier can be found
in T, Zapelena, 8., Problema theclogicam, in Gragovianam 24 (1943)
23-47; 287-326; 23 (1944) 38-73; 247-282,

73, M, Bochenski, OP, The Logic of Religion (New York, 1965)
62-63, Anyone familiar with this small classic will appreciate the extent
of the present wiitet’s debt to it

%Betnard Lonergan, 8.J, who has stodied the methods of modemn
empitical science closely, comes rather close to the position presented here
but without achieving full clartty. He is correct, for example, in saying
that theology seeks camsas-cognoscendi-notiores-guoad-te, which are anal-
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cessus probationis in docirinal development will ot be a ty-
pology of deductions (as the classical Scholastic theories made
it) but a criteriology for the testing of proposed axiomatiza-
tions. Iis logic will be lacgely reductive, not deductive® By

ogous 1o the cousas exsendi sought by other sdences, and which are, in
our term, “axiomatizations.” Cf. Lonmergan, De constitutione Christi omto-
logica ot psychologica (Rome, 1964) 48f. On empirical method, see his
The Concopt of the Verbum in the Writings of St Thomas Againas, in
Theological Stadies 8 (1947) 49; De Deo Trino, 2, Pats systematica,
31d ed. (Rome, 1964) 33f. On the other hand, Lonergan’s distinction be-
tween a via inventionis and a vra certitudinit, which Is based on his own
peculiar extrapolation of the Thomistie distinction between understanding
acd judgment, bag only a verbal similarity to the distinction presented
here. Por a full, though nncritical, exposition of Lonergan’s views, ses
Giovarni B, Sala, 8], L'evoluzione del dogma nel pensisro di Bernard
Lonsrgan in Studia Pataving 13 {1966) 448-509.

Another Jesnit theologian who cleatly understands theology as axiomati.
zation (though he does not use the word) is Cyril Vollert, A Theology of
Mary (New York, 1965) 31f.

3We shall see below how thig shift eliminates the fdes ecclesiastica
(Note 28) It also does justice to both sides of the 1940°s debate on the
problema theologicunt. Tn skeleton, a reductive inference is of the follow-
ing form:

PD4q

q

Thetefore p.
Such an inference, of course, is not infallible unless there is no alternative
to p. Hence in practice 2 reductive logic is always an applisd logic; the
inferences derive their force not from formal considerations alone but algo
from the nature of the subject matter,

What the mouvslle théclogie should have been urging, as 2 corrective
to & certain scholastic monopaly, was the fallible character of reductive
logic. Say that & cettain theological asserton, p, axfomatizes (explains/
implies) certain data of faith, a, b, and ¢ But there might be another
proposition, q, which also explains these or even more revealed data. There
is no reason why p and q could not stand side by side as alternative
systematizations or parts of such alternatives. One would have to have
explored the full exiomatic connection of both p and q, before one could
say definitively that neither contradicts a tevealed datum; and in the
meanumcthereisusuallymlysomelessmmgmtgrmnd(e.g,phﬂmopln-
cal) for preferring the one over the other. One does not even know for
sure (inftially) that p and q are the exhaustive altetnatives. Now, #f thete
is no thitd alternative, then p or else g will have to be true, not both—
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virtue of this same shift to the contemporary model of science,
the enotmously fruitful distinctions between object langnage
and metalanguage, between data and protocal sentences, and
between first and second axiomatizations also become available
for theology’s self-understanding.*

4. Nevertheless, no matter how far this aspect of develop-

ment-theory progresses beyond the classical “logical” views,
which were based on the Aristotelian model of a science, it
remains true that there cannot be a processus probationis voless
theology #s a science. An andient and rigorous view of scientific
procedure can be replaced by a modem view if and only if
the latter is also rigorous and is able to safeguard, on its own
terms, the stability of the theological edifice already in place
and already confirmed at many points by the teaching Church.

unless they can be shown to be “complementary,” which is yet another
possibility.

The real problem with the nosvelle thologie was that it abandoned the
standards of intellectual rigor by assuming what needed to be proved,
namely, that p and q #re complementary, or, that there is in fact (and not
merely groad nes at the present stage of theological inquity) no devisive
ground for choosing between them, The scholastic tradition, at least,
despite the incomplete fogic which served as its orgznon, was fully com-
mitted to seeking this sort of proof and, indeed, correctly saw that theo-
logical progress consists precisely therein. In othet words, the scholastics
saw “theological pluralism™ as a fact whose alleged irreducibility would
have to be proved before they would abandon their detetmined efforts to
overcome it. The “new theologians™ rested complacently in the historically
established fact of pluralism, as though its factuality were a justificstion.

Thus one cannot identify fully with either side of the "40s debate. The
New Theology was able to launch what was, in many respects, 2 suc.
cessful critique of the regnant scholasticism but misunderstood the grounds
for its success. The scholastic answer had the right spirlt but the wrong
tools.Whatremamsvahdmthatanswer:sprﬁelythepoinradopted
by Haumani Gensris, namely, that a complacency in “plutalism” entails
the danger, and even the profession, of dogmatic relativism.

30 For illustrations of thege distinctions, see Bochenski, op. cir., 33-82
For the readers convenience, I have fused two of Bochenski's charts with
some observations of my own into an overall chart which, I hope, gives
an overview of the structure of scientific theological discourse ag I under-
stand it. The chast appears at the end of this article,
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There must be no return to the pre-Thomistic and lasgely
“rhetorical” view of theology which seems to be preferred
by some modern writers.”* For without a stable and technically
refined intelligence de la foi, there will be nothing against
which a new thesis can be tested. The appeal to a contemporary
model of science is not intended to suggest a new way of the-
ologizing but simply a better way of understanding what the-
ology has always done, when it did its work successfully.

5. Therefore, finally, if the distinction here proposed is ac-
cepted, and if the program which flows from it is also accepted,
we will have seen the last of “development theories” which
turn out to be nothing more than abstract meditations on pro-
positions, communication, or (as of late) the “historicity of
cognition,” and whose purpose 1s simply to lay out the broad-
est possible @ priosi framework for an understanding that deep-
ens over time. We will demand that such reflections, however
valuable in themselves, be counted as prolegomena to some-
thing more specific. The process of testing an alleged develop-
ment terminates at a zheological judgment. We need to know
how that judgment is made. We need to know not only what
counts as evidence of dogmatizability but also what counts
against it, and with what weight. Indeed, long before the ques-
tion of dogmatization arises, the new thesis will have gained a
certain currency in the Church, will have attracted adherents
and detractors, and will have had to be judged tenable, if it
is to be a candidate for further promotion. The criteria for
tenability, then, are not foreign to development theory but
are one of its stages.

If this aspect of the total problem has received little atten-
tion, it may be because development theorists in the recent past
have too often concentrated their attention on the relation be-

11 Perhaps the best single study of this impemative is still M. R. Gag-
nebet, O.P., Le probldme actuel de la théologie ot la science aristotélicienns
Fapris un ouvrage réce, in Divas Thomas (Placenza) 56 (1943) 237-

270, especially 265 ff.

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10
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tween a new proposition and the antecedent “global apprehen-
sion” out of which it has arisen, that 1s, the relation between
explicit and implicit 1o its strongest form. The question is in-
deed an important one, as it bears upon the processus inven-
tionis?® But the testing of an alleged development requires 2

12 Karl Rahnet is quite cotrect in pointing out that a new proposition
may atise not only from logical explicitation of previously existing proposi-
tions but also from a noetic act of bringing-to-judgment for the first time
what previously had been grasped in an infra-propositional way. Cf. his
essay, The Development of Dogma, in Theologreal Invsstigatrons 1, trans,
Cornelius Benst, OP. (Baltimoge, 1961} 63 ff. But Rahnet’s account of
this transition from “unthematic” knowledge to judgment is less reward-
ing than Newman’s. In his 15th Oxford University Sermon, Newman ex.
plains the globally epprehended “idea of Christianity” as, in eoffect, 2
phantasm-compler whose symbolized intelligibilities are gradually en.
packed by an ever-ezpanding set of judgments. More importantly: New-
man understands that the most important source and component of this
phantasm.complex i$ language—especially that of the Scriptures, (The
most glaring omission in Rahner's essay, cited above, is just this apprecia.
tion of the linguistic sign as sense datum and polyvalent phantesm.) A
language (14 langue In de Saussure’s sense) is a system of synchronic rules
and relations which are mitgeseilt (so to speak) “in, with, and under”
the sentences actually heard, Thus, from finite input, one masters (with-
out nmecessarily explicitating]) a system through which an infinite number
of new and cotrect sentences may be generated, Analogously (Newman
sees, without baving the structuralist vocabulary to express his insight
adequately), the devtmt mind, from contact with a finite amount of
(Tnnstmdmabmbsomandabavethatdmmmtonlyavwid
(and perhaps inexhaustible} impression of what the discourse is about
(Rakmekamlmg)bu:alsothesynchmmcmlwofthedmcmrtsdf

whereby more and more can be said according to the same pattern. This
discovery of the synchronic and metalinguistic rules of the Christian ob-
ectlanguagewasemhnnedbyNewmaninhzsfammsbuthtﬂeexploﬁed
distinction between the “principles” of Christianity and its doctrines, Un-
questionably, Newman was the first Christian theologian to view the “large
fabric of divinity"—not merely as a collection of propositions among some
of which, at least, certain logical relations obteined, ror merely as a col-
lection of “expressions,” each in some way reflective of and necessary for
the integrity of Christian experience —but as a discourse-systern, Newman's
ovemall entetprise In the 15th Oxford Setmon and in the Hisay on Develap.
meont (and in many smaller contexts) was precisely to analyze relatively
long-lived discourse.systems both religions and secular, to show that they
are governed in structute and expansion by laws peculiar to themselves,
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comparison of explicit with explicit—of the new thesis with
what is already assured. We need to know what zbés compari-
son ought to show, and yet it is precisely here that the discus-
sion rarely rises above banalities.

Everybody agrees, for example, that a new development, in
order to be taken seriously, cannot flatly contradict what is al-
ready assured. Even Karl Rahner, who seems quite doubtful
about the possibility of a development criteriology, admits this
criterion.® But flat contradiction is often bard to prove and

and to demonstrate that this is above all the case with Catholic doctrinal
discourse. By this novel approach, Newman anticipated by 70 to 80 years
the very thing which has become the nub of recent logical and linguistic
study, namely, the notion of “formal system.”

Unfortunately, there is no room to docoment these claimg here, The
author is preparing for publication two atticles on these aspects of New-
man’s thought,

13 *“There can of course be no question of 2 contradiction between the
two sets of propositions, and soch a contradiction could never be demon-
strated historically,” Karl Rahner, op. cit,, 47, In general, however, Rahner
maﬁ:ttaﬁ:sthatit:s “manifestly etroncous 4 priori to attempt to construct

foumulaofthnkmd{i.e., an adequate expression of the
‘hﬂ’ofdomhaldwdopmm},andbytlﬁsmeanstomasterthesiugle
gense of this process and combat possible ‘deviations' as false developments,”

(p. 42). Rahner reglizes that his position lays him open to a wortizome
objection: “An anxious theologian may enquire, “How are we to get any-
where, if no adequate laws of this development can be formulated? Are
we not leaving the field open to the rankest proliferations of pseudo-
theologzcnlspeculatimandcaﬂowvislomrymthusiasm?”Rahnerr&

sponds: “The answer is that this danger, one which & involved in ail
buman expetience, is not going to be realized for three reasons™ (loc. cit.).
The three reasons can be omitted, since, in the opinfoen of many obsetvers
of the contemporary theological scene, Rahner’s optimism has been dis-
appoinbed,

Rahna’srounde&chewalof“adequstelsws’ is the result of six de-
batable moves,

(1) He defines dogmatic development as a single “homogentous process”
which is tantamount to the total “historleal fortune of the Gospel of Christ
under the direction of that Spirit which leads ns into all truth...” Then,
because the Holy Spirit “never makes himself accessible without remainder
to laws which can be grasped by human minds,” dogmatic development is
“never fust the working out of a formmla and an all-embracing law™ (p.
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41). In other words, Rahner fails to make the distinction for which this
paper has been argning; be speaks as though nothing were at stake beyond
what has here been called the processas inventioms. ‘Then, because pbit
process is as broad and mysterious as the working of the Spitit in histary,
he denies that its ultimate “law” can be formulated, No doubt. But the
elusiveness of whatever it i that causes a would-be development argues
aothing for the elusiveness of the critetiz needed to judge it

(2) Rabner equates dogmatic development with an indivisible historical
process which runs from the Incarnation to the Parousia, with the result
that “the perfoctsd law of dogmatic development...may only be laid
downt when the whole unique process has reached its term™ (loc, cit.).
We ate dealing, then, with the single mystery of the diachronic “con.
scientization” of the Mystical Body. This notion of development i8 bor-
rowed, without acknowledgment, from Chatler (Essai sur lo probléme
théologiqus, 66-80) and is a thoroughly dubious move. For, if the sole
“term” or outcome, properly speaking, of dogmatic development were the
total, final corpus of explicit Chrstian teaching as it will exist, perchaace,
a moment befote the eschaton, development could not be said to have
“produced” anything definitively in the meantime. In which case, our
present “dogmas” would be pure points-of.passage and in no sense end-
points. But a dogma, gus dogma, is an end-point. To be sure, the same
proposition which i from one perspective a dogma may be from other
perspectives a stasting point, But it is a guatanteed and obligatory stasting
point solely because it is also an end-point: a dogma. Now, granted, a
theory of development is a theory about a process; but the product of
that process is simply dogma—any dogma. And granted, development
(like any other process) cannot be defined, delimited or distinguished
from other processes except by reference to its product. But all that
this peint proves is that a theory of dogmatic development presupposes a
theory of dogma, not vice-versa, and will vary with the natare of that
theory. Depending on what “dogmas™ are taken to be, a theory of how
they are certified will describe an historical process, or & logical process, or
an emotive process, or whatever. But it is already a matter of defined
faith what dogmas are (DS. 3011), and we certainly bave enough ex-
amples whose Entstebangsgeschichte AND Prifungsgeschichte can be
studied.

(3) By vittue of these first two mistakes, Rahner turns doctrinal develop-
ment into something thoroughly unpredictable because thoroughly super-
natatal, aheolutely unique, and suf gemeris. This i3 exaggeration at best.
Catholic doctine is a discourse-system, and its development Is an instance
of the general (synchronic) laws of the expansion of a discourse system.
To be sute, the Catholic discourse is unique in baving divine Revelation
at its origin and a divine guarantee of its homogentous expansion. But
what do these supematural factors do to the thing gwa system besides
perfecting #t? Tollitne gratia naturam?
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In one word: Rahnet's vision of development is monophysite,

(4) Rshner implies that one’s purpose in formulating criteria for doc-
trinal development would have to be overweeningly ambitious, namely, to
control the Holy Spirit. But the program advocated here has already dis.
avowed any such purpose in two ways., First, it proposes no “laws” at all
for the processus inventioms, which is where the mystery of grace, in the
intimate verifications of Christian experience, is primarily at play, Secondly,
this program admits that there are cases in which the findings of the
procsssus probasioms are peculiar, especially this case: suppose there is
consensus s to & proposition’s meaning, axiomatic connexions, and truth,
but 1o consensus s#tber way as to its dogmatizability, In such a case, the
decision possible to the Magisterinm, assistents Sprrity Sancto, is not to be
predicted in advance, This situation is extremely rare but (as Rahner
recognizes) highly important, Herewith, a few comments about i,

In any such situation, a sizeable group of theologians will already have
reached the strictly ‘beclogical judgment that the proposition in question
was definible. Subsequemtly, the Church’s definition confirms their con-
tlusion but not necessarily the grounds on which they reached it. My
interest ceaters precisely on these grounds, There are four possibilities:

(1) the Church’s definition supports their grounds;
(2) the definition invokes other grounds; here, three sub-possibilities:
(a) the theologians missed the correct ground for dogmatizing #bis
proposition, hence their application of the general develop-
ment criteria was beside the point;
(b) they saw the cotrect ground but misapplied the development
criteria;
(c) they applied the existing criteria correctly, but the criteria
wete inadequate,

Possibilities (1), 2a) and (2b) bave no impact upon development theory
itself, Possibility (2c), however, is exciting. If realized, it tells against
the “state of the art.” But it does not adolish development critedda (as
Rabner seems to imply); it simply points up the need for better criteria.
Futther, it does not indicate that the quest for adequate criteria is asymp-
totic or open-ended. For the sheer fact that possibility (2¢) has oc-
curred at some time says nothing agawnst the possibility that development
criteriology may reach such completensss that after some future time the
Church’s freedom in this sttuation will always manifest itself in the form
of possibilities (1), (2a), or (2b). Purther, the occurence of (2c) does
not even indicate that the emisting criteria need to be transformed; they
might need only to be supplemented. Therefore, even if the quest is
asymptotic (a question on which I have no opinion), tt cannot be in-
ferred that any of the slready established criterfa is simpliciter “inade-
quate” (In other words, the “inadequacy,” even if petpetual in prin-
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often seen only at the end of a methodic reflection, which in
turn must have begun with something less than visible contra-
diction, namely, the symptoms of hidden contradiction. What
are those symptoms? Besides, contradiction is only one of many
logical relations between propositions, and by far the least in-
teresting,

To illustrate very briefly the rich possibilities which await
exploration, one might glance at the logical relations which
Newman envisioned in just one of his “notes” of a true devel-
opment, the sixth one, entitled “Conservative Action Upon Its
Past."*

ciple, might be & property only of the sef of criteria, and not of its mem-
bers.}

(3) Perhaps the key to Rahner's over-hasty agnosticism is this sentence:
“The historical course of the development of dogma is ftself the process
in which its own mystety is progressively unveiled” (p. 42). As applied
to the discovery process, framssat. But if this dictum is applied to the
processus probasionis, it follows that theological method is a gradually
unfolded mystery. But if the method for dealing with mysteries is itself
& mystery, theology collapses into faith, and we have a monophysite theory
of the Christian intellect,
(6) Finally, Rahner feels bound to deny the “adequacy” of any particular
criterion for a very old-fashioned reason: “In the last resort evety seality,
even the most limited, is connected with and related to every other reality.
The most wretched little physical process isolated in & carefully contrived
experiment can caly be described adequately (!) if the investigator pos-
sesses the one comprehensive and exhaustive formula for the whole cosmes”
(p. 43). In other words, reality (the subject of judgment) is one, big
object; hence the only adequate statement is the one which says every.
thing, ‘This well-known view (Hegel, Bradley, Blondel, Blanshard) is
simply a corollary of Hegel’s insistence that all relations ate internal. For
its refutation, see A. C. Ewing, Idedlym (Londen, 1934); G. E. Moore,
Externd and lmternal Relations, in his Philosophical Studies (New York,
1522); Bertrand Russell, The Momstic Theory of Truth, in his Phile-
sopbical Essays (London, 1910).

3¢ Newman, Brsay, 199f. It is g pity that all seven of Newman's “notes”
cannot be analyzed here, becanse they are studded with insights into a
still unexplored area of social psychology, nemely: the psycho-social im-
pact, upon the users of a discousse-system, of the loss of object-linguistic
coherence in this system as comrasted with the impact of the loss of
metalinguistic coherence, Newman realized that most false developments
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Newman says that alleged developments “which do but con-
tradict and reverse the course of doctrine which has been de-
veloped before them, and out of which they spring, are certainly
corrupt; for a corruption is 2 development in that very stage
in which it ceases to illustrate, and begins to disturb, the acqui-
sitions gained in its previous history."** A true development,
by way of contrast, “may be described as one which is conserva-
tive of the course of antecedent developments, being really
those antecedents and something besides them: it is an addition
which illustrates, not ohscures, corroborates, not corrects, the
body of thought from which it proceeds. . .’

We are dealing, then, not only with various relations between
a2 new sentence and a pre-given set of sentences but also with
something 2 little deeper: a relation between the new sentence
and the very “line” of thinking which made possible the genera-
tion of the pre-given set. This “line” (or attitude, bent, hidden
assumption, “climate” of opinion, whatever) may have done
its work without being put into words, much less defined; in-
deed, it may come to the surface only after an alleged develop-
ment has begun to “contradict” or “reverse” it. Does Newman
mean, then, that theology can never change course? That the
Church can never somehow qualify a previous line of develop-
ment by defining a dogma which brings out a neglected aspect
and so restores balance? Certainly not. What Newman re-
quires is simply this: the generation of the pre-given set must
still have been possible, intelligible, and legitimate, if the new

of the past had produced both types of dissopance and had been detect-
able by that very fact, The Jast decade of his own 19th Centuty was to
witniess the rise of the first purely metalingnistic heresy. After all, what
was the project of Modernism but to leave the whole ohject-language of
Christianity standing while somehow changing the meaning of it all
(principally by altering its falsifisbflity conditions)?

Newman’s seven “notes” have been gathering dust since 1846 because
his belletristic commentators have had little 1dea what to do with them.

B loe, eit,

8 I5id,, 200,
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sentence is true’

In fact, at least six rather formal requirements are established
by Newman's sixth “note.” If we let the letter < stand for
the pre-existing set (which may be as small as a single p-sen-
tence of Scripture or as large as a whole tract, say Mariology)
and let s stand for the new sentence, we ¢an make this list:

—every member of ¢ must still be true if s is true;®

—every member of « must still have its truth-value if s is trae*®

1T A trivial requirement? One peed cnly ask (and it i a question, not
an insinnation) whether Trent’s teachings on grace could possibly or legiti-
mately have been generated, if Karl Rahnet's theory of grace is true, See
William J, Bill, OP., Uncreatsd Grace—A Critique of Karl Rabner, in
The Thomist 27 (1563), especially 354,

16 The banal requirement of non-contradiction within the object-language
set g-bs.

19 Suppose ont of the member-sentences of « says, “Christ replaces the
whaole substance of the bread,” and suppose ¢ states or entails that there are
no such things as substances, Then the problem is not contradiction but
loss of “refetencs” or “denstation.” The membet of 4 does not become
false but moot; Jt ceases to make any statement at all, because it has
been deprived of o necessary presspposition (the existence of substances)
for its being sber truth or falsity. Does Fr, Avery Dulles, S.J., appre-
ciate the gravity of this situation? He writes: “As 2 case In point, one
might cite the recent dispute about the term ‘transubstantiation.’ In terms
of a common-sense substance philosophy, it is meaningful to say that
Christ takes the place of the ‘whole substance’ of the bread. But if one
denies that there ever was such a thing ag the ‘substance of the bread’
or that physical realities are made up of substance and accident, it be«
comes almost mecessary to speak of the ‘real presence’ in a new way,”
The Survival of Dogma, 178. There is no “almost” about it; it becomes
absolntely necessary. Fr. Dulles continues: “To find satisfactory equiva-
leats Lse. for the term ‘substance’} in other philasophical systems is 8 task
of creative theology.” If so, creative theology is deliberate momsense, be-
cause the “satisfactory equivalent” of an empty tetm would have to be
another empty term, In other words, it Is self-contradictory to say: (1)
there is no such thing as an 4; (2) the modetn equivalent for “A” is
ng*, (S)andthercismchathingasaB.HenﬂBouﬂlardmyalw
have overlooked this contradiction (see below, p. 32). Hence it & im-

to find mmch consolation in Fr. Dulles’s further remarck: “For
eumple,thete:m'h‘amb@mﬁaﬁm,’ev&nthmghitmaybeumﬁim&
able into modetn metaphysics, remains valid 25 8 testimony to the ancient
faith of the Church,” (16id., 183). In exactly the same way (for how is
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—every member of 4 must still be non-trivial if s is true;®
—no member of ¢ may lose an axiomatic connexion to other dog-
ma(s) if ¢ is true;dt

it different?) the terms “ether,” “centauns,” and “vampire” remsin valid
astestﬁnonistotheandentfaithsofphysicistx.Greeks.andTmnsyl-

vanians, respectively,

On the supesficiality of the (widespread) assumption that contemporary
accounts of physical seality have dispensed with substances, see William
A. Wallace, Q.P., Causdrty and Scienstfic Explanation, 2 (Ann Atbor,
1974) 249f. and 269,

For the several theoties of denotation (none of which would salvage
Dulles’s position, by the way) see P. E, Strawson, On Reforrmg, reprinted
in A. G. N. Flew, ed, Ettays in Concoptual Analysis (London, 1956) 21.
52; a fuller bibliography can be found in Leonard Linsky's article, Re-
fernng, in The Encyclopedia of Philosopby, 7 (New Yotk, 1967), s,

0 Triviality means different things, depending on the sort of sentence
trivialized, A standatd case would be the reduction of a proposition pre.
viously taken as synthetic to analyticity. Thus one could argue that J. C.
Murray's theory of Church and State seduces the synthetic teaching that
error cannot be the object of rights to the trivial truth that error cught
to be avoided (a tautology of practical xeason).

Very widespread in current moral theology is what might be called
deontic triviglization, It may be defined as follows. (1) A is an obliga-
tion if and only If there is a sitnation in which someome is obliged to
perform A. (2} A is a non-trivial obligation if and only If the situation
in which someone is obliged to perform A4 occurs frequently or regularly
in human gffairs, (3) Then a new sentence which defines A or the situa-
tion(s) is which A is obligatory in such a way as to make It virtually
certain that such siuation(s) will never occur, reduces A to triviality.
Such a new sentence is, in Newman's terms, a “corruption.” It is to be
distingnished sharply from the historical contingency that the situation(s)
in which A is obligatory no longer (ot now hardly ever) happen to occur
—e.g. the duel,

4 The dogma of the Immaculate Conception has important and obvious
axiomatic connexions with the tridentine dogma of original sin as a set of
ptivations acquired by human persons by virtue of their biological descent
from patents subject to the same privations. But if Protology (as the tract
i3 now sometimes called) accepts a new sentence which redefines original
st as something environmental (the “sin of the world”), the Immaculate
Conception lases all connexion with the dogma of original sin (unless
one proposes fo gay that Mary wes not born into our warld or, perhaps,
managed never to encounter sin in her own environment), Hence tha
new sentence i§ seen to be a corruption of Protology on the evidence of
the destroyed axiomatic connexion of Mariology.
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—the ressomng needed to generate ¢ must still be tenable if s is
trne,®

—every member of « must retain its previously assigned referent,
verifiability conditions, and falsifiability conditions, if s it tme®

This last requirement is especially important and will be
discussed in detail momentarily, First, however, it would be
appropriate (as it is already overdue) to explain the exact
theme of this paper.

Having seen that a general criteriology for doctrinal develop-
ment is possible in principle and necessary in fact, and having
seen that a major task of that criteriology is to investigate a
variety of logico-linguistic impacts of a new sentence upon
a previously established “'set” of sentences, one begins to see
how 2 whole group of special development-criteriologies can
be constructed by researching the truth-conditions, trivializa-
tion<onditions, axiomatic connexions and detivability-condi-
tions for the dogmatic elements of each theological tract.®
And of all the tracts for which this conld be done, Mariology
is one of the most important and fruitful for development

theory.

22 The reasoning nseded to generate @ is not necessarily identical in all
points to the reasoning historically wsed to generate it, though it would
be strange if the two were different in all points. Hence this criterion
needs to be applied with care, It will be argued below (pp 26-27) that
the teasoning needed to generate the entire Marian tract is compromised
if one accepts Fr. Raymond Brown’s problematic of separating “fact™ from
“theologoumenon” in the case of the virginal conception of Jesus

es The theologian is often taxed with making assertions which cannot be
“verified,” but this charge is due to an illegitimate extrapolation of the
verification techniques proper to empirical sciences, A science whose sub.
Jectmamisnotavaﬂabletoﬁmsemes(mdtheologyisfar&ombeing
the only science in this clags) will have its own methods of verification or
“henristic rules.” Cf. the chart at the end of the article

26 ¥n fact, much of this work has been done, but it has been called by
other names; the results have never been brought together as 2 separate
field of study, and their relevance to cutrent problems has been Hitle ex-
ploited.
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It is nothing new, of course, to say that the Marian dogmas
are test cases for doctrinal development. In the past, these dog-
mas “tested,” and found wanting, certain deductivist theories
of how the Christian understanding progresses. The theories
were shown to be, at best, incomplete; it has been argued above
that they were also misapplied, because a clear distinction be-
tween discovery processes and theological certification processes
had not been maintained. But much still remains to be said
about the light Mariology can shed on development theory
and thereby on theological method in general.

There are at least six reasons why Mariology is uncommonly
illuminating.

In the first place, the Marian dogmas have very far-flung
axiomatic connexions. It is as though the whole of traditional
theology had to be in place before the mystery of Mary could
come into view. Christology had to be far advanced before the
precise sense of our “fundamental principle,” the divine ma-
ternity, could be established; theological anthropology, gtace,
original sin, ecclesiology—all had to be well understood before
the uniqueness of Mary's position could be fully appreciated
and the “principle of singulasity” formulated® As a result
the Marian dogmas presappose that a large scattering of tra-

@G, M. Roschint, D¢ principiis fundamemtdibuns Maridlogias, in
Masianum 2 (1940) 217-250; 362-385. Thanks to this “prdnciple of
ity,” Mary—and not, as Rehner supposes, Christ—is the “supreme
realization of that fundamental relationship which prevails between God
and the spiritual creation in general,” Rahner, op. cit., 28. The reason
Chrigt cannot be this “supreme realization™ is betunse creation is a real
relation in the creature whose fandamentum is the res subsistens Hself
¢St. Thomas, Quaest. Disp, de potentia Dei, q. 3, 2. 3, ad 7). Since the
humanity of Christ is not i guod sabsistit in Christ, that Sacred Humanity
cannot be called & creature in the ordinary sense, Rather, as a principle
guo, Christ’s bumanity is concreated (loz. ¢ and od 2). In genuine
Thomistic theology, therefore, the case of Christ’s humanity is in no sense
an instance (supreme or otherwise) of that relation which obtains #berdanpt
between God and creature; it is a case altogether special. Hence the so-
preme instance of the gemsral relation is Our Lady. She fs the most highly
favored being in whom i guod sabsiksi is precisely created,
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ditional acqummons in other theological tracts refain their
traditional meanings and implications. Therefore, it is not at
all surprising that theologians who have entertained “re-con-
jons” in broad aress of theology should begin to
find the Marian dogmas “obscure and remote from the heart
of the Christian faith.”* It must be one test of the validity of
such re-conceptualizations that the Marian dogmes do not
become obscure.

Secondly, Mariology (in comparison with other theological
disciplines) rests upon an extraordinarily thin basis in Scripture
and eatly tradition. Where would one be without that single
word, kecharitomené, or the single sentence, “Son, behold thy
mother”? ‘The historian has no difficulty in tracing the steps
by which these meager materials grew into the cult and science
of Our Lady; the job has been done many times. But it will
be a decisive test of any theology, especially any theory of
doctrinal development, that it does or does not justify these
meager data s basis for a science. There must be a way of
viewing the linguistic and extra-linguistic facts of Scripture
and Apostolic tradition such that every scrap of this material
is pregnant with large intelligibilities. Any other approach
destroys the condition for the possibility of Mariology. Thus,
if in one respect Mariology has advanced implications, presup-
posing the technical maturity of many other tracts, it also has
conservative implications, requiring the whole theological edi-
fice to pay attention to its roots in the raw date of Scripture.
It seems to be a matter of life and death for Mariology that
the theological enterprise have at its base not merely revealed

“propositions” (from which only implications can be unpacked;
a kind of sacred geometry) but inspired sentences, which can
be understood to make larger and deeper statements as under-
standing develops.”

28 Avery Dulles, S.J., A Proposal to Lift Anathemas, in Origins (Det.
26, 1974) 420,
#t Karl Rahner moves in exactly the tequired direction by observing that
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the “propositions” with which theology deals are mot sharply and arbi.
trarily limited in content (like those of geometry) but are like ordinary-
language expressions; they have a “definite minimum” of meaning but
an “indefinite maximum,” op. ¢it., 68f. It is just here, however, that one
regrets the genetal isolation of Continental thinkers from the best work
of Anglo-American lingnistic philosophers, For Rahner’s choice of terms is
unfortunate. He makes it sound 25 though there are two kinds of proposi-
tions: the rigid and the elastic. It is more helpful to put the motter this
way: seutences, as linguistic structures, are by nature polyvalent; they can
be uged in different situations to make different statements. The proposi-
tion is not an “entity” different from the sentence; it is simply the sen.
tence understood to be msking a certain statement, that ls, as meaning
this or that, hence as determined «d wram. Thus one dmstinguishes be.
tween the tich and polyvalent semtences of Scripture and the progressively
profound statements which the Church understands them to make.

The safeguarding of this distinction was one of the effects intended by
the terminology of ~-sentences and ge-sentences, already introduced in
passing, Perhaps this is the right point at which to explain that termi-
nology more fully, and to introduce s further effect of distinguishing

y anthoritative exegesis from any other kind,

Let o be the set of sentences in canonical Scriptute. Let o be the set of
sentences in Apostolic oral tradition plus the “gestures” of Apostolic
praxis. By “gestute” I mean any pon.linguistic fact of which that praxis
consisted. For example, if it was Apostolic practics to say § at a time ¢
such that one was performing a tite ¢ at £, then s is a gesture, and the
fact that one says § at 7 is a gesture, etc. Now Jet ) be the set of sentences
which express the Church’s understanding of the elements of &1 Jj g such
thsxemyelmofpmbeobtainedbyappﬁcaﬂonof%e
(mestly exegetical) rules to o[ Jor. It may be noted that many elements
of g are also (bat nndersgtffm:ntmsion)elmmtsofp,inthatﬁm
Apostolic oral tradition was to a largs extent interpretation of Sctipute
and of Apostolic praxis, F‘mally,letﬂbe&esetofsentemeswhose
statements are dogmatizable, such that every element of 5 is
of §. but not every element of § is an element of . ‘?heelementsof
nopmthmmmwhchuebothdemableﬁmosentmmd

ve certain required relations to prseatences but are not obtainable
simply by exegetical procedures, I shell explain below what I think these
required relations might be.

The following chart may be helpful,

The Transition From ¢ e to p

U

Kagugtkmateﬁalasac- bevomes by the &eexpandhgwt
tually written in Scrip- mediation of acts of recognized -
ture or repeated in oral of understanding sentences (second

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10

22



Marshner: Criteria for Doctrinal Development in Marian Dogmas

Critevia for Doctrinal Developrment 69

tradition; actaal gestores (applying or understood
in Apostolic praxis (first heuristic rules) linguistic level).
or pure linguistic/sense

data level)

Both o Jqr and g are called the “deposit of faith.” [ Jor is always
pmenthge(hurchasthebasicfmdofmdatawgch i not
only the basis for acts of cognition but also the source for the highly com.
ple= phantasms of the devout Chrigtian, At least the crucial portion of
p (something like a selection st of ;) which is 2lso the doctrinal aziom
set) is always present in the Church objsctive, ‘The complete or ideal con.
tent of 5 is present in the whole Church subfective and in the divine
Intellect objoctive, Further:

ot &t
the set of recognized becomes by the the larger set
o sentences at (time) & mediation of logi. of recognized
tules and .gentences at
“principles” of time )t
derivation

The elements of § are also included in the deposit of Faith by virtue of
their logical relations to the g-set. Once 2gain, the complete or ideal §-set
is always present in the subjective and in the divine Intellect
objsctive. A subset of §, namely 8%, is present in the Church objective,

In the light of these distinctions, what does it mean to say that the “fall.
ness” of Revealed Truth is present in the Church at (time) 7 It is more,
I suggest, than the claim that the whole p and §-sets are somehow, obscure.
ly, implicitly, and in Newman’s sense ‘sabjective’ present in the Church at
# it is also the claim that for any dogmatically significant dispute, X,
which can arise at #, the §-sentence which resolves X is either
already in §¢ or may be obtained from « () q and/or from pt by the
use of rules known to the Church at f, with guarantee of the aid of the
Holy Spirit.

Epistemologically, the elements of 4 [ J oy are material shapes or sounds
falling on the senses; the intellect then grasps the meaning of such sen-
tences, while intellect and sensorhum together fashlon s phantasm which
is a new sentence, a member of g, by which this precise meaning is held
before the mind. The g-sentence may remain within the subject 28 im-
aginaty speech or may be written down or spoken aloud. There Is no
doubt that such pelevel equivalents of « | Jqr seotences formed a large
part of Apostolic traditions from the begicning, Hence there is a large
and crucial intersection of o and g,

The fmportant claim that Scripture and tradition are “living” forces
within the Church means not only that the channels and media of tradere
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are always in use but also that the elements of [ Jgr ate always en-
conntered by the Catholic not as naked data, but within a continuing g~
context whose source and inspiration is the Apostolic exegesis itself.

Now, time considerations aside, assuming we have ideally complete sets
p 3nd §, there ate four ways of conceiving the relation between them.
(I omit the case of total exclusion.)

(a) p is = subset of §. If o, while all gesentences are dogmas, there
mdogmnsnot“cmbainod”inyughm:g.awayastobeavaﬂsbleby
the application of heuristic rules alone.

(b)pisco-atmsivewitha.lfso,therearemsuchdognmaswg-
gested in (a). Rather, everything taught as 2 dogma must be in principle
discoversble in 4| Jgr by heudstic roles; and everything discoverable by
such rules is, in some way, 2 dogma.

(c) & is a subset of . If s0, dogmas are that subset of g officially teach-
able by the Church, but ; contains in principle meoy exegetical details
which would not fignte even in the ideally complete set of dogmas.

(d) Scme elements of g are clements of §, and some elements of
& are elements of 5. I 50, p and § are independent sets which have,
bowever, 2 non-empty intersection, oM §-

Now, commenting on these possibilities in reverse order, the following
orust be observed.

As to (d): it makes gense only if one adopts 2 modern exegete’s con-
ception of p, tather then g dogmatic theologian’s, 1 mean that p and §
become independent sets, if the elements of p are the sort of thing pro-
duced by critical exegesis. On this view, some proposition, p, is 8 g-sen-
tence at time # if and only i p enjoys a consensus of ¢titical scholars at 2,
In that case, the Church could not have obtained a ;) set prior to the end
of the Ninetesnth Century (at the earliest), because prior to that time
the heutistic roles were never properly formulated or applied, that is,
never took Into account the exigencies of Formgeschichte, Redaktions.
goschichte, exc, Hence prior to tecent years, the Church could never have
had a proper basls for dogmatization or theological derivation. Therefore,
the de facto set of dogmas and the ideal ) set would be largely independent
sets, Pr. Raymond Brown's {otally expressed) solution to this difficulty,
namely, that pre-modern dogmatizations were merely the best that the
Church oould have said, given the state-of-the.art at the time, is plainly
inadequate to the Church’s self-undetstanding of what she does in dog-
matizing, Hence (d) i3 excluded.

As to {c): i seems, again, to reflect 2 working exepete’s conception
of g rather than a dogmetic theologian's. In anmy case, it must be rejected
on logical grounds, becaunse it does not allow for what might be called
gecond-order dogmas. Suppose it has besn traditionally maintained that
some gentence, p, is a pesentence; and suppose that at a certain time this
assumption comes into doubt. I see no reason why the Church canoot
define dogmatically that p is 2 p-sentence and thus settle the controversy
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But the §-sentence that p is & p-sentence will rarely, if ever, be itself a
p-sentence. Therefore ¢ cannot be 2 subset of g (For examples of such
secaud-orde: dogmas, cf. D-§ 1569, 1616, 1703, 1706, 1716, 1718, 1801,
3034, etc.; 3043 is of higher arder still.)

As to (b): it is the opinion one reaches if one takes the word “con.
tained” in the statement that all dogmas must be “contained” in Serip-
tare and Tradition, in one of its traditional sanses, Its disadvantages are
at least three: first, it again does not allow for second.erder dogrmas;
seomdly.&redmthedmpantyinthemeansbywhichanmginaln~
sentence was obtained and those by which a derived sentence
dogmatized was obtained to theoretical insignificance; and thirdly, itthere-
by scems to expand the notion of exegesis monstrously (until it becomes
something like what is now touted as “'theological hermeneutics”}; every
sort of derivation procedure will become but & “moment” within exegesis,
and the excgete himself will have to have the metaphysical babius.

The postion adopted here, as must be evident already, is (a). This
the position to whicth Newman strongly leaned, given the whole tenor
his argumentation, although it must be admitted that he left the choice
beween (a) and (b) open in principle. This hesitancy scems, at any
to be the most natural interpretation of his claim that Scripture i3
perpetually “unsubdued land” and hence that “of mo doctrine whatever,
which does not actually contradict what has been delivered, can it be
peremptorily asserted that i is not in Sctipture” (op. cit,, 71). This is
cettainly tenable, so long as one efther abstracts from the cese of second-
crdet dogmas or understands “contafnment” in a .semse brozder than
object-linguistic statement and implication,

Now, in order to defend (a), three points need to be explained. First,
the nature which the set  must have, on this interpretation, if all its
¢lements are therehy also elements of §. Secondly, the nature of the
beurigtic rule by which such a p set can be obtasined, And lastly, what
pmdserelahontooisrequtredgtheelememsofsQ-n

On the first point, once the philologico-critical interpretation of p has
beent get aside, the only othermephmavsﬂahleistheomwhich:den-
tfﬁespwiththewachmgofthe(mostlyOrdinary)Magmahmmmfar
as those teachings bear ditectly on the explicic meaning of Seripture and
Apostolic Tradition. Those teachings will be attested in (a) the living
Magisteriom, (b) the comsemsus Patrum understood precissly ag a witness
to the Ordinary Magisteriom of antiquity, and (c) the content of the
Vulgate, defined at Trent as an authentic capture of the dogmatically rele.
vant sense of the clements of 4 On this interpretatton of p, it is obvious

§
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Thirdly, the solemn definitions of 1854 and 1950 dogmatized

why p must be either a proper or an improper subset of §.

On the second point, the heuristic rule which will yield a g-set of the
sorttequiredhereismthmgotherthantbetmdiﬁmalmletgat&thoﬁc
exegetes must view the Scriptures and monuments of Tradition in accord
with the “mind of the Church,” as reflected in the comsensns Patrum the
analogia fidei, etc., Another way of stating this beuristic rule is ideatically
Newman's fifth “principle” of Christianity, namely the interpretation of
the texts in a “second or mystical sense” (op. ¢#., 325, 338-346).

On the third point—and this i3 the crucial one if (a) is to be tenable—
suppose a sentence & is discovered, such that s could not have been de
tived without the aid of at least one pysentence, and such that with respect
to some set @, & subset of 5, the elements of « cannot all have the mean-
ings and relations traditionally assigned to them uoless s:, and only $u
is true. Under these conditions, & is intrinsically dogmatizable and, if
actually taught by the Church, is already a dogma. Ope can call the re-
lation here stipulated between & and ¢ “meaning preservation” of, more
traditionally, “doctrinal development.” On this view:

—it will not matter by what logical or semantical procedure s was origi-
nally derved (50 long 2s some gy-sentence was required); 8 becomes dog-
matizable not on the basis of the character of that derivation but on the
basis of the discovery of the required relation to @; and this discovery
may have required complex theological reasoning above and beyond what-
ever was necessary to derive s,

—it Is not necessary that the p-sentence(s) needed to derive s, be the
same as the g-sentence(s) to which s has the required relation,

—if some sentence s: has the required relation to some element of
bntreqnﬁ‘ednod&nanofpforiuderha&on(thatis.wasobtainabc
by “natoral reason™) s can be at most a defined tenendzm,

—although s, as described above, is not an element of p, nevertheless
8 owes its dogmatizability solely to its logical relation to g,

—to preserve the Vatican I definition of dogma, of course, it will have
to be the case that any sentence having the above.mention properties of s
can be called “implicitly revealed.” This should involve no difficulty be-
cause, precisely as explicans or presupposition of some p-sentence(s), $:
would be at least “implict™ in the statement made by some ~-sentence,
hence “contained” in o) qr

It should be clear, thercf?.ore, that 1 am not quarreling with the tradi.
tional definftion of dogma; my quarrel is with the claim that a propesition
proved to be theologically certain in the traditional sense is thereby proved
to be non-dogmatizable even if it has the logical relations to ( I have
spedﬁed(thatis,atlastatelationofdcrivaﬁonandﬂwmquimgrela&m
of "meaning preservation”). And of course I am not asserting that evety
proposition usually classified as theologically certain has these relations,
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propositions long considered theologically certain a# besz, Thus
Mariology explodes the theory that a proposition correctly de-
nominated a “theological conclusion” cannot be dogmatized—
a fact whose implications for theological method have not al-
ways been well explained.™

#8'The nature and status of “theplogiwcal conclusions” is hopelessly con-
fused in the classical discussion because each of the key terms of the prob-
lem (Mtxuth of Faith,” “truth of natural reason,” doctrma Catbaolica, etc.)
18 defined only by 2 welter of logical, ontological, and gnoseological fnten-
sions, Clarity will come when someone sucreeds in keeping these aspects
distinct, so as to arnve at extensionally defined sets. As a contribution to
that end, I propese for consideration and criticiem the following scheme,
(To avoid unnecessary complication, | Jor is assumed 20 be complete
at time £.)

Tomporally-Critsriologically Defined Sets

pt=the sentences understood by the Church at # to have been obtained
by correct application of the heuristic rules to &g 2nd thus to
express the meaning of the elements of 4 (o )E'hus is g subset
ofnti:cmtaltwchingoftheMagistedum(apecia_ﬂy inary) up
until 2,

Gt=the set of sentences understood by the Church at # to be p-sentences
or to have been taught as

dt=the set of sentences understood by the Church at # to be §-sentences
(and thus divinitus revelata), of, to be necessary, given some his.
torically actual controversy, for the preservation of the traditiomally
assigned meanings and relations of certain §-sentences. Thus dg will
wcinde the entire known authoritative content of Magisterial teach.
ing at 2

T pt=the set of sentences understood by Catholic theologians at # to be d-

sentences or to be consistent with those sentences as fusther deriva.
tions of any kind.

Logcally Defined Sets

p=the total get of sentences obtainable by correct application of the
henristic rales of g

d=all of 4 plus all the sentences having the properties of (a) bemng
detived fram p-sentence(s) and (b) being necegsary for the preger-
vation of the traditionally assigned meanings and relations of cer-
tain 1s.

d=all of & plus all the sentences baving the property of being neces-
sary, piven some logically possible comtroversy, for the presetvation
of the tradittonally assigned meanings and relations of any §-
sentence.
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7’p=anofdp1usaﬂpoﬁblevnliddethaﬁmsoianykindfrmnanyof
its elements of propetly-formed subsets.
Note that these sets have been defined as proper subsets of each other,

such that A d dc+
Thus asplo(n:gaasst& sets arz ?ogiml.ly (atemporally) defined, the fol-
lowing sets are necessarily empty:

oN-d 3N, N-7'p
oN-d dN~p
ATp

ut reversing the order of the terms, we obtain the following theologi.
cally significant intergections:
8N -p=all dogmatizable propositions which cannot be obteined by exe-
getical proceduses alone; here would belong all second- and
higher-order dogmas;
d-§=all propositions definable as fenenda but not as credenda;
T’Dﬁ-d=aﬂtheologicaﬂycermhpropmiﬁomothcrthannmdcmdaﬂ
tenable theological opinions; differently stated, this set containg
only the theological propositions which a Catholic may ques-
tion {at least in some respect) and excindes those he may not;
7 p-§=this set includes all propositions taught or teachable in the
Chutch as tenable or as tenends and excludes all truths divine-
ly revealed;
o' pM-p=this set is what Bochenski means by 7', as opposed to the
to that symbol here; the set includes all
propositions obtained by derivation from g-sentences and ex-
cludes those obtainable by application of the heuristic rules to

U
Nowthe’ysetsﬁstedabmeasemptyceasembeemptysnd,hdecd.aco
quire major significance, as soon as the right side of each is temporally.
criteriologically defined, 'I‘hus:of o the
M-8t U .8 -§t=the scope of dogmatic development strict sense.
gn-dtugn-gzu.d <it=the scope of doctrinal development in
Newman's sense,

N-TotUSN-Tot UdN~rptUspN~rpt=the scope of
[ “Tob )

progress.
By contrast, such intersections as pt{y-§ StM)-ds dt My+'p are all
necessarily empty, thaoks to the Church's guarantee of infallibility.
As to how these sets arc related to thelr expansion over time, I think

the following chart is self-explanatory:
tite doctrinal disconrse
t fog ,
ts m &o‘,
ts oo T
t etc, ot o Tk
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In other words, I assume that the Church’s penetration of Scripture and
Tradition by exegetical procedures goes on continually. But no derived
sentences of any kind can be obtained before at least some p-sentences are
in place. Hence the application of the rules of derivation is always nec-
essarily a step behind the application of heuristic rules. Next, I assume
that all derived sentences begin as theological tentatives, and only sub-
sequently are some of these tentatives found to be so related to p that
they can be declared dogmas.

This last point brings one face to face with the traditional problem of
“theological conclusions” and fides ecclesiastica. The reader will probably
have noticed that the entire system proposed here rests upon the assump-
tion that there is no special, stable class of “theological conclusions” along-
side the classes of “revealed truths” and “truths of natural reason.” In
the proposed system, “theological conclusions” are an unstable group which:
appear only at the growing edge of theology or, deeper within it, as alter-
native axiomatizations for which no conclusive argument has been found
for preferring one alternative over another (the classical issue of theological
“schools”). Where conclusive arguments are available, in other words,.
the career of a theological conclusion is up or out.

Let us now see if there is a way to prove that this assumption is sound.

We are confronted with three metalinguistic predicates which take
whole propositions as their subjects, namely: “p is revealed,” “p is a
theological conclusion” and “p is a proposition of natural reason,” where p
stands for any proposition. Let us symbolize these predicates as R, T, and
N respectively, so that Rp will be read, “p is revealed,” etc.

A major traditional question has been how these three predicates are
to be defined. There have been content-definitions, assent-definitions, and
derivation-definitions.

A content-definition of R would be: “a proposition whose subject and
predicate are both revealed.” A parallel definition of T would be: “attaches
an (originally) philosophical predicate to a revealed subject” (hence, of
course, arises syllogistically whenever a premise of faith is coupled with
a premise of natural reason). But one need only page through the De
Deo Uno et Trino in order to see that practically every de fide proposition
in it would fit this supposed definition of T.

An assent-definition of R would be: “is assented to on the authority
of God revealing.” Then, since T-truths are supposed to be assented to
by lesser authority (the light of reason), it follows that Tp —)-Rp.

A derivation-definition of R would be: “obtainable by right exegesis of
Scripture and Tradition.” Then, if T-truths are admitted to require fur-
ther steps (e.g. syllogistic reasoning), it follows again that Tp —)-Rp.

On any of these definitions, the Church’s definition of p would imply
that the judgment Tp had been a mistake, or else that p can only be
believed by fides ecclesiastica.

The usual way out of this dilemma is to say that one and the same
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Fourthly, the Bulls defining the Immaculate Conception and
the Assumption shed light on how these especially difficult
cases are “contained” in Scripture and early Tradition, and on
how they are known to be contained therein. Hence Pius IX
and Pius XII give rare evidence of the Holy See’s own view

proposition, while attained only mediately 2nd by the light of reason in the
theologian, may be seen immediately in the sources of Revelation by the
Magisterium (or, for that matter, by a better theologian, or even by the
faithful), 1 approve wholeheartedly of this solution, but I also notice
what it entails. It entails that ‘T is a predicate which says wothing about
the content of a proposition and mothing about the objective derivation.
possibilities of & proposition but says only how the proposition was as-
sented to by a particular knower. But if so, 'I'p will imply sothing sbout
whether p is revesled or not. Hence 1t is faise that Tp —y-Rp. (This is
the first step toward getting rid of fides ecclesiastrea.)

Now this is precisely the conclusion I wish to maintain., Por it means
that theological conclusions are redically different in status from truths of
nataral reason, and the mete fact that they ate products of reasoming
cannot reduce them to that statvs, In other words, “truth of natural rea.
son” cannot be equivalent to “truth known by the natural light of reason,”
for both N-truths and T-truths are known by this light. Hence, if we
define the symbols “p 5 g™ very broadly to mean “the assestion of p leads
by deductive steps to the assertion of " then p 5 q. Rp. Rg : O
Nq (the opinion of many scholastics) is cleatly false, N now because 2
predicate which describes the verifiability conditions of a p ith
(namely, “can be verified independently of anything revealed”), whereas
T<ruths are obvicusly verifiable caly with the help of revealed date.
Hence the problem of fides ecclesiastica disappears.

The radical difference between N and T can also be brought out m
another way In the Nineteenth Century, the Church reprobated the
“rationalist” opinion that Christian dogmas could be deduced from truths
of natural reason (D.S, 2904, 2908.9, 3041). Hence, keeping our same
broad definition of pq, we can formulate an anti-rationalistic axiom:

Np.Rqg. D . -(pDOq}

Now, on any of the classical definitions of T, absolutely no ome would
replace Np with Tp in that formula, In fact, given only -Np and Rg, the
discovery the pyq is often a basis for saying that p is definablel To be
a theological fmplicans is a far nobler status than to be 2 theological inz-
Plreatam. After all, what is any plavsible heresy but a conclusion which
appears sound? The alleged implicainm i3 always tested by seeing what
it, in tum, implies, It is turned into an implicans precisely in order to
see whether it explains, or distorts, the data of faith. Produced, pethaps
deductively, it Is tested reductively,
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of doctrinal development.*”

Fifthly, the “fundamental principle” of scientific Mariology
has been clarified in recent decades, so that much up-to-date
work has been done showing how to construct the whole science
on that basis. (Such construction is a textbook case of “second
axiomatization.” Cf. the chart at the end of this article.) A
proposed development in any branch of theology must be con-
sistent with that fundamental principle and with its role as
principle; otherwise that proposal destroys Mariology.”

Sixthly, Mariology, to a greater extent, perhaps, than any
other tract, arose historically by the aid of certain curious princi-
ples known as the argumenta decentiae, congruentiae, con-
venientiae, singularitatis, etc.** But the nature of these princi-

29 Especially illuminating are these words from Munificentissimus Deuns:
“This singular unity of the Catholic bishops and faithful...of itself
manifests, in a manner absolutely certain and exempt for all errors, that
this privilege is a truth revealed by God and contained in the divine
deposit entrusted by Christ to His Spouse. ... The universal consensus of
the ordinary Magisterium of the Church provides a certain and solid argu-
ment to establish the fact that the bodily Assumption into Heaven of
the Blessed Virgin Mary...is a truth revealed by God...” (AAS, 1950,
756, 757). One could paraphrase the teaching this way: an illation from
p-sentence to fact is valid. As we shall see below (p. 26), this point has
troublesome implications for Fr. Raymond Brown’s problem re the vir-
ginal conception.

30 The best synthesis of the discussions on Mariology’s fundamental
principle, to this writer’s knowledge, is Cyril Vollert, op. cit.,, 49-112.
Nevertheless, Fr. Vollert passes on without criticism certain faulty assump-
tions which seem to have conditioned the entire debate. It is simply not
true, for example, that even a purely deductive science (like formal logic)
proceeds from a single axiom or “fundamental principle.” Every formal
system has metalinguistic rules as well as its basic object-linguistic axioms.
This point has been well established since 1921, when Emil Post published
the first complete account of the logic of sentential connectives, along with
a formal deductive system, a semantics of the grammar of this system,
and proofs of its soundness (freedom from antinomies) and completeness.
See E. Post, Introduction to a General Theory of Elementary Propositions,
in American Journal of Mathematics 43 (1921), pp. 163-185. On how
certain specifically Catholic metalinguistic rules enter into the construction
of the Marian tract, see below, note 33.

31 Carolus Balic, O.F.M., Circa theologiam marianam inde a Concilio
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ples was not recognized, When someone says, “Decet 4t aliquid
12, he is making a metalinguistic comment (decer) upon some
particular sentence of the object-language, expressed as a noun
clause or as indirect discourse. The comment then becomes the
basis of an inference: the thing seen to be “fitting™ is, within
certain limits, a thing certain to be true. It is not surprising that
the use of such an inference gave rise to some incautious con-
clusions; but that is not the interesting point. What is inter-
esting is to see how such a principle could have been used at
all. How could it have produced any sound results? Why was
it not, in actual practice, as hopelessly subjective as it sounds
on bald statement? The answer leads back to 2 point touched
on above (note 12). Even though “fittingness” is nowhere ex-
plicitly defined in the sources of revelation, a specifically Chris-
tian sense of it is somehow acquired in and through a devout
perusal of the sources, This Catholic sense of the “fitting” is
neither Jecta nor formally #ntellecta but is acquired sensorially
in Jegendo, much as the syntax of a language is acquired by
a child “in, with, and under” the sounds heard. This phenom-
enon leads to the discovery that there is a “syntax” to the
kerygma over and above the syntax of the natural language
in which the kerygma is preached. To formulate this quasi-
syntax into conscious rules would be to articulate the metalin-
guistic rules for Catholic dogmatics.® And Mariology is a

Trrdentino nsque ad bodiernan diem, in Problemt Secelti di Teologia Con-
temporanca (Rome, 1934) 330.337. See alsc Maurice Fiick, II vdore
delPargomento di cowmimza, in ib4d., 57-62, ‘The principle of Jdecentia
receiva a strildng validation in this norm laid down by Munificentissimas
Deus+ “mysteria gratae, quae Dens in Virgine operatus est, 00 essse ordi.
pariis legibus metiends, sed divina omnipotentia, supposita rei decentia, abs-
que ufla Scripturarum contradictione aut repugnantia,” AAS, 42 (1930),
767,

2 In other words, a discourse-system i3 2 kind of macro-language in
which the basic units are not sonunds or syilables, nor even words, but whole
sentences, The notion of synchronic structure was first clarified decisively
for linguistics in 1916: Perdinand de Saussure, Cours de linguittigue gén.
érale (Paris: Payot); English trans., Wade Bagkin (New York, 1938).
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uniquely privileged tract from which to investigate and dis-
cover such rules—not only on account of the influence in Mari-
ology of weak and fallible inference-rules like decensia, etc.,
but also on account of much more important rules which seem
to operate at the very base of the tract.®

With these advantages of Matiology in mind, it will be
fruitful to return to the last of the requirements extracted from
Newman's sixth “note,” to explain its meaning, and to see
what light it sheds on the truth-conditions of the Marian dog-
mas as criteria for development.

Adjusted to Matiology, the requirement will read as follows:

Every dogma of Mariology must retain its referent, verifiability
conditions, and falsifiability conditions, if the zlleged development
is true,

The extrapolation of Saussure’s digcoveries to discourse-systems and cul.
tural structures was the work of Claude Lévi-Strauss: see his Antbro-
pologte strucinrale (Parls, 1958) 37-93; The Hlementary Structures of
Khship, revised English trans, J. H. Bell (London, 1969). For theologi-
cal purposes, the most important and impressive of Lévi-Stranss’s achieve-
ments is his macro-lingoistic analysis of myth: Amtbropologie structurdle,
227-2%7; an Bnglish version of this chapter, entitled, “The Structural
Stody of Myth,” is to be found apusd Thomas A, Sebeok, ed, Myrh: A
Symposium (Bloomington, 1965); the theory is exhibited & extenso in
Lévi-Stravss’s The Ratw and the Cooked, trans, ], and D, Weightman
(New York, 1969).

38 These degp-seated and tacit rules govern both the ordering and deni-
vation of much Catholic disconrse; some have besn verhalized by the
Pathers {e.g. St. Augnstine’s dictum: Seek the mysteryl); very few have
been explicitly dogmatized, An example is the principle that man must
cooperate with grace; that a person’s effects in the order of salvation
(what Pr. William Most has called the “intetnal” and “mixed economies™)
ate results of free acts and hence are “proportionste” to that person's own
measure of grace; that grace comes, thus, only through the holy; that all
God's acis in history are intended for our salvation, ete. These mles cer-
tainly sosnd like object language, and they can become such; but they
have functioned in Christian history as metalanguage. The author is plan-
ning a study in which # is shown that the entire Matian tract can be re-
aziomatized employing a8 primitive postulates only the Divine Maternity
and three of these meta-linguistic rules,
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Purely for convenience sake, Iet us call this the “Marian requure-
ment.”

What exactly is meant by “referent”? It is a term taken
from the theory of signs.

Every properly used sign has sense and reference. It con-
veys something (its sense), and it stands for something (its
referent), and the two functions are irreducible the one to the
other. The standard example is Frege's: “the Morning Stac”
and “the Evening Star” have the same referent but differ in
sense.® A proposition (say, a dogma) is a linguistic sign;
specifically, 1t is an indicative sentence s #nderstood to mean
this or that (as making a certamn statement).* Leaving aside
complicated cases, the referent of the proposition-as-a-whole
is the referent of the sign which serves as subject,®® and the
main sense of the proposition-as-a-whole is the sense of the
predicate-sign s afirmed of the referent of the subject-sign.®

24 Gottlob Prege, On Semse and Refersnce, in Translations from the
Plhilosopbical Writings of Gottlob Prege, ed. Peter Geach and Maxz Black
(Oxford, 1970) 56-78.

28 This medieval view has been revived in contemporary analytical
philesophy; see Norman Kretzmann, Medreval Logicians on the Meaning
of the Propositto, in The Journal of Phdesopby 67 (1970) 767 ff. The
same view is vigorously denied by Husserl and othets, who make the
ptoposition an ahstract, non-lingnistic entity, & puarely “ideal” structure
(which is not the verbum imterkus of Agquinas but the very thing affirmed
or denied), which i3 merely “expressed” by a sentence. Willa:dQnine’s
refutation of “ideal” propositions is, in this writer's opinfon, decisive: W.
V. Quine, Philotopdy of Logic (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1970) chapter 1.

# Logical subject, not necessarily the grammatical subject only, For
example, the logical subjects of “John hit Arthur” are John and Asthur,
of whom a relational predicate (“hit”) is affirmed. The grammatical dis-
tinction between nominative and accusative expresses the direction of the
relation. Scholastic metaphysics was quite awate that every teansitive act
founds a relation, but scholastic logic failed to take this metaphysical In-
sight ag a clue to correct logical analysis.

s20n the modification of a predicate’s sense throngh “contraction” to
its subject and the consequent rise of analogically related senses, sse James
Y. Ross, A New Theory of Andogy, in Proceedings of ths dmerican Cath-
olic PhHosophical Association (1970) 70-83, and the same authot’s Anals
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Hence the predicate sign has no referent other than that pro-
vided by the subject sign. At the same time, the sense of the
subject sign is often irrelevant to the main sense of the propo-
sition, hence to its truth or falsity. For example, if the lamp
on my desk is annoying me, it makes no difference whether
1 say, ““This lamp is too bright,” or, *“This /ight is too bright”;
the affirmation which I primarily intend is the same.® (“This is
the point overlooked by conceptualists, who make the judg-
ment a linking of two concepts or sign-senses; it is also the
point which will prove crucial in a fair assessment of the theory
that dogmas “use” certain “conceptual structures” which they
do not affirm, with the result that these structures can be re-
placed while keeping the same affirmation.)} Hence two things
are absolutely unalterable if a sentence is to continue making
the same statement: the referent of the subject and the sense
of the predicate. And the same two things, of course, determine
the verifiability and falsifiability conditions. In the light of
these distinctions, it is possible to gain some insight into the
phenomenon of re-interpretation. The Church re-interprets the
Old Testament by taking y-sentences which once made state-

ogy and the Resolution of Some Cognitivity Problems, in The Jouwrndl of
Philosopby 67 (1970) 723-746,

38 This is to quarrel with Bertrand Russell. Russell would analyze “This
lamp is too bright” as making two co-equal assertions: “This is & lamp,”
and “This & too bright.” No doubt, a stickler would agree. But surely
ocur common expetience suggests a differsnt analysis, When I assert the
sentence in question, what I mainly wish to assert is that this thingmajig is
too bright, I presappose that the thingmajig is 2 lamp; I don't exactly
agsert it. In fact, it conld be argued that oftentimes I don't even presup-
pose, strictly, the assertion, *“This is a lamp,” but rather the quite different
amﬂmthm“lamp”isanaptwmdtosigﬁfythist&ngmajig. On this
hypothesis, the presupposed ascertion is metalinguistic, and the pre-suppos-
ing assertion is object-linguistic. The presupposed act (my choice of the
sabject-sign) Is an act of the cogitative power, and the presupposing act
is an act of the intellect, & judgment, Thus, if the cholcs of subject-sign
is totally amiss, the sentence will cease to make a statement and lose jts
truth-value; but if the chofce of subject i3 within 2 certain range of ac-
teptability, the thrust of the assertion remains and will be understood.
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ments about OT realities and applying them to Christ or one
of His mysteries. Hence a Christian p-sentence is acquired by
typological exegesis. The OT sentence is given a new referent;
the sense of its subject-sign becomes a metaphor for the new
referent; and the sense of the predicate-sign is spiritualized
50 as to be affirmable of the new referent. Thus the OT sen-
tence now makes a new statement, whose truth or falsity de-
pends on conditions foto caelo different from those on which
the truth or falsity of the original statement depended. For
example, it is literally immaterial, probably even false, that
the Ark rode out a universal flood; but it is typologically true
that baptism is a universal means of salvation by water (I Peter
3:20-21) 2

‘The fundamental question which decides the legitimacy, not
just of this or that type, but of such exegesis in general is this:
is it right to make the text figurative? If so, a plurality of ref-
erents is admitted in advance, hence a plurality of proposi-
tional senses. If not, the only referent legitimately assignable
to a sentence is the one suggested by historical and grammatical
considerations.

Now, although the Church recognizes that at least some
y-sentences of Scripture are legitimately taken as figurative
language, she vigorously denies that her own p-sentences or
dogmas are anything of the kind (e.g., D-§ 3426, 3441). It
is one of the most fundamental metalinguistic principles of
Catholic doctrinal discourse that its object language is fixed
in sense and referent (in fact, something close to the point is
infallibly defined—D-§ 3043). To violate this principle is to
revive the Modemist hermeneutic (s#prs, note 14); where-
upon an assertion of this sort, “The Virgin Mary is a symbol
of women’s xights,” ceases to be social comment and becomes
serions theology.

”Itisthedaﬁstfan(ﬁltﬁscase.typologkal)g-mmdmm
which mnerrancy attaches; it is the “saving truth” intended by God. Cf.
Dei Verbum, pars. 11,
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A ridiculous example? To be sure, but methodologically
identical to two recent proposals by E. J. Yarnold, S.J., con-
cerning the modern Marian dogmas. In a much-publicized
sermon, given at St. Mary’s Church, Oxford, on March 7, 1971,
Fr. Yarnold argued that the essential theological sense of the
Immaculate Conception might be this: “that the grace of God
requires human cooperation, provides the conditions which
make the human response possible and fruitful, and results
in sanctification, so that the holiness of the church will be
verifiable in the lives of its members, and will overflow from
member to member;” and the theological sense of the As-
sumption, Yarnold thought, might be this: “that all that is
truly of value in human existence continues after death, when
it is transformed in heaven.”*’

By coincidence, these proposals of Yarnold were examined
by two contributors (working independently) to last year's is-
sue of Marian Studies. Fr. Frederick Jelly, O.P., found Yar-
nold’s procedure “good logistically” but disappointing in its
application to these two dogmas. Fr. Jelly sensed that the rea/
event of Christ's redeeming grace in Mary had been lost from
view, so that Yarnold’s position ended in a certain abstractness
and even reductionism.** Meanwhile, the other contributor,
Fr. Bertrand de Margerie, also saw a sacrifice of historicity in
Yarnold's proposals, with a consequent loss of the specific con-
tent of the two dogmas as traditionally understood. Resorting
to strong language, Margerie characterized the proposals as
“essentially a neo-Gnosticism tainted with Modernism.”**

The judgments of both contributors are confirmed by the
development criteriology proposed in this paper. What both

40 E. J. Yarnold, The Marian Dogmas and Reunion, in The Month 131
(London, June, 1971) 179.

41 Frederick M. Jelly, O.P., Marian Dogmas within Vatican II's Hier-
archy of Truths, in Marian Studies 27 (1976) 39.

42 Bertrand de Margerie, S.J., Dogmatic Development by Abridgement
or by Concentration, in ibid., 75-80.
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primarily lament is Yarnold's shift of referent.

No longer the Blessed Virgin herself, the referent of the
Immaenlate Conception becomes God's grace as actively re-
ceived by men and fruitful among them; the subject-sign of
the dogma, Mary, is thereby made a metaphor for this grace;
the predicate, “was preserved immune,” etc., which makes little
sense as affirmed of grace, is cashiered in favor of other pred-
icates (some of them apparently intended to reflect the force
of adverbial phrases in the original). With sense and referent
altered, there is no philosophically coherent way to claim that
the dogma still makes the same statement or preserves the same
affirmation.

Similarly in the case of the Assumption: the referent be-
comes that which is truly valuable in human existence (what-
ever that may be). Mary is again a metaphor. The predicate,
“was assumed body and soul into heavenly glory,” is attenuated
into “continues after death and is transformed in heaven.”
Again, with sense and referent altered, the dogma makes a
new statement.

In both cases, the vetifiability and falsifiability conditions
are new. Just as no spatio-temporal contingency about Noah’s
arkfals:ﬁesthedogmaofbapttsm,soalsonoevmtor&xpm
ence in the life of the historical Mary either confitms or falsi-
fies the two “Marian” dogmas. In terms of theological verifi-
cation, the new statements are vetified by abundant data in
Scripture and tradition which had no bearing at all on the
old statements. The axiomatic connexions are radically dif-
ferent also; neither of Yarnold’s statements even presupposes
the divine maternity. In fact, as he admits (and it is his main
point), it becomes a matter of indifference whether the old
statements are true or false. Thus in every respect, what I have
called “the Marian requirement” has been violated.

To Fr. Yamold’s credit, however, he makes no pretence
of continuing the same “sense.” He writes: *“Many doctrines
have two levels: the symbolic level and the theological level . ..

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10
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Certain doctrines, formulated in historical or quasi-historical
terms, can have an ulterior sense which could be expressed with-
out these terms. Let us call the historical formulation the
symbolic sense, and the ulterior sense the theological sense.”**

Thus without argument or apology, Yarnold assimilates the
case of “many doctrines” to the case of vy-sentences, as though
their metalinguistic properties were identical, specifically, as
though a plurality of legitimate referents could be assumed in
both cases. In this way, a dogma becomes for him a purely
material sentence, capable of being taken figuratively, hence
open to a typological exegesis which becomes its theological
sense.

Exactly the same metalinguistic operation—performed this
time upon the doctrine of Our Lady’s virginal motherhood—
provides the sub-surface problematic of Fr. Raymond Brown's
well-known essay on the virginal conception of Jesus.**

Brown concedes the p-sentence status of the virginal concep-
tion: “I think that according to the usual criteria applied in
Roman Catholic theology the virginal conception would be
classified as a doctrine infallibly taught by the ordinary mag-
isterium.”* But he goes on to ask whether the historical fact
of such a conception might not need to be re-evaluated in the
light of the better-understood data now controlled by biblical
scholars. The bulk of Brown's essay (what may be called
the surface problematic) is an audit of these data, pro and con;
and the result of the audit is rather elusive.** But apparently

43 Yarnold, Joc. cit.

44 Raymond E. Brown, S.S., The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resur-
rection of Jesus (New York, 1973) 21-68.

45 Ibid., 35.

46 In one place Brown says, “My judgment, in conclusion, is that the
totality of the scientifically controllable evidence leaves an unresolved prob-
lem,” 7bid., 66. Subsequently he adds: “Nor do I think that modern bib-
lical study favors abandoning the idea of a virginal conception...” (p.
132). This latter could be construed as meaning either the same or some-
thing different from the first statement.
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Brown thinks there is no direct, positive evidence in favor of
the historicity of the virginal conception at all* The only two
reasons for thinking such an event must have occured are nega-
tive in character, namely: the ides of a virginal conception
would not have been easy to invent (as no genuine parallels
have been discovered yet),* and the only plausible alternative,
given the NT and early Jewish evidence against an established
marital situation, is an “vapleasant” one.*® At any rate, it can
safely be said that the “objective evidence,” as Brown sees if,
is not weighted decisively for or against the historicity. Hence
it is insufficient to indicate a reversal of the Church’s constant
tradition. Bue: the question must remain open. Here is where
the real difficulty with Brown’s position (and its sub-susface
problematic) comes into view.

Brown takes a very different stand from previous generations
of Catholic scholars and from most (I think) of his contempo-
raries. These other scholars would hold three things:

(1) the teaching abundantly attested in the ordinery Mag-
isterium is a teaching precisely of the historical fact of virginal
conception;

(2) this teaching is attested to in such a way that it can
safely be said to have been infallibly proposed by the ordinary
Magisterium;

(3) therefore, the evidence against the Church’s teaching,
which a purely critical exegesis of the biblical and para-biblical
data can adduce, can be totaled up in different ways by different
scholars; but, no matter what its total, it can neither overthrow
the dogma nor alter the meaning which has always been as-
signed to it.

Brown’s position is peculiar in that he admits (2) and can

1 Ibid., $3.61.

8 Itid,, 61-65.

9 Ihid,, 63-66, Brown's handling of the total data of the problem has
been severely criticized by Fr. Manue! Miguens, OFM., in Mariun Studies
26 (1975).
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be read as accepting (3);* but he denies the applicability of
(3) to the present case by casting doubt on (1). He thinks
the p-sentence about the virginal conception might have a the-
ological meaning which does not include the fact of such a
conception. He writes: “The purpose of my inquiry is to de-
termine which is the most responsible of these various attitudes,
all of which rightly accent the theological import but disagree
on the underlying historical fact (the manner of the concep-
tion).”** So the “theological import” is separable from the fact.
What is this “theological import”? Brown answers: “The
silence of the rest of the NT enhances the possibility of the
theologoumenon theory whereby sometime in the 60’s one or
more Christian thinkers solved the Christological problem by
affirming symbolically that Jesus was God’s Son from the mo-
ment of his conception. According to the theory, they used
an imagery of the virginal conception whose symbolic origins
were forgotten as it was disseminated among various Christian
communities and recorded by the evangelists.”** Even Matthew
and Luke, says Brown, were interested in the virginal concep-
tion “as the idiom of a Christological insight;”** and elsewhere
he speaks of “the underlying beliefs that have been formulated
in terms of virginal conception.”** In other words, Brown qui-
etly assumes what Yarnold asserts: “Certain doctrines, formu-

50 Brown can also be read as denying (3). For instance: “The wide
acceptance of the virginal conception stems from its being presented as part
of the Christian heritage both in the Bible and in Church pronouncements.
Yet this unanimity does not foreclose the question; for modern theological
insights make it necessary to qualify the authority both of the Bible and
of Church teaching...” (p. 31, emphasis added). Whatever this particu-
lar passage may mean, I think the whole tenor of Brown’s essay supports
the more benign interpretation adopted above—namely, that Brown accepts
(3)—and this interpretation has the additional charm of making Brown’s
overall position a good deal more sophisticated than it would be otherwise.

51 Brown, 28f.

52 [bid., 61.

53 ]bid., 28.

54 Ibid., 67.
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lated in historical or quasi-historical terms, can have an ulterior
sense which could be expressed without these terms,”®®

Is this a fair charge? Have I attributed to Brown a theory
which he merely quotes and considers tenable, but does not
adopt? No, because it is this quiet assumption, and this alone,
which enables Brown to insist that the question is not “fore-
closed.” “I am simply asking,” he writes, “whether for Cath-
olics a modern evaluation of the evidence is irrelevant becanse
the answer is already decided through past Church teaching.”*
The question is rhetorical, of course; Brown’s sub-surface prob-
lematic could not exist without a negative answer, Then how
is the negative answer to be secured? By the same separation
of fact and theologoumenon: ‘“The question that has arisen
today is whether theologians were correct in their assumption
that the virginal conception {s¢. the fact of it} was universally
and consistently proposed for belief by the Church..."* But
how, realistically, can there by any doubt? How can the
Church’s plain words not include the fact? Brown responds:
“the Church bas an insight into revelation (through a type
of spiritual connaturality) ... But it is not clear how this princ-
iple applies to a question of biological fact such as is involved
in the virginal conception.”®® In other words, Brown wishes
to leave open the possibility that the Chucch’s charism of in-
sight into the meaning of revelation may not apply to, or reach
to, the historical facts underlying the inspired account but per-

38 Yamold, Joc, oit.

% Brown, 38.

31 Ibid., 36.

38 Ibid,, 37. Note how closely Brown gkirts the 23rd proposition con-
demned in Lamentabidi: “Ezsistere potest et relpsa exsistit oppositio inter
factn, quae in gacra Scriptura natrantur, efsque innixa Bcclesiae dogmata;
ita ut criticus tamquam falsa reicere possit facta, quae Ecclesia tamquam
certissima credit” (D-S, 3423). Brown holds that opposition is exactly
possible between the fact and the prima-facie dogma (its “‘symbolical
formulation™) but escapes censure by claiming that what the Church really
believes may be the underlying “theological semse.” Thus Brown stands
or falls, not on his NT scholarship, bat on this theory of dogma.
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baps stops at the theological meanmg of the account, If so, the
Magisterinm deals exclusively in “meanings,” and the exegetes
are free to determine the “facts.” It would seem that Brown
bas not only assumed the metalinguistic theory espoused by
Yarnold—he has #sed it to suggest a new solution to the dilem-
ma of Church authority vs. free research.

Before leaving Brown and inquining into the deeper roots
of this metalinguistic theory of dogma, let us consider what
Mariology has to lose if Brown is right, and his question is
not foreclosed. Suppose (per impossibile) the Church were
to decide that the original sense of the Marian narratives in
Matthew and Luke had been symbolical, so that the fact of
a virginal conception wete not contained in the deposit of faith
but only the Christological truth that Jesus, though God’s Son,
was truly conceived of human parent(s), hence man like us.
Let the title “Virgin” Mary become only a symbolical way of
saying theotokos. What follows from this re-interpretation ?

Well, first of all: if, by virtue of the fact/theologoumenon
distinction, such a reinterpretation can (in theory) occur, the
least that follows is this: from p-sentence to fact there is no
illation. Pius XII, however, had been certain of the contrary.
In the Munificentissimus Deus, the age-long harmony of the
Catholic world in professing the Assumption was taken to
be an absolutely certain indication of its definability (see above,
note 29). If Brown is correct, however, this was no ground
at all—unless, of course, even the definition of the Assumption
left open the question of fact (whereupon Brown's position
would once again rejoin Yarnold's).

Further: unless the corporeal existence of Christ is to be-
come 2 theologoumenon also, it remains that He wars conceived,
so that one is forced to say something or other about the fact.
If it was not a miracle, there are two and only two possibili-
ties.” Either He was conceived illegitimately, or else He was

s21 omit the “possibility” of natural parthenogenesls, In a case like
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the fruit (humanly speaking) of the marital union of Mary
and Joseph. The NT evidence is such that, if one denies the
miracle, one is almost forced to assume illegitimacy. Very
well, on that assumption, the Incarnation occurred by means
of an objectively deadly sin. One could try to make sense out
of that by crying, O felix culpa! But Mariology would be de-
stroyed root and branch. The privilege of divine motherhood
would neither requite nor imply any holiness whatsoever in
the woman chosen. The Immaculate Conception becomes a
failed effort, and the Assumption arbitrary. If we ignore the
NT evidence and posit a marriage ratum ef consummatum be-
tween Mary and Joseph, however, we face an opposite problem.
It now becomes necessary to speak of a divine patemity. Now
if Mariology is a correctly construcied science, that is, if the
divine materity (in its full intelligibility} involves special pre-
destination, immaculate conception, co-redeemership and As-
sumption, why should not divine paternity, #egzo jure, involve
the same? Why are we not forced to construct 2 Josephology
replete with every one of these privileges and graces? One
may object: nothing 1n Scripture or in the entire tradition of
the Church supposts such a comstruction. Fine, abandon it.
But if it is theteby admitted that divine paternity involves
nothing beyond the sanctity already accorded to St. Joseph, why
should divine matemity involve any more? The choice is in-
cluctible: either a full-scale Josephology, or else the divine
maternity fails as principle of Mariology. Either absurd con-
structions, or the collapse of Marian science.

Finally: if Brown’s question is really open, so that a re-
interpretation is possible at least in prindple (and even if it
would not be justified in this particalar case as a matter of
fact), it will still follow that authentic and even infallible
teachings of the Church are not fixed in sense and referent.
Take the proposition, “Christ was born of the Vitgin Mary.”

this, the Church would hardly sbandon & mirecle in order to affirm a
coincidence,
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Its logical subjects are “Christ” and “Viggia Mary,” between
whom the relational predicate “born of” is affirmed. The pred-
icate has a unique sense by vittue of its contraction to these
two subjects: it means the virginal being-born of the God-
man, But if the proposed re-interpretation is possible in princi-
ple, then it is possible for one of the referents to be altered.
No longer the extra-propositional Mary who was in fact 2
virgin, the one referent will become simply the woman Mary.
Thereupon part of the subject-sign, the title “Virgin,” becomes
a metaphor for the divine sonship of the child, and the pred-
icate loses its specific sense. Altered in sense and referent, the
sentence no longer makes the same statement and no longer
involves the same affirmation. Hence, to accept Brown's prob-
lematic as legitimate is identically to accept Yamold's theory
of the metalinguistic properties of dogmas.”

Having seen the consequences of this theory, we must now
ask what its basis is, and what accounts for its widespread
plausibility. Fr. Avery Dulles seems to have the right answer:

In the 1940s the nowvelle théologre of Henri de Lubac, Henri
Bonillard, and others pointed out that man’s religions knowledge
is neressarily imbedded in contingent notions that depend upon
particalar cultural circumstances. From this it followed quite logi-
cally thet the dogmas of the faith are subject to reconceptnaliza-
tion, ‘The permanent validity of the dogmas—which these the-
alogians did not contest—ought not be identified, they maintained,
with the contingent representations involved in any given formu-
lation. The nouvelle théologie, of course, was vigorously atiacked
by conservative theologians and met with some disfavor in the

eIt is vital to see that the Yamold-Brown hypothesis is on this meta-
Yinguistic lovel. Por, considered purely 2s cbject language, their substitute-
statements sre unexceptionable; they contradict or trivialize absolutely
nothing among the object-language dogmas of out system. The difficulty
emerges only when one makes the metalinguistic claim that these
could be the theological semse of certain pre-existing dogmas. It is sbis
claim which conflicts with the requirements of osthodoxy, as laid down
in the canon of Vatican I (D-§ 3043).
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encyclical Human: generis. Even in onr own day, some theologians
continne to insist on the immmtsbility of the concepts and terms
employed in dogmatic foromlations,

John XXT, however, opened the door to the more liberal
position when he declared that Vatican II should study and expound
authentic doctrine “through the methods of research and through
the literary forms of modern thought, The substance of the an-
cient doctrine is one thing, and the way in which it is presented
is another.”s*

So: the Pope called for new ways of “presenting” the perdur-
ing Gospel, and his rematk was interpreted as an endorsement
of Henri Bouillard’s theory of theological discourse, which in
turn had been interpreted as a theory of dogmatic formulas
and held the field as “the” more liberal position. Hence arose
what may safely be called the dominant and central problematic
of post-Conciliar theology: to advance doctrinal development
(in the broad sense of deepening, expanding, refining, or quali-
fying Christian understanding) by means of this “reconceptu-
alization.”

A stunning task; but is the instrument adequate? What ex-
actly is “reconceptualization”? There seems to be but one
source to interrogate on the question; for practically every
recent theologian who has spoken on the subject has echoed,
with or without explicit acknowledgement, the words of Bouil-
lard. Let us examine what that theologian said, asking ques-
tions as we go along.

The place to begin is with the fact that “truth resides in
the judgment and not in the concept.” From this Bouillard
reasons that Ecumenical Councils, in their dogmatic formula-
tions, “do not sanction notions but propositions. The notions
can only be consecrated by Councils indirectly and in the mea-

% Dulles, T4 Sarvival of Dogma, 117-118. The quotation from Pope
John's opening speech is in Walter M. Abbott, ed.; The Docaments of
Vattcan I, 715.
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sure in which they are necessary to express judgments.”® But
what is a “notion”? Is it image? phantasm? technical term?
concept? We are told only that “notion” is that which is
necessary, to one degree or another, to express & judgment.
"This is not much information. Elsewhere Bouillard gives this
clue: “In renouncing Aristotelian physics, modern thought
has abandoned the notions, the patterns, the dialectical opposi-
tions which make sense only in function of that physics. In
order for theology to continue to offer a meaning to the (con-
temporary) mind, to be able to fructify it and progress with
it, theology must also renounce these notions.”*® But this ex-
change of old notions for new does not destroy the underly-
ing affirmations: “If the notions, the methods, the systems
change with time, the affirmations which they contain remain,
even though expressed in other categories.”* We may now
add “category” to the list of things a “notion” might be. We
have also learned that expressions and whole systems of expres-
sions are “containers” for affirmations, which are apparently
the same as judgments. Bouillard expands on this container-
theory: “Cheistian truth never subsists in a pure state. By
this we do not mean that it must inevitably be presented min-
gled with error, but that it is always imbedded in contingent
notions and schemes which determine its rational structure.
1t cannot be isolated from these. It can be liberated from one
system only by passing into another ... Thus the divine truth
is never accessible prior to all contingent notions. Such is the
law of incarnation.”® We now know that “affirmations” be-

3 Henri Bouillard, S.], Notlons conciiaires et andlogis de la vérité, in
Recherches de sciances rélighsnses 33 (1948) 238,

&3 Bouillard, Conversion et grice chez saint Thomas &Agwmn (Pas,
1944) 224, This statement, among others, was subjected to a thoroughly
jncompetent attack by R. Garrigou-Lagrange, OP, in Angelicom 23
(1946) 126£.; 24 (1947) 124-139; 217-230; 23 (1948) 283-298; 27
{1950} 219-246.

o4 1bid,, 220.

s log, clt,
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come incarnate in “notions” like souls in metempsychosis. But
apparently this passage from body to notional body is not en-
tirely free. The new body must be “analogous” to the old, if
the same affirmation is to perdure. Bouillard writes: “When
one and the same revealed truth is expressed in different sys-
tems (Augustinian, Thomist, Suarezian, eic.), the diverse no-
tions which one uses to translate it ate neither ‘equivocal’ (oth-
erwise, one would no longer be speaking of the same thing)
nor ‘univocal’ (otherwise, all the systems would be identical)
but ‘analogous,” that is, they express the same reality in different
ways."

This last is quite confusing. Anzalogy arises when the same
term is used to express different things, What arises when
different terms are used to express the same thing is either
equivalence or partial synonymy; in terms of sign-senses, one
would have to speak of non-empty intersections in the exten-
sions of the several “concepts.” But if we assume that Bouil-
lard meant to speak of partial synonymy rather than analogy,
it follows either that the terms of modem physics are partially
synonymous with those of Aristotelian physics or else that the-
ology cannot express its message in the terms of modem
physics. The latter Bouillard denies; hence the two physics
must employ partially synonymous terms. But this Bouillard
seems also to deny, for why should it be necessary for theology
to “renounce” the old terms, if all that is needed is a mapping
of their partial synonymies in order to restore commmmnication
with the modern mind?

Moreover, we still have not been told what a *“notion” is;
hence we do not know what exact role it plays in the “expres-
sion” of a judgment; hence we have no idea of exactly what
can change and what can’t in the career of a revealed truth.

In other words, the theory of “‘reconceptualization” turns
out to be no theory at all. We are not given the minimum in-
formation we would need to pass a judgment on the thing from

6 gr4, cit.,, 254,

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10
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the perspective of an up-to-date semeiotic. Bouillard’s posi-
tion tutns out to be a tissue of confusions and bad metaphors
(as though “translation” were removal from one container
to another; as though “affirmations” were ghostly entities
which haunt successive “representations” like Cartesian souls).
It is disconcerting, therefore, that theologians of the stature
of Fr. Avery Dulles have been able to repeat Bouillard’s meta-
phors with a straight face as serious contributions to the herme.
neutics of dogmatic statements.®

Thus the central problematic of post-conciliar theology—
the penetration of old truths with new insights and their re-
statement in new terms—has been guided by a theory which is
no theory. Because the operative terms “notion,” “‘scheme”
and “category” were never defined, nothing prevented “notion”
from being understood as “‘concept” (whereupon the sense of
the predicate-sign became alterable matter) and nothing pre-
vented “category” from meaning “historical representation”
as opposed to “theological sense” (whereupon the referent of
the subject became expendable). A sloppy theory of partial
synonymy between school jargons became a sloppier theory
of mutable and immutable in dogmatic formulas, which in
tuen became o inadvertent revival of the Modernist metalan-
guage. The indispensable conditions for a proposition’s func.
tioning as linguistic sign, having never been clarified in the
first place, were tossed aside in 2 ferment of object-language
reformulation. But it quickly became obvious that there was
no rational way to decide which “reformulations” were ac-
ceptable and which were not.® Hence all criteriology for

7 Dulles, Szrvival of Dogma, 187,

of new formulations, Objective criteria cannot be set up exoept in terms
of a common framewotk, Whete two statements are made in different
universes of discourse, they ate not commensurable by any common con.
ceptualmle.andhmftisdiﬁaﬂttojudgewhethertheymbothbe
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doctrinal development had to be abandoned, and a hundred
mutvally unintelligible “theologies” were free to bloom.

In this absurd situation, the Marian dogmas can play 2 prov-
idential role. When Whiteheadian “‘conceptual structures” re-
place Hellenistic “categories” in the formulation of the divine
Pperichoresis, it is a little difficult for anyone to be sure of what
has been lost or what gained. But when the same or similar
hermeneutic deprives the historical Mary of a place in her own
dogmas, the fatthful at large can sense the loss, and their re-
action may yet force a reconsideration of the post-Bouillard
problematic,

This essay, perhaps over-ambitiously, has been & rough at-
tempt toward such a reconsideration. It has involved a defense
and up-dating of the logical criteria for doctrinal development,
a theory of theological method, 2 macro-linguistic theory of
doctrinal discourse, & set-theoretical description of the deposit
of faith, an assignment of metalinguistic properties to the vari-
ous types of sentences which figure in the theological enter-
prise, an epistemology of linguistic apprebension, a theory of

expressions of the same faith. The door seems to be flung wide open to
subjectivism,” Then he answers the objection: “The key to this objection,
and t0 my answer, les in the term ‘objective.’ If revelation s essentinlly
mystery, it can never be fully objectified. The experfence of gtace—inar.
ticalate though it be—enters into the ultimate judgment of whether 4 given
formulation is admissible, Only the man of faith—or the community of
faith—can properly judge whether & new expression...is an
articulation of the faith” ##J., 202. In other words, it Is admitted that
the type of metalinguistic judgment called-for is logically impossible, but
the Church can make it anyway, thanks to the “experience of grace.® This
sort of thing used to be called obscurantism. Moreover, it is intriguing to
note that in the objection, it was the “criterfa™ for the judgment that were
supposed to be “objective,” not the formulations judged. Whether the
set of dogmas can ever be commensurate with the entire revealed datam
and thus “fully objectify” i, was not in question, But Dulles geems to
thinle that, even s, the objection can be met by saying that dogmatic for-
mulas never express the faith in such ¢ way as to be subject to ohjective
tests of whether or not they make the same statement. If this is so,
Dulles’s notion of the semamtics of Christian discourse is close to Schlefer.
macher’s,

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10
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the propositional sign in terms of sense and referent, and the
beginnings of a special Marian criteriology on the basis of all
of the above. But, though each of the author’s specific theories
should be found wanting (and most will be, it is safe to pre-
dict), his main purpose will have been achieved if, henceforth,
the discussion of dogmatic reformulation and development is
forced to attain a new standard of analytic rigor.

PROF. WILLIAM H. MARSHNER

University of Dallas
Irving, Texas 75061
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ELEMENTS
(1) Basic
Assumption
(Metalin-
guistic)

(2) Heuristic
Rules
(Metalin-
guistic)

STEP 1:

(3) Basic
Sentences (ob-
ject language)

BASIC ELEMENTS IN MiHE STRUCTURE OFADOCTRINAL DISCOURSE,
ILLUSTRATED BY COMPARISON WITH THE DISCOURSE OF PHYSICS

PHysICs
Whatever has been pet-
ceived directly is to be ad-
mitted.

Methodological rules
which determine the con-
ditions under which a
sentence is to be consid-
ered as an experimental
(protocol) sentence—e.g.
established by a trained
observer, under repeatable
circumstances, etc.

Application of (2) to the
data of sensation.

The protocol sentences
and similar directly verifi-
able sentences obtained by
the application of 2.

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10

CATHOLIC DOCTRINE
The basic dogma: what-
ever is contained in Scrip-
ture and Tradition, and
has been definitively pro-
posed by the Church is to
be admitted.

Rules determining which
sentences have been re-
vealed (exegetical norms,
etc.) and taught by the
Church (theological rules
for interpreting the docu-
ments of the Ordinary and
Extraordinary Magisteri-
um).

Application of (2) to the
material data of Scripture
(y-sentences) and Tradi-
tion (qr-material).

The p-sentences, that is,
the right understandings
of Scripture and Tradition
as determined by the ap-
plication of (2).

CERTITUDE
Assumed axi-
omatically.
Probability
1. No doubt
is permitted.

Probability 1
in principle,
but the rules
are complex,
and doubt
may arise
whether they
have been cor-
rectly formu-
lated and/or
applied.

Open to doubt

Assuming the
heuristic rules
have been cor-
rectly applied,
no doubt is
permitted.

REMARKS
In Catholicism, unlike
physics, this basic assump-
tion has also entered the
object language of theol-
ogy as a dogma.

In Catholicism, again un-
like physicis some of these
rules have been proposed
as object language.

This step yields (3).

Contra Jropositionem fidei
non valet argumentum.
The p-sentences are exact
and literal expressions of
the content of Scripture
and divino-apostolic Tra-
dition. Such sentences are
available sometimes prima
facie in the text, more of-
ten are products of ex-
egesis.
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ELEMENTS
(4) Rules of
Detrivation
(Metalin-
guistic)

STEP 2:

(5) Derived
Sentences (ob-
ject language
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PHYSICS

Logical rules dra¥iisFghs™

the logic of deduction or
from that of reduction.
These rules have different
degrees of strength and
yield results of different
probability.

Application of 4 to 3

All sentences which are
not verifiable by observa-

tion but have been derived

from (3) by means of

oA AR R b MRS

sides logical rules, Cath-
olicism also has certain
special rules of derivation,
extrapolation and analogi-
zation which are peculiar
to Catholic discourse and
which Newman called
“principles of Christi-
anity.”

Application of 4 to 3

The elements of +'p, that
is, “theology” in the
broadest sense, understood
as including those derived
sentences which the
Church has dogmatized.

ies depending
on whether
the rule is fal-
lible or infal-
lible. Doubt
may arise
whether either
kind is really
a rule or right-
ly applied.

Open to doubt

Probability
will depend
on everything
said above re-
(2) through
(4). These
sentences are
not exempt
from doubt,
qua derived
but may be-
come exempt
through dog-
matization.

REMARKS
Theology uses logical rules
of all types. Most exe-
getical and historical-in-
ference rules are fallible.
Other rules of derivation
are peculiar to religious
discourse in general or to
the Catholic in particular;
a few of these latter have
also been dogmatized.

In doctrinal discourse, all
derived sentences begin as
theological opinions, but
this status may be modi-
fied through further study
—some are shown to be
un-tenable; some, theo-
logically certain; and some
are shown to be identical
in content to already es-
tablished p-sentences.
These last are dogmatiz-
able eo ipso. Still others
will be found to have a
unique and irreplaceable
role as axiomatizations of
p-sentences. These also
are dogmatizable. I call
all dogmatizable sentences
J-sentences. Those actual-
ly dogmatized will be ele-
ments of §t, that is, the
set of dogmas recognized
in the Church at time T.
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ELEMENTS
STEP 3:

STEP 4:

PHYsICS

Application of (4) to
(5). May yield further
and more general laws.

Different application of
(4) to (5). Here the de-
rived sentences are taken
as axioms and the proto-
col sentences are derived
from them — second ax-
iomatization.

https://ecommons.udayton.edu/marian_studies/vol28/iss1/10
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CATHOLIC DOCTRINE

The same. May yield fur-
ther elements of +'p.

The same. Here derived
formulae are taken as ax-
ioms and the p-sentences
are derived from them.
This step is essential to de-
termining which derived
formulae are not only
sound but even dogmatiz-
able.

CERTITUDE

REMARKS

A limited second axiomati-
zation takes place in the
processus probationis of
every doctrinal develop-
ment. A broader second-
axiomatization, involving
the structure of an entire
theological science, also
happens: in Mariology in
the 20th century, in the
debate over its “funda-
mental principle.”
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