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Introduction


Chapter I: Definition and Scope of Moral Theology

Definition, Scope, Object, Sources, Methods, History, and Literature of Moral Theology

p. 1


	DEFINITION. —Catholic Moral Theology, broadly speaking, is the scientific exposition of the ethical teaching of the Gospel, or, more definitely, that theological discipline which sets forth the laws, rules, and precepts man must know and obey in order to attain his supernatural destiny.



There is a distinction between "moral" and "ethical." "Ethical" is derived from the Greek ἦθος, which means in the singular, custom, usage, habit; in the plural (ἤθη), disposition, temper, character (Latin, mores).1 Every free act, good or bad, performed by a rational being is "ethical;" but no act is "moral" unless it be ethically good.2

1 Cfr. 1 Cor. XV, 33.

2 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 58, art. 1 (Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Aquinas Ethicus, Vol. I, London 1896, p. 167); Comment, in Sent., III, dist. 23, qu. 1, art. 4. English text-books use "moral" and "ethical" synonymously, as a generic term and then specify morally good and morally bad.

p. 2The words "moral" and "immoral" are sometimes used with sole reference to the Sixth Commandment. Their true meaning is much larger. Morality is by no means confined to the sexual sphere. Other vices, such as injustice, hatred, revenge, can be and are quite as immoral as the vice of impurity. The fact of the matter is that the use of the expressions "immorality" or "immoral life" for the vice of impurity is merely an idiomatic euphemism adopted to avoid a clearer description of what is meant, and is not intended to restrict immorality to the sexual sphere.




	SCOPE. —In order to give a scientific exposition of the laws that govern human conduct, Moral Theology must first ascertain the conditions under which man's actions will enable him to reach his final destiny, and then draw from Revelation the correct principles for guiding him aright both in private and public life. All the problems of human existence, including those of the social and economic order, have a religious and an ethical bearing, and they can not be completely solved except in the light of Christian justice and charity.4



4 Cfr. John I, 9; XIV, 6; 1 Cor. X, 31; Col. III, 17.—Cfr. J. Hogan, Clerical Studies, Boston 1898, pp. 197 sqq.; (A. Boudinhon, Les Etudes du Clergé, Rome and Paris 1901, pp. 240 sqq.); F. Walter, Theorie und Praxis in der Moral, Paderborn 1905; J. Mausbach, Die kath. Moral, ihre Methoden, Grundsätze und Aufgaben, 2nd ed., Cologne 1902; A. Meyenberg, Die kath. Moral, 2nd ed., Stans 1901; A. Müller, Ist die kath. Moral reformbedürftig? Fulda 1902.

Moral Theology must avoid two extremes: —overemphasizing the ascetic point of view and resolving itself into mere casuistry.

3 See E. R. Hull, S.J., in the Bombay Examiner, Jan. 11, 1919.

p. 3Moral Theology is an independent science with a well-defined scope and object, and it is neither its sole nor its principal aim to train preachers or confessors.5 The latter function belongs to casuistry, which is "the study of cases of conscience" with a view ''to define the exact limits and frontiers of wrong-doing."6

5 Cfr. H. E. Plassmann, Die Moral gemäss der Schule des hl. Thomas, Soest 1861, p. 8; M. Jocham, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, Sulzbach 1852, p. 31.

6 Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, London 1902, p. 197.

READINGS.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 601-11.—J. B. Hogan, Clerical Studies, Boston 1898, pp. 197 sqq.—Thos. Bouquillon, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 3rd ed., Bruges 1903, Introduction.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Short History of Moral Theology, New York 1909, pp. 3 sqq.—A. Krawutzky, Einleitung in das Studium der kath. Moraltheologie, 2nd ed., Breslau 1898.—Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, London 1902, pp. 197 sqq.—J. Mausbach, Die katholische Moral, ihre Methoden, Grundsätze und Aufgaben, 2nd ed., Cologne, 1902.—IDEM, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists (tr. by A. M. Buchanan), New York 1914.—J. Bucceroni, S.J., Commentarius de Natura Theologiae Moralis, Rome 1910.—A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 5 sqq.—A. Caldara, Il Problema Morale nei Tempi Moderni, Rome 1918.


Chapter II: Moral Theology in its Relation to Dogmatic Theology

p. 4Catholic Moral Theology is essentially theistic, that is, it presupposes belief in God and the freedom of the human will.1 Without these suppositions there could be neither responsibility nor duty. Materialism, Pantheism, and such other systems as exclude theistic belief in God and in the freedom of the human will, may evolve the notion of "utility," but they will never arrive at the concepts of "good" and "bad," in the strict moral sense of the terms, viz.: as things to be done or to be avoided under the sanction of an absolute and imperative duty. Lacking a religious basis, these systems have not "the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth." 2 One who holds that morality is autonomous will occasionally do that which is commanded, and sometimes avoid that which is forbidden by the divine law, but not because it is commanded or forbidden. An atheist may abstain from murder, or help his neighbor, but being an atheist, he does these things from motives different from those that impel the theist.

1 On the freedom of the will see M. Maher, S.J., Psychology, 4th ed., London 1900, pp. 394 sqq.; IDEM, in the Cath. Encycl., Vol. VI, pp. 259-263; Pohle-Preuss, God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 291 sqq.; R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, New York 1899, pp. 95-116; V. Cathrein, S.J., Die kath. Weltanschauung, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1909, pp. 44 sqq., 76 sqq.; W. G. Ward, Philosophy of Theism, London 1884; H. Gründer, S.J., Free Will, the Greatest of the Seven World-Riddles, St. Louis 1911; Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Free-Will and Four English Philosophers, London 1906. A good survey of the free-will controversy in Fonsegrive's Essai sur le Libre Arbitre, 2nd ed., Paris 1896.

2 Rom. I, 16.

p. 5As ethics is impossible without metaphysics, so there can be no Moral Theology without dogma. Dogma and Morals are the two great branches of systematic theology (theologia scholastica) and together cover the entire domain of Christian belief and practice. Dogmatic Theology furnishes the rule of faith (regula credendorum), which in turn determines the rule of conduct (regula agendorum). The two sciences may be said to postulate each other because dogma must bear fruit in good works, and Christian morality could not exist if there were no revealed faith.3

3 Cfr. John XVII, 3; Heb. XI, 6; Mark XVI, 16; Matth. VII, 21; Jas. II, 26.

Though Moral Theology thus stands in a most intimate relation to Dogmatic Theology, the two sciences are separate and independent. For whereas the latter deals with God, His essence, attributes, outward operation, etc., and shows Him to be the sovereign good and source of all created goodness, the former is entirely concerned with directing man to his eternal goal.

p. 6Moral conduct results from the cooperation of three separate and independent factors. Man must first perceive the difference between right and wrong; second, will to do that which is right; and, third, conform his actions to the moral law. "No excess of the aesthetic faculty," says B. Bjornson, "can outweigh a moral defect." And Ch. F. Gounod: "An ocean of talent does not equal a single drop of holiness." Moral autonomism, so called, is false and pernicious.4

4 Cfr. C. Gutberlet, Ethik und Religion, Münster 1892, pp. 193 sqq.; V. Cathrein, S.J., Religion und Moral, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1904, pp. 70 sqq.; IDEM, Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 372 sqq. On the “ethical movement” and the Society for Ethical Culture see the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. V, p. 561; the New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Vol. IV, pp. 183 sq.; W. L. Sheldon, An Ethical Movement, New York 1896; W. R. W. Sullivan, Morality as a Religion, New York 1899; H. J. Bridges, The Ethical Movement, Its Principles and Aims, 2nd ed., London 1912.

Though the moral teaching of the Catholic Church is drawn from Revelation, it is not without mysteries. There is a mystery of iniquity (mysterium iniquitatis) as well as a mystery of faith (mysterium fidei).5 Not all ethical problems can be solved by a short and clean-cut formula.

5 Cfr. 1 Tim. III, 9; 2 Thess. II, 7.

READINGS.—F. Hettinger (tr. by V. Stepka), Timothy; or Letters to a Young Theologian, St. Louis 1902, pp. 372 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Die kath. Weltanschauung, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1909.—Ph. Kneib, Die “Heteronomie” der christlichen Moral, Vienna 1903.—IDEM, Die “Jenseitsmoral” im Kampfe um ihre Grundlagen, Freiburg 1906.—J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, New York 1914, pp. 3 sqq.—J. B. Hogan, Clerical Studies, 2nd ed., Boston 1898, pp. 197 sqq.—De Broglie, La Morale sans Dieu, Paris 1903.


Chapter III: The Difference Between Catholic Moral Theology and Protestant Ethics

p. 7


	Catholic Moral Theology is based on the dogmatic teaching of the one true Church. Protestant ethics rests on arbitrary doctrinal assumptions. 1 Hence the fundamental difference between the two sciences. Catholics acknowledge an infallible authority in questions of both dogma and morals, whereas Protestants possess no objective rule for either, but are buffeted to and fro by the winds of subjectivism and error.



1 The dogmatic differences in the systems of Luther, Zwingli, and Calvin may be clearly traced in their moral teaching. Cfr. H. Denifle, O.P., Luther and Lutherdom, tr. by R. Volz, Vol. I, Somerset, O., pp. 53 sqq.; C. von Kügelken, Ethik H. Zwinglis, Leipsic 1902; P. Lobstein, Ethik Calvins, Strassburg 1877.

Besides these there are other points of difference. Thus Catholics, unlike Protestants, do not regard the Bible as the sole source of knowledge in matters of faith and morals. Nor do they hold that man by the fall of Adam and Eve has lost his freedom, or that God overpowers the will by grace. Catholics regard free-will as an essential condition of morality and hold that man could perform no moral act if he were not free.

p. 8Furthermore, Catholics do not look upon justification as a wholly subjective and purely internal act, but regard it as an ethical process, conditioned (ordinarily) upon the reception of the Sacraments, either in re or in voto.

Finally, true liberty, i. e., the "liberty of the children of God" (sanctity), is not the beginning but the end and object of morality and religion. 2 It is not faith in Christ, making sin harmless, but victory over sin and passion, the result of a constant and patient cooperation with grace.3

2 John VIII, 32; Rom. VIII, 21.

3 Cfr. 2 Cor. III, 17-18.

Whoever denies the above-mentioned truths has no foundation upon which to erect a system of moral teaching. Protestant ethics really owes its existence to an inconsistency and in some measure also to the fact that Protestants, consciously or unconsciously, retain many Catholic practices, though they have long ago rejected the principles underlying them.




	Protestant writers deny or ignore the fundamental distinctions just outlined. They claim that the chief difference between Catholic Moral Theology and Protestant ethics lies in the fact that the former is addicted to a false empiricism, which wrongly distinguishes between mortal and venial sin and between perfect and imperfect contrition, thereby catering to human frailty and derogating from the spirit of the Gospel.



p. 9They furthermore allege that the Catholic Church attributes a magical effect to her Sacraments and regards the process of justification as independent of the disposition of the sinner.

Another favorite accusation is that the Church, harking back to the Old Testament, imposes purely human laws and thereby inculcates a false morality, which, like that of the ancient Pharisees, exaggerates external acts at the expense of character and thus breeds servility and hypocrisy. All this, they declare, is opposed to the Protestant idea of morality, which claims to be drawn from the teaching of St. Paul.

The fourth and last objection against Catholic Moral Theology is that it is dualistic because it makes a distinction between precepts and counsels, and measures religious and seculars by a different rule, discriminating against the latter in favor of the former.

All these charges will be refuted in the course of this treatise. Here let us merely remark that the erroneous notions which so many non-Catholics entertain of the Catholic teaching on perfection, are to a certain extent pardonable in view of the hyperbolic language sometimes employed by Catholic writers in describing the religious state. Perfection is not a matter concerning solely the select few or attainable by a small minority only. On the contrary, it is within reach of all. There is but one perfection, and that is charity, or the love of God, which manifests itself by obedience to the divine will, i. e., keeping the commandments and doing good. Christian perfection is nothing more or less than a complete and willing observance of the law of God.

p. 10READINGS. —J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, New York 1914, pp. 131 sqq. —P. Höveler, Harnack und die kath. Aszese, Düsseldorf 1902. —H. A. Kröse, S.J., Der Einfluss der Konfession auf die Sittlichkeit, Freiburg 1900. —Ph. Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral" im Kampfe um ihre Grundlagen, pp. 65 sqq., 79 sqq. —V. Cathrein, S.J., Die kath. Weltanschauung, 2nd ed., pp. 441 sqq., 453 sqq. —Hettinger-Stepka, Timothy; or Letters to a Young Theologian, pp. 376 sqq. —A. Devine, C.P., art. "Perfection" in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 665 sq. —IDEM, A Manual of Ascetical Theology, London 1902. —E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 40 sqq., Vienna 1887. —Thos. Slater, S.J., The Foundation of True Morality, N. Y. 1920.


Chapter IV: Moral Theology in its Relation to Moral Philosophy

p. 11As there is a purely philosophic discipline treating of God (theodicy), so there is a purely philosophic discipline dealing with morality. The latter, among Catholics, is commonly called Ethics.1

1 Rom. I, 19 sqq.; Apoc. XIV, 14—16. —Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 2: "The same holy mother Church holds and teaches that God, the principle and end of all things, can be known with certainty from created things by the natural light of human reason." —Can. de Rev., 1: "If anyone says that the one and true God, our Creator and Lord, cannot be known with certainty through the things that have been made by the natural light of human reason, let him be anathema." — Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1914, pp. 15 sqq.; Th. H. Simar, Theologie des hl. Paulus, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1883, pp. 75 sqq.

Ethics and Moral Theology differ from each other in three respects: (1) as to their source, (2) as to their object, and (3) as to their contents. 1. Ethics, or moral philosophy, derives its principles and motives entirely from unaided human reason. Its object is to ascertain what is right and what is wrong, and how man must regulate his conduct to be naturally good and (supposing him in the pure state of nature) how to attain his natural destiny.

p. 12


	Moral Theology, on the other hand, draws its precepts and proofs from Revelation and from reason enlightened by supernatural faith. It takes for granted that man is no longer in the pure state of nature and regards him as a rational creature raised to the supernatural order, showing how he must regulate his conduct in order to attain his supernatural end.



Hence Moral Theology is more perfect than Ethics. Its superiority may be further seen from the fact that it inculcates its principles with absolute clearness and certainty 2 and furnishes supernatural motives (fear, hope, charity) and supernatural aids (the example of Christ and the saints, the Sacraments, etc.) to a moral life. History shows that, with proper cooperation on the part of man, Catholic moral teaching is able to produce saints.

2 John XIV, 6; Matth. V, 17-44: But I say to you. —Cfr. Grasset, Morale Scientifique et Morale Évangélique, Paris 1909, pp. 7 sqq.




	Despite the essential differences existing between the two sciences, Ethics is a valuable help to Moral Theology, for the reason that faith presupposes natural intelligence. Thus Moral Theology may be said to comprise within its scope natural Ethics, and to derive from it its scientific substructure, while on the other hand Ethics possesses in Moral Theology an unfailing loadstar.



p. 13It would be wrong to assert that there is no morality outside the Christian religion. The Church has repeatedly and formally condemned the proposition that the virtues of the heathen are but glittering vices.3 Moreover, pagan philosophy has exercised an undeniable influence on Christian moralists.4

3 Prop. Baii Damnat., prop. 25; Prop. Damnat. ab Alexandro VIII, prop. 8; Prop. Damnat. Quesnelli, prop. 42, 48 (Denzinger, Enchiridion Symbolorum, Definitionum et Declarationum de Rebus Fidei et Morum, 10th ed., by Fr. Clement Bannwart, S.J., n. 1025, 1298, 1392, 1398); Conc. Trid., Sess. VI, can. 7; Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1917, pp. 179 sqq.

4 Cfr. F. Hasler, Über das Verhältnis der heidnischen und christlichen Ethik, Munich 1866; W. Redepenning, Der Einfluss des Aristoteles auf die Moral des hl. Thomas von Aquin, Goslar 1875; C. Merk, Klemens Alexandrinus in seiner Abhängigkeit von der griechischen Philosophie, Leipsic 1879; E. de Faye, Clément d'Alexandrie, Étude sur les Rapports du Christianisme et de la Philosophie Grecque au IIe Siècle, Paris 1898; B. Barthel, Über die Benutzung der Schriften Ciceros durch Laktanz, Strehlen 1903; P. Ewald, Einfluss der stoisch-ciceronianischen Moral auf die Darstellung der Ethik bei Ambrosius, Leipsic 1881; R. Thamin, S. Ambroise et la Morale Chrétienne au IVe Siècle, Paris 1895; Ph. Schmidt, Ambrosius und die Stoa, Göttingen 1897; Th. Zielinski, Cicero im Wandel der Jahrhunderte, 2nd ed., Leipsic 1908.

Pagan Ethics as such, however, is very imperfect. It misconceives man's relation to his Creator and thereby robs the concept of morality of its prime constituent. Though the science of ethics attained to a high stage of development among the heathen philosophers of antiquity, it never succeeded in stripping off its innate egotism. The true idea of humanity and the great Christian motive of charity remained entirely outside its ken.

A non-Catholic writer who has made a special study of the ethical teaching of the Greeks and Romans outlines its leading characteristics as follows: " It never entered into the pagan concept of humanity to show mercy, much less love, to an enemy. This virtue is not a postulate of human nature or of natural reason. Even among Christians it is not practiced as universally as one might be inclined to expect especially of those who would establish amicable relations between Christianity on the one hand and human nature and civilization on the other. ... To love one's enemies is a supernatural virtue, found only among those who clearly perceive that Christianity requires its followers to sacrifice to God even the natural sentiments of the heart, —in other words, that it imposes regeneration and sanctification. I must admit that I have in mind particularly the saints of the Catholic Church. The noble and humane practice of treating wounded enemies with kindness, which flourishes among the Christian nations of modern times, is quite a different thing. Men as a rule feel no personal grudge against individual members of an enemy nation, and if one of them is hurt, they naturally sympathize with him. The humanity of the ancients scarcely went beyond the feelings of natural sympathy and antipathy. Cicero finds it quite in conformity with natural ethics to hate one's fellowmen heartily (libenter), and says it is impossible to serve all.5 Yet it is precisely this that Christianity demands for the sake of God and as a supernatural duty. Tacitus regarded it as an honor to have many enemies.6 True, the pagan philosophers distinguish between a mere difference of opinion (opinionum dissensio) and a quarrel (animorum contentio),7 and hold that the former should never degenerate into the latter. Cicero plumes himself upon the fact that he and Pompey did not allow their political differences to disturb their friendship.8 But where real enmity existed, the average pagan took no pains to conceal the pleasure he derived from his enemy's discomfiture.

5 Ad Attic., XIII, 40, 2.

6 Dial., 40: "Ipsa inimicitiarum gloria."

7 Cicero, Ad Famil., II, 13, 2.

8 Phil., II, 38.

p. 15... Cursing an enemy and wishing him evil, was quite common.... Christianity exercised a strong influence against slavery, which it opposed in principle, though out of regard for existing conditions and the lot of the unfortunate slaves themselves, the Church discountenanced revolutionary measures." 9 If we wish to draw a fair comparison between pagan ethics and the moral teaching of Christianity, we must not detach single propositions from their context but weigh system against system. Doing so we shall find that the latter far surpasses the former.10 "What ancient Greek culture did for the intellect," says Houston Stewart Chamberlain, "Christ did for the moral life; it was from Him that humanity first received moral power."11 ll "To profit by suffering," writes Bishop Keppler, "was the highest stage attained by ancient philosophy; the religion of the cross teaches us to practice charity while we suffer and to make our suffering productive of charity." 12 Christianity, as even Protestants admit, was the first to recognize the importance and value of personality; the philosophers of ancient times did not even know the term and hence were unable to appreciate its ethical bearing. 13 READINGS. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, or Ethics and Natural Law, London 1908. —Chas. Coppens, S.J., A Brief Text-Book of Moral Philosophy, New York 1895.—V. Cathrein, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 556 sqq. —J. L. Perrier, The Revival of Scholastic Philosophy, New York 1909, pp. 136 sqq. —Th. Meyer, S.J., Institutiones Iuris Naturalis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1906; Vol. II, 1900. —A. Castelein, S.J., Institutiones Philosophiae Moralis et Socialis, Bruxelles 1899. —L. du Roussaux, Éthique, Bruxelles 1890 —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, Dublin 1909, especially pp. 13 sq. —E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 38 sqq., Vienna 1887.—J. Elliot Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, New York 1919, pp. 7 sqq.

9 M. Schneidewin, Die antike Humanität, Berlin 1897, pp. 202 sq., 209. Cfr. M. Waldmann, Die Feindesliebe in der antiken Welt und im Christentum, Vienna 1902; S. Randlinger, Die Feindesliebe nach dem natürlichen und positiven Sittengesetz, Paderborn 1906, pp. 22 sqq., 101 sqq.; F. Steinmüller, Die Feindesliebe, Ratisbon 1909, pp. 17 sqq. —On the attitude of the Church towards slavery see C. S. Devas, The Key to the World's Progress, Being an Essay on Historical Logic, London 1906, pp. 143 sqq.

10 Cfr. H. Kellner, Hellenismus und Christentum, Cologne 1866; A. Chollet, La Morale Stoicienne en Face de la Morale Chrétienne, Paris 1889, pp. 43 sqq., 59 sqq.; A. Bonhöffer, Epiktet und die Stoa, Stuttgart 1890; A. Dyroff, Die Ethik der alten Stoa, Berlin 1897, pp. 327 sqq.; M. Baumgarten, L. A. Seneca und das Christentum, Rostock 1895; Th. Zahn, Der Stoiker Epiktet und sein Verhältnis zum Christentum, 2nd ed., Erlangen 1895; K. Jentsch, Hellenentum und Christentum, Leipsic 1903; L. E. M. Bautain, La Morale de l'Évangile, Paris 1855; Germ. tr. by J. M. Gaisser, Die Moral des Evangeliums, Tübingen 1856, pp. 349 sqq., 377 sqq.

11 Die Grundlagen des 19. Jahrhunderts, Vol. I, 4th ed., Munich 1903, p. 207.

12 P. von Keppler, Das Problem des Leidens in der Moral, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1904, p. 26.

p. 16The Catholic idea of the value of personality is beautifully explained by F. Sawicki, Wert und Würde der Persönlichkeit im Christentum, Cologne 1906, especially pp. 13 sqq. and 35 sqq.

13 Cfr. G. Wobbermin, Der christliche Gottesglaube in seinem Verhältnis zur heutigen Philosophie, Berlin 1902, p. 80; 2nd ed., 1907, pp. 130 sq. Wobbermin is a Protestant.


Chapter V: The Object of Catholic Moral Theology

p. 17According to the dogmatic teaching of the Church, the final end and object of moral conduct is man's eternal happiness in Heaven (beatitudo).1 Basing its teaching on Sacred Scripture,2 the Council of Trent declares that man is free to do good propter retributionem, i. e., for the sake of gaining a reward.3 But may he do good to be happy?

1 Cfr. St. Augustine, Confessiones, l. X, c. 22: " This is the happy life: to rejoice concerning You, toward You, and because of You; this is it, and there is no other. But those who think that it is something else pursue another joy, and not the true one. Yet their will is not turned away from some image of joy." — Ibid., c. 23, n. 33: "For the happy life is joy in the truth. For this is joy in You, who are the truth." —St. Ignatius Loyola says: "Man was created that he might praise the Lord our God, show Him reverence, and through these things save his soul." (Lib. Exercit.). — Cfr. E. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale Catholique, Vol. I, Paris 1904, pp. 45 sqq.—J. S. Vaughan, Happiness and Beauty, London 1913.

2 Ps. CXVIII, 112 (Vulg.): "I have inclined my heart to perform Your justifications forever, for the sake of reward." (Cfr. G. Hoberg, Die Psalmen der Vulgata, Freiburg 1892, p. 351). —Heb. XI, 26: "For (Moses) looked to the reward."

3 Conc. Trid., Sess. VI, c. 11. — On man's true happiness see St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 1 sqq.; V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, pp. 81 sqq.; M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, Dublin 1909, pp. 78 sqq.; Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, London 1908, pp. 6 sqq.

The Catholic Church has been accused of Eudemonism or Hedonism for answering this question in the affirmative. We are told that the desire for happiness is a mean motive, incompatible with the idea of perfect morality. 1. The Stoics and the followers of Kant4 assert that any system of ethics that commands men to do good, not because it is a duty, but in order to obtain a reward, is egoistic and unworthy of a true philosopher. This is a very plausible objection, yet it has absolutely no basis in fact. Those who raise it misunderstand human nature. Man is so constituted that he cannot truly desire anything which does not afford him interior satisfaction. Whatever he may do or omit, he is in a certain sense always seeking his own happiness. Even the wicked sin to be happy.5 When a man desires something for others, he does not desire it purely for their sake, but partly also because the desired object has some value for himself. In this sense the desire for happiness and egoism are necessary constituents of every human act. A wholly unselfish act of the will, i. e., one in no way related to the personal satisfaction or happiness of the agent, is impossible. Even the so-called unselfish love that causes men to make sacrifices for others or for the sake of ideals, is not entirely free from "selfishness," because when man makes a sacrifice, he does it for his own satisfaction as well as for the sake of others.

4 On Kant's ethical teaching see K. Fischer, Geschichte der Philosophie, Vol. IV, 3rd ed., Munich 1882; Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 115-119, London 1908; Wm. Turner, History of Philosophy, pp. 540 sqq., Boston 1903. —For a refutation of Kant see C. Didio, Die moderne Moral und ihre Grundprinzipien, Freiburg 1896, pp. 64 sqq.; Ph. Kneib, Die "Lohnsucht" der christlichen Moral, Vienna 1904, pp. 7 sqq.; IDEM, Die "Jenseitsmoral," pp. 6 sq. and 109 sqq.; Schneider, Göttliche Weltordnung, 2nd ed., pp. 517 sqq. —On Eudaemonism cfr. F. J. Stein, Historischkritische Darstellung der pathologischen Moralprinzipien, 2nd ed., Würzburg 1879, pp. 55 sqq.; J. Holtzmann, Moderne Sittlichkeitstheorien und christliches Lebensideal, Strassburg 1907; Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 369 sq.; Vol. VI, p. 640; Vol. VII, p. 132.

5 St. Augustine, Serm. in Ps., CXVIII, 1, n. 1: "Happiness, which there is no one who does not seek. For who ever can be found, or could have been found, or will be found, who does not wish to be happy? ... Indeed, to be happy is so great a good that both the good and the wicked desire it. It is no wonder that the good are good for this reason; but what is wonderful is that even the wicked are wicked for this reason: that they may be happy. For whoever, given over to lusts, is corrupted by luxury and debauchery, seeks happiness in this evil and considers himself miserable when he does not attain the pleasure and delight of his concupiscence, but does not hesitate to proclaim himself happy when he attains it. And whoever burns with the torches of avarice gathers riches in whatever way he can for this purpose, that he may be happy; ... in all crimes he seeks happiness." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1501 sq.) IDEM, Serm. in Ps., CL, c. 3, n. 4: "For even he who is good is good for this reason, that he may be happy; and he who is wicked would not be wicked unless he hoped that through it he could be happy." (ibid., XXXVIII, 809).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 29, art. 4.

p. 19Moreover, man's will and destiny are inseparable from his nature because it is of the very essence of the will to desire and tend towards beatitude, which, being "a state made perfect by the aggregate sum of all things good,"6 is identical with God as the sovereign good and source of all goodness. Now if God and eternal happiness are synonymous terms, it is perfectly consistent to be good in order to attain eternal happiness, and there is no sense in inculcating "pure" duties, i. e., such as abstract entirely from the motive of self-love. Therefore, whilst we do not deny that Catholic moral teaching, like every other rational system of ethics, contains a eudaemonistic element, nay even a strain of "egoism," 7 we must insist that this admixture is justifiable and supplies a most effective antidote against precisely that false egotism which our enemies charge against us, inasmuch as it emphasizes true charity (love of God and neighbor).8 We claim that the moral teaching of Christ effectively reconciles and combines altruism with egoism.

6 "Status omnium bonorum aggregatione perfectus" (Boethius). — St. Thomas, Summa c. Gent., l. II, c. 48, n. 3; IDEM, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 26, art. 1, ad 1; 1a 2ae, qu. 3, art. 2, ad 2. —Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God, the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1916, pp. 190 sqq.; God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, pp. 93 sqq.

7 Cfr. S. Huber, Die Glückseligkeitslehre des Aristoteles und des hl. Thomas von Aquin, Freising 1893; C. Gutberlet, Ethik und Religion, pp. 158 sqq.; C. Didio, Die moderne Moral, Freiburg 1896, pp. 21 sqq.; B. Peters, Die christlichen Begriffe der Sittlichkeit und Seligkeit, Münster 1902.

8 Cfr. Matth. XXII, 37-39-

p. 20


	Certain Quietists and pseudo-mystics denounced the habit of doing good for the sake of obtaining an eternal reward as at best an imperfect virtue, and demanded an absolutely unselfish and disinterested love (amour désintéressé), which expects no reward and would even surrender its claim to eternal beatitude if God so willed. This is construing an imaginary opposition between God as the highest, and eternal happiness as a merely secondary good.9



9 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, St. Louis 1917, pp. 136 sq.; H. Heppe, Geschichte der quietistischen Mystik, Berlin 1875; E. A. Pace in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 608 sqq.

Such teaching is philosophically untenable and opposed to Revelation. Sacred Scripture again and again exhorts men to strive for eternal happiness and promises the joys of Heaven as a reward for obeying the law of God.10

10 Cfr. Matth. V, 12, 46; X, 41 sq.; Luke VI, 23, 32-35.

p. 21If God did not reward virtue, He would be unjust, the moral order would hang in the air, and the so-called moral law would be nothing but the fiat of an absolutistic tyrant, and consequently immoral.

The alleged distinction between beatitude as the enjoyment of God and beatitude as a created entity separable from Him, has no basis in fact. Catholic theologians, it is true, often speak of heavenly joys and pleasures; but these are mere accidents. The essence of eternal beatitude consists in the possession of God. "I am thy... reward exceeding great."11 n Therefore the object of morality, and consequently of Moral Theology, is man's perfection and eternal happiness. He is destined to be intimately united to God, without however surrendering his personality or individuality.12

11 Gen. XV, 1.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. Mich. de Molinos, prop. 7, 12, 13 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1227, 1232 sq.); Innocent XII's Brief "Quum alias," of March 12, 1699 (ibid., n. 1327 sqq.)

12 Cfr. Gal. II, 20.

Fenelon's so-called amour desinteresse is contrary to the teaching of the Fathers. Listen, for instance, to St. Bernard's description of the successive stages through which the soul passes on her way from inordinate self-love to pure charity:

p. 22"At first man loves himself for his own sake, for he is carnal-minded and takes pleasure in nothing but himself. When he perceives that he cannot exist by and through himself, he begins to seek and love God as indispensable to his own existence. In this second stage he loves God, but for his own sake, not God's. When, however, impelled by his own need, he has begun to honor God and to occupy his mind with Him in meditation, reading, prayer, and obedience, he gradually learns to know Him better and loves Him more ardently. And when he has tasted how sweet the Lord is, he enters upon the third stage of charity, i. e., he loves God no longer for his own sake, but for God's sake. In this stage he presumably remains, and I do not know whether any man ever attains the fourth stage, in which God is loved solely for His sake. Let those who have experience tell us about it; I for one regard this stage as unattainable [here below], though it will undoubtedly be the portion of the good and faithful servant when he enters into the joy of the Lord and becomes inebriated with the fulness of the house of God." 13 READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 1-5. —J. L. Perrier, The Revival of Scholastic Philosophy in the Nineteenth Century, New York 1909, pp. 138 sqq. —M. F. Dinneen, art. "Good, The highest," in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, pp. 640 sqq. —M. Maher, S.J., art. "Happiness," ibid., Vol. VII, pp. 131 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, Dublin 1909, pp. 245 sqq. —C. Gutberlet, Ethik und Naturrecht, 3rd ed., Münster 1901, pp. 3 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 81 sqq., 89 sqq. —Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. III, 3rd ed., pp. 232 sqq.

13 Epist., XI, n. 8; De Diligendo Deo, c. 15, n. 39 (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 113, 998).—Cfr. J. Ries, Das geistliche Leben in seinen Entwicklungsstufen, Freiburg 1906, pp. 170 sqq.


Chapter VI: Individual vs. Social Ethics

p. 23The human race is an organic whole, and each member shares in the responsibility for all. Each forms part of the whole; no one stands alone. If we regard man as an individual and then the human race as a whole, we obtain a clear-cut division of moral science. Individual ethics considers man in his personal determinations, without regard to the society to which he belongs. There is a school of writers who maintain that man is responsible for himself alone and that the highest aim of morality is to perfect the individual by detaching him as much as possible from society and the companionship of his fellowmen. This theory is sometimes called Spiritualistic Pessimism. Opposed to it is another extreme, which sees in man merely a member of society, whose sole and sovereign purpose is to sacrifice himself for the race. This theory is known by the name of Altruism1 or Social Eudaemonism.

1 "Vivre pour autrui." —On Altruism see T. Brosnahan, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 369 sq.; Caird, The Social Philosophy of Comte, Glasgow 1885; Costa-Rosetti, Philosophia Moralis, thes. 99; John F. Ming, S.J., The Data of Modern Ethics Examined, New York 1904.

p. 24The New Testament assigns a more important place to individual than to social ethics, as it considers man chiefly as the possessor of an immortal soul, which belongs to God, because it is His gift.2 But social ethics also has a place in the Gospels.3 The way in which the two are combined by the inspired writers shows that they belong together and neither should be exaggerated at the expense of the other.

2 Matth. X, 28; XVI, 26; Luke X, 41 sq.; John XII, 25; 1 Cor. IX, 27; XIII, 1-3.

3 Cfr. Matth. V, 44 sqq.; XIX, 19; XXII, 39; Rom. XIII, 9; 1 Cor. X, 24; Gal. V, 13 sq.; VI, 2; Phil. II, 4- —Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm. Ps., XCIX, n. 7: "Servum te caritas faciat, quia liberum te veritas fecit." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1275)-

This combination of individual with social ethics corresponds perfectly to man's twofold position in the world. Every man has a distinct vocation and must work out his own salvation; not, however, alone but as a member of, and in connection with, society and the Church.4 Hence extreme Individualism is unjustifiable. On the other hand, no man can be a useful member of society unless he is trained to obey the laws of morality. Besides, the final end and purpose of society consists in the moral perfection of its members. Hence a one-sided ethical Socialism would be as untenable as exaggerated individualism. The truth lies between the two extremes. Individual ethics must be combined with social ethics.5 "Ora et labora" is a fundamental maxim of the Christian life.

4 Cfr. Rom. XV, 1-3; 1 Cor. XII, 12 sq, —St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, IV, c. 3: "Each individual man, as a single letter in a discourse, is as it were an element of a state and a kingdom, however vast its occupation of lands." (Migne, P. L., XLI, 114).—St. Thomas, De Regimine Princip., I, c. 1: "It is natural for man to be a social and political animal, living in a multitude." — Seneca, De Vita Beata, c. 30: "He who makes himself worse harms not only himself, but also all those whom, if made better, he could have benefited."—IDEM, De Benefic., V, c. 19: "There is no benefit whose advantage does not also touch those nearest, and sometimes even those situated farther away."

5 Cfr. Th. Sommerlad, Das Wirtschaftsprogramm der Kirche im Mittelalter, Leipsic 1903, pp. 7 sq.

p. 25READINGS.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, Dublin 1909, pp. 11 sqq. —H. Klein, Individual- und Sozialethik, Bern 1904. —A. Dorner, Individual- und soziale Ethik, Berlin 1906, pp. 75 sqq., 128 sqq. —P. Gaultier, L'Ideal Moderne, Paris 1908, pp. 76 sqq. —R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, New York 1899, pp. 171 sqq. —V. Cathrein, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 563 sqq.—Th. Slater, S.J., Questions of Moral Theology, New York 1915, pp. 191 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 16 sqq.


Chapter VII: The Sources of Moral Theology

p. 26The sources from which Moral Theology draws its data and maxims are two—reason and Revelation.

I. REASON. —Reason is the depositary of what we may call natural Revelation, i. e., the moral law of nature.1 Though impaired by sin, reason is able to form moral concepts.

1 Cfr. Rom. II, 14 sq. —F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1904, pp. 28 sq. Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. I, 4th ed., p. 407.

To act in accordance with the dictates of reason is moral (morally good); to act against those dictates is immoral (morally bad).

It is necessary, however, to test in the light of supernatural Revelation the moral concepts furnished by reason. In adapting these concepts to the teaching of Revelation, reason again plays an indispensable part,2 in so far, namely, as it is a necessary condition of Revelation and of the positive divine law.3

2 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 19, art. 3 and 4; qu. 90, art. 1: "Reason is the rule and measure of human acts, and is the first principle of human acts. For it belongs to reason to order things toward the end, which is the first principle in matters of action." This passage is sufficient to disprove the oft-repeated charge that the Scholastics deduce morality from "the revealed will of God, which is incomprehensible." (Cfr. C. Lühr, Ist eine religionslose Moral möglich? Berlin 1899, p. 26). —St. Thomas clearly admits that reason is the rule of morality, though, of course, he means that reason which, in its last analysis, is "the divine Intellect manifesting itself in us." —Cfr. Cicero, De Officiis, I, 28, 100: "Naturam si sequemur, nunquam aberrabimus."

3 Cfr. St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 14, art. 9, ad 8; Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 1, art. 4, ad 2; Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 3 and 4; St. Augustine, Epist., 120, n. 3: "Far be it, I say, that we should believe for this reason, so that we may neither receive nor seek an account: since we could not even believe unless we had rational souls. Therefore, in certain matters pertaining to saving doctrine which we are not yet able to perceive by reason, but shall someday be able to perceive, let faith precede reason, so that the heart may be purified and may receive and bear the light of great reason; this assuredly is itself reasonable." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 453); IDEM, De Ord., II, n. 16, 26 (P. L., XXXII, 1002).

p. 27Reason is the first and principal source of human knowledge, not in the ontological, but in the logical order. Unless man uses his reason properly, he cannot receive revealed truths or make an act of faith in God.

Nevertheless experience teaches that in most matters pertaining to salvation faith precedes reason and prepares it for the light of Revelation.

II. REVELATION. —The second source of Moral Theology is supernatural Revelation, as contained in the writings of the Old and New Testaments and in the oral tradition of the Church (traditio ecclesiastica).4 1. The Sacred Scriptures of both Testaments are called immediate divine sources of Moral Theology because they embody God's supernatural Revelation to mankind and the manifestation of His will. "What things soever were written, were written for our learning: that through patience and the comfort of the Scriptures, we might have hope." 5 a) The Old Testament contains many moral precepts and examples. It is true these precepts and examples are far inferior to the ideal set up by the Gospel, nay some of them even fall short of the postulates of unaided reason.6 Nevertheless they deserve careful study. In order to be able to estimate the moral teaching of the Old Testament at its true value, however, we must first consider the general character of the Ancient Covenant, and, secondly, distinguish between universally valid laws on the one hand, and, on the other, mere personal opinions and such precepts as owe their origin to the peculiar ethos of the Chosen People. Christ Himself clearly indicated the true relation of the moral teaching of the Old to that of the New Testament.7

4 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. IV, Decr. de Canon. Script.: "And perceiving that this truth (the dogmas of the faith) and discipline (moral teaching) are contained in written books and unwritten traditions which, received by the Apostles from the mouth of Christ Himself, or handed down as it were from hand to hand by the Apostles themselves under the dictation of the Holy Spirit, have come down even to us, [the holy synod], following the example of the orthodox Fathers, receives and venerates with an equal affection of piety and reverence all the books both of the Old and of the New Testament, since the one God is the author of both, and likewise the traditions themselves pertaining both to faith and to morals, as dictated either orally by Christ or by the Holy Spirit and preserved in the Catholic Church by continuous succession." (Conc. Vatic., Const. dogm. de fide cath., c. 2); St. Augustine, Contr. Epist. Manich. Fund., c. 5, n. 6: "I would not believe the Gospel unless the authority of the Catholic Church moved me. " (Migne, P. L., XLII, 176). 5 Rom. XV, 4.—Cfr. Leo XIII, Encyclical "Providentissimus Deus," of Nov. 18, 1893 (English tr. in H. Pope, O.P., The Catholic Student's "Aids" to the Bible, London 1913, pp. xi-xl—H. Höpfl, Das Buch der Bücher, Freiburg 1904, pp. 190 sqq.

6 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Gaudent., I, c. 31, n. 37 (Migne, P. L., XLIII, 729); IDEM, Epist., 204, n. 7 (P. L., XXXIII, 941); St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 3, ad 3.

7 Matth. V, 21-28, 31-45; cfr. 1 Tim. I, 8-10. —Cfr. J. B. Hirscher, Die christliche Moral, Vol. I, 5th ed., Tübingen 1851, pp. 20 sqq.

p. 29b) While the New Testament infinitely transcends the Old in its ethical teaching, it does not contain a complete code of morality, but merely points out certain fundamental truths, which, as Christ Himself declared, are to be interpreted spiritually rather than literally.8 These truths are for the most part couched in parables and proverbs, which, though picturesque and impressive, are quite often indefinite. Even the life of our Saviour —the highest ideal of morality set up for our imitation 9 —cannot always be followed literally.10

8 Matth. V, 29, 39; XIX, 29; John XVIII, 22; 1 Cor. VI, 12. —St. Jerome says (In Galat., I, n. 12): "And let us not think that the Gospel is in the words of Scripture, but in the meaning; not on the surface, but in the marrow; not in the leaves of utterances, but in the root of the discourse." (Migne, P. L., XXVI, 322). —Cfr. Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral," pp. 213 sqq.

9 Matth. XI, 29; John XIII, 15; Rom. VIII, 29; Phil. II, 5; 2 Pet. II, 21.

10 A good many things recorded in the lives of the saints are mere eccentricities; see E. Lucius, Das monchische Leben, pp. 145 sq., 152 sq., 154, and O. Zöckler, Aszese und Mönchtum, 2nd ed., 2 vols., Frankfort 1897.




	Ecclesiastical Tradition is the third source of Moral Theology. The Church, through her teaching office, preserves and interprets both the natural and the divine laws, and issues precepts and decisions of her own, some positive, some negative,11 applying the principles of morality and enforcing external obedience to the law (e. g., the sanctification of the Lord's Day, the discipline of Penance, matrimonial impediments, etc.)



11 The negative precepts of the Church usually take the form of propositiones damnatae. —Collections of the more important theses officially condemned at various times have been made by Denzinger in his Enchiridion Symbolorum, already referred to, and by D. Viva, S.J., Damnatae Theses... ad Theologicam Trutinam Revocatae, 3 vols., Naples 1708. Cfr. J. Bucceroni, Enchiridion Morale, 4th ed., Rome 1905; Aug. Rohling, Medulla Theol. Mor., St. Louis 1875, pp. 473 sqq.

p. 30Such disciplinary ordinances, in contradistinction to universal laws, often have only a temporal or local importance.12

12 Cfr. Benedict XIV, De Synodo Dioecesana, X, 8, 1: "Discipline varies according to place and time, and it can happen that some ordinance, although useful to most dioceses of the Christian world, is nevertheless judged less suitable for some province or particular diocese." Ibid., V, 3, 8: "Human customs change from day to day, circumstances change, and what was useful at one time afterward becomes useless and sometimes harmful."

Needless to add, the Apostolic traditions handed down from the early days of the Church excel in dignity all later ecclesiastical precepts, and general laws are of greater weight than purely local ordinances.




	Another important source of Moral Theology is found in the lives of the saints, which reflect the Christian ideal more or less perfectly.13 However, not everything the saints have done, or are alleged to have done, is so exemplary that we may take it for our guidance. Rather must we apply to them the rule given by St. Augustine in regard to certain Biblical characters —"We should not imitate everything we read about these holy persons." 14 St. Francis de Sales observes that some of the things the saints did are to be admired rather than imitated.



13 Cfr. St. Ambrose, De Joseph Patr., c. 1, n. 1: "Sanctorum vita caeteris norma vivendi est." —Ibid., n. 4: "... and let us recognize that they were not of a more excellent nature, but of more excellent observance, and that they did not lack knowledge of vices, but corrected them." (Migne, P. L., XIV, 641, 643). —Cfr. T. Halusa, Ord. Cist., Flores S. Bernardi, Ratisbon 1898, p. 87, n. 232; H. Joly, Psychology of the Saints, London 1898, pp. 6 sq., 24 sqq.

14 "Non omnia, quae a sanctis vel iustis viris legimus, transferre debemus in mores." (Contra Mendac., c. 9, n. 22; Migne, P. L., XL, 532).

p. 31The biographies of the saints contain a wealth of materials for a history of the religious life and for a general history of civilization. But they present a difficult problem to the critical historian because many of them are not as old as they claim to be, and most of them embody unauthenticated legends. In order properly to estimate the lives of the saints, particularly those that have been handed down to us from the Middle Ages, we must pay due regard to the fact that they were professedly written for the edification of the faithful, and that the compilers frequently dressed up scanty and unreliable data to "point a moral and adorn a tale." Historic accuracy, as a rule, was far from the purpose of these pious scribes, and the most that can be said for their productions, from the historian's point of view, is that the things they relate may conceivably have happened in the manner described.15

15 See E. Michael, S.J., Geschichte des deutschen Volkes, Vol. III, Freiburg 1903, p. 392; the Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXIV (1917), No. 7, p. 100. —M. Huber, S.J., Die Nachahmung der Heiligen, 2 vols., Freiburg 1914.

Recent researches leave no doubt that the great majority of medieval hagiographers worked mechanically in accordance with a ready-made scheme. Miracles they had read or heard about others they attributed to the saint whose story they were engaged in writing. We have instances of entire legends being transferred from one saint to another or taken from pagan mythology.

In view of these facts it is rather remarkable that of the saints' lives that have come down to us comparatively few are wholly fictitious. The majority contain a kernel of truth. This is admitted even by such hyper-critics as Harnack.16

16 Cfr. Harnack's paper on "Legends as Historical Sources" in the Preussische Jahrbücher, 1890, pp. 249 sqq.; H. Achelis, Die Martyrologien, Berlin 1900; H. Quentin, O.S.B., Les Martyrologes Historiques, Paris 1908.

p. 32A legend, in the strict sense of the term, is a story or incident unauthenticated by history. It is the work of the people, that "mysterious and many-headed agent, uncontrolled in his methods, swift and unfettered, perpetually in labor with fresh products of his fancy... Beside him there is the man of letters, the editor, who stands before us as one condemned to a thankless task, compelled to follow a beaten track, but giving to all he produces a deliberate and durable character. Both together have collaborated in that vast undertaking known as The Lives of the Saints, and it is important for us to recognize the part played by each in this process of evolution, which, though the work of all time, is incessantly renewed." 17 Legends are mainly poetry, and should be judged as such. Poetic fancies may give pleasure, but the Truth alone has a claim to veneration and assent. St. Francis de Sales' famous dictum that the lives of the saints are "the Gospel put into practice," 18 applies only to the historic lives, not to the poetical inventions of authors who could not have recorded the facts even if they had set out to do so, for the simple reason that they had no reliable knowledge of them.

17 H. Delehaye, S.J., Les Legendes Hagiographiques, 2nd ed., Bruxelles 1906 (English tr. by Mrs. V. M. Crawford, The Legends of the Saints: An Introduction to Hagiology, London 1907, p. 11). Cfr. H. Günter, Legendenstudien, Cologne 1906; K. A. H. Kellner, Heortologie, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1906, pp. 155 sqq. (English translation by a Priest of the Diocese of Westminster, under the title, Heortology: A History of the Christian Festivals from their Origin to the Present Day, London 1908, pp. 203 sqq.); H. Menge, Haben die Legendenschreiber des Mittelalters Kritik geübt? Münster 1908; L. Zopf, Das Heiligenleben im zehnten Jahrhundert, Leipsic 1908, pp. 6 sqq., 31 sqq., 108 sqq.

18 Avis sur la Vraie Manière de Prêcher, ch. 3, n. 2: "Qu'est-ce autre chose la vie des saints que l'Évangile mis en œuvre?" —Cfr. St. Gregory the Great, Hom. in Ezech., I, 10, n. 38: "In the lives of the holy Fathers we learn what we ought to understand in the volume of Sacred Scripture. For their conduct opens to us what the page of the Testaments says in its proclamations." (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 901).

p. 33


	The teaching of Catholic moralists (doctrina)19 is a source of Moral Theology in so far as these writers testify to the belief and practice of the faithful at different times and in different countries, and digest and develop moral ideas and principles with due regard to political and social conditions. Note, however, that whereas the basic principles of morality are unalterable and never lose their binding force, particular duties and rights may change. General laws must be constantly adjusted to varying conditions.



19 Cfr. Pesch, Praelect. Dogmat., Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 388 sqq., 400 sqq.

The teaching of Catholic moralists has to be judged in the light of the following considerations:

(1) There is a clear-cut distinction between an author's testimony to the teaching of the Church and his private opinions. Every man is more or less a child of his age and country, and ethical views change somewhat with social and other conditions.

(2) The highest authority belongs to those writers who have been officially proclaimed "Doctors of the Church," especially St. Thomas Aquinas (1567), St. Alphonsus de' Liguori (1871), and St. Francis de Sales (1877).20 However, the approbation given to these authors does not mean that the Church endorses all their teachings. Even the oft-quoted decrees in favor of the writings of St. Alphonsus are negative rather than positive and have no dogmatic character.21

20 In the Bull of Clement VII (Nov. 26, 1523) proclaiming the canonization of St. Antoninus of Florence, that eminent writer, too, is styled "Doctor."

21 Pius VII, on May 18, 1803, approved a decree of the S. C. R., which that sacred Congregation declared that it had found nothing deserving of censure in the writings St. Alphonsus ("nothing deserving of censure was found in them"). The S. Penitentiary, on July 5, 1831, replied to two questions: "(1) Whether a professor of sacred theology may safely follow and profess the opinions which Blessed Alphonsus de Liguori professes in his moral theology," and "(2) Whether a confessor who follows all the opinions of Blessed Alphonsus de Liguori in the practice of the sacred tribunal of penance is to be disturbed, solely for the reason that nothing deserving of censure was found in his works by the Holy Apostolic See." The answer was: "To 1: Affirmatively, without, however, judging that those who follow opinions handed down by other approved authors are to be reproved on that account. To 2: Negatively, regard being had for the mind of the Holy See concerning the approval of the writings of Servants of God for the purpose of canonization." Gregory XVI confirmed this decision of and in the Bull of canonization (1839) declared: "The works of the same [Saint Alphonsus] can be traversed by the faithful with an entirely untroubled step." Pius IX declared, March 23, 1871: "[Saint Alphonsus] laid out a safe way amid the entangled opinions of theologians, whether laxer or more rigid, along which the directors of the souls of Christ's faithful could walk with untroubled step." All these approbations and declarations mean nothing more than that the writings of St. Alphonsus contain nothing contrary to the teaching of the Church.

p. 34(3) Due attention must be paid to an author's position in the Church, —pope, bishop, or priest, —and to the purity of his morals.

The principle, "Tantum valet quantum probat" applies to all theologians. Not even St. Thomas is an exception. "Neither in Dogmatic nor in Moral Theology," says a recent writer, "is it sufficient to appeal to the authority of St. Thomas without regard to the arguments on which he bases his opinion. To proceed by mere appeal to authority is contrary to the principles of Scholasticism, of which the Angelic Doctor was the leading exponent.22 As far as possible, reason should endeavor to demonstrate the truths proposed by faith. The maxim, 'Fides quaerit intellectum' must never be set aside in favor of authority, because even the highest authority is, after all, but human. To adopt an opinion for no other reason than that it was held by St. Thomas, would be foreign to the spirit of Scholastic theology." 23 St. Thomas, as Lacordaire has rightly said, is a light to guide, not a rod to check.24 Where the Church has issued no positive decision and Revelation offers no definite guidance, we must follow the light of reason and the advice of competent experts. When the theologians agree, it would be rash to reject their opinion. 25 If a considerable number of reputable authors defend a proposition, it is at least permissible to follow their teaching.26

22 For St. Thomas' own statement see Turner, History of Philosophy, p. 354.

23 Innsbruck Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, 1898, p. 530.

24 "S. Thomas est un phare, mais ne doit pas être une borne."

25 Cfr. Melchior Cano, Loci Theologici, 1. VII, c. 4.

26 Cfr. the Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, 1884, p. 788.

p. 35READINGS. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, Dublin 1909, pp. 14 sq. —Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 602 sq.—H. Gerigk, Die wissenschaftliche Moral und ihre Lehrweise, Breslau 1910. —M. Cano, Loci Theologici, Salamanca 1563. —Ad. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 5 sqq.


Chapter VIII: The Methods of Moral Theology

p. 36The attainment of man's last end may be conceived as depending upon knowledge of the truth, observance of the law, or the mystic union of the soul with Christ.1 Accordingly we distinguish three methods of studying and teaching Moral Theology. These methods are based on the three principal stages that mark the way to Christian perfection and are known as the Scholastic or speculative, the practical or casuistic, and the ascetic method.

1 John XVII, 3; Matth. XIX, 17; John VI, 55-58.

1. the Scholastic or Speculative Method. —the Scholastic or Speculative Method Derives its Data From Positive Theology, That Is to Say, It Examines the Teaching of Scripture and Tradition and Expounds the Moral Principles Derived From That Teaching in the Light of Reason, Tracing Their Intrinsic Relations, Demonstrating Their Correctness, and Developing Their Logical Implications

This method may, therefore, be described as a deduction of the principles of right living from the truths of speculative theology. Hence its other name, speculative. The principal purpose of the speculative or Scholastic method is to set forth the eternal ideas of right and wrong as they exist in the divine intellect, the ethical faculties of man, and divine Revelation. The claims of this method need not be proved; they are justified by the very nature of the subject with which Moral Theology deals.

2. the Practical or Casuistic Method

p. 37—This method may be defined as technical instruction in the application of the general principles of morality to special conditions and events, real or imaginary; or, in other words, as the analytic solution of so-called cases of conscience (casus conscientiae). Thus defined, casuistry (theologia casuistica) is a legitimate, nay an indispensable instrument for testing the morality of human acts. By applying the principles of right conduct to the actual and possible occurrences of everyday life, the casuist decides practical problems arising in the cure of souls and determines what is right and what is wrong, what is licit and what is forbidden, what is venially and what mortally sinful in each individual case. Employed prudently, i. e., with due regard for the principles of morality, the casuistic method is undoubtedly useful. However, it embraces only a narrow sector of life, and appraises human conduct mainly from the external, juridical, and legal point of view, and hence easily leads either to excessive rigorism or undue laxity.2

2 Cfr. F. Walter, Theorie und Praxis, pp. 15 sqq.; Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, London 1902, pp. 197 sqq.; T. Brosnahan, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. III, pp. 415 sqq.; W. Humphrey, S.J., Conscience and Law, London 1896.

p. 38In another and a higher sense casuistry is more than a mere method employed in Moral Theology; it is a science which digests the positive moral teachings embodied in the laws and official decisions of the Church and deduces from them the true spirit of ecclesiastical legislation and definite principles for the guidance of conduct.




	THE ASCETIC METHOD. —This method shows how the means of grace should be employed so as to enable man to attain perfection.



There are three ways of attaining perfection: the purgative, the illuminative, and the unitive.

Setting out on the first (via purgativa), the soul is cleansed from sin and concupiscence by prayer, penitence, and mortification.

Proceeding on the second (via illuminativa), the soul is divinely enlightened and endowed with supernatural prerogatives, such as intuition, vision, etc.

Finally, at the end of the third way (via unitiva), the soul is united with God, its sovereign Good.

Mysticism, which in its practical manifestations is sometimes, though less appropriately, called ascetism, may consequently be defined as the science of Christian virtue, particularly ideal virtue, i. e., the hidden life of the soul with Christ in God.3 It forms the climax and crown of Moral Theology.

3 Col. III, 3; Gal. II, 20; VI, 14; Eph. III, 17 sqq. —Cfr. F. X. Mutz, Christliche Aszetik, Paderborn 1907, 1910; Th. Zahn, Einführung in die christliche Mystik, ibid., 1908; G. M. Sauvage, in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. X, pp. 663 sqq.; A. Poulain, S.J., The Graces of Interior Prayer (tr. by L. Y. Smith), London 1911.

p. 39However, mystic theology does not comprise the Church's entire teaching with regard to the virtues of the Christian life. It merely deals with these virtues in their highest aspects. Wrongly conceived, Mysticism leads to the adoption of false ideals.

The Church has prescribed none of the three methods enumerated above for the study or teaching of Moral Theology.4 As each method covers but a portion of the vast field traversed by this science, all three should be employed together. We find them so employed in the writings of St. Bernard, St. Thomas, St. Bonaventure, and other great masters.

4 Pius VI in his Constitution "Auctorem fidei" (Aug. 28, 1794) and Pius IX, in the thirteenth proposition of the Syllabus, merely defend Scholasticism against the unjust accusations of its enemies; they do not prescribe the casuistic method for Moral Theology. The same is true of the letter addressed by Pius IX to the Munich Scientific Congress, Dec. 21, 1863.

READINGS. —J. Hogan, Clerical Studies, Boston 1898, pp. 209 sqq., 222 sqq. —J. Mausbach, Die kath. Moral, ihre Methoden, Grundsätze und Aufgaben, 2nd ed., Cologne 1902. —IDEM, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, New York 1914, pp. 57 sqq.

p. 40—A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 7 sq. —A. Meyenberg, Die kath. Moral, 2nd ed., pp. 34 sqq. —Hettinger-Stepka, Timothy, pp. 390 sqq. —M. Grabmann, Die Geschichte der scholastischen Methode, Vol. I, Freiburg 1909, pp. 36 sqq., 55 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, London 1902, pp. 197 sqq. —Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 607 sqq.—Th. Bouquillon, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 3rd ed., Bruges 1903. —A. Krawutzky, Einleitung in das Studium der kath. Moraltheologie, 2nd ed., Breslau 1898.—E. Müller, Theol Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 23 sqq. —Thos. Slater, S.J., The Foundation of True Morality, N. Y. 1920, pp. 37 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 9 sqq.


Chapter IX: History and Literature of Moral Theology

p. 41Catholic Moral Theology has a very extensive literature. In this compendium we can do little more than give a list of the principal authors and their more important works. We shall supplement this enumeration with sufficient data to make it serve as an historical outline of the development of our science.

The history of Moral, like that of Dogmatic Theology, and Church History in general, may suitably be divided into three periods: (1) the Patristic, (2) the Medieval or Scholastic, and (3) the Modern Period.

Section 1: The Patristic Period

p. 42


	Those who occupied themselves publicly with the moral teaching of Christianity in the first three centuries did so for a practical rather than a scientific purpose; they wrote to instruct the faithful in the principles of right living and to ward off pagan or heretical attacks. a) The so-called Apostolic Fathers1 expound the moral teaching of the Church on the basis of Sacred Scripture and Tradition. They specially emphasize the three theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity as the core and kernel of Christian morality.



1 Cfr. F. X. Funk, Patres Apostolici, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Tübingen 1901. —A cheap edition of the writings of these Fathers, with a fairly reliable English translation, is now available in the Loeb Classical Library (Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers, 2 vols., London 1912 and 1913).

The Didache or Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, has been called "the first handbook of Moral Theology." It gives a synopsis of Christian ethics under the figure of two ways, the way of life and the way of death.2

2 Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων, Ch. I-VI. —On the Didache and its teaching see Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, Freiburg and St. Louis 1908, pp. 19 sqq.; J. Tixeront, History of Dogmas, Vol. I, St. Louis 1910, pp. 135 sqq. —A synopsis of the Didache is given by Slater in his Short History of Moral Theology, pp. 9 sqq.

p. 43The same simile, in a slightly altered form, occurs in the Epistle ascribed to St. Barnabas.3

3 Ep. Barn., c. XVIII-XXI. —For a brief account of this letter and its contents see Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 22 sqq.; Tixeront, Hist. of Dogmas, Vol. I, pp. 139 sqq.

St. Clement of Rome, who, according to St. Irenaeus, was the third successor of St. Peter, instructs the Corinthians in their duties, warns them against harboring envy and jealousy, recommends the practice of humility and obedience, and points to certain types and examples of these virtues contained in the Old Testament.4

4 1 Ep. ad Cor., c. 1-36. —Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 25 sqq.; Tixeront, Hist. of Dogmas, Vol. I, pp. 107 sqq.; J. Gregg, The Epistle of St. Clement, London 1899.

St. Ignatius of Antioch, of whose letters St. Polycarp says that they "contain faith, patience, and all the edification which pertains to our Lord," 5 calls faith and charity "the beginning and the end of life," 6 and describes the mutual relationship of these two virtues as follows: "The beginning is faith, the end is love; and when the two are joined together in unity, it is God, and all other noble things follow after them." 7 St. Polycarp as a rule confines himself to general admonitions; but now and then he exhorts his disciples to obey "the presbyters and deacons'' and emphasizes the three theological virtues together with love of one's neighbors.8

5 Polycarp, Ad Phil., XIII, 2. 6 the beginning and the end of life.

7 Ad Ephes., XIV, 1: The beginning is faith, the end is love; and when the two are joined together in unity, it is God, and all other noble things follow after them. —On St. Ignatius' teaching see E. Bruston, Ignace d'Antioche, ses Epitres, sa Vie, sa Theologie, Paris 1897.

8 Ad Phil., III, 2-3. —Cfr. Tixeront, History of Dogmas, Vol. I, pp. 132 sqq.

p. 44The twelve commandments (mandata) inculcated by the Shepherd of Hermas are a kind of compendium of Catholic moral teaching.9

9 Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 38 sq.; Tixeront, op. cit., I, 111 sqq.

The Letter to Diognetus describes the exemplary life led by the Christians of the third or fourth century.10 b) The Apologists of the second and third centuries,11 without shutting their eyes to the commendable features of pagan civilization, contrast the pious life led by Christian believers with the depravity of the pagan masses, and extol the former for their unworldliness, their chastity and benevolence, their charity and heroism, which frequently culminated in martyrdom.

10 Ep. ad Diogn., c. V-VII. —On the authorship of this disputed letter see Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 68 sq.

11 V. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 44 sqq.

Though the early Christians constantly kept in view the essentials of morality, and recognized prayer and penance as the principal means of sanctification, their views and customs undeniably betray a certain rigorism. Thus they condemned play-acting and other diversions which are in themselves harmless.12

12 Cfr. K. J. Hefele, Beiträge zur Kirchengeschichte, Vol. I, Tübingen 1864, pp. 16 sqq.; A. Bigelmair, Die Beteiligung der ersten Christen am offentlichen Leben, Munich 1902, pp. 172 sqq.

p. 45The development of Moral Theology was strongly advanced by Clement of Alexandria, whose trilogy (Protrepticus, Paedagogus, Stromata) is a graduated or progressive introduction to Christianity. The Protrepticus (Exhortation to the Heathen) opens with an eloquent invitation to listen to "the new song of the Logos going forth from Sion." The Paedagogus is a guide to Christian life for the use of converts. The Stromata (Miscellanies; strictly, Tapestries, a collection of materials for the instruction and training of theologians) presents a scientific account of "the true philosophy," i. e., the Christian religion. Another ethical treatise by the same learned author, Τίς ὁ σωζόμενος πλούσιος; is more commonly known by its Latin title, "Quis Dives Salvetur?" 13 Origen made valuable contributions to Moral Theology in his treatise on Prayer and the Exhortation to Martyrdom.14

13 Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, p. 129; Slater, A Short History of Moral Theology, pp. 11 sqq. —Clement's trilogy is reproduced in Migne, P. G., VIII and IX. Vol. VIII contains the Paedagogus and the first four Stromata; Vol. IX, the other works. —On his life and teaching see O. Stählin, Clemens Alexandrinus, 3 vols., Leipsic 1905-09; F. J. Winter, Die Ethik des Klemens von Alexandrien, Leipsic 1882; E. de Faye, Clement d'Alexandrie, Paris 1898; W. Capitaine, Die Moral des Klemens von Alexandrien, Paderborn 1903; F. X. Funk, "Klemens von Alexandrien über Familie und Eigentum," in Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen, Vol. II, Paderborn 1899, pp. 45 sqq.; W. Wagner, Der Christ und die Welt nach Klemens von Alexandrien, Göttingen 1903; J. Kaye, Some Account of the Writings and Opinions of Clement of Alexandria, 2nd ed., London 1890; K. Ernesti, Die Ethik des T. Flavius Klemens von Alexandrien, Paderborn 1900.

14 Migne, P. G., XI, 416-561, 564-637.—Cfr. W. Capitaine, De Origenis Ethica, Münster 1898; Klein, Die Freiheitslehre des Origenes, Strassburg 1894.

p. 46Tertullian 15 and St. Cyprian are the leading representatives of what may be called the practical school of early Christian moralists. The orthodox writings of the former contain many profound reflections on ethical topics.16 Tertullian was the first writer who expressly taught that the will of God is the sovereign principle of morality.17 St. Cyprian has left us a number of excellent moral treatises distinguished by genuine piety.18

15 Tertullian's ethical writings are reprinted in Migne, P. L., I and in Gersdorf's Bibliotheca Patr. Eccles. Lat., ed. E. F. Leopold, Leipsic 1839, Vols. IV-VII, and in the Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, Vienna 1890-96, XX, 1 and 3. —On this writer's teaching see G. Ludwig, Tertullians Ethik, Leipsic 1885; W. Vollert, Tertullians dogmatische und ethische Grundanschauung, Gütersloh 1903; J. Turmel, Tertullien, 2nd ed., Paris 1905, pp. 146 sqq.; Adhémar d'Alès, Théologie de Tertullien, Paris 1905, pp. 262 sqq.; F. Nielsen, Tertullians Ethik, Schönberg 1879; J. Tixeront, History of Dogmas, Vol. I, pp. 304 sqq.

16 De Poenitentia, De Oratione, De Patientia, Ad Martyres, De Idololatria, De Spectaculis, Ad Uxorem. —On the character of these treatises and the various editions of them see Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, 186 sq.

17 De Poenit., 4: "But for our part, within our limitations, we insist on this one thing: that what God commands is good and best. I consider it presumptuous to dispute concerning the goodness of a divine precept. For we ought to hearken, not because it is good, but because God commands it. For the rendering of obedience, the majesty of divine power comes first; the authority of the commander comes before the advantage of the servant." (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 52).

18 These treatises may be found in Migne, P. L., IV (cfr. II and V); a critical edition by G. Hartel in the Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., III, 1-3, Vienna 1868-1871. —St. Cyprian's principal moral treatises are: De Catholicae Ecclesiae Unitate, De Lapsis, De Dominica Oratione, De Bono Patientiae, De Opere et Eleemosynis, De Habitu Virginum, De Mortalitate. —Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 192 sqq. —On the ethical teaching of Lactantius (Migne, P. L., VI-VII; Corpus Script. Eccl. Lat., Vols. XIX and XXVII, ed. S. Brandt and G. Laubmann, Vienna 1890-1897) see M. E. Heinig, Die Ethik des Lactantius, Grimma 1887.

In the fourth century the Fathers of both the East and the West labored hard to stem the tide of corruption that threatened to invade the Church. It was in the course of this period that St. Ambrose and St. Augustine laid the foundations of Moral Theology as a science. St. Augustine in particular deserves a place of honor in the Patristic history of our discipline on account of the masterful way in which he developed theological anthropology and expounded many ethical questions.

p. 47St. Ambrose's principal moral treatise, entitled De Officiis Ministrorum, is modelled on Cicero's De Officiis and may be described as a manual of instruction composed for the author's spiritual children, the ecclesiastics or ministers (ministri) of the Church. His chief motive seems to have been to demonstrate the superiority of Christian over pagan ethics. He also wrote several works in praise of virginity and the religious state. It has been justly observed that the ethical element predominates in all his writings.19

19 Cfr. Tixeront, History of Dogmas, Vol. II, pp. 251 sq. —Slater, A Short History of Moral Theology, pp. 14 sq. —St. Ambrose's moral writings in Migne, P. L., XIV-XVII.— On the relation of his De Officiis Ministrorum to Cicero's De Officiis see F. Bittner, Commentatio de Ciceronianis et Ambrosianis Officiorum Libris, Braunsberg 1849; J. E. Pruner, Die Theologie des hl. Ambrosius, Eichstätt 1862. —R. Thamin (S. Ambroise et la Morale Chrétienne au IVe Siècle, Paris 1895, ch. 5-8) underrates the influence of Sacred Scripture on the ethical teaching of St. Ambrose.

St. Augustine systematically expounded both the dogmatic and the moral teaching of the Church in his Enchiridion ad Laurentium, sive de Fide, Spe et Caritate. His treatise De Moribus Ecclesiae et de Moribus Manichaorum is devoted entirely to a defense of the moral teaching of the Church against the Manichaeans. He wrote separate monographs on lying, marriage, monasticism, continence, patience, virginity, and widowhood.20 Besides, not a few of his letters deal with ethical topics.21 The fundamental principle of Christian morality, according to Augustine, is charity, from which all other virtues emanate, and with which they are substantially identical.22

20 De Mendacio, Contra Mendacium, De Bono Coniugali, De Opere Monachorum, De Continentia, De Patientia, De Sancta Virginitate, De Bono Viduitatis.—Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, p. 492.

21 Reprinted from the Benedictine edition in Migne, P. L., XXXII-XLVII.—On the ethical teaching of St. Augustine see H. Reuter, Augustinische Studien, Gotha 1887, pp. 359 sqq.; C. Wolfsgruber, Augustinus, Paderborn 1898, pp. 360 sqq.; A. M. Tonna-Barthet, S. Augustini Doctrina Ascetica, Einsiedeln 1906; J. Mausbach, Die Ethik des hl. Augustinus, 2 vols., Freiburg 1909; Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 488 sqq.; J. Tixeront, History of Dogmas, Vol. II, pp. 367 sqq., 432 sqq., 460 sqq.

22 Cfr. De Moribus Ecclesiae, 14, n. 24 (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1321).

p. 48St. Augustine also laid the foundation of practical Mysticism. Speculatively, this science was profoundly influenced by the writings attributed (wrongly, as we now know) to Dionysius the Areopagite.23

23 Cfr. H. Koch, Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita in seinen Beziehungen zum Neuplatonismus und Mysterienwesen, Mayence 1900; Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 535 sqq.; Tixeront, Hist. of Dogmas, Vol. III, pp. 5 sqq.

Other distinguished moralists of the Patristic age were St. Basil the Great,24 St. Gregory of Nyssa, in whose writings the viewpoint of practical morality often asserts itself,25 St. Gregory of Nazianzus,26 and St. John Chrysostom. These writers treated ethical subjects mostly from the standpoint of the ascetic.27

24 Ethica, Ep. Canonicae (Migne, P. G., XXIX-XXXII).—Cfr. A. Kranich, Die Aszetik in ihren dogmatischen Grundlagen bei Basilius dem Grossen, Paderborn 1896.—Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, p. 278.

25 See his De Perfectione, and especially De Virginitate (Migne, P. G., XLIV-XLVI).—Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, p. 299.—On the ethical teaching of St. Gregory of Nyssa see F. Hilt, Des hl. Gregorius von Nyssa Lehre vom Menschen, Cologne 1890, pp. 103 sqq., 175 sqq.; W. Vollert, Die Lehre Gregors von Nyssa vom Guten und Bösen, Leipsic 1897; J. B. Aufhauser, Die Heilslehre des hl. Gregor von Nyssa, Munich 1910.

26 Carmina, Orationes (Migne, P. G., XXXV-XXXVIII).—On Nazianzen's teaching see Fr. K. Hummer, Des hl. Gregor von Nazianz, des Theologen, Lehre von der Gnade, Kempten 1890; Th. Sommerlad, Das Wirtschaftsprogramm der Kirche im Mittelalter, Leipsic 1903, pp. 136 sqq.

27 Chrysostom's ascetical and moral writings in Migne, P. G., XLVII-LXIV. —On his moral teaching see Somerlad, op. cit., pp. 142 sqq.; Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 344 sq.

p. 49St. Ephraem Syrus in his orations and hymns is both scholastic and practical. Moralizing discourses, monitory or penitential, make up the greater part of his works.28

28 Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 390 sq.

St. Cyril of Jerusalem deals with sin, penance, and other moral topics in his famous Catecheses Mystagogicae.29™ St. Macarius the Egyptian is regarded as the founder of ecclesiastical Mysticism.30

29 Migne, P. G., XXXIII. —On the moral doctrine of St. Cyril see A. Knappitsch, S. Cyrilli Catechesibus quae Principia et Praecepta Moralia Contineantur, Graz 1899.

30 Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 226 sq. —The Ὁμιλίαι πνευματικαί are reprinted in Migne, P. G., XXXIV, 449-822.—On the theological opinions of Macarius cfr. J. Stoffels, Die mystische Theologie Makarius des Aegypters und die ältesten Ansätze christlicher Mystik, Bonn 1908.

St. Methodius, Bishop of Olympus in Lycia, in his famous Symposion, enthusiastically chants the praises of virginity.31

31 Migne, P. G., XVIII, 9-408.— Cfr. N. Bonwetsch, Die Theologie des Methodius von Olympus, Berlin 1903, pp. 125 sqq.

The moral teaching of St. Gregory the Great is minute and practical. His Expositio in Librum Iob, more generally known as Moralium Libri XXXV, has justly been termed " a thesaurus of Moral Theology." 32 His famous Liber Regulae Pastoralis, written about 591 and dedicated to Archbishop John of Ravenna, is regarded as the first treatise on casuistry.33

32 Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, p. 653.

33 Op. cit., pp. 652 sq. —Gregory's writings will be found in Migne, P. L., LXXV-LXXIX. —On his life and teaching cfr. C. Wolfsgruber, Gregor der Grosse, Saulgau 1890. —On the teaching of St. Jerome and Theodoret of Cyrus see Th. Sommerlad, Das Wirtschaftsprogramm der Kirche im Mittelalter, Leipsic 1903, pp. 165 sqq., 173 sqq.

p. 50READINGS. —R. Ceillier, Apologie de la Morale des Pères de l'Église, Paris 1718.—J. P. Charpentier, Études sur les Pères de l'Église, Paris 1853. —A. Rietter, Sittenlehre der kirchlichen Schriftsteller der ersten zwei Jahrhunderte, Ratisbon 1845. —E. von Dobschütz, Die urchristlichen Gemeinden, Leipsic 1902.—A. Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Leipsic 1906, pp. 172 sqq. —Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 15 sqq. —J. Schwane, Dogmengeschichte, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1892, pp. 289 sqq., 466 sqq.; Vol. II, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1895, pp. 418 sqq., 439 sqq., 725 sqq. —Thos. Slater, S.J., A Short History of Moral Theology, New York 1909, pp. 8-35. —Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 604 sq.

Section 2: The Medieval or Scholastic Period

p. 51


	The ecclesiastical writers of the early Middle Ages contented themselves with gathering up the moral teachings of the Fathers, expounding and adapting them to practical use by means of encyclopedic collections known as Libri Sententiarum, Scintillae Patrum, or Sacra Parallela. It is sufficient to mention St. Isidore of Seville, St. John of Damascus, St. Bede, St. Peter Damian, and Alcuin.1



1 Cfr. Kihn, Enzyklopädie und Methodologie der Theologie, Freiburg 1892, p. 441. —On SS. Isidore and John Damascene see Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 660 sqq., 582 sqq. On St. Bede, St. Peter Damian, and Alcuin, the Cath. Encyclopedia, II, 384 sqq., XI, 764 sq., I, 276 sqq.

About the same time the ancient penitential canons together with the existing ordinances regarding the administration of penance were gathered into so-called Penitential Books (Libri Poenitentiales), which, by noting the penances to be imposed in the confessional, helped to prepare the way for the casuistic method.2

2 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, pp. 199 sq.; H. J. Schmitz, Die Bussbücher, 2 vols., Mayence 1883 and 1899; Lehmkuhl in the Cath. Encyclopedia, XIV, 605.




	Beginning with the eleventh century the moral teaching of the Church was systematically expounded according to the speculative, the casuistic, and the mystical method. However, Moral Theology was not yet an independent science, but formed a part of the Scholastic Summae, and was dealt with either in philosophy or dogmatic theology.



p. 52The first writer who treated Moral Theology as a separate science probably was William Perault, O.P. (+ before 1270).3 He was followed by St. Antoninus of Florence, also a Dominican (+ 1459). 4 Both Perault and St. Antoninus combined the systematic with the casuistic method. a) The real founder of Moral Theology as a science, however, is Saint Thomas Aquinas (+ 1274). 5 Utilizing the work of Peter Lombard (+ 1164), called "Master of the Sentences," whose Libri Sententiarum for several centuries served as a standard text-book in the theological schools, and following Alexander of Hales (+ 1245) and Blessed Albert the Great (+ 1280),6 the Angelic Doctor in the second part of his classic Summa Theologica developed Catholic moral teaching into a magnificent system based upon the philosophy of Aristotle and the dogmatic anthropology of St. Augustine.

3 Perault (Perauld, Peraldus, Peraltus) is believed by some to have been archbishop of Lyons. His Summa de Vitiis et Virtutibus was first published at Cologne, 1497. (Cfr. Chs. J. Callan, O.P., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, p. 642.)

4 Summa Theologica, best edition by Peter Ballerini, Verona 1740, 4 vols. folio.—Cfr. K. Ilgner, Die volkswirtschaftlichen Anschauungen Antonins von Florenz, Paderborn 1904.—Protestant ethics was raised to the rank of an independent science by George Calixtus († 1656). (Cfr. G. Hönicke, Studien zur altprotestantischen Ethik, Berlin 1902, p. 128). Th. Venatorius, a Protestant minister in Nürnberg, had published a treatise De Virtute Christiana in three books as early as 1529. (Cfr. the New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Vol. IV, pp. 188 sqq.)

5 Cfr. K. Werner, Der hl. Thomas von Aquin, Vol. I, Ratisbon 1858, p. 815; A. Stöckl, Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Vol. II, Mayence 1865, pp. 655-721; H. E. Plassmann, Die Moral gemäss der Schule des hl. Thomas, Soest 1861; A. Rietter, Moral des hl. Thomas von Aquin, Munich 1858; A. Portmann, System der theologischen Summe, 2nd ed., Lucerne 1903, pp. 105 sqq.; P. Berthier, L'Étude de la Somme Théologique de S. Thomas d'Aquin, 2nd ed., Paris 1905; M. Maurenbrecher, Thomas von Aquins Stellung zum Wirtschaftsleben seiner Zeit, Leipsic 1898; F. Walter, Das Eigentum nach der Lehre des hl. Thomas und der Sozialismus, Freiburg 1895; F. Schaub, Eigentumslehre nach Thomas von Aquin, Freiburg 1898; J. Mausbach, Ausgewählte Texte zur allgemeinen Moral aus den Werken des hl. Thomas von Aquin, Münster 1905; Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Aquinas Ethicus: or, The Moral Teaching of St. Thomas. A Translation of the Principal Portions of the Second Part of the "Summa Theologica," with Notes, 2 vols., London 1896; M. De Wulf, History of Medieval Philosophy (tr. by P. Coffey), London 1909, pp. 341 sqq.; Hettinger-Stepka, Timothy, or Letters to a Young Theologian, pp. 388 sqq., St. Louis 1902.

6 Cfr. W. Feiler, Die Moral des Albertus Magnus, Leipsic 1891; E. Michael, S.J., Geschichte des deutschen Volkes, Vol. III, pp. 245 sqq.; M. De Wulf, History of Medieval Philosophy, pp. 298 sqq.

p. 53The Thomistic system was attacked by Duns Scotus (+ 1308), 7 who asserted that "good is good because God wills it so, and to say that God wills the good for the reason that it is good would be false." 8

7 Cfr. M. De Wulf, op. cit., pp. 367 sqq.; A. Stöckl, Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Vol. II, pp. 851 sqq.; A. Bertoni, Jean Duns Scot, sa Vie, sa Doctrine, ses Disciples, Levanto 1917, pp. 402 sqq.

8 Scotus, Comment, in Sent., III, dist. 19, qu. unica, § 7. —Cfr. Parthenius Minges, O.F.M., Ist Duns Scotus Indeterminist? Münster 1905; IDEM, Die Gnadenlehre des Duns Scotus, ibid., 1906; IDEM, Der Gottesbegriff des Duns Scotus, Vienna 1907. —Fr. Minges says in his article on Scotus in the Cath. Encyclopedia (Vol. V, pp. 197 sq.): "Scotus declares emphatically that the morality of an act requires an object which is good in its nature, its end, and its circumstances, and according to the dictate of right reason. It is not true that he makes God's free will decide arbitrarily what is good and what is bad; he only asserts that the Commandments of the second table of the Decalogue are not in such strict sense laws of nature as are those of the first table; because God cannot grant a dispensation from the laws of the first, whereas he can dispense from those of the second, as in fact He did when He commanded Abraham to sacrifice his son. But the precepts of the second table also are far more binding than the other positive laws of God,” etc.

p. 54b) Casuistry does not owe its existence, as has been supposed, to St. Raymond of Pennafort (+ 1275). Robert of Flamesbury, towards the end of the twelfth century, or at the beginning of the thirteenth, in a treatise called Poenitentiale employed the casuistic method with much skill. St. Raymond himself, in composing his Summa, utilized an earlier treatise by an unknown author, which was probably written between 1217 and 1226 and exhibits the casuistic method fully developed. This anonymous treatise constitutes the first known application of the casuistic method to Moral Theology.9 However, among the numerous works known as Summae Confessorum, or Summae Casuum Conscientiae, which served the clergy of the Middle Ages in the administration of Penance, St. Raymond's Summa de Casibus Poenitentiae, or, as it is more often called, Summa Raimundiana, was by far the most famous.

9 Cfr. E. Michael, S.J., Geschichte des deutschen Volkes, Vol. III, pp. 237 sqq.—On Raymond of Pennafort see M. M. O'Kane, O.P., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 671 sq.

Other widely quoted works of the same kind were: the Summa Astesana (or Astensis) de Casibus Conscientiae, composed about 1317 by a Franciscan friar of Asti in Piedmont; the Summa Pisana (or Pisanella) of Bartholomew of Pisa, O. P., written about 1338; the Summa Pacifica of Pacificus Novariensis (a resident of Ceredano near Novara), composed about 1470; the Summa Rosella or Baptistiniana, of J. B. Trovamala of Genoa, written about 1484; the Summa Angelica, of Blessed Angelus Carletus, a Franciscan, who is generally called Angelus de Clavasio from his birth-place Chiavasso (+1495); and, last not least, the Summa Summarum quae Silvestrina dicitur, composed by Sylvester Prierias, O. P., at Strassburg, 1518, which practically brings the age of the great "Summists" to a close.10 c) The chief representatives of the ascetic method11 are St. Bernard of Clairvaux (+ 1153),12 Hugh and Richard of St. Victor (+ 1141 and 1173),13 and St. Bonaventure (+ 1274). 14 Later writers worthy of mention in this field are: John Tauler (+ 1361),15 Bl.

10 Cfr. T. Brosnahan, S.J., art. "Casuistry" in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. III, pp. 415 sqq.; Schmitz, Die Bussbücher, Vol. II, pp. 792 sqq.

11 Cfr. K. Werner, System der christlichen Ethik, Vol. I, pp. 58 sqq.

12 Migne, P. L., CLXXXII-CLXXXV. —Cfr. A. Stöckl, Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Vol. I, pp. 293 sqq.; M. Gildas, O.C.R., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p. 501.

13 Migne, P. L., CLXXV-CLXXVII; CXCVI. Cfr. Stöckl, op. cit., I, 304 sqq., 355 sqq.

14 St. Bonaventure's Opera Omnia were re-edited by the Franciscan Fathers of Quaracchi, Italy, 1882 sqq.; Decem Opuscula ad Theologiam Mysticam Spectantia, ibid., 1896. — Cfr. De Wulf, History of Medieval Philosophy, pp. 282 sqq.; L. Lemmens, O.F.M., Der hl. Bonaventura, Kempten 1909, pp. 30 sqq.; A. Stöckl, Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Vol. II, pp. 880 sqq.; P. Robinson, O.F.M., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 648 sqq.

15 Cfr. K. Löffler in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 465 sq.

p. 56Henry Suso (+ 1365),16 Bl. John of Ruysbroeck (+ 1381), surnamed "the Admirable Doctor," 17 Gerard Zerbolt of Zutphen (+ 1398),18 John Gerson (+ 1429), 19 and Thomas a Kempis (+ 1471), author of the world-famous Imitation.20

16 Cfr. A. L. McMahon, O.P., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 238 sq.

17 V. Scully, C.R.L., Life of John Ruysbroeck, London 1910. Ruysbroeck's Adornment of Spiritual Marriage, The Sparkling Stone, and The Book of Supreme Truth have recently been published in an English translation by C. Wynschenk Dom, edited by Evelyn Underhill, who contributes a valuable introduction, containing, inter alia, a brief biographical sketch of "the greatest of the Flemish mystics." (John of Ruysbroeck, London 1916).

18 Cfr. Scully in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, pp. 471 sq.

19 Cfr. L. Salembier, ibid., pp. 530 sqq.

20 Cfr. Stöckl, op. cit., II, pp. 1095 sqq.—A splendid critical edition of Thomas à Kempis' writings has lately been published by M. J. Pohl (Thomae Hemerken a Kempis Opera Omnia, Freiburg 1902 sqq.).—Cfr. Sir Francis R. Cruise, Thomas à Kempis, London 1887; IDEM, Who Was the Author of the "Imitation"? London 1898; V. Scully, Life of the Ven. Thomas à Kempis, London 1901; IDEM in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 661 sqq.

READINGS. —Thos. Slater, S.J., A Short History of Moral Theology, New York 1909, pp. 35-44.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 605 sqq.

Section 3: The Modern Period

p. 57


	The general development of the sacred sciences following upon the Council of Trent naturally included Moral Theology. a) For a while St. Thomas was universally followed, and the moralists continued to treat their problems in connection with Dogmatic Theology. Some of them, notably Gabriel Vasquez, S.J. (+ 1604), 1 Francis Suarez, S.J. (+ 1617), 2 and Dom. Bañez, O.P. (+ 1604), composed commentaries on the Summa. Others, e. g., Peter Soto (+ 1563), Adam Tanner (+ 1632), Martin Becanus (+ 1624), Natalis Alexander (+ 1724), Charles Billuart (+ 1757), and Eusebius Amort (+ 1775), adopted a less formal treatment, which enabled them to combine a systematic exposition of Catholic teaching with its defense against the "Reformers."



1 See Goyena in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, p. 275.

2 Cfr. K. Werner, Franz Suarez, Vol. I, Ratisbon 1861, pp. 262 sqq., 354 sqq.; Vol. II, pp. 152 sqq.; Goyena in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 319 sq.; Lehmkuhl, ibid., Vol. XIV, p. 607.

From the close of the sixteenth century Moral Theology began to be treated as a separate discipline. The method commonly employed was scholastic or casuistic. Most writers divided the subject into treatises and made many excursions into the realm of canonical and civil law.

p. 58The best-known moralists of this period are: the Jesuits Henry Henriquez (+ 1608), Gregory of Valentia (+ 1603), John Azor (+ 1603), Vincent Filliucci (+ 1622), F. de Castropalao (+ 1633), Louis Torres (Turrianus, + 1635), Paul Laymann (+ 1635),3 Antony Escobar (+ 1669);4 Herman Busembaum (+ 1668),5 Claude Lacroix (+ 1714),6 Paul Gabriel Antoine (+ 1743),7 John Reuter (+ 1762),8 Nicholas Mazotta (+ 1737),9 Edmund Voit (+ 1780);10 the Salmanticenses;11 the Franciscans Patrick Sporer (+ 1683),12 Benjamin Elbel (+ 1756),13 Anaclete Reiffenstuel (+ 1703); 14 Louis Abelly (+ 1691);15 St. Alphonsus Maria de' Liguori (+ 1787); 16 the Dominicans Didacus Alvarez (+ 1635),17 Daniel Concina (+ 1756), 18 and J. V. Patuzzi (+ 1769).19 The great work of the Wirceburgenses, which first appeared at Würzburg, Bavaria, in 1766-71 and was reprinted in Paris nearly a century later, is deserving of special mention.20

3 Laymann was the ablest moralist among the German Jesuits. He taught Moral Theology in Munich from 1609—25. His Theologia Moralis (6 vols., Munich 1625) went through numerous editions.

4 K. Weiss, P. Antonio de Escobar y Mendoza, Klagenfurt 1908; E. Graham in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. V, p. 534.

5 On Busembaum see T. Barrett, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. III, pp. 86 sq. —Busembaum's Medulla Theologiae Moralis Facili Perspicua Methodo Resolvens Casus Conscientiae ex Variis Probatisque Auctoribus Concinnata was originally published in one volume at Münster, 1650. Altogether there have been more than 200 editions of this work. The latest ("iuxta editionem ultimam S. Congr. de Prop. Fide") appeared at Tournay, 1876, in two volumes. This much misrepresented treatise formed the basis for the moral theologies of Lacroix, Zaccaria, St. Alphonsus, Ballerini-Palmieri, and others.—Cfr. B. Duhr, S.J., Jesuitenfabeln, 4th ed., Freiburg 1904.

6 Lacroix taught at Münster and Cologne. His Theologia Moralis (9 vols., Cologne 1707-14) is based on Busembaum and was attacked in Germany, France, and Italy. J. A. P. Zaccaria, S.J., defended Lacroix's teaching in his Apologie de la Theologie Morale, 1758.

7 Cfr. G. F. Johnson in the Cath. Encyclopedia. Vol. I, p. 583. —Antoine was an opponent of Probabilism. St. Alphonsus says of him: "Inter rigidos auctores non infimum tenet locum." In spite of its rigorism, however, Antoine's Theologia Moralis Universa ad Usum Parochorum et Confessariorum (Nancy 1726) went through nine editions during the author's life and ten after his death. The last of these, published in Rome, 1747, was prescribed by Benedict XIV as the official textbook of Moral Theology for the College of the Propaganda.

8 Reuter taught theology at Treves. His Neo-Confessarius (re-edited by A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., in 1905) is still in use. His Theologia Moralis Quadripartita appeared at Cologne in 1750; his Casus Conscientiae, ibid., 1753.

9 His Theologia Moralis (4 vols., Naples 1748; Augsburg 1756) was burnt by order of Parliament at Paris (1763) because of its "laxism."

10 Voit's Theologia Moralis appeared at Würzburg, Bavaria, where he was a university professor, in 1750, and passed through at least ten editions (Wiirzburg, Bassano, Rome, Paris). Gury calls him "a moderate probabilist, commended for his learning and especially for his practical solutions." Hurter subscribes to this praise, but adds: "Nevertheless, a clearer exposition of the matters and a more orderly method are wanting in the work." (Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. V, Part I, col. 234 sq.)

11 The Salmanticenses were a group of theologians of the Order of Discalced Carmelites, teaching and writing at Salamanca in Spain at the end of the sixteenth and the beginning of the seventeenth century. They made strict adherence to Thomism their fundamental principle. Their Cursus Theologiae Moralis was begun in 1665 by Francisco de Jesus-Maria and completed by Alonso de los Angeles. Cfr. B. Zimmerman, O.D.C., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 401 sq.; H. Hurter, S.J., Nomenclator Literarius Theologiae Catholicae, Theologos Exhibens Aetate, Natione, Disciplinis Distinctos, Vol. IV, 3rd ed., Innsbruck 1910, pp. 275 sq., 1296 sq.

12 Sporer taught theology for many years at Passau in Bavaria. He is the author of numerous works, chief among them Theologia Moralis Decalogalis et Sacramentalis, 3 vols. in folio, Würzburg 1681, re-edited at Salzburg, 1692, latest edition by J. Bierbaum, O.F.M., Paderborn 1901 sqq. —For a short biographical sketch of Sporer see the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 236.

13 Elbel's Theologia Moralis per Modum Conferentiarum (Venice 1733) was highly esteemed and often quoted by St. Alphonsus. It has been re-edited in three volumes by J. Bierbaum, O.F.M., Paderborn, 3rd ed., 1904 sqq. This book is still a favorite with confessors. Cfr. Buchberger's Kirchliches Handlexikon, Vol. I, Munich 1907, col. 1265.

14 Reiffenstuel (see Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 724 sq.) is best known as a canonist. His Theologia Moralis, first published at Munich, in 1692, passed through thirty editions, most notable among them, those prepared by his fellow-Franciscan, M. Kresslinger (Modena 1740; Munich 1742). The edition issued by Flavianus Ricci a Cimbria (Augsburg 1777) makes Reiffenstuel a Probabiliorist. In reality he was a Probabilist.

15 Abelly was appointed bishop of Rodez in 1664, but resigned his see in 1666 and attached himself to St. Vincent de Paul, whose biographer he became. His famous Medulla Theologica (1651) went through many editions. One appeared at Ratisbon as late as 1839. According to St. Alphonsus, Abelly is "a classic in probabilism." (Cfr. T. Campbell, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 39).

16 Liguori's famous Moral Theology first appeared at Naples, 1748, under the title, Medulla Theologiae Moralis R. P. Busembaum S.J. cum Adnotationibus per R. Alphonsum de Ligorio. The second edition was entitled, Theologia Moralis Concinnata a R. P. Alphonso de Ligorio... per Appendices Medullam R. P. H. Busembaum, Naples 1753. The third and following editions appeared in Venice (1756 sqq.). The ninth, published in 1785, received ecclesiastical approval in 1803. Recent editions by M. Heilig (Malines 1845, Paris 1857), M. Haringer (8 vols., Ratisbon 1846-47, 2nd ed., Paris 1879-81); Le Noir (4 vols., Paris 1875, 2nd ed., 1884); and L. Gaude (3 vols., Rome 1903 sqq.). Second in importance among the Saint's moral writings is his compendium entitled Istruzione e Pratica per li Confessori (1757), republished in Latin under the title, Homo Apostolicus Instructus in Sua Vocatione ad Audiendas Confessiones, in 1759. Besides, St. Alphonsus wrote a large number of dogmatic and ascetical works. His Letters (Lettere di Alfonso di Liguori, 3 vols., Rome 1887; German ed., Ratisbon 1892-94) are concerned almost entirely with the spiritual conflicts going on in his time. (Cfr. H. Castle, S.J., the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 334 sqq.; Buchberger, Kirchliches Handlexikon, Vol. I, p. 138).

17 Archbishop of Trani, 1616-35, is chiefly known as a commentator of St. Thomas and defender of the Thomistic teaching against the Molinists. (Cfr. Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. III, col. 659 sqq.)

18 Concina was a famous preacher. His literary activity was confined chiefly to moral topics. His Storia del Probabilismo e Rigorismo (Venice 1743), being directed against the Jesuits, naturally gave rise to controversy, which reached a climax when Concina, under the auspices of Benedict XIV, published his Theologia Christiana Dogmatico-Moralis, in 12 vols. in 4to, Rome and Venice 1749-51. For a brief account of this controversy and Concina's later career see Jos. Schroeder, O.P., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 191 sq.

19 Patuzzi was a prolific writer. Some of his works appeared pseudonymously (Eusebio Eraniste, Adelfo Dositeo). He was a violent opponent of Probabilism and published two pamphlets against St. Alphonsus: La Causa del Probabilismo (Ferrara 1764) and Osservazioni Teologiche (ibid. 1765). His principal work is the Ethica Christiana sive Theologia Moralis, 3 vols., folio, Bassano 1760; new ed., 16 vols., 8vo, Venice 1770. (Cfr. Buchberger 's Kirchliches Handlexikon, Vol. II, col. 1369 sq.; Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. V, Part I, col. 226 sqq.)

20 The Theologi Wirceburgenses were four eminent Jesuit professors of theology, —Henry Kilber († 1782), Theodore Holtzclau ( + 1783), Ignatius Neubauer (+ 1795), and Ulric Münier or Müller ( + 1759). Their magnum opus (14 volumes, Würzburg 1766-1771, new edition, 10 vols., Paris 1879-80) constitutes a complete course of dogmatic and moral theology and is characterized by clearness and solidity of thought. In the Paris edition of 1879-80, Vol. V contains De Beatitudine, De Actibus Humanis, and De Legibus (by Neubauer); Vol. VI, De Iure et Iustitia (by Holtzclau); Vol. VII, De Peccatis, De Gratia, De Iustificatione, and De Merito (by Kilber); Vol. VIII, De Virtutibus Theologicis (by Kilber). Vols. IX and X contain the treatises on the Sacraments. Cfr. K. Werner, Geschichte der kath. Theologie, pp. 242 sq.; Herder's Kirchenlexikon, Vol. XII, col. 1706-08; Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. V, Part I, n. 133 (col. 262 sqq.); A. Ruland, Series et Vitae Professorum SS. Theol., qui Wirceburgi docuerunt, Würzburg 1835.

p. 61Notable monographs on various ethical topics were composed by Francis Suarez, S.J.,21 Cardinal John de Lugo, S.J. (+ 1660), 22 Thomas Sanchez, S.J. (+ 1610),23 Martin Bonacina (+ 1631),24 Peter Hurtado de Mendoza, S.J. (+ 1631),25 Dominic Soto, O.P. (+ 1560),26 Louis de Molina, SJ. (+ 1600), 27 Leonard Lessius, SJ. (+ 1623 ),28 and John de Dicastillo, S.J. (+ 1653).29 b) The chief exponents of the casuistic method were Martin de Azpilcueta, known as "Doctor Navarrus" ( + 1586), whose Manuale Confessariorum was highly esteemed; Francisco de Toledo, S.J. (+ 1596), philosopher, theologian, and exegete, who besides many other valuable works wrote a comprehensive Summa Casuum; 30 Louis Lopez, O.P. (+ 1596), author of a book entitled Instructorium Conscientiae; 31 Emanuel Sa, S.J. (+ 1596), whose Aphorismi Confessariorum ran through many editions; 32 Valerius Reginald, S.J. (+ 1623), whose Praxis Fori Poenitentialis33 and other writings were praised by St. Francis de Sales and led St. Alphonsus to rank the author among the classics of Moral Theology;34 and Stephen Bauny, S.J. (+ 1649), author of a Summa Casuum Conscientiae, who owes his fame mainly to Pascal.35

21 De Legibus, De Triplici Virtute Theologica, De Virtute Religionis. —On the life and writings of this famous theologian, who founded a school of his own in Scholasticism, see Goyena's article in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 319 sq.

22 Disp. de Virtute Fidei Divinae, De Poenitentia, De Iustitia et Iure, Responsorum Moralium Diversorum Libri Sex, etc. —"Endowed with uncommon speculative genius and clear, practical judgment, he [John de Lugo] in many instances pointed out entirely new paths towards the solution of moral questions. Speaking of his Moral Theology, St. Alphonsus styles him 'by all odds leader after St. Thomas.' " (Lehmkuhl in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 607).

23 Sanchez' chief work, and the only one he himself edited, is the Disputationes de Sacramento Matrimonii (Genoa 1602), of which Fr. Wernz, late General of the Society of Jesus, says (Ius Decretalium, IV, n. 20) that it is even to-day reckoned by the Roman Curia among the classical works on marriage. Strangely enough, the third volume appears on the Index. Even in the earlier editions of the Index, as revised by Leo XIII, till his Constitution "Officiorum et munerum," may still be read: "Sanches, Thorn. Disputationum de Sacramento Matrimonii torn. III. ed. Venetiae, sive aliarum, a quibus /. 8 disp. 7 detractus est integer num. 4. Decr. 4 Feb. 1627." This number, as Fr. Lehmkuhl explains (Cath. Encycl., XIII, 428), which was omitted from the Venice edition of 1614, treats the power of the Pope to grant valid legitimation, through the so-called sanatio in radice, of the offspring of marriages invalid only through Canon Law.

24 Bonacina was Bishop of Utica. He died on the way to Vienna, where he was to serve as Apostolic nuncio. He wrote a Theologia Moralis (2 vols., Lyons 1624), of which the treatise De Legibus has attained fame.

25 He wrote Scholasticae et Morales Disputationes de Tribus Virtutibus Theologicis, 2 vols., folio, Salamanca 1631. —Hurter says of him: "He possessed a most acute intellect and outstanding learning, and the most learned Ripalda always revered him as a master." (Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. III, col. 927).

26 De Iustitia et Iure Libri Decem, Salamanca 1556. —On Soto see Ch. J. Callan, O.P., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 152 sq.

27 For a good sketch of Molina's life see J. Pohle in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. X, pp. 436 sq. There is no modern critical biography of this learned and renowned theologian. His treatise De Iustitia et Iure (Cuenca 1593), a classic, is frequently quoted at the present time (7 vols., Venice 1614; 5 vols., Cologne 1733)-

28 Lessius was a Flemish Jesuit and a theologian of high repute. His chief moral works are: De Iustitia et Iure, published in 1605 and subsequently in many editions; De Summo Bono (Antwerp 1616), and De Perfectionibus Moribusque Divinis Libri XIV (Antwerp 1620).—Cfr. Cath. Encyc., Vol. IX, pp. 192 sq.; The Month, London, No. 717, pp. 193 sqq.

29 Dicastillo was of Spanish descent. He taught at Naples and Ingolstadt, wrote Tractatus Duo de Iuramento, Periurio et Adiuratione, necnon de Censuris et Poenis Ecclesiasticis (Antwerp 1662) and De Iustitia et Iure Ceterisque Virtutibus Cardinalibus Libri Duo (Antwerp 1641).

30 This author is more commonly known as Toletus. His Summa appeared at Lyons in 1599 and passed through forty-six editions and many translations (Spanish by Juan de Salas; Italian by Andreo Verna; French by Goffar); also summaries in Latin, Spanish, French, and Italian. (Cfr. Goyena, in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 760 sq.)

31 Salamanca 1585; repeatedly reprinted. Lopez also wrote De Contractibus et Negotiationibus, ibid. 1592.

32 Venice 1596. The book was put on the Index in 1603, because of its defense of the validity of confession by letter; released, 1608. (H. Reusch, Der Index der verbotenen Bücher, Vol. II, 1, pp. 312 sq.; Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. III, col. 223 sq.)

33 2 vols., Lyons 1616.

34 Cfr. Buchberger, Kirchliches Handlexikon, Vol. II, col. 1707.

35 Bauny was highly esteemed for his learning and holiness. His "knowledge of Moral Theology was singularly profound, but he was in many points too lenient," says Fr. T. Barrett, S.J. (Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p. 352). Bauny's principal works were: Pratique du Droit Canonique au Gouvernement de l'Église (Paris 1634) and Somme des Péchez qui se commettent en tous États (Paris 1630). These two books, as well as the first part of Bauny's Moral Theology, were put on the Index. (Cfr. Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Thcol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. III, col. 1186 sq.). It was mainly Bauny's teaching that the enemies of the Jesuits exploited in order to convict the Society of laxism.

p. 63The abuses incident to the one-sidedly casuistical treatment of Moral Theology were combatted by Prosper Lambertini, later Pope Benedict XIV (De Synodo Dioecesana, Institutiones Ecclesiasticae, Quaestiones Canonicae), and especially by St. Alphonsus de' Liguori, who subjected the views of the casuists to a thorough criticism and separated the wheat from the chaff. c) Speculative mysticism having fallen into disrepute in the course of the previous period, the exponents of mystic theology now turned their attention to ascetics. The following writers deserve mention as safe guides on the way of Christian perfection:

p. 64Francis Louis de Blois, a Flemish Benedictine abbot, more widely known by the Latinized form of his name, Blosius (+ 1566);36 Louis of Granada, O.P. (+ 1588), called by St. Francis de Sales "the prince of spiritual writers";37

St. Teresa of Jesus († 1582), whose autobiographical writings have been compared to the Confessions of St. Augustine;38 St. John of the Cross († 1591), co-founder, with St. Teresa, of the Discalced Carmelites, whose system has been described as "empirical mysticism";39 Lorenzo Scupoli, Theatine († 1610), whose Spiritual Combat is still widely used for purposes of devotion; 40 Alonzo Rodriguez, S.J. († 1616), whose Practice of Christian and Religious Perfection has been a source of untold consolation to religious and laymen throughout the world; 41 Cardinal Robert Bellarmine (+ 1621), the distinguished Jesuit theologian, whose devotional writings were the fruit of his annual retreats; 42 Ven. Louis de Lapuente, or De Ponte, S.J. (+ 1624), known to English readers mainly by his Christian Life and Meditations on the Mysteries of Our Holy Faith; 43 Cardinal John Bona, a Cistercian (+ 1674), whose best known ascetical works are his Manuductio ad Caelum and his treatise on the Sacrifice of the Mass;44

St. Francis de Sales (+ 1622), Bishop of Geneva and Doctor of the Universal Church, whose Traité de l'Amour de Dieu, also known as Introduction à la Vie Dévote, was translated into nearly all civilized languages and went through innumerable editions.45

36 De Blois' writings are numerous. They were first published in a complete edition at Louvain, in 1568, and many of them have been frequently reprinted and translated. In the English-speaking world he is known principally by his Mirror for Monks (Speculum Monachorum), translated into English by Sir John Coleridge, 1872, the Book of Spiritual Instruction (London 1900), and Comfort for the Fainthearted (London 1902), the latter two works translated by Father Bertrand Wilberforce, O.P. (Cfr. G. Cyprian Alston, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p. 604).

37 A famous preacher and theologian, provincial of the Portuguese Dominicans, confessor and counsellor to the queen regent. He declined the honors of the cardinalate offered him by Sixtus V. "Among the hundreds of eminent ascetical writers of Spain, Louis of Granada remains unsurpassed in the beauty and purity of his style, the solidity of his doctrine, and the popularity and influence of his writings." (J. B. O'Connor, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, p. 385). Nearly all of his works were translated into the various European languages, and several into Turkish and Japanese. The best known of his books is La Guia de Pecadores (Badajoz 1555), which has been favorably compared to the Imitation of Thomas a Kempis. A new and revised English ed., New York 1889. The first part of The Sinner's Guide, entitled Counsels on Holiness of Life, was edited by Shipley in The Ascetic Library, Vol. VIII, London 1869. It contains a brief sketch of the author's life. (V. O'Connor, l.c.)

38 For a life and list of her writings see B. Zimmerman, O.D.C., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 515 sqq. —The most recent English translations are by Lewis, Life and Relations, ed. Zimmerman, 4th ed., London 1911; The Interior Castle, Exclamations, and The Way of Perfection, tr. by the Benedictines of Stanbrook, ed. Zimmerman; the two former, London 1906, the latter, London 1911. Cfr. Burke, St. Teresa, New York 1911.

39 For a sketch of his life and writings see B. Zimmerman, O.D.C., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VIII, pp. 480 sq. English tr. of John's works by D. Lewis, London 1864, with an introduction by Wiseman; revised by the translator and reprinted, London 1889, in 4 vols., with introductions by Fr. Zimmerman. Of his life by Lewis, Fr. Zimmerman says (ibid., p. 481): "The Life of St. John of the Cross (London 1889), compiled from all his Spanish biographers and from other sources, by D. Lewis, is excellent; but what is most wanted now is a biography founded upon the depositions of witnesses in the process of beatification. Not until that work is done shall we have a true picture of the saint."

40 On Scupoli see Kaulen in Herder's Kirchenlexikon, Vol. XI, col. 18; Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., 3rd ed., Vol. III, col. 616. He entered the Theatine Order at the age of forty and became a much sought confessor, until forced to retire by calumnies ("calumniis, quibus non liquet," says Hurter, I.e.), was reduced to the lay state by a general chapter of his Order, and spent the remaining twenty-five years of his life in humble retirement. The Combattimento Spirituale first appeared anonymously at Venice, in 1589. It has seen innumerable editions and been translated into nearly all European languages.

41 A short life of this popular spiritual writer is prefixed to the English translation of The Practice of Christian and Religious Perfection, London 1861. John Gilmary Shea left a translation which has never been published. Fr. Th. Slater has contributed a biographical sketch of Rodriguez to the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 109. He says of the Practice: "It is a book of practical instructions on all the virtues which go to make up the perfect Christian life, whether lived in the cloister or in the world. It became popular at once, and it is as much used to-day as it was when it first became known. More than twenty-five editions of the original Spanish have been issued, besides extracts and abridgments. More than sixty editions have appeared in French in seven different translations, twenty in Italian, at least ten in German, and eight in Latin. An English translation from the French by Fr. Antony Hoskins, S.J., was printed at St. Omer in 1612. The best known English translation, often reprinted, is that which first appeared in London, 1697, from the French of Abbé Regnier des Marais."

42 Bellarmine's spiritual writings are mainly five, viz.: De Ascensione Mentis ad Deum (1615), De Aeterna Felicitate Sanctorum (1616), De Gemitu Columbae (1617), De Septem Verbis Christi (1618), and De Arte Bene Moriendi (1620). —On Bellarmine see S. F. Smith, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 411 sqq.

43 On Lapuente see H. J. Swift's article s. v. in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, p. 3.

44 The Manuductio has been compared to the Imitation of Thomas a Kempis on account of its simplicity. It appeared in 1658 and in four decades passed through fourteen Latin editions. It has been translated into Italian, French, German, Spanish, and Armenian. An English translation, by Sir Robert L'Estrange, appeared in London, 1900, under the title, A Guide to Eternity. Other well known ascetical works by the same author are: Via Compendii ad Deum (1657), Principia et Documenta Vitae Christianae (1673), and Horologium Asceticum (1676). —See the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 645 sq.

45 A complete critical edition of the writings of St. Francis de Sales appeared at Annecy, 1892 sqq. The Traité de l'Amour de Dieu originally appeared at Lyons in 1608.

p. 67An excellent introduction to ascetic theology is the Direttorio Ascetico of J. B. Scaramelli, S.J. († 1752), translated into English by Eyre.46

46 Best edition, Ratisbon 1883, 3 vols.; English translation, The Directorium Asceticum, with Preface by Cardinal Manning, Dublin and London, 1870-71; new, revised ed., London 1879-81; Latin translation, Brixen 1770; Louvain 1848; German translation, Augsburg 1778; Spanish, Madrid 1806; French, Paris 1854.—For a brief sketch of Scaramelli's life see H. Ollion, in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 514.




	In the second half of the eighteenth century Moral Theology was detached from its supernatural basis and almost completely identified with moral philosophy. Catholic as well as Protestant theologians, especially in Germany, succumbed to the influence of Rationalism, as embodied in the philosophical systems of Leibnitz,47 Wolff, Kant, and Fichte,48 and based their moral teaching exclusively on "practical reason." Thus Moral Theology lost its Christian and ecclesiastical character. The teachings of Revelation were respected only in so far as they were considered useful in advancing morality and correcting the disproportion existing between virtue and happiness in this life.



47 Cfr. Wm. Turner, History of Philosophy, Boston 1903, pp. 506 sqq.

48 Turner, op. cit., pp. 525, 528 sqq., 550 sqq.

p. 68Moral Theology was restored to its pristine character and dignity by Benedict Stattler, S.J. († 1797),49 A. N. Oberrauch, O.F.M. († 1808),50 M. von Schenkl, O.S.B. († 1816),51 J. A. Stapf († 1844),52 and especially J. M. Sailer, Bishop of Ratisbon († 1832)53 and J. B. Hirscher († 1865).54 a) Of recent writers the following have treated Moral Theology positively and systematically, without however neglecting casuistry and the practical application of moral principles: Fr. Probst (+ 1899),55 B. Fuchs,56 Conrad Martin, Bishop of Paderborn (Germany) (+ 1879),57 Karl Werner (+ 1888),58 M. Jocham (+ 1893),59 F. Friedhoff,60 A. Rietter (+ 1866),61 Archbishop Th. H. Simar of Cologne (+ 1902),62 J. E. Pruner (+ 1907),63 Thomas J. Bouquillon (+ 1902),64 F. X. Linsenmann, Bishop-elect of Rottenburg (+ 1898),65 J. Schwane (+ 1892),66 J. Scheicher,67 J. Rappenhöner,68 P. Michel,69 and F. M. Schindler.70 b) The following authors employ the Scholastic method and aim to satisfy mainly the practical needs of the confessor: J. P. Gury, S.J. (+ 1866), 71 P. Scavini (+ 1869), 72 E. M. Müller (+ 1888),73 J. d'Annibale (+ 1892),74 C. Marc (+ 1887 ),75 Aug. Lehmkuhl, SJ.,76 J. Aertnys, C.SS.R.,77 J. Bucceroni, SJ.,78 A. Ballerini, SJ., and Dom. Palmieri, SJ.,79 G. B. Tepe, SJ. (+ 1894),80 F. A. Göpfert (+ 1916), 81 H. Noldin, S.J.,82 H. Gatterer (a Sexten), SJ. (+ 1899), 83 D. Delama,84 J. C. Vives,85 E. Berardi,86 A. Bulot,87 A. Tanquery,88 J. Busquet,89 and A. Vermeersch, S.J.,89a to whom we must add an eminent American theologian, Archbishop F. P. Kenrick, of Baltimore (+ 1863), whose Theologia Moralis did such splendid service to the American clergy during the latter half of the nineteenth century.90 particular casuistics are the Casus Conscientiae of J. P. Gury,91 P. Villada,92 J. Bucceroni,93 E. Genicot,94 A. Lehmkuhl, S.J.;95 the Consultazioni of C. Cennari,96 and the Theologiae Moralis Institutiones by Genicot and J. Salsmans, S.J.97 In this connection we may also mention the collection of cases in Moral and Pastoral Theology, published under the title, The Casuist, by J. F. Wagner, New York (1906-1917), ed. by J. A. McHugh, O.P., and others).

49 Ethica Christiana Universalis, Ingolstadt 1772; Ethica Christiana Communis, 3 vols. in 6 parts, Augsburg 1782; Vollständige christliche Sittenlehre, 2 vols., Augsburg 1791. —On Stattler see A. C. Cotter, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 282.

50 Oberrauch is also known by his name in the Franciscan Order, "Herculanus." His principal work is Institutiones Iustitiae Christianae sive Theologia Moralis, in 4 vols., Innsbruck 1794. It was placed on the Index in 1796, but the censure was not enforced against a new revised edition published at Bamberg and Nuremberg in 1797-98. (V. Herder's Kirchenlexikon, Vol. IX, col. 592).

51 Ethica Christiana Universalis, 3 vols., 1800; 5th ed., Gran 1830. (Cfr. Buchberger, Kirchliches Handlexikon, Vol. II, col. 1959).

52 Theologia Moralis, 1827-31; 7th ed., 4 vols., 1855. The same in German, Die christliche Moral, 4 vols., 1841-42. (Buchberger, op. cit., II, 2194).

53 Sailer was a much misjudged man, but he has been rehabilitated of late years. (F. R. Stölzle in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 328; Buchberger's Kirchliches Handlexikon, Vol. II, col. 1883 sq.). Sailer's Handbuch der christlichen Moral appeared in 3 vols. at Munich, 1817-18, and was reprinted at Sulzbach in 1834. —See Ph. Klotz, Sailer als Moralphilosoph, Paderborn 1909.

54 On Hirscher see Goyau in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 363 sqq. His chief moral work is, Die christliche Moral als Lehre von der Verwirklichung des göttlichen Reiches in der Menschheit, Tübingen 1835; 5th ed., 3 vols., 1851,

55 Kath. Moraltheologie, 2 vols., Tübingen 1848-50, 2nd ed., 1853.

56 System der christlichen Sittenlehre, Augsburg 1851.

57 Lehrbuch der kath. Moral, Mayence 1849; 5th ed., 1865.

58 System der christlichen Ethik, 3 vols., Ratisbon 1850-52; Vol. I, 2nd ed., 1888; Enchiridion Theologiae Moralis, Vienna 1863.

59 Moraltheologie, 3 vols., Sulzbach 1852-54.

60 Allgemeine Moraltheologie, Ratisbon 1860; Spesielle Moraltheologie, 1865.

61 Breviarium der christl. Ethik, Ratisbon 1866.

62 Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1867; 3rd ed., 1893.

63 Kath. Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1875; 3rd ed., 1902-03, 3 vols.

64 Dr. Bouquillon is remembered in this country, where he taught Moral Theology in the Catholic University of America. His magnum opus is: Institutiones Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I: Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, Bruges 1873, 3rd ed., 1903; Vol. II: De Virtutibus Theologicis, 1878, 2nd ed., 1890; Vol. III: De Virtute Religionis, 1880, 2nd ed., 1890.

65 Dr. Linsenmann's Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie (Freiburg 1878) exercised great influence upon contemporary theology. It is followed in this Handbook and in the more recent one-volume Moraltheologie of O. Schilling, Freiburg 1922.

66 Allgemeine Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1885; Spezielle Moraltheologie, 1878; 2nd ed., 1885.

67 Allgemeine Moraltheologie, Ratisbon 1885.

68 Allgemeine Moraltheologie, Münster 1891-93.

69 Theologiae Moralis Principia, 2 vols., Paris 1900-02.

70 Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, 3 vols., Vienna 1907 sqq.

71 Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 2 vols., Lyons and Paris 1850; Ratisbon 1857; 5th ed., 1874; new ed., enlarged by H. Dumas, 5th ed., Freiburg i. B. 1891; revised by A. Ballerini, SJ. (+ 1881), Rome 1874; 6th ed., 1882; revised by Dom. Palmieri, S.J., 14th ed., 1902; adapted to American conditions by A. Konings, C.SS.R. (Theologia Moralis, Boston 1874, 2nd ed., 2 vols., New York 1876; two later editions by H. Kuper, C.SS.R.; for a biographical sketch of Konings see the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VIII, pp. 690 sq.); again adapted to American conditions and condensed by Aloysius Sabetti, S.J., New York 1884; frequently revised and re-edited since by T. Barrett, SJ.; 27th ed., New York 1919.— Spanish edition of Gury's Compendium, with many additions, has been published by J. B. Ferreres, SJ., 9th ed., Barcelona 1918 sq. — For a brief sketch of Gury's life see J. Salsmans, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, p. 89. For a refutation of certain calumnies circulated against his work, cfr. B. Duhr, SJ., Jesuitenfabeln, 4th ed., Freiburg 1904, pp. 474 sqq.

72 Theologia Moralis Universa ad Mentem S. Alphonsi, 4 vols., 3rd ed., Novara 1847, 11th ed., Milan 1901; Theologia Moralis in Compendium Redacta by I. A. Del Vecchio, 2 vols., 5th ed., Milan 1902.

73 Theologia Moralis, 3 vols., Augsburg 1868-70; Vols. I and II, 9th ed., 1905; Vol. III, 7th ed., 1902; Vol. I, 10th ed., Ratisbon 1923.

74 Summula Theologiae Moralis, 3 vols., Milan 1881-83; 5th ed., Rome 1908; Supplementum by D. Mannajoli, Rome 1909.

75 Institut. Morales Alphonsianae, 2 vols., Rome 1885; 15th ed., 1917, (see Irish Th. Quarterly, XIII, 50, 167 sqq.)

76 Theologia Moralis, 2 vols., Freiburg i. B., 1883-84; 11th ed. ("de integro revisa, refecta, adaucta"), ibid., 1910; Compendium Theol. Mor., ibid., 1886, 5th ed., 1907. A. Lehmkuhl is probably the most frequently quoted and the most highly esteemed of present-day moralists.

77 Theologia Moralis iuxta Doctrinam S. Alphonsi, Tournay 1887, 10th ed. by C. A. Damen, C.SS.R., 1919.

78 Institutiones Theologiae Moralis, 4 vols., Rome 1887, 6th ed., 1914-15. (V. La Civiltà Cattolica, 1917, quad. 1601, pp. 604 sqq.)

79 Opus Theologicum Morale in Busembaum Medullam, 7 vols., Prati 1889-91, 3rd ed., 1902-03.

80 Institutiones Theologiae Moralis Generalis, 2 vols., Paris 1899.

81 Moraltheologie, 3 vols., Paderborn 1897-98; Vols. I and II in 6th ed., 1909; Vol. III in 5th ed., 1906.

82 Summa Theologiae Moralis, 3 vols., Innsbruck 1901-2; Vol. I, 17th ed., 1924; Vol. II, 13th ed., 1921; Vol. III, 12th ed., 1920.

83 Compendium Theologiae Moralis, Messina 1899, 2nd ed., Stuttgart 1900, 3rd ed., 1902.

84 Institutiones Theologiae Moralis, 2 vols., Trent 1902.

85 Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 8th ed., Rome 1904. Vives has also written an excellent Compendium Theologiae Ascetico-Mysticae, 3rd ed., Rome 1908.

86 Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, Faenza 1905; Praxis Confessariorum, 4 vols., ibid., 1905.

87 Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 2 vols., Paris 1905.

88 Synopsis Theologiae Moralis et Pastoralis ad Mentem S. Thomae et S. Alphonsi, 3 vols., 7th ed., Tournay 1921.

89 Thesaurus Confessarii, 4th ed., Paris 1909.

89a Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, Bruges 1921; II and III, 1924.

90 Kenrick's Theologia Moralis first appeared at Philadelphia in 1841-43, in 3 vols. We have before us the second, revised edition, 3 vols., Malines 1860-61. Hurter (Nom. Theol. Cath., Vol. V, 3rd ed., Innsbruck 1911, col. 1152) says that the second edition was published at Mayence (?). He calls the work "valde practica." John J. O'Shea, in his article on Kenrick in Vol. VIII, pp. 618 sq. of the Cath. Encyclopedia is indefinite and inaccurate. Kenrick follows St. Alphonsus, whose very words he frequently adopts. He says in the "Prooemium" (2d ed., Vol. I, p. XIV): "Among recent cultivators of ethics Saint Alphonsus de Liguori stands out; he flourished in the century just past and in our age has been raised to the sacred honors of the Church. He seems to have examined nearly all the books treating this discipline, joining practical experience to knowledge; for through very many years he was engaged in the care of souls, so that he left to us in the Moral Theology which he wrote the fruit of study and practice. We always had this before our hands while preparing this work of ours, such as it is, and very often copied his words, willingly following the authority which is known to be great from the responses of the Sacred Penitentiary (on 5 July 1851), and also from the documents of Pius IX. Nevertheless, we used our own judgment, though slight and weak, to which we ask that nothing be trusted except insofar as authority and the weight of reasons support it."

91 Ratisbon 1862; 8th ed., Freiburg i. B. 1891.

92 Bruxelles 1885.

93 2 vols., Rome 1894-95; 6th ed., 1913.

94 2 vols., Louvain 1901.

95 2 vols., Freiburg i. B. 1902-03; 3rd ed., 1907.

96 2 vols., 2nd ed., Rome 1902-04.

97 2 vols., 6th ed., Bruxelles 1909.

p. 72Of these casuistic writings it has been said: "A man is not a competent moralist unless he has consulted collections of this kind." 98 Note, however, that casuistry, though it has been at times cultivated to excess and in a one-sided manner, has never supplanted scientific Moral Theology. The value of casuistry lies entirely within the domain of the penitential discipline. Casuistry has its place in theology as well as in jurisprudence and medicine. Everything depends on the spirit in which it is applied and the dogmatic principles upon which it is based.99

98 "On n'est jamais un moraliste complet, quand on n'a pas consulté des recueils de cette sorte." (L'Université Catholique, XLI [1902], p. 310).

99 Casuistry, says Abbé Hogan (Clerical Studies, 2nd ed., p. 224 sq.), "is not confined to moral science; it is the outgrowth of all legislation. Wherever there is a code, casuistry of a kindred kind grows up around it. The numberless decisions, for instance, of the Congregation of Rites, are the casuistry of liturgy. The very laws of good breeding give birth to a casuistry of etiquette. Indeed, most of what is called law is scarce anything but casuistry. Until the period of its codification under the Emperor Justinian, the Roman law was little more than a collection of 'cases,' or individual decisions, subsequently made into rules. Canon Law was built exactly in the same fashion; that is, on pontifical rulings given on single cases. So also the common law of England, which, different from the statute law made by legislative enactments, rests entirely on the rulings of law courts and the opinions of eminent lawyers regarding single cases submitted to them. Statute law itself soon gathers around it a vast amount of similar cases which practically determine its interpretation, as may be seen in French, Belgian, or Italian jurisprudence, or in the statutory jurisprudence of the United States."

p. 73READINGS.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Short History of Moral Theology, New York 1909, pp. 44-50. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 8 sqq. —J. D'Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 1-16. —E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 45-63. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, Bruges 1922, pp. 18-36.


Chapter X: Division of Moral Theology

p. 74Man may be variously regarded, —in his relations to God, to himself, and to his fellowmen; and hence Moral Theology has been fitly divided into three parts.1 For our purpose, however, we prefer the more serviceable division suggested by the laws of logic and practical use: viz., into (1) General or Theoretical and (2) Special or Practical.2

1 Tit. II, 12.

2 Cfr. F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 35 sqq.

General Moral Theology treats of morality and the moral order in three subdivisions:

I. Morality, its Subject, Norm, and Object; II. The Disturbance of the Moral Order by Sin; and III. The Restoration of the Moral Order by Grace.

Special Moral Theology shows how the moral order is realized in man as an individual and as a member of society, and hence discusses (1) Man's Duties to Himself; (2) Man's Duties to God; and (3) Man's Duties to His Fellowmen, Individually and Collectively.

p. 75For convenience sake we shall divide the whole subject-matter of Moral Theology into five volumes, as follows:

Volume I

Morality, Its Subject, Norm, and Object

Volume II

Sin and the Means of Grace

Volume III

Man's Duties to Himself

Volume IV

Man's Duties to God

Volume V

Man's Duties to His Fellowmen READINGS.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Short History of Moral Theology, pp. 44-50.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 607 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 13 sq.


Morality, Its Subject, Norm, and Object

Introduction

p. 77In this first volume of our Handbook we will treat of morality in five subdivisions, as follows:

Chapter I: The Subject of Morality, i. e., Man as a Rational Creature Endowed with Free-Will; Chapter II: The Objective Norm of Morality, i. e., Law, Divine and Human; Chapter III: The Subjective Norm of Morality, i. e., Conscience; Chapter IV: The Subjective-Objective Norm of Morality, i. e., Duty; Chapter V: The Object of Morality, i. e., Human Acts.


Chapter I: The Subject of Morality—Man as a Rational Creature Endowed with Free-Will

Section 1: Free-Will as the Subjective Condition of Morality

p. 79The subject of morality is man as a rational creature, able to know the moral law and conscious of being responsible for his acts and omissions.

Man's chief ethical faculty is free-will, i. e., the power to determine his own actions or to choose for himself between right and wrong (liberum arbitrium, vis electiva). By virtue of this faculty man is truly and properly the master of his own actions (dominus actuum suorum).

Only those acts are properly called human (actus humani, in opposition to actus hominis) of which man is master, i. e., which he performs with consciousness and free-will (actus morales). 1

1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 83, art. 3: "Choice is proper to free judgment. We are said to possess free judgment because we can accept one thing while refusing another, which is to choose; and therefore the nature of free judgment must be considered from choice." —Ibid., 1a 2ae, qu. 1, art. 1: "Man differs from other irrational creatures in this: that he is master of his acts. Hence those actions alone are called properly human of which he is master. Man is master of his acts through reason and will; hence free choice is said to be a faculty of will and reason. Therefore those actions are called properly human which proceed from a deliberate will. If any other actions belong to man, they can indeed be called actions of a man, but not properly human actions, since they do not belong to man insofar as he is man."

p. 80The liberty of the human will, which we take as an axiom from philosophy and Dogmatic Theology, 2 is not merely a Catholic dogma,3 but a fundamental truth of revealed religion,4 and the pivot of all morality.5 Without free-will man could perform no ethical acts, either good or bad; there would be no moral responsibility, no imputability, no virtues or vices, neither guilt nor merit, and no redemption.6 To deny the freedom of the will, therefore, is to deny Christianity itself.

2 See Readings at the end of this chapter.

3 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 5: "If anyone says that man's free will was lost and extinguished after Adam's sin, or that it is a thing only in name—indeed, a name without a reality—and finally a fiction introduced into the Church by Satan, let him be anathema."

4 Cfr. Gen. IV, 7; Deut. XXX, 19-20; Ecclus. XV, 14-18; Matth. XXIII, 37.—St. Augustine, De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio, II, n. 2, says: "He has revealed to us through His Holy Scriptures that there is free choice of the will in man. ... The divine precepts themselves would not profit man unless he had free choice of the will, by which, in doing them, he might attain the promised rewards."—Ibid., n. 4: "What of the fact that in so many places God commands all His commandments to be kept and done? How does He command this if there is no free will?" (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 882 sq.)—Cfr. E. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale Catholique, Vol. II, Paris 1904, pp. 51 sqq.

5 Cfr. St. Thomas, Comment, in Sent., II, dist. 24, qu. 3, art. 2: "The will is the principle of moral things, and therefore the moral order begins where dominion of the will is first found."

6 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Libero Arbitrio, II, c. 1, n. 3: "Both punishment and reward would be unjust if man did not have a free will."—IDEM, De Vera Religione, c. 14, n. 27: "If we do evil not by the will, no one at all should be rebuked or admonished; and if these are removed, the Christian law and every discipline of religion must be taken away. Therefore sin is committed by the will. And since there is no doubt that sin is committed, I see that there should likewise be no doubt that souls possess free choice of the will." —IDEM, Enarrat. in Ps., CI, serm. 1, n. 11: "If You had not given me free choice and by this reason made me better than beasts, just condemnation would not follow me when I sinned." —IDEM, Retract., I, c. 9, n. 4. (See Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1241; XXXIV, 133; XXXVII, 1302; XXXII, 596).—Cfr. St. Jerome, Adv. Iovin., II, c. 3: "God created us with free choice, and we are drawn by necessity neither to virtues nor to vices. Otherwise, where there is necessity, there is no crown." (Cfr. ibid., XXIII, 286). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 83, art. 1: "Man possesses free choice; otherwise counsels, exhortations, precepts, prohibitions, rewards, and punishments would be in vain."

p. 81Free-will is capable of development and cultivation, and hence is not the beginning but the end of moral endeavor. Man, by "going from virtue to virtue," and by ''growing unto salvation," 7 is called to attain "moral liberty," to develop into "a perfect man unto the measure of the age of the fulness of Christ," and thereby to reach that blessed freedom which is "the glory of the children of God." 8 Moreover, free-will is not absolute but relative and limited in various ways:—metaphysically, by man's dependence upon the will of His Creator, and ethically, by certain natural, individual, personal, and social factors which constitute as many intrinsic determinants of liberty.

7 Ps. LXXXIII, 8; Phil. III, 13; 1 Pet. II, 2.—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 11.

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 8 sqq., 13, 83. —C. Gutberlet, Die Willensfreiheit und ihre Gegner, Fulda 1893, pp. 26 sqq. —M. Maher, S.J., Psychology; Empirical and Rational, 4th ed., London 1900, pp. 394 sqq. —IDEM, in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, pp. 259 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, New York 1902, pp. 249 sqq. —IDEM, Free Will and Four English Philosophers (Hobbes, Locke, Hume, and Mill), London 1906. —W. von Rohland, Die Willensfreiheit und ihre Gegner, Leipsic 1905. —A. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale Catholique, Vol. I, Paris 1904. —H. Gründer, S.J., Free Will, the Greatest of the Seven World-Riddles, St. Louis 1911. —E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 329 sqq. —W. McDonald, Principles of Moral Science, Dublin 1910, Ch. VIII. —J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, New York 1919, pp. 21 sqq.

8 2 Cor. III, 17; Eph. IV, 13; Rom. VIII, 21.

Section 2: The Natural Limits of Free-Will

p. 83I. Man was created for both time and eternity. Here on earth, where he is to prepare himself for the life beyond, he is subject to the same laws as other terrestrial creatures. However, since he holds first rank among, and was made to rule over these creatures,1 he is empowered to use them as means to achieve his own particular ends.2

1 Gen. I, 26 sqq.; II, 19 sq.; IX, 2.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Tract, in loa., 33, c. 6; Vergil, Aeneis, VI, 727; Sophocles, Antigone, 332 sqq.; A. Jakob, Der Mensch, die Krone der irdischen Schöpfung, Freiburg 1890.

2 1 Cor. III, 22.

But man is not created for this world alone. He has an immortal soul,3 and is bound so to employ his earthly sojourn that he may attain eternal beatitude. This is the express will of God, which man cannot change, and to that extent his freedom is limited by his supernatural end. However, this limitation by no means abrogates free-will, but rather elevates it to a higher plane of perfection.4

3 Rom. XIV, 7 sq.; Acts XVII, 28; Job XIV, 5 sqq.

4 Job I, 21; Prov. XXVII, 1; Luke XII, 20; 1 Tim. VI, 7; Jas. IV, 13 sqq.—St. Polycarp, Ep. ad Phil, IV, 1 (ed. Funk, Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 301). —Tertullian, Ad Uxorem, I, c. 7: "Beyond these things, I advise you to reflect that no one is taken from this world except by God's will, if not even a leaf falls from a tree without God's will. The same One who brings us into the world must also lead us out." (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 68).—Horace, Carm., I, 4, 13; 28, 15.

p. 84II. Though he is the lord of the physical universe, man is in several respects subject to nature.




	His moral life is influenced by natural causes. Certain physical disturbances are regularly followed by definite phenomena in the ethical domain. Statistics show how greatly men are dependent on climate, the weather, seasonal changes, and other physical agencies. They are compelled to battle with nature for their existence and well-being, and this struggle involves a constant expenditure of physical as well as intellectual energy.






	Man's control of his own actions is limited by the life of the body.5 His intellectual knowledge depends upon the senses. Through the organs of the body man receives impressions by the aid of which he forms mental images, concepts or ideas. Moreover, the intellectual and moral life of man is influenced by various bodily conditions, e. g., the need of food and sleep, the sexual instinct, disease. Man has to devote considerable thought and attention to the care of his body and is frequently compelled to combat its impulses. The body has been compared to a dead weight or a prison impeding the intellect in its movements. But this comparison is one-sided. The body is an essential constituent of the compound, man. It is the organ of the soul, subject to its elevating influence. Animated and, as it were, spiritualized by the soul, the body becomes the source of sentiments conducive to moral improvement. 6 The life of the body, moreover, furnishes the soul with many occasions for practicing virtue and acts as a strong counterpoise to pride and self-conceit.



5 Wisd. IX, 15.—Cfr. J. B. Hirscher, Die christliche Moral, Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 174 sqq.

6 St. John Chrysostom, Orat. de Angusta Porta, i, says that the body is the harp of the soul; the spirit moves the strings, and if this is done in the right way, the instrument gives forth the beautiful melody of virtue. (Migne, P. G., LI, 41).

p. 85Whereas the Old Testament emphasizes man's mastery over the earth, the New insists that the body be kept holy because it is a temple of the Holy Ghost.7

7 1 Cor. I, 19; III, 16; Rom. VIII, 11; VI, 16-22.

READINGS. —A. Huber, Die Hemmnisse der Willensfreiheit. 2nd ed., Münster 1908.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, Dublin 1909, pp. 169 sqq. —Ellsworth Huntington, World Power and Evolution, Yale University Press, 1919. —J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, New York 1919, pp. 30 sqq.

Section 3: The Individual Determinants of Free-Will

p. 86Man as an individual is constituted by a material body and a spiritual soul,1 and endowed with impulses and inclinations which give rise to definite temptations, virtues, and vices. The individual determinants of free-will are chiefly three: 1. AGE. —Age exercises a notable influence on the human organism and offers to the will a special field in which to exert itself. Though the individual continues the same, and his personality is essentially unaffected by age, the differences wrought by the latter are so far-reaching that moral science must take account of them.

1 See Scholastic Psychology and Pohle-Preuss, The Author of Nature and the Supernatural, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1916, pp. 124 sqq.

Each age has its peculiar ethical tasks and problems. 2 In infancy man is almost completely ruled by egoism, but the egoism of the child has a redeeming feature in his ready submission to God (faith) and parents (filial love, pietas).3 In early childhood the operation of the will, so far as it acts independently, is negative rather than positive, characterized by a tendency to obstinacy, destructiveness, and cruelty.

2 1 Cor. XIII, 11; Tit. II, 1-6; John II, 12-14.

3 Cfr. Matth. XVIII, 1-6; XIX, 13-15; Mark X, 13-16; Matth. XI, 25. —St. Jerome, Ep., 52 (al. 2), n.

3 (Migne, P. L., XXII, 528); W. Preyer and K. L. Schafer, Die Seele des Kindes, 8th ed., Leipsic 1908; R. Gaupp, Die Psychologie des Kindes, Leipsic 1908.

p. 87The period of adolescence is marked by a struggle between liberty and control. Though very receptive at first, the boy soon begins to assert himself against his elders. He is inclined to follow the bent of his sensual nature, to enjoy himself, to substitute knowledge for faith, to criticize and doubt, to engage in airy speculations, to waver to and fro between optimism and pessimism, hope and despair. Over against these tendencies are the faculty and inclination to labor, to cultivate tender sentiments, and to seek noble ideals. Unless these faculties are properly trained, the young man is liable to become an egoist, a dreamer, and a sentimentalist.4

4 Cfr. Sophocles, Antigone, 705 sqq.; Horace, Ep., II, 3, 156 sqq. (De Arts Poetica)', I, 2, 67 sq.; Homer, Ilias, III, 108; IV, 320.

Manhood, the age of maturity, is marked by full control of the vital energies, by a certain fixity of both the bodily and the intellectual type, and by a preponderance of the active over the receptive faculties. The peculiar dangers that beset middle life are pride, vainglory, isolation, heartlessness and obtuseness of mind resulting from untoward experiences. These perils can be avoided by cultivating a strong sense of duty and devoting oneself to the service of God and one's fellowmen and to the contemplation of nature. 5 Thus each succeeding period of life has its peculiar ethical stamp; each its special dangers and pitfalls; each its own capacity for virtue. This truth is exemplified in the lives of the saints, who belong to every age, clime, and condition.

5 Cfr. Job XII, 12-13; Prov. XVI, 31; Ecclus. XXV, 6-8; Wisd. IV, 8-9.—J. Ehring, Des Priesters Greisenalter, Münster 1896, pp. 3 sqq., 59 sqq.

p. 88


	TEMPERAMENT. —By temperament we understand the peculiar physical and mental character of an individual. The ancients enumerated four types —the sanguine, phlegmatic, choleric (or bilious), and melancholic. None of these temperaments is found unmixed in any one individual. Nevertheless, as the temperaments contain the germs of definite inclinations and tendencies, a study of them is of great importance for the formation of character. The temperaments undoubtedly influence the will, though by no means irresistibly. Besides, every man is more or less responsible for the faults peculiar to his temperament. Hence arises the duty of acquiring control over one's temperament and its idiosyncrasies. In this matter the Apostles furnish splendid models.6



6 Cfr. A. Fouillee, Temperament et Caractere selon les Individus, les Sexes et les Races, Paris 1895; P. Michel, Theologiae Moralis Principia, Vol. I, pp. 445 sqq.
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	NATURAL TALENT. —Talent is a special aptitude or faculty for effective action along certain lines. Talents differ and are differently distributed. Some men are more talented than others. Some are highly gifted in more than one respect, while others scarcely show any trace of talent at all. The presence or absence of special aptitudes necessarily influences man's intellectual and moral development, and hence is an ethical factor of considerable importance. A man's choice of vocation and his social standing are largely conditioned by his talents, and experience teaches that, as a general rule at least, the moral sense develops in proportion to the growth of intelligence.



However, while talent has a place among the individual determinants of free-will, its influence is by no means compelling. Whether endowed with many talents or few, great or small, man remains master of his actions. There is no hard and fast relation between morality and intellectual culture. Intellectually inferior men sometimes attain to great moral perfection. Moreover, man's ethical development depends upon other factors besides natural aptitudes. Even infidel savants admit that the low mental and moral state of many primitive races is the result, not of natural inferiority, but of a process of depravation.7 For some reason or other their natural faculties and aptitudes were not properly developed. The Catholic Church teaches that every normal human being is able to distinguish good from evil and to observe the more general or absolutely necessary precepts of the Gospel. It is this conviction that inspires Catholic missionary activity among the heathen. History testifies that nations which have attained to some degree of culture are more easily converted than those completely immersed in savagery.

7 Cfr. W. Schneider, Die Naturvölker, Vol. I, Paderborn 1885, pp. 3 sqq.; C. Gutberlet, Der Mensch, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1903, pp. 474 sqq.

p. 90READINGS. —J. B. Hirscher, Die christliche Moral, Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 251 sqq.; Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 268 sqq., 418 sqq. —C. Krieg, Die Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, Freiburg 1904, pp. 99 sqq., 131 sqq. —A. Huber, Die Hemmnisse der Willensfreiheit, 2nd ed., Münster 1908, pp. 132 sqq. —M. Maher, S.J., Psychology, 4th ed., London 1900, p. 393. —T. Pesch, S.J., Instit. Psychologicae, § 1078 sq. —O. Brüssau, Die Temperamente und das christliche Leben, Hamburg 1906. —M. Maher, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p. 585.—A. C. O'Neil, ibid., XIV, 8. —A. Waldron, O.P., ibid., XV, 474. —F. Muszinski, Die Temperamente, Paderborn 1907. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, Tournai 1905, pp. 65 sqq. —Fr. a Barbens, O. M. Cap., Introductio Pathologica ad Studium Theologiae Moralis, Tarracona 1917.

Section 4: The Social Determinants of Free-Will

p. 91Man is not merely an individual, he is also a social being, and as such his liberty of choice is influenced by several other factors in addition to those already enumerated. They are: 1. SEX. —Sex is the sum-total of the peculiarities of structure and function that distinguish the male from the female organism. Its influence is not limited to the body, but extends to the intellect and the will, and consequently affects the moral character.1

1 See Readings at the end of this Section.

The male sex, generally speaking, possesses greater spontaneity, energy, and strength than the female. These advantages are counterbalanced by certain defects, e. g., lack of delicacy and sentiment. The female sex, on the other hand, enjoys greater receptivity, a more delicate sense of modesty, a more intense religious sentiment2 and greater patience, but is less strong in resisting evil,3 and more prone to fall.4

2 The liturgical phrase, "devotus femineus sexus," be it remarked in passing, is merely a synonym for "virgines Deo devotae," i. e. the members of female religious orders.

3 Cfr. 1 Pet. III, 7, and the hymn for Matins in the Commune Virginum of the Roman Breviary.

4 Cfr. R. Stade, Aus der Gefängnisseelsorge, Leipsic 1901, pp. 56 sqq., 105 sqq.; IDEM, Frauentypen aus dem Gefängnisleben (1903), pp. 40 sqq., 57 sqq., 67 sqq.; H. F. Beneke, Gefängnisstudien, Hamburg 1903, pp. 13 sq., 76 sqq.

But though sex is a determinant of morality, it does not neutralize free-will. For in the first place the human soul or spirit is non-sexual 5 and the same law binds both male and female. "There is one law for men and women." as the Schoolmen put it. The assumption of a so-called double standard of morals is unchristian.6 Secondly, all virtues are attainable by both sexes, and neither enjoys any intellectual or moral privilege that is denied the other.7 Third, the sexual relations of men and women, unlike those of irrational brutes, are not governed by physical necessity, but controlled by the will,8 which can ennoble and spiritualize them.9

5 Cfr. St. Ambrose, Expos. Evang. sec. Luc., II, n. 28: "The soul, which has no sex." (Migne, P. L., XV, 1562); St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 93, art. 6, ad 2: "The image of God is common to both sexes, since it is according to the mind, in which there is no distinction of sexes."

6 Cfr. 1 Cor. VII, 3-4: "Let the husband render the debt to his wife, and the wife also in like manner to the husband. The wife hath not power of her own body, but the husband; and in like manner the husband also hath not power of his own body, but the wife." —Cfr. the Shepherd of Hermas, Mand. IV, 8: "This is the course of action for wife and husband." Ibid., 10: "For this reason it was enjoined on you to live by yourselves, whether husband or wife." (Ed. Funk, Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 476, 8 and 13; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers, Vol. II, London 1913, p. 81). —The Corpus Iuris Canonici quotes the following from St. Ambrose (C. 4, C. XXXII, qu. 4): "A man is not permitted what a woman is not permitted. The same chastity is required of the husband as of the wife." And this from Innocent I (c. 23, C. XXXII, qu. 5): "The Christian religion condemns adultery on equal grounds in both sexes." St. Jerome in speaking on the same subject centuries before the days of Gratian insists on the striking contrast between the pagan double code of morality for men and women, and the single or equal code of Christian teaching. (Ad Oceanum, Ep. LXXVII). "The laws of the Caesars are one thing," he writes, "those of Christ another: Papinian commands one thing, our Paul another." And after describing the larger licence the Roman laws allowed to men and husbands, he sets against this the Christian code of equality: "Among us, what is not permitted to women is equally not permitted to men; and the same servitude is assessed on equal terms." Such is the contrast presented, in the judgment of St. Jerome, at the close of the fourth century, between the Christian and Pagan ideas on this question. And yet, after the lapse of fifteen hundred years, a candid historian of morals is fain to confess that the pagan idea still predominates in modern Europe.

7 Cfr. Gal. III, 28; Matth. XXVIII, 10; Acts XVII, 12, 34; XVIII, 2. —St. Ambrose, Expos. Evang. sec. Lucam, IV, n. 57: "The Lord came to heal both sexes, and he who 'was created first' had to be healed first; nor was she who had sinned more through fickleness of mind than through depravity to be passed over." (Migne, P. L., XV, 1629).—St. Augustine, Serm., 12 (al. 16 de Diversis), n. 12: "Wishing to bring both sexes to the hope of renewal and restoration, He chose the male sex, in which He would be born, and the female, through which He would be born." —IDEM, Serm., 190 (al. 61 de Diversis), n. 2: "Since He Himself assuredly created both sexes, that is, male and female, He therefore also wished by being born to honor both sexes, which He had come to liberate. ... The Lord, coming to seek what had been lost, wished to commend both by honoring them, because both had been lost. Therefore in neither sex ought we to do injury to Christ: the Lord's Nativity commended both to the hope of salvation. The honor of the male sex is in the flesh of Christ; the honor of the female is in the mother of Christ. The grace of Jesus Christ conquered the serpent's cunning." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 106, 1008).—St. Leo the Great, Serm., 74 (al. 72), c. 3: "For this faith throughout the whole world not only men but also women, and not only immature boys but also tender virgins, contended even to the shedding of their blood." (Migne, P. L., LIV, 398).—In the benediction of the baptismal font in the Roman Missal we read: "And may mother grace bring forth into one infancy all those whom either sex distinguishes in body or age distinguishes in time."

8 Cfr. Matth. XIX, 11-12: "All men take not this word, but they to whom it is given. For there are eunuchs, who were born so from their mother's womb: and there are eunuchs, who were made so by men: and there are eunuchs, who have made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven. He that can take, let him take it." —Rom. VIII, 12-14: "Therefore, brethren, we are debtors, not to the flesh, to live according to the flesh. For if you live according to the flesh, you shall die: but if by the spirit you mortify the deeds of the flesh, you shall live." —Cfr. 1 Cor. VII, 25 sqq.

9 Matth. XXII, 30: "For in the resurrection they shall neither marry nor be married; but shall be as the angels of God in heaven." — Cfr. Tertullian, Ad Uxorem, I, c. 1 (ed. P. Leopold, II, 62 sq.) —St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei, XXII, c. 17 (Migne, P. L., XLI, 778 sq.); IDEM, Serm., 243 (al. 6 de Divers.), n. 6 (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 1146). —St. Jerome, Adv. Iovin., I, c. 36 (P. L., XXIII, 261).
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	EDUCATION. —Education signifies the process of imparting and drawing out (e-ducere) knowledge, skill or discipline of character. As society is at present constituted, education is imparted partly in the home and partly at school. The early training a child receives at home is of supreme importance for his future welfare because it leaves upon the mind deep traces of good or evil.10 Whether a man will be virtuous or vicious, whether his life will redound to the advantage or detriment of his fellowmen, depends largely upon the character of the domestic circle in which he spends his youth. No other factor, agency, or institution can fully supplant a good Christian home.



10 Cfr. Plato, Politia, II, 17: For it is then especially that a character is molded and takes on the impression which anyone may wish to stamp upon each one. —Cfr. Horace, Carm., IV, 4, 29, 32 sqq.: "The brave are born of the brave and good; ... but instruction advances the inborn power, and right cultivation strengthens the heart: whenever either is lacking, faults disgrace what was well-born."

p. 94In spite of all this, however, home-life does not give a necessary predetermination for either good or evil. The will remains free, and even the most excellent training sometimes fails to bend it in the right direction. It happens that good parents have bad children,11 whereas, on the other hand, a naturally good child will often preserve its innocence in spite of a bad example.

11 " Filii heroum nequam."

The school supplements and completes the training received at home, and its influence on the formation of character is second only to that of the family.12 Its chief defect is that it cannot give to each child the individual care required, and hence the influence of the school upon the moral character is less pronounced than that of the home.

12 Cfr. the Greek proverb: Πολλοὶ μαθηταὶ κρείσσονες τῶν διδασκάλων. —Many pupils are better than their masters.
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	SOCIETY. —Human society is the sum-total of living men, considered as an aggregate, of which each individual is a member. Every man is more or less a child of his time, nation, and country, —not merely in a physical sense, i. e., by the external characteristics due to soil, climate and national type; but also intellectually and ethically, in regard to his views of right and wrong, his likes and dislikes, etc.13



13 Cfr. Ps. XVII, 26-27: "Withthe holy, thou wilt be holy; and with the innocent man thou wilt be innocent; and with the elect thou wilt be elect: and with the perverse thou wilt be perverted." —Pope Hadrian VI composed this epitaph for his tombstone: "Alas, how much it matters into what times the virtue of even the best man may fall!"

The relation existing between man's free acts and the social environment in which he lives (milieu) has been carefully investigated in recent times. It was found that certain crimes and misdemeanors recur more or less regularly under certain conditions. This observation led Lombroso and others to conclude that the law of physical causation applies to ethics and that human conduct is governed by necessity.14 With this conclusion we cannot agree, for three reasons:

14 Cesare Lombroso's writings in particular, some of which have been translated into English, have exercised a malign influence on contemporary thought. Cfr. Krauss, Der Kampf gegen die Verbrechensursachen, pp. 17 sqq.; R. Frank, Die Lehre Lombrosos, Tübingen 1908. — Enrico Ferri, another popular author, contends that crime is "a biologico-social abnormality," which has "its origin in an anti-social biological constitution, cosmic or physical," and is "the resultant of anthropological, cosmic, and social factors." (Cfr. Criminal Sociology by Enrico Ferri, tr. by J. I. Kelly, Boston 1917)- Ferri too often makes words serve in place of ideas. Put to the logical test, his system fails completely. Cfr. Charles Goring, The English Convict: A Statistical Study, London 1920.

p. 96a) That men think, feel, calculate, and act alike under similar conditions is no proof that they lack liberty of choice. b) At all times there have been many who, under identically the same circumstances, have attained a degree of moral perfection that raised them far above their fellows. c) Statistics are limited to external acts, whereas the individual inclinations and dispositions as well as the intentions and motives from which individual actions spring, and which therefore constitute the true essence of morality, elude observation and inquiry. All that science can demonstrate is to what extent men observe the law or, rather, in what degree they are given to immoral practices. Even those acts which are common to a large number of men and can therefore be statistically tabulated, remain rational and ethically free—actus humani—regardless of social and economic environment. 15 The science of what is called moral (or, more correctly, criminal) statistics devotes its attention entirely to vice and crime. Virtue, as a rule, makes no noise. An ancient Chinese proverb says: "If you do a good deed, your neighbor will never find it out; but if you commit a crime, everybody for a hundred miles around will talk about it." To regard only the evil that men do will never lead to an adequate knowledge of human nature.

15 Cfr. C. Gutberlet, Willensfreiheit, pp. 40 sqq.

p. 97READINGS. —Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 163; XV, 687. —A. Rosier, C.SS.R., Die Frauenfrage vom Standpunkt der Natur, der Geschichte und der Offenbarung, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1907, pp. 18 sqq., 26 sqq. —H. Marion, Psychologie de la Femme, Paris 1900.—Ch. Turgeon, Le Féminisme Français, Vol. II, Paris 1902, pp. 152 sqq. —C. Krieg, Die Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, pp. 138 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, Tournai 1905, pp. 69 sqq.

L. Desers, L'Education Morale et ses Conditions, Paris 1909. —W. Toischer, Die Macht der Schule, Prague 1897.—F. W. Foerster, Schule und Charakter, 7th ed., Zurich 1909.

Section 5: Voluntary Acts

p. 98Not all human actions are ethically free. There are various degrees of self-determination corresponding to the measure of knowledge with which a man acts.1

1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 59, art. 3: "Some things do not act from any judgment, but as if acted upon and moved by others, just as an arrow is moved toward its end by the archer. Other things act by a certain judgment, but not a free one, as do irrational animals. For a sheep flees a wolf by a certain judgment by which it considers the wolf harmful to itself; but this judgment is not free in the sheep, but implanted by nature. Only that which has intellect can act by free judgment, insofar as it knows the universal character of the good, from which it can judge this or that to be good. Hence wherever there is intellect, there is free choice."

1. Spontaneous or Reflex Actions.—

A spontaneous or reflex action is one produced by the will without due knowledge. A spontaneous act, as such, is not ethical. "Nihil volitum nisi praecognitum." To the category of spontaneous actions belong the primary perceptions of the external and internal senses, the first stirrings of the imagination and the memory, as well as all acts performed in the state of sleep or disease, under external compulsion or in ignorance.




	VOLUNTARY AND FREE ACTS. —An act is voluntary and free (voluntarium et liberum) if it is performed by the will with knowledge and deliberation. 2 For an act to be voluntary and free, therefore, two conditions must cooperate: a) The act itself must be produced by an internal principle, i. e., the will; b) The person acting must have some knowledge of the end towards which his act tends.



2 "Actus procedens a principio intrinseco seu a voluntate cum cognitione finis." —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6, art. 1.

p. 99Acts performed under external compulsion, therefore, or without knowledge of their purpose, cannot be called free.

In order that an act be entirely free, it must, moreover, be perceived by the agent in all its I parts and circumstances. When even one circumstance is unknown to the agent, the act is not free with regard to this circumstance. For instance, if a man appropriates to himself an object, not knowing that it belongs to another, he is not a thief; or if he knowingly possesses himself of the property of another without being aware of the fact that it is devoted to a sacred purpose, he is not guilty of sacrilege.

There are different degrees of voluntariness, according to the measure of reflection accompanying an act. (1) An act is positively voluntary (voluntarium positivum) if it is directly intended; negatively (voluntarium negativum) if it involves an inexcusable or culpable omission.3

3 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 71, art. 5, ad 2: "Not willing itself can be called voluntary, insofar as it is within man's power to will and not to will."

p. 100(2) An act is perfectly voluntary (voluntarium perfectum) if it proceeds from the will with full knowledge and deliberation; it is imperfectly voluntary (voluntarium imperfectum) if the knowledge and deliberation are not full.

(3) An act is immediately voluntary (voluntarium elicitum) if it is produced directly by the will; it is mediately voluntary (voluntarium imperatum) if it is dictated by the will and performed by some other faculty of mind or body.

(4) An act is expressly voluntary (voluntarium expressum) if the consent of the will is manifested by word or sign; it is tacitly voluntary (voluntarium taciturn) if the consent of the will can be deduced from some act or omission. Thus a superior wills expressly what his spoken or written command enjoins; he wills tacitly what he permits, though he be able and in duty bound to prevent it.

(5) Something is said to be willed directly or in itself (voluntarium directum s. in se) when it is in and by itself the object of the will, e. g., a premeditated crime. It is willed indirectly or in the cause (voluntarium indirectum s. in causa) when it is merely the effect of something else which is directly willed. For anything to be willed in the cause, therefore, the effects of that cause must be foreseen but not intended, for if they were intended, the action would be willed in itself or directly. A drunkard, e. g., directly wills the gratification of his appetite for strong drink; indirectly he also wills to ruin his health and squander his money, because he foresees these inevitable effects in the cause.

p. 101READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6. —V. Frins, S.J., De Actibus Humanis, Vol. I, Freiburg 1897, pp. 85 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 34 sqq. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 22 sq. —Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 22nd ed., New York 1915, pp. 11 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 34 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, Bruges 1922, pp. 57 sqq.

Section 6: The Development of Free-Will

p. 102


	INSTINCT. —Instinct, which is the first and lowest stage of the appetitive faculty, may be defined as "an impulse of the sensitive appetite towards certain acts and objects, the suitableness of which transcends the range of knowledge of the agent that performs them."1 All instinctive actions are performed under internal compulsion. The primary form to which all instincts may be reduced, is an impulse towards happiness. This impulse is irresistible, i. e., the will cannot decide against it because no man has it in his power not to will to be happy. The case is different with the secondary forms that proceed from this primary form of instinct —the impulse to self-preservation, the sexual instinct, and others. These are subject to the will. Intimately connected with the instinct of self-preservation are modesty, anger, and fear. (a) Modesty is directed to the preservation of personal integrity. This instinct reacts with particular vigor to attacks against chastity and truth. Modesty furnishes an invaluable protection against sin, and for this reason it should be assiduously cultivated, especially since it is weak and tender and can easily be destroyed. Under conscientious cultivation modesty ceases to be a mere instinct and becomes a virtue.2 (b) Anger is defined as a violent desire to wreak vengeance on persons or objects that oppose or thwart the Ego in the prosecution of its ends. This instinct tends to destroy that which opposes it. Anger is a dangerous instinct because it makes deliberation difficult. For the same reason, of course, it diminishes accountability and inspires foolish and injurious actions.



1 Cfr. E. Wasmann, S.J., Modern Biology and the Theory of Evolution (tr. by A. M. Buchanan), London 1910; IDEM, Instinct and Intelligence in the Animal Kingdom, St. Louis 1903.

2 Cfr. St. Ambrose, De Offic., I, c. 18, n. 69: "Modesty is the companion of chastity, in whose company chastity itself is safer. For shame is a good companion in governing chastity; if it places itself before the first dangers, it does not allow chastity to be violated." (Migne, P. L., XVI, 44). —Cfr. W. Schneider, Die Naturvölker, Vol. II, pp. 426 sqq.

p. 103Anger is essentially a craving for vengeance on account of wrong done. Though there is a just and holy anger, the stirrings of this passion in the weakened state in which humanity exists since the Fall, mostly spring from sinful egotism. Anger, in the words of Father Rickaby, "is then only a safe course to enter on, when it proceeds not upon personal but upon public grounds; a nd even by this maxim many deceive themselves." 3 (c) Fear (metus) will be treated later.4

3 Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, p. 64. —Cfr. Mark III, 5; Matth. XXI, 12; John II, 15-17.

4 Infra, p. 116.




	AFFECTIONS AND PASSIONS. —When the intellect proposes some good to the will, or when sensual perception presents something as desirable to the lower appetites, there ensues a tendency towards that object. This tendency is either spiritual or sensual, according to the nature of the object. The stirrings of the rational appetite are called affections; those of the sensual appetite, passions (passiones).



p. 104The passions, in so far as they are excited by external objects, are involuntary in their origin because independent of free-will. Consequently man is not accountable for them, unless he has willed them in the cause (voluntarium in causa).

The affections, on the other hand, whether pure or mixed, are either wholly or partially subject to the will, according as they proceed from it either entirely or in part.5

5 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei, XIV, c. 6: "It matters what sort of will a man has; for if it is perverse, it will have these movements in a perverse form; but if it is right, they will be not only blameless but even praiseworthy. For the will is in them all [that is, the movements]; indeed, they are all nothing other than wills. For what are desire and joy but a will consenting to the things we will? And what are fear and sorrow but a will dissenting from the things we do not will?" (Migne, P. L., XLI, 409).

There is a difference between the affections and passions on the one hand, and instinct on the other. The former may proceed mediately from the will and presuppose a clear knowledge of their object, whereas the latter springs from sentiment and cannot be elicited by an act of the will. However this difference is not always easy to discern.

An affection is distinguished from a free act of the will in that, when a man is under the influence of an affection, willing immediately follows knowledge, and no choice takes place. For this reason the affections, though they may be voluntary in the highest degree, are not free, unless indeed the knowledge from which they spring was caused by the will, or if they are made the object of reflection. But the will is never accountable for an affection unless it has cooperated in its production, or consented to it after due deliberation, i. e., from the moment when it began to participate in what was originally no more than a physical impulse. (a) A motus primo primus is an impulse which, resulting immediately from an involuntary act of knowledge, precedes all rational deliberation and therefore is neither free nor imputable. (b) A motus secundo primus is an impulse which causes the desired object to enter more or less into the consciousness of the subject, thus affording a possibility of deliberation and free choice. Such acts are not entirely compulsory; nor, on the other hand, are they entirely free. It follows that while they may be to some extent imputable, they never constitute more than a venial sin. (c) If the knowledge that gives birth to an impulse is caused by the will, or if the will positively and deliberately acquiesces in the impulse and makes its own the object towards which it tends, we have a motus secundus. This happens, e. g., when the will, instead of rejecting sinful thoughts, deliberately entertains and nourishes them. Hence the Scholastic maxim, "Motus sentire est naturale, motibus consentire est criminale." 6 The motus secundus, being a voluntary and deliberate act of the will, is fully imputable and, when the matter at stake is sinful and important, involves a mortal offence.

6 Cfr. St. Augustine, In Ep. ad Rom., prop. 13-18: "We sin not in the evil desire itself, but in our consent." (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 2066). —IDEM, Enarrat. in Ps., CXVIII, s. 3, n. 1: "What does sin accomplish when we are unwilling except illicit desires alone? If the assent of the will is not given to them, some affection is indeed stirred, but no effect is permitted to it." (P. L., XXXVII, 1507).

p. 106It needs no argument to show how strongly man's actions are influenced by the affections and the passions. As affectus antecedentes they precede, incite, and elicit the decision of the will, and are frequently the very requisites of freewill actions, capable of becoming concurrent causes in their production, thus entering as important factors into man's accountability for his deeds. Not every good impulse or emotion —enthusiasm, love, hatred, anger —is supernaturally meritorious. Neither is every evil impulse sinful. Many of these stirrings are purely natural and involve no deliberate choice.

On the other hand, the will can enlist the affections and the passions in its service. When thus enlisted, they are called affectus subsequentes, and intensify the will, increase its power, and strengthen its every act, whether good or bad. "Rightly ordered, the affections are virtues/' says a Scholastic axiom; "when lacking proper direction, they disturb the soul." 7

7 "Ordered affections are virtues; disordered affections are disturbances." — Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm., 344 (al. 31), n. 1: "Two loves struggle with one another in this life in every temptation: love of the world and love of God; and whichever of the two conquers draws the lover in that direction as by a weight. For we come to God not by wings or feet, but by affections. And in turn we cling to the earth not by bodily knots and chains, but by contrary affections." (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1512). — IDEM, De Civitate Dei, XIV, c. 9, n. 1: "According to the Sacred Scriptures and sound doctrine, the citizens of the holy city of God, while living according to God during the pilgrimage of this life, fear and desire, grieve and rejoice. And because their love is right, they have all these affections rightly ordered. " — L. c., n. 3: "If these movements, these affections coming from love of the good and from holy charity, are to be called vices, let us allow the things that are truly vices to be called virtues. But since these affections follow right reason, when they are employed where and when they ought to be, who would dare then to call them diseases or vicious passions? Therefore the Lord Himself also, having deigned to live a human life in the form of a servant, yet having no sin at all, employed them where He judged they ought to be employed. For in Him in whom there was a true human body and a true human soul, human affection was not false." (P. L., XLI, 413, 414 sq.). —Cfr. St. Jerome, In Ezech., I, c. 1, n. 12 (P. L., XXV, 23); Ep., 130, n. 13: "As long as we dwell in the tabernacle of this body and are surrounded by frail flesh, we can moderate and govern the affections and passions; we cannot cut them off." (P. L., XXII, 1118).—St. Bernard, De Gratia et Lib. Arbitr., c. 6, n. 17: "Simple affections are naturally present in us as though from ourselves; their additions are from grace. And it is assuredly nothing else than that grace orders the affections which creation gave, so that virtues are nothing other than ordered affections." (P. L., CLXXXII, 1010).

p. 107The affections and the passions, therefore, are not in themselves evil or unworthy of human nature. The Church has condemned the Stoic assertion that a perfect man should be totally devoid of passions.8 Her ideal is not stolid apathy but rational control of the affections and passions.9 To subject them to right reason is an imperative duty, not only in regard to single acts, but also in regard to the conditions created by the continued activity of these impulses. Even the most vicious habit, no matter how strongly developed, can be overcome with the aid of divine grace.

8 Cfr. Prop. Damn. Mich, de Molinos, prop. 1, 55 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1221, 1275).

9 Cfr. St. Jerome, In Epist. ad Gal., III, c. 6: "Anger itself, lust, and injury that desires revenge become for me an occasion of triumphs if I restrain myself, if I remain silent for God's sake, and if, amid each sting of agitation and incentive to vice, I remember God seeing me from above." (Migne, P. L., XXVI, 432 sq.).—W. Schneider, Das andere Leben, 10th ed., Paderborn 1909, pp. 17 sqq.

p. 108"Passion is the natural and in a certain degree the inseparable adjunct of strong volition. To check one is to check the other. Not only is the passion repressed by repressing the volition, but the repression of the passion is also the repression of the volition. A man then who did his best to repress all movements of passion indiscriminately, would lay fetters on his will, lamentable and cruel and impolitic fetters, where his will was bent on any object good and honorable and well-judged."

"The effort made as the Stoics direct, would mean no yielding to excitement, no poetry, no high-strung devotion, no rapture, no ecstasy, no ardor of love, no earnest rhetoric spoken or listened to, no mourning, no rejoicing other than the most conventional, to the persistent smothering of whatever is natural and really felt, no tear of pity freely let flow, no touch of noble anger responded to, no scudding before the breeze of indignation, —all this, that reason may keep on the even tenor of its way undisturbed." 10 " A man who in the heat of passion commits a crime that was far from his thoughts only a minute before, is guiltless in comparison with him who for months and years has revolved the same crime in his brain, without ever proceeding to action. An envious man may deserve a severer punishment than a thief, and one who harbors hatred and plans vengeance may be worse than a murderer." 11 3. FREE-WILL. —Freedom of the will (libertas arbitrii seu naturae) is distinguished by two essential notes: self-determination, and the power of choosing between different actions.

10 Jos. Rickaby, Moral Philosophy, pp. 45 sq.

11 Op. cit., p. 46.

p. 109a) The rational soul has within itself the tendency or inclination to proceed from potency to action (a potentia ad actum). In so far as the intellect operates consciously through the will, all intellectual acts are ethical. Hence, while there may be indifferent acts in genere, or in the abstract, no act is indifferent in individuo. That is to say, every individual concrete act is either good or bad. b) To say that man has the power of choosing between two or more actions (liberum arbitrium) is not the same as to assert, as the ancient Pelagians did, that man can choose good or evil with equal facility (equilibrism). It is in the power of choosing freely that the will demonstrates its superiority over the sensitive appetite. Whereas the latter acts under intrinsic compulsion, the will can determine itself freely, i. e., choose either good or bad.

According to the objects between which choice is made, the freedom of the will is called libertas contradictions s. exercitii, libertas specific ationis or libertas contrarietatis.

By libertas contradictions s. exercitii is meant active indifference to act or not to act.

Libertas specificationis may be defined as the power of choosing between specifically different acts of the same kind, for instance, love and desire.

p. 110Libertas contrarietatis is the faculty of choosing between contraries, e. g., love and hate, good and evil.

The first of these species of freedom (libertas contradictionis) is included in the other two.

Moral indifference is not a prerogative but rather a defect of the will.12

12 Cfr. 1 Cor. VII, 37.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 10, art. 4.—V. Frins, S.J., De Act. Human., Vol. I, pp. 112 sqq.

4. Christian or Supernatural Moral Freedom.—

The natural freedom of choice with which the human will is endowed, furnishes the foundation and groundwork of that libertas virtutis seu gratiae which Sacred Scripture calls the freedom of the children of God.13 It is to this prerogative that Christ refers when He says: "If you continue in my word, you shall be my disciples indeed, and you shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free.... If therefore the Son shall make you free, you shall be free indeed." 14 This liberty of grace, which is the work of the Holy Ghost,15 involves a continued cooperation of the will and an incessant struggle against sin and concupiscence. It manifests itself in that constant and unswerving tendency towards moral goodness 16 which is the special mark of the loyal Catholic.17 Its highest stage is moral inability to sin (non posse peccare), which attains its climax in the world beyond, where it is transformed into that freedom of glory which is the inheritance of the Blessed (libertas gloriae filiorum Dei).18

13 1 Cor. XV, 28; 2 Cor. III, 17; Gal. V, 13.

14 John. VIII, 31-32, 36.

15 2 Cor. III, 17.

16 John VIII, 34-36; Rom. VI, 16-23; 1 Cor. VII, 22. —Cfr. St. Augustine, In Ps., XCIX, n. 7: "Servum te caritas faciat, quia liberum te veritas fecit." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1275).

17 John VIII, 32, 36; 2 Cor. III, 17.

18 Rom. VIII, 21. —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Corr. et Grat., XI, n. 32: "What will be freer than free choice when it will be unable to serve sin? This will be the reward of merit for man, just as it has been made so for the holy angels." —IDEM, ibid., XII, n. 33: "The first liberty of the will was the ability not to sin; the last will be much greater, the inability to sin. The first immortality was the ability not to die; the last will be much greater, the inability to die. The first power of perseverance was the ability not to forsake the good; the last will be the happiness of perseverance, the inability to forsake the good." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 936).

p. 111To be able to sin is not a proof of liberty, but a moral defect. This power may at most be called a sign of liberty in the sense in which disease is sometimes called a sign of life. In the final state of perfection the will is no longer able to choose evil in preference to good. To choose evil is always an abuse of liberty, the sole purpose of which is moral goodness.19 "Deo servire regnare est," to serve God is to rule.

19 Cfr. J. Uhlmann, Die Persönlichkeit Gottes, p. 118; St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 22, art. 6.

Inability to sin (non posse peccare) is what constitutes true liberty. "Let no one believe," says St. Bernard of Clairvaux, "that liberty is called liberum arbitrium because the will is moved with equal facility between good and evil...; if this were the case, it would be impossible to ascribe liberty to God and the holy angels, who are so good that they cannot be wicked, or to the fallen angels, who are so bad that they can no longer be good. Nay, we ourselves [in that hypothesis] should lose our liberty after the Resurrection [of the flesh], when we shall be inseparably united either with the good or with the wicked."20

20 St. Bernard of Clairvaux, De Gratia et Lib. Arbitr., X, n. 35 (Migne, P. L., CLXII, 1019); St. Anselm, De Lib. Arbitr., c. 1: "I do not think that freedom of choice is the power of sinning and of not sinning. For if this were its definition, neither God nor the angels, who cannot sin, would have free choice—which it is impious to say." (P. L., CLVIII, 489).

p. 112(The highest freedom, O Lord Jesus, is to obey Thy commands; no man is free unless he serves Thee; no man can rule unless he is Thy faithful servant).21

21 Alexander Hegius. On this famous pedagogue of the Humanist school († 1498) see Buchberger's Kirchliches Handlexikon, Vol. I, col. 1874 sq. —A similar sentiment is expressed by Seneca, De Vita Beata, XV, 7: "Deo parere libertas est."

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 22-48.—IDEM, De Veritate, qu. 26, art. 1-10. —J. Gardair, Les Passions et la Volonté, Paris 1892. —E. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale Catholique, Vol. III. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 41 sqq. —M. Maher, S.J., Psychology, pp. 214 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, pp. 43 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, Tournai 1905, pp. 38 sqq., 53 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, New York 1902, pp. 249-265. —W. McDonald, The Principles of Moral Science, Dublin 1904, pp. 69 sqq.

Section 7: Obstacles to Voluntary Action

p. 113To be free, an action must proceed (1) from internal inclination, without constraint; (2) from a full knowledge of the end intended, and (3) from indifference of the will.1

1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6, art. 5 sqq., qu. 76 sq.

An action that is performed without constraint is called spontaneous. Obstacles to spontaneity are: 1. VIOLENCE. —By violence (vis, violentia, coactio) is meant the state of being driven by some external force which the agent is unable to resist. Since the will itself cannot be subjected to violence, its interior acts (actus eliciti s. interiores) are never forced. The only acts that can be affected by force are those mediate acts known as imperati.2 Acts performed under absolute compulsion, the subject resisting internally, are involuntary (actus simpliciter involuntarii). When the compulsion is not absolute, the acts performed under it are more or less voluntary, according to the degree of resistance offered.3

2 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6, art. 4: "An act of the will is twofold: one is immediately its own, as elicited by it, namely to will; the other is an act commanded by the will and exercised through another power, such as walking and speaking. These are commanded by the will but exercised through a motive power. Therefore, with respect to acts commanded by the will, the will can suffer violence insofar as the exterior members can be prevented by violence from executing its command. But with respect to the will's own proper act, violence cannot be inflicted upon it. The reason is that an act of the will is nothing other than a certain inclination proceeding from an interior knowing principle, just as natural appetite is a certain inclination from an interior principle but without knowledge. What is coerced or violent, however, is from an exterior principle. Hence it is contrary to the nature of an act of the will itself that it be coerced or violent, just as it is contrary to the nature of a natural inclination or of the motion of a stone that it be borne upward. For a stone can be carried upward by violence, but it cannot be that this violent motion comes from its natural inclination. Similarly, a man can be dragged by violence, but that this should be from his will is contrary to the nature of violence." —Cfr. St. Anselm, De Lib. Arbitr., c. 5: "A man cannot will unwillingly, because he cannot will while unwilling to will." (Migne, P. L., CLVIII, 496). God can ex nolente facere volentem per gratiam efficacem (St. Alphonsus, De Act. Human., n. 19), and, by His omnipotence, cause the human will to act or abstain from acting; but He cannot properly speaking compel it, because He cannot cause it to will and not to will the same thing at one and the same time. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 10, art. 4: "It does not belong to divine providence to corrupt the nature of things, but to preserve it." —IDEM, De Veritate qu. 22, art. 8: "God can change the will by necessity, yet He cannot coerce it."

3 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6, art. 5. —That internal compulsion (necessitas) destroys the freedom of the will has been indirectly defined by the Church. Cfr. Prop. Damnat. Baii, prop. 46: "Voluntariness does not belong to the nature and definition of sin." Prop. 67: "Man sins, even damnably, in that which he does necessarily." —Prop. Damnat. Jansenii, prop. 3: "For meriting and demeriting in the state of fallen nature, freedom from necessity is not required in man; freedom from coercion suffices." —Prop. Damnat. ab Alexandro VIII. (7 Dec., 1690), prop. 1: "In the state of fallen nature, for formal sin and demerit that freedom suffices by which the act was voluntary and free in its cause—original sin and the will of Adam sinning." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1046, 1067, 1094, 1291). —Cfr. Th. Müncker, Der psychische Zwang in seinen Beziehungen zu Moral und Pastoral, Düsseldorf 1922.

p. 114


	IGNORANCE. —When a man has no knowledge of the end intended, he is said to be ignorant. Moral ignorance may therefore be defined as a lack of that knowledge which a person ought to have in order to perform the duties of his office or vocation. It is impossible to will a thing that lies outside the scope of one's knowledge.4 If a man unknowingly directs his action towards such an object, that action is in so far forth involuntary (involuntarium).5



4 "Quod latet, ignotum est," "Ignoti nulla cupido," are Scholastic axioms.

5 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Lib. Arbitr., III, c. 19, n. 53: "It is not charged to you as a fault that you are unwillingly ignorant, but that you neglect to seek what you do not know." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1297).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 76, art. 2-3.

p. 115Ignorance may be culpable or inculpable (culpabilis s. inculpabilis), vincible or invincible (vincibilis s. invincibilis).

Invincible ignorance is that which cannot be overcome by the use of ordinary intelligence. It involves no moral responsibility.

Vincible ignorance, on the other hand, —the kind that can be dispelled by the use of ordinary intelligence, —may, in certain circumstances, diminish moral responsibility, but never entirely abolishes it; for whatever is done in a state of vincible ignorance, is willed at least indirectly, and to that extent is voluntary.

Ignorance due to gross negligence is called crass or supine (ignorantia crassa); when means are used to foster it, it is called affected (ignorantia affectata). Both crass and affected ignorance are sinful.6

6 Cfr. Job XXI, 14; John IX, 41; XV, 22.

p. 116


	FEAR. —Fear (metus) is a disturbed condition of the mind caused by real or imaginary danger. Fear does not always destroy free-will, but generally diminishes accountability.7



7 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6, art. 6; qu. 41-44; St. Alphonsus, De Act. Human., n. 20—22.

Fear is grave or slight (metus gravis s. levis) according to the nature of the danger by which it is caused. As fear, generally speaking, does not exercise compulsion, the actions which it inspires are voluntary, though the degree of their imputability varies in proportion to the disturbance excited in the mind. Both canon and civil law regard acts inspired by grave and unjust fear as void.8 If serious evil or danger suddenly overwhelms a man, so as to deprive him momentarily of the use of reason, the acts he performs in that state are involuntary; in other words, a man may sometimes be so disturbed by fear that free-will is suspended.

8 Cfr. J. Laurentius, S.J., Instit. Iuris Eccl., Freiburg 1903, pp. 458 sqq.; E. Taunton, The Law of the Church, London 1906, p. 345.




	CONCUPISCENCE. —Concupiscence (concupiscentia), in the general sense of the term, is any movement of the sensitive appetite towards its proper object.9 More particularly, it is that inordinate inclination to evil which is in human nature since the fall of Adam and Eve.10



9 Cfr. Catechismus Romanus, P. III, c. 10, qu. 5: "It must be known that concupiscence is a certain agitation and force of the mind by which men, impelled, seek pleasant things that they do not have."

10 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 30, art. 1-3: "Concupiscence is the appetite for a delightful good ... according to sense, ... the sensitive appetite, a passion of the sensitive appetite." Cfr. qu. 77, art. 1 and 7. —St. Alphonsus, De Act. Human., n. 23-25; Pohle-Preuss, God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1916, pp. 203, 217, 245, 261 sqq., 283 sqq.

p. 117Concupiscence may precede or follow the action of the will. In the former case it is called antecedent; in the latter, consequent.

Antecedent concupiscence (concupiscentia antecedens) is involuntary when it completely impedes the use of reason, and in that case there is no accountability. Men are often "blinded by passion." When the use of reason is not entirely suspended, the guilt of an evil act may be greatly diminished by passion.11 Thus, to kill a man in a rage is less criminal than to murder him in cold blood.

11 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 77, art. 7: "Sometimes passion is so great that it entirely takes away the use of reason, as is evident in those who become insane through love or anger; and then, if such passion was voluntary from the beginning, the act is imputed as sin because it is voluntary in its cause. ... But if the cause was not voluntary but natural, as when someone through illness or some similar cause falls into such a passion as entirely takes away the use of reason, the act is rendered wholly involuntary and consequently is entirely excused from sin. Sometimes, however, passion is not so great that it entirely interrupts the use of reason; and then reason can exclude the passion by turning to other thoughts, or prevent it from obtaining its effect, because the members are not applied to action except by consent of reason. Hence such passion does not entirely excuse from sin." (Cfr. qu. 10, art. 3; qu. 73, art. 6).

Consequent concupiscence (concupiscentia consequens) may to some extent obscure the light of reason, but as a rule increases the malice of evil acts 12 because it is either deliberately excited by the will or, at any rate, willed in its cause.13

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6, art. 7: "Concupiscence does not cause involuntariness, but rather makes something voluntary. For something is called voluntary because the will is borne toward it; through concupiscence the will is inclined to will what it desires, and therefore concupiscence tends more to make something voluntary than involuntary." —Qu. 77, art. 1: "A passion of the sensitive appetite cannot directly draw or move the will, but it can do so indirectly, and in two ways: first, by a certain distraction ... and secondly, on the part of the will's object, which is the good apprehended by reason."

13 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 77, art. 6: "Consequent passion does not diminish sin, but rather increases it, or more properly is a sign of its magnitude insofar as it shows the intensity of the will toward the sinful act. And so it is true that the greater the lust or concupiscence with which someone sins, the more he sins." —IDEM, De Veritate, qu. 26, art. 7: "Consequent passion itself in the lower appetite is a sign that the movement of the will is intense. For in a passible nature the will cannot be strongly moved toward something without some passion following in the lower part. Hence Augustine says that while we bear the infirmity of this life, if we have no passions, we do not live rightly." —The passage of St. Augustine here referred to by the Angelic Doctor is De Civitate Dei, XIV, c. 9, n. 4 (Migne, P. L., XLI, 451).

p. 118READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 6, qu. 76 sq. —V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., Freiburg 1904, pp. 73 sqq. —A. Huber, Die Hemmnisse der Willensfreiheit, pp. 48 sqq. —Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., Vol. I, tr. 1, c. 3-6. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 30 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 41 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 59 sqq. —F. P. Kenrick, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, pp. 7 sqq. —W. McDonald, The Principles of Moral Science, Dublin 1904, pp. 177 sqq., 184 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, Bruges 1922, pp. 69 sqq., 77 sqq., 81 sqq.


Chapter II: The Objective Norm of Morality—Law, Divine and Human


Section 1: The Concept of Law

p. 119


	The objective norm of morality, i. e., the rule by which men must regulate their conduct, is the will of God as manifested through nature and Revelation.



"The measure or rule of the human will is twofold, one proximate and homogeneous to the will itself, namely human reason; the other is the first rule, namely, the eternal law, which is as it were the reason of God."1

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 71, art. 6: "The rule of the human will is twofold: one proximate and homogeneous, namely human reason itself; the other is the first rule, namely the eternal law, which is as it were the reason of God." (Rickaby's tr.).

Whenever an act proceeds to the end according to the order of reason and of the eternal law, the act is right; when it swerves from this rectitude, it is wrong, i. e., a sin.2

2 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 21, art. 1: "In matters done through the will, the proximate rule is human reason, while the supreme rule is the eternal law. ... Every voluntary act is evil insofar as it departs from the order of reason and of the eternal law, and every good act agrees with reason and the eternal law."

p. 120Law, therefore, is but another name for the divine will recognized as the standard of human conduct.3 In a narrower sense law may be defined as "an ordinance of reason for the general good, promulgated by him who has the care of the community." 4 2. The source and measure of all law, physical, spiritual, and ethical, is the lex aeterna, i. e., the intellect and will of God commanding men to observe the right order and forbidding its disturbance. 5 This divine law is promulgated in time (lex temporalis), (1) as the law of physical nature and (2) as the law of the moral order (lex moralis).

3 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 90, art. 1: "Law is a certain rule and measure of acts, according to which someone is induced to act or restrained from acting. For law is named from binding, because it binds one to act." —On the derivation of the word lex from legere see Cicero, De Legibus, I, 19; St. Augustine, Quaest. in Heptateuch., III, qu. 20 (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 681).

4 "Law is nothing other than an ordinance of reason for the common good, promulgated by him who has care of the community." (St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 90, art. 4).

5 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Faust. Manich., XXII, c. 27 (Migne, P. L., XLII, 418).

The moral law is either natural, in as far as it is promulgated by the rational nature of man (lex moralis naturalis, ius naturae),6 or positive (lex moralis positiva), in so far as it is made known by supernatural Revelation.7

6 Deut. XXX, 11-14; Matth. VII, 12; Rom. II, 14-15.

7 Ps. CXLVII, 19; Heb. I, 1-2.

God also manifests His will through human laws, which are called ecclesiastical (leges ecclesiasticae s. canonicae) when made by the Church, or civil (leges civiles) when imposed by the authority of the State.

p. 121READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a 2ae, qu. 90-108 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, Vol. I, pp. 264 sqq.). —E. Seydel, Das ewige Gesetz, Vienna 1902. —A. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale Catholique, Vol. VII, Paris 1909.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, 5th ed., N. Y. 1925, pp. 81 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, new impression, London 1908, pp. 126 sqq.—Suarez, De Legibus, Vol. I, 12 and II, 6. —V. Cathrein, S.J., art. "Law" in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 53 sqq. —IDEM, Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 332 sqq. —Thos. Bouquillon, Theologia Fundamentalis, n. 52 sqq. —S. Schiffini, S.J., Philosophia Moralis, Turin 1891, Vol. I, pp. 104 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 597 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 120 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, Tournai 1905, pp. 119 sqq. —E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 120 sqq. —J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, New York 1919, pp. 87 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 142 sqq.


Section 2: The Moral Law of Nature

p. 122


	DEFINITION. —By the moral law of nature (lex moralis naturalis) is understood the sum-total of those ethical precepts which God has implanted in the rational nature of man. It is that law which St. Paul says is "written in the hearts" of men,1 in order to enable them to attain their natural destiny as free beings,2 capable of doing right or wrong.



1 Rom. II, 15. —Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, Attributes, pp. 18 sqq. —St. Augustine, De Div. Quaest., 83, qu. 33, 2: "The natural law has been, as it were, transcribed into the rational soul, so that in the conduct of this life and in earthly customs men may preserve images of such distributions." (Migne, P. L., XL, 36). —IDEM, Epist., CLVII (a/. 89), n. 15: "There is also a law in the reason of man, who uses the judgment of liberty, naturally written in the heart, by which it is suggested that each person should not do to another what he himself does not wish to suffer." (P. L., XXXIII, 681).

2 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 91, art. 2: "The natural law is nothing other than the participation of the eternal law in a rational creature." —Ibid., qu. 93, art. 1: "The eternal law is nothing other than the reason of divine wisdom insofar as it directs all acts and movements."

The moral law of nature is promulgated by reason.

The content or object of this law are the general conditions under which man lives as an ethical being, especially his relations to God, to himself, and to his fellowmen.3

3 Rom. I, 18-25; Tob. IV, 16; Matth. VII, 12.

p. 123Though present from the beginning, the moral law of nature at first manifests itself but vaguely in human reason, but with the growth of that faculty the concept of law and its obligatory force is more clearly and fully brought home to the individual.




	EXISTENCE. —The existence of the moral law of nature can be proved from the Old and the New Testament.



It is of this natural law, above all others, that Jehovah says: "This commandment that I command thee this day is not above thee, nor far off from thee. Nor is it in heaven, that thou shouldst say: Which of us can go up to heaven to bring it unto us, and we may hear and fulfil it in work? Nor is it beyond the sea: that thou mayest excuse thyself, and say: Which of us can cross the sea, and bring it unto us: that we may hear, and do that which is commanded? But the word is very nigh unto thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart, that thou mayest do it." 4 More definite is the teaching of St. Paul, who says: "For when the gentiles, who have not the [positive divine] law, do by nature those things that are of the law; these having not the law [i. e., the positive law] are a law to themselves: who shew the work [i. e., substance] of the law written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness to them, and their thoughts between themselves, accusing, or also defending one another." 5 Therefore, though the positive law of God had not been revealed to the gentiles, they knew and observed its essence in the Decalogue. The law was implanted in their very nature and revealed itself to them.

4 Deut. XXX, 1-14; cfr. Jer. XXI, 31-33; Wisd. IV, 20; Matth. VII, 12.

5 Rom. II, 14-15. —Cfr. Th. Simar, Theologie des hl. Paulus, 2nd ed., pp. 80 sqq.; J. Quirmbach, Die Lehre des hl. Paulus von der natürlichen Gotteserkenntnis und dem natürlichen Sittengesetz, Freiburg 1906, pp. 60 sqq.

p. 124The existence of the moral law of nature is attested by human consciousness. Cicero says that the natural law is co-eval with the divine intellect, and that all men are imbued with it.6 Ecclesiastical Tradition on the subject is so constant and uniform that there is no need of developing it.7

6 De Legibus, II, 4: "It arose together with the divine mind. Therefore the true and sovereign law, fitted for commanding and forbidding, is the right reason of supreme Jove." Cfr. Pro Milone, 10: "It is an unwritten, inborn law for which we were not taught but made, not instructed but imbued."

7 On the teaching of Clement of Alexandria and Origen see the monographs of W. Capitaine, Die Moral des Klemens v. Alexandrien, Paderborn 1903, pp. 225 sqq., and De Origenis Ethica, Münster 1898, pp. 76 sqq. —St. Ambrose says (De Abraham, II, c. 11, n. 98): "Let [the wise man] know nothing except to live according to nature, in whose institution and order is the law of God." (Migne, P. L., XIV, 500). —IDEM, De Fuga Saec., c. 3, n. 15: "The law is twofold, natural and written: the natural law in the heart, the written law on tablets." (P. L., XIV, 577). — IDEM, Epist., 73, n. 2-3: "The Apostle also teaches that there is a natural law in our hearts, for he wrote that often 'the Gentiles naturally do the things that are of the law,' and so forth. That law therefore is not written but is inborn; it is not acquired by any lesson, but is expressed in individuals from a certain overflowing fountain of nature and is drawn in by human minds. " (P. L., XVI, 1251). —On the teaching of St. Augustine, who treats of the natural law very exhaustively in different parts of his writings, see H. Oberrauch, De Lege Dei Aeterna ad Mentem S. Augustini, Innsbruck 1776, pp. 14 sqq. —The Catechism of the Council of Trent (III, c. 1, qu. 3) says: "There is no one who does not perceive that a law has been implanted in his soul by God." —Pius IX, in his Encyclical Letter of Aug. 10, 1863, declares: "The natural law has been engraved by God upon the hearts of all."

p. 125God Himself is the author of the moral law of nature. The organ of the natural revelation through which He promulgates it, is human reason.

Reason, therefore, is not the author of law.8 Reason is not autonomous; it cannot make laws independently of God,9 but is merely the organ through which the Supreme Lawgiver proclaims His will.10 It was in this sense that St. Augustine called the moral law of nature "the law of reason which not even iniquity itself is able to destroy."11 u The sum-total of the ordinances contained in the moral law of nature is often called ''the natural law." 12 The existence of a natural law in this sense is admitted by all Catholic philosophers and theologians. But there is a controversy regarding the question whether the natural law embodies practicable rules for all the social relations of men, binding them prior to and outside of positive, especially human, legislation.13

8 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 91, art. 3, ad 2: "Human reason in itself is not the rule of morals, but the principles naturally implanted in it are certain general rules and measures of all the things that are to be done by man." — The Syllabus of Pius IX condemns the following assertion (prop. 3): "Human reason, without any regard whatever for God, is the sole arbiter of truth and falsehood, of good and evil; it is a law to itself and by its natural powers suffices to care for the good of men and peoples." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1703).

9 Cfr. Deut. VI, 13; Matth. IV, 10; Luke XXII, 42; John IV, 34; VI, 36.

10 Cfr. Saint Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 90, art. 4, ad 1: "The promulgation of the law of nature consists in this very fact: that God implanted it in human minds to be known."

11 "Lex rationis, quam ne ipsa quidem delet iniquitas." Epist., 157 (al. 80), n. 18 (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 683); cfr. Confess., II, c. 4 (P. L., XXXII, 678).

12 Ius naturale.

13 Cfr. Theodore Meyer, S.J., Die Grundsätze der Sittlichkeit und des Rechts, Freiburg 1868, pp. 147 sqq.; V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 485 sqq.

p. 126READINGS. —Theodore Meyer, S.J., Institutiones Iuris Naturalis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1906.—G. von Hertling, Kleine Schriften zur Zeitgeschichte und Politik, Freiburg 1897, pp. 168 sqq. —C. Gutberlet, Ethik und Naturrecht, 3rd ed., pp. 123 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 133 sqq. —J. Haring, Der Rechts- und Gesetzesbegriff, Graz 1899, pp. 25 sqq. —V. Cathrein, S.J., Recht, Naturrecht und positives Recht, Freiburg 1901, pp. 101 sqq. —IDEM, in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 562 sq. —R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, New York 1899, pp. 37 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 607 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 123 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 139 sqq.


Section 3: Binding Force of the Natural Law

p. 127


	The natural law is universal, that is to say, it embraces all the actions of man.1 Because of this universality it is the foundation and measure of all positive law, divine as well as human, ecclesiastical as well as civil.2 No law is valid unless it conforms to the moral law of nature. Hence it is false to say that politicians and diplomats are bound by a different law than that which governs private life.



1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 93, art. 1: "The eternal law is nothing other than the reason of divine wisdom insofar as it directs all acts and movements."

2 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 99, art. 2, ad 1: "Just as grace presupposes nature, so the divine law must presuppose the natural law." —Ibid., qu. 95, art. 2: "Every humanly established law has the character of law to the extent that it is derived from the law of nature. But if in anything it disagrees with the natural law, it will no longer be law, but a corruption of law." —F. Suarez, De Legibus, II, c. 9, n. 10: "Nature is the foundation both of grace and of every human law. The natural principles by which man ought to be governed in moral matters are so general that they virtually comprehend every obligation, so that none can be applied to man except through those principles." (Opera Omnia, V, 120).

The natural law, moreover, is universal because it binds all men. Its divine Author recognizes no "super-man." No human being is "beyond good and bad," as Nietzsche would have it, but all without exception are subject to the precepts of the moral law.3 Human nature is essentially the same in all men, and hence all are equal before the natural law without distinction of time, place, sex, or intellectual attainments. "The natural law" the Schoolmen were wont to say, "is one for all."4

3 Pius IX condemned the following propositions in his famous Syllabus (No. 56): "Moral laws do not need divine sanction, and it is by no means necessary that human laws conform to natural right or receive their binding force from God." No. 64: "Both the violation of any most sacred oath and any wicked and shameful action contrary to the eternal law is not only not to be condemned, but is altogether lawful and to be extolled with the highest praises when it is done for love of country." (Denzinger-Bannwart, numbers 1756 and 1764).

4 Cfr. Cicero, De Republica, III, 22: ''Nor will there be one law at Rome and another at Athens, one now and another later; rather, one eternal and immutable law will embrace all peoples at every time, and God will be, as it were, the one common master and ruler of all, the discoverer, judge, and giver of this law. Whoever does not obey Him will flee from himself and, having spurned human nature, will by this very fact pay the greatest penalties." — St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 91, art. 5, ad 3: "The natural law directs man according to certain common precepts in which both the perfect and the imperfect agree, and therefore it is one for all. But the divine law also directs man in certain particular matters toward which the perfect and imperfect are not similarly disposed, and therefore the law had to be twofold." —On the foolish notion of the "superman" see W. Schneider, Göttliche Weltordnung, 2nd ed., pp. 165 sqq., 233 sqq.; F. Sawicki, Das Problem der Persönlichkeit und des Übermenschen, Paderborn 1909.

p. 128In view of the fact that the light of reason was darkened by the fall of our first parents, we must distinguish between primary and secondary precepts of the natural law.5 The knowledge of the former (prima et communissima principia), though often impaired by sin, cannot be effaced from the human conscience. Man may, however, through internal and external influences, so completely lose all knowledge of the secondary principles of the natural law (praecepta secundaria) that he is led to commit evil actions without being aware of their true character.6 Such actions are morally guiltless, which is but another way of saying that with regard to the secondary precepts of the natural law there may be what theologians call ignorantia invincibilis et inculpabilis. 7 Many writers distinguish three species of moral precepts:

5 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 94, art. 6: "To the natural law belong first certain most general precepts known to all, and secondly certain more particular secondary precepts, which are as it were conclusions closely derived from the principles."

6 Cfr. Tertullian, De Anima, c. 41: "There is also in the soul that principal good, that divine and genuine good which is properly natural. For what is from God is not so much extinguished as overshadowed. It can be overshadowed because it is not God; it cannot be extinguished because it is from God." (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., Vol. XX, pp. 1, 368). —St. Augustine, Confess., II, c. 4: "The law written in the hearts of men, which not even iniquity itself erases." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 678). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 94, art. 6: "As regards those common principles, the natural law can in no way be erased from the hearts of men universally; it is nevertheless erased in a particular matter of action insofar as reason is prevented from applying the common principle to the particular action because of concupiscence or some other passion. As regards the other secondary precepts, however, the natural law can be erased from the hearts of men either because of evil persuasions—in the same way that errors concerning necessary conclusions also occur in speculative matters—or because of depraved customs and corrupt habits, as among some peoples robberies, or even vices contrary to nature, were not considered sins, as the Apostle also says." (Rom. I, 18-32).

7 Among the propositions condemned by Alexander VIII, Dec. 7, 1690, is the following (prop. 2): "Although invincible ignorance of the natural law be granted, in the state of fallen nature this ignorance does not of itself excuse the person acting from formal sin." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1291). —On the theological controversy regarding the ignorantia invincibilis, cfr. K. Werner, Franz Suarez, Vol. I, pp. 354 sqq.

p. 129(1) First, highest, and most general precepts (praecepta primaria), as, "We must do good and avoid evil," "We must worship God," etc.; (2) Secondary precepts (praecepta secundaria), derived by direct deduction from the first, as: "We must not blaspheme," "We must not lie," etc.; (3) Remote precepts (praecepta remota), which are deducible from the first indirectly, by a process of logical reasoning, as: "It is wrong to practice usury," "Lost articles should be restored to their rightful owners," etc.

p. 130With regard to precepts of the second class (secundaria), persons intellectually undeveloped or unfamiliar with the common teaching of morality may occasionally err, though only for a time. The precepts of the third class are easily subject to invincible, and therefore guiltless, error.

It is impossible, however, to draw a hard and fast line between the precepts of the second and those of the third class. Some theologians (Scotus, Gerson, etc.) have held that the unity and indissolubility of marriage, the right of private property, and other important principles, cannot be deduced with certainty from the primary precepts of the natural law.8

8 Cfr. A. Stöckl, Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Vol. II, pp. 852 sq.




	With respect to its binding force, the moral law of nature is absolute or unchangeable, that is to say, it cannot be abrogated by positive divine or human law.9 Not even God can change it or dispense from its precepts. The reason is that, as He commands man absolutely through the voice of conscience to do good and avoid evil, it would be a contradiction were He to permit anyone to disobey that voice.10



9 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 94, art. 5; V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 401 sqq.

10 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 100, art. 8, ad 2: "The Apostle says (2 Tim. II, 13): 'God remains faithful; He cannot deny Himself.' But He would deny Himself if He removed the order of His justice, since He Himself is His justice. And therefore God cannot dispense in this matter so that it would be lawful for man not to be rightly ordered toward God or not to be subject to the order of His justice, even in those matters according to which men are ordered toward one another. "

p. 131Those who hold that God can dispense from the precepts of the natural law, regard that law as an arbitrary fiat or else think there is no other way of explaining certain incidents recorded in the Old Testament (the sacrifice of Abraham, the appropriation of the golden vessels by the Israelites, the marriage of Osee,11 etc.). The former assumption is manifestly false. The latter may be characterized as a clumsy subterfuge. The exegetical difficulties which it was devised to meet, are real; but they cannot be solved by the assumption that God, as the Sovereign Lord and Lawgiver, can dispense from the precepts of the natural law and arbitrarily dispose of the lives and property of men.12 For, though there are some technical difficulties in the text,13 it is clearly impossible for God to dispense any man from the natural law because that law is an effluence of His voluntas ordinata, i. e., His will as governed by His wisdom and benevolence.14 Whatever the natural law commands is good and whatever it forbids is evil, not because it is commanded or forbidden by lawful authority, but because it is in conformity with, or opposed to, man's rational nature; or, as the Scholastics say, "Things are not good because they are commanded, but are commanded because they are good."

11 Gen. XXII, 2; Ex. I, 15-21; III, 22; XI, 2; XII, 35-36; Os. I, 2.

12 Cfr. St. Augustine, Quaestiones in Heptateuch., VII, qu. 36 (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 803); IDEM, De Civitate Dei, I, c. 21 (P. L., XLI, 35); IDEM, De Divers. Quaest., 83, qu. 53 (P. L., XL, 34-38); St. Bernard, Liber de Praec. et Dispens., c. 3, n. 6-8 (P. L., CLXXXII, 864); St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 100, art. 8, ad 3.

13 With regard to the sacrifice of Abraham cfr. P. Scholz, Die hl. Altertümer des Volkes Israel, Vol. II, Ratisbon 1868, pp. 119 sq.; on the marriage of Osee, W. Riedel, Alttestamentliche Untersuchungen, Leipsic 1902, pp. 1 sqq. (The prophet's consort was a servant of Baal and an idolatress, and in this sense is called "a wife of fornications"). On Ex. III, 22 see F. Bennewitz, Die Sünde im alten Israel, Leipsic 1907, pp. 70 sqq.—Cfr. Ph. Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral," pp. 200 sqq.

14 Cfr. Rom. VII, 14; Eph. I, 1 1; Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral," pp. 38 sqq.; P. Minges, O.F.M., Der Gottesbegriff des Duns Scotus, pp. 101 sqq., 120 sqq.

p. 132To this consideration may be added another. God's action furnishes the ideal for the moral conduct of men. "Be ye holy, because I the Lord your God am holy."15 He is absolute goodness. "One is good, God."16 1G Jesus Christ, the second Person of the Trinity, is the pattern-exemplar of all perfection, "as a kind of law and living justice."17 Were God, therefore, even in one single instance, to dispense from the natural law, He would set up a different rule of conduct for Himself and His rational creatures, and thus confuse the minds of men, give scandal, and render His own example ineffective.18

15 Lev. XIX, 2; cfr. Lev. XI, 44; Matth. V, 48; i Pet. I, 16.

16 Matth. XIX, 17: "Unus est bonus, Deus."

17 "... quasi quaedam lex et quaedam iustitia animata." (St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 59, art. 2, ad 1).

18 St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 23, art. 6: "The will does not have the character of the first rule, but is a right rule. For it is directed by reason and intellect, not only in us but in God. ... To say that justice depends upon sheer will is to say that the divine will does not proceed according to the order of wisdom, which is blasphemous." —IDEM, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 21, art. 1, ad 2: "Since the good understood is the object of the will, it is impossible for God to will anything except what the reason of His wisdom has. This reason is like a law of justice, according to which His will is right and just. Hence what He does according to His will He does justly, just as we too act justly when we act according to law. We, however, act according to the law of someone superior, whereas God is a law to Himself.

p. 133To-day not a few who reject the teaching of Christianity demand an ethical system in which man is his own law. This demand is to some extent justified. Man has a right to insist that the moral yoke imposed on him should conform to his rational nature. But reason is not the highest and final authority. Man, far from being independent and autonomous, is a creature subject to God. On the other hand we must not exaggerate the heteronomous side of Christian ethics. The moral law is not an arbitrary fiat of the Almighty which demands blind obedience without regard to the dictates of reason. Heteronomy in this sense would be unworthy of human nature and of God. In matter of fact Christian morality is by no means onesidedly heteronomous. It combines autonomy with heteronomy by teaching that, though God is the Author of all law, His will is not arbitrary, but based on His wisdom. Human reason being a reflection of the divine Intellect, its dictates must coincide with the laws of God. In other words, the will of God is promulgated in our rational nature, which thereby becomes for us the proximate, though only a secondary, source of the moral law. Man sins when he acts against his reason or conviction. But reason does not get its authority from itself. God, from whom all authority comes, has inscribed the natural law into the hearts of his rational creatures.

Thus, according to the Catholic view, man serves God by obeying the dictates of his reason, and morality is alike autonomous and heteronomous.

p. 134READINGS. —E. Sawicki, Wert und Würde der Persönlichkeit im Christentum, Cologne 1906. —IDEM, Das Problem der Persönlichkeit und des Uebermenschen, Paderborn 1909. —Ph. Kneib, Die "Heteronomie" der christlichen Moral, pp. 17 sqq. —IDEM, Die "Jenseitsmoral" im Kampfe um ihre Grundlagen, pp. 7 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 615 sqq. —E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 137 sqq.—W. McDonald, The Principles of Moral Science, Dublin 1904, pp. 92 sqq.


Section 4: The Positive Divine Law

p. 135The positive divine law consists of precepts which God has given and supernaturally revealed to men for their salvation. Such legislation is morally necessary because reason is seriously impaired in consequence of the fall of our first parents, and man has not only a natural but likewise a supernatural destiny.1

1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 1, art. 1. —IDEM, Summa contra Gentiles, l. I, c. 4. —IDEM, Comment, in Sent., III, dist. 24, qu. 1, art. 3. —Conc. Vatican., Sess. III, c. 2; can. 2-3 de Revel.—St. Ambrose, Epist., 73, n. 9: "[The law given through Moses] would not have been necessary if we had been able to observe that natural law; but because we did not observe it, this law through Moses became necessary." (Migne, P. L., XVI, 1253). —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 57, n. 1: "The hand of our Maker wrote truth in our very hearts: 'What you do not wish to be done to you, do not do to another.' [Tob. IV, 16; Matth. VII, 12.] Even before the law was given, no one was permitted to be ignorant of this, so that there might be a basis for judging even those to whom the law had not been given. But lest men should complain that something was lacking to them, what they did not read in their hearts was also written on tablets." (P. L., XXXVI, 673).— IDEM, Confess., VII, c. 21, n. 27 (P. L., XXXII, 748). —F. J. Mach, Die Notwendigkeit der Offenbarung, Mayence, 1883. —J. Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. I, pp. 17 sqq. —Th. Meyer, S.J., Instit. Iuris Naturalis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 255 sqq. —Cat. Rom., P. I, c. 2, qu. 6. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 1, art. 1: "The whole salvation of man, which is in God, depends upon knowledge of the truth."

The manifestation of God's will known as the positive divine law is contained in the Old and New Testaments.

I. THE OLD TESTAMENT. —The positive law of the Old Testament (lex vetus) is partly pre-Mosaic and partly Mosaic. The pre-Mosaic law consists of certain precepts given to individuals, (Noe, Abraham, etc.) mostly concerning divine worship, the use of animals for sacrifice, the rite of circumcision, etc.2

2 Gen. VII, 2; IX, 4 (cfr. Acts XV, 20); XVII, 10-14; XXXVIII, 8 (cfr. Deut. XXV, 5 sq.). —A. Wiener, Die jüdischen Speisegesetze, Breslau 1895. —K. Böckenhoff, Das apostolische Speisegesetz, Paderborn 1903, pp. 8 sqq. —IDEM, Speisesatzungen mosaischer Art in mittelalterlichen Kirchenrechtsquellen, Münster 1907, pp. 1 sqq., 50 sqq. — G. Resch, Das Aposteldekret, Leipsic 1905, pp. 19 sqq., 41 sqq. —A. Seeberg, Die beiden Wege und das Aposteldekret, Leipsic 1906, pp. 38 sqq., 53 sqq.

p. 136Rabbinic tradition has handed down seven "Noachian precepts," i. e. canons or laws which were given by Jehovah to the sons of Noe. These precepts enjoin: (i) Submission to civil authority, kings, judges, etc.; (2) Avoidance of idolatry and sacrilege; (3) Reverence for the name of God, as in taking an oath; (4) Proper restraint and direction of the sexual instinct; (5) Reverence for life, even of animals, by refusing to consume the blood of beasts as food; (6) Respect for the rights of property; (7) Refusal to eat the members of a living animal. To these the Rabbins added others. Thus no stranger was allowed to dwell among the Hebrews unless he became a ''proselyte of the gate," i. e,, unless he worshipped the one true God and observed the Noachian precepts.

The Mosaic law consisted mainly of "the judgments, precepts, and laws which the Lord gave ... in Mount Sinai by the hand of Moses." 3 These precepts are commonly divided into three classes: moral, ceremonial, and judicial. i. The purely moral precepts of the Mosaic law (praecepta moralia) are all traceable to the Decalogue.4 They are "words of life,"5 because they express the will of the living God and are intended to give eternal life to those who observe them.6

3 Lev. XXVI, 45; Deut. VI, 1, 20; VII, 11. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 99, art. 2-5.

4 Ex. XX, 2-17; Deut. IV, 13; cfr. Matth. XXII, 37-40. —St. Augustine, Serm., 9 (al. 96 de temp.), n. 7: "The whole law is in two precepts, in the love of God and the love of neighbor; the Decalogue therefore pertains to two precepts, that is, to the love of God and of neighbor." —Ibid., n. 14: "The Ten Commandments are referred to those two, that we love God and our neighbor; and those two to that one. The one is: 'What you do not wish to be done to you, do not do to another.' In it the ten are contained; in it the two are contained." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 80, 86).

5 λόγια ζῶντα. Acts VII, 38. — Cfr. J. E. Belser, Die Apostelgeschichte, Vienna 1905, p. 100.

6 Lev. XVIII, 5: "Keep my laws and my judgments, which if a man do, he shall live in them." —Cfr. Deut. XXXII, 47; Rom. VII, 10, 12, 14; Gal. III, 12.

p. 137The Decalogue contains two precepts which do not formally coincide with the commandments of the natural law. They are: the (temporary) prohibition of graven things or images, and the sanctification of the Sabbath. With the exception of these two precepts, the Decalogue embodies the natural law and consequently forms the basis of all ethical teaching. This explains why Christ did not abrogate the law of Moses, but expounded and fulfilled it and raised it to a higher plane.7

7 Matth. V, 17 sqq.; Rom. III, 31. —Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 19.

The third commandment in its literal wording is purely ritual; it simply designates a day for public worship and commands that day to be hallowed in a definite manner. The public worship of God as such is a precept of the natural law.8

8 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 122, art. 4; IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 37, art. 5.

p. 138


	The ceremonial precepts of the Mosaic law (praecepta caeremonialia sive legalia) typified Christ and His Church, and were abrogated by Him. "The law was our pedagogue in Christ," says St. Paul, "that we might be justified by faith; but after the faith is come, we are no longer under a pedagogue." 9 The ceremonial precepts of the Old Law, therefore, are no longer in force, but have been formally repealed, and hence it would be sinful to observe them. "Immediately after Christ's passion," says the Angelic Doctor, "[the legal precepts of the Old Law] were not only dead, i. e., no longer either effectual or binding, but also deadly, that is to say, whoever observed them was guilty of mortal sin." 10 3. The judicial precepts of the Old Law (praecepta iudicialia)11 are likewise abrogated, but it would not be sinful to obey them as mere human precepts, provided no obligation is attributed to them because of their being contained in the Mosaic code. In the language of the Schoolmen, these precepts are "mortua, non tamen mortifera."12 The moral law of the Old Testament was a special prerogative granted to the Israelites in preference to other nations because "by them the pure light of the law was to be given to the world." 13 But the Mosaic law was imperfect in its form (consisting mostly of prohibitions) as well as in the manner of its fulfilment. It did not possess the power of justifying those to whom it was given, nor was it intended for this purpose. Its sole aim was to remind the Israelites of their sinfulness and to inspire them with a desire for Christ, who was to fulfil and perfect the law.14



9 Gal. II, 3-5; cfr. Gal. III, 24-29; IV, 9-10; V, 2.

10 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 103, art. 4, ad 1: "Immediately after Christ's Passion [the legal precepts] began to be not only dead, that is, without force and obligation, but also deadly, so that whoever observed them sinned mortally."—Cfr. Acts XV, 10.— St. Justin Martyr, Dial. c. Tryph., c. 9-47. —St. Augustine, Epist., 82 (al. 18), n. 16: "Any Christian, even if he be from the Jews, who wishes to celebrate them in the same way, as though digging up sleeping ashes, will not be a dutiful escort or bearer of the body, but an impious violator of its burial." — Ibid., n. 20: Those things that were commanded for the sake of signification were to be permitted for a little while, especially to those who had come from that people to whom they were given. But afterward, as things buried with honor, they were to be abandoned irrevocably by all Christians." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 282, 285).

11 Exod. XXI-XXIII.—Cfr. A. Schöpfer, Geschichte des alten Testamentes, 4th ed., Brixen 1906, pp. 304 sqq.; M. Seisenberger (tr. Buchanan), Practical Handbook for the Study of the Bible, New York 1911, pp. 106 sqq.

12 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 104, art. 3: "The judicial precepts are indeed dead because they have no binding force, but they are not deadly; for if some prince ordained that those judicial precepts be observed in his kingdom, he would not sin, unless perhaps they were observed or commanded to be observed as having binding force from the institution of the Old Law. Such an intention in observing them would be deadly." —Cfr. F. E. Kübel, Die soziale und volkswirtschaftliche Gesetzgebung des alten Testaments, 2nd ed., Stuttgart 1891; F. Buhl, Die sozialen Verhältnisse der Israeliten, Berlin 1899; F. Walter, Die Propheten in ihrem sozialen Beruf, Freiburg 1900, pp. 14 sqq.

13 Wisd. XVIII, 4; cfr. Deut. IV, 8; Ps. CXLVII, 19-20; Bar. III, 9 to IV, 4; Rom. III, 1-2; IX, 4.

14 Gal. II, 21; III, 24; V, 1; cfr. Acts XV, 10.

p. 139It would be wrong to say, however, —as Kant and Hegel and their respective followers do, —that the Mosaic law prescribed external acts only (lex mosaica cohibet manum, non animum). Its positive and negative precepts alike demand internal obedience, e. g., thou shalt not covet. True, in obeying the law of Moses, the Israelites were moved chiefly by the fear of temporal punishment and the hope of temporal reward.15 But these external sanctions were not their only motives. The more pious among them no doubt acted from higher considerations, —love of God, hope of eternal reward, etc. The commandments: "Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with thy whole heart, and with thy whole soul, and with thy whole strength," 16 and: "Be ye holy, because I the Lord your God am holy," 17 were not merely proclaimed, but inculcated as the rule of life. The Old Testament even anticipated the New by teaching that all men are children of God.18 The Mosaic code was by no means a law without grace, but a "holy, just, and good law/'19 perfectly capable of sanctifying those who observed it.

15 Heb. XII, 18-24. —St. Augustine, Contra Adimant., c. 17, n. 2: "This is the briefest and clearest difference between the two Testaments: fear and love. The former pertains to the old man, the latter to the new; yet both were brought forth and joined by the most merciful dispensation of the one God." (Migne, P. L., XLII, 159).—Ph. Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral," pp. 189 sqq., 204 sqq.

16 Deut. VI, 5 sqq.

17 Lev. XIX, 2, 18.

18 Lev. XI, 44; Deut. X, 16, 19; XI, 1, 13, 22; XIII, 3; XIV, 1; XXX, 6; Is. LXIII, 16; LXIV, 8; Mal. I, 6; Eccles. XII, 13; Ecclus. II, 20. —Cfr. G. Sternburg, Die Ethik des Deuteronomium, Berlin 1908; M. Wiener, Die Anschauungen der Propheten von der Sittlichkeit, Berlin 1909.

19 Rom. III, 31; VII, 12.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. Quesnelli, prop. 64 sq. (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1414 sq.).

p. 140It has become the fashion to speak disparagingly of the Ten Commandments. But, as a non-Catholic writer justly observes, "one who has studied the history of comparative religions will judge differently. He will perceive that the Decalogue represents the highest achievement in the religious life of the nations before Christ. For whereas other lawgivers dealt indiscriminately with things big and little, sublime and ridiculous, attributing equal importance to each, the Decalogue contents itself with laying down the fundamentals of the moral and religious life for all times and generations. The Ten Commandments in their elementary majesty are a genuine revelation of the eternal moral order of the universe, because they emphasize the unity and spirituality of God, ascribe decisive importance to devotion in matters of life and worship, enjoin social precepts which are today admitted by all, and demand purity of intention and purpose."20

20 K. Furrer in the Theologische Literaturzeitung, Leipsic 1902, p. 419-

p. 141Another Protestant author says: "Ancient Babylonia was no doubt the center from which cultural influences radiated in every direction; but religion, which is the supreme achievement of all true culture, has its classic literature in the Bible." 21 Despite vociferous assertions to the contrary, no true equivalent of the Decalogue or of any considerable portion thereof has been discovered among the literary remains of ancient Babylonia. The resemblances traceable between the Mosaic law and the code of Hammurapi are mainly juridical; ethically, the former is beyond comparison superior to the latter.22

21 E. Konig, Bibel und Babel, 3rd ed., Berlin 1902, p. 51.

22 Cfr. H. Pope, O.P., The Catholie Student's "Aids" to the Bible, London 1913, pp. 33 sq. —M. Seisenberger, Practical Handbook for the Study of the Bible, New York 1911, pp. 272 sq.

II. THE NEW TESTAMENT. —The moral law of the New Testament (lex nova sive evangelica) is the purest and most perfect expression of the divine will. It is pre-eminently the law because its Author, who is none other than our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, is "the truth, the way, and the life." St. Paul says: "The law of the spirit of life, in Christ Jesus, hath delivered me from the law of sin and death." 23 a) The superiority of the New as compared with the Old Law appears from its quadruple character as (α) a new law, (β) a law of the spirit, (γ) a law of grace and liberty, and (δ) a law of love. α) As a new law, the Gospel effects moral regeneration and conversion; β) As a law of the spirit, it raises men above the material and animates them with the life of faith; γ) As a law of grace and liberty, it bestows divine grace, by which man is enabled to break the bonds of sin and to enjoy the prerogatives of the children of God; δ) As a law of love, its motive, content, and fulfilment is charity, which is identical with God Himself.24

23 Rom. VIII, 2; cfr. Jas. I, 25; II, 12; John I, 17.

24 Rom. III, 27; VIII, 2; cfr. Jas. I, 25; II, 12; Matth. V, 17-47; XXII, 37-40; John XIII, 34-35; Col. III, 14. —St. Augustine, De Spiritu et Lit., c. 24, n. 41: "Just as the law of works written on tablets of stone, and its reward, that land of promise which the carnal house of Israel received when it was liberated from Egypt, pertains to the Old Testament, so the law of faith written in hearts, and its reward, the vision of contemplation which the spiritual house of Israel will receive when liberated from this world, pertains to the New Testament." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 225). —St. Jerome, Epist., 128 (al. 12), n. 1, speaks of the "the majesty of the Gospel, at whose lightning every mortal sense is blunted." (P. L., XXII, 1096).

p. 143b) Being absolutely perfect and incapable of change or improvement, the moral law of the Gospel (testamentum aeternum) binds all men to whom it becomes known, and will remain in force forever.25 The Montanists and the Joachists, who asserted that the New Testament would eventually be superseded by a higher law, —that of the Holy Ghost,26 —were condemned by the Church.27 The more recent theories of the indefinite perfectibility of human reason and the coming of a so-called Johannine age are clearly untenable.28

25 Matth. V, 17-18; XXVIII, 19-20; 2 Cor. III, 11; 2 Tim. II, 1; III, 14.

26 In opposition to all the Fathers, who held dogma and morality to be absolutely complete since Christ, Tertullian, after his apostasy, declared that Christian ethics stood in need of further perfectioning. Thus he writes, De Virg. Velandis, c. 1: "The rule of faith is indeed wholly one, alone immovable and incapable of reform. ... While this law of faith remains, the other matters of discipline and conduct now admit the novelty of correction." (Ed. Leopold, P. 2, 201). —On Joachim of Flora see Stöckl, Geschichte der Philosophic des Mittelalters, Vol. I, pp. 288 sq.; E. G. Gardner, in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VIII, pp. 406 sq.; P. Fournier, Etudes sur Joachim de Flore et ses Doctrines, Paris 1909.

27 Conc. Lat. IV., c. 2. —Cfr. the decree "Lamentabili" of the S. C. of the Holy Office, July 3, 1907, n. 21 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 431 sqq., 2021). —F. Heiner, Der neue Syllabus Pius' X., 2nd ed., Mayence 1908, pp. 104 sqq.

28 Cfr. the Syllabus of Pius IX, prop. 56 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1705 sq.).

As regards the relationship between the positive divine law and the moral law of nature it will be sufficient to observe that the former was given "in support of" the latter,29 —materially to complete, and formally to spiritualize and animate it, and at the same time to enable those for whom the natural law was intended, to observe it to its full extent.30

29 Constitut. Apostol., VI, c. 19 (Funk, Didascalia, Vol. I, Paderborn 1905, p. 347).

30 Cfr. Rom. I, 16; 1 Cor. I, 18. —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 118, S. 25, n. 4: "By the divine law that natural [law] was either restored, increased, or confirmed." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1574).—On the objections raised against the ethical teaching of Christianity see W. Schneider, Göttliche Weltordnung, 2nd ed., pp. 490 sqq.; J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, New York 1914.

p. 144READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 98-108. —St. Bonaventure, Comment, in Sent., III, dist. 40 (Opera Omnia, Vol. III, pp. 883 sqq.). —Suarez, De Legibus, IX-X (Opera Omnia, Vol. VI, pp. 419 sqq.). —Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. V, 4th ed., Freiburg 1916. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 118 sqq. —F. P. Kenrick, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, Malines 1860, pp. 38 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., Haaren 1910, pp. 143 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, 2nd ed., Tournai 1905, pp. 123 sqq. —A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 170 sqq.


Section 5: The Moral Law of the New Testament
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	The existence of a moral law in the New Testament seems to be contradicted by St. Paul and St. John. a) St. Paul declares that the commandment which was ordained to life, was "found to be unto death"; that man does not owe his liberty to the law, and that Christians walk not according to the law but in the spirit of life in Christ Jesus.1 In the same Epistle (to the Romans) he says that "the end of the law is Christ" 2 and, "after the faith is come," the operation of the law, as a pedagogue, i. e., a precursor of the Messias, ceases.3 St. John extols the grace and truth of the Gospel in opposition to the law of Moses. "The law was given by Moses," he says, "grace and truth came by Jesus Christ." 4 The Epistle to the Hebrews speaks of "a setting aside of the former commandment" as a thing "which decayeth and groweth old" and "is near its end." 5 It is well known that St. Paul did not deem it necessary for pagan converts to assume the yoke of the Mosaic law.6 b) The texts quoted, however, and others like them, are not meant to abrogate the entire law of the Old Testament, but merely its ceremonial precepts, as may be seen from the following considerations.



1 Rom. VII, 5-25; VIII, 1-8.

2 Rom. X, 4; cfr. Gal. II, 16 sqq.

3 Gal. III, 24-29; IV, 4-7.

4 John I, 17.

5 Heb. VII, 18; VIII, 13.

6 Acts XV, 10 sq., 19 sq., 28 sq. Gal. II, 3-10.

p. 146α) Christ, who had been hailed as the Lawgiver par excellence "by the prophet Isaias,7 issued precepts and enjoined His Apostles to enforce them upon all men.8

7 Is. XXXIII, 22.

8 Matth. V, 17; XI, 28 sqq.; XIX, 17 sqq.; XXVIII, 18 sqq.; John XII, 49 sq.; XIII, 34; XIV, 15; XV, 10.

β) The New Testament expressly acknowledges and confirms the fundamental laws of the Mosaic code, particularly that of charity and holiness, and enforces certain commandments of the Decalogue.9 γ) St. James expressly designates the New Testament as "a perfect law." 10 St. Paul calls it "the law of faith," 11 "the law of the spirit of life," 12 and "the law of Christ." 13 To the question, "Do we, then, destroy the law through faith?" he replies, "God forbid: but we establish the law." 14 δ) Christ and His Apostles repeatedly affirm that "the doers of the law shall be justified," not, however, those who merely hear it.15

9 Matth. XXII, 34-40; XIX, 18-19; Rom. XIII, 9; Eph. VI, 2 sq.; 1 Pet. I, 15 sq.

10 Jas. I, 25; II, 12.

11 Rom. III, 27.

12 Rom. VIII, 2.

13 Gal. VI, 2.

14 Rom. III, 31.

15 Matth. VII, 21; Rom. II, 13; Jas. I, 22.

p. 147The moral law of the New Testament is not a law in the ordinary sense of the term, but only in so far as it contains and inculcates the precepts of goodness and sanctity. In other words, the Gospel is not a formal code of laws; it merely lays down general truths and principles, from which the rules of right living can be deduced. Such general truths and principles are, e. g., contained in the Sermon on the Mount,16 the description of the Last Judgment,17 and the parables of the Gospel.18 Even when Christ expressly enunciates moral principles, He does not clothe them in the form of specific precepts, but employs general terms, which require to be interpreted and applied.19

16 Matth. V, 1 sqq. to VII, 1 sqq.

17 Matth. XXV, 31 sqq.

18 Cfr. L. Fonck, S.J., The Paralies of the Gospel, New York 1915; W. Barry, in the Cath. Encyc. XI, 460 sqq. —Ph. Coghlan, C. P., The Parables of Jesus, London 1918.

19 Cfr. Matth. V, 29 sq., 39 sqq.; XIX, 29; Luke VI, 29 sq.—St. Jerome, In Matth., III, c. 19: "From the occasion of this saying some introduce a thousand years after the resurrection, saying that then a hundredfold of all the things we have left and eternal life will be given back to us. They do not understand that, although the promise may be fitting in the other things, in the case of wives disgrace appears: that he who has left one for the Lord should receive a hundred in the future." (Migne, P. L., XXVI, 130).

The Christian religion, therefore, is a law, and inasmuch as it is good and holy, —truth in respect of the intellect and holiness in respect of the will,20 —and is confirmed by the conscience and conviction of the inner man,21 grace does not abrogate, but reaffirms it and gives it additional force.22

20 Rom. VII, 12; 1 Tim. I, 8—Already in the Old Testament the law was called chokma, i. e., ethical wisdom. Cfr. H. Zschokke, Der dogmatisch-ethische Lehrgehalt der alttestamentlichen Weisheitsbücher, Vienna 1889.

21 Rom. VI, 2-6; VI, 16-22; Gal. II, 13 sq.

22 Cfr. B. Bartmann, St. Paulus und St. Jakobus, Freiburg 1897, pp. 34 sqq., 80 sqq., 124 sqq.

p. 148


	The Catholic teaching just explained is denied by the Protestant "Reformers" and by a certain group of mystics, who claim that the Gospel has no legal character. a) The so-called Reformers hold Gospel to be synonymous with liberty and contend that under the New Dispensation the law completely lost its original character and was no longer a compulsory measure, because sin, for the sake of which it had originally been given, was destroyed by the atonement, and man restored to full liberty; that whereas Moses was a lawgiver, Christ came solely for the purpose of reconciling men with God and redeeming them from sin. Against this teaching the Council of Trent defines: "If anyone saith that Jesus Christ was given by God to men as a Redeemer in whom to trust, and not also as a legislator whom to obey, let him be anathema."23



23 Sess. VI, can. 21: "If anyone says that Christ Jesus was given by God to men as a Redeemer in whom they should trust, but not also as a legislator whom they should obey, let him be anathema."

The error thus condemned is based upon a one-sided view of the Scriptures and involves a misconception of the moral requisite of the Redemption. The New Testament abrogated the ceremonial and judicial code, but not the moral law of nature. Nor is every man justified and raised to the liberty of the children of God by the fact of Christ's death. Humanity was reconciled to God by the atonement, but individual justification, as Dr. Pohle says, "is wrought by the application to the soul of grace derived from the inexhaustible merits of Jesus Christ." 24 Finally, it is false to assert that liberty and law are absolutely incompatible. Christian liberty means order in conformity with the law of God, not license. "We are not the children of the bondwoman, but of the free: by the freedom wherewith Christ made us free."25 "Make not liberty an occasion to the flesh, but by charity of the spirit serve one another."26 "For so is the will of God, that by doing well you may put to silence the ignorance of foolish men: as free, and not as making liberty a cloak for malice, but as the servants of God."27

24 Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 2nd ed., p. 2.

25 Gal. IV, 31.

26 Gal. V, 13.

27 1 Pet. II, 16; 2 Cor. III, 17. —Cfr. J. Weiss, Die christliche Freiheit nach der Verkündigung des Apostels Paulus, Göttingen 1902, pp. 7 sqq.; J. MacRory, The Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians, Dublin 1915, Part II, pp. 42 sq.

p. 149It has been aptly said that the commandments of God are like iron chains that weigh heavily upon us if we fear Him, but like a silken harness that sits lightly on the soul if we love him.

p. 150Luther claims that Christ abrogated not only the Old Law but the Ten Commandments as well, and that concupiscence has such power over man that he cannot observe them.28 This teaching is directly opposed to Revelation. Gen. IV, 7: ''The lust thereof [i. e. sin] shall be under thee, and thou shalt have dominion over it." 29 I Cor. X, 13: "God... will not suffer you to be tempted above that which you are able: but will make also with temptation issue, that you may be able to bear it." 30 1 Pet. V, 9: "Whom [the devil] resist ye, strong in faith: knowing that the same affliction befalls your brethren who are in the world. But the God of all grace, who hath called us unto his eternal glory in Christ Jesus, after you have suffered a little, will himself perfect you, and confirm you, and establish you." 31 James I, 12: "Blessed is the man that endureth temptation; for when he hath been proved, he shall receive the crown of life, which God hath promised to them that love him." 32 The Reformers, particularly Melanchthon and his school, were forced by the inevitable consequences of their Antinomistic teaching to return to the Catholic conception of the New Testament. In practice, however, Protestantism is to this day essentially Antinomian, holding faith to be the only necessary requirement for salvation.

28 Cfr. H. Denifle, O.P., Luther and Lutherdom, Vol. I, Part I, Somerset, O., 1917.

29 Gen. IV, 7: "Its desire shall be under you, and you shall have dominion over it."

30 1 Cor. X, 13: "God ... will not suffer you to be tempted above that which you are able, but will also make with temptation an issue, that you may be able to bear it." —On this passage cfr. MacRory, The Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians, I, pp. 143 sq.

31 1 Pet. V, 9: "Whom resist, strong in faith, knowing that the same affliction that is in the world befalls your brotherhood. But the God of all grace, who called us into His eternal glory in Christ Jesus, after you have suffered a little will Himself perfect, confirm, and establish you."

32 Jac. I, 12: "Blessed is the man who endures temptation, because when he has been proved he shall receive the crown of life which God has promised to those who love Him."

p. 151"It is not always an easy matter," says Dr. Aveling, "to determine with any degree of precision how far certain forms and offshoots of Calvinism, Socinianism, or even Lutheranism, may not be susceptible of Antinomian interpretations; while at the same time it must be remembered that many sects and individuals holding opinions dubiously, or even indubitably, of an Antinomian nature, would indignantly repudiate any direct charge of teaching that evil works and immoral actions are no sins in the case of justified Christians. The shades and gradations of heresy here merge insensibly the one into the other. To say that a Christian cannot sin because he is justified is very much the same thing as to state that no action, whether sinful in itself or not, can be imputed to the justified Christian as a sin. Nor is the doctrine that good works do not help in promoting the sanctification of an individual far removed from the teaching that evil deeds do not interfere with it. There is a certain logical nexus between these three forms of the Protestant doctrine of justification that would seem to have its natural outcome in the assertion of Antinomianism. The only doctrine that is conclusively and officially opposed to this heresy, as well as to those forms of the doctrine of justification by faith alone that are so closely connected with it, is to be found in the Catholic dogma of faith, justification, and sanctification." 33 b) The pseudo-mystics to whom we have alluded, claim that it is useless for man to obey the law once he has outgrown the need of discipline, and that, consequently, God intended the law for the sinner, not for the perfect Christian. This theory grossly distorts the teaching of St. Paul,34 and, aside from its false postulate that the interior state of the soul alone determines man's moral standing, is heretical. The Tridentine Council defines: "If anyone saith that the man who is justified, and how perfect soever, is not bound to observe the commandments of God and of the Church, but only to believe: as if indeed the Gospel were a bare and absolute promise of eternal life, without the condition of observing the commandments; let him be anathema."35 No man can become so perfect as to be entirely dispensed from obeying the law of God.36 If anyone believes that he has attained to such a degree of perfection, he lacks humility and egregiously deceives himself. Furthermore, every man is a member of society, and as such subject to the laws that govern the social order.

33 F. Aveling in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 567.

34 Cfr. 1 Tim., I, 8 sqq.: "We know that the law is good, if a man use it lawfully: knowing this, that the law is not made for the just man, but for the unjust and disobedient, for the ungodly, and for sinners, for the wicked and defiled, for murderers of fathers, and murderers of mothers, for manslayers," etc. —Cfr. St. Justin Martyr, De Resurrect., c. 1: "The word of truth is both free and self-determined." (ed. Otto, Vol. III, 3rd ed., p. 210). —Tractatus Origenis (?) De Libris SS. Script., ed. P. Batiffol, Paris 1900, p. 197: "Christian liberty knows how to fear nothing." —St. Augustine, Epist., 127 (al. 45), n. 5: "This is the one burden [the yoke of the Lord] by which its bearer is not weighed down, but raised up." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 485).

35 Sess. VI, can. 20: "If anyone says that a justified man, however perfect, is not bound to the observance of the commandments of God and of the Church, but only to believe, as though the Gospel were a bare and absolute promise of eternal life without the condition of observing the commandments, let him be anathema." (Cfr. Sess. VI, can. 19; Sess. VII, De Bapt., can. 7 sq.); Prop. Damnat. M. de Molinos, n. 33-35, 40, 59 sq., 66-68 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1253 sqq., 1260, 1279 sq., 1286 sqq.)

36 Cfr. 1 Cor. X, 12; Phil. III, 11-14.

p. 153The pseudo-mystic tendency with which we are dealing has almost invariably led to libertinism in practice.37

37 See the history of the Lollards, Beghards, and Beguins.

"The end of the law," says St. Paul, "is Christ, unto justice to every one that believeth." 38 And again: "Love therefore is the fulfilling of the law."39 And: "Now the end of the commandment is charity from a pure heart, and a good conscience, and an unfeigned faith."40 The commandments are one and all directed towards, and converge in love, as "the fulfilling of the law," for "the law leads to faith, faith obtains the Holy Ghost who pours forth love, and love fulfills the law." 41 Not by his own power, therefore, but by the aid of charity alone can man observe the law perfectly, and charity makes easy the fulfilment of all other commandments, even the most difficult of them, —self-denial.42

38 Rom. X, 4.

39 Rom. XIII, 10.

40 1 Tim. I, 5.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Tract. in Ioa., XVII, n. 9: "Therefore charity is the law of Christ." (Migne, P. L., XXXV. 1532). See J. E. Belser, Die Briefe des Apostels Paulus an Timotheus und Titus, Freiburg 1907, pp. 30 sqq.

41 St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 121: "All the divine precepts are referred to charity, of which the Apostle says: The end of the commandment is charity from a pure heart and a good conscience and unfeigned faith (1 Tim. I, 5). Therefore the end of every precept is charity; that is, every precept is referred to charity." (Migne, P. L., XL, 288). —IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 141, n. 7: "They are called the paths of God because there are many precepts, and because those many precepts are reduced to one, since charity is the fullness of the law (Rom. XIII, 10). Therefore these ways in their many precepts are gathered into one, and it is called one because charity is our way." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1837).—IDEM, Epist., 145 (a/. 144), n. 3: "By teaching and commanding what cannot be fulfilled without grace, the law shows man his weakness, so that the weakness thus shown may seek the Savior, by whom the will, healed, can do what it could not do when weak. The law therefore leads to faith; faith obtains the bountiful Spirit; the Spirit pours forth charity; charity fulfills the law." (P. L., XXXIII, 593).

42 St. Augustine, De Natura et Gratia, c. 69, n. 83: "All things are made easy by charity." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 289). —IDEM, Serm., 96 (a/. 47 de Diversis), n. 1: "What the Lord commanded—that if anyone wishes to follow Him, he must deny himself—seems hard and burdensome. But what He commands is not hard or burdensome, for He helps it to be done when He commands it. ... Whatever is hard in the precepts, charity makes light." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 384).—IDEM, Enarrat. in Ps., 67, n. 18: "Whatever is difficult in a precept is light to one who loves. Nor is 'my burden is light' (Matth. XI, 30) rightly understood for any other reason than that [God] gives the Holy Spirit, through whom charity is poured forth in our hearts (Rom. V, 5), so that through love we may do freely what one who does it through fear does servilely; nor is he a friend of what is right when he would prefer, if it were possible, that what is right should not be commanded." (P. L., XXXVI, 823). —Cfr. H. Denifle, Luther and Lutherdom, Vol. I, Part I.

p. 154Therefore the law is "for the unjust and disobedient, for the ungodly, and for sinners," 43 i. e., for those who acknowledge no authority and give free rein to their passions. They shall learn through the law that they are living in sin and must prepare for penitence. For "the just man," on the other hand, into whose heart the Holy Ghost has poured that charity which is the fulfilment of the law, "the law is not"; not as if the justified sinner were not subject, or could afford to be indifferent, to the law, but because he "uses it lawfully," i. e., in conformity with his rational nature and the will of God, in other words, because he obeys the law for conscience' sake.44

43 1 Tim. I, 9.

44 1 Tim. I, 8-10.

READINGS. —H. Jakoby, Neutestamentliche Ethik, Königsberg 1899. —J. Weiss, Die christliche Freiheit nach der Verkündigung des Apostels Paulus, Göttingen 1902. —Th. Slater, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 71 sq. —Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. V. —Ph. Bachmann, Die Sittenlehre Jesu, Leipsic 1904. —F. P. Kenrick, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 41 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 140 sqq. —C. S. Devas, The Key to the World's Progress, London 1906, pp. 189 sqq.


Section 6: Human Law

p. 155


	To collect and digest the precepts of the natural as well as those of positive divine law is the business of human authority, which is partly ecclesiastical and partly civil.



A human law may be defined as a rule of conduct made for the common good and properly promulgated by legitimate authority.1 A human law may be merely a more definite statement of the principles contained in the natural or positive divine law (determinatio principiorum), or it may embody a deduction from those principles (conclusio ex principiis). St. Thomas explains this distinction with his wonted lucidity as follows: "There are two modes of derivation from the law of nature. Some enactments are derived by way of conclusion from the common principles of the law; as the prohibition of killing may be derived from the prohibition of doing harm to any man. Other enactments are derived by way of determination of what was in the vague. For instance, the law of nature ordains that he who does wrong should be punished; but that he should receive this or that punishment is a determination of the law. Both sorts of enactment are found in human law. However, the former are not mere legal enactments, but have some force also of natural law. The latter have force of human law only." 2 That man should fast is clearly prescribed by the law of nature and by positive divine law; but the time and manner of fasting is determined by the Church.3

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 90, art. 4: "Law is nothing other than a certain ordinance of reason for the common good, promulgated by him who has care of the community."

2 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 95, art. 2 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, Vol. I, p. 288).

3 Cfr. St. Augustine, Epist., 36 (al. 86), c. 11, n. 25: "Turning this over in my mind in the evangelical and apostolic writings and in the whole instrument which is called the New Testament, I see that fasting has been commanded. But on which days one ought not to fast and on which one ought to fast, I do not find determined by a command of the Lord or of the Apostles." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 147).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 3.

p. 156Human law, therefore, is in every respect subordinate to the natural and to positive divine law, and its precepts have binding force only if they agree with both.4

4 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 95, art. 2. —The Syllabus of Pius IX condemns this proposition (no. 57): "The science of philosophical matters and morals, and likewise civil laws, can and ought to depart from divine and ecclesiastical authority." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1757).




	Pointing to such texts as James IV, 12, "There is one lawgiver," 5 some authors assert that no man has a right to make laws for his fellowmen. But Christ expressly bestowed legislative power on His Church,6 and furthermore Himself acknowledged the laws of the State and exhorted His disciples to obey them.7 St. Paul says that all power is from God and that the ordinances of legitimate authority bind in conscience.8



5 Jac. IV, 12: εἷς ὁ νομοθέτης.

6 Matth. XVI, 19; XVIII, 17; Luke X, 16.

7 Luke XX, 25; Acts XV, 28; XX, 28.

8 Rom. XIII, 1 sqq.; cfr. John XIX, 11.

p. 157Broadly speaking, both the natural and the positive divine law consist of general principles, which have to be interpreted and applied to concrete conditions by human authority. The fact that human authority adds precepts of its own to those given by God, proves nothing against St. James' statement that God is the "one lawgiver," because human lawgivers act in His name and by His authority. Thus every human law is mediately and by derivation a divine law. Christ, in censuring human laws, did not deny the legislative power of the Synagogue, but protested against the making of such human ordinances as conflicted with the natural and the positive divine law, and incidentally condemned the quibbling of the Pharisees.9 Nor do human (particularly ecclesiastical) laws encroach upon the freedom of the Gospel. On the contrary, they are a means of that discipline which makes man free, a guide for the individual, and an essential requisite for the welfare of society.

9 Matth. XV, 9; XXIII, 3 sqq., 16 sqq.

Note that the laws of the Church as a rule do not mark the acme of perfection, but merely the bare minimum of what is absolutely required for salvation.

p. 158


	Like the Church, civil society or the State is divinely instituted. God created man as a social being. The desire for intercourse and cooperation with his fellowmen is ingrained in his very nature.10 The State is organized society. Whatever the form of organization, authority is necessary to make and execute laws, and this authority is always derived from God. Every ruler exercises his power directly or indirectly by the grace of God, "for there is no power but from God, and those that are, are ordained of God."11



10 Cfr. Gen. II, 20-24.

11 Rom. XIII, 1; cfr. Prov. VIII, 15-16; Wisd. VI, 3-4; 1 Pet. II, 13-17. —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Divers. Quaest., 83, qu. 69, n. 4: "Let it be known to all that no principality and power, whether of heavenly or earthly things, has of itself possessed any principality and power, but has it from Him from whom all things are, not only that they may exist, but also that they may be ordered." (Migne, P. L., XL, 76).—Cfr. Leo XIII's Encyclical “Immortale Dei,” Nov. 1, 1885 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1866 sqq.). On the origin and extent of civil authority see Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, London 1902, pp. 1-174. A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 221 sq.

The purpose of civil authority is to regulate the social affairs of men, to settle their differences, and, in general, to advance their temporal welfare. "Suprema lex salus publica."

"There are two sharply distinct societies ruled by different supreme powers with different aims and means. Both derive their origin from God, but in a different way: the supreme authority of the one [the Church] was immediately instituted by Him and its form once for all determined as universal and constant; the supreme authority of the other [the State] is from God also, but through the will of the people, who give it its form and determine its specific duties. This latter power is neither universal nor constant, but subject to the vicissitudes of human society." 12 READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol, 1a 2ae, qu. 95-97. —Suarez, De Legibus, III-VIII (Opera Omnia, Vol. V, pp. 175 sqq.; Vol. VI, pp. 1 sqq.) —V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 406 sqq. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 119 sqq. —R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, pp. 315 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 147 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 151 sqq.

12 Bonomelli-Holzer, Die Kirche, Freiburg 1905, p. 369.


Section 7: The Properties of Human Law

p. 160A human law is an ordinance made by a human legislator as a general and just rule for the benefit of his subjects, and properly promulgated.1 This definition embraces all the requisites of a true law, both material and formal.2 1. A law is general if it is equally binding upon all members of the community for which it is made.

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 90, art. 4 (v. supra p. 155, note 1).

2 Cfr. St. Isidore, Etymol., V, c. 21: "A law shall be honorable, just, possible, according to nature, according to the custom of the country, suitable to place and time, necessary, useful, and also clear, lest through obscurity it contain anything ensnaring; it shall be written for no private advantage, but for the common benefit of the citizens." (Migne, P. L., LXXXII, 203). Cited in the Decretum Gratiani, c. 2, D. 4; c. 5, D. 1 (ed. Friedberg, Leipsic 1879, Vol. I, pp. 6 and i).

A law is practicable if what it demands is morally possible for ordinary men to fulfil.

A law is just if it does not contravene any other legitimate enactment of a higher authority.

A law is useful if it advances the good of the whole community or at least does not hinder the welfare of the majority or injure that of the minority.

3 Cfr. Regulae Iuris in VI Decret. Bonif. VIII, n. 6: "Nemo potest ad impossibile obligari." (Corpus Iuris Canonici, ed. Friedberg, Vol. II, Leipsic 1881, p. 1122). —Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 11; Prop. Damnat. Jansenii, prop. 1 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1092).

p. 161In case of doubt the presumption is always in favor of the law. If those for whom a law is made, believe it has serious defects, they are free to petition or agitate for its repeal; but as long as the law is in force, —provided, of course, it is not manifestly opposed to religion or morality or declared to be invalid by the proper authority, —it remains binding.




	Formally, a law, to be valid, must proceed from legitimate authority and be duly promulgated. By promulgation is meant the executive act by which a law is brought to the notice of the public and consequently put into force. No law is binding until it has been promulgated. Promulgation differs from knowledge of a law, which is merely a subjective requisite of accountability. No one is formally guilty of violating a law unless he is aware of its existence.



When it is uncertain or doubtful whether a law has been promulgated, there is no obligation to obey it, because in such circumstances the will of the legislator is uncertain.

The form or manner of promulgation depends on the will of the lawmaker. Ecclesiastical laws at the present time are officially promulgated through the Acta Acta Apostolicae Sedis, a periodical publication appearing at irregular intervals in Rome.4

4 Cfr. the Apostolic Constitution "De Promulgatione Legum et Evulgatione Actorum S. Sedis, " Oct. 30, 1908, in the Acta Apostolicae Sedis, Rome 1909, pp. 6 sqq.

p. 162The laws of the Latin Church at present in force are contained in the new Codex Iuris Canonici Pii X Pontificis Maximi iussu Digestus, Benedicti Papae XV Auctoritate Promulgatus, which took effect on Pentecost Sunday, 1918.

As soon as a law has been properly promulgated, it is binding upon those for whom it is intended, no matter whether they accept it or not. The reason for this is plain. The law-making power is derived from God, not from the people. Alexander VII, on Sept. 24, 1665, condemned the proposition that "A people do not sin if without any cause whatever they refuse to receive a law promulgated by their ruler." 5 Only when a law is indubitably unjust may it be rejected by those for whom it was made. In a democratic country the people are in duty bound to obey the laws passed by their representatives.

5 "A people do not sin, even if without any cause they do not receive a law promulgated by the ruler." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1120).

READINGS. —E. Taunton, The Law of the Church, London 1906, pp. 393 sqq. —A. Van Hove in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, p. 454. —Codex Iuris Canonici, "Normae Generales," can. 1-23. —Aug. Bachofen, O.S.B., A Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. I, St. Louis 1918.


Section 8: The Obligation of Law

p. 163


	KINDS OF OBLIGATION. —Every human law, ecclesiastical or civil, which has the properties described in the preceding section of this treatise, binds not only externally, under pain of punishment, but also internally, i. e., in the court of conscience. This proposition is evident from the very nature of things, for the provisions of a just law are simply the will of God applied to some special condition.1 St. Paul says: "Let every soul be subject to higher powers: for there is no power but from God, and those that are, are ordained of God. Therefore he that resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God.... Wherefore be subject of necessity, not only for wrath, but also for conscience' sake. For therefore also 2 you pay tribute. For they are the ministers of God, serving unto this purpose. Render therefore to all men their dues: tribute, to whom tribute is due, custom, to whom custom; fear, to whom fear; honor, to whom honor.”3



1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 95, art. 2; qu. 96, art. 4.

2 διὰ τοῦτο γὰρ καί. (Rom. XIII, 6).

3 Rom. XIII, 1-7.

p. 164And St. Peter: "Be ye subject therefore to every human creature for God's sake: whether it be to the king as excelling, or to the governors as sent by him for the punishment of evildoers, and for the praise of the good: for so is the will of God, that by doing good you may put to silence the ignorance of foolish men: as free, and not as making liberty a cloak for malice, but as the servants of God." 4 "SS. Peter and Paul insisted that men owe obedience to civil authority for conscience' sake and by virtue of a divine command. This doctrine at that time was utterly new in the world.... According to Apostolic teaching, the ruling power of the State, or public authority, no matter what its form or composition, is ordained for the purpose of administering the divine law on earth. Hence every Christian is in duty bound to recognize those constituted in authority, without regard to their moral or religious qualifications, and to obey them for conscience' sake, not merely for fear of punishment. All power, civil as well as paternal, is from God. Obedience to authority is a necessary duty deeply ingrained in the soul of every man." 5 The teaching of Tradition is in perfect harmony with that of Scripture. Thus we read in the Epistle to Diognetus: "Christians differ from other men neither in country nor language nor customs.... They share all things as citizens.... They obey the appointed laws, and go beyond the laws in their own lives."6 Tertullian writes: "We venerate in the emperors the decisions of God, for God has placed them over the nations."7 St. Augustine says that the Christian soldiers of Rome "distinguished between their eternal and their temporal lord, and obeyed the latter for the sake of the former."8

4 1 Pet. II, 13-16.

5 Döllinger, Christentum und Kirche, Ratisbon 1868, pp. 14 sq.

6 Epist. ad Diognet., c. 5 (Lake, The Apostolic Fathers, Vol. II, London 1913, pp. 359 sq.).

7 Apol., c. 32.

8 Enarrat. in Ps., 124, n. 7. —Many other Patristic passages of similar tenor will be found collected in F. Hamm, Zur Grundlegung und Geschichte der Steuermoral, Treves 1908, pp. 138 sqq.

p. 165Hence there can be no doubt that every just law obliges in conscience, i. e., under pain of sin (sub culpa morali s. theologica). However, not all laws bind always and in every case. An affirmative law binds "always" but not "for always" (semper, sed non pro semper, i. e., at every moment, in all circumstances), whereas a negative law binds "always" and "for always" (semper et pro semper). Thus a person is not bound to profess his faith under all circumstances, but he is never allowed to deny it.

The rule, "Lex positiva obligat semper, sed non pro semper" has one exception: the law of charity, which binds always and for all time because the obligation of loving and serving God is the foundation of all other precepts, negative as well as positive.9

9 Cfr. J. Ernst, Ueber die Notwendigkeit der guten Meinung, Freiburg 1905, p. 201.

p. 166Unjust laws do not bind in conscience because they "are acts of violence rather than laws," as St. Thomas says.10 In regard to the above the following principles should be borne in mind: a) No one is obliged to obey a precept which it is morally impossible for him to fulfill (ultra posse nemo tenetur). However, when the whole of an obligation cannot be fulfilled, and the matter is susceptible of division, we are not excused from fulfilling a part. Innocent XI condemned the proposition that a priest who is unable to say the whole of his daily office is therefore excused from saying any portion of it.11 b) A law which runs counter to the moral law of nature not only does not oblige in conscience,12 but must be resisted passively.13

10 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 4. —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Lib. Arbitr., I, c. 5, n. 11: "That which has not been just does not seem to me to be a law." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1227). —Cfr. also the Syllabus of Pius IX, prop. 56 and 57 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1756 sq.). V. supra, Sect. 3, note 3.

11 Cfr. the 54th of the propositions condemned by Innocent XI: “He who cannot recite Matins and Lauds, but can recite the remaining Hours, is bound to nothing, because the greater part draws the lesser to itself." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1204).

12 Cfr. Acts IV, 18-19; V, 29. — St. Augustine, Epist., 105, c. 2, n. 7: "If emperors were in error—which God forbid—they would enact laws in accord with their error against the truth, through which the just would both be proved and crowned by not doing what those emperors commanded, because God forbade it. Thus Nebuchadnezzar had commanded that a golden statue be adored; those who refused to do this pleased God, who forbade such things." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 398). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 4: "Laws can be unjust through opposition to the divine good, as are the laws of tyrants inducing men to idolatry or to anything else contrary to the divine law; and such laws may in no way be observed, because, as is said in Acts V, 29: We ought to obey God rather than men.”

13 Cfr. Ph. Hergenröther, Der Gehorsam gegen die weltliche Obrigkeit, Freiburg 1877.

p. 167Authority, be it civil or ecclesiastical, can never oblige a man to commit even a venial sin, for we must obey God more than men. Such has always been and always will be the teaching of the Church. Wiclif and Hus held that no one is obliged to obey a superior if the latter is in the state of mortal sin. The Church teaches that one must not obey a sinful command.14 When a command is clearly contrary to the law of God, obedience would be sinful.15

14 Cfr. Prop. Damnat. Wiclif., n. 15; Huss., n. 30 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 595, 656).

15 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol, 2a 2ae, qu. 104, art. 5, where the question, Utrum subditi teneantur suis superioribus in omnibus obedire, is treated exhaustively.

The oft-quoted dictum of Gregory VII, "Sententia pastoris, sive iusta sive iniusta fuerit, timenda est," means not that an unjust command must be obeyed, but that it should not be transgressed lightly and in a spirit of contempt. The phrase "ad peccatum obligare," which is found in the constitutions of some religious orders, signifies an obligation which binds under pain of sin (sub peccato), not a command to sin.16

16 Cfr. Bishop von Ketteler, Kann ein Jesuit von einem Obern zu einer Sünde verpflichtet werden? Mayence 1874, pp. 10 sqq.; B. Duhr, S.J., Jesuitenfabeln, 4th ed., pp. 515 sqq.

"Active resistance to authority," says a non-Catholic writer, "is not unreservedly condemned by Christian ethics. Those who maintain that it is, are inspired by absolutistic notions. When persons in authority are faithless and violate the constitution, even a Christian subject is justified in resisting them." 17 c) An indubitably unjust law does not bind. If, however, a law is just in its object (lex honesta), and unjust only in its origin or purpose, it may be obeyed, provided obedience does not involve the violation of some other moral duty. Obedience may even be a strict duty, namely, when some higher moral good would be jeopardized by disobedience, as in the case of public scandal or revolt, provided always that no just law is violated. In the words of the Angelic Doctor, "[unjust] laws are not binding in the court of conscience, except perhaps to avoid scandal or turmoil, for which cause a man ought to abate something of his right...." 18 Laws which imperil higher rights or interests may be resisted by all legal means, such as remonstrances, appeals, petitions, agitation in the public press. To employ illegal means is tantamount to sedition. No matter what the provocation, revolution against a legitimate government is forbidden, because revolution by its very concept is an attack upon actually existing and divinely sanctioned rights. Pius IX solemnly condemned the proposition that "It is permitted to withhold obedience from legitimate rulers, nay even to rebel against them."19

17 Theologische Literaturseitung, Leipsic 1902, p. 617.

18 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 4: "Laws are called just from their end, namely when they are ordered to the common good; from their author, namely when the enacted law does not exceed the power of the one enacting it; and from their form, namely when burdens are imposed upon subjects according to proportional equality in order to the common good. ... Hence such [unjust] laws do not bind in the court of conscience, except perhaps for avoiding scandal or disturbance, for which reason a man ought even to yield his own right, according to Matthew V, 40-41."

19 Syllabus Errorum, n. 63: "It is permitted to withhold obedience from legitimate rulers, and even to rebel against them. (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1763). Cfr. Fr. Heiner, Der Syllabus, Mayence 1905, pp. 283 sqq. —Cfr. Rom. XIII, 2; Sophocles, Antigone, 672 sqq.

p. 168So far as obligation is concerned, laws may be divided into moral, penal, and mixed.

p. 169(1) A moral law (lex moralis) binds in conscience and under pain of sin (ad culpam).

(2) A purely penal law (lex mere sive pure poenalis) binds only under pain of suffering the penalty imposed for its infraction.

(3) If a law binds under pain of sin, and, in addition, imposes a penalty, it is called mixed (lex mixta).

The Schoolmen teach that if one transgresses a purely penal law, he is bound in conscience to pay the penalty imposed, but incurs no moral guilt (culpa theologica) and therefore commits no sin. His transgression is merely a technical violation of the law (culpa iuridica).

As examples of purely penal laws Catholic moralists are wont to cite (1) the statutes of certain associations, institutes or seminaries, especially the constitutions of religious orders which distinguish between the rules of ordinary and those of stricter observance,20 and (2) such civil ordinances as regard taxes, permits, licenses, etc. Some writers include in the category of leges mere poenales police regulations, nay all laws made by "infidel or unchristian" States.21 Scholastic theology as a system merely teaches the possibility of purely penal laws; whether such laws actually exist is a question in dispute.22 When it is certain that the civil authorities do not intend to bind their subjects in conscience, a law may be considered penal only.

20 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 186, art. 1-2.

21 Cfr. K. Wagner, Die sittlichen Grundsätze bezüglich der Steuerpflicht, Ratisbon 1906, pp. 50 sqq.; A. Müller, Die staatlichen Gesetze in ihrer Beziehung zur sittlichen Weltordnung, Treves 1906, pp. 11 sqq.

22 Cfr. Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., tr. 3 de Leg., n. 107: "This is the very celebrated question: whether merely penal laws are given." —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., Bruges 1904, p. 134: "In truth, more recent authors have gone off into various and diverse opinions; in this variety of opinions it is permissible to suspect the influence of climate or region."—W. McDonald, The Principles of Moral Science, pp. 98 sqq. —Thomas a Kempis says of the rules of religious orders: "Every religious discipline holds out two goods: that the statutes be diligently observed and that the negligent be corrected for their faults." (De Disciplina Claustralium, c. 1; Op. Omnia, ed. Pohl, Vol. II, p. 269).

p. 170


	DEGREES OF OBLIGATION. —Unlike divine laws, human laws never bind absolutely. The obligation they impose depends in each case primarily on the will of the lawgiver and secondarily on the matter involved. a) When the matter is light and trivial (materia levis), i. e., when the precept is of no importance for the common good, either in itself or by reason of attendant circumstances, the obligation is slight. When, on the other hand, the matter is grave (materia gravis), i. e., when the law or its object is in itself important or rendered so by circumstances, the resulting obligation is serious. b) The intention of the lawgiver may either be gathered from the purpose of the law or inferred from the wording chosen or the penalty imposed. c) A human law ordinarily does not bind cum gravi incommodo, and hence may be disregarded if its observance involves any serious inconvenience, such as danger to life and limb, loss of honor, health or fortune, etc. The reasons for this exemption are: (i) A law, to be binding, must be physically and morally capable of fulfilment; (2) No human legislator has power over the life, health, or property of his subjects, unless higher interests are at stake.



p. 171In matter of fact, even positive divine laws do not bind where life is in danger,23 and the Church does not enforce even such important precepts as the sanctification of the Lord's Day, fasting, or the recitation of the Breviary as obligatory on those who cannot observe them without grave inconvenience.

23 Cfr. 1 Kings XXI, 6; Matth. XII, 1-5.

There are, however, circumstances in which human laws bind even at the risk of life or death, e. g., (1) When the common good or the eternal salvation of one's fellowmen are involved, as often happens in the case of priests and soldiers; (2) When disobedience involves formal contempt of authority or the danger of grave scandal.

In all such cases a law binds even at the risk of life or health, for the reason that the common good (bonum commune) is superior to that of the individual.

p. 172That all men are bound under pain of grievous sin to obey the "higher powers," appears from the passage we have quoted 24 from St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans. This is not, however, tantamount to saying that all human laws bind sub gravi. The question whether a human lawgiver can impose a serious obligation when the matter at issue is slight (materia levis), is answered negatively by most theologians. The reasons given are two: (1) Even the divine law binds but slightly in matters of no importance, and a human lawgiver cannot impose a heavier obligation than God, from whom his jurisdiction is derived; (2) To impose a serious obligation in matters of small importance would be contrary to the common good, give cause for scandal, and work mischief.

24 Rom. XIII, 1-6 (supra, p. 163).

Note, however, that a matter small in itself may become important by virtue of its purpose or outward circumstances, and thus involve a serious obligation. This was the case with the command God gave to our first parents in Paradise.25 Though the matter involved was slight, the law itself possessed great importance on account of the purpose for which it had been given and the severe punishment threatened.

25 Gen. II, 16 sq.

READINGS.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 97 sqq. —IDEM in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 189 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 177 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I. Bruges 1922, pp. 210 sqq.


Section 9: The Subjects of Human Law

p. 173A human law binds all those for whom it is made and who are subject to the authority of the legislator.

The laws of the Church oblige only baptized persons who have attained the use of reason. Theoretically, Protestants, too, are in some manner subject to the jurisdiction of the Church,1 but "a probable opinion teaches that it is not the Church's intention to bind them by such of her laws as proximately regard the sanctification of individual souls, rather than the public good," because "harm rather than good would follow from intending these laws to bind heretics and schismatics." 2 A general law obliges all who have attained the use of reason and are subject to the authority of the legislator. All such, therefore, are in duty bound to acquaint themselves with the laws under which they live.

1 1 Cor. V, 12-13.—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VII, can. 7-8 de Bapt.; letter of Pius IX to Emperor William I, August 7, 1873.

2 Thos. Slater, S.J., A Handbook of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 93.

p. 174A particular law is one made for a limited class of persons or for a particular territory only. Particular laws of the latter kind bind those for whom they are made, who have a domicile or quasi-domicile in the territory concerned and actually reside there.

To have a domicile means to live in a place for ten years or with the intention of residing there permanently. A quasi-domicile is acquired by living in a place with the intention of remaining there for the greater part of a year, or by actually residing there for the greater part of a year.3

3 Codex Iuris Can., can. 13, 92.

Foreigners (peregrini) are not bound to obey the particular laws of either their own country or the one in which they are sojourning, with the exception of those which regard the public welfare or prescribe legal formalities.4 Strangers (vagi, who have no domicile or quasi-domicile anywhere) are bound to obey the general as well as particular laws of the territory in which they sojourn.

4 Codex: Iuris Can., can. 14. Cfr. St. Augustine, Epist., 36, c. 14, 11. 32: "I shall tell you what the venerable Ambrose replied when I asked him about this: When I am here [in Milan], I do not fast on Saturday; when I am at Rome, I fast on Saturday; and to whatever church you come, he said, observe its custom if you wish neither to suffer scandal nor to cause it." —IDEM, Epist., 54 (al. 118), c. 2, n. 2; "But other things which vary through places and regions of the earth—such as that some fast on Saturday and others do not; some communicate daily in the Body and Blood of the Lord, while others receive on fixed days; in one place no day passes on which the offering is not made, in another it is made only on Saturday and Sunday, and elsewhere only on Sunday—and whatever else of this kind can be observed: this whole class of things admits of free observances. In these matters no discipline is better for a serious and prudent Christian than to act in the manner in which he sees the church act to which he may happen to come. For whatever is proved to be contrary neither to faith nor to good morals is to be regarded as indifferent and observed for the sake of fellowship with those among whom one lives." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 200). Hence the well-known adage: "Si fueris Romae, Romano vivito more; si fueris alibi, vivito sicut ibi." —Cfr. H. Noldin, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, qu. IV, art. 1, § 124, 5.

p. 175A journey undertaken in fraudem legis, i. e., with the express purpose of escaping an obligation, leaves that obligation in full force. However, if a man actually leaves a place with the intention of not returning to it, the obligation ceases, even though his motive was to escape the law. An actual change of domicile always entails a change of jurisdiction, no matter what the motive for which it is effected.

Children who have not yet attained, and adults who have permanently lost, the use of reason, are not bound by any human law. The reason is that they are incapable of performing moral acts.5 Under certain conditions, however, such persons may be forced to conform to particular precepts, e. g., that of abstinence.

5 Cfr. St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 17, art. 3: "Lex seu praeceptum est vinculum rationis."

A sovereign is subject to his own laws, not coactive, i. e., as regards their coercive force, for no one properly is coerced by himself; but directive, i. e., as regards their directive force, for the sake of order and good example. In the words of St. Thomas, "He ought voluntarily and not of constraint to fulfil the law," though strictly speaking he is above it, "inasmuch as, if expedient, he can change the law and dispense from it according to place and season."6

6 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 5, ad 3 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, Vol. I, p. 294).—St. Ambrose, Apol. Proph. David, II, c. 3, n. 8 (Migne, P. L., XIV, 890). —IDEM, Epist., 21, n. 9 (P. L., XVI, 1004). —St. Isidore, Sent., III, c. 51, n. 1-2, cited in the Decretum Gratiani, c. 2, D. 9 (P. L., LXXXIII, 723; Corpus Iuris Can., ed. Friedberg, Vol. I, col. 16). — On the question of domicile and quasi-domicile see Aug. Bachofen, P.S.B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. II.

p. 176It goes without saying that the members of legislative bodies are bound to observe the laws which they themselves have made.

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 5. —F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., Paderborn 1909, pp. 57 sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 92 sqq. —A. Boudinhon, art. "Domicile" in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 103-106.—A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 204 sqq. —A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, 11th ed., Freiburg 1910, Vol. I, pp. 138 sqq.


Section 10: Interpretation of the Law

p. 177


	By interpretation is meant an authoritative explanation of a law in accordance with the will of the lawgiver.



An interpretation is authentic if it is given, either directly or indirectly, by the lawgiver himself, and in that case has the same binding force as the law which it interprets.

Customary interpretation is that which a law receives from the legitimate practice of those who are subject to it. According to an ancient adage, "Custom is the best interpreter of law."1

1 "Consuetudo est optima legum interpres." (Codex Juris Can., can. 29).

Doctrinal interpretation is that developed by experts according to recognized rules from the wording and object (ratio) of a law. The rules of doctrinal interpretation may be summarized as follows: a) The presumption is always in favor of the letter of the law. When the text is ambiguous, the words must be taken in their proper, ordinary, and natural meaning. b) If the object and purpose of a law (ratio legis) are obvious, but the phraseology is indistinct, the mind of the legislator and the circumstances of the case must be attended to. c) Laws which confer a favor or privilege may receive a wide interpretation (favores ampliandi), provided there be no danger of injuring a third party and no conflict with the general law. d) Penal laws, and laws which impose a new burden or restriction may be interpreted narrowly, that is, not extending the burden to such as are not strictly included in their terms (odiosa sunt restringenda).2

2 Regulae Iuris in Sexto Decret. Bonif. VIII, No. 15: "Odia restringi et favores convenit ampliari." Cfr. No. 49: "In poenis benignior est interpretatio facienda." Cfr. Codex Iuris Can., can. 19.

p. 178


	When must a law be observed? The general rule is that a legal obligation should be fulfilled as soon as possible.



When a fixed term is appointed for the fulfilment of a law, this must be observed. In appointing a fixed term the lawmaker may have intended to make the obligation binding only for that period (tempus appositum ad finiendam obligationem). Thus, if one has missed Mass on Sunday, he is not bound to make up for it on some other day. Or the intention may have been merely to impress the urgency of the precept (tempus appositum ad urgendam vel sollicitandam obligationem). In the latter case the obligation must be fulfilled even after the appointed term has expired. Thus, if a man has neglected to make his Easter Communion during the prescribed season, the duty of making it later continues. 3 If in such a case a person knows beforehand that he will be unable to comply with an obligation at or after the time prescribed, he is bound, if possible, to fulfil it earlier.

3 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIII, 9: "... singulis annis, saltem in Paschate."

p. 179READINGS.—Codex Iuris Can., can. 17 sqq. (with the commentaries by Aug. Bachofen, O.S.B., Vol. I, St. Louis 1918, and J. Kinane in the Irish Ecclesiastical Record, Fifth Series, Vol. XI, No. 601, pp. 25 sqq.). —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 100 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theol. Mor., Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 198 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 166 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, Bruges 1922, pp. 159 sqq.


Section 11: The Cessation of Law

p. 180A law may cease to be binding either for the whole of a community or for particular individuals only.




	A law ceases to bind the whole community: a) By abrogation (abrogatio), which is a complete annulment of the whole law; b) By derogation (derogatio), which is the annulment of a portion of the law, the rest remaining intact; c) By the introduction of a contrary custom (consuetudo vim legis habens); d) By the fact that the law has ceased to be useful because it no longer attains the purpose for which it was made (cessante causa cessat effectus); 2. A law ceases to bind individuals, i. e., in particular cases: a) By a dispensation (dispensatio); b) By a privilege (privilegium); and c) By epikia, or equity, i. e., a benign interpretation of the law, by which it is deemed not to apply to some particular case.



p. 181Cases sometimes arise where it may be assumed that the lawgiver, not having foreseen all possible contingencies, would, if he were consulted, excuse the person so situated.

Epikia (ἐπιείκεια) is the application of a law according to the mind of the lawgiver and contrary to its wording. It applies to human and positive divine laws only, never to the moral law of nature. Epikia is not a self-dispensation, as is sometimes claimed, but may be likened to an act of justifiable self-defense or self-help, when there is a conflict of duties and one has to follow his own judgment or moral conviction in determining which is the higher duty.1

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 6; 2a 2ae, qu. 120, art. 1-2.

Such equitable interpretation is permitted in affirmative and negative or prohibitive laws, not in nullifying laws, i. e., in those which make an act contrary to them null and void,2 and only in cases where the observance of a law is attended by serious difficulties and no important interests of Church or State are at stake.3

2 Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 103.

3 Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., I, p. 147; Sweens, Theol. Mor. Fund., pp. 202 sqq.; Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 169 sq.

READINGS. —Codex Iuris Can., can. 22 sq. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 120. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, p. 103. —E. Taunton, The Law of the Church, London 1906, pp. 294 sqq., 324, 266 sqq. —Suarez, De Legibus, I, c. 2, n. 9-11. —A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, 11th ed., Vol. I, pp. 149 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 232 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 174 sqq., 223 sqq., 254 sqq.


Chapter III: The Subjective Norm of Morality—Conscience

Section 1: The Existence of Conscience

p. 182The existence of conscience is a fact known to every man through his immediate consciousness.

The terms conscience and consciousness, though much alike, have distinct meanings. “In English,” says Father Rickaby, "we have done with a Latin word what neither the Latins nor the French have done: we have doubled the term, making 'conscience' stand for the moral department and leaving 'consciousness' for the universal field of objects about which we become aware." 1 When, therefore, we say that the existence of conscience is attested by consciousness, we mean that every man is immediately aware of the fact that he has a conscience. This is true of uncivilized and barbarous as well as of civilized human beings. By all, conscience is acknowledged as a moral power and one of the mainstays of the social order. Cicero, Seneca, and other pagan writers extolled it as the rule and guide of life, though their conception of it was crude and not altogether correct.

1 Jos. Rickaby, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, p. 268.

p. 183The existence of conscience is taken for granted throughout the Old and New Testaments.2 The former speaks of conscience as heart (καρδία), and devotes special attention to the pangs of an evil conscience. The name συνείδησις (conscientia) itself occurs only once in the Old Testament; 3 in the New it is used repeatedly, though never by Christ Himself. St. Paul expressly distinguishes conscience from the natural law, of which it gives testimony, and describes it as the unconditional rule of morality.4

2 Cfr. J. L. Mosheim, Sittenlehre, Vol. III, Helmstadt 1743, pp. 210 sqq.

3 Wisd. XVII, 11.

4 Rom. II, 14-15; XIV, 23; cfr. 2 Cor. I, 12. —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 56, n. 14: "Did the persecutors [the pagans] conquer, and were the martyrs conquered? Far from it. Seek the glory of the martyrs with God; seek the pit of the pagans in their stricken conscience: for there is the pit into which the impious man falls—in an evil conscience." (Migne, P.L., XXXVI, 670).—IDEM, ibid., II, 30, s. i, n. 8: "You can flee whatever you wish, O man, except your conscience. Enter your house, rest upon your bed, enter into your inmost parts: within you can possess nothing to which you may flee from your conscience if your sins gnaw at you." (P. L., XXXVI, 234).

Conscience, being common to all men and inborn in all, must be part of human nature, and, therefore, created by God,5 not, as the Materialists maintain, evolved by education, training, habit, environment or economic causes.6 For the same reason conscience is not autonomous. Its voice, says St. Thomas, is nothing else than the manifestation of the divine law to man.7 The inspired account of the temptation of our first parents proves this.8 "The idea of good and evil," says a modern non-Catholic writer, "was given to man before the fall. It is a prerequisite of free-will, which could not perform its functions without that concept. An ancient tradition aptly places the tree of the knowledge of good and evil in Paradise.9 Good and evil existed before man was seduced. Conscience began to speak in him the moment he became aware of his liberty, for from that moment he was able to judge himself and his actions as being either good or bad." 10 What we call a guilty conscience (i. e., evil concupiscence) did not, of course, exist before the fall of our first parents, but is a consequence of original sin which still affects their descendants, though its malign influence is largely offset by grace and the blessings of the atonement.11

5 Cfr. Tertullian, Adv. Marcionem, I, c. 10: "The soul is earlier than prophecy; for from the beginning conscience is God's gift to the soul, the same and no other among Egyptians, Syrians, and the people of Pontus." (Ed. Leopold, Vol. III, p. 52).

6 Cfr. Th. Elsenhans, Wesen und Entstehung des Gewissens, Leipsic 1894, pp. 149 sqq., 204 sqq. —G. Carring, Das Gewissen, pp. 40 sqq., 64 sqq.

7 St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 17, art. 3: "Since conscience is nothing other than the application of knowledge to an act, it is evident that conscience is said to bind by the force of a divine precept." — Ibid., art. 4, ad 2: "A dictate of conscience is nothing other than the arrival of a divine precept at the person who has conscience."

8 Gen. III, 1-4. Cfr. F. Delitzsch, System der biblischen Psychologic, 2nd ed., Leipsic 1861, pp. 133 sqq.

9 Gen. II, 9.

10 R. Seeberg, Gewissen und Gewissensbildung, Erlangen 1896, p. 15; cfr. p. 71.

11 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Gencsi ad Liter am, XII, c. 34, n. 65: "Not only the third heaven, whatever that may be—which assuredly is something great and sublimely glorious—but also within man himself a certain joy of a good conscience is paradise." (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 482). —IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 45, n. 9: "Deo sedes est conscientia piorum.'' (P.L., XXXVI, 520). —IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 53, n. 8: "As conscience is a great punishment of the impious, so conscience itself is a great joy of the pious. For this is our glory, says the Apostle (2 Cor. I, 12), the testimony of our conscience." (P. L., XXXVI, 625).

p. 185READINGS.—St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 16 and 17.—P. Ewald, De Vocis συνειδήσεως Vi ac Potestate Commentatio, Leipsic 1883, pp. 20 sqq.—I. Jahnel, Ueber den Begriff Gewissen in der griechischen Philosophie, Glatz 1872.—IDEM, De Conscientiae Notione, Berlin 1862.—Th. H. Simar, Das Gewissen und die Gewissensfreiheit, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1902.—L. Lacotte, Traité de la Conscience, Paris 1905.—E. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale Catholique, Vol. II, pp. 217 sqq.—J. H. Newman, An Essay in Aid of a Grammar of Assent, pp. 104-118.—Jos. Rickaby, S.J., art. “Conscience” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 268 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Compendium Theologia Moralis, 27th ed., pp. 35 sqq.—A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 315 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, Theologia Moralis, 11th ed., Vol. I, pp. 73 sqq.—J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, New York 1914, pp. 131 sqq.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 270 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 289 sqq.

Section 2: The Nature of Conscience

p. 186The concept of conscience, being inseparably bound up with that of soul, could not be fully developed until psychology had attained a certain degree of scientific precision. 1. NOMINAL DEFINITION. —The word conscience is derived from the much wider term conscientia, which signifies the state of being aware of one's own actions. Popularly, conscience is often called the voice of God or a manifestation of His will in the hearts of His rational creatures.1 This conception is substantially correct because conscience acquaints man with the dictates of the divine law, which is a power he may not contemn. But conscience is not always the voice of God. Like any other human judgment it may be erroneous. History proves this without a doubt. As men have at various times held erroneous opinions in other matters,2 so one may (by false training or for other reasons) hold erroneous opinions in moral questions. A pagan involved in invincible and therefore pardonable error concerning the secondary precepts of the moral law, might worship idols and torture his foes with a perfectly clear conscience.3

1 Cfr. St. Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., II, dist. 39, art. 1, qu. 3, ad 3: "Conscience is like God's herald and messenger. What it says, it does not command of itself, but commands as though from God, like a herald when he publishes the king's edict; and hence conscience has the power of binding in those things which can in some way be done well." (Opera Omnia, Vol. II, p. 907).

2 Cfr. R. Seeberg, Gewissen und Gewissensbildung, pp. 6 sqq., 22 sqq.; T h. H. Simar, Das Gewissen und die Gewissensfreiheit, pp. 13 sqq.

3 Cfr. Rom. XIV, 23; John XVI, 2.

p. 187


	REAL DEFINITION. —The first real definition of conscience is found in the writings of the Scholastics,4 especially Blessed Albert the Great and St. Thomas Aquinas.5 a) Aristotle taught that the soul has two faculties, intellect and will, of which the latter is subject to the former. The Schoolmen adopted this theory and defined conscience as an act of the intellect or understanding.6 Distinguishing between the speculative and the practical intellect, they assumed a double conscience.



4 Cfr. Th. H. Simar, Die Lehre vom Wesen des Gewissens in der Scholastik des 13. Jahrhunderts, I, Freiburg 1885, pp. 5 sqq. —A practical meditation on conscience by a 12th century writer is contained in the anonymous Libellus de Conscientia, reproduced in Migne's Patrologia Latina, CCXIII, 903 sqq. —See also the Liber de Conscientia ad Alcherum of Peter Cellensis (P. L., CCII, 1083 sqq.) and the Tractatus de Interiori Domo sive de Conscientia Aedificanda of an unknown contemporary of St. Bernard (ibid., CLXXXIV, 507 sqq.).

5 Albert the Great, Summa de Creat., P. II, De Homine, qu. 69-70; IDEM, Comment, in Sent., II, dist. 5, art. 6; dist. 24, art. 14. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 79, art. 12-13; 1a 2ae, qu. 19, art. 5; De Veritate, qu. 16-17; Comment, in Sent., II, dist. 24. —Cfr. H. Appel, Die Lehre der Scholastiker von der Synteresis, Rostock 1891, pp. 28 sqq.; A. Strobel, Die Lehre des Albertus Magnus über das Gewissen, Sigmaringen 1901, pp. 2 sqq.; F. J. Bruck, Die Lehre vom Gewissen nach Antonin, Freiburg 1909.

6 In opposition to the Dominican school, which regarded conscience as an act of the intellect only, the Franciscan theologians, led by Alexander of Hales and St. Bonaventure, conceived it as a moral faculty, based upon the appetitive powers as well as upon the understanding. (Simar, Die Lehre vom Wesen des Gewissens in der Scholastik des 13. Jahrhunderts, I, p. 7; cfr. pp. 10 sqq.).

p. 188The speculative conscience (synteresis)7 they defined as a habit by which the soul perceives the general principles of right conduct.8 In other words, "synteresis is an habitual hold upon primary moral judgments, as, that we must do good, avoid evil, requite benefactors, honor superiors, punish evildoers."9

7 On the much-discussed term συντήρησις cfr. J. Jahnel, "Woher stammt der Ausdruck Synteresis bei den Scholastikern?" in the Theologische Quartalschrift of Tübingen, 1870, pp. 241 sqq. It owes its existence to a corrupt passage in St. Jerome's Commentary on the Prophet Ezechiel (I, c. 1, n. 10): "The Greeks call it synderesis, that spark of conscience which is not extinguished even in Adam's breast after he was cast out of paradise, and through which ... we perceive that we sin." (Migne, P. L., XXV, 22). The correct form of the word is συνείδησις.

8 "Speculative knowledge of universal principles for living well."

9 Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, p. 137.

The practical or so-called individual conscience is a judgment or dictate of practical reason deciding that a particular action is right or wrong.10 It is an application of speculative knowledge to concrete facts.11 The process by which reason arrives at the judgment called practical conscience is essentially syllogistic. The major premise (iudicium iuris) is a judgment of the speculative conscience. The minor (iudicium facti) is its application to the particular case in hand. The conclusion is the final judgment as to the moral character of the act under consideration, i. e., the practical conscience itself.

10 "A judgment or practical dictate of reason by which we judge what here and now is to be done as good or avoided as evil."

11 "The application of knowledge to a particular act."

p. 189For example:

Major: To lie is sinful; Minor: To speak so and so would be to lie; Conclusion: Therefore it is sinful to speak so and so; or:

Major: Adultery is forbidden; Minor: What I am about to do is adultery; Conclusion: Therefore what I am about to do is forbidden; or:

Major: I must obey all who command me with lawful authority; Minor: X. commands me here and now with lawful authority; Conclusion: Therefore I must here and now obey X.

This theory is not, however, quite satisfactory. For, in the first place, the operation of conscience does not entirely coincide with that of practical reason. On the contrary, the two are often disproportionate. A man may have a highly developed mind coupled with a dull and unresponsive conscience. Vice versa, the conscience is sometimes very active and delicate in a mind that has little more than the rudiments of intellectual culture. Another defect of the Scholastic theory is that it does not account satisfactorily for the characteristic phenomenon called good or bad conscience, which is a mere sentiment preceding the judgment of reason and causing it to reflect about what it has done or is about to do. b) To remedy this defect, the Scholastics drew a distinction between conscientia antecedens and conscientia consequens. Antecedent conscience is a dictate of practical reason preceding action; consequent conscience follows an action, approving it as right or condemning it as wrong. According to this explanation, what men call bad conscience is simply a judgment of reason condemning an illicit act and its consequences; in other words, it is the perception of, and regret for, a false conclusion and a foolish act based thereon. In matter of fact, however, the so-called pains or qualms of conscience are something more than mere regret over a wrongly drawn conclusion. Nor can the underlying difficulty be removed by conceiving the conscientia antecedens as an act of the understanding and the conscientia consequens as a mere sentiment, for to divide conscience into two essentially different faculties would destroy its unity.

3. the Scholastic Theory as Perfected by the Mystics.—

p. 190The Scholastic theory of conscience was complemented and perfected by the medieval mystics,12 who held that deep down in the innermost recesses of the human soul there is a spark of eternal light (scintilla animae), which God Himself has put there to preserve the soul from destruction.13 Intellect and will, according to this theory, can be made serviceable to evil; not so the scintilla animae, in which God Himself dwells as the object of mystical contemplation. It is this spark of divine light in the soul that the mystics regard as the true seat of conscience.

12 Cfr. J. Jahnel, De Conscientiae Notione, pp. 81 sqq.; W. Schmidt, Das Gewissen, pp. 225 sqq.

13 Cfr. John V, 18. —St. Thomas, Comment, in Sent., II, dist. 24, qu. 2, art. 3, ad 5; De Veritate, qu. 17, art. 2, ad 3. —St. Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., II, dist. 39, art. 2, qu. 1, ad 3. —M. Grabmann, "Die Lehre des hl. Thomas von der Scintilla Animae," in the Jahrbuch für Philosophie und spekulative Theologie, Paderborn 1900, pp. 413 sqq.

4. No Strict Definition of Conscience Possible.—

p. 191A strictly adequate definition of conscience is impossible because we do not understand the mysterious nature of the soul. But such a definition is not necessary for our purpose. We can obtain a sufficient knowledge of the nature of conscience by studying its manifestations (a posteriori). Observation teaches that every dictate of conscience is first a judgment of reason concerning the moral character of an act, and secondly a stirring of the will, in the form of a command, admonition or warning, especially an impulse of sentiment in the shape of a reproach or pain. Hence conscience is more than an act of the understanding. It engages all the faculties of the soul, and consequently is not a separate and distinct faculty, but something which lies beneath all faculties, at the very basis of the soul.

p. 192We may therefore roughly define conscience as a habit or capacity (habitus) of the three faculties of the soul —intellect, will, and feeling, —by which man is bound to the moral order of the universe, i. e., the will of God; or, in other words, the capacity of applying objective laws to subjective conduct or of regulating man's actions in accordance with the law.

Thus defined, conscience appears as a moral and religious faculty or disposition placed in the soul by God, and developed together with its other faculties. The fact that conscience depends upon the faculties of the soul and is subject to many internal and external influences, explains why it acts differently in different individuals. Conscience itself is never mistaken, but it sometimes makes a wrong application of the primary precepts of morality to individual cases. In its innermost essence conscience, therefore, is "the internal and proximate rule of human conduct," 14 and to act deliberately against its dictates is always sinful, because such conduct involves a denial of ethical personality, —a sort of moral self-annihilation.

14 "Regula interna, proxima, sive formalis actuum humanorum."

The first principle of morality, therefore, is this: Always obey your conscience, for to act against its dictates is invariably a sin.15

15 "Omne, quod non est ex fide, peccatum est." Rom. XIV, 23. — Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. I, n. 55 (ed. Gaudé, I, 25); J. Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. III, pp. 954 sqq.

p. 193READINGS. —St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 16 and 17. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 57 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 135 sqq. —IDEM, art. "Conscience" in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 268 sqq. —R. Hofmann, Die Lehre von dem Gewissen, Leipsic 1866. —M. Kahler, Das Gewissen, Vol. I, Halle 1878.—M. R. Kabisch, Das Gewissen, sein Ursprung und seine Pflege, Göttingen 1906. —Th. H. Simar, Das Gewissen und die Gewissensfreiheit, Freiburg 1874. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 448 sqq. —F. Katzinger, S.J., Inquisitio Psychologica in Conscientiam Humanam, Innsbruck 1924.

Section 3: Requisites of a Normal Conscience

p. 194To be entirely reliable, conscience must be right, certain, and watchful. Hence the three conditions for the normal functioning of conscience enumerated by the Schoolmen: rectitudo, certitudo, vigilantia. i. In order to be right (recta s. vera), conscience must accord with the eternal law. Every man is in duty bound to follow his conscience when it prescribes an act as commanded or forbids it as unlawful.

Conscience is called erroneous (conscientia erronea) when its dictates are not in harmony with the moral law.1 The mistake may be owing to a false conception of the law (error iuris), or to a wrong application of its provisions to a concrete fact (error facti), or to a faulty conclusion formed with regard to the latter (iudicium facti).2

1 Cfr. Rom. XIV, 23; 1 Cor. VIII, 7; X, 25 sqq.; John XVI, 2.

2 Cfr. St. Thomas, De Veritate, qu. 17, art. 2: "Conscience is nothing other than the application of knowledge to some particular act. In this application error can occur in two ways: in one way, because that which is applied contains an error in itself; in another way, because it is not applied correctly. —Cfr. 1 Cor. VIII, 1-13.

If a mistake is made that could have been avoided, the conclusion is said to be vincibly erroneous (error vincibilis). In this case an act may be sinful, not because the agent has obeyed his conscience, but because the error was willed in the cause (voluntarium in causa). An er roneous conscience is invincible (error invincibilis) if the mistake committed was absolutely unavoidable. To follow the dictates of an invincibly erroneous conscience is no sin, even when the act performed is objectively evil. On the contrary, it would be sinful to act against one's conscience, even if, in acting against it, one would be objectively in the right. Of course, the mistake must be corrected as soon as it is realized.

p. 195


	Conscience is called certain (conscientia certa) if it declares without hesitation that an action is right or wrong. Where uncertainty exists, it is a duty to obtain certainty as soon as possible. When a man finds himself unable to form a certain conclusion with regard to the moral character of an act, he will either suspend judgment or assent to one of two contrary propositions, though conscious that the other may be true. In the former case, i. e., if no sufficient reasons are known for either affirming or denying a proposition, or if equally important reasons speak for the one and for the other, conscience is said to be doubtful (conscientia dubia). A doubtful conscience, if it bases its action on good and solid grounds, is called probable (conscientia probabilis).



A doubtful conscience may, therefore, be defined as a suspension of judgment with regard to the lawfulness of an act.

p. 196Theologians distinguish between positive and negative doubt. When there are no reasons, or very slight reasons, on either side, there is a negative doubt. Such doubts, which calm consideration generally shows to be unfounded, must be treated like temptations. When there is an apparent equality of reasons, and the mind cannot arrive at a decision either one way or the other, the existing doubt is positive. When positive doubt has reference to the morality of an action it is not lawful to perform that action.3 While conscience is in this state, one may abstain from action, or, if the decision cannot be postponed, one must do what would be licit in any case. Thus, in doubt whether an action be permissible, when it is certain that such an action may be omitted, the action is to be omitted, and vice versa. This is what is meant by the Scholastic axiom, "In dubiis pars tutior est sequenda.

3 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. I, n. 22 (ed. Gaudé, I, 11): "We say that it is never lawful to act with a practically doubtful conscience; and in the event that someone acts, he sins, indeed with a sin of the same species and gravity concerning which he doubts, because one who exposes himself to the danger of sinning already sins, according to the saying: He who loves danger shall perish in it (Ecclus. III, 27). Therefore, if he doubts whether it is mortal, he sins mortally."

From what has been said it follows that every man is in duty bound to rid himself of doubts and to acquire a certain conscience (bona fides). Whoever makes a sincere effort to solve his doubts by observing the conduct of conscientious people situated in similar circumstances, consulting an experienced guide, praying for light and trusting in Providence, will not sin, even if his final decision should happen to be wrong.4

4 Indirectly, according to Lehmkuhl, one may resolve a doubtful case by these reflex principles: (1) In doubt, the condition of the possessor is the better; (2) It must be seen upon whom the burden of proof falls; (3) For a certain law outside the matter of justice to be satisfied, a probable fulfillment positively proved suffices; (4) In doubts, one must stand for that for which the presumption stands; (5) In doubt, judgment must be made from what ordinarily happens; (6) A fact is not presumed but must be proved; but what by law ought to have been done is presumed in doubt to have been done, or done rightly; (7) In doubt, favors are to be enlarged and burdensome things restricted, that is, the more benign course is to be preferred; (8) In doubt, that which is least is to be held; (9) In doubt, the safer part is to be followed. —For an explanation of these rules, and some useful hints as to their application, see A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., Freiburg 1910, pp. 122-126.
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	A watchful conscience (conscientia vigilans) is one which asserts itself promptly and strongly under all circumstances. The quality of watchfulness is enhanced by a conscientious observance of all the commandments, by careful attention to the inner workings of conscience, and especially by regular daily examinations.5 A conscience thus trained becomes tender (conscientia tenera) and makes its possessor a conscientious man.



5 Cfr. Gal. VI, 4 sq.; Eph. IV, 26.

Continued disregard of the laws of God renders the conscience obtuse (cauteriata) and finally lax.6 a) A blunt or obtuse conscience fails to protest even against grievous sins. It is called sleeping, not dead, because conscience never dies, but always awakes again, even in the greatest criminals, either of itself or under the influence of grace, though often too late.7 Needless to say, every man is bound to keep his conscience from going to sleep. b) A lax conscience (conscientia laxa s. lata) is characterized by a tendency to deny or diminish obligations. It results from harboring wrong principles and leading a sinful life, and may be described as a frivolous conception of life and its duties.8 When a man's conscience has grown lax, his actions are morally equivalent to those performed in a state of vincible ignorance. A lax conscience is very hard to cure.9 There is really but one effective remedy for it, viz.: a thorough-going change of life. This is a drastic medicine, but unless it is applied promptly, the patient will succumb to delusions, grow impenitent, and incur eternal damnation.10

6 Cfr. 1 Tim. IV, 2.

7 Cfr. Mark IX, 43.

8 Cfr. Matth. XXIV, 38.

9 Cfr. Apoc. III, 15 sq.

10 Cfr. Ecclus. III, 29: "The sinner will add sin to sin."

p. 198READINGS.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 59 sqq. —Sabetti-Barrett, Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 27th ed., pp. 35 sqq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 319 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 203 sqq. —W. McDonald, The Principles of Moral Science, Dublin 1904, pp. 188 sqq.

Section 4: A Scrupulous Conscience

p. 199Scrupulosity or scrupulousness is a peculiar irregularity by which the conscience is led to exaggerate obligations or to regard harmless actions as sinful. A scrupulous man is harassed by groundless doubts and worries, which sometimes cause desperation or religious dementia.

Scrupulosity is often simulated by penitents for egoistic ends, e. g., to make a good impression on the confessor. A prudent confessor will therefore treat such cases with great caution, especially when women are involved. What appears to be a scrupulous conscience is sometimes mere hypocrisy, which, after the manner of the Pharisees, strains at gnats and swallows camels, i. e., pretends to worship the letter of the law without regard for its spirit, and loads down others with burdens which it declines to assume itself.1 Such a conscience is called conscientia pharisaica, and is almost impossible to cure because it springs from that most tenacious of all vices, —pride.

1 Cfr. Matth. XXIII, 2 sqq., 13 sqq.; John XVIII, 28.

A scrupulous conscience, on the other hand, can usually be cured by the timely application of suitable remedies.

p. 200a) The first step to take is to determine the cause. In the majority of cases the confessor will discover a pathological condition of either the body or the mind. The penitent must be enjoined under strict obedience to remove the cause of his scruples by applying the remedies suggested to him. There is no other cure because the victim of scrupulosity nearly always seeks the cause of his disorder outside himself. Where scruples are merely a trial of the soul, or a penalty for previously committed sins, or a test of virtue, they may be regarded as a disposition of Providence, and the penitent should be admonished to be patient, humbly put his trust in God, and use his affliction as a means of acquiring greater perfection.

If scrupulosity is the result of diabolical obsession and the confessor decides to perform an exorcism, he should not let the penitent know anything about it.

A second reason for enjoining strict obedience to the directions of the confessor is the inclination of scrupulous persons to reject the advice of others and obstinately adhere to their own notions. Such people need, and generally desire, a firm guide, and it is safe to say that a scrupulous penitent will never sin if he follows the advice of his confessor. For the same reason a prudent confessor should inexorably send a scrupulous penitent back to his former confessor, or, when this is impossible, accept him only on condition that he promises strict obedience, Priests do well to be lenient toward scrupulous penitents in all other things, but they should punish disobedience with firmness, even by denying absolution. b) The specific remedies indicated in each individual case must be applied after a careful consideration of all the symptoms. When a scrupulous person is haunted by temptations against purity, or by the fear of consenting to blasphemous thoughts, he should be instructed to accuse himself of such things only if he can make oath to the effect that he has consented. Men and women who have a tender conscience do not usually commit a grievous sin without being aware of the fact. Where scruples have reference to past confessions, they are generally caused by a false notion of the requirements of valid confession or by the apprehension of losing the right disposition at any moment. In such cases it may be advisable to instruct the penitent regarding the necessary requisites of confession. If a general confession is likely to afford relief, let it be suggested or permitted, on condition that the penitent confess no sins of his previous life, unless he is ready to take an oath that he actually committed and never confessed them before. As a rule scrupulous penitents should be dissuaded from brooding over or mentioning past sins. This is a wise rule to follow, because, even though something serious may occasionally be left out, the preservation of bodily and spiritual health is a higher duty than the material integrity of sacramental confession.

p. 201Another class of persons labor under the fear of committing a sin every time they act. These should be advised to disregard their apprehensions and to go ahead resolutely without trying to solve their doubts, because no one who earnestly strives to serve God is likely to commit a grave sin without being aware of the fact.

The rule bidding men to abstain from acting as long as their conscience is in a state of doubt, does not apply to the scrupulous. If it did, they would never act at all, as they are never free from doubt. Such persons should be taught to disregard the maxim, "In dubio pars tutior est sequenda," and they will rarely sin, except in a material sense, because they will not act against conscience, but merely against unreasonable fears and scruples.

p. 202Finally, scrupulous persons should be forbidden to repeat prayers, penances, etc., which they think they have performed imperfectly. Of course, where harm has resulted to another by an incomplete performance of duties, even the scrupulant can not be dispensed from repetition, e. g., if a scrupulous priest had mispronounced the formula of absolution, he would be bound to repeat the same. Usually, however, scrupulous persons only think they have erred in such cases, and since their doubts are unfounded, there is no obligation to repeat. E. Boyd Barrett, S. J., pleads “for a frank recognition of the fact that 'scruples' is a mere nerve disease, though concerned with facts of the moral order. The central interest of the pious man or woman,” he says, “is his state of soul. The obsession that grips his exhausted or weakened mind deals naturally with the chief interest of his life, religion, and hence the 'content' of the obsession of a pious person concerns sin.” (The New Psychology, N. Y. 1925, p. 118).

READINGS.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 76 sqq.—IDEM, Questions of Moral Theology, New York 1915, pp. 329 sqq.—J. F. Delany in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. III, pp. 640 sq.—Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 27th ed., New York 1919, pp. 39 sqq.—De Lehen, S.J., The Way of Interior Peace, New York 1888, pp. 268 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, 11th ed., Vol. I, pp. 76 sqq.—A. Konings, C.SS.R., Theologia Moralis, 2nd ed., Vol. I, New York 1876, pp. 19 sqq.—Fr. a Barbens, O. M. Cap., Introductio Pathologica in Studium Theol. Mor., Tarracona 1917, pp. 121 sqq.—Aug. Gemelli, O.F.M., De Scrupulis, Florence 1913.—A. Eymieu, Le Gouvernement de Soi-même, Essai de Psychologie Pratique, 2 vols., esp. Vol. II, Obsessions et Scrupules, Paris, 27th ed., 1922.—A. Poulain, S.J., The Graces of Interior Prayer, tr. by S. Yorke Smith, 2nd ed., London s. a., pp. 420 sqq.—N. Turco, Il Trattamento “Morale” dello Scrupolo e dell’ Ossessione Morbosa, 2 vols., Turin 1920.—L’Ange Conducteur des Ames Scrupuleuses ou Craintives, Bruges 1905.—E. Boyd Barrett, S.J., The New Psychology, N. Y. 1925, pp. 103 sqq.


Chapter IV: The Subjective-Objective Norm of Morality—Duty

Section 1: Duty and its Motives
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	DEFINITION AND DIVISION OF DUTY.—Law as the external rule of conduct objectively binds all those for whom it is made; but it does not become a subjective obligation for the individual until obedience to it is perceived to be a duty (officium). Duty has been defined as the recognition of the applicability of a general precept to a concrete case. More correctly, it is a moral obligation to do something or refrain from doing it.1



1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 58, art. 3, ad 2: "Necessity is twofold: one is that of compulsion ... But the other is necessity arising from the obligation of a precept or from necessity of the end, namely when someone cannot attain the end of virtue unless he does this."

Jurisprudence knows none but compulsory duties, which can be enforced by external means. In the court of Moral Theology, on the contrary, every duty binds in conscience because duty, in its last analysis, spells accountability to the will of God (supremus debendi titulus). Hence the following distinctions:

p. 204(1) Natural and positive duties. Natural duties (officia naturalia) arise from the moral law of nature, positive duties (officia positiva) from divine or human laws.

(2) Negative and affirmative duties. Negative duties (officia negativa) forbid, whereas affirmative duties (officia affirmativa) command.

(3) Absolute (or perfect) and hypothetical (or imperfect) duties. The former bind not only always (semper), but in all conceivable circumstances (pro semper), e.g., telling the truth; the latter under certain conditions only (semper, sed non pro semper), as e.g., fraternal correction.

(4) Duties to God, to oneself, and to one's fellowmen. (5) Individual and social duties, arising from one's obligations towards oneself and one's relations to society.

(6) Duties of charity and duties of justice, dictated respectively by these two fundamental virtues.

(7) Higher duties obliging under pain of grievous, and lower duties obliging under pain of venial sin, according to the degree of obligation and especially according to the importance of the object involved (gravitas sive levitas materiae).

There are as many duties as there are actions that fall under the general law, and hence no exhaustive enumeration is possible. Life is in constant motion and conditions are changing all the time.

II. MOTIVES. —A motive is a reason for doing a thing, apprehended by the intellect, plus a desire to do it, residing in the soul. The motives that impel a Christian to live up to his duties are fear of God (timor Domini) and charity (caritas). These two motives differentiate Catholic Moral Theology from Determinism, as well as from the Pharisaic legalism that obeys the letter but disregards the spirit of the law. i. The highest of all motives is charity. It excludes moral compulsion and that slavish fear which cringes in apprehension of punishment; 2 but it does not exclude that childlike reverence (timor filialis) which is the beginning of love (timor initialis).3

2 Timor servilis, technically called timor serviliter servilis. (Cfr. 1 John IV, 18).

3 Ps. II, 11; Is. XI, 2 sq.; XXXIII, 6; Mal. I, 6; Prov. I, 7; IX, 10; XV, 33; Ecclus. I, 11, 22; XIX, 18; XXI, 13; XL, 28: Job XXVIII, 28; Matth. X, 28; Luke XII, 5; Rom. VIII, 15-17; 2 Cor. VII, 1; Gal. IV, 6; Phil. II, 12; 1 Pet. I, 17. —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Vera Relig., c. 17, n. 33: "Pietas timore inchoatur, caritate perficitur" (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 136).— IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 63, n. 2. — Alcuin, De Virtut. et Vitiis, c. 15. — St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 19, art. 1-12.

p. 205All fear is more or less a product of egoism, and hence the timor filialis is a less perfect motive than charity. But even pure charity is not absolutely disinterested, and therefore moral compulsion as a means of training the will, and filial fear as a motive of duty, are not opposed to the Christian religion, though charity is invariably the highest and the only perfect motive.4

4 "Oderunt peccare boni virtutis amore." (Horace, Epist., I, 16, 52). A man who merely obeys the law because he fears punishment, is not a vir bonus.

St. Bernard writes: "Charity alone can deflect the heart from self-love and love of the world, and direct it towards God. Neither fear nor self-love (amor privatus) is able to transform the soul. These motives sometimes alter a man's mien or some single act of his, but they never change his character (affectum). Even he who is a slave [to sin] occasionally obeys the will of God; but as he does not act of his own accord (sponte), it easily becomes manifest that his heart continues to be hardened." 5 According to Aquinas man's ultimate destiny is to be united to God by charity, and therefore sanctity or Christian perfection consists essentially in loving God and one's fellowmen in obedience to the sovereign precept of the Gospel.6 A famous fifteenth-century preacher, P. John Herolt, O.P., says: "To be truly good, our actions must be inspired by the love of God. What is not done for charity's sake, is neither pleasing to God nor meritorious. Hence we must guard against serving God merely for the sake of eternal reward, or because we are afraid of hell, but must do good chiefly for the love of God and His greater glory. True, the desire for Heaven and the fear of hell are salutary motives; but to avoid evil for no other purpose than to escape punishment would not only be unbecoming to a Christian but positively sinful." 7 St. Ignatius Loyola says that a man should be guided in all his actions as much as possible by a pure and perfect love of God, though he may be aided also by fear of punishment or hope of reward.8 The meaning is that we should strive to act from pure love of God, though not as if to act from lower motives were sinful.

5 Liber de Diligendo Deo, c. 12, n. 34 (Migne, P.L., CLXXXII, 995)-

6 Cfr. the Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 184, art. 1 and 3.

7 Cfr. N. Paulus, Johann Herolt und seine Lehre, in the Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, Innsbruck 1902, pp. 417 sqq.

8 Const., III, 1, 26 (Florence ed., 1893, 2, 43).
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	To the slavish legalism of the Pharisees 9 the Catholic Church opposes the spiritual interpretation of the law (ratio legis). She bids us obey the spirit rather than the letter, because the essence of morality does not consist in a purely external and material conformity to the law, but above all in a willing disposition of the heart and mind.10 There is no morality without legality, because one who truly loves God will gladly obey His law. On the other hand it is equally true that there is no true legality without morality. 11 The alleged opposition between the interior spirit and external observance, between the gospel and "ecclesiastical formalism," exists only in the imagination of our opponents. There is, of course, no intention of denying that opposition between the two is possible. Man may obey the law outwardly while resisting it inwardly, and thereby destroy the true spirit of religion within his soul. But this is not the Catholic idea. The Church demands that we embrace the faith sincerely and obey its precepts with a cheerful heart. It was in this sense that Christ, after accusing the Pharisees of tithing mint and anise and disregarding the weightier things of the law—judgment, mercy, and faith —said to them: "These things you ought to have done, and not to leave those undone." 12



9 Cfr. Matth. XXIII, 1-33; Mark XII, 38-40; G. Beer, Schabbath, Tübingen 1908, pp. 37 sqq.

10 Cfr. Gen. IV, 3-5; Matth. XII, 1-12; Mark XII, 41-44; Luke XXI, 1-4.

11 Cfr. Matth. XXI, 28-32; XXIII, 23-30; John XIV, 15. 21; XV, 10; 1 Cor. XIII, 1-8.

12 Matth. XXIII, 23.—Ph. Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral," pp. 57 sqq.

p. 208The Catholic Church has never been satisfied with inculcating a merely external observance of the commandments. On the contrary, she has always insisted on faith and charity as the chief postulates of Christian perfection. St. Cyprian says: "When Cain and Abel offered their sacrifices to God, He regarded not the gift, but the heart of the givers, and was pleased best by the gift of Abel because Abel had a pure heart." 13 St. Ambrose writes: "The spirit in which you do a thing gives your work its name. As it comes out of your heart, so will it be appreciated [by God]. You see how the Judge regards your interior disposition. He consults with you as to whether He should accept your gift; He first interrogates your mind." 14 St. Augustine teaches: "Men's actions are judged [by God] according to the motive that inspires them, i. e., charity. Many things are done which look well enough, but do not spring from charity; even the thorns produce flowers. Some things that seem harsh and inhuman, are done at the behest of charity (dictante caritate) to further a good cause. Hence the brief commandment is once for all impressed upon you: 'Love [God] and do what you please' (Dilige et quod vis fac).... Let the root of charity grow in your heart, then nothing but good will proceed therefrom." 15 St. Gregory the Great declares: "God weighs the heart, not the gift (substantiam), and when a sacrifice is offered to Him, He does not regard its size, but the heart from which it comes.... Before God the hand is never empty if the shrine of the heart is filled with good will. ... No more precious gift can be offered to God than good will.” 16 John Herolt teaches that "the disposition of him who offers sacrifice is more pleasing to God than the gift offered. For perfection or holiness of life does not consist in external practices, such as fasting, watching, etc., but in humility, patience, chastity, mercy, obedience, and, above all, charity. External practices (exteriora exercitia) are valueless except in so far as they fit man to lead a virtuous life and are dictated by the right spirit. "17 Alphonsus summarizes the teaching of the Church as follows: "The essence of Christian perfection consists not in severity towards oneself, nor in prayer, nor in the frequent reception of the Sacraments, nor in giving alms, but in charity." 18 Needless to say, by thus insisting on the need of genuine charity these writers do not intend to disparage the practice of good works.

13 De Oratione Dominica, c. 24, n. 8.—See the Vienna edition of St. Cyprian's works (Corpus Scriptorum Eccles. Latin.), III, 1, 285.

14 De Officiis, I, c. 30 (Migne, P. L., XVI, 66).

15 Tract. in Epist. I Ioan., VII, n. 8 (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 2033).—Cfr. Abelard, Ethica, c. 5: "Habe, inquit Augustinus, caritatem et fac, quod vis." (P.L., CLXXVIII, 647).

16 Hom. in Evang., I, hom. 2 (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 1093).—On the teaching of the Fathers cfr. M. Reichmann, S.J., Der Zweck heiligt die Mittel, Freiburg 1903, pp. 29 sqq., 40 sqq.

17 Cfr. N. Paulus, "Johann Herolt und seine Lehre," in the Innsbruck Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, 1902, pp. 429 sqq.

18 Pratica di amar Gesù Cristo, Turin 1768.—Cfr. F. Meffert, Der hl. Alfons von Liguori. Mayence 1901, p. 258; John Cassian, Collat. Patr., I, c. 6-7 (Migne, P.L., XLIX, 488); St. Gregory the Great, Hom. in Evang., II, hom. 29, n. 4 (P.L., LXXVI, 1216).
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	PARVITAS MATERIAE. —The teaching of the casuists concerning parvitas materiae must be judged in the light of the truth just set forth, namely, that the state of a man's soul is determined, not by his external compliance with the law, but by his interior disposition. Catholic theologians hold that a duty may be regarded as fulfilled even though the act be materially complete, and that no transgression is a mortal sin if the matter is unimportant (materia parva), —provided, of course, that the will of the transgressor be not positively evil; for a positively evil will may render an act grievously sinful even if the object be in itself slight.19



19 Cfr. H. Thurston, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, p. 154.

p. 210The doctrine of the parvitas materiae, however, is not without its difficulties. It cannot be left to the subjective judgment of the individual to decide in a given case what is materia parva, and the casuists have made it their particular business to fix a point with regard to every single commandment where the parvitas materiae begins. But their decision can only be approximate and naturally is subject to change. The objects of the moral law cannot be measured with mathematical precision. Note also that, if the parvitas materiae is to be interpreted in favor of morality, the subject must have the will to obey the law. Where good will is lacking, or where there is a positive tendency to evil, an act may be mortally sinful even though its object is materia parva according to common estimation. Thus the destruction of some object belonging to another, even though its value be small, may involve great malice, e. g., when one knows that the owner is extremely fond of the object and would be deeply grieved by its loss. In this way an act directed to a small and unimportant object may yet be a grievous sin.20

20 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 102.

READINGS, —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 203 sqq. —R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, pp. 267 sqq. —Th. Meyer, S.J., Institutiones Juris Naturalis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 378 sqq. —C. Gutberlet, Ethik und Naturrecht, 3rd ed., pp. 100 sqq. —J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, pp. 75 sqq.

Section 2: Conflict of Duties
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	When a man has two or more duties, but is able to fulfil only one, he is confronted by what moralists call a conflict of duties.



At first blush it would seem that such a conflict can exist only in the mind. If what we call law is primarily a communication of truth to the human intellect, by which knowledge is increased and the moral judgment sharpened, it must be possible for the average man to inform himself with regard to the spirit of existing laws and their mutual relations so as to avoid perplexity of conscience. 1 Furthermore, the law is supposed to safeguard conscience in all important matters against doubt and error. This contention is strengthened by a consideration of the ultimate basis on which the concept of duty rests, —i. e., the will of God, who cannot contradict Himself.

1 Cfr. St. Jerome, Tract. sive Hom. in Ps. (ed. G. Morinus): "Nunquam christiano nox est; semper christiano sol iustitiae oritur."

In reality, however, since the fall of our first parents, conditions are such as to make a conflict of duties possible, nay in many instances real.

p. 212


	The moral order is seriously and permanently disturbed by sin. This disturbance is an objective and universal fact which permeates the whole of society. Man, on being born, enters a world full of grievous disorders. He is surrounded all through life by false notions and immoral deeds. Perplexity of conscience arises indeed primarily and immediately from defective knowledge. But the underlying error is more than subjective or individual. It is an objective fact resulting from the general condition of things and the dependence of each individual on the ideas and acts of his fellowmen.






	In consequence of the disturbed moral order man's destiny and his position in the universe are twofold, —temporal and eternal, earthly and heavenly, —and it requires extraordinary insight and more than a purely natural wisdom to harmonize the respective duties of both spheres —to provide for the needs of the body without detriment to the soul.



Moreover, man is not merely an individual; he is also a social being, and as such has duties to his fellowmen and to society. These duties (devotion to family and country, etc.) often clash with the duties he owes to himself, and every collision gives rise to doubts and conflicts, which are not merely the product of subjective and vincible error in the mind, but actually exist in rerum natura as a consequence of the disturbance of the moral order.

p. 213II. Moralists have laid down certain general rules by which a man is enabled to choose between conflicting duties according to their relative importance. Though all obligations have the same source (i. e., the will of God), they differ in degree according to the order of the various laws, the relative importance of the objects which they are intended to promote, and the social standing of the persons concerned. 1. Some duties derive their relative importance from the laws by which they are imposed. a) Duties based upon the moral law of nature precede those enjoined by positive divine or human law. Hence it is not allowed to tell a lie in order to obey one's parents, but it is allowed to do servile labor on the Lord's Day to assist a fellowman in need.2 Likewise it is never permitted to commit a grievous sin in order to prevent a venial sin.3 It goes without saying that divine laws rank higher than purely human laws and that, all other things being equal, the religious precepts imposed by the Church involve a heavier obligation than purely civil ordinances.4 b) Negative take precedence over affirmative duties; in other words, it is a higher duty to avoid sin than to perform good works. Hence it is not permitted to violate the truth in order to satisfy the obligation of sanctifying Sunday, for the end does not justify immoral means.5 c) Duties corresponding to a strict right (called duties of justice) as a rule precede those enjoined by charity. Hence no man is permitted to steal in order to give alms. Note, however, that there are circumstances in which, for the sake of some higher consideration, duties of charity may take precedence over duties of justice. Thus a man is bound to assist a fellowman in extreme need before paying his own legitimate debts. d) The duties of one's vocation or office take precedence over purely personal and family duties, but only in so far as their non-observance would jeopardize the common good. Thus a priest must remain at his post in times of persecution or during an epidemic, but this duty does not bind when he is himself ill and a substitute can be had.

2 Cfr. Matth. XII, 1-14; Mark II, 23-28; III, 1-5; Luke VI, 1-11. Cfr. 1 Kings XXI, 1-6.

3 Gen. XIX, 8; Judg. XIX, 24.—In regard to the question, “Whether it is lawful to counsel or advise a lesser evil in order to avoid a greater one?” the Fathers and theologians differ. Cfr. H. G. Zschokke, Die biblischen Frauen des Alten Testaments, Freiburg 1882, pp. 73 sqq.; F. Heiner, Des Grafen Paul v. Hoensbroech neuer Beweis des “jesuitischen” Grundsatzes: Der Zweck heiligt die Mittel, 3rd ed., Freiburg 1904, pp. 28 sqq.; Dr. Fidelis, Hoensbroech contra Dasbach, Klagenfurt 1904, pp. 5, 8, 13; G. F. Dasbach, Dasbach gegen Hoensbroech, Treves 1904, I, pp. 19 sqq.; II, 2nd ed., Treves 1905.

4 Cfr. Acts IV, 19; V, 29. —The Syllabus of Pius IX condemns the proposition (n. 42): "In a conflict between the laws of the two powers, civil law prevails." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1742).

5 Cfr. Gen. XIX, 31 sqq.; XXVII, 6 sqq.

p. 215e) Certain duties take precedence over uncertain or doubtful duties.




	With regard to the relative importance or value of the objects which laws are intended to promote, the salvation of the soul ranks higher than the welfare of the body.6 Hence a man is not allowed to commit a sin (e. g., to deny the faith) in order to save his life. Life and health are more important and more valuable than liberty, liberty comes before honor, and honor ranks above purely material goods. The duties connected with these objects are graded accordingly. Note, however, that, in concrete, the decision between conflicting duties depends largely on circumstances. A soldier engaged in war for the defense of his country will often esteem honor higher than liberty, nay than life itself.



6 Cfr. Matth. X, 28, 32-33, 37-39; XVI, 24-26.




	In regard to the social rank or standing of the persons to whom duties are owing, they may be grouped into classes according to family, religion, 7 nationality, etc. Inside the family group, the duties a person owes his blood relations take precedence over those he owes to relatives by marriage. Parents are more closely bound to their children than to their progenitors. "Amor plus descendit quam ascendit." Illness or debility will, of course, modify this relation in not a few instances. Again, a man's relation to his parents is closer than to his adult brothers or sisters, his relation to his sisters is closer than to his brothers, provided immaturity, disease, unemployment, or other circumstances do not change the regular order. In saying that man's duties towards those of his own faith or religion take precedence over the duties he owes to his nationality or country, we do not, of course, mean to intimate that important patriotic duties may be neglected in favor of an enemy who happens to be of the same faith.



7 Cfr. Gal. VI, 10.

p. 216These general rules will in most cases enable a sensible and practical man to decide a conflict of duties. Where doubts remain, a prudent Catholic will consult his confessor or a reliable author. Recourse should also be had to prayer. He who employs these means conscientiously will, as a rule, receive sufficient grace to enlighten his conscience. When it is impossible to decide which of several duties is the more urgent, or what course of action is fraught with least danger to the soul, one will do best to follow the ancient rule which Bishop Martin restates as follows: "If I am unable to decide which of two or more conflicting duties I am bound to fulfil, it suffices to choose the more probable one, and if probability is unattainable, I am free to use my own judgment. Even were I to make a mistake, I should not sin, for God will regard the intention rather than the act. 'Who/ asks St. Augustine,8 'sins by doing what he cannot possibly avoid?'"9

8 "For who sins in that which can in no way be avoided?"—De Lib. Arbit., III, c. 18, n. 50 (Migne, P.L., XXXII, 1295); cfr. the same writer's Retractationes, I, c. 9, n. 3 and 5 (P. L., XXXII, 596 sq.).

9 Bishop Conrad Martin, Lehrbuch der kath. Moral, 5th ed., p. 123.

p. 217Different systems have been devised with a view to obtaining greater certainty than can be gained by the application of this simple rule. But despite the acumen of their inventors, these systems have not brought a satisfactory solution. Bishop Linsenmann does not hesitate to say that all the systems thus far devised could be cut out of the body of Catholic Moral Theology without drawing one drop of blood.

READINGS. —Th. Meyer, S.J., Institutiones Juris Naturalis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 448 sqq. —A. A. Waibel, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, Ratisbon 1839, pp. 235 sq. —F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1878, pp. 105 sqq. —J. E. Pruner, Katholische Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 3rd ed., p. 101. —G. Schulze, Ueber den Widerstreit der Pflichten, Halle 1878.—W. McDonald, The Principles of Moral Science, Dublin 1904, pp. 188 sqq.

Section 3: Probabilism and Other Systems of Morals

p. 218We now come to a consideration of the systems that have been devised for the purpose of insuring practical certainty in cases of speculative doubt, or, if we may express the same thought somewhat differently, to satisfy oneself whether an act, the morality of which is speculatively uncertain, is practically allowed or forbidden. 1. STATE OF THE QUESTION. —In all cases where a definite decision has to be made under conditions which do not admit of full certainty regarding the existence of a law or obligation, a man may act safely with what is called a probable conscience (conscientia probabilis ). Such doubtful cases owe their existence to the fact that law cannot regulate the actions of men in every detail, nor adequately express the will of the lawgiver, and hence a sphere is left open in which man may use his own judgment.

In every "case of conscience" there are two opposing opinions: one in favor of the law (opinio pro lege), the other in favor of liberty (opinio pro libertate). Neither is certain, but both are more or less probable (probabiles). Note that the discussion of such cases by Catholic moralists never turns on the question, which is the more perfect course to pursue? but merely, what is licit or not? In other words, in trying to solve so-called cases of conscience, theologians do not ask: "Which of the two actions is the more perfect?" but "Which of the two is one obliged to perform under pain of sin?" For example: I am uncertain whether or not to-day is a day of fasting. I have reasons for thinking that it is. But these reasons are merely probable. What am I to do if I cannot obtain reliable information? Am I obliged to fast? Or may I, on the strength of the reasons I have for thinking it is not a fast-day, absolve myself from the duty of keeping the fast? The question at issue is plainly one of licitness, not of greater perfection, for no one disputes that to fast would be the more perfect act.
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	GENERAL PRINCIPLE. —Aside from Laxism, it is a general principle that in case of doubt the pars tutior must be chosen, i. e., that course of action must be followed which most effectively excludes the danger of sin. Abstractly and objectively considered, the opinion in favor of the law (opinio pro lege) is the safer (opinio tutior scil. a periculo peccandi) for the reason that by following it one can best avoid the risk of sin. That the pars tutior must be followed in all cases is the teaching of Rigorism. The so-called Probabilistic systems, on the contrary, contend that the opinio pro lege does not always furnish moral certainty, that such certainty may also be afforded by the opinio pro libertate, and that in case of doubt one may, for good reasons (probabilitas), safely follow the latter.



p. 220The controversy thus narrows itself down to the question which of the two opposing opinions, —that favoring the law or that favoring liberty, —is safer to follow in case of doubt.

3. the Fundamental Supposition. —Man

is not permitted to act upon a mere opinion, but when direct certitude is unattainable, should try to reach reflex certitude by earnest consideration and careful comparison. The conscience or dictate of conscience based upon such an opinion is called probabilis. The relation of the different conflicting opinions is determined according to the degrees of intrinsic or extrinsic probability which each can claim.

The difference between intrinsic and extrinsic probability is that intrinsic probability rests upon reasons contained within the opinion itself, whereas extrinsic probability is based on authority.

A probable opinion (opinio probabilis) may be based either on intrinsic or extrinsic grounds, provided these are good and solid.

If two contrary opinions have the same degree of probability they are called aequiprobabiles.

A more probable opinion (opinio probabilior) is one that rests on weightier reasons than its opposite, which in that case is still probable, but less so (minus probabilis, or simply probabilis).

p. 221When a probable opinion rests on such solid grounds that it is almost a certainty, it is called most probable (probabilissima). Its opposite can not, of course, be solidly probable, but, in the language of the schools, may be parum vel tenuiter probabilis.

From what we have said it follows that the probability of an opinion is measured by the weight of the intrinsic and extrinsic arguments on which it rests. The authority which creates extrinsic probability is that of theological experts or confessors.




	THE SCOPE OF PROBABILISM. —Though, as we have seen, the claims of liberty may in all cases be asserted against those of the law, the sphere of liberty in Moral Theology is nevertheless greatly restricted, for the reason that the safer side (pars tutior) must always be chosen where it is absolutely necessary to attain a definite end, and where following an opinio probabilis or even probabilior would involve danger of frustration.1 This is the case whenever faith or religion are involved, especially in the administration of the Sacraments,2 in medical and surgical prescriptions, and when there is an obligation to protect the interests of one's fellowmen.3



1 Cfr. J. P. Gury, Compendium Theologiae Moralis, Lyons and Paris, 1850, Vol. I, n. 55-56: saria "It is not lawful to follow a probable, or even a more probable, opinion after abandoning the safer one whenever there is an absolute obligation to attain some determinate end which the use of a probably unsuitable means would place in danger; therefore the safer course must then be followed."

2 Cfr. Gury, op. cit., Vol. I, n. 57, 1 and 4: "In those things which are necessary for salvation by necessity of means, you are compelled to act more safely; for so great an end must be attained absolutely before all others, entirely by necessity, and therefore safe and certain means must be employed. Accordingly, in matters pertaining to that end or to religion, probability being rejected, the safer opinion must necessarily be followed. Hence the following proposition, under no. 4, was condemned by Innocent XI: 'An unbeliever who does not believe will be excused from unbelief when led by a less probable opinion.' [See Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1154]. Indeed, in such a case it would not be lawful to use even a more probable opinion after setting aside the safer one. A minister of a sacrament, where its validity is at issue, unless a defect is supplied or a case of necessity presses, is bound to follow the safer course insofar as he morally can, abandoning the less safe course, whether probable or even more probable, because otherwise he would expose the sacrament to the danger of nullity and his neighbor to the danger of spiritual harm. Hence the following proposition was deservedly condemned by Innocent XI under no. 1: 'It is not unlawful in conferring sacraments to follow a probable opinion concerning the validity of the sacrament, abandoning the safer opinion.' " (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1151).

3 Gury, op. cit., Vol. I, n. 57, 2-3: "A hunter who fears that by firing a bullet at a wild animal he may perhaps injure some man cannot fire it, even if he judges it more probable that the danger is absent; for if the danger is perhaps present, it cannot be removed by the contrary probability, even though greater. A physician and a surgeon are bound to employ the safer medicines and means which can be had here and now, because by an implicit contract they have bound themselves to attain the end insofar as this can be done. The same must likewise be said of all others who have contracted an obligation toward their neighbor." —Cfr. the Propositiones Damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 2: "I judge it probable that a judge can render judgment according to an opinion that is even less probable." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1152).

p. 222Hence Probabilism may be applied only when there is question of the mere morality, i. e., the licitness or illicitness, of an act or omission (sola actionis honestas). In all other cases the pars tutior must be chosen. This is no argument in favor of Tutiorism, however, nor an exception to the general rule of Probabilism, because in such cases there is always present a direct speculative certitude, whereas Probabilism was expressly devised for cases in which no speculative certitude can be attained.

5. Absolute Tutiorism or Rigorism.—

Absolute Tutiorism or Rigorism (tutiorismus absolutus sive rigidus) is based on the principle that the opinion which favors the law must be followed always, and that it is never lawful to follow a probable opinion, even though it be probabilissima, in favor of liberty.4 This system is untenable because it misconceives the problem at issue, 5 and has been formally condemned by the Church.6

4 Tutiorism was adopted by the Jansenists. Its foremost defender was the Irish theologian Joan Sinnichius (+ 1666).

5 Cfr. 1 Macc. II, 31 sqq.; IX, 44; 2 Mace. V, 25; VI, 11; Matth. XXIV, 20.

6 See the Prop. damn, ab Alexandro VIII. (Dec. 7, 1690), n. 3: "It is not lawful to follow an opinion, even the most probable among probable opinions." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1293).

p. 223In order to escape ecclesiastical condemnation a certain school of Rigorist theologians modified the fundamental tenet of Tutiorism by saying that one may decide in favor of liberty only if the opinion favoring that side is most probable (probabilissima). This system does not differ substantially from absolute Tutiorism and is useless for the solution of difficult cases of conscience. Its principal representatives are the Jansenists M. Steyaert († 1701) and J. Obstraet († 1720), Henry a Sancto Ignatio († 1719), and Cardinal H. S. Gerdil († 1802). 7 6. LAX PROBABILISM OR LAXISM (probabilismus absolutus sive excessivus). —This system maintains that the opinion which favors liberty may be followed always, even when it enjoys but a slight or doubtful degree of probability (tenuiter vel dubie). The Church rejects Laxism for the reason that this system is incompatible with the dignity of the moral law.8

7 A sketch of Card. Gerdil's life will be found in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, p. 471.

8 Cfr. the Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI, n. 3: "Generally, whenever, relying upon either intrinsic or extrinsic probability, however slight, provided the bounds of probability are not exceeded, we do something, we always act prudently." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1153).

p. 224Excessively lax propositions were taught by J. Sanchez († about 1620), 9 F. Amicus, S.J. (+ 165 1),10 St. Bauny, SJ. († 1649),11 Thos. Tamburini, S.J. († 1675),12 J. Caramuel, Ord. Cist. († 1682),13 J. Cardenas, SJ. († 1684),14 A. Diana, Ord. Theat. († 1663),15 Z. Pasqualigo, Ord. Theat. († 1664), 16 A. Escobar y Mendoza, S.J. († 1669), 17 M. de Moya, S.J. († 1684), 18 and others.

9 John Sanchez must not be confounded with Thomas Sanchez, S.J. (+ 1610). Cfr. Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., Vol. III, 3rd ed., pp. 592, 893.

10 See the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 429.

11 V. supra, p. 63.

12 On Tamburini see the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 441.

13 Ibid., Vol. III, pp. 329 sq.

14 Ibid., Vol. III, pp. 332 sq.

15 Ibid., Vol. IV, p. 773.

16 Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., Vol. IV, 3rd ed., col. 298 sqq.

17 V. supra, p. 62.

18 Father Matthew de Moya was professor of Moral Theology in Murcia, Alcala, and Madrid. Under the nom de plume "Amadaeus Guimenius" he wrote a book entitled Adversus Quorundam Expostulationes contra Nonnullas Jesuitarum Opiniones Morales (Palermo 1657), in which he showed that the lax doctrines attributed to the Jesuits in a libelous pamphlet, Teatro Jesuitico, Apologetico Discurso con Saludables y Seguras Doctrinas Necessarias a los Principes y Senores de la Tierra, by Francisco de la Piedad (also a pseudonym), were taught long before by other writers. Both the Teatro and Moya's reply were put on the Index, where they remain even after the Leonine revision.




	PROBABILIORISM. —This theory contends that if a man is in doubt regarding the existence of a law, he must nevertheless obey the same and may follow the opinion in favor of liberty only if that opinion is certainly more probable (certe probabilior) than its opposite. Hence the axiom, "In dubio stricto seu aequali pars tutior sequenda est," i. e., as long as the conscience is strictly in doubt, that is to say, while it suspends judgment without inclining either way, the law must be obeyed.



p. 225This principle is theoretically incontrovertible but useless for practical purposes, and therefore no longer has any followers. While all Catholic moralists admit that a man may safely follow Probabiliorism, most of them maintain that this system is of no value in the solving of doubtful cases precisely for the reason that in such cases no opinio probabilior is attainable. In practice Probabiliorism leads to Tutiorism, and "solves" only those cases of conscience which in reality are no "cases" at all, because the greater probability in favor of one side or the other can be easily perceived.

The most eminent defenders of this system are: Cardinal Cajetan († 1534),19 Alexander Natalis († 1724), 20 Vincent Baronius († 1674),21 C. R. Billuart († 1757),22 D. Concina († 1756),23 V. Contenson († 1674),24 P. M. Gazzaniga († 1799),25 J. B. Gonet († 1681),26 J. V. Patuzzi († 1769), 27 —all Dominicans —and the Jesuits Thyrsus Gonzalez de Santalla († 1705),28 M. de Elizalde († 1678),29 P. G. Antoine († 1743),30 and P. Collet († 1770).31

19 On Cardinal Cajetan (Tommaso de Vio Gaetani) see the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. III, pp. 145 sqq.

20 On Alexander Natalis (Noel Alexandre), ibid., Vol. I, pp. 296 sq.

21 Not to be confounded with the famous Jesuit Cardinal Cesare Baronius. Brief sketches of both in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 304 sq.

22 V. supra, p. 57.

23 V. supra, p. 60.

24 V. Cath. Encyc., IV, 330.

25 V. Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, p. 401.

26 V. supra, p. 60.

27 V. supra, p. 60.

28 Gonzales was the thirteenth general of the Society of Jesus, and while holding that office, published his famous Fundamentum Theologiae Moralis, i. e. Tractatus Theologicus de Recto Usu Opinionum (Rome 1694). It is reproduced in Migne's Cursus Theologiae, Vol. XI. —Cfr. J. Salsmans, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, pp. 635 sq.; Döllinger-Reusch, Geschichte der Moralstreitigkeiten in der römisch-kath. Kirche, Nördlingen 1889, Vol. I, pp. 120 sqq. —For an account of the controversies that raged about the decree of Innocent XI on Probabilism see J. Brucker S.J., in the Paris Études Religieuses, 1901-02, and F. Ter Haar, Das Decret Innocenz XI. über den Probabilismus, Paderborn 1904. —Latin text of the decree given by the latter, pp. 29 sqq. and by Lehmkuhl, Prob. Vind., pp. 81 sqq. For an English translation see p. 230, note 40, infra.

29 V. Hurter, Nomenclator Lit. Theol. Cath., Vol. IV, 3rd ed., col. 286 sq.

30 V. supra, p. 58.

31 Cfr. Buchberger, Kirchl. Handlexikon, I, 964.

p. 226


	SIMPLE OR COMMON PROBABILISM (probabilismus simplex sive benignus, communis sive latus). —This system teaches that whenever there is doubt concerning the mere lawfulness or unlawfulness of an act, it is permissible to follow a solidly probable opinion in favor of liberty, even though the opposing view be more probable (probabilior). But why may a more probable opinion be relinquished in favor of a less probable one? To this Probabilism answers as follows: If the opinion favoring liberty is truly and solidly probable (vere et solide probabilis), it must be because the law is doubtful or insufficiently promulgated (lex dubia aut non sufficienter pr omul gat a). Now a doubtful law is not binding (lex dubia non obligat), and therefore one is at liberty.



But this statement of the Probabilist position does not remove the logical and moral objection that Probabilism permits men to follow a less probable opinion (sententia minus probabilis sic cognita et iudicata) even though its opposite is perceived to be more probable.

p. 227"The wise practicians who established the moral system of the Jesuits," says a Protestant ethicist, "correctly perceived that probability plays a part in moral conduct, and that to reject Probabilism absolutely, would betray a hasty judgment. Were man permitted to follow the axiom, 'Quod dubitas, ne feceris' and to act only when he knows for certain and without doubt that he is right, he would frequently be unable to act at all; nor would abstention from action help him out of the difficulty, for the mere omission of an act also entails consequences and is equivalent to a definite decision of the will, which may be either right or wrong That a certain mode of procedure is absolutely right in all circumstances, and its opposite absolutely wrong, can be asserted only from the standpoint of an omniscient intelligence. Man is a short-sighted creature and can act only if he has the courage to make a false move and to do something which may prove objectively wrong, and which he would not do were he better informed. Nevertheless, his conscience absolves him from guilt if he has acted to the best of his knowledge and understanding in accordance with the most probable opinion. The only thing we reject in the teaching of the Jesuits is that they base probability preferably on authority and allow a man to follow an opinion which he himself must admit to be less probable." 32

32 Ch. Sigwart, Vorfragen der Ethik, 2nd ed., Tübingen 1907, pp. 40 sq. —Cfr. Mandonnet, Le Decret d'Innocent XI. contre le Probabilisme, Paris 1903, pp. 79 sqq., 99 sqq.

p. 228"There can be no doubt," says St. Alphonsus, "that the Tutiorists in their excessive rigorism do much damage; but on the other hand the Probabilists, who follow an opinion which they recognize as less probable (but which I no longer regard as probable because the law in its moral sense is sufficiently promulgated), are also to blame for the loss of many souls." 33 Neither the Fathers nor the early Schoolmen give any general rule for determining moral obligation in doubtful cases. But from the way in which they decided controversies it is evident that they were guided by the principle that a doubtful law does not bind. Thus St. Gregory of Nazianzus addressed the following challenge to a Novatian writer who had denounced second marriage as illicit: "Either prove that you are right, or if you are unable to bring proof, do not pass judgment. If the matter is in doubt, let humanity and convenience prevail." 34 The first theologian who reduced Probabilism to a formula and attempted to demonstrate it systematically was Bartholomew de Medina, O. P. († 1581). In his commentaries on the Second and Third Parts of the Summa of St. Thomas, this learned writer, who is usually called "the Father of Probabilism," defends the proposition: "We are permitted to follow a probable opinion even if its opposite is more probable." 35 This thesis was favorably received by the majority of Catholic moralists and met with no ex professo opposition until Father Andrew Bianchi, S.J., attacked it in his treatise De Opinionum Praxi Disputatio, published at Genoa in 1642.36 The bitterest opponents of simple Probabilism were the Jansenists, especially Blaise Pascal, who, in his famous Lettres a un Provincial (1656), attacked Probabilism with vigor and grace of style. The result was that many theologians adopted Probabiliorism. In the ensuing conflict, which lasted nearly two centuries, Probabilism received its hardest blows from the Dominicans. Alexander VII (1665), Innocent XI (1679), and Alexander VIII (1690) censured a series of propositions which were mostly taken from the writings of Probabilistic authors.37 At the instance of the last-mentioned Pope, a general chapter of the Dominicans, held at Rome in 1656, advised all members of that Order to espouse Probabiliorism.38 Father Thyrsus Gonzalez, General of the Jesuits, tried to banish Probabilism from the Society by publishing an anti-Probabilistic work, Fundamentum Theologiae Moralis.39 The so-called decree of Innocent XI, of June 26, 1680 (which in reality was merely a protocol of the Holy Office), strongly approved of his action.40

33 Letters, III, 355.

34 Orat., 39, n. 19 (Migne, P.G., XXXVI, 358): "Either prove that the matter is so, or, if you cannot do this, do not condemn. But if the matter is doubtful, let humanity and mildness prevail." —Cfr. Chr. Lupus, Dissertatio de Antiquitate, Auctoritate et Legitimo Usu Sententiae Probabilis (Opera Omnia, Venice 1729, Vol. XI, pp. 1 sqq.).

35 "If an opinion is probable, it is lawful to follow it, even though the opposite opinion is more probable." (Expositio s. Scholastica Commentaria in D. Thomae S. Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 19, art. 6, Salamanca 1577. For a sketch of B. de Medina's life see D. J. Kennedy, O. P., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. X, pp. 143 sq. Modern writers are divided as to Medina's teaching on Probabilism. Echard (followed by Billuart) maintains that Medina's system differed greatly from Probabilism as expounded by its later defenders. H. Hurter, S.J., says of him: "He was numbered among the leading cultivators of Scholastic and moral theology of his age, and from this also gained a certain renown; he is said to have anticipated the system of Probabilism." (Nomenclator Literarius Theologiae Catholicae, Vol. III, 3rd ed., Innsbruck 1907, col. 144). Cfr. Döllinger-Reusch, Geschichte der Moralstreitigkeiten, Vol. I, pp. 28 sqq.; Ter Haar, De Systemate Mor., pp. 17 sqq.; A. Schmitt, Zur Geschichte des Probabilismus, Innsbruck 1904, pp. 43 sqq.

36 Andrea Bianchi, S.J., is perhaps better known by his Latin name, Blancus. He died at Genoa, March 29, 1657. His treatise De Opinionum Praxi Disputatio was published under the pseudonym "Candidus Philalethes." It is Tutioristic in tendency. —Cfr. Döllinger-Reusch, Geschichte der Moralstreitigkeiten, Vol. I, pp. 31 sqq., 51 sqq.; Ter Haar, De Syst. Mor., pp. 18 sqq.

37 For a list of these condemned propositions see Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1101, 1151, 1289, 1291; A. Rohling, Medulla Theol. Mor., pp. 479 sqq., St. Louis 1875.

38 Cfr. Döllinger-Reusch, Geschichte der Moralstreitigkeiten, Vol. I, pp. 42 sqq.

39 V '. supra, p. 225, n. 10. —Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Prob. Vind., pp. 83 sqq.; A. Koch, "Neue Dokumente zu dem Thyrsus Gonsalez'- Streit," in the Theol. Quartalschrift of Tübingen, 1905, pp. 95 sqq.

40 Cfr. Mandonnet, Decret d' Innocent XL, pp. 73 sqq.; T er Haar, Das Dekret Innozenz' XI, pp. 29 sqq.; G. Arendt, S.J., De Conciliationis Tentamine nuper Iterate Aequiprobabilistas inter et Probabilistas, Rome 1902 (cfr. the Civiltà Cattolica, 1902, quad. 1253, pp. 574 sqq.). The "decree," the authentic text of which was published Apr. 19, 1902, by the Secretary of the Holy Office, reads: "A report having been made by Father Laurea of a letter directed by Father Thyrsus Gonzalez, S.J., to Our Most Holy Lord; the Most Eminent Lords said that the Secretary of State must write to the Apostolic nuncio of the Spains [directing him] to signify to the said Father Thyrsus that His Holiness, having received his letter favorably, and having read it with approval, has commanded that he [Thyrsus] shall freely and fearlessly preach, teach, and defend with his pen the more probable opinion, and also manfully attack the opinion of those who assert that in a conflict of a less probable opinion with a more probable, known and estimated as such, it is allowed to follow the less probable; and to inform him that whatever he does and writes on behalf of the more probable opinion will be pleasing to His Holiness. Let it be enjoined upon the Father General of the Society of Jesus, as by order (de ordine) of His Holiness, not only to permit the Fathers of the Society to write in favor of the more probable opinion and to attack the opinion of those who assert that in a conflict of a less probable opinion with a more probable, known and estimated as such, it is allowed to follow the less probable; but also to write to all the universities of the Society, [informing them] that it is the mind of His Holiness that whosoever chooses may freely write in favor of the more probable opinion, and may attack the aforesaid contrary [opinion]; and to order them to submit entirely to the command of His Holiness." (Cfr. J. M. Harty in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, p. 445).

p. 230The present status of Probabilism may be described as It has never been either officially approved or officially censured by the Church, but was and is tolerated 41 and upheld by the majority of Jesuit theologians, though it is not the official teaching of the Society.42

41 Cfr. Ter Haar, Das Decret Innocenz XL, pp. 177 sqq.

42 For some of the leading arguments for and against Probabilism see J. M. Harty in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 444 sq.

Lately J. de Caigny, C.SS.R., published several books 43 for the purpose of reconciling Probabilism with Æquiprobabilism. His arguments were met by G. Arendt, S.J.44 9. ÆQUIPROBABILISM (probabilismus moderatus). —Æquiprobabilism takes middle ground between Probabiliorism and simple Probabilism. It teaches that unless the opinions for and against the existence of a law have equal or nearly equal probability, it is not permissible to choose in favor of liberty. The leading principle of this system, which it shares with Probabiliorism, is this:

43 Apologetica, etc. (see p. 235, infra); De Gemino Probabilismo Licito Dissertatio Exarata Conciliationis Gratia; De Genuino Morali Systemate S. Alphonsi Dissertatio Irenico-Critica.

44 Apologeticae de Aequiprobabilismo Alphonsiano Historico-Philosophicae Dissertationis a R. P. J. Caigny, C.SS.R., Exaratae Crisis iuxta Principia Angelici Doctoris Instituta. Freiburg i. B. (Herder). —Fr. Lehmkuhl says towards the conclusion of his little book, Probabilismus Vindicatus (p. 126): "What I have said more often I now repeat: I recognize only a slight theoretical difference, and either no practical difference or scarcely any, between moderate or equiprobabilism and probabilism."

p. 231"In obscure matters the certainly more likely side, or the more probable side known and judged as such, is to be followed in favor of the law." However, if the opinions for and against the existence of a law have equal or nearly equal probability, and there is consequently a state of real doubt, it is permissible to follow the less safe opinion. Hence the axiom, "Lex stricte dubia non obligat. In other words, when there is doubt as to the existence of a law, liberty is in possession. When there is doubt in regard to the cessation of a law, the law remains in possession. Consequently, whereas simple Probabilism teaches that a man may always follow the opinion favoring liberty, if that opinion is based on good and solid grounds (opinio vere ac solide probabilis), even though he knows that the opposite opinion is more probable, Æquiprobabilism maintains that the less safe opinion may be followed only when it is quite or nearly as probable (aeque aut fere aeque probabilis) as its opposite, and only when there is question of an obligation arising, not ceasing.

p. 232/Equiprobabilism is regarded by some as an advance over simple Probabilism, in so far as it sets up a practical instead of a purely logical probability. 45 The extrinsic reasons in favor of Æquiprobabilism are summed up by Archbishop Simar as follows: "This theory is the fruit of long scientific debates and has in its favor the presumption that, by dint of logical development, it is the golden mean between the two conflicting extremes of absolute Probabilism and Tutiorism. The followers of St. Alphonsus may point to the official declaration of the Church that, unlike Tutiorism and several forms of Probabilism, his teaching has never been censured. To these advantages must be added the great personal authority of the Saint, which deserves to be the more highly regarded because the problem in question was for him a vital one, which he investigated with the utmost conscientiousness and zeal, and also for the further reason that the conviction at which he finally arrived has stood the test of pastoral experience and triumphantly resisted innumerable attacks." 46 The most prominent representatives of Æquiprobabilism are the Jesuits Christopher Rassler (+ about 1730) and Antony Mayr († 1749), Eusebius Amort of the Canons Regular of St. Augustine († 1775),47 St. Alphonsus de' Liguori, founder of the Redemptorist Order,48 Bishop Martin of Paderborn, Archbishop Simar of Cologne, and the moral theologians of the Congregation of the Most Holy Redeemer.48a

It is unjust to charge that Probabilism and the allied systems permit man to act on the strength of a mere opinion and thus dispense him from the duty of regulating his life in accordance with the dictates of conscience, which must be the highest rule and measure of all morality. Probabilism, Probabiliorism, and Æquiprobabilism were all devised for the express purpose of enabling man to follow the voice of conscience in doubtful cases.49 So far from undermining morality, these systems, as a whole, deserve great credit for having safeguarded the important principle of liberty against the attacks and snares of the Jansenists, Rigorists, and Talmudists.

45 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., I, n. 58: "For acting lawfully probability alone does not suffice, but moral certainty concerning the uprightness of the action is required." —Cfr. op. cit., I, 54: "If the opinion which stands for the law appears certainly more probable, we are bound altogether to follow it and cannot then embrace the opposite opinion which stands for liberty. The reason is that, in order to act lawfully, we must seek and follow the truth in doubtful matters; but where the truth cannot be clearly found, we are bound to embrace at least that opinion which approaches nearer to the truth, such as the more probable opinion." (Ed. Gaude, I, 25). —Cfr. Ter Haar, Das Decret Innocenz' XI, pp. 8 sqq.

46 Th. H. Simar, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, 3rd ed., p. 143. — The translator of this work thinks it but fair to note, however, that Lehmkuhl and others hold that St. Alphonsus never held Aequiprobabilistic principles. Lehmkuhl (Theol. Mor., ed. 11a, Vol. I, p. 118) illustrates the difference between the Saint's teaching and that of the Aequiprobabilists as follows: EQUIPROBABILISM says: With probability alone that a law exists, an obligation does not exist. With probability alone that a law has ceased, the obligation has not ceased. ST. ALPHONSUS says: With probability alone that a law exists, an obligation does not exist; with probability alone that a law has ceased, the obligation has ceased. —For an able defense of the Probabilist position see the same author's Probabilismus Vindicatus, Freiburg 1906.

47 Cfr. Ter Haar, De Systemate Mor., pp. 20 sqq., 52 sqq. —On Amort, see the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 434 sq. He was one of the foremost theologians of the 18th century. (Thos. J. Shahan, Cath. Encycl., Vol. I, p. 434). 48a See L. Wouters, C.SS.R., De Systemate Morali Dissertatio, new edition, "ad novum ius accommodata," Wittem (Holland), 1918.

48 Æquiprobabilism "gained vigor and persistence from the teaching of St. Alphonsus, who began his theological career as a Probabiliorist, subsequently defended Probabilism, ... and finally, about 1762, embraced Æquiprobabilism. In a new dissertation he laid down the two propositions that it is lawful to act on the less safe opinion, when it is equally probable with the safe opinion, and that it is not lawful to follow the less safe opinion when the safe opinion is notably and certainly more probable. In the sixth edition (1767) of his 'Moral Theology' he again expressed these views, and indeed towards the end of his life frequently declared that he was not a Probabilist." (Cath. Encyc., Vol. XII, pp. 442 sq.; cfr. Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. VI, No. 24). —On the systema compensationis seu rationis sufficientis, which d'Annibale ascribes to Potton, O. P., and which has been latterly espoused by Prummer and some French moralists, see Vermeersch, Theol. Mor., I, pp. 306 and 313; K. Neuner, O. Cap., in the Kath. Kirchenstg. of Salzburg, 1924, No. 26.

49 Cfr. Joseph Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, pp. 69 sqq.; A. Meyenberg, Die kath. Moral, 2nd ed., pp. 161 sqq.; Ter Haar, Vcn. Innoc. XL de Probabilismo Decrcti Histona, Rome 1904, pp. 126 sqq.

p. 234READINGS. —On the moral systems in general: K. Werner, System der Ethik, Vol. I, pp. 430 sqq. —W. Wilmers, S.J., Lehrbuch der Religion (ed. Lehmkuhl), 6th ed., pp. 537 sqq. —F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 114 sqq. —F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 168 sqq. —Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 68 sqq. —J. M. Harty in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 441 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 478 sq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, Tournai 1905, pp. 213 sqq. —C. Gaudé, C.SS.R., De Morali Systemate S. Alphonsi, Rome 1894.

On Probabilism: F. Ter Haar, De Systemate Morali Antiquerum Probabilistarum Dissertatio Historic o-Critica, Paderborn 1894, pp. 77 sqq. —P. F. Mandonnet, O.P., Le Décret d' Innocent XI contre le Probabilisme, Paris 1903, pp. 99 sqq. —A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Probabilismus Vindicatus, Freiburg 1906, pp. 16 sqq. —L. Wouters, C.SS.R., De Minus probabilismo, Amsterdam, 2nd ed., 1908, pp. 17 sqq. —J. L. Jansen, Geschichte und Kritik im Dienste der "Minus probabilis," Paderborn 1906, pp. 14 sqq. —F. Mentré, Courot et la Renaissance du Probabilisme au XIXe Siècle, Paris 1908. —Chr. Lupus, Dissertatio de Antiquitate, Auctoritate et Legitimo Usu Sententiae Probabilis (Opera Omnia, XI, Venice 1729). —Dinneen, De Probabilismo Dissertatio, Dublin 1898. —J. M. Harty in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 443 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, Moral Philosophy, pp. 152 sqq. —W. McDonald, The Principles of Moral Science, Dublin 1904, pp. 215 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 303 sqq.

p. 235On Probabiliorism: Thyrsus Gonzalez, Fundamentum Theologiae Moralis, i. e. Tractatus Theologicus de Recto Usu Opinionum, Rome 1694. —J. M. Harty in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 442 sq. —J. Biederlack, S.J., in the Innsbruck Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, 1890, pp. 186 sqq. —L. Wedff, "S. Alphonse est-il Probabilioriste?" in the Revue Thomiste, Paris 1904, pp. 129 sqq., 477 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 220 sqq.

On Æquiprobabilism: Vindiciae Alphonsianae seu Doctoris Ecclesiae S. Alphonsi de Ligorio Doctrina Moralis Vindicata a Plurimis Oppugnatoribus A. P. Ballerini cura et studio quorundam Theologorum e Congregatione SS. Redemptoris, 2 vols., 2nd ed., Bruxelles 1874. —J. De Caigny, C.SS.R., Apologetica de Æquiprobabilismo Alphonsiano, Tournai 1894. —G. Arendt, S.J., Apologeticae de Æquiprobabilismo Alphonsiano Historico-Philosophicae Dissertationis a R. P. J. de Caigny Exaratae Crisis iuxta Principia Angelici Doctoris, Freiburg 1897, pp. 65 sqq. —IDEM, Æquiprobabilismus ab Ultimo Fundamento Discussus, Rome 1909. —Vindiciae Ballerinianae seu Gustus Recognitionis Vindiciarum Alphonsianarum. Insunt Dissertationes Ballerini de Systemate S. Alphonsi et Altera Dissertatio de Probabilismo et Æquiprobabilismo eiusdem, Bruges 1873. —A. Ballerini, S.J., Opus Theologiae Moralis (ed. Palmieri), Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 606 sqq. —Le Bachelet, La Question Ligorienne, Paris 1899, pp. 25 sqq. —J. M. Harty in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, p. 445. —Berthe-Castle, C.SS.R., Life of St. Alphonsus de' Liguori, Dublin 1905. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 223 sqq. —Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 27th ed., New York 1919, pp. 163 sqq.

Section 4: The Evangelical Counsels

p. 236


	THESIS. —Besides those precepts which must be observed by all under pain of sin, there are others which are intended rather as counsels for those who wish to do more than the minimum and to attain Christian perfection, so far as this is attainable on earth. These Counsels (consilia evangelica) are: voluntary poverty (paupertas voluntaria), perpetual chastity (continentia, castitas sive virginitas perpetua), and voluntary obedience to a spiritual superior (obedientia voluntaria).1



1 Cfr. Matth. XIX, 12, 21; XVI, 24; Luke IX, 23.

All men without exception are bound to strive after perfection, but not in the same way or by the same means.2 The so-called Evangelical Counsels do not in themselves constitute perfection. They are merely surer and more effective means of attaining perfection (instrumenta perfectionis). Their superior efficacy arises from the fact that they aid powerfully in removing the obstacles which obstruct the way to Heaven.3

2 Cfr. Matth. V, 48; XIX, 12. — St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 184, art. 3: "In itself, Christian perfection consists essentially in charity, principally according to the love of God and secondarily according to the love of one's neighbor, concerning which the principal precepts of the divine law are given. ... Secondarily and instrumentally, however, perfection consists in the counsels, all of which, like the precepts, are ordered to charity, but in different ways. For precepts other than the precepts of charity are ordered to removing those things which are contrary to charity and with which charity cannot exist; but the counsels are ordered to removing impediments to the act of charity which nevertheless are not contrary to charity, such as marriage, occupation with secular business, and other things of this kind."

3 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 186, art. 7: "For the exercise of perfection it is required that a person remove from himself those things through which he could be hindered from directing his affection wholly toward God, in which the perfection of charity consists. There are three things of this kind: first, the desire for external goods, which is removed by the vow of poverty; second, the concupiscence of sensible pleasures, among which venereal pleasures are preeminent, which are excluded by the vow of continence; third, the disorder of the human will, which is excluded by the vow of obedience." — Ibid., qu. 189, art. 1, ad 5: "Certain precepts are principal, being as it were the ends of the precepts and counsels, namely the precepts of charity, to which the counsels are ordered—not in such a way that the precepts cannot be observed without the counsels, but so that through the counsels they may be observed more perfectly."

p. 237While all men have the same ultimate aim, their minor ideals differ according to the various offices and tasks assigned to each. The highest of these are represented by the Evangelical Counsels. How does a counsel differ from a commandment? A commandment is a matter of necessity, whereas a counsel is left to the free choice of the person to whom it is proposed, unless, indeed, it forms part of his vocational duties.4

4 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 108, art. 4: "This is the difference between a counsel and a precept: a precept imports necessity, while a counsel is placed within the choice of the person to whom it is given. Therefore counsels were fittingly added beyond the precepts in the new law, which is the law of liberty, but not in the old law, which was the law of servitude. Accordingly, the precepts of the new law must be understood to have been given concerning those things necessary for attaining the end of eternal beatitude, into which the new law immediately introduces us; but the counsels must concern those things through which man can attain the aforesaid end better and more expeditiously.”—Ibid., 2a 2ae, qu. 43, art. 7, ad 4: "Sometimes, however, the observance of the counsels is necessary for salvation, as is evident in those who have already vowed the counsels."

p. 238The Catholic doctrine of the Evangelical Counsels did not reach its full development until after the Protestant Reformation; but its main ideas are rooted in the very substance of Christian morality and clearly expressed in both Scripture and Tradition.

II. DEFINITION AND RATIONALE. —The distinction between the precepts of the Gospel and the so-called Evangelical Counsels, or counsels of perfection, is as old as the Church. It has always been Catholic teaching, (1) that there are works of supererogation, i. e. good works not enjoined as a strict duty; (2) that these works are not merely good in opposition to bad, but better in opposition to good (opera meliora), and (3) that whereas a precept binds of necessity, a counsel is a matter of free choice. 1. Justification, as effected by Baptism or Penance, is a state of grace meriting eternal life. But grace is merely in an incipient stage; it can and should be increased by good works. In performing such, man may either content himself with what is of strict duty, or he may go beyond the province of duty and perform works of charity. His reward will be in exact proportion to his merits. a) The distinction between precepts and counsels is distinctly Scriptural. When the young man asked what he should do to gain eternal life, Christ bade him "keep the commandments," and when he pressed the inquiry further, saying, "All these I have kept from my youth, what is yet wanting to me?" —Jesus told him: "If thou wilt be perfect, go sell what thou hast, and give to the poor, and thou shalt have treasure in heaven, and come follow me."5 Here we have a clear distinction drawn between obedience to the commandments, and poverty as a state of higher perfection; between eternal life as the reward of ordinary good conduct, and a treasure in heaven laid up for those who sacrifice everything to serve God. This distinction is brought out even more clearly by the remark of the attending disciples, "Behold we have left all things, and have followed thee, what therefore shall we have?" and the Master's promise of a special reward: "In the regeneration [i.e. at the last judgment], when the Son of man shall sit on the seat of his majesty, you also shall sit on twelve seats judging the twelve tribes of Israel." Jesus added: "And every one that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters, or father, or mother, or wife, or children, or lands for my name's sake, shall receive a hundredfold, and shall possess life everlasting." 6

5 Matth. XIX, 16 sqq.

6 Matth. XIX, 16-30; Mark X, 17-31; Luke XVIII, 18-30.

p. 240St. Paul, in his First Epistle to the Corinthians, not only presses home the duty incumbent on all Christians of abstaining from sins of the flesh, but counsels perfect chastity on the ground that it is easier for the unmarried to serve God with an undivided heart.7 A little further on in the same Epistle he clearly distinguishes between preaching the Gospel as a duty incumbent on him by virtue of his office, and the supererogatory good works (preaching without charge) for which he expects a special reward.8 b) The common sense of mankind has always discriminated between the conscientious performance of duty and heroic virtue, and awarded special honors to the latter.

7 1 Cor. VII, 7.

8 1 Cor. IX, 1-18. —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Opere Monack., c. 5, n. 6; c. 6, n. 7.

"The difference between matters of duty and matters of counsel has a prominent place in the universal conception of morality. There are some actions which are required of all. There are others which are strictly speaking not demanded of anybody, but regarded as specially meritorious or heroic. If there existed only duties in the strict sense, i. e. positive and negative precepts, the notion of 'moral heroism' might as well be abolished, at least so far as it implies extraordinary self-sacrifice in the performance of duty and the idea of something exceptionally difficult assumed over and above mere duty. In saying this we do not admit Ziegler's charge that Catholics regard moral heroism as super-moral. To follow the Evangelical Counsels is to perform a good work of superior moral value, something demanded of no one, not even of him who might be in a position to perform it. Is there any reason for assuming that morality does not admit of degrees? True, there are certain vocations and occupations which oblige those engaged in them to perform duties in excess of the average; but even within these vocations we find there are heroic acts not strictly required of any one but left to the free choice of volunteers." 9 2. All good works are means of attaining perfection; but some are more effective than others. These are called Evangelical Counsels in the narrower sense. They have a relatively higher value than ordinary good works, for three reasons: (1) because, being more difficult, they demand greater effort, (2) because they are directly opposed to the three principal agencies of sin, concupiscence of the eyes, concupiscence of the flesh, and pride of life,10 and (3) because they are of special importance for the Church and the entire social order.11 In recommending the three Evangelical Counsels as "bonum melius" the Church does not mean to condemn marriage, the holding of property, and the rational use of liberty as mala. On the contrary, she expressly upholds these as bona against excessive Rigorism. Voluntary chastity no more depreciates marriage than gold depreciates silver.12 Moreover, poverty and virginity are bona meliora only when chosen from truly moral, and especially religious, motives.13

9 Ph. Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral," pp. 96 sq.; cfr. Gen. XLI, 39-45; 1 Kings XVII, 25.

10 1 John II, 16. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 186, art. 7.

11 Cfr. Rom. XII, 4 sqq.; 1 Cor. VII, 7, 20. —St. Ambrose, De Virginitate, c. 6, n. 34; De Viduis, c. 14, n. 83. —On the diversitas statuum et officiorum in Ecclesia cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 183, art. 2.

12 Cfr. St. Methodius of Olympus, The Banquet, or On Virginity (Συμπόσιον ἢ περὶ ἁγνείας), When virginity came, the discourse did not wholly abolish procreation. For because the moon is greater than the stars, the light of the other stars is not thereby abolished. (Migne, P. G., XVIII, 48). —St. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses, IV, c. 25: Again, when you successfully practice chastity, do not behave arrogantly toward those placed below it in marriage. For marriage is honorable and the bed undefiled, as the Apostle says (Hebr. XIII, 4). And you who possess chastity—were you not born of married persons? Because you possess gold, do not therefore reject silver; rather, let those who lawfully make use of marriage also be of good hope ... those who have entered marriage for the sake of begetting children and not for the sake of loving pleasure. (Migne, P. G., XXXIII, 488).— Ambrose, De Viduis, c. 12, n. 72: "Marriage is honorable, but continence is more honorable (1 Cor. VII, 38). Therefore what is good is not to be avoided; what is better is to be chosen. Thus it is not imposed, but preferred." (Migne, P. L., XVI, 256). —Cfr. IDEM, De Virginitate, c. 6, n. 33-34; "The bonds of marriage are good, therefore, but they are nevertheless bonds; marriage is good, but it takes its name from a yoke, and from the yoke of the world, so that a woman desires to please her husband rather than God. ... Therefore let neither the one who has chosen marriage reproach continence, nor the one who follows continence condemn marriage. For the Church long ago condemned the hostile interpreters of this opinion, namely those who dare to dissolve the marital bond." (P. L., XVI, 274). —St. Augustine, Contra Secundinum Manich., c. 21: "I confess that in the Catholic Church I learned that, just as the soul and also the body—of which the one is endowed and the other subjected—so the good of the soul and the goods of the body are from none but the highest good, from which are all goods, whether great or small, heavenly or earthly, spiritual or bodily, temporal or eternal; and that the latter are not therefore to be reproved because the former are to be preferred." (P. L., XLII, 597).—IDEM, De Civ. Dei, XVI, c. 36: "Let us suppose both [Abraham and Isaac] to be good; even so, certainly a married man who is most faithful and obedient to God is better than a continent man of lesser faith and lesser obedience. But if all other things are equal, who would hesitate to prefer the continent man to the married man?" (P. L., XLI, 515). —IDEM, De Bono Coniugali, c. 23, n. 28: "It must in no way be doubted that the chastity of continence is better than nuptial chastity, although each is good." —Ibid., n. 29: "Marriage and virginity are two goods, of which the one is greater." (P. L., XL, 392, 393). —IDEM, Contra Iulian. Pelag., IV, c. 7, n. 38: "The good work of marriage is the lawful union of the sexes for the sake of procreation, the fruit of which work is the orderly begetting of children." (P. L., XLIV, 758). —IDEM, De S. Virginitate, c. 18: "I admonish the male and female followers of perpetual continence and sacred virginity to prefer their good to marriage in such a way that they do not judge marriage to be evil. And let them know that what was said by the Apostle [1 Cor. VII, 28, 38, 40] was said not deceitfully but plainly and truthfully. ... This is the Lord's doctrine, this is apostolic, this is true, this is sound doctrine: so to choose the greater gifts that the lesser are not condemned. (P. L., XL, 404). —IDEM, Sermo 104 (al. de verb. Dom., 27), c. 3, n. 4: "Both [Martha and Mary] were pleasing to the Lord, both lovable, both disciples." —Ibid., c. 2, n. 3: "Therefore the Lord did not reprove the work, but distinguished the office. ... The labor of multiplicity passes away, and the charity of unity remains." (P. L., XXXVIII, 617). —St. Jerome, Epist., 48 (al. 50), n. 2: "We are not ignorant that marriage is honorable and the bed undefiled. We read God's first sentence: 'Increase and multiply and fill the earth' (Gen. I, 28). But we accept marriage in such a way that we prefer virginity, which is born from marriage. Will silver cease to be silver if gold is more precious than silver?" —Ibid., n. 17: "If I say that it is better to be a virgin than married, I have preferred what is better to what is good. But if I take another step and say that it is better to marry than to fornicate, there I have preferred not what is better to what is good, but what is good to what is evil. There is a great difference between the better thing which is placed before marriage and the thing placed before fornication." (P. L., XXII, 495, 507).—IDEM, Epist., 22, n. 19: "Someone may say: and do you dare disparage marriage, which was blessed by God? It is not to disparage marriage when virginity is preferred to it. No one compares evil with good." (P. L., XXII, 405). —Conc. Lat. IV. (a. 1215), c. 1: "Not only virgins and the continent, but also married persons who please God through right faith and good works deserve to attain eternal beatitude." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 430). —C. Kollin, O.P. (+ 1536), Eversio Lutherani Epithalamii, Cologne 1527: "The good of marriage is in no way disparaged when the virginal good is preferred to it, just as the moon is not despised when the sun is preferred to it in the brightness of its light. ... Does one who says that gold is better than silver do an injury to silver?" According to P. Kollin, who was a prominent Dominican preacher and missionary of the 16th century, ''celibacy is in itself preferable to matrimony; but he who has not the grace of continence, does better (melius facit) if he marries." Cfr. N. Paulus, Die deutschen Dominikaner im Kampfe gegen Luther, Freiburg 1903, pp. 124 sq.; F. Falk, Die Ehe am Ausgange des Mittelalters, Freiburg, 1908.

13 Cfr. 1 Cor. XIII, 1-3.—St. Augustine, De Bono Coniugali, c. 10, n. 10: "What if, they say, all men should wish to abstain from all intercourse—from where would the human race continue? Would that all wished this, provided it were in charity from a pure heart and a good conscience and unfeigned faith." (Migne, P. L., XL, 381).—IDEM, De S. Virginitate, c. 1: "Those to whom it was said, 'He who can take it, let him take it' [Mt. 19, 12], are to be exhorted lest they be frightened, and frightened lest they be exalted. Therefore virginity is not only to be proclaimed so that it may be loved, but also admonished lest it be puffed up." (P. L., XL, 397). —IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 99, n. 13: "Melius est humile coniugium quam superba virginitas." (P. L., XXXVII, 1280). —IDEM, Serm., (al. 44 de Diversis), n. 20: "There are no saints except those who have possessed charity. ... Of what kind, then, is charity, which alone profits greatly, without which other things profit nothing?" (P. L., XXXVIII, 44).

p. 243It is impossible to speak more respectfully of the married state than many pious monks have done at different periods in the Church's history. Thus Brother Berthold of Ratisbon (-J- 1272) says in one of his sermons: "God sanctified Matrimony by making it one of His seven Sacraments. It is holier than any order ever founded, more sacred than that of the barefooted friars, or the preachers, or the grey monks. In certain respects none of these orders can be compared with marriage, because marriage is a necessary order, and therefore strictly enjoined by God, whereas all other orders are merely of counsel. How could the predestined number of the elect ever be reached without Matrimony?" 14 The Church has one standard of morals for all because the moral law is one, though its application may vary. Christian perfection, which is the ideal of every Catholic, consists in observing the precept of charity, i. e., loving God and one's fellowmen. The Evangelical Counsels do not constitute perfection, but they are means of fulfilling the precept of charity more perfectly.15

14 Cfr. Denifle-Volz, Luther and Lutherdom, Vol. I, P. 1, pp. 261 sqq.; A. M. Weiss, O.P., Lutherpsychologie, 2nd ed., pp. 120 sqq.; Falk, Die Ehe am Ausgange des Mittelalters, Freiburg 1908.

15 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 108, art. 4: "Counsels must concern those things through which man can attain the aforesaid end better and more expeditiously." —IDEM, ibid., 2a 2ae, qu. 184, art. 3, ad 1: "From the very manner of speaking it is apparent that counsels are certain instruments for arriving at perfection."— Ibid., art. 5, ad 2: "It must be said that men assume the state of perfection not as professing themselves to be perfect, but as professing that they are tending toward perfection. ... Hence one who assumes the state of perfection does not commit a lie or simulation from the fact that he is not perfect, but from the fact that he abandons in his mind the intention of perfection." — Ibid., qu. 186, art. 1, ad 3: "Religio nominat statum perfectionis ex intentione finis." —Ibid., qu. 188, art. 7: "Religio ad perfectionem caritatis ordinatur." —Cfr. Denifle-Volz, Luther and Lutherdom, Vol. I, P. 1, pp. 146 sqq. —Weiss, Lutherpsychologie, 2nd ed., pp. 111 sqq.

p. 244"It is a mistake," writes Father A. M. Weiss, O.P., the famous apologist, "to assert, as Protestants do, that from the Catholic point of view the only genuine Christians are the members of religious orders and all others are second-rate and inferior. The only excuse for asserting such a foolish thing is that some religious have praised their state of life in exaggerated terms.... It is wrong to say that those who have embraced religion are the only real or first-rate Christians. There are no second-rate Christians or Christians improperly so called. But it is perfectly true that religious men and women strive to become perfect Christians, that they are bent on practicing their faith honestly and sincerely. True, this should be the aim of all and, generally speaking, can be attained by all who try. Yet, since the world offers innumerable impediments to the higher life, there have always been those who preferred to withdraw as much as possible from the world, in order more securely to fulfil the task incumbent upon all. This is the origin and meaning of the religious life." 16 That the Evangelical Counsels involve a bonum melius is taught in Sacred Scripture both directly and by implication.

16 Weiss, op. cit., p. 125 sqq.

p. 245Christ says: 'There are eunuchs who were born so from their mother's womb: and there are eunuchs who were made so by men: and there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven. He that can take, let him take it." 17 Here we have a clear-cut distinction between those who remain unmarried for God's sake and those who "take not this word" because they cannot understand it. Hence voluntary celibacy is an ethical ideal that is not enjoined on all, but may be attained by those who have a special vocation and grace.

17 Matth. XIX, 11 sq.

p. 246St. Paul says: "Concerning virgins I have no commandment of the Lord,18 but I speak my mind,19 as one by the mercy of God rendered trustworthy. I think20 therefore that this (state) is good on account of the present distress —that it is good for a man so to be. Art thou bound to a wife? Seek not to be loosed. Art thou not (so) bound? Seek not a wife. But if thou marry, thou hast not sinned; and if a virgin marry, she hath not sinned. Yet such (as marry) shall have affliction in the flesh; but I spare you. But this I say, brethren, the time is short: henceforth let those that have wives be as having them not, and those that weep as weeping not, and those that rejoice as rejoicing not, and those that buy as possessing not, and those that use the world as not using it to the full. For the world as we see it is passing away. My desire is to have you free from care. He that is unmarried hath a care for the things of the Lord, how he may please the Lord; but he that is married hath a care for the things of the world, how he may please his wife, and he is drawn different ways. So also the unmarried woman and the virgin hath a care for the things of the Lord, that she may be holy both in body and soul, whilst the married woman hath a care for the things of the world, how she may please her husband. Now this I say for your own profit, not that I may cast a snare upon you, but for the sake of seemly and devoted and undistracted service of the Lord. But if any man thinketh that he incurreth reproach as regards his virgin (daughter, by keeping her unmarried), she being past her youth, and if (in the circumstances) it ought so to be done, let him act as he wisheth: he sinneth not: let them be married.21 But he that standeth steadfast in his heart, being under no necessity but having power to accomplish his own will, and hath determined in his heart to keep his (daughter a) virgin —he shall do well. In a word, he that giveth his virgin (daughter) in marriage doth well,22 and he that giveth her not shall do better." 23 Of a widow he says: "She is free to marry whom she will: only (let it be) in the Lord. But she is more blessed if she remain as she is, in my judgment; 24 and methinks I too have the spirit of God." 25 The Apostle, therefore, though he emphasizes the cares and trials of the married state, and the great advantages of virginity, does not "cast a snare," i. e., does not bind the faithful, but, distinguishing clearly between the divine command and his personal opinion, recommends virginity for the sake of God, i. e., for a higher moral end, as something that is better than marriage —a bonum melius. Similarly, when he asks for alms to succor the needy, he makes a distinction between precept and counsel, saying: "I speak not as commanding;... I give my advice.2626."

18 ἐπιταγὴν κυρίου.

19 γνώμην.

20 νομίζω.

21 γαμείτωσαν.

22 καλῶς ποιεῖ, bene facit.

23 κρεῖσσον ποιεῖ, melius facit.

24 κατὰ τὴν ἐμὴν γνώμην.

25 1 Cor. VII, 25-40. (We use the Westminster Version). —Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, can. 10. —J. Rohr, Paulus und die Gemeinde von Korinth, Freiburg 1899, pp. 62 sqq.; H. Achelis, Virgines Subintroductae, Leipsic 1902, pp. 30 sqq.; J. McRory, St. Paul's Epistles to the Corinthians, P. I, pp. 101 sqq.; Lutz, Die kirchliche Lehre von den evangelischen Räten, Freiburg 1909, pp. 69 sqq.

26 2 Cor. VIII, 8 sqq.; cfr. 1 Thess. IV, 2; 2 Thess. III, 6, 1 Tim. VI, 13 sq.

p. 248The so-called Apostolic Constitutions declare: "As regards virginity, we have received no precept, but leave it as a matter of conscience 27 to the decision of those who choose it freely. But we exhort them not to make a vow lightly. ... When [a virgin] has vowed chastity, her deeds must correspond with her vow, in order that people may know that she took her vow with a serious intention, not to show contempt for marriage, but to give proof of piety."28

27 ὡς εὐχήν.

28 Constit. Apost., IV, c. 14 (ed. 12; Funk, I, 235).




	A precept, as said above, is a matter of strict obligation, whereas a counsel is left to the free choice of the person to whom it is proposed. Man is at liberty to choose between what is good and what is better.29 There is no law compelling him to choose the more perfect means for attaining his end. It follows that to choose the less perfect means is no sin, and that every man is free to do so in case of doubt. But it also follows that those who feel morally certain that they are called to a life of higher perfection, are bound to obey the call.



29 1 Cor. VII, 37 sqq.; 2 Cor. VIII, 7 sqq.; IX, 7; Philem. 13 sqq. —Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. XXV, de Regul. et Monial., c. 17. —F. Sawicki, Katholische Kirche und sittliche Persönlichkeit, Cologne 1907, pp. 102 sqq.

p. 249"The Evangelical Counsels," says Bishop Martin, "are appointed for the perfection of the faithful in general, not of each individual in particular. There are circumstances which may render it impossible or dangerous for an individual to follow these counsels.... Hence God does not will all to follow them, but only those whom He has called and who are not prevented by other duties. On the other hand, a counsel may sometimes become a duty. Thus if I know that I cannot save my soul in the world, I am obliged to enter a religious order, because otherwise I should expose myself to great danger. But even in such a case it is not the counsel as such that binds, but the duty of choosing the right vocation." 30 III. It is unnecessary to prove our thesis from Tradition. The Catholic Church is, so to speak, erected upon the Evangelical Counsels. The ideas of poverty and obedience are embodied in Christ Himself,31 and the high value of virginity appears from His life and that of His Blessed Mother.32 The Shepherd of Hermas clearly inculcates the Catholic doctrine of supererogatory works.33 A number of treatises on virginity by St. Cyprian, St. Ambrose, St. Augustine, St. Jerome, St. Methodius, and St. Gregory Nazianzen give testimony to the belief of the early Church in the Evangelical Counsels. St. Augustine, paradoxical though it may sound, while he did not employ the term opus supererogationis, actually created it.34 From the very beginning the Church put the Evangelical Counsels into practice and rejected the claims of Helvidius, Jovinian, Vigilantius,35 and other heretics who attacked them.36

30 C. Martin, Lehrbuch der kath. Moral, 5th ed., pp. 88 sq.; cfr. St. Thomas, Summa contra Gentiles, III, c. 134; F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 142 sqq.; A. Ott, Die Bettelorden und ihre Verteidigung durch Thomas von Aquin, Treves 1903, pp. 26 sqq.

31 Cfr. Matth. VIII, 20; XXVI, 42; Mark XIV, 36; Luke II, 7, 51; VIII, 2 sq.; XXII, 42; John IV, 34; V, 30; VI, 38; Rom. V, 19; 2 Cor. VIII, 9; Phil. II, 7 sq.; Heb. V, 8; X, 7 sqq.

32 Matt. I, 18-25; Luke I, 34-38.—Cfr. G. M. Galfano, La Vergine delle Vergini, Palermo 1882, pp. 237 sqq.; Pohle-Preuss, Mariology, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1916, pp. 83 sqq.; Schaefer-Brossart, The Mother of Jesus in Holy Scripture, New York 1913, pp. 10 sqq.; O. Bardenhewer, Marias Verkündigung, Freiburg 1905; M. Meinertz, Der Jakobusbrief, Freiburg 1905, pp. 16 sqq.; E. Neubert, Marie dans l’Église Anténicéenne, Paris 1908.—On the Jewish view of virginity see Lev. XXI, 1-3, 13; V. Zapletal, O.P., Alttestamentliches, Fribourg (Switzerland), 1904, pp. 78 sqq.; H. Weiss, Das Gelübde Jephthes, Braunsberg 1907; E. Mader, Die Menschenopfer der alten Hebräer, Freiburg 1909.—On the essential distinction between Christian and Vestal virgins, see J. Lipsius, De Vesta et Vestalibus Syntagma, Antwerp 1603, pp. 31 sqq.; St. Ambrose, De Virginibus, I, c. 4, n. 15; De Virginitate, c. 3, n. 13; Epist., XVIII, n. 11; St. Augustine, Contra Faust. Manich., XX, c. 21; Prudentius, Contra Symmach., II, v. 1054 sqq.

33 Cfr. V. Schweitzer, “Der Pastor Hermae und die Opera supererogatoria,” in the Theol. Quartalschrift, Tübingen, 1904, pp. 539 sqq.; A. Harnack, Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Leipsic 1906, pp. 186 sq.

34 Cfr. St. Augustine, De S. Virginitate, c. 30: “For just as it can be said, ‘You shall not commit adultery; you shall not kill,’ so it cannot be said, ‘You shall not marry.’ The former things are exacted; the latter are offered. If the latter are done, they are praised; if the former are not done, they are condemned. In the former the Lord commands what is due from you; but in the latter, if you spend anything beyond what is required, He will repay you when He returns.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 412).—The oft (but wrongly) quoted Serm. 161 de Temp. was not written by St. Augustine. Cfr. Ps.-Augustine, Append. Serm., 273 (al. 61 de Temp.), in Migne's P. L., XXXIX, 2258.

35 Cfr. St. Jerome, Liber de Perpetua Virginitate B. Mariae adv. Helvidium; Libri Duo ad Iovinianum; Liber contra Vigilantium (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 183, 212, 339). Cfr. Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 601 sqq.; W. Haller, Jovinianus, Leipsic 1897, p. 145; W. Schmidt, Vigilantius, Münster 1860, pp. 48 sqq.; A. Reville, Vigilance de Calagurris, Paris 1902.

36 Cfr. J. Wilpert, Die gottgeweihten Jungfrauen in den ersten Jahrhunderten der Kirche, Freiburg 1892, pp. 6 sqq.

p. 251The principle underlying the Catholic teaching on the counsels was never seriously challenged until the time of the so-called Reformation. Protestants maintain that the commandment of perfect charity binds all men, and that no one can go beyond it. But Christ plainly says that we love God if we "keep His commandments." 37 Hence if we wish to love God, we must perform the good deeds required of us as a matter of duty, and avoid sin. But in the choice of means we are free. We can choose either the more or the less perfect. In other words, we are not bound to love God in the most perfect manner possible, or do all the good we can do, or always choose that which is better in preference to that which is simply good. To practice the highest conceivable degree of charity (amor intensive smnmus) is a privilege reserved to the holy souls in Heaven.

37 Cfr. John XIV, 21, 23 sq.; XV, 10; 1 John II, 3-6; V, 3; 2 John VI. —St. Gregory the Great, Hom. in Evang., XXX, n. 1: "Truth says: If anyone loves Me, he will keep My word. The proof of love, therefore, is the performance of the work." (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 1220).

Another Protestant objection is that every man is bound to become constantly more perfect, and no one can achieve more or merit a greater reward than the rest. Those who raise this objection rest it on Luke XVII, 10: "When you shall have done all these things that are commanded you, say: We are unprofitable servants; we have done that which we ought to do." The command to be as perfect as possible binds all. But no one is bound to be always doing the most perfect good work he is capable of. Every man is free to choose between the various means that lead to perfection. To deduce from the general precept which bids us to strive after perfection, the strict duty of doing not only that which is good, but that which is better, nay the best we are capable of, would lead to undue rigorism. On the other hand, upon closer examination the Scriptural text quoted will be found to contain nothing more than an enunciation of the fundamental truth that whatever good there is in us we owe primarily to the grace of God, and therefore we should always be humble.38

38 John XV, 5; 1 Cor. I, 31; III, 7; 2 Cor. III, 5; X, 17. —Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 16: "Far be it that a Christian man should either trust or glory in himself and not in the Lord, whose goodness toward men is so great that He wills those things which are His gifts to be their merits." —Cfr. St. Celestine, Epist. ad Episc. Galliae, I, c. 12, n. 14 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 141).

p. 252READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 108, art. 4; 2a 2ae, qu. 184, art. 3 and 4; qu. 186, art. 3-7. —IDEM, Summa contra Gentiles, III, c. 130-137 (Rickaby, God and His Creatures, London 1905, pp. 293 sqq.) —IDEM, An Apology for the Religious Orders, Edited by J. Procter, London 1902. —A. Winterstein, Die christliche Lehre vom Erdengut, Mayence 1898, pp. 87 sqq. —J. G. Barthier, De la Perfection Chrétienne, Vol. II, pp. 5, 39, 105, 150. —J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists (tr. by Buchanan), New York 1914, pp. 270 sqq. —H. Denifle, O.P., Luther and Lutherdom (tr. by Volz), Vol. I, p. 1, pp. 146 sqq. —F. J. Lutz, Die kirchliche Lehre von den evangelischen Räten, Paderborn 1907, pp. 48 sqq. —A. S. Barnes in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 435 sq.—H. J. Cladder, S.J., Als die Zeit erfüllt war, Freiburg 1915. —Suarez, De Statu Perfectionis, c. VI sqq. —St. Francis de Sales, Treatise of the Love of God, Book VIII.—Addis and Arnold, Cath. Dictionary, 9th ed., London 1917, pp. 335 sq. —Thos. Slater, S.J., The Foundation of True Morality, N. Y. 1920, pp. 51 sqq.


Chapter V: The Object of Morality—Human Acts

Section 1: Human Acts Defined

p. 253


	Man is composed of body and soul. His acts, to be truly human, must bear the mark of those faculties which distinguish him from the lower orders of creation, namely, understanding and free-will. A human act (actus humanus), in contradistinction to an act of man (actus hominis), is characterized by three essential qualities:—knowledge, voluntariness, and freedom. "All three are necessary to it, and, as necessary, they are called 'principles' of the human act.”1



1 M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, p. 33. —Cfr. Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., I, n. 1: "A human act is one which proceeds from man's deliberate will, or an act proceeding from a free will with advertence to moral goodness or evil. Thus a human act means the same as a moral act. Hence it differs from an act of man, which occurs in man, or is done by man, without any deliberation, such as indeliberate acts of concupiscence, or first-first movements, or acts of a man who is wholly distracted, dreaming, delirious, insane, drunk, or deprived of the use of reason in any manner."




	A human act does not necessarily manifest itself externally (actus externus) but may be completed within the will (actus internus).



p. 254


	A human act need not be positive, but may consist in an omission, for freely to omit an act is as imputable to the will as to perform it. If an omission (omissio, actus omissus) is the result of culpable inadvertence or carelessness, it is voluntary in the cause (voluntarium in causa).






	A human act, being the product of a finite creature, is not what the Scholastics call actus purus, i. e., it is not conceived and consummated simultaneously, but passes through a series of distinct periods of time. First an impression is made on the senses. This leads to a notion or concept, which is presented by the intellect as desirable to the will. As soon as the will consents, there is an actus internus. When this internal act sets the bodily powers in motion and becomes external, there results an actus externus. An act that has run through all these stages is called complete or perfect.2



2 Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 4, 3: "[The voluntary is distinguished as] perfect or imperfect, according as it is had with full knowledge and full consent, every resistance of the will being excluded, or with imperfect knowledge or imperfect consent or even with some resistance of the will. Hence this imperfect voluntary is twofold: 1° strictly imperfect, namely when full knowledge or full consent is lacking; 2° broadly imperfect, when the will indeed resists to some extent but remains free and consents absolutely."

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 18-20 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, Vol. I, pp. 55 sqq.). —St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, l. V. (ed. Gaudé, Rome 1905 sqq., Vol. II, pp. 689 sqq.). —V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, 4th ed., Freiburg 1904, Vol. I, pp. 284 sqq.—L. Sacotte, Traité des Actes Humaines, Paris 1905. —J. Bucceroni, S.J., De Actibus Humanis, 3rd ed., Rome 1906.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 30 sqq. —R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, New York 1899, pp. 71 sqq. —Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 1 sqq. —V. Frins, S.J., De Actibus Humanis, Vol. II, Freiburg 1904. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, Haaren 1910, pp. 31 sqq. —Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 27th ed., pp. 10 sqq.

Section 2: Imputability of Human Acts

p. 256I. NOTION OF IMPUTABILITY. —There is a distinction between responsibility, imputability, and morality.

"Responsibility is the condition of a man who, having sufficient knowledge, and being free from coercion, can act or not act, as he chooses, and is therefore accountable for his determination. Imputability is the character of an act which is freely performed, so that the good or evil of it is attributable to him who performs it. The morality or immorality of an act is its conformity or non-conformity with the moral law." 1 Imputation is the judgment by which a man is declared to be the free cause of an act and held responsible for its consequences.

1 R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, p. 84.

Before judgment on the authorship of an act can be definitely pronounced, it is necessary to inquire, (i) whether the agent to whom the act is imputed is really its author (imputatio facti), and (2) whether he was free to act and is responsible for his conduct (imputatio iuris sive legis).

p. 257The judgment by which an act is imputed to a man is pronounced either by his own conscience 2 or by civil or ecclesiastical authority, and may be true or false. God alone always "judgeth justly," 3 because He is "the searcher of hearts." 4 Human judgments are just only in so far as they coincide with those of God.

2 Cfr. 1 Cor. IV, 3 sq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 112, art. 5; Theo. Meyer, S.J., Institutiones Iuris Naturalis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 173 sqq.

3 Jer. XI, 20.

4 Ps. VII, 9 sq.; cfr. Jer. XVII, 10; XX, 12; John II, 23; Rom. XIV, 4, 10; Acts I, 24; XV, 8; 1 Cor. IV, 5; 2 Cor. V, 10; Apoc. II, 23; XX, 12.

II. the Essential Conditions of Imputability




	A man is responsible for an act (be it of commission or omission) in exact proportion to the degree of liberty which he enjoys. Hence only free acts are imputable, i. e., attributable to the agent for reward or punishment. In other words, where there is no freedom of choice, there is no imputability, and the greater a man's power to determine his actions, the greater his merit or demerit, and vice versa.5



5 Cfr. W. Schmidt, Der Kampf um die sittliche Welt, pp. 301 sqq.




	Of course, no human being is entirely free. It was shown in the first part of this treatise how the will is influenced by individual as well as social factors. In addition to these there are certain others which diminish responsibility, e. g., ignorance, inadvertence, habit, and various mental disturbances.



p. 258a) IGNORANCE (ignorantia) is the absence of knowledge which a person should have.6 The civil courts (except in the case of children) do not admit ignorance as a mitigating circumstance in cases of serious transgression, but proceed on the principle that "ignorance of the law does not excuse."

6 Cfr. E. Taunton, The Law of the Church, pp. 365 sq.; J. Hollweck, Die kirchlichen Strafgesetze, Mayence 1899, pp. 77 sqq.

Moral Theology, on the contrary, acknowledges the existence of culpable ignorance by which responsibility and guilt are diminished. The reason is not far to seek. A sin that springs from ignorance does not indicate a positive evil tendency of the will. That there are peccata ignorantiae the New Testament teaches in numerous passages. Christ prayed for his executioners: "Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do/' 7 In one of the discourses reported by St. John, Jesus says: "If I had not come and spoken to them, they would not have sin; but now they have no excuse for their sin." 8 St. Peter, after accusing the Jews of having killed the Author of life, added: "Brethren, I know that you did it through ignorance, as did also your rulers."9 St. Paul regrets that he persecuted Christ and His Church, but adds: "I obtained the mercy of God, because I did it ignorantly in unbelief." 10 Note, however, that ignorance can never altogether excuse any one from performing the duties proper to his state of life, because every man is strictly bound to inform himself with regard to these duties.11 b) INADVERTENCE (inadvertentia) signifies the omission of such care as duty requires one to take with regard to one's obligations. Civil jurisprudence imputes acts of inadvertence that involve injury to others. Not so Moral Theology. Sins committed through inadvertence (peccata inadvertent iae) are not altogether imputed because they spring from defective knowledge. There can be no guilt in the theological sense of the term where there is no dolus, i. e., a deliberate intention of violating the law, or culpa lata, i. e., criminal carelessness or neglect of that ordinary care which every sensible person is supposed to exercise in important matters.12 An evil action may be premeditated (malice prepense or aforethought), or committed in a fit of passion (dolus repentinus). This distinction is important in cases where a man takes the life of another. If he acts with malice aforethought, he is guilty of murder; if carried away by passion, his crime is merely man-slaughter.

7 Luke XXIII, 34.

8 John XV, 22.

9 Acts III, 17.

10 1 Tim. I, 13.

11 Cfr. Luke XII, 47 sq.; Jas. IV, 17.

12 Cfr. Codex Iuris Can., can. 2199 sq.; Ex. XXI, 29 sqq.; Numb. XXXV, 22 sqq.; Deut. XIX, 4-6.

p. 260Negligence means failure to do something which a reasonable man, guided by those considerations that ordinarily regulate the conduct of human affairs, would do, or doing something which a prudent and reasonable man would not do. Negligence may be slight, ordinary, or gross. These principal degrees have been shaded off in opposite directions by the Roman jurists and the Schoolmen (latissima, latior, lata; levis, levior, levissima),13 c) CUSTOM (consuetudo) or habit is a facility acquired in performing certain acts by frequent repetition. If a man always acts in the same manner, he gradually acquires a certain facility. As a determinant of the will, this facility may be a means either of virtue or of vice, and as the proverb says, often becomes second nature.14 Habit diminishes but does not destroy free-will. In so far as a habit is freely acquired, it increases responsibility, and in so far as it is good, it augments merit. If one has unconsciously acquired a bad habit, the sinful acts are not imputable until the wickedness of the habit and its acts is realized. As soon as it is realized, the duty arises of rigorously combatting the evil habit. By falling back into a bad habit a man incurs grave responsibility, because he almost invariably acts against his better knowledge and his conduct has in it something tending to that state of which our Saviour says that it is "worse than the first." 15 Acts which are, as it were, mere mechanical consequences of a habit, are imputable only in so far as the habit itself is voluntary (voluntarium in causa). d) There are many different kinds of MENTAL DERANGEMENT or psychic abnormality. Illusions, hallucinations, fixed ideas, hypochondria, melancholia, hysteria, morbid fear in its various forms (especially agoraphobia, i. e., the dread of crossing or being in the midst of open spaces), severe nostalgia (homesickness), and all forms of quasi-amentia impede the normal exercise of reason and must therefore be regarded as extenuating circumstances, though they do not entirely destroy free-will unless they develop into actual insanity. In all such cases medical experts should be consulted. Note, however, that theologians must sometimes assume moral guilt where physicians and lawyers deny the existence of responsibility. For while it is quite true that the genuine symptoms of insanity are rarely simulated, that many crimes (especially sexual perversities) are pathological, and that an insuperable disinclination to labor and a slanderous tongue may be symptoms of neurasthenia or hysteria, it is equally certain that not all forms of mental derangement entirely destroy the freedom of the will.

13 Cfr. V. Patuzzi, Ethica Christiana, Vol. V, Bassano 1790, pp. 229 sq.: "The broadest fault is equated with deceit and fraud, and in truth consists in explicit deceit, as if a soldier standing watch pretended to sleep so that the enemy might enter. A broader fault is implicit deceit, as if the keeper of a flock, who can drive away a thief or wolf by shouting, nevertheless remains silent. A broad fault is the omission, in guarding another's property or avoiding damage, of that diligence which prudent and sensible men commonly employ in caring for their own affairs, as if a servant should neglect to close the door of the house at night. A slight fault consists in the omission of that diligence which more diligent men and heads of households are especially accustomed to employ; as if someone should place a borrowed golden vessel in his own room, even with the door closed, but without drawing the bolts. Finally, the slightest fault imports the omission of that diligence which only the most cautious and circumspect customarily employ, such as that of a man who locks jewels in a chest but does not test or examine by hand whether it is firmly closed." —E. Voit, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 6th ed., Würzburg 1769, n. 744, p. 494: "A broader fault is called presumed deceit, or the omission of due diligence, from which, although an evil intention to harm is not altogether manifestly inferred, it can nevertheless prudently be presumed. Such a fault exists in one who does not indeed intend harm to his neighbor, but nevertheless foresees that it will result from his action or its omission."

14 Cicero, De Finibus, V, c. 25: "Consuetude quasi altera natura." — Cfr. St. Augustine, Confessions, VIII, c. 5, n. 10: "For from a perverse will lust arose; and while lust was served, custom arose; and while custom was not resisted, necessity arose." — IDEM, De Musica, VI, c. 7, n. 19: "Non frustra consuetudo quasi secunda et quasi affabricata natura dicitur." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 753, 1173). —IDEM, Serm., 17 (a/. 28 inter Homilias, 50), n. 3 (P. L., XXXVIII, 125). —St. Bernard, De Consid., IV, c. 3, n. 8: "Nil tam durum, quod duriori non cedat." (P. L., CLXXXII, 777). —Cfr. Jer. XIII, 23. 15 Matth. XII, 43 sqq.; cfr. Prov. XXVI, 11; Luke XI, 24 sqq.; Heb. X, 26; 2 Pet. II, 20 sqq.

p. 262


	The CONSEQUENCES of an act (eventus sequentes) are imputable to the agent whenever they follow from the act in the ordinary course of events and can therefore be foreseen, either definitely or at least in confuso, or when they are organically connected with the act from which they flow and form a moral whole with it. When an act that is in itself licit entails evil consequences which the agent can foresee, these consequences are imputable to the agent, provided the act is neither physically nor morally necessary. Consequences which follow an act with purely physical necessity are not imputable in the court of morals, though they can and must be reckoned with in secular jurisprudence.16



16 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a 2ae, qu. 20, art. 5; Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 122 sqq.

p. 263READINGS. —On imputability in general: M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 182, 543 sq. —R. I. Holaind, S.J., Natural Law and Legal Practice, pp. 84 sqq. —Theo. Meyer, S.J., Institutiones Iuris Naturalis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 173 sqq.

On ignorance: A. Boudinhon in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. V, p. 682.—J. F. Delany, ibid., Vol. VII, pp. 648 sqq.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 30 sqq.—E. Taunton, The Law of the Church, pp. 365 sq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, pp. 71 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, pp. 48 sqq.

On negligence: Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 27, 409 sq., 539. —J. F. Delany in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. X, p. 737.

On mental derangement as a diminuent of responsibility: A. Huber, Die Hemmnisse der Willensfreiheit, 2nd ed., pp. 214 sqq. —Ig. Familler, Pastoral-Psychiatrie, Freiburg 1898. —S. Weber, Zwangsgedanken und Zwangszustände, Paderborn 1903. —R. v. Kraft-Ebing, Psychopathia Sexualis, 13th ed., Stuttgart 1907. —W. Wille, Die Psychosen des Pubertätsalters, Vienna 1898.—K. Hilty, Ueber Neurasthenie, Berne 1897.—Krauss, Der Kampf gegen die Verbrechensursachen, pp. 295 sqq. —J. Bessmer, S.J., Störungen im Seelenleben, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1907. —IDEM, Die Grundlagen der Seelenstörungen, Freiburg 1906. —Th. Braun, Die religiöse Wahnbildung, Tübingen 1906, pp. 13 sqq. —Jas. J. Walsh, "Scruples, Obsessions, and Dreads," in the Ecclesiastical Review, Vol. LVI (1917), No. 4, pp. 360-375.—O'Malley-Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, New York 1906, pp. 211 sqq. —Fr. a Barbens, O. M. Cap., Introductio Pathologica ad Studium Theol. Mor., Tarracona 1917, pp. 81 sqq.

Section 3: Morality of Human Acts

p. 264By the morality of an act is understood its intrinsic relation to the moral order and to reason. Every human act, in concreto, is either good or bad. It is good if it conforms to the moral law; it is bad if it violates that law.1

1 Cfr. M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I,

The sources of morality (fontes sive principia moralitatis), i. e., the factors or principles which determine the relation of an act to the moral law, are: (i) the object or matter of the act, (2) its form, intention or end (finis), and (3) the attending circumstances.

Generally speaking, an act is good if all three of these factors cooperate in making it conformable to the right order; it is evil if any one of them is wrong or sinful. Hence the Scholastic axiom: "Bonum ex integra causa, malum ex quocunque defectu" 2

2 Cfr. Pseudo-Dionysius, De Div. Nomin., c. 4, § 30 (Migne, P. G., III, 729). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 19, art. 6, ad 1: "Dionysius says: Good arises from an integral cause, but evil from individual defects." —Ibid., art. 7, ad 3: "Evil occurs from individual defects, but good from the whole and integral cause." (Cfr. qu. 18, art. 4, ad 3).

p. 265I. THE OBJECT. —The object of an act (obiectum materiale) is that act itself, considered in the abstract. Though there are objects that are in themselves indifferent (e. g., eating and drinking), as a rule the object of an act has an inherent morality of its own, which causes the will of the agent to be either good or bad, according as the object is good (e. g., prayer, fasting), or bad (e. g., lying, stealing).3

3 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 18, art. 8: "Every act has its species from its object, and a human act, which is called moral, has its species from the object as related to the principle of human acts, which is reason. Hence if the object of an act includes something that agrees with the order of reason, the act will be good according to its species, as giving alms to one in need; but if it includes something contrary to the order of reason, the act will be evil according to its species, as stealing, which is taking another's property. It can happen, however, that the object of an act includes nothing pertaining to the order of reason, as lifting a straw from the ground, going into a field, and things of this kind; and such acts according to their species are indifferent." — Ibid., art. 9: "Every individual act must have some circumstance through which it is drawn toward good or evil, at least on the part of the intention of the end. Since it belongs to reason to order, an act proceeding from deliberative reason, if it is not ordered to a due end, by that very fact is opposed to reason and has the character of evil; but if it is ordered to a due end, it agrees with the order of reason and therefore has the character of good. It is necessary that it either be ordered or not be ordered to a due end. Hence every act of man proceeding from deliberative reason, considered individually, must be good or evil. But if it does not proceed from deliberative reason, but from a certain imagination—as when someone strokes his beard or moves his hand or foot—such an act is not, properly speaking, moral or human, since an act has this character from reason; and thus it will be indifferent, as though existing outside the class of moral acts." —Cfr. St. Ambrose, Expos, in Ps., 118, s. 14, n. 23: "Omnia cum ratione [facias], nihil sine ratione, quia non es irrationabilis, o homo, sed rationabilis." (Migne, P. L., XV, 1400).—St. Jerome, Epist., 112 (al. 89), n. 16: "For indifferent things do not stand between good and evil as the philosophers argue. Continence is good; luxury is evil. Walking, discharging the refuse of the bowels, casting the purgings of the head from the nostrils, and casting out phlegm by spitting are indifferent between the two. This is neither good nor evil; for whether you do it or do not do it, you will have neither justice nor injustice. But to observe the ceremonies of the law cannot be indifferent, but is either good or evil." (P. L., XXII, 926).

p. 266Objectively indifferent acts become good or bad when they are willed with a good or bad intention, or when good or bad circumstances surround them.

According to its gravity in the moral order, an act is called materia gravis or levis.

In regard to their object or matter human acts are either intrinsically good or intrinsically bad, according as their objects are good or bad in themselves. Intrinsically good acts may be good either absolutely or relatively. An absolutely good act (secundum se bonus), which can never be bad, is, e. g., the love of God. A relatively good act (in se bonus) is one that may be good or bad according to the reason or motive which inspire or the accidental conditions or circumstances which surround it. Such relatively good acts are, for example, prayer, fasting, almsgiving.

Intrinsically bad acts are such as run counter to the moral order by their very nature. Some are absolutely bad and can never become good, as, e. g., hatred of God, perjury. Others are bad merely because the agent has no right to perform them or because they are a source of danger or temptation, e. g., manslaughter, viewing unchaste pictures. Acts of the latter kind are called relatively bad. A relatively bad act may become good by virtue of special conditions or circumstances, e. g., self-defense or study.

Extrinsically bad acts are bad simply because they are forbidden. As Göpfert rightly remarks, however, "the terms 'extrinsically good' and 'extrinsically bad' do not denote merely the conformity or nonconformity of an act to the law, regardless of its intrinsic ethical character; but they indicate that the relation existing between such an act and the moral order owes its existence to a command or prohibition of the lawgiver.”4

4 Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p. 191.

p. 267II. THE END. —By the end of an action (obiectum formale) is meant the reason or motive which induces the agent to perform that action, or, to employ a more familiar term, the intention with which he acts.5 i. An intention may be actual, virtual, or habitual. It is actual if it is elicited immediately before the act is performed and with direct reference to the same. It is virtual if its force is borrowed from a previous act of the will, which is accounted as continuing in effect. It is habitual if it once existed and has never been retracted.

5 Cfr. Matth. VI, 1-8. —St. Augustine, De Serm. Dom. in Monte, II, c. 13, n. 45: "Therefore we must consider not what each person does, but with what intention he does it. For this is the light within us, because this is manifest to us: that we do what we do with a good intention." (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 1289). —St. Bernard, De Baptismo, c. 2, n.

To be morally good an act must be inspired by an actual, or at least a virtual, good intention. A merely habitual intention is not sufficient for this purpose because it may exist in an unconscious subject, and is strictly speaking non-existent while the action is being performed.

The Catholic Church exhorts her children to make a good intention frequently, at least every day, in order to sanctify all their actions by referring them directly to God.6 There is no nobler motto than, "All for the greater honor and glory of God." 7 The end of an action may be primary or secondary, ultimate or intermediate, natural or supernatural.

6 (P. L., CLXXXII, 1035).

6 1 Cor. X, 31; 1 Pet. IV, 11; Col. III, 17; cfr. John XV, 8; Phil. I, 10 sq. —St. Ignatius of Antioch, Epist. ad Polycarp., c. 5: Πάντα εἰς τιμὴν Θεοῦ γινέσθω. (Funk, Patres Apost., I, 2nd ed., 292, 8). —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 34, s. 2, n. 16: "Who endures praising God all day? I suggest a remedy by which you may praise God all day, if you wish. Whatever you do, do it well, and you have praised God." (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 341).—On the good intention as a requisite of supernatural merit see Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 413 sqq.

7 Cfr. H. Lammens, "L'Antiquité de la Formule 'Omnia ad Maiorem Dei Gloriam,' " in the Revue de l'Orient Chrétien, VIII (Paris 1903), pp. 477 sqq.

p. 268


	As regards the influence of the intention on the morality of an act, note the following considerations: a) An act that is morally indifferent, so far as its object is concerned, becomes good or bad by the intention of the agent. Thus the act of eating, which is in itself indifferent, becomes good if done for the purpose of sustaining life and strength, bad if done exclusively for pleasure.8 b) An act that is objectively good (e. g., prayer, almsgiving) becomes bad if done for a wicked purpose. Conversely, an objectively good act derives an increase of moral value from a good intention.9 c) A materially bad act (e. g., a lie) is never rendered good by a good intention. The reason is that a good end cannot be attained by evil means.10 No advantage that could possibly be gained by sin is large enough to outweigh the injury inflicted on the moral law. Christ Himself said: "What doth it profit a man, if he gain the whole world, and suffer the loss of his own soul? Or what exchange shall a man give for his soul?”11 It is never allowed to do evil that good may come, which is but another way of saying that the end never justifies the means.12 "This," says Father Slater, S.J., "is the teaching of Holy Scripture and of the Catholic Church, nor have the Jesuits any other doctrine different from that of the Church. Father Dasbach promised to give anyone two thousand florins who would prove in open court that the Jesuits had ever taught that the end justifies the means. Count Paul von Hoensbroech undertook to do so, but he failed in his suit when it was tried at Cologne, in the spring of 1905." 13



8 Eccles. X, 17.

9 Cfr. Matth. V, 16; VI, 1 sqq.; XXIII, 5, 15.

10 Cfr. Job XIII, 7; Rom. III, 8; VI, 1.—St. Augustine, De Mendacio, c. 21, n. 42: “No one is to be led to eternal salvation with a lie lending assistance.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 516).

11 Matth. XVI, 26.

12 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Mendacium, c. 7, n. 18: “It matters very greatly from what cause, for what end, and with what intention something is done; but things which are known to be sins must not be done under the pretext of a good cause, for any supposedly good end, or with any apparently good intention.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 528).

13 Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 49.—P. Roh, S.J., Das alte Lied: “Der Zweck heiligt die Mittel,” 3rd ed., Freiburg 1894; M. Reichmann, S.J., Der Zweck heiligt die Mittel, Freiburg 1903; Fr. Gerard, S.J., Does the End Justify the Means? C. T. S. pamphlet.—B. Duhr, S.J., Jesuitenfabeln, 4th ed., pp. 542 sqq.; J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, pp. 92 sqq.; Pilatus (Dr. V. Naumann, a Protestant), Der Jesuitismus, Ratisbon 1905, pp. 280 sqq.; F. Heiner, Der Jesuitismus, 3rd ed., Paderborn 1902, pp. 81 sqq.; IDEM, Die Jesuiten und ihre Gegner, Munich 1906, pp. 73 sqq.; Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. III, p. 87; Vol. XIV, pp. 104 sq.; Brou, S.J., Les Jésuites de la Légende, Paris 1906; Concerning Jesuits, London 1902; Maynard, The Studies and Teaching of the Society of Jesus, London 1855.

p. 270However, while the sinfulness of an act is never neutralized, it may be diminished by the intention of the agent, if the choice of means results from imperfect knowledge or is made for the sake of a good purpose. To choose a bad means for the attainment of a good end manifestly indicates less malice than to choose a bad means for its own sake.14 An apparently good purpose may, on the other hand, augment the wickedness of an act because of the intrinsic contradiction contained in the attempt to employ a bad means for the attainment of a good end, e. g., if one meant to honor God by committing murder or fornication.

14 Cfr. St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 18, n. 6: "It seems to me that every lie is indeed a sin, but it makes a great difference with what intention and about what matters each person lies. For he who lies with the intention of advising does not sin in the same way as he who lies with the intention of harming; nor indeed does the person who by lying sends a traveler onto a different road do as much harm as the one who corrupts the way of life by a deceiving lie." (Migne, P. L., XL, 240).—IDEM, Contra Mendac., c. 8, n. 19: "Someone will say: then is every thief to be equated with the thief who steals from a will of mercy? Who would say this? Yet neither of these two is good merely because one is worse. For he who steals from covetousness is worse than he who steals from pity; but if every theft is a sin, every theft must be abstained from." (P. L., XL, 529).—St. Bernard, De Praec. et Dispens., c. 7, n. 13: "It certainly matters from what cause, with what disposition, with what intention, by whose command, and in regard to what precept this evil is committed. Indeed, I say that no disobedience at all is to be regarded lightly, yet not every disobedience is to be judged of equal danger. For God's command is: You shall not kill [Ex. 20, 13]. Suppose, then, two murderers, one of whom committed the crime from a desire to plunder and the other from the necessity of defending himself. Does not the cause here quite evidently distinguish leprosy from leprosy, making the guilt of one and the same transgression very unequal? What if sudden anger drove the one, but calculated malice or an old hatred drove the other, to the same crime? Must that which is known to have been done with such dissimilar dispositions be weighed by a similar judgment? Further, nothing is more incestuous or obscene than those daughters of Lot having usurped intercourse with their father [Gen. 19, 32-36]; yet who does not see how greatly the piety of their intention and their intention of piety removed or diminished the guilt of that shameful and unspeakable crime?" (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 868).—The legend that St. Crispin stole leather to make shoes for the poor, is based upon a misunderstanding. Cfr. V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., p. 286.

III. the Circumstances of an Action.—

p. 271By the circumstances of an action are understood certain accidental conditions which determine and distinguish it from others of the same kind.15

15 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 7, art. 1: "In matters of place something is said to stand around a thing which is indeed extrinsic to it, but nevertheless touches it or approaches it according to place. Therefore whatever conditions are outside the substance of the act and yet touch a human act in some manner are called circumstances. That which is outside the substance of a thing but pertains to the thing itself is called its accident. Hence circumstances must be called accidents of human acts." Cfr. ibid., qu. 18, art. 3, 10, 11. —Sweens, Theol. Mor. Fundament., pp. 106 sqq.

There are seven such conditions, enumerated in the old-time versus memorialis:

"Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, quomodo, quando?" (Who, what, where, when, by what means, why, and how?)

Some circumstances (circumstantiae gradum moralitatis mutantes) merely augment or diminish the malice of an act, whereas others completely transform its moral species (circumstantiae speciem moralitatis mutantes). This distinction is of great practical importance, for the circumstances which alter the species of a sin must be mentioned in confession.16

16 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, de Poenit., c. 5 and canon 7; Catechismus Romanus, P. II, c. 5, qu. 47.

However, it is not so much the external circumstances as the interior disposition or intention of the agent manifesting itself in and through the circumstances, that furnishes the criterion for determining the moral character of an act.

p. 272A modern writer on ethics somewhat paradoxically says: "It depends on time, place, and circumstances whether a virtue is a vice, or a vice, a virtue." This dictum is not true except in the limited sense explained above.17

17 Matth. VI, 1 sqq.; Luke X, 30 sqq.; XVIII, 9 sqq. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 7, art. 3.

The circumstances that augment or lessen the malice of an evil action (circumstantiae aggravantes vel minuentes peccatum) are enumerated in the following hexameters by a medieval writer: 15 "Aggravat ordo, locus, peccata, scientia, tempus,
Aetas, conditio, numerus, mora, copia, causa,
Et modus in culpa, status altus, lucta pusilla." 18 The circumstances that alter the moral species of an act may be variously classified.

18 Frater Conrad of Saxony, d. 1279. Cfr. A. Franz, Drei deutsche Minoritenprediger, Freiburg 1907, p. 30.

There are (1) Circumstances which render an act a transgression of more than one commandment or duty, e. g., when a man kills his parents or commits fornication with a married woman; (2) Circumstances by which a sinful act becomes a source of injury to others, as, e. g., when scandal is given; (3) Circumstances in which the matter of the sin committed (where such matter is divisible) ceases to be materia parva and becomes materia magna, as when one eats several ounces of meat on a day of abstinence, or steals, say, thirty-five dollars.19

19 This is the amount put down in the latest editions of Sabetti as materia absolute gravis. (Compendium Theol. Mor., ed. 23, New York 1915, p. 340.

p. 273(4) Another specific difference arises from the circumstance that an act which might have been externalized remains immanent, and therefore incomplete.

(5) Finally, the circumstance that an evil action was committed more than once furnishes a criterion (though not an infallible one) for classifying it as a sin of malice. It is for this psychological as much as for juridical considerations that the Church requires penitents to mention the number of their grievous sins in confession.

For determining the number or the numerical (in contradistinction to specific) distinction of moral acts, theologians give the following rules: a) The determining factor of an individual act is the last stage which it reaches in the process of realization. The natural preliminaries (introduction, preparation, etc.), the intermediary stages, and the ordinary means or instruments used in attaining the final end, are always presumed. Thus if one has burglarized a house he need not mention the circumstance that he employed a ladder to climb through the window. In this and similar cases a whole series of distinct acts is regarded as morally one (actus numero unus), provided, of course, the introductory and preparatory acts stand in their natural relation to the main act. When this is not the case, and if such acts have a malice of their own, the circumstances must be separately enumerated, as when a man drinks to excess in order to commit fornication. b) Acts belonging to the same moral species are reckoned as separate and distinct if they were far enough apart in time to render it possible and necessary for the agent to make a new decision of the will. A series of actions may be interrupted either voluntarily, e. g., by express or silent retraction, contrition; or involuntarily, e. g., by a considerable interval of time, inadvertence, sleep, etc. c) Sins are multiplied according to the numerical distinction of those affected by them. Thus, if you have told a lie in a grave matter, it is necessary to state how many persons were deceived or injured by it; if you gave scandal, to how many, and so forth.

p. 274READINGS.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 41 sqq. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 18 sqq. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 31 sqq. —J. Ernst, Ueber die Notwendigkeit der guten Meinung, pp. 244 sqq. —J. F. Delany in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VIII, pp. 69 sq. —A. Sweens, Theologia Moralis Fundamentalis, 2nd ed., pp. 84 sqq.

Section 4: Moral Habits
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	DEFINITION. —Good and evil may be viewed not only as individual and transient acts (actus), but also as permanent habits (habitus).



A habit is "a quality difficult to change, whereby an agent, whose nature it was to work one way or another indeterminately, is disposed easily and readily at will to follow this or that particular line of action/' 1 Fr. Rickaby explains the difference between (1) habit and disposition, and (2) habit and faculty thus: "Habit differs from disposition, as disposition is a quality easily changed. Thus one in a good humor is in a disposition to be kind. Habit is a part of character: disposition is a passing fit. Again, habit differs from faculty or power: as power enables one to act; but habit, presupposing power, renders action easy and expeditious, and reliable to come at call. We have a power to move our limbs, but a habit to walk or ride or swim. Habit then is the determinant of power. One and the same power works well or ill, but not one and the same habit." 2 Habits are either infused or acquired. a) An infused habit (habitus infusus) is born in or with the subject or communicated to it from outside. According to its nature, such a habit disposes the subject for good or bad. b) An acquired habit (habitus acquisitus), as the name indicates, is the result of repeated acts. But here arises a difficulty: "If the habit comes from acts, and the acts from the habit, how is the habit originally acquired?" This question is answered by Fr. Rickaby as follows: "There are two ways in which one thing may come from another. It may come in point of its very existence, as child from parent; or in point of some mode of existence, as scholar from master. A habit has its very existence from acts preceding; but those acts have their existence independent of habit. The acts which are elicited after the habit is formed, owe to the habit, not their existence, but the mode of their existence: that is to say, because of the habit the acts are now formed readily, reliably, and artistically, or virtuously. The primitive acts which gradually engendered the habit, were done with difficulty, fitfully, and with many failures, —more by good luck than good management, if it was a matter of skill, and by a special effort rather than as a thing of course, where it was question of moral well-doing." 3 2. VIRTUES. —Not only should man perform good deeds now and then; —he should be habitually good and advance constantly on the path of virtue.4 Once a good habit has become firmly rooted in the soul, it is called a virtue. A virtue (virtus) may therefore be defined as a habit that a man has got of doing moral good, or doing that which befits his rational nature to do.5 In the last analysis all virtues are identical with charity, i. e., conformity of the human with the divine will.6 According to the order to which a virtue belongs it is called natural or supernatural. a) The moral virtues regulate man's relation to the created world. They are principally four: prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance. These are often called the cardinal virtues. Their enumeration, as Fr. Rickaby has pointed out, "is a piece of Greek philosophy that has found its way into the catechism. Prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance are mentioned by Plato as recognized heads of virtue. They are recognized, though less clearly, by Xenophon, reporting the conversations of Socrates. It does not look as though Socrates invented the division: he seems to have received it from an earlier source, possibly Pythagoras." 7 All the moral virtues, —the four cardinal virtues just enumerated, and others derived from them, —may be either infused or acquired, natural or supernatural. In the soul of a Christian, of course, they are supernatural because their final end and purpose is supernatural. St. Thomas says: "The moral virtues, as they are operative in man to an end which does not exceed the natural faculty of man, may be acquired by human acts; and so acquired, they may be without charity, as they have been in many pagans. But as they are operative of good in order to a supernatural last end, thus considered, they have the perfect and true character of virtue, and cannot be acquired by human acts, but are infused by God; and such moral virtues cannot be without charity." 8 b) Faith, hope, and charity are called theological or divine virtues (virtutes theologicae sive divinae) because they have God for their material as well as formal object. All three are essentially supernatural. Faith furnishes certain supernatural principles, which the intellect perceives by a divine light. Hope directs man to his supernatural end. Charity unites the will with God. Charity is superior to faith and hope for two reasons.9 First, though its object does not differ from that of the other two virtues, charity alone enables the soul actually to attain that object. 10 Second, charity endures, whereas faith is changed into vision and hope into possession. 11 There is still another difference between charity and the other two theological virtues: —whilst faith and hope as truly supernatural virtues can exist without charity (though, of course, only in an imperfect way), charity is destroyed by grievous sin.12

1 Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, p. 64.

2 Ibid.

3 Op. cit., pp. 66 sq.

4 Cfr. Ps. LXXXIII, 8; Phil. III, 12-14; 1 Thess. IV, 1; 1 Pet. II, 2. —Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 10. — St. Bernard, Epist., 254, n. 2: "True virtue knows no end and is not confined by time. ... The just man never judges that he has attained, never says, 'It is enough'; but he always hungers and thirsts for justice, so that, if he were always to live, he would always strive, as far as lies in him, to become more just, and would always endeavor with all his strength to advance from good to better." —Ibid., n. 4: "But if to strive for perfection is to be perfect, assuredly to be unwilling to advance is to fall away." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 460). —Thomas a Kempis, De Imitat. Christi, l. I, c. 3: "Who has a harder contest than he who strives to conquer himself? And this ought to be our business: namely, to conquer oneself, to grow stronger than oneself daily, and to advance somewhat toward what is better." (Ed. Pohl, II, 10).

5 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Moribus Ecclesiae, I, c. 6, n. 8: "I am not pleased to call anything virtue except the habit itself and, as it were, a quality of a wise soul." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1314). —IDEM, De Lib. Arbitr., II, c. 18-19 (P. L., XXXII, 1266-1269). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 55, art. 4: "Virtue is a good quality of the mind by which one lives rightly and which no one uses badly." — Ibid., qu. 58, n. 3: "Human virtue is a certain habit perfecting man for acting well."

6 Cfr. Matth. XXII, 36-40; Rom. XIII, 10; 1 Tim. I, 5; 1 John V, 3. —Cfr. St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 121, n. 32: "All the divine precepts are referred to charity, of which the Apostle says: 'The end of the precept is charity,' etc. ... Therefore the end of every precept is charity; that is, every precept is referred to charity. But what is done from fear of punishment or from some carnal intention, so that it is not referred to that charity which the Holy Spirit pours forth in our hearts, is not yet done as it ought to be done, although it seems to be done. For this charity is the love of God and neighbor, and indeed 'on these two commandments depend the whole law and the prophets' (Matth. XXII, 40). Add the Gospel; add the Apostles: for the declaration 'the end of the precept is charity' and 'God is charity' comes from no other source. (Migne, P. L., XL, 288).—IDEM, De Moribus Ecclesiae, I, c. 15, n. 25: "But if virtue leads us to the blessed life, I would affirm that virtue is nothing whatever except the highest love of God." (P. L., XXXII, 1322). —IDEM, De Gratia Christi, I, c. 26, n. 27: "Where there is no love, no good work is imputed and it is not rightly called a good work, because everything that is not from faith is sin, and faith works through love." (P. L., XLIV, 374).

1 Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, p. 84 sq.

8 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 65, art. 2: "Moral virtues, insofar as they operate good in order to an end which does not exceed man's natural capacity, can be acquired through human works, and when acquired in this way can exist without charity, as they did in many pagans. But insofar as they operate good in order to the ultimate supernatural end, thus they perfectly and truly have the character of virtue and cannot be acquired by human acts, but are infused by God; and moral virtues of this kind cannot exist without charity." —Cfr. Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Aquinas Ethicus, Vol. I, pp. 194 sq.

9 Rom. XIII, 10: Πλήρωμα νόμου ἡ ἀγάπη. —1 Cor. XIII, 13: But now faith, hope, and charity remain, these three; and the greatest of these is charity. —Col. III, 14: But above all these things, charity, which is the bond of perfection. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 3: Something supernatural had to be added to man in both respects in order to direct him to a supernatural end. First, as regards the intellect, certain supernatural principles are added to man which are grasped by divine light; these are the things to be believed, with which faith is concerned. Second, the will is directed to that end both according to the movement of intention tending toward it as something possible to attain, which pertains to hope, and according to a certain spiritual union through which it is in some manner transformed into that end, which is effected by charity. St. Bonaventure, Breviloq., P. 5, c. 4: "As the image of creation consists in a trinity of powers with unity of essence, so the image of re-creation consists in a trinity of habits with unity of grace, through which the soul is rightly borne toward the supreme Trinity according to three things appropriated to the three Persons: faith directs it toward the supreme truth by believing and assenting; hope toward the supremely arduous by relying and awaiting; charity toward the supreme good by desiring and loving." (Ed. 2, Vicetiae, 340).

10 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 6: "The greatness of a virtue according to its species is considered from its object. Since the three theological virtues regard God as their proper object, one cannot be called greater than another because it concerns a greater object, but because one stands nearer to the object than another. In this way charity is greater than the others. For the others imply in their nature a certain distance from the object: faith concerns things not seen and hope things not possessed; but the love of charity concerns that which is already possessed. For the beloved is in some manner in the lover, and the lover also is drawn by affection to union with the beloved; therefore it is said (1 John 4, 16): He who abides in charity abides in God, and God in him." —Cfr. Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, q. 23, art. 6 and 8.

11 1 Cor. XIII, 8: Charity never fails. —Cfr. Saint Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 67, art. 3-6: "It is impossible for faith to remain together with beatitude in the same subject. ... The blessed see that which is the object of hope, namely God. Therefore they do not hope (Rom. 8, 24). ... And therefore, when that which is hoped for is possessed, namely divine fruition, hope can no longer exist. ... Charity is not emptied away by the perfection of glory, but remains numerically the same."

12 1 Cor. XIII, 2; Jas. II, 14.— Conc. Trid., Sess. VI, cap. 15 and can. 28: "If anyone says that when grace is lost through sin faith also is always lost at the same time; or that the faith which remains is not true faith, although it is not living; or that one who has faith without charity is not a Christian: let him be anathema." —Cfr. Prop. damn. ab Alex. VIII. (7 Dec., 1690), n. 12: "When all love is lacking in great sinners, faith also is lacking; even if they appear to believe, it is not divine faith but human faith." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1169).—Prop. damn. Quesnelli, n. 57-58: "Everything is lacking to the sinner when hope is lacking to him; and there is no hope in God where there is no love of God. There is neither God nor religion where there is no charity." (ibid., n. 1272-1273).—St. Thomas, 1a 2ae, qu. 65, art. 4: "Faith and hope, like the moral virtues, can be considered in two ways: in one way according to a certain beginning, and in another according to the perfect being of virtue. ... Thus faith and hope can indeed exist in some manner without charity, but without charity they do not have the character of perfect virtue."

3. the Gifts of the Holy Ghost.—

p. 281The so-called gifts of the Holy Ghost rank below the theological virtues. Aside from the charismata, with which we are not concerned, there are seven such gifts, viz.: wisdom, understanding, counsel, fortitude, knowledge, piety (godliness), and fear of the Lord.

How do these gifts differ from the moral virtues? They are evidently superior to them. Canon Forget says on this subject:

"Some writers think they are not really distinct from them, that they are the virtues inasmuch as the latter are free gifts of God and that they are identified essentially with grace, charity, and the virtues. That opinion has the particular merit of avoiding a multiplication of the entities infused into the soul. Other writers look upon the gifts as perfections of a higher order than the virtues; the latter, they say, dispose us to follow the impulse and guidance of reason; the former are functionally intended to render the will obedient and docile to the inspirations of the Holy Ghost." 13 The latter is the opinion held by St. Thomas. The student will find it more fully developed in Forget's treatise De l'Habitation du Saint-Esprit dans les Âmes Justes.

13 J. Forget in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, p. 413.
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	THE BEATITUDES. —Particular good acts springing from the virtues or gifts of the Holy Ghost are, e. g., those enumerated in the eight Beatitudes, or solemn blessings, which mark the opening of Christ's first sermon (the so-called Sermon on the Mount) in the Gospel of St. Matthew.14 As Father Van Kasteren has pointed out,15 the peculiar form in which Our Lord proposed these blessings makes them, perhaps, the only example of His sayings that may be styled poetical. There is indeed an unmistakable parallelism of thought and expression running through the whole passage:



14 Matth. V, 3-10; cfr. Luke VI, 20 sqq.

15 Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p. 371.

Blessed are the poor in spirit: for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.

Blessed are the meek: for they shall possess the land. Blessed are they that mourn: for they shall be comforted.

Blessed are they that hunger and thirst after justice: for they shall have their fill.

Blessed are the merciful: for they shall obtain mercy. Blessed are the clean of heart: for they shall see God. Blessed are the peacemakers: for they shall be called the children of God.

Blessed are they that suffer persecution for justice' sake: for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.

5. the “Fruits of the Holy Ghost.”—

p. 283As effects of a virtuous life St. Paul mentions twelve supernatural works that are done joyfully and with peace of soul: Charity, joy, peace, patience, benignity, goodness, longanimity, mildness, faith, modesty, continence, chastity. These so-called fruits of the Holy Ghost are acts, not habits, and should not be confounded with the virtues or the gifts of the Holy Ghost. Opposed to them are the "works of the flesh.”16

16 Gal. V, 17 sqq.; Apoc. XXII, 2. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 70. —St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. V, c. 6: "When this peace has been attained, there necessarily follows a superabundant spiritual delight, which is contained in the twelvefold number of the fruits of the Spirit, to signify the superabundance of delights. For twelve is an abundant number, in which is signified the abundance of spiritual charisms which the holy soul enjoys and in which it delights. ... The habits of the virtues principally dispose one for the exercise of the active life; the habits of the gifts for the act of the contemplative life; and the habits of the beatitudes for the perfection of both. But the fruits of the Spirit, which are 'charity, joy, peace, patience, long-suffering, goodness, benignity, mildness, faith, modesty, continence, chastity' (Gal. V, 22-23), are called the delights that follow perfect works."

READINGS. —On the moral habits and virtues in general cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 49-70. —St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium (ed. Vicetia, Freiburg 1881), P. I, c. 4-6. —S. Schiffini, S.J., Tractatus de Virtutibus Infusis, Freiburg 1904, pp. 1 sqq. —L. Billot, S.J., De Virtutibus infusis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Rome 1905. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 64 sqq. —M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 559 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 321 sqq., Tournai 1905. —A. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale Catholique, Vols. I sqq., Paris 1904 sqq. —G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, N. Y. 1920, pp. 89 sqq.

On the Gifts of the Holy Ghost: St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 68. —St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. V, c. 5. —C. Weiss, S. Thomae Aquinatis de Septem Donis S. Spiritus Doctrina, Vienna 1895. —M. Meschler, S.J., Die Gabe des hl. Pfingstfestes, 6th ed., Freiburg 1909. —J. Forget in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 413 sq. —IDEM, De l'Habitation du Saint- Esprit dans les Âmes Justes, Paris 1900, pp. 378 sqq.—Bellevue, L'Oeuvre du Saint-Esprit, Paris 1902, pp. 99 sqq. —W. F. Stadelman, C. S. Sp., Glories of the Holy Ghost, Techny, Ill., pp. 47 sqq. —F. M. Schindler, Die Gaben des hl. Geistes nach Thomas von Aquino, Vienna 1915. —G. H. Joyce, The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, N. Y. 1920, pp. 94 sqq. —J. R. M. Landrieux, The Forgotten Paraclete, London 1924, pp. 52-145.

p. 284On the Beatitudes: St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 69. —St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. V, c. 6. —J. P. Van Kasteren, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 371 sq. —Hy. Daniel, in the Catholic Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Vol. XXIV (1917), No. 23. —M. Devine, The Religion of the Beatitudes, London 1918.—W. F. Stadelman, C. S. Sp., Glories of the Holy Ghost, pp. 54 sqq. —Kenelm Digby Best, in his Mores Catholici, 11 vols., London 1831-42, (demonstrates by a vast accumulation of beautiful examples how each of the eight Beatitudes was realized in the lives of mediaeval men and women, how the ideals of the Beatitudes were maintained and inculcated by the medieval Church, and how they influenced the individual in every walk of life, in youth and age, in peace and war, in sorrow and joy).

On the Fruits of the Holy Ghost: St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 70. —St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. V, c. 6. —J. Forget in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 414 sq. —W. F. Stadelman, C. S. Sp., Glories of the Holy Ghost, pp. 58 sqq.
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Part I: Sin


Chapter I: Nature and Origin of Sin—Mortal and Venial Sins—Temptations and Occasions of Sin

Section 1: Nature and Origin of Sin

p. 1


	DEFINITION. —The terms sin,1 transgression,2 iniquity,3 offense,4 and disobedience,5 are synonymously employed by Holy Scripture to designate a wilful transgression of the law of God, or voluntary disregard of His will.



1 Ἁμαρτία, ἁμάρτημα. Rom. V, 13, 20; Eph. II, 1; 1 John III, 4.

2 Παράβασις. Rom. II, 23; IV, 15; V, 14; Heb. II, 2.

3 Ἀνομία. Matth. VII, 23; Rom. VI, 19; 1 John III, 4.

4 Παράπτωμα. Matth. VI, 14 sq.; Rom. V, 18; 2 Cor. V, 19; Eph. II, 1.

5 Παρακοή. Rom. V, 19; Heb. II, 2.—Cfr. on the use of these terms K. Clemen, Die christliche Lehre von der Sünde, Vol. I, Göttingen 1897, pp. 35 sqq.

"What is sin," says St. Ambrose, "but an offense against the divine law and disobedience to the heavenly precepts?"6 St. Augustine, who employs the words "divine law" and "eternal law" alternately, declares that: "A sin is some deed, word, or desire against the eternal law."7 Since all temporal laws are derived from, or contained in, the lex aeterna, every sin manifestly involves a violation of the will of God. St. Thomas says: "Sin is nothing else than a bad human act. Now, that an act is a human act is due to its being voluntary.... Again, a human act is evil through lacking conformity with its due measure: and conformity of measure in a thing depends on a rule, from which no thing can depart without becoming incommensurate. Now there are two rules of the human will. One is proximate and homogeneous, viz., the human reason; the other is the first rule, viz., the eternal law, which is God's reason, so to speak. Accordingly Augustine includes two things in the definition of sin; one pertaining to the substance of a human act, and which is the matter, so to speak, of sin, when he says, ‘deed, word, or desire’; the other pertaining to the nature of evil, and which is, as it were, the form of sin, when he says, 'against the eternal law.'"8

6 De Paradiso, c. VIII, n. 39 (Migne, P. L., XIV, 292): "What is sin but a transgression of the divine law and disobedience to the heavenly precepts?"

7 Contra Faustum Manich., l. XXII, c. 27 (Migne, P. L., XLII, 418): "A sin is some deed, word, or desire against the eternal law."

8 Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 71, art. 6: "Sin is nothing else than a bad human act. Now, that an act is a human act is due to its being voluntary. Again, a human act is evil through lacking conformity with its due measure; and conformity of measure in a thing depends on a rule, from which no thing can depart without becoming incommensurate. Now there are two rules of the human will. One is proximate and homogeneous, namely human reason; the other is the first rule, namely the eternal law, which is God’s reason, so to speak. Accordingly Augustine includes two things in the definition of sin: one pertaining to the substance of a human act, and which is, so to speak, the matter of sin, when he says, deed, word, or desire; the other pertaining to the nature of evil, and which is, as it were, the form of sin, when he says, against the eternal law." —Cfr. Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. II, pp. 522 sqq. —The various definitions of sin given by the Fathers and leading Scholastics will be found in St. Bonaventure, Comment, in Sent., II, dist. 35, dub. 6 (Opera Omnia, Quaracchi 1885, Vol. II, p. 838).

p. 3The definition given by St. Augustine and adopted by St. Thomas applies alike to actual sins (i. e., acts or omissions violating the moral law) and sinful habits (habitus peccaminosi).




	CHARACTERISTICS. —Sin, being a wilful transgression of the divine law, has the following, partly positive and partly negative, notes or characteristics: a) Sin does not inhere in the nature of things, nor proceed from the Divine Essence or some other independent principle, but owes its existence entirely to free-will. "By the will," says St. Augustine, "a man sins or lives a good life."9 St. Thomas writes: "Sin consists essentially in an act of free choice, which is a function of the will and of reason."10 And in another place: "A man's will alone is directly the cause of his sin."11



9 Retract., I, c. 9, n. 4: "It is by the will that one sins and lives rightly." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 596).

10 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 77, art. 6: "Sin consists essentially in an act of free choice, which is a faculty of will and reason."

11 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 80, art. 1: "A man’s will alone is directly the cause of his sin."

Being an act of a created agent, sin is not a substance but merely an accident. It is not some- thing that is not (οὐκ ὄν), but something that ought not to exist (μὴ ὄν). In other words, it has no substance of its own, but is a privation or corruption of goodness (privatio boni) ; not, of course, a pure privation, but merely "an act deprived of its due order."12 "Evil," the Angelic Doctor says, "... is nothing else than a privation of that which a man is naturally apt to have and ought to have;... but a privation is not an essence; it is a negation in a substance."13

12 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 72, art. 1, ad 2: "Sin is not a pure privation, but an act deprived of its due order."

13 Summa contra Gentiles, III, c. 7: "Evil is nothing else than a privation of that which one is naturally apt to have and ought to have. But a privation is not an essence; it is a negation in a substance." —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, XI, c. 9: "Evil has no nature, but the loss of good has received the name of evil." (Migne, P. L., XLI, 325). —Ibid., XII, c. 9 (P. L., XLI, 355). —IDEM, Contra Epist. Manich. Fundam., c. 35, n. 30: "Who can doubt that the whole of what is called evil is nothing other than corruption? But if no evil is found in things except corruption, and corruption is not a nature, then no nature at all is evil." (P. L., XLII, 201). —Cfr. Saint Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 63, art. 1: "To sin is nothing else than to depart from the rectitude which an act ought to have, whether sin is considered in natural things, artificial things, or moral things." — IDEM, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 21, art. 1: "Sin properly consists in an act done for some end when it does not have the due order toward that end." —Ibid., qu. 71, art. 1: "Sin properly denotes an inordinate act, just as an act of virtue is an ordered and due act." —Cfr. J. Nirschl, Ursprung und Wesen des Bösen, Ratisbon 1854, pp. 29 sqq.

p. 4Aristotle regarded sin as a necessary stage on the way to goodness, or as goodness itself in so far as it has not yet proceeded from potency to act, and consequently is a mere imperfection or minus bonum.14 This is a false view, for while it cannot be denied that both in the life of individuals and in the history of the human race evil sometimes appears as the inciting cause of good, it is equally true, and a matter of common experience, that such cases are the exception, not the rule, and consequently prove nothing with regard to the nature of evil. If an evil act accidentally results in good, this is not imputable to man, but to God. Cfr. Gen. L, 20: "You thought evil against me, but God turned it into good, that he might exalt me... and save many people."15

14 Aristotle, Metaphysica, 1. XIV, c. 4: evil itself is potentially good.

15 Cfr. St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 96: "It must not be doubted that God acts well even by permitting things that are done evilly to be done. For He permits this only by a just judgment, and assuredly everything just is good. Therefore, although evil things, insofar as they are evil, are not good, nevertheless it is good that not only good things but also evil things should exist. For unless it were good that evil things should exist, they would in no way be permitted to exist by the omnipotent Good, for whom, without doubt, it is as easy not to permit what He does not will to exist as it is to do what He wills." (Migne, P. L., XL, 276).—IDEM, De Praedest. Sanctorum, c. 16, n. 33: "It is in the power of the wicked to sin. But that by sinning they should do this or that evil is not in their power, but in the power of God, who divides the darkness and orders it, so that even from what they do against the will of God, nothing but His will is fulfilled." (P. L., XLIV, 984).

p. 5It would be a mistake, however, to conceive sin as a simple negation. If it were merely the lack or absence of good, sin would be a natural and necessary result of creatural limitation, and its real author would be God Himself. Deep down in his heart every man knows that sin is not the work of God but of man, and that it involves guilt.16

16 Cfr. Psalm L, 5-6; Matth. XXVII, 3-5.

b) God cannot be the author of sin as such.17 For, in the first place, sin is not a substance but merely a privation, and, secondly, Almighty God punishes the sinner. "God in no wise wills the evil of sin, which is the privation of right order towards the divine good," explains St. Thomas; "the evil of natural defect, or of punishment, He does will, by willing the good to which such evils are attached." 18 In other words, "God is the author of the evil which is penalty, but not of the evil which is fault." 19 Holy Scripture frequently refers to God as the Author of holiness, and the all-holy One who is free from sin and tempteth no man.20 It seems hard to reconcile this truth with the many texts in which He is described as actively cooperating in the sinful deeds of His creatures. Thus St. Paul says of the gentiles that, because they practiced idolatry, "God gave them up (παρέδωκεν) to the desires of their heart, unto uncleanness, to dishonor their own bodies among themselves," and "delivered them up to shameful affections,... to a reprobate sense/' etc.21 In another place he declares that the heathen, "having their understanding darkened,... have given themselves up to lasciviousness." 22 The seeming contradiction cannot be solved by putting an arbitrary construction upon the sacred text. Being the first, universal, and immediate cause of all things and all operations, God works in every creature and has a share in every creatural act. Every ethical act performed by man has two causes —God and free-will. Though these causes cooperate closely, they are essentially distinct in their nature as well as in the relation they respectively bear to the act performed. Free-will is the efficient cause (causa efficiens) of every ethical act as such. But sin is never an act of God. St. Paul speaks of God as cooperating, not in the sinful acts of the gentiles, but in punishing them.23

17 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Ordine, II, c. 7, n. 23: "You will confess God to be the author of evils—a sacrilege more detestable than which nothing occurs to me." (P. L., XXXII, 1005). — IDEM, Enchiridion, c. 23, n. 8: "We must in no way doubt that the cause of the good things pertaining to us is nothing other than the goodness of God, but that the cause of evil things is the will of a changeable good falling away from the unchangeable Good." (P. L., XL, 244).—Cfr. K. Clemen, Die christliche Lehre von der Sünde, Vol. I, pp. 123 sqq.

18 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 19, art. 9: "God in no way wills the evil of fault, which removes order toward the divine good. But He wills the evil of natural defect or the evil of punishment by willing some good to which such an evil is joined."

19 Ibid., qu. 49, art. 2: "God is the author of the evil which is punishment, but not of the evil which is fault." —Cfr. Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. II, pp. 569 sqq.; Th. H. Simar, Die Theologie des hl. Paulus, Freiburg 1883, pp. 82 sq.

20 Lev. XI, 44; XIX, 2; Matth. V, 48; XIX, 17; Jas. I, 13; 1 Pet. I, 1 6.

21 Rom. I, 24, 26, 28.

22 Eph. IV, 19; cfr. Acts VII, 42.

23 διό, διὰ τοῦτο, καὶ καθώς παρέδωκεν.

p. 7It would not be correct, even so, to describe the divine cooperation in the evil deeds of men as a mere permission or toleration. God works in all His creatures at all times, and no secondary cause, whether it be spiritual or material, can operate without His concurrence. Hence He not merely permits sin, but somehow positively cooperates in its commission (concursus divinus). "God is the cause of the act of sin," says St. Thomas; "yet He is not the cause of sin [as such], because He does not cause the act to have a defect." 24 "God is the author of all that exists/' explains St. Augustine, "but He is not the author of evil, because all things are good in so far as they exist." 25 Again: "Every nature, even that which is corrupted, is good qua nature, and evil [only] in so far as it is corrupt." 26 God's contribution to a sinful act is in itself good. He merely enables man to employ the faculties which He has given him for a good purpose. It is man who renders the act evil by having a wrong intention. The Scholastics express this truth as follows: "Deus concurrit ad materiale, non ad formale peccati /' The Tridentine Council condemns the assertion that "it is not in man's power to make his ways evil, but the works that are evil God worketh as well as those that are good, not permissibly only, but properly and of Himself, in such wise that the treason of Judas is no less His own proper work than the vocation of Paul."27 Besides, God often employs sin as a means of punishing the sinner and thus indirectly causes good to spring from evil.28

24 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 79, art. 2: “God is the cause of the act of sin; yet He is not the cause of sin, because He does not cause the act to be defective. The act of sin is a certain movement of free choice. But the will of God is the cause of all movements, as Augustine says. Therefore the will of God is the cause of the act of sin.”

25 De Divers. Quaest., 83, n. 21: "God is not the author of evil, who is the author of all things that exist; for insofar as they exist, they are good." (Migne, P. L., XL, 16).

26 St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 13: "Every nature, even a corrupted one, insofar as it is a nature, is good; insofar as it is corrupted, it is evil." (P. L., XL, 16, 28).

27 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 6: "If anyone says that it is not in man’s power to make his ways evil, but that God works evil works as well as good, not merely permissively but also properly and of Himself, so that the treason of Judas is no less His own work than the vocation of Paul, let him be anathema."

28 Cfr. Gen. XLV, 7 sq.; L, 20; Wisd. XI, 17; Matth. XIII, 29 sqq. —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 54, n. 4: "Do not suppose that the wicked exist in this world for no purpose and that God works no good through them. Every wicked man lives either that he may be corrected or that through him a good man may be exercised." (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 630). — IDEM, Enchiridion, c. 27: "God judged it better to bring good out of evils than to permit no evils to exist." (P. L., XL, 245).

p. 9Against the teaching just propounded the following objection has been raised: "Some actions are evil and sinful in their species (secundum suam speciem). Now, that which is the cause of a thing, is also the cause of whatever belongs to that thing in respect of its species. If, therefore, God caused the act which is sinful, He would be the cause of sin." This fallacy is tersely refuted by St. Thomas as follows: "Acts and habits do not take their species from the privation itself, wherein the nature of evil consists, but from some object to which that privation is united; and so this defect, which we say is not from God, belongs to the species of the act as a consequence, and not as a specific difference." 29 In other words, God causes the act and its species, without causing the defect that renders it evil.

29 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 79, art. 2, ad 3: “It would seem that actions are evil and sinful according to their species. But whatever is the cause of a thing is the cause of that which belongs to it according to its species. Therefore, if God were the cause of the act of sin, it would follow that He was the cause of sin. Acts and habits do not receive their species from the privation itself, in which the nature of evil consists, but from an object to which such a privation is joined. Thus the defect itself, which is said not to be from God, belongs to the species of the act consequentially and not as a specific difference.” —Cfr. J. Mausbach, Die Ethik des hl. Augustinus, Vol. I, pp. 74 sqq.

Some theologians hold that God merely permits evil but never cooperates in its production. This view cannot be squared with the Tridentine decision quoted above, which refers to His action in the production of evil as " permissive operari." 30 c) Sin, being inspired by opposition to the will of God, who is the Supreme Lawgiver and benevolent Father of His creatures, is an act of disobedience and ingratitude.31 As an act of disobedience it is called an offense (offensa Dei, offensio).

30 V. supra, p. 8, n. 27.

31 Deut. XXXII, 6; Is. I, 2-4; Jer. II, 32; V, 21-25.

p. 10But if God is absolutely perfect and incapable of suffering, how is it possible to offend Him and provoke His anger,32 especially since the sinner commonly lacks the animus iniuriandi, i. e., the deliberate intention of offending? That this is so may be admitted; yet the (metaphorical) designation of sin as an offense against God corresponds so well with its nature and with our limited human conception of Him, that it must be accepted as substantially correct.33

32 Cfr. Ps. V, 5 sqq.; X, 4; LXXVII, 17.—Cfr. M. Pohlenz, Vom Zorn Gottes, Göttingen 1909.

33 Cfr. B. Doérholt, Die Lehre von der Genugtuung Christi, Paderborn 1891, pp. 269 sqq.

Being an act of disobedience to the will of God and a denial of the moral order, sin is necessarily opposed to the sinner's own welfare, nay to his very nature. Instead of the beatitude for which he was created, and towards which his nature as well as the will of His Maker compel him to tend, the sinner seeks his happiness in him- self and other creatures. Hence every sin springs from inordinate self-love 34 and must result in shame, discontent, unhappiness, and spiritual suicide.35 The common sense of mankind has embodied this truth in many proverbs, e. g., "Every sinner is his own executioner," "Sin is its own punishment," "It does not pay to be wicked," etc.

34 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 77, art. 4: "Inordinate love of self is the cause of every sin."

35 Cfr. Gen. III, 5, 10; Jer. II, 13; Tob. XII, 10; Prov. VIII, 36.
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	ORIGIN. —For an explanation of the origin of sin we must turn to Revelation. a) The first sin, —the deliberate rebellion of Lucifer and his angels against the will of God 36 —was purely spiritual. As these angels were pure spirits, the decision they made was irrevocable, and their punishment will last forever. Man also sinned, but his fall was not due to malice. He was seduced by the devil, the prince or god of this world,37 who is not yet fully subdued, but continues to work havoc in the "children of unbelief." 38 Man's sin, therefore, differs from the sin of the fallen angels in several respects: (i) It is not purely spiritual, but partly carnal, and hence the result, not of pure malice, but of malice and infirmity combined. (2) In man sin proceeds not merely from a momentary decision of the will, as in the case of the fallen angels, but likewise from original sin, which is a cooperating factor in every personal transgression. For this reason sin in man is not punished by death but is pardonable. True, man cannot redeem himself, but he can be redeemed.39 Aside from the state of final impenitence, moreover, the soul of the human sinner is not utterly dead, but capable of being revived. In the majority of cases sin, to employ an Augustinian phrase, is "not nature, but against nature," 40 and even the most grievous offender still remains an object of compassion in the eyes of God, who, while He hates sin, desires that the sinner be converted and live.41



36 Cfr. Matth. XXV, 41; Luke X, 18; Apoc. XII, 7-9-

37 John XII, 31; XIV, 30; XVI, 11; 2 Cor. IV, 3 sqq.—Cfr. Conc. Lateran. IV (a. 1215), c. 1: "The devil and the other demons were indeed created good in nature by God, but they became evil by themselves. Man, however, sinned at the suggestion of the devil." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 428).

38 Wisd. II, 24 sq.; John VIII, 44; Eph. II, 1 sq.; VI, 12; I John III, 8.

39 Matth. I, 21; Acts XVII, 22-31; Rom. V, 12; Gal. I, 4; cfr. Jas. I, 14.

40 St. Augustine, Contra Epist. Manich. Fundam., c. 35, n. 39: "It is now easy to see that evil is not a nature, but contrary to nature." (Migne, P. L., XLII, 201).

41 Cfr. Ez. XVIII, 32; XXXI, n; Wisd. XI, 24 sq.; Matth. V, 45; 2 Pet. III, 9.

p. 12It is a characteristic fact of no small importance in judging the malice of sin that man was named after the lower or mortal side of his nature. Holy Scripture says: "As a father hath compassion on his children, so hath the Lord compassion on them that fear him: for he knoweth our frame."42

Theologians are at variance with regard to the nature of the sin committed by the fallen angels and that of our first parents.43 The crime of the angels probably was pride. Some rationalists hold that Adam and Eve died because the fruit of the tree of which they ate was poisonous. This theory is as untenable as that the first human sin was an act of fornication.44

42 Ps. CII, 13 sq.—Cfr. Gen. V, 2; Ps. LXXVII, 38 sq.; Is. LXIV, 8 sq.—St. Ambrose, De Noé et Arca, c. 4, n. 9: "Man, placed in the region of earth and bearing flesh, cannot be without sin; for earth is, as it were, a place of temptations, and flesh an enticement to corruption." (Migne, P. L., XIV, 366).—Cfr. the major antiphon for Dec. 22 in the Roman Breviary: "O King of the nations and their desired one, and cornerstone who makes both one: come and save man, whom you formed from clay."

43 Cfr. Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. II, pp. 578 sqq., 593 sqq.; Pesch, Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. III, 3rd ed., pp. 220 sqq.; A. Schopfer, Geschichte des Alien Testamentes, pp. 47 sqq.; Pohle-Preus, God the Author of Nature, p. 342.

44 Cfr. 2 Cor. XI, 3.

p. 13The question why God did not prevent the sin of our first parents, is answered by St. Augustine as follows: "God did not lack the power of creating man so that he could not sin, but chose to make him so that he could sin if he wished, or abstain from sin if he preferred, by forbidding this and prescribing that; thus it was first a merit not to sin, and later a just reward not to be able to sin." 45 b) To understand the nature and gravity of sin, we must remember that the disobedience of our first parents was a very grievous, nay, in some respects the most grievous offense a human being could commit. And this for two reasons:

45 De Continentia, c. VI, n. 16: "God did not lack the power to make him such that he could not sin, but He preferred to make him such that it lay with him to sin if he willed and not to sin if he did not will, forbidding the one and commanding the other, so that at first not sinning might be a good merit for him, and afterward being unable to sin a just reward." (Migne, P. L., XL, 359)-

«) Adam and Eve sinned in spite of the extraordinary natural and supernatural privileges which they enjoyed; 0) Their disobedience was an act of flagrant ingratitude and formal contempt, committed with the full knowledge that it would injure not only themselves but all their descendants.46

46 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, XXII, c. 15, n. 1; Enchiridion, c. 27, 45, 48; De Corrept. et Gratia, C. 12, n. 35. —St. Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., II, dist. 21, art. 3, qu. 1 and 2.

p. 14Moreover, Christ became man and suffered and died because of sin.47

47 Cfr. Matth. I, 21; Mark X, 45; John III, 16 sq.; Rom. V, 8 sqq.; 2 Cor. V, 15; Eph. I, 7.

Again, men continue to sin, though their intellect is enlightened by revelation and their will strengthened by grace, and in spite of the incomprehensible love shown in the atonement.48

48 John III, 16; XV, 13; Eph. I, 3-14; HI, 16-19; 1 John III, 16; IV, 9. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 14, art. 2.

Every serious transgression of the divine law, i. e., every actual mortal sin, deserves temporal and eternal death and delivers the sinner into the bondage of Satan.49 But not every transgression of the law is mortally sinful. There are slight offenses, called "light and daily sins, which are also called venial sins," by the Tridentine Council, and these do not destroy sanctifying grace.50 It is to the important distinction between mortal and venial sin that we must now turn our attention.

49 Gen. II, 17; Rom. VI, 23; Jas. I, 15-

50 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 11. Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 14.
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Section 2: Mortal and Venial Sins
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	IMPORTANCE OF THE DISTINCTION. —The distinction between mortal and venial sins is of great practical importance, especially for the tribunal of Penance, where the sinner is obliged to state the kind and number of his mortal transgressions, which constitute materia necessaria for the validity of the Sacrament. Venial sins, on the other hand, are materia libera, i. e., they need not be confessed, though to confess them is useful and advisable.1



1 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., cap. 5 and can. 7; Sess. VI, cap. 11.

The teaching of the Church with regard to the distinction between mortal and venial sins is clear and definite. Nevertheless, the scientific demonstration of this doctrine is one of the most difficult problems of Moral Theology and has given rise to many heated controversies (e. g., Kleutgen vs. Hirscher; Frick vs. Linsenmann; Pesch vs. Schell, etc.)




	PROOF FROM SACRED SCRIPTURE, TRADITION, AND REASON. —The distinction between mortal and venial sins has a solid basis in Sacred Scripture and ecclesiastical Tradition.
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	Sacred Scripture distinguishes between sins of greater or less gravity in such passages as: "Whosoever is angry with his brother, shall be in danger of judgment; and whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council; and whosoever shall say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire;”2 in the parables of the moat and the beam,3 of the king who took account of his servants,4 in the similitude of the blind guides who strain out a gnat and swallow a camel,5 and so forth. The Bible moreover expressly mentions sins that are "worthy of death," 6 the doers of which "shall not possess the kingdom of God;”7 sins “that beget death,”8 and others that are regularly committed by all men, even the just.9 Comparing the texts one cannot but see that there is a difference, not only of quantity or degree, but likewise of quality or essence, between different sins (differentia in ipsa ratione peccati). Mortal sin robs man of sanctifying grace, destroys the supernatural life of the soul, and entails eternal damnation; whereas venial sin merely weakens grace and diminishes that love which is poured out in the heart by the Holy Ghost.



2 Matth. V, 22. Cfr. Matth. X, 15; XI, 22; XVI, 10; John XIX, 11.

3 Matth. VII, 3 sqq.

4 Matth. XVIII, 23 sqq.

5 Matth. XXIII, 24.

6 Rom. I, 32; cfr. Ex. XXXII, 30 sq.; 1 John V, 16. T 1 Cor. VI, 9 sq.; Gal. V, 19 sqq.

8 Jas. I, 13 sqq.

9 Jas. III, 2; 1 John I, 8.

We have purposely refrained from citing in support of our thesis the oft-quoted text, "A just man shall fall seven times and shall rise again;" for, as St. Augustine pointed out many centuries ago, there is question here not of sins but of misfortunes.10

10 Prov. XXIV, 16.—Cfr. St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, XI, c. 31: "The just man falls seven times and rises again, that is, however often he falls, he will not perish. He intended this to be understood not of iniquities, but of tribulations leading to humility." (Migne, P. L., XLI, 345). Cfr. Enarr. in Ps., 118, s. 31, n. 4 (P. L., XXXVII, 1529). —J. V. Bainvel, Les Contresens Bibliques des Prédicateurs, 2nd ed., Paris 1906, pp. 102 sq.

p. 18In I John V, 16 "sin unto death" is probably not ordinary mortal sin but that which is technically known as the sin against the Holy Ghost.11

11 Cfr. A, Zahn, De Notione Peccall, Halle 1872, pp. 13, 28, 51.

The scriptural locus classicus for our thesis is 1 Cor. III, 8 sqq., in which the difference between mortal and venial sin is developed very graphically and with a deep insight into human nature. This text was made much of by the Scholastics.12

12 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 2; Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. II, p. 530.




	Ecclesiastical Tradition furnishes a long and uninterrupted series of testimonies in support of the distinction with which we are dealing.



The ancient penitential discipline distinguished between unpardonable and pardonable sins,13 and among the latter classed some as more grievous than others.

13 Matth. XII, 31 sq.; John XX, 22 sq.

St. Augustine draws a sharp line between "magna crimina" and unavoidable " quotidiana peccata" which, he says, are wiped out by the Lord's Prayer.14

The Catholic Church has constantly insisted on this important distinction and defended it against heretics.15

14 St. Augustine, Contra Iul., IT. c. 10, n. 33: "While laboring in this warfare with concupiscence, so long as human life upon earth is a temptation, we are not therefore without sin because that which is called sin in this sense works in our members against the law of the mind, even when we do not consent to unlawful things; but in those matters in which we are overcome by that rebel, though not mortally but nevertheless venially, we contract that for which we say daily: Forgive us our debts." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 696).—Enchir., c. 71: "For the daily brief and light sins without which this life is not lived, the daily prayer of the faithful makes satisfaction. This prayer entirely blots out these least and daily sins." (P. L., XL, 265).—Tr. in loann., 26, n. ii: "Though sins are daily, let them not be deadly." (P. L., XXXV, 1611).—De Symb., c. 7, n. 15: "I do not tell you that you will live here without sin, but there are venial sins without which this life is not lived. Baptism was instituted for all sins; prayer was instituted for light sins, without which we cannot exist. What does prayer contain? We are washed once in baptism; we are washed daily in prayer. But do not commit those sins for which you must be separated from the body of Christ—may this be far from you. Those whom you see doing penance committed crimes, either adulteries or other monstrous deeds; for these they do penance. For if their sins were light, the daily prayer would suffice to blot them out." (P. L., XL, 636).— Serm., 58, c. 7, n. 8: "You cannot live on this earth without debts. But one class consists of those great crimes which it is good for you to have forgiven in baptism and from which you ought always to remain aloof; another consists of daily sins, without which man cannot live here and for which daily prayer is necessary." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 397).—With regard to venial or daily sins, St. Augustine calls the Lord's Prayer "quotidiana nostra mundatio" (De Nupt, et Coniug., I, c. 33, n. 38), "quotidiana mundatio sanctae orationis" (Serm., 56, c. 8, n. 12), and "quasi quotidianus baptismus nosier" (Serm., 213, c. 8). —On the Patristic literature regarding this question see Gerigk, Wesen und Voraussetzungen der Todsunde, Breslau 1903, pp. I? sqq.

15 Cfr. Conc. Milev. II, can. 6-8: "The saints say in the Lord’s Prayer, not only humbly but also truthfully: Forgive us our debts." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 106 sqq.). —Among the condemned propositions of Baius is the following (n. 20): "No sin is venial by its nature, but every sin deserves eternal punishment." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1020). — Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. n; c. 15; can. 23 and 27; Sess. VII, De Bapt., can. 10. —On Luther's teaching that all sins are by nature mortal, see H. Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 501 sqq.

p. 19


	Everyday experience as well as the common sense of mankind and enlightened reason confirm the distinction between mortal and venial sins. As there is a state of spiritual death and moral infirmity, so there are external and internal acts that produce death and infirmity; and as there is a moral order which can be either grievously or slightly violated, so there are grievous and slight offenses against that order.16 "Could anything be more absurd or foolish," asks St. Augustine, "than to consider one who has indulged in immoderate hilarity guilty of as great a sin as the wretch who has brought ruin upon his native land?" 17 "If two acts are equal because they are both offenses," he continues, "then mice and elephants are equal because they are both animals, and flies and eagles are equal because they can fly through the air." 18 "Not only Scripture, but mankind in general," says a recent moralist, "recognize the fact that there are sins which by their nature do not involve a real lapse from morality, and which do not render the agent bad and worthless, but are committed even by just and pious men.



16 Cfr. Prov. VI, 30 sqq. —St. Jerome, Adv. lovin., II, c. 30: "There are light sins and grave sins. It is one thing to owe ten thousand talents, another to owe a farthing. We shall indeed be held guilty for an idle word and for adultery, but it is not the same thing to blush and to be tortured, to be ashamed and to be tormented for a long time." (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 327)-

17 St. Augustine, Epist., 104 (a/. 254), c. 4, n. 13: "What more absurd or more insane thing can be said than that one who has sometimes laughed too immoderately and one who has savagely set his country on fire should be judged to have sinned equally?"

18 Ibid., n. 14: "Or if they are equal because both are offenses, mice and elephants will be equal because both are animals, and flies and eagles because both are winged creatures." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 394). —Cfr. Horace's Satires, I, 3, 96 sqq.: "Those who have decided that sins are nearly equal are at a loss when the truth is reached: feeling, custom, and usefulness itself, almost the mother of justice and equity, oppose them."

p. 21... That there is an essential difference between an offense against courtesy and battery and assault for the purpose of robbery, between a falsehood told in jest and a slander affecting a man's honor, every reasonable person perceives." 19 The truth expressed by St. James.that "in many things we all offend," 20 was perceived long before the Apostle's day by Thucydides 21 and others.

19 J. Mausbach, Die kath. Moral, 2nd ed., p. 110; English translation by Buchanan, pp. 259 sq. We have modified the English version somewhat in order to render the sense of the original more accurately.

20 Jas. III, 2: "For in many things we all stumble."

21 Hist., III, 45: "All are naturally inclined to sin both privately and publicly." —Cfr. Seneca, De Clement., I, 6: "We all sin, some more gravely, others more lightly."




	SPECULATIVE ARGUMENT. —To demonstrate the distinction between mortal and venial sin speculatively was first attempted by the Schoolmen, especially by SS. Thomas 22 and Bonaventure,23 who emphasize the fact that sin is essentially a turning away from God, due to a wrong tendency of the will. a) "When," says St. Thomas (l. c.), "the soul is so disordered by sin as to turn away from its last end, God, to whom it is united by charity, there is mortal sin; but when the disorder stops short of turning away from God, the sin is venial. For as in animal bodies the disorder of death, which results from the destruction of the principle of life, is irreparable in nature, whereas the disorder of sickness can be repaired, because the vital principle is preserved, so it is in matters concerning the soul. For in speculative matters he who errs in first principles is beyond the reach of persuasion, whereas one who errs but retains the first principles, may be brought back to the truth by the aid of those same principles. And so in matters of conduct, he who by sinning turns away from his last end, suffers a fall that is, so far as the nature of the sin goes, beyond repair, and exposes himself to eternal punishment. But he whose sin stops short of turning away from God, is under a disorder that by the very nature of the sin admits of repair; and therefore he is said to sin venially, because he does not sin so as to deserve never-ending punishment."



22 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 72, art. 5: "The difference between venial and mortal sin follows the diversity of disorder which completes the nature of sin. Disorder is twofold: one by removal of the principle of order; the other in which, even while the principle of order is preserved, disorder occurs concerning things that follow the principle. Thus in an animal body a disorder of its constitution sometimes proceeds to the destruction of the vital principle, and this is death; but sometimes, while the principle of life is preserved, a certain disorder occurs in the humors, and then there is sickness. Now the principle of the whole order in morals is the last end, which holds the same place in practical matters as an indemonstrable principle in speculative matters. Hence, when the soul is disordered by sin to the point of turning away from the last end, namely God, to whom it is united through charity, then there is mortal sin; but when disorder occurs short of turning away from God, then there is venial sin. For just as in bodies the disorder of death, which occurs through removal of the principle of life, is naturally irreparable, whereas the disorder of sickness can be repaired because the principle of life is preserved, so it is in matters pertaining to the soul."

23 St. Bonaventure, Brevil., P. V, c. 8: "Since sin signifies a withdrawal of the will from the first principle, insofar as the will is naturally meant to be acted upon by Him, according to Him, and for His sake, every sin is a disorder of the mind or will, concerning which virtue and vice naturally exist. Actual sin, therefore, is an actual disorder of the will. Now this disorder is either so great that it destroys the order of justice, and in this way it is called mortal sin, because it is apt to take away life by separating the soul from God, through whom the just soul is given life. Or it is so slight that it does not destroy that order, but only disturbs it in some respect, and then it is called venial sin, because we can quickly obtain pardon for it, inasmuch as grace is not taken away through it nor does man incur divine enmity."

p. 23Hence the customary definition: "A mortal sin is a turning away (aversio) from God and a turning to (conversio) creatures with a change of object/' When the (final) object remains unchanged, there is only venial sin.24 Mortal sin, therefore, is a complete turning from God to the creature, whereby the creature becomes man's last end and the object of his affection. Such an act necessarily destroys the proper relation between God and man, and consequently robs the soul of supernatural life. Man is ordained towards his last end by charity, and whatever runs counter to charity (conceived either as the love of God or the love of one's fellow-men for God's sake) is mortally sinful. All such offenses are mortal sins according to their species (peccata mortalia ex suo genere). When the will is directed towards an object that is not contrary to charity, though it contain within itself some disorder (inordinatio quaedam), the sin committed is venial according to its species (peccatum veniale ex suo genere). Since, however, human acts receive their specification not only from their objects, but likewise from the end or purpose of the agent, a sin which is by nature venial, so far as its object is concerned, may become mortal in respect of the person who commits it, either because he inordinately seeks his last end in that object, or because he directs the object towards an end which is by nature mortally sinful;—as when one employs a useless word for the commission of a grievous crime. Similarly, a sin which is by nature mortal may become subjectively venial if the act remains incomplete, because there is no full advertence and consent; —as when one is tempted against the faith.

24 "Mortal sin is a turning away from God and a turning toward creatures with a change of center; but where the center is not changed, venial sin is present." (St. Thomas, l. c.)

p. 24To be mortal, therefore, a sin need not be committed "with uplifted hand against God," as Schell was accused of having taught, i. e., it need not be inspired by hatred and malice or involve formal rebellion against the Almighty. Nor need it be an act of obstinate and impenitent opposition to divine truth and grace. The Church would not have drawn up a long list of mortal sins 25 if she believed that there is but one mortal sin, namely, rebellion or obstinate resistance to the will of God.26

25 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 15; Prop, damnat. ab Alexandra VII., n. 23; sub Innocent. XI., 43, 44, 47, 49, 51 sq. (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1123, 1193 sq., 1197, 1201 sq.)

26 Cfr. F. A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, 6th ed., Vol. I, p. 219. —It is but just to add that Dr. Schell protested against the construction put upon his teaching by his opponents. "I have never denied," he says, "that every wilful transgression of the divine law in an important matter is a mortal sin. On the contrary, I accept this definition: only it falls short of determining what is important or unimportant in each case.... Were I asked to define the nature of mortal sin, I should say it was a voluntary or wilful transgression of a divine law in an important matter." (H. Schell, Kleinere Schriften, edited by K. Hennemann, Paderborn 1908, pp. 580, 587.)

p. 25b) The fact that every sin implies a disturbance of the moral order does not suffice to establish an essential distinction between mortal and venial sins. For this distinction is not (or, at least, not entirely) based on the objective consequences of sin (materia gravis et levis), i. e., the greater or less degree in which the moral order is disturbed, but primarily on the subjective tendency of the will. "The external object /' says a modern theologian, "is merely the proximate aim and motive. The ultimate cause of sin is the ego, the gratification of self-love, that inordinate seeking of one's own interest which is directly opposed to the love of God. This is true of all sins, even of those whose object lies outside the sinner's own person (infidelity, despair, presumption)."27

27 H. Gerigk, Wesen und Voraussetzungen der Todsünde, p. 116. —Cfr. Cicero, Parad., Ill, i: "You say that the matter is small; but the fault is great. For sins are not to be measured by the outcome of things, but by the vices of men."

Hence, broadly speaking, it may be said that whatever is done out of malice is mortally sinful, whereas that which has infirmity for its motive is merely a venial sin, though, strictly speaking, there are sins of malice that are venial and sins of infirmity that are mortal. No man is able to fathom the secret motives of his fellow-men, and consequently God alone can tell with absolute certainty how much malice has gone into any sin.28

28 Cfr. Jer. XVII, 10; 1 Cor. IV, 4; 2 Thess. II, 7; Deut. XVII, 8.

p. 26St. Augustine says: "Which sins are venial and which are mortal can be ascertained only from Sacred Scripture, not from human wisdom." 29 And St. Thomas: "It is perilous to decide as to the grievous character of a sin unless we have a positive teaching to go by." 30 St. Raymond of Pennafort, whom the Church honors as "the eminent minister of the Sacrament of Penance," advises confessors to go slow in deciding any sin to be grievous, lest they discourage their penitents.31

29 Enchiridion, c. 78: "Which sins are light and which are grave must be weighed, not by human, but by divine judgment." (Migne, P. L., XL, 269).— Cfr. ibid., c. 79: "There are some things that would be thought very light unless they were shown in the Scriptures to be grave beyond belief." (P. L., XL, 270). —IDEM, De Civ. Dei, XXI, c. 27, n. 5: "It is most difficult to discover, and most dangerous to define, which sins so impede arrival at the kingdom of God that they nevertheless obtain pardon through the merits of the saints. For my part, up to this time, although I have applied myself to the matter, I have not been able to trace them out." (P. L., XLI, 750). —The reason why God left this question unsolved, St. Augustine finds in the salutary admonition to avoid all sins: "And perhaps they remain hidden for this reason: lest zeal for advancement grow sluggish in avoiding all sins. But now, while the measure of venial iniquity, even if it persists, is unknown, zeal for progressing toward better things is certainly exercised more watchfully by perseverance in prayer." (Ibid.)

30 Quodlibet., IX, art. 15: "Every question in which mortal sin is at issue is decided perilously unless an express truth is possessed." —Cfr. J. Gerson, De Vita Spirit., lect. 4: "Theological doctors ought not readily to assert that certain sins are mortal where they are not most certain of the matter; for by rigid assertions of this kind in universal matters men are by no means raised from the mire of sins, but are plunged into it more deeply because more despairingly."

31 "I counsel one thing: that you not be too prone to judge sins mortal where this is not established for you by a certain text; otherwise men might be led into despair." (CL. 3, tit. de Poenit. et Rem., § 21.) —Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Homo Apost., tr. 1 6, n. 118; J. E. Pruner, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 3rd ed., p. 189.

A conscientious Catholic will strive to avoid all sins, venial as well as mortal.32

32 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Bapt., II, c. 6, n. 9: "Let us not bring deceitful balances, in which we weigh what we wish and how we wish, saying according to our own judgment, ‘This is grave, this is light’; but let us bring the divine balance from the Holy Scriptures, as from the Lord’s treasuries, and in it weigh what is graver—or rather, let us not weigh, but recognize what has been weighed by the Lord." (Migne, P. L., XLIII, 132).

p. 27Mortal sin, therefore, is a wilful transgression of the law of God in a matter which one knows or believes to be important. It robs man of sanctifying grace, deprives him of the friendship of God, and renders him deserving of eternal damnation.

Venial sin, on the other hand, is either a violation of an important law without full advertence or consent, or a transgression of a law of slight importance.33 Venial sin does not destroy sanctifying grace and is more easily pardoned than mortal sin because it does not involve formal contempt (contemptus) but merely neglect of God (neglectio Dei).

33 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. V, n. 51: "Mortal sin is that which because of its gravity destroys grace and friendship with God and deserves eternal punishment. It is called mortal because it takes away the principle of spiritual life, namely habitual grace, and brings death to the soul. Venial sin is that which because of its lightness does not take away grace and divine friendship, although it diminishes the fervor of charity and deserves temporal punishment. It is called venial because, while the principle of spiritual life, namely grace, is preserved, it inflicts upon the soul an easily curable sickness and easily obtains pardon." (Ed. Gaudé, II, 747).




	If there were no distinction between mortal and venial sin, then either all sins would be mortal or all would be venial. The former proposition would entail Rigorism, the latter Laxism. It has been objected that the Catholic teaching on this subject is derogatory to virtue and breeds lax opinions and carelessness. This accusation is unfounded. The Church expressly teaches that venial sin is incomparably worse than any temporal injury or evil, and can be expiated only by sincere contrition and penitence, through the merits of Jesus Christ. She exhorts her children to avoid all venial sins by means of prayer, self-discipline, and the grace of God, because no man is allowed to commit even the slightest offense against the majesty and justice of God.34 "No confessor," says Gury, "does his full duty unless he tries to wean his penitents from frequent venial sins, especially such as involve full advertence, since a man who does not strive to avoid venial sins easily falls into mortal sins."



34 Rom. III, 8.

p. 28READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a 2ae, qu. 72, art. 5; qu. 88-89. —IDEM, De Malo, qu. 7, art. 1-2. —IDEM, Summa contra Gentiles, III, c. 143-144. —Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. II, pp. 528 sqq. —F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 156 sqq. —Chr. Pesch, S.J., Theologische Zeitfragen, II, Freiburg 1901, pp. 47 sqq., 83 sqq.—J. Stufler, S.J., Die Heiligkeit Gottes und der ewige Tod, Innsbruck 1903. —IDEM, Die Theorien der freiwilligen Verstocktheit, Innsbruck 1905. —H. Gerigk, Wesen und Voraussetzungen der Todsünde, Breslau 1903.—Ph. Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral" pp. 99 sqq.—Th. Slater, SJ., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 136 sqq. —Wilhelm-Scannell, A Manual of Catholic Theology, Vol. I, pp. 6 sqq. —J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and Its Antagonists, New York 1914, pp. 258 sqq. —G. H. Joyce, SJ., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, N. Y. 1920, pp. 202 sqq. —J. S. Vaughan, Venial Sin, London 1924. —A. Landgraf, Das Wesen der lässlichen Sünde in der Scholastik bis Thomas von Aquin, Bamberg, 1923. —V. Cathrein, SJ., Die lässliche Sünde und die Mittel zu ihrer Verhütung, Freiburg i. B. 1926.

Section 3: Distinctive Characteristics of Mortal and Venial Sin

p. 29


	THE LEADING CRITERIA. —As mortal sins are necessary matter for confession (materia necessaria), the penitent who enters the sacred tribunal must be able to distinguish them with comparative certainty from venial sins. For this purpose Catholic moralists have established the following criteria: a) KNOWLEDGE OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PRECEPT TRANSGRESSED. —If the precept is of great importance for the moral and social order (materia gravis), and its transgression is likely to entail serious consequences, the sin is grievous (peccatum grave). If, on the other hand, the precept is unimportant (materia parva), and the matter divisible, the sin is light. Note, however, (1) that this objective distinction between serious and light sin is not identical with the distinction between mortal and venial sin, 29 for subjectively or individually a grievous sin may be venial and a venial sin mortal, whereas a grievous sin per se can never be light nor a mortal sin venial. (2) Some precepts and some sins, e. g., simony, blasphemy, murder, fornication, violation of the seal of confession, are essentially indivisible and therefore do not admit of parvitas materiae. (3) The decision regarding the cessation of parvitas materiae or the beginning of a grievous sin is always more or less arbitrary. (4) When a sin is materially grievous, the presumption is that it is a mortal sin, and vice versa.



p. 30b) THE DEGREE OF ADVERTENCE REQUIRED FOR A MORTAL SIN. —No one who is unconscious can sin, and one who is half asleep, or partly intoxicated, or feeble-minded, cannot sufficiently appreciate the malice of mortal sin to be guilty of it.1

1 Cfr. Matth. XXV, 26; Jas. IV, 17; cfr. Gen. XIX, 33-35; XX, 4-6.

However, to be guilty of mortal sin, a man need not reflect explicitly on the malice of the contemplated act or be fully aware of the importance of the law transgressed. It is sufficient for him to know that the act is sinful. Culpable ignorance, therefore, when it results in the commission of a grievous sin, does not excuse from guilt. Still less is it necessary to commit the sinful act with the full consciousness of offending God. Some writers have construed a distinction between philosophical and theological sin. They define the former as an act contrary to rea- son and the natural law, but involving no conscious violation of a divine precept, and hold that it may be grievous, but never mortal. This theory has been formally condemned by the Church.2

2 Prop. Damnat. ab Alexandra VIII. (Aug. 24, 1690), n. 2 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1290).

p. 31c) THE FREE CONSENT OF THE WILL. —To make an act mortally sinful, the will must give its full and free consent. This consent need not, however, involve the actual and direct intention of transgressing the moral law. All that is required is that it be full and free.3

3 Cfr. Gury, Compendium Theol. Moralis, Vol. I, n. 150: "For mortal sin three things are necessarily required: (1) matter grave in itself or because of circumstances; (2) full advertence to the malice of the act; (3) full consent of the will to the transgression." —Ibid., n. 153: "For venial sin some advertence, however slight, to the malice and some consent, however imperfect, of the will are required and suffice: they are required because, if they are removed, there can be no knowledge and willing of evil and therefore no sin; but they suffice because, when they are present, the knowledge and willing of evil necessary to constitute sin are present in some manner."

Mortal sin, as we have seen, is a complete turning away from God to the creature. No act is mortally sinful unless the agent clearly perceives its true character and gives full consent. By committing a mortal sin man renders himself guilty of eternal damnation. Now it would be contrary to the goodness and mercy of God to condemn a man to eternal punishment on account of a slight transgression or for an act which was not entirely free or wilful.4

4 Op. cit.r n. 150: "Full advertence and full consent are required because, since through mortal sin man totally withdraws from God so as to adhere wholly to creatures, this cannot occur unless the sinner deliberately prefers the object of sin to God and absolutely wills to establish his ultimate end in it. Moreover, it is wholly foreign to divine goodness to condemn a man to eternal damnation either for a slight transgression or for an act that is not perfectly free and voluntary."

p. 32Some sins are mortal by their very nature or species (peccata mortalia ex genere suo). They are those whose object is important in itself, regardless of conditions or circumstances, e. g., the theft of a large sum of money. Others (peccata mortalia per accidens) are rendered mortal by the attending circumstances, e. g., grave scandal.

Those sins which are mortal by their nature or species are subdivided into peccata mortalia ex toto genere suo and peccata mortalia ex genere suo non toto. Sins of the former class embody some grievous disorder, such as unbelief, despair, etc. Those of the latter class have an object that, though binding under pain of grievous sin, admits of degrees because of the smallness of the matter involved (parvitas materiae), e. g., theft, slander.

There is an analogous distinction between venial sins ex genere suo and per accidens. The former involve an unimportant object, whereas the latter have an important object, but are rendered venial by circumstances.5

5 Ibid.: "Mortal sins are of these kinds: (1) mortal in their whole genus, when their object or matter, whatever it may be, contains a grave disorder, as in lust, blasphemy, perjury, heresy, etc.; (2) mortal in their genus, but not in the whole genus, or simply mortal in their genus, when their matter, while remaining in the same species, is generally grave, although it can also be light, as are sins against justice; (3) mortal accidentally, that is, when they are mortal not from their object but from some circumstance, for example, from an erroneous conscience, etc." —Cfr. Gopfert, Moraltheologie. Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 224-230.




	PRACTICAL HINTS. —a) A venial sin can become mortal, ( I ) by the action of an erroneous conscience that wrongly judges a venial sin to be mortal; (2) through a gravely sinful intention (finis pravus), as when a lie is told in order to enable one to commit adultery; (3) on account of the proximate danger of mortal sin; (4) because of formal contempt of the law or the lawgiver, and (5) by reason of grave scandal entailed.



p. 33In a similar way, an objectively mortal sin may become subjectively venial, (i) on account of the smallness of the matter involved (parvitas materia); (2) through imperfect advertence or consent to an act in itself gravely sinful (excusable ignorance, extreme haste, weakness); (3) because of failure to consummate an intended sinful action, though it would have been easy to do so. b) When positive doubt exists as to whether an act was mortally sinful or not, this doubt may be resolved in favor of the person concerned if he was so disposed that he would not have committed a mortal sin even though it was easy for him to do so, but would have preferred to die rather than grievously offend God; or if, without his own fault, he was not entirely master of his actions; or if he is uncertain whether he consented to the sinful act or remembers that he proceeded timidly or in doubt.

Though, strictly speaking, no mortal sin can become venial, and no venial sin mortal, because of the essential difference existing between the two, a person who constantly commits venial sins with full deliberation thereby forms evil habits, which will sooner or later precipitate him into mortal sin and rob his soul of sanctifying grace. It is in this sense that the Scholastics say that venial sin disposes the soul to mortal sin.6

6 Cfr. Ecclus. XIX, 1; Luke XVI, 10. —St. Augustine, Tract, in loa., 12, n. 14: "Many small sins, if neglected, kill. Drops are small, yet they fill rivers; grains of sand are small, yet if much sand is piled on, it presses and crushes. A neglected bilge does what an onrushing wave does: it enters gradually through the bilge, but by entering for a long time and not being pumped out, it sinks the ship. What is pumping out except acting by good works so that sins do not overwhelm us—by groaning, fasting, giving, and forgiving?" (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1492).—IDEM, Serm., 56, c. 9, n. 12: "If all these things are gathered against us, do they therefore not weigh us down because they are small? What difference does it make whether lead or sand presses you? Lead is one mass; sand is small grains, but by their multitude they press you. Sins are small. Do you not see rivers filled from tiny drops and foundations swept away? They are small, but they are many." (P. L., XXXVIII, 383)-—IDEM, Serm., 58, c. 9, n. 10: "Let sins be forgiven; let past sins be forgiven; let future sins cease. But you cannot live here without them, whether they are lesser, small, or light. Yet let those light and small sins not be despised. Rivers are filled from tiny drops. Let not even lesser things be despised. Through narrow cracks water seeps into the ship, the bilge is filled, and if the bilge is neglected the ship sinks." (P. L., XXXVIII, 398).—Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm., 292 (a/. 244 de tempore), n. 6: "Do not despise your sins because they are small, but fear because they are many. For drops of rain too are small, but they fill rivers, carry off great masses, and uproot trees with their roots." (P. L., XXXIX, 2999).—St. Gregory the Great, Moral., |. 10, c. 11, n. 21: "From vanity we are led to iniquity." (P. L., LXXV, 933).— St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, q. 88, art. 3: "Venial sin can by a certain consequence dispose toward a sin that is mortal on the part of the agent. For when the disposition or habit is increased by acts of venial sins, the desire of sinning can grow to such a degree that the sinner will place his end in a venial sin. For to everyone who has a habit, insofar as he has it, the end is operation according to the habit; and thus by sinning venially many times he will be disposed toward mortal sin." —IDEM, ibid., art. 4: "Not all the venial sins in the world can have as much guilt as one mortal sin. But if it is understood that many venial sins make one mortal sin dispositively, this is true according to the two modes of disposition by which venial sin disposes toward mortal sin." —IDEM, ibid., 2a 2ae, q. 186, art. 9: “Venial sin is a disposition toward mortal sin insofar as it hinders those things by which one is disposed to observe the principal precepts of the law of Christ, which are the precepts of charity.” —Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. i, n. *53: "Venial sins, however much multiplied, can never of themselves and by reason of multiplication coalesce into a mortal sin, because each remains in the inferior species. Sometimes, however, by reason of matter accumulating they attain to mortal sin, as happens especially in matters of justice."

p. 35READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a 2ae, qu. 88.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 161 sqq.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 136 sqq—H. Gerigk, Wesen und Voraussetzungen der Todsünde, Untersuchung der Frage nach dem Wesensunterschiede zwischen dem Peccatum Mortale und Veniale, Breslau 1903, especially pp. 96 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 328 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 193 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., 22nd ed., pp. 113 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II, pp. 253 sqq.—L. Billot, S.J., Disquisitio de Natura et Ratione Peccati, Rome 1900, th. I sqq. —H. E. Manning, Sin and its Consequences, Ch. I, sqq. (French tr. by Maillet, Le Peché et ses Consequences, Avignon 1894, Ch. I sqq.)- —B. V. Miller, "Mortal and Venial Sin in the Early Church," Irish Eccl. Record, March 1921, No. 639, pp. 236-256. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 355 sqq., 368 sqq. —A. Landgraf, Das Wesen der lässlichen Sünde in der Scholastik bis Thomas von Aquin, Bamberg 1923.

Section 4: Temptations and Occasions of Sin

p. 36The cause of personal sin (causa deficiens),1 as we have seen, is free-will. "If any one saith," defines the Tridentine Council, "that it is not in man's power to make his ways evil, but that the works that are evil God worketh as well as those that are good, not permissibly only, but properly and of Himself, in such wise that the treason of Judas is no less His own proper work than the vocation of Paul; let him be anathema."2 —"Man's will alone/' says St. Thomas, "is directly the cause of his sin."3 And St. Augustine:

1 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Civit. Dei, XII, c. 7: "Let no one seek an efficient cause of an evil will; for it is not efficient but deficient, because that is not an effecting but a defecting. For to fall away from that which supremely is toward that which is less is to begin to have an evil will." (Migne, P. L., XLI, 355).

2 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 6: "If anyone says that it is not in man’s power to make his ways evil, but that God works evil works as well as good, not merely permissively but also properly and of Himself, so that the treason of Judas is no less His own work than the vocation of Paul, let him be anathema."

3 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 80, art. 1: "A man’s will alone is directly the cause of his sin." —Cfr. De Malo, qu. 3, art. 3: "An act of the will is nothing other than a certain inclination of the will toward what is willed, just as natural appetite is nothing other than an inclination of nature toward something. The inclination of nature is both from the natural form and from Him who gave the form; hence the upward motion of fire is said to be from its lightness and from the generator that produced such a form. Thus the motion of the will proceeds directly from the will and from God, who is the cause of the will, who alone works in the will and can incline it to whatever He wills. But God is not the cause of sin. It remains, therefore, that nothing other than the will is the direct cause of human sin."

p. 37"It is written into every heart by the hand of God that sin is impossible without the cooperation of the will." 4 The will can excite concupiscence and proceed from desire to act, thus producing sin, as it were, out of itself. The will may also be seduced by outside influences (causae occasionales). Of these there are chiefly two, viz.: temptation and occasion.

4 De Duab. Anim. c. Manich., c. n, n. 15: "Every mind reads within itself, divinely inscribed, that sin cannot exist without the will." (Migne, P. L., XLII, 105.)

I. TEMPTATIONS. —Temptation, broadly speaking, is a testing or trial of the will. Defined more narrowly, it is a direct incitement to evil which stirs up concupiscence and thereby causes a struggle between the good and the evil forces of nature.

A temptation may be either internal or external, and it may proceed from God (tentatio probationis), or from the devil, or from the world, or from concupiscence.5 i. Christ exhorts all men to pray, "Lead us not into temptation." 6 St. Paul says that God suffers all to be tempted.7 Hence there are temptations that come from God. Not, of course, as if God seduced His creatures to sin. "Let no man, when he is tempted, say that he is tempted by God, for God is not a tempter of evils, and he tempteth no man." 8 "When He 'tempts' a man/' says Dr. Pohle, "He simply 'tries his faith/ as in the case of Adam and Abraham; which is quite compatible with His infinite holiness." 9 God tries man's faith, not merely in a passive manner, by allowing him to be tempted, but sometimes actively, by sending him trials and worries which may become a source of temptation and thereby a means of probing his character. But St. Paul tells us that God never allows man to be tempted beyond his strength.10 And St. James assures us: "Blessed is the man that endureth temptation; for when he hath been proved, he shall receive the crown of life which God hath promised to them that love him.”11 Hence Au- gustine's exhortation: "It is not good for us to be without temptations, nor should we ask God that we be not tempted, but rather that we be not led into temptation." 12 2. THE DEVIL. —Sin originated with the Devil. He “sinneth from the beginning.”13 He is "the prince," 14 " the god of this world,"15 a murderer and a liar,16 "the tempter" par excellence,17 who seduced our first parents,18 and tempted Job,19 Ananias and Saphira,20 Judas,21 nay our Lord Jesus Christ Himself.22 The Apostles repeatedly warn the faithful against this sinister foe, who is the more dangerous because, according to St. Paul, he transforms himself into an angel of light.23 In view of the plain scriptural teaching on the subject no Christian needs to be assured that belief in the evil one is not a "remnant of medieval superstition," or that the Devil is not merely a "symbol of evil." 24 On the other hand, we must not lose sight of the fact that Satan is a creature dependent upon God and limited in power. He is a dangerous tempter, but he can compel no man to do wrong. His power amounts to nothing unless he can get man to consent to his evil suggestions. "It is our will, not his power that delivers us into his hands/' says St. Bernard.25 "However great the power and pertinacity of Satan," says the Roman Catechism, "he cannot, in his deadly hatred of our race, tempt or torment us as much or as long as he pleases; but all his power is governed by the control and permission of God." 26 There is an apt comparison of the devil to a chained dog in a sermon attributed to St. Augustine. 27

5 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 13: "The struggle that remains is with the flesh, with the world, and with the devil." — Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm., 344 (a/. 31), n. 1: "This contest is set before us: this struggle with the flesh, this struggle with the devil, this struggle with the world." (P. L., XXXIX, 1512).

6 Matth. VI, 13.

7 1 Cor. X, 13. —Cfr. Gen. XXII, 1; Deut. XIII, 3; Tob. XII, 13.

8 Jas. I, 13: "God is not a tempter of evils, and He Himself tempts no one."

9 Pohle-Preuss, God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1916, p. 345.

10 1 Cor. X, 13.

11 Jas. I, 12. —St. Ambrose, De Abraham, 1. i, c. 8, n. 66: "God tempts in one way, the devil in another. The devil tempts in order to overthrow; God tempts in order to crown. Indeed, He tempts those whom He has approved for Himself. Hence David also says: Prove me, O God, and try me. And He first approved holy Abraham and then tempted him, lest, if He tempted him before approving him, He should burden him. For God did not will the son to be sacrificed by his father, nor did He will this duty to be fulfilled, for He offered a ram to be sacrificed in place of the son; but He tested the father’s affection, whether he would prefer God’s precepts to his son and would not bend the force of devotion through consideration of paternal affection." (Migne;, P. L., XIV, 445). —IDEM, ibid., n. 76: "I inquired into your affection; I did not exact the deed. I tested your mind, whether for My sake you would not spare even your dearest son. I do not take away what I Myself gave, nor do I begrudge the heir whom I bestowed upon one who had none." (P. L., XIV, 448).—Epist., 51, n. 11: “You are a man, and temptation comes to you; overcome it.” (P. L., XVI, 1162). Expos. Evang. sec. Luc., 1. 4. n. 41: "He who wishes to give a crown proposes trials. And if ever you are tempted, know that a crown is being prepared. Take away the martyrs’ struggles, and you have taken away their crowns; take away their torments, and you have taken away their beatitudes." (P. L., XV, 1625).

12 Enarr. in Ps., 63, n. 1: "It is not expedient for us to be without temptations, nor should we ask God that we not be tempted, but that we not be led into temptation." (P. L., XXXVI, 761).

13 1 John III, 8.

14 John XIV, 30.

15 2 Cor. XI, 3; John XII, 31.

16 Gen. III, 1-6.

17 Matth. IV, 3.

18 John VIII, 44.

19 Job I, 12.

20 Acts III, 5.

21 Luke XXII, 31; John XIII, 2.

22 2 Cor. XI, 3.

23 1 Cor. VII, 5. Cfr. 2 Cor. XI, 14; Eph. VI, 11-17; 1 Pet. V, 8-9.

24 Cfr. M. Hagen, S.J., Der Teufel $m Lichte der Glaubensquellen, Freiburg 1899.—Th. H. Simar, Die Theologie des hl. Paulut, and ed., pp. 67 sqq.; J. G. Raupert, Hell and its Problems, pp. 82 iqq.

25 De Gratia et Lib. Arbitrio, 6, n. 18: "Our will, not the devil’s power, delivers us into bondage to him." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, ion).— Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 63, n. 1: "The devil is indeed bound so that he may not do as much as he can or as much as he wishes; nevertheless he is permitted to tempt only so much as is expedient for those making progress." (P. L., XXXVI, 761). —IDEM, ibid., 103, s. 3, n. 22: "No one can be tempted by the devil unless God permits it, either for condemning the wicked or for proving the devout." (P. L., XXXVII, 1375).— St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 80, art. 3: "The devil by his own power, unless restrained by God, can compel a man to perform an act which in its kind is a sin; but he cannot impose the necessity of sinning. This is evident because man resists an inducement to sin only through reason, the use of which the devil can totally impede by moving the imagination and sensitive appetite, as is evident in those who are possessed. But when reason is thus bound, whatever a man does is not imputed to him as sin. If reason is not totally bound, however, insofar as it is free it can resist sin. Hence it is manifest that the devil can in no way impose the necessity of sinning."

26 Catech. Rom., P. 4, c. 15, qu. 8: "Even with such power and persistence, and with mortal hatred of our race, Satan can tempt or vex us neither as much nor as long as he wishes; rather, all his power is governed by God’s will and permission." —Cfr. J. Wirtz, Die Lehre von der Apolytro* sis, Treves 1906, pp. 31 sqq.

27 Cfr. Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm., 37 (al. 197 de tempore), n. 6: "He is bound like a dog fastened with chains and can bite no one except him who joins himself to him in deadly security. Now see, brethren, how foolish is the man whom a dog placed on a chain bites. Do not join yourself to him through the wills and desires of the world, and he will not presume to approach you. He can bark and harass; he cannot bite anyone except one who wills it. For he harms not by compelling but by persuading, and he does not extort our consent but asks for it."—The last sentence is taken from the Epistula Pelagii ad Demetriadem, c. 25 (ibid., XXXIII, 1117).—Cfr. Brev. Rom., Dom. IV post Pent., Lect. II Noct.

p. 41As regards the manner in which the devil proceeds, note that he is himself a creature, and therefore cannot read the souls of men, but judges their state by the natural manifestations of their thoughts and purposes.28 Nor can he exercise a direct influence upon the human will. His methods are necessarily indirect and circuitous, though for that reason no less effective. He works upon the imagination, blindfolds reason, stirs up the passions, etc. "The devil," says St. Thomas, is a cause of sin, not directly or sufficiently, but only by persuasion, or by proposing the object of appetite."29 He is "the enemy" who came and "sowed cockle among the wheat while men were asleep."30 While it must be admitted that the devil, "the prince of this world," has a share in every sin, it would be wrong to assume that all temptations come from him. Sacred Scripture points to concupiscence as the principal source of sin. "Every man is tempted by his own concupiscence."31 The fact that sin is often inspired by the devil, does not, of course, render it less culpable. Not to speak of concupiscence, which exercises a powerful influence over every human heart, man himself is but too often the tempter and seducer of his fellowmen.32

28 Cfr. St. Jerome, In Ps., 6, 20: "The devil does not know inwardly in the soul what a man thinks unless he understands it through outward movements."

29 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 80, art. 1: “The devil is not the cause of sin directly or sufficiently, but only by way of persuading or proposing something desirable. Since the human will is moved necessarily by no object, but by itself, the devil is not in himself the cause of sin, but only by way of persuading or proposing a desirable object. Although the devil, according to the condition of his nature, could persuade something by illuminating a person’s intellect, as a good angel does, he nevertheless does not do this, because the more the intellect is illuminated, the more it can guard itself against the deception which the devil intends. Hence it follows that the devil’s inward persuasion and any revelation by him do not occur through illumination of the intellect, but only through a certain impression upon the interior or exterior sensitive powers. By way of disposing, however, he can be a cause of sin insofar as by moving the spirits and humors he makes some persons more disposed to anger, concupiscence, or something of this kind. For it is manifest that when the body is disposed in a certain way, man is more prone to concupiscence, anger, and passions of this kind; and when these arise, man is disposed toward consent. Thus it is evident that the devil inwardly incites to sin by persuading and disposing, but not by completing the sin.”

30 Matth. XIII, 25. —On the temptation of Job St. Ambrose remarks: "The woman, the enticement of the first deceit, is employed; friends are employed to overcome the one who resists by wicked counsels." (Expos. Evang. sec. Luc., IV, n. 39; Migne, P. L., XV, 1624).

31 Jas, I, 14 sa; cfr, Rom. VII, 20; Gal. V, 17.

32 Cfr. the Catechism of the Council of Trent, P. IV, c. 15, qu. 10.

p. 42


	THE WORLD. —"This present wicked world,"33 which is full of sin and impiety,34 and hates God and His servants,35 is another prolific source of sin. The term world, as used in the Scriptures, denotes either the physical universe or the human race. In the former sense, i. e., as the aggregate of material things, "the world" deceives and lures man away from His Creator. Taken in the latter sense, i. e., as humanity, especially in the state of original sin and estranged from the true Church, "the world" is full of direct and indirect temptations —seduction, denial of truth, scandal, heresies and perverted ideals, a corrupt civilization, a mendacious press, debased arts, etc. This sad state of affairs accounts for St. John's warning: "Love not the world, nor the things which are in the world; if any man love the world, the charity of the Father is not in him." 36 4. CONCUPISCENCE. —Concupiscence is the inordinate leaning of human nature towards evil. It results from the fall of our first parents 37 and is the most prolific source of temptations. St. James says: "Every man is tempted by his own concupiscence, being drawn away and allured. Then when concupiscence hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin. But sin, when it is completed, begetteth death." 38 Concupiscence manifests itself through the eyes and the flesh, and also in the form of pride. Though not a sin in itself, it is "of sin and inclines to sin." 39 It is "an incentive" to sin, and becomes sinful only when freely consented to.40



33 Gal. I, 4.

34 John VII, 7; XIV, 17.

35 John XV, 18 sq.; XVI, 20, 33; XVII, 9, 14, 25. —Cfr. Simar, Die Theologie des hl. Paulus, 2nd ed., pp. 72 sqq.; Tillmann, Die Wiederkunft Christi, Freiburg 1909, pp. 25 sqq.

36 1 John II, 15; cfr. Matth. XVIII, 7; Rom. XII, 2; Col. III, 2. —St. Augustine, Serm., 80 (a/. 23 de Divers.), n. 8: "The world is evil; behold, it is evil and yet is loved as though it were good. But what is the evil world? Heaven and earth and the waters and the things in them—fish, birds, and trees—are not evil. All these things are good, but evil men make the world evil." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 498).

37 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 203, 217.

38 Jas. I, 14-15; cfr. Jas. IV, 1; Gen. II, 6; IV, 7. —Supra, Vol. I, pp. 116 sqq.

39 Conc. Trident., Sess. V, can. 5. —Cfr. 1 John II, 16; Rom. XIII, 23. —Prop. Damnat. Baii, n. 50 sq., 74-76 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1050 sq., 1073 sqq.). —Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 438 sqq.

40 Conc. Trident., Sess. V, can. 5.

p. 44Concupiscence is in all human beings (with the exception of the Blessed Virgin Mary,4141), but manifests itself differently,42 according to temperament, age, sex, disposition, heredity, education, training, association, manner of life, and other factors. Every man has his own temptations according to his peculiar constitution of body and soul. But each also has his own means of fighting temptation. Hence, while no man is free from concupiscence and temptation, no one is tempted beyond his strength. Every man is able, with the aid of grace, to overcome temptations. Nay, more, he can and should convert them into means of spiritual progress. "Blessed is the man that endureth temptation; for when he hath been proved, he shall receive the crown of life, which God hath promised to them that love him." 43 Temptation, therefore, is designed to test and steel the character.44

41 Pius IX, Bull "Ineffab. Deus" (Dec. 13, 1854).—St. Augustine, De Nat. et Grat., c. 36, n. 42: "Excepting the holy Virgin Mary, concerning whom, for the honor of the Lord, I wish no question whatever to be raised when sins are being discussed." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 267). Cfr. Pohle- Preuss, Mariology, pp. 72 sqq.

42 Cfr. St. Ambrose, Expos, in Evang. sec. Luc., IV, n. 39: "The very diversity of temptations corresponds to the diversity of those who contend." (Migne, P. L., XV, 1624).—Cfr. Pius IX, Bull "Ineffabilis Deus."

43 Jas. I, 12; cfr. Gen. IV, 7; Cor. X, 13; Heb. II, 18; 1 Pet. V, 9.

44 Cfr. H'ense, Die Versuchungen, 3rd ed., pp. 114 sqq.

p. 45Christ allowed the devil to tempt Him in order to show by His example how temptation should be withstood. Moreover, He expressly designated the most effective means of combatting it, viz.: watchfulness and prayer,45 the practice of the theological virtues, conscientious fidelity to duty, faithful perseverance in one's vocation, mortification, in short, imitating Him in all things. "If any man will come after me," He says, "let him deny himself, take up his cross, and follow me." 46 In many temptations, especially those against chastity, salvation lies in flight.47

45 Matth. XXVI, 41.—Cfr. St. Ambrose, De Cain et Abel, 1. i, c. 5, n. 16: "The Lord Jesus has certainly taught you how to resist temptations of this kind." (Migne, P. L., XIV, 325)-—IDEM, Expos. Evang. sec. Lucam, IV, n. 17: "We are taught that there are especially three weapons of the devil with which he is accustomed to arm himself to wound the mind of man: one of gluttony, another of vainglory, a third of ambition. He began from the point where he had already conquered. And therefore in Christ I begin to conquer from the point where I was conquered in Adam, provided that Christ is for me the image of the Father and an example of virtue. Let us therefore learn to beware of gluttony and to beware of lust, because it is a weapon of the devil. You have learned the devil’s weapon; take up the shield of faith and the breastplate of abstinence." (P. L., XV, 1617).

46 Matth. XVI, 24; cfr. Luke XIV, 27; 1 Cor. IX, 27.

47 Cfr. Gen. XXXIX, 12; 1 Cor. VI, 18; Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm. 293 (a/. 250 de Temp.), n. 1: "Against the assault of lust take hold of flight, if you wish to obtain victory." (P. L., XXXIX, 2301).— Cfr. Homer's Odyssey, XII, 120.

"Brethren," admonishes St. Paul, "be strong in the Lord and in the might of his power. Put ye on the full armor of God, that ye may be able to stand against the wiles of the devil. For our wrestling is not against flesh and blood, but against principalities and powers, against the rulers of this world of darkness, against the spirits of wickedness in regions above. Therefore take ye up the full armor of God, that ye may be able to resist in the evil day, and to stand in all things perfect. Stand, therefore, with your loins girt about with truth, and having on the breastplate of justice, and your feet shod with the preparation [to carry] the gospel of peace: taking up withal the shield of faith, wherewith ye shall be able to extinguish all the fiery darts of the evil one. And take unto you the helmet of salvation, and the sword of the Spirit (which is the word of God). With all prayer and supplication pray at all times in the spirit ; and in the same watching with all instance and supplication..." 48 " When you are tempted," says the Venerable Don Bosco, "shake off the thought of evil and do not wait until temptation has gained possession of your heart, but ward it off by work or prayer."

48 Eph. VI, 10-18.—Cfr. St. Au- in gustine, Enarr. in Ps., 136, n. 22: XXXVII, "If you wish to be armed against temptations in the world, let desire for the eternal Jerusalem grow and be strengthened in your hearts." (P. L., 1774).

p. 46II. OCCASIONS OF SIN. —An occasion is an external circumstance which leads one to commit sin. An occasion, therefore, is not a temptation; but it may become a temptation by causing evil thoughts to arise in the mind and thus inciting concupiscence. However, not every occasion necessarily entails temptation, and many temptations arise without any external incitement whatever. It is important for the confessor to keep this fact in mind, because habitual and occasional sinners must be treated differently.49

49 Cfr. Pighi, De ludicio Sacrapp. 39 sqq., 59 sqq.; E. Be- De Recidivis et Occasionariis, 3rd ed., Faventiae 1882; Aertnys, C.SS.R., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 192 sqq.; Reuter-Lehmkuhl, S.J., Neo-Confessarius, pp. 274 sqq.

p. 47Occasions, like temptations, are an indispensable test of virtue. "Who hath been tried... and made perfect," says Holy Scripture, "he shall have glory everlasting: he that could have transgressed and could do evil things, and hath not done them." 50 i. All men are in duty bound to avoid, or, if they cannot avoid, to overcome or resist the occasions of sin.51 To determine this duty more definitely, the Scholastics have evolved the following distinctions:

50 Ecclus. XXXI, 10; cfr. 1 Cor. V, 10.

51 Ecclus. III, 27; XXXI, 10; Matth. V, 29-30; Mark IX, 41-46.

a) PROXIMATE AND REMOTE OCCASIONS. —An occasion is proximate (occasio proximo) if it leads a person to commit sin oftener than not. It is remote (occasio remota) if it leads to the commission of sin only once in a while.

A proximate occasion of sin may be either absolute or relative. It is absolute or proximate in itself (occasio absolute sive per se proximo) if it constitutes a danger for every man and in all circumstances. It is relative (occasio per accidens sive relative proximo) if the danger it involves differs according to individual character or disposition. Relatively proximate occasions are, e. g., strong drink, the theatre, a certain class of books, plays, etc.

p. 48b) VOLUNTARY AND NECESSARY OCCASIONS. — An occasion is voluntary (occasio voluntaria) if sought or wilfully persisted in after one has gotten into it involuntarily. A necessary occasion (occasio necessaria) is one that can be avoided only by the use of extraordinary diligence or not at all. In the latter case it is called physically necessary (occasio physice necessaria). Such temptations may grow out of the mutual intercourse of parents and children, married persons, soldiers, prisoners, etc. If it is more difficult to avoid an occasion than to keep from sinning by the use of proper precautions, an occasion is called morally necessary (occasio moraliter necessaria). Occasions of this kind cannot, as a rule, be avoided without great inconvenience or injury. They invariably involve a grave conflict of duties.52 On the one side there is the duty of avoiding the proximate occasion of sin; on the other are such unavoidable professional obligations as, e. g., hearing confession, practicing medicine, etc.

52 See Vol. I, pp. 211 sqq.

Hence the further distinction between occasio quae est in esse and occasio quae non est in esse. Occasions of the former class entail immediate danger of sin, whereas those of the latter leave an opportunity of escaping the danger. As an example of the former kind we may mention a woman being an inmate of a brothel.53

53 Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 50, n. 3: “Mulier longe, libido prope. Alibi erat quod [David] videret, in illo unde caderet." (P. L., XXXVI, 587)-

p. 49


	PRACTICAL HINTS. —As a general rule it is forbidden to seek an occasion of sin, even though it be only remote, for "He that loveth danger shall perish in it." 54 On the other hand no man is bound to avoid all remote occasions, for this is impossible.55 But every man is strictly bound: a) To avoid all proximate and voluntary occasions of (grievous) sin, and also those morally necessary occasions that entail immediate danger (occasiones in esse).56°° It is a mortal sin to expose oneself voluntarily and without necessity to the danger of committing a mortal sin or to remain inactive towards such danger in a case of necessity, even though the sin be not committed, for to remain voluntarily in the proximate occasion of sin is deliberately to choose evil. Innocent XI condemned the proposition that it is licit to absolve a man who remains in the proximate occasion of mortal sin, though able to get away from it.57 b) If a man finds himself in a morally neces- sary proximate occasion of sin, which does not involve immediate danger (quae non est in esse), he is in duty bound to convert the same into a remote occasion by fervent prayer, devout reception of the Sacraments, frequent renewal of the firm purpose of not consenting to sin, and especially by avoiding the company of those with whom he has sinned before or of whom he has reason to apprehend that they will tempt him. Should these means prove ineffective, all other considerations must be set aside and the occasion strictly shunned, even at the risk of life. c) A physically necessary occasion which cannot be gotten away from, must be neutralized by the use of extreme caution and other available means. If a man is a proximate occasion of sin to himself, he should mortify his body and try to the best of his power to control his passions. "I chastise my body/' says St. Paul, "and bring it into subjection, lest perhaps, when I have preached to others, I myself should become a castaway."58 A warning example to all is Peter' s denial of Christ.59



54 Ecclus. III, 27.

55 Cfr. 1 Cor. V, 9-10; John XVII, 15.

56 Cfr. Prov. VI, 27-28; XVIII, 6-10; Matth, V, 29-30; Mark IX, 41-46.

57 Prop. Dainnat. sub Innocentio XI, n. 61: "One who remains in a proximate occasion of sin which he can but does not wish to abandon may sometimes be absolved, even though he directly and deliberately seeks it or thrusts himself into it." No. 62: "A proximate occasion of sin need not be fled when some useful or honorable reason for not fleeing it occurs." No. 63: "It is lawful directly to seek a proximate occasion of sin for our own or our neighbor’s spiritual or temporal good." (Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridion, n. 1078-1080).

58 1 Cor. IX, 27.

59 Matth. XXVI, 69 sqq.

p. 50READINGS. —F. Hense, Die Versuchungen und ihre Gegenmittel, 3rd ed., Freiburg 1902. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 220 sq. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a, qu. 114, art. 1-5. —Th. H. Simar, Die Theologie des hl. Paulus, 2nd ed., pp. 67 sqq. —M. Hagen, S J., Der Teufel im Lichte der Glaubensquellen, Freiburg 1899.—W. H. Kent, art. "Devil" in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 766 sq.—J. J. Ming, S.J., art. "Concupiscence," ibid., Vol. IV, p. 208. —J. F. Delany, art. "Temptation," ibid., Vol. XIV, p. 504. —IDEM, art. "Occasions of Sin," ibid., Vol. XI, pp. 196 sq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. II, pp. 248 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 322 sqq., 360 sqq. —A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 358 sqq., 364 sqq. —Sabetti-Barrett, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., 22nd ed., pp. 751 sq. —A. Konings, CSS.R., Theol. Mor., 2nd ed., New York, 1876, Vol. II, pp. 161 sqq. —St. Francis de Sales, Introduction a la Vie Devote, Part II, Ch. 18, Part IV, Ch. 3-6.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 403 sqq.—F. Ter Haar, CSS.R., De Occasionariis et Recidivis, Turin 1927.


Chapter II: The Principal Kinds of Sin

Section 1: General Division

p. 52To enable men to understand the nature of sin, and for the practical purposes of catechetical instruction and Penance, Catholic moralists have divided sins into classes.

The most important division is that of mortal and venial sins, already dealt with in the previous chapter.

Other divisions are based respectively on the Decalogue, the duties violated by sin, the nature of man, the intrinsic character of different sins, man's relation towards himself and others, and the development of evil in the soul.

1. Sins Against the Ten Commandments

—The most popular division of sins is that which follows the Decalogue or Ten Commandments. This classification was confirmed by Christ Himself and adopted by St. Paul.1 The order is not strictly logical, however, nor is it quite exhaustive, and hence the enumeration of sins based upon it is more or less external and does not, in fact, transcend the standpoint of the Old Law, except in so far as it interprets the Decalogue in the light of the New Testament. Nevertheless this division is useful, especially for the examination of conscience, which is one of the requisites of a good confession.2

2 This division is adopted by Sabetti, Slater, Noldin, and other present-day moralists.

1 Matth. V, 21 sqq.; XV, 19; XIX, 18; Mark X, 19 (a different order in Mark VII, 21 sq.); 1 Tim. I, 9 sq. (different in Rom. XIII, 9).—Cfr. N. Peters, Die älteste Abschrift der zehn Gebote und der Papyrus Nash, Freiburg 1905; M. Hetzenauer, Theologia Biblica, Vol. I, Freiburg 1908, pp. 634 sqq.

p. 53The sins against the Ten Commandments are enumerated in the following verses, handed down by the Schoolmen:

There is God, there is His name, there are sabbaths and parents; killing, adultery, theft, false witness, house, and wife.

Or, in amplified form:

Scorn idols; let God’s name not be vain to you; sanctify the sabbaths; hold parents in honor; be not a killer, adulterer, thief, or unjust witness; desire neither another’s wife nor another’s property.




	SINS OF COMMISSION AND OMISSION. —This classification is purely formal and of no particular value for judging the nature of sin. a) When all other conditions are equal, a sin of commission is worse than a sin of omission because the negative precepts of the law bind under a more serious penalty than those which are affirmative, and to transgress them involves a more determined effort of the will. Since, however, sins of omission suppose a positive act of the will —refusal to obey God —and hence are voluntary, they, too, may be mortal.3 Sins of omission, furthermore, are often more dangerous to the soul than sins of commission, because less attention is paid to them, and they are rarely made the object of contrition and penitence by the careless. b) The division of sins into sins against God, against oneself, and against one’s fellowmen4 is likewise purely external, because every sin is by its very nature an offense against God and oneself, and in a certain sense also against one's fellowmen. Nevertheless, this classification is useful, and derives additional justification from the fact that some sins are more directly opposed than others to the duties which man owes to God, to his fellowmen, and to himself.



3 Cfr. Matth. VII, 19; XXV, 30. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 72, art. 6.

4 Cfr. Matth. XXII, 36-40; Tit. II, 12.—St. Thomas, ibid., art. 4.

3. Sins of the Spirit and Sins of the

p. 54FLESH. —This distinction is based on the composite nature of man and is mentioned in Sacred Scripture. St. Paul writes to the Corinthians: "Let us cleanse ourselves from all defilement of the flesh and of the spirit." 5 Man is a compound of body and soul, and hence none of the sins that he is able to commit is either entirely spiritual or entirely carnal. True, the Bible sometimes applies the term "flesh" (σάρξ) to human nature as corrupted by sin, and St. Paul enumerates envy, wrath, dissension, etc., among "the works of the flesh." 6 But this cannot alter the obvious fact that a real distinction exists between spiritual sins (peccata spiritualia) and carnal sins (peccata carnalia).

5 2 Cor. VII, 1. —Cfr. Matth. IV, 1-11; 1 Pet. II, 11; 1 John II, 16.

6 Gal. V, 19-21; cfr. 1 Cor. III, 3.—Cfr. H. H. Wendt, Die Begriffe Fleisch und Geist im biblischen Sprachgebrauch, Gotha 1878, pp. 42 sqq., 78 sqq.

p. 55A carnal sin is one by which man gratifies some disorderly inclination of his sensitive nature —concupiscence of the eyes or concupiscence of the flesh. By the commission of such a sin man, who is a rational creature, subjects himself, as it were, to matter. The chief sins of the flesh are fornication, luxury, gluttony, avarice, greed, idolatry, and witchcraft.

Sins of the spirit are committed by indulging the disorderly inclinations that have their seat in the mind, e. g., pride, envy, hatred.7 These, to borrow a phrase from St. Thomas, are "the sins which consist in mental gratification."

7 Matth. IV, 1-9; Gal. V, 20; John II, 16.

Which of these two species is the more dangerous or the more grievous is difficult to say. Sins of the flesh easily attain consummation and develop into habits; but their guilt is diminished by the weakening of the will due to concupiscence. Sins of the spirit, on the other hand, involve greater malice and self-deception, —a circumstance that renders conversion more difficult, nay often impossible. Christ Himself assured the haughty Pharisees: "The publicans and the harlots shall go into the kingdom of God before you." 9 No sin is greater or more dangerous than pride and excessive self-esteem. St. Augustine observes that "A humble sinner is better than a just man puffed up with pride." 10 Christ says that the publican "went down into his house justified," whereas the Pharisee did not; and He adds: "Every one that exalteth himself, shall be humbled, and he that humbleth himself, shall be exalted." Broadly speaking, we may say that the sins of the flesh are less culpable than those of the spirit, but involve greater shame.11

8 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 72, art. 2: "Those sins which are completed in spiritual delight are called spiritual sins; but those which are completed in carnal delight are called carnal sins, as gluttony, which is completed in delight in food, and lust, which is completed in venereal delight. Hence the Apostle also says: Let us cleanse ourselves from every defilement of flesh and spirit." subiecti, oMatth. XXI, 31; cfr. Matth. XXIII, 13-33; Luke VII, 36-48; XVIII, 14; John VIII, 3-1 1. •verti cata

10 Serm., 170, n. 7: "A humble sinner is better than a proud just man." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 930).

11 Cfr. Luke XVIII, 14. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 93, n. 15: "See, brethren: humility in evil deeds pleased God more than pride in good deeds; thus God hates the proud." (P. L., XXXVII, 1203). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 73, art. 5: “Spiritual sins are of greater guilt than carnal sins. This is not to be understood as though every spiritual sin were of greater guilt than every carnal sin, but because, considering only this difference of spirituality and carnality, spiritual sins are graver than carnal sins, other things being equal. Three reasons can be assigned. The first is taken from the subject: spiritual sins are perfected in the spirit, whose office it is to turn to God and to turn away from Him; carnal sins, however, are consummated in the delight of the carnal appetite, whose principal tendency is to turn to bodily good. Therefore carnal sin as such has more of turning toward, and consequently also of attachment; but spiritual sin has more of turning away, from which the nature of guilt proceeds. Therefore spiritual sin as such is of greater guilt. The second reason can be taken from the one against whom the sin is committed. By carnal sin as such one sins against one’s own body, which according to the order of charity is to be loved less than God and one’s neighbor, against whom spiritual sins are committed. Therefore spiritual sins as such are of greater guilt. The third reason can be taken from the motive: the stronger the impulse to sin, the less a man sins; but carnal sins have a more vehement impulse, namely the concupiscence of the flesh innate in us. Therefore spiritual sins as such are of greater guilt.” —IDEM, De Verit., qu. 25, art. 6, ad 2: "Sins of the irascible appetite are graver, but sins of the concupiscible appetite are more shameful." —St. Gregory the Great, Moral., l. 33, c. 12, n. 25: "We know that it is sometimes a lesser thing to fall into corruption than to sin in silent thought from deliberate pride; but because pride is believed less shameful, it is less avoided. Men blush at lust all the more because all alike know it to be shameful. Hence it often happens that some, after pride, through an open fall into lust, blush at the evil of their hidden fault; and then they correct even greater things when, cast down in lesser matters, they are more gravely confounded. They recognize themselves as guilty among lesser sins who believed themselves free among graver ones." (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 688).

p. 57Psychologically, we may distinguish between sins of thought, word, and deed. The Angelic Doctor explains the underlying process as follows: "The first beginning of sin is its foundation, as it were, in the heart; the second degree is the sin of word, in so far as man is ready to break out into a declaration of his thought. The third degree consists in the consummation of the deed. Consequently these three differ in respect of the various degrees of sin. Nevertheless it is evident that all three belong to the one complete species of sin, since they proceed from the same motive. For the angry man, through desire of vengeance, is at first disturbed in thought, then breaks out into words of abuse, and lastly goes on to wrongful deeds; and the same applies to lust and to any other sin."12 Thus every sin is a sin of thought (peccatum cordis), because every sin originates in the mind.13 But not every evil thought "breaks out into words," much less does it culminate in sinful deeds.14 a) A thought, as such, is mortally sinful if the will consents to, and takes pleasure in, the evil suggestion offered by the senses or the imagination. The technical term of Scholastic theology for such wilfully entertained evil thoughts is morose pleasure (delectatio morosa). "Pleasure is said to be morose, not from a delay of time (mora), but because the mind in deliberating dwells (immoratur) thereon, and fails to drive it away, 'deliberately holding and turning over what should have been cast aside as soon as it touched the mind/ as Augustine says." 15 To take pleas- ure in an evil thought deliberately and with full advertence, is always a sin, —whether mortal or venial depends on the character of the thought itself. Not every thought of evil is in itself sinful. There is a distinction between taking pleasure in the thought of evil (delectatio de cogitatione ret malae) and taking pleasure in an evil object (delect atio de re mala cogitat a). Thinking about a sin for a good and sufficient reason, e. g., to study its nature and effects, to find an antidote against it, to protect others from its ravages, is not delectatio morosa.16*® Nor is it sinful to reflect with pleasure on the adroitness with which a sin has been committed, or other circumstances surrounding the same. Note, however, that the line of demarcation between what is sinful and what is permitted in such thoughts is difficult to draw. To rejoice over a sin (gaudium de peccato), whether it be one's own or that of another, is always forbidden.17 b) A thought becomes sinful as soon as the will harbors a desire to commit the evil deed (desiderium pravum inefficax). However, there is a distinction between conditional and unconditional desires.

12 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 72, art. 7: "Peccatum dividitur per these three—sin of the heart, mouth, and deed—not as though they were diverse complete species; for the consummation of sin is in the deed, whence sin of deed has the complete species. Its first beginning, however, is as a foundation in the heart; its second stage is in the mouth, insofar as a man readily breaks forth to manifest the conception of his heart; and the third stage is now in the consummation of the deed. Thus these three differ according to diverse stages of sin. It is evident, nevertheless, that these three belong to one complete species of sin, since they proceed from the same motive. For the angry man, because he desires vengeance, is first disturbed in his heart, secondly breaks forth into insulting words, and thirdly proceeds as far as injurious deeds; and the same is evident in lust and in every other sin." —Cfr. St. Gregory the Great, Moral., I. 4, c. 27, n. 30: "Kinds of sin are either committed secretly in the heart or perpetrated openly in deed." (P. L., LXXV, 661).

13 Cfr. Matth. IX, 4; XII, 34; XV, 18-19; Mark VII, 20-23. —St. Jerome, In lerem., I, c. 4. —P. A. Kirsch, Zur Geschichte der kath. Beicht, Wiirzburg 1902, pp. 50 sqq.

14 Cfr. Ps. XXXIII, 13 sqq.; Prov. XVIII, 21; Matth. XII, 36 sq.; XXIII, 3; Rom. II, 6; Gal. V, 19; Eph. IV, 29; V, 4; Jas. I, 26; III, 2; 1 Pet. III, 10.

15 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 74, art. 6, ad 3: “Delec- Delight is called morose, not from delay, but because deliberating reason lingers about it and nevertheless does not repel it, willingly retaining and turning over things which ought to have been rejected as soon as they touched the mind, as Augustine says.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 1008).

16 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 74, art. 8: "Since every delight follows upon some operation, and again every delight has some object, any delight can be related to two things: the operation which it follows and the object in which one delights. It happens that an operation is the object of delight just as some other thing is, because the operation itself can be taken as a good and an end in which the person delighted rests. Sometimes the very operation which the delight follows is the object of delight, insofar as the appetitive power, to which delight belongs, reflects upon the operation itself as upon a certain good, as when someone thinks and delights in the very fact that he thinks, insofar as his thought pleases him. At other times the delight that follows one operation, for example some thought, has another operation as its object, as the thing thought of; and then such delight proceeds from an inclination of the appetite, not toward the thought, but toward the operation thought of. Thus someone thinking about fornication can delight in two things: in one way in the thought itself, in another way in the fornication thought of. Delight in the thought itself follows the inclination of the affection toward that thought; but the thought itself is not in itself a mortal sin—indeed, sometimes it is only venial, as when someone thinks about it uselessly, and sometimes it is entirely without sin, as when someone thinks about it usefully, as when he wishes to preach or debate about it. Consequently the affection and delight which is thus about the thought of fornication is not of the genus of mortal sin, but is sometimes a venial sin, sometimes none at all; hence even consent to such delight is not a mortal sin. But that someone thinking about fornication delights in the act thought of happens because his affection is inclined toward that act. Hence for someone to consent to such delight is nothing else than to consent that his affection be inclined toward fornication, for no one delights except in what conforms to his appetite. But for someone deliberately to choose that his affection should conform to things which are mortal sins in themselves is a mortal sin." Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. 2, n. 12-29.

17 Prov. II, 14. —Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 15: "It is lawful for a son to rejoice in the murder of his parent committed by himself while drunk, because of the immense riches consequently obtained from the inheritance." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1032).

p. 60A conditional desire (desiderium conditional um) is sinful unless the condition takes away the malice of the act. Father Slater explains this as follows: "There is no harm, for example, in saying: T should like to eat meat on a Friday, unless the Church forbade it;' and the same is true generally whenever the condition, 'If it were lawful/ is annexed to a merely positive prohibition If this condition is annexed to a desire against the natural law, as 'I should like to steal if it were lawful/ or 'I should like to commit fornication if it were not forbidden/ the condition does not remove all the malice of the vicious will, for the very tendency of the will toward such objects is against right reason. Such conditional desires then are sinful, unless they indicate a mere propensity towards such sins without any voluntary affection of the will. In any case, however, they are dangerous, and should not be indulged or expressed."18

18 Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 150.— Cfr. Gen. III, 6; 1 Cor. X, 6; Gal. V, 24.

p. 61c) A sin of thought, lastly, is a complete sin, divided from the external act only by an accident, if there is present an efficacious desire (desiderium pravum efficax) and a definite intention to take the necessary means to accomplish the desired end (decretum peccandi).19

19 Cfr. Ex. XX, 17; Matth. V, 28.

Sins of word, taken generically, receive a specific malice when they are accompanied by deeds, as in contumely, lust, and the like, or when they give scandal.

St. Augustine, St. Gregory the Great, and other Fathers compare the evolution of sin from thought through word to deed with the three different ways in which our Lord raised the dead to life.20 The analogy is striking and offers food for meditation.

20 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Serm. Dom. in Monte, I, c. 12, n. 35 (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 1247); Serm., 98, n. 5-7 (XXXVIII, 593); Serm., 128, n. 14 (P. L., XXXVIII, 720). —St. Gregory the Great, Moralia, 1. 4, c. 27, n. 52.

p. 62


	COOPERATION IN INJUSTICE. —Man, as a social being placed in the midst of his fellowmen, may become an occasion of, or accessory to, the sins of others.21 The distinction between peccata propria and peccata aliena is popular rather than scientific, for in the last analysis every sin is a peccatum proprium, inasmuch as it is caused by the ego of the sinner. But a man may share the guilt of another's sin by becoming accessory to it, i. e., by lending formal cooperation. This he may do negatively, by failing to prevent the other's sin, or by concealing or omitting to punish it if it is his duty to do so; or positively, by directly or indirectly seducing others, participating in, or at least consenting to, their evil actions, or glossing them over.



21 Cfr. Prov. XXIX, 24; Matth. XVIII, 6; Rom. I, 32; 1 Tim. V, 22; 2 John 10-11; Apoc. XVIII, 4. —St. Augustine, De Morib. Eccl., II, c. 17, n. 57: "It makes no difference whether you commit the crime yourself or wish it to be committed by another for your sake." (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 162).

The different ways in which one may become accessory to the sins of others have been brought into hexameters as follows: Command, counsel, consent, flattery, harboring; participation, silence, not hindering, not disclosing; or:

He who persuades, commands, assents, incites, praises evil; he who keeps silent, indulges, helps, and tries to defend. As we know from the Catechism, a man may become accessory to the sins of others:

p. 63a) By counsel (consilium), i. e., by giving advice or urging motives, or by showing how an evil deed may be done, or the punishment due to it escaped.22 b) By command (iussio), i. e., by inducing another to do an injury, especially if one is a superior.23 c) By consent (consensus), i. e., by agreeing to sinful proposals or suggestions.24 As Father Slater points out, this sin is committed by members of legislative bodies when they agree together to pass an unjust law, and also by jurymen who concur in a wrong verdict.25 d) By provocation (irritatio), i. e., by employing anger or ridicule for the purpose of persuading another to commit an injustice or to omit to make reparation for an injury committed. This sin is also committed by those who dress indecently, exhibit obscene pictures, sell or loan bad books, carry on unchaste conversations, etc., thereby causing others to sin.26 e) By praise or flattery (palpo), i. e., by commending the wicked conduct of others, instigating them to rebellion against lawful authority, eulogizing their crimes, etc.27 f ) By silence (reticentia), i. e., by omitting to dissuade others from sin or failing to censure their misdeeds, if one is in duty bound to do so; tolerating evil company or dangerous occasions, etc.28 g) By connivance (conniventia), i. e., by neglecting to punish sinful conduct in children or subjects. Heli was punished "because he knew that his sons did wickedly, and did not chastise them." 29

22 As when Caiphas advised the Jews to put Jesus to death. (John XI, 50).

23 Cfr. Ex. I, 15 sqq.; 2 Kings XI, 14; Matth. II, 16.

24 Cfr. Gen. XXXIX, 10; Acts VII, 57; XXII, 20; Eph. V, 6 sq.

25 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 420 sq.

26 Cfr. Gen. III, 1-6.

27 Cfr. Ez. XIII, 18; Rom. I, 32.

28 Cfr. Lev. V, 1; Is. LVI, 10; Prov. XXIX, 25.

29 Cfr. 1 Kings III, 13; II, 23 sqq.

p. 64h) By sharing in unjustly acquired goods (participatio, recursus), i. e., by knowingly buying them, accepting, receiving or selling them for the thief or robber, affording protection to wrong-doers, permitting one's property to be used for sinful purposes, assisting in forbidden commerce by carrying letters and messages, making or furnishing articles designed to destroy human life, etc.30

i) By defense of the evil done (prava defensio), i. e., by excusing the evil conduct of others by word of mouth or in writing (novels, poems, plays), representing vice as mere weakness, etc.31

30 Cfr. Matth. XXVIII, 12; Luke XXII, 3 sqq.

31 Cfr. Luke XI, 47 sqq.

The gravity of these sins depends upon the degree of cooperation furnished. Positive is always more culpable than negative cooperation. Among the various forms of positive cooperation the most reprehensible are those which exercise the greatest influence upon the conduct of others. Thus, to command a sinful act is a greater sin than merely to counsel it, and to counsel it a greater sin than merely to consent to its commission.




	GENETIC DIVISION. —Sins may also be divided with respect to the various stages of malice through which they pass from their first beginning to the moment of consummation. There are three such stages. a) The first is represented by what are commonly known as the seven so-called capital sins, in which all others have their wellspring and root. Every sin is essentially an inordinate desire manifested in a "lusting of the flesh against the spirit" 32 through concupiscence of the eyes, concupiscence of the flesh, or pride of life, according to each man's character or social position. 33 Concupiscence of the flesh reveals itself as gluttony and unchastity; concupiscence of the eyes, as avarice and envy; pride of life, as conceit and anger. To these palmary forms of inordinate desire must be added sloth, i. e., that lack of moral energy which enters into every sin and sometimes assumes the character of moral indifference. Actual sins, explains St. Bonaventure, have one beginning, a twofold root, a threefold stimulus, and a sevenfold source. The beginning is pride; the two roots are false respect and misdirected desire; the threefold stimulus is concupiscence in its three distinct forms; the seven sources are pride, envy, anger, sloth, avarice, intemperance, and unchastity, of which the first five are spiritual and the last two carnal sins.34 b) The second stage is characterized by the sins of which Sacred Scripture says that they cry to heaven for vengeance. They mark the height of viciousness and are absolutely opposed to man's rational nature. c) The third stage consists in that wilful malice and impenitence which is known as the sin against the Holy Ghost.



32 Rom. VII, 14-23; Gal. V, 17; 1 Pet. II, 11.

33 Cfr. 1 John II, 16; Matth. IV, 1-10.

34 Brevil., P. III, c. 9: "Concerning the origin of the capital sins, this is to be held in summary: sin has one beginning, a twofold root, a threefold fuel, and a sevenfold head or capital sin. The one beginning is pride, according to the words of Scripture: Pride is the beginning of every sin. The twofold root is fear that wrongly abases and love that wrongly inflames. The threefold fuel corresponds to the three things in the world: concupiscence of the flesh, concupiscence of the eyes, and pride of life. The sevenfold head is pride, envy, anger, sloth, avarice, gluttony, and lust. Of these, the preceding five are spiritual sins, but the last two are carnal.” (Opera, ed. 2a, Vicetia, p. 225).—-Cfr. Hugh of St. Victor, De Fructibus Carnis et Spiritus, c. 3-10 (Migne, P. L., CLXXVI, 999); St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 84, art. 4.

p. 66READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a 2ae, qu. 72, art. 1-7. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 149 sqq.; 418 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 320 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. I, pp. 276 sqq., 282 sqq—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 199 sqq.

Section 2: The Seven Capital Sins

p. 67The so-called capital sins (peccata capitalia) must not be conceived as transient acts. They are rather the fundamental vices from which all sins flow, or the bad habits that manifest themselves in actual sins.1 Hence the capital sins are neither by nature nor in their concrete manifestation always mortal, and it is a mistake to call them "deadly." The specific character and gravity of each may be determined by the presence or absence of certain marks or characteristics.

1 Cfr. Hugh of St. Victor, Summa Sent., tr. 3, c. 16: "From these, as from seven fountains, all corruptions of souls flow. They are not called capital because they are greater than others, since others are equally great or greater, but capital because all the others arise from them. For there is none which has not arisen from one of these." (Migne, P. L., CLXXVI, 113). — St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, q. 84, art. 3: "A sin is called capital insofar as it metaphorically signifies the beginning or direction of others. Thus a capital vice is one from which other vices arise, especially according to the origin of the final cause, which is the formal origin; and therefore a capital vice is not only the beginning of others but is also directive and in a certain way leading of others. For an art or habit to which the end pertains always exercises primacy and command over those things that are for the end. Hence Saint Gregory compares capital vices of this kind to commanders of armies." (Moral., 1. 31, c. 45, n. 87-88; Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 620 sq.).

The capital sins are usually enumerated in the following order: Pride, covetousness, lust, envy, gluttony, anger, and sloth. From the initials of the Latin words superbia, avaritia, luxuria, invidia, gula, ira, acedia, the Schoolmen formed the catch-word saligia as an aid to the memory.

p. 68This septenary number, which may be traced back to St. Gregory the Great, became established at the time of Peter Lombard. Previously, theologians were wont to count eight or even nine capital sins.2

2 Cfr. Greg. M., Moral., XXXI, c. 45; O. Zockler, Evagrius Ponticus, Munich 1893, p. 104.

I. PRIDE. —Pride (superbia, cenodoxia) is inordinate self-esteem or love of one's own preeminence, coupled with a desire of inducing others to accept the exaggerated opinion one has formed of oneself. This vice manifests itself in as many different ways as there are objects which man is able to claim as real or supposed excellences or prerogatives.3

3 Cfr. Luke XVIII, 9-14. —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 93, n. 15: "Who is proud? He who does not do penance by confession of sins, so that he may be healed through humility. Who is proud? He who wishes to claim for himself even those few good things which he appears to possess and detracts from the mercy of God. Who is proud? He who, even if he attributes to God the good things he does, nevertheless insults those who do not do them and exalts himself above them." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1203). —Cfr. S. Haidacher, Des hi. Johannes Chrysostomus Biichlein iiber die Hoffart, pp. 34 sqq.

Pride may take the form of vanity, presumption, ambition, or arrogance.

I. VANITY. —Vanity is pride inspired by an overweening conceit in one's personal appearance, attainments or characteristics, especially when coupled with an excessive desire for notice or approval. This vice makes a man foolish in the eyes of his fellowmen, injures the moral character, favors sensuality and extravagance, and often entails poverty and want. Intentional neglect of one's personal appearance or of the rules of taste and good breeding may also be put down as a kind of vanity.

p. 69


	PRESUMPTION. —Presumption is an exaggerated notion of one's intellectual or moral excellence, talents, virtues, etc., attended by the wish to undertake things that are above one's capacity. Intellectual presumption renders a man ridiculous, while moral presumption is destructive of religion and morality and often entails hypocrisy.4 3. AMBITION. —Inordinate ambition (prava ambitio) is an unreasonable striving after dignities, honors, or power. Ambition is commonly only a venial sin, but becomes mortal when it employs grievously sinful means and disregards the distinction between true and false honor.5



4 Cfr. Matth. VI, 1-6; VII, 1-5; Luke XVIII, 10-14; 1 Tim. VI, 4. —St. Jerome, Epist., 148 (a/. 14), n. 20: "It is one thing to possess virtue, another to possess the likeness of virtue; one thing to follow the shadow of things, another the truth. Far more hideous is that pride which lies hidden under certain signs of humility. For I do not know how it is that vices concealed under the appearance of virtues are more shameful." (Migne, P. L., XXII, 1214).

5 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theof., 2a 2ae, qu. 131 sq.

There is a just ambition which moves a man to desire dignities and honors with moderation for the purpose of being able to accomplish more for the glory of God and the welfare of his fellowmen. "If a man desire the office of a bishop, he desireth a good work/' says St. Paul.6

6 1 Tim. III, 1. —Cfr. C. Gennari, Consultazioni Morali-Canoniche, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Rome 1902, p. 638. — Homer, Iliad, VI, 208. —It is not honors and titles as such that are forbidden, but the inordinate desire for them.




	ARROGANCE (superbia completa sive perfecta) is that haughtiness and proud contempt of others which leads a man to despise and transgress human and divine laws. This vice frequently accompanies wealth, high social position, noble birth, etc., and sometimes develops into tyranny, nay rebellion against God and self-deification.7



7 Cfr. Gen. III, 5; Is. XIV, 14; Judges VII, 2; IX, 38; 1 Mace. VII, 34; 2 Mace. V, 21; Matth. IV, 9. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 162; Ovid, Metamorphoses, VI, 193, sqq.; Horace, Satyrae, I, 6, 5, 10, 64; IDEM, Epod., IV, 5 sq.

p. 70Arrogance often leads to boastfulness, which is the habit of bragging inordinately about one's own good qualities or talents, nay, even defects or sins, and to hypocrisy, i. e., feigning virtues that one does not possess.

Pride "is so serious an evil because it strikes at the root of the primary obligations of reverent obedience towards our Lord God and love of our neighbor, because it is opposed to the truth, and because of its universality; it is in the heart of every man and quickly grows to fearful dimensions unless corrected or subdued." 8 That there is a legitimate pride appears from I Cor. XV, 10: "By the grace of God I am what I am, and the grace he gave me hath not been fruitless; nay, I have labored more than all of them, yet not I, but the grace of God with me.” Still the Apostle warns against "being more wise than it behooveth," 10 and "being wise in your own conceits."11 n Opposed to pride is the virtue of humility, which keeps a man in his proper place both with respect to God and his fellowmen. Humility is highly recommended by our Divine Lord as the fundamental virtue of the Christian life, and He has set Himself up as a model thereof. Matth. XI, 29: "Learn of me, because I am meek and humble of heart."12

8 Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 155. "By the grace of God I am what I am, and His grace toward me was not fruitless; rather, I labored more than all of them—yet not I, but the grace of God with me."

10 Rom. XII, 3, 16.

11 1 Tim. VI, 17. —Cfr. Homer, Iliad, I, 244; Odyssey, IX, 20; Horace, Carmina, IV, 2, 40: "Sapere av.de," i. e., boldly strive for wisdom.

12 Cfr. Ecclus. X, 15; Matth. V, 3; XVIII, 3; Luke XIV, 1; John V, 14; James IV, 6. —St. Bernard, Tract. de Gradibus Humilit. et Superbiae, IV, n. 14 sqq.: "The great and thick beam in the eye (Matt. VII, 5) is pride in the mind, which by a certain vain bulk of self—unhealthy, swollen, and not solid—darkens the eye of the mind and overshadows the truth, so that, if it occupies your mind, you can no longer see yourself or perceive yourself as you are or as you are able to be; rather, as you love yourself, so you think yourself to be or hope that you will be. For what else is pride but love of one’s own excellence? Therefore, one who takes care to know the truth fully in himself must remove the beam of pride that shuts the eye away from the light, arrange ascents in his heart by which he may seek himself within himself, and thus attain the first degree of truth." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 949).

p. 71II. COVETOUSNESS. —Covetousness or avarice (avaritia, philargyria) is an inordinate love of earthly things, an immoderate desire to possess, keep, and increase them (tenacitas). With regard to no other sin is it so difficult to draw a line of demarcation between what is licit and what is forbidden as with regard to avarice, which loves to hide under the cloak of duty, frugality, and other virtues. It is sinful to attach one's heart to earthly goods, to serve Mammon instead of God,13 to be niggardly toward one's fellowmen and unscrupulous in the satisfy one's greed. Avarice leads to mendacity, deceit, perjury, treason, theft, and every other kind of injustice.14 St. Paul no doubt had these consequences in mind when he censured avarice as "the root of all evils." 15 Among the consequences of covetousness are insatiability, discontent, fear of persecution and poverty,16 and that "infatuation of self-love," as Blair calls it, which so often ends in impenitence.17

13 Cfr. Matth. VI, 21, 24; Eph. V, 5; Col. III, 5. —Cfr. St. Polycarp, Epist. ad Philipp., c. 11: "If anyone does not abstain from avarice, he will be defiled by idolatry and will be reckoned as among the Gentiles, who do not know the judgment of the Lord." (Ed. 2a, F. X. Funk, p. 308).

14 Cfr. Gen. XXXI, 7; Ecclus. XXXI, 5-7; Is. V, 8; Jer. XXII, 17; Am. VIII, 5-6; John XII, 4-6.

15 1 Tim. VI, 10.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 84, art. 1. —Sophocles, Antigone, 221 sq.

16 Cfr. Matth. XIII, 22.—Ps.-Augustine, Append. Serm., 293 (a/. 250 de Temp.), n. 1: "Avarice, I say, must be despised; like fire, the more it receives, the more it seeks." (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 2301). —Horace, Carm., Ill, 16, 17: "Crescentem sequitur cura pecuniam." —IDEM, Satyrae, I, i, 28 sqq. —Juvenal, Satyrae, XIV, 28-29. —When these pages were being prepared for the printer, the Fortnightly Review (St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXIV, No. 9) published the following: "Mrs. Hetty Green, who died not long ago, leaving an estate of about $100,000,000, according to testimony filed in a surrogate's court by her son, lived under at least six assumed names, and probably many others, hoping thus to elude schemers who might be seeking her money, and murderous cranks, such as the one who tried to kill her friend Russell Sage. She never owned in New York so much as a three-legged stool in the way of furnishings for what men call a home, and moved from one $10 to $15 boarding-house to another, in constant fear that her fellow-boarders would learn her identity. This immensely wealthy woman, who possessed the means to gratify her every whim, lived almost like a criminal dreading arrest. She dreaded to lose the very wealth which oppressed her, and the world's richest woman was perhaps more familiar with the fear of poverty than many a penniless clerk on the pay-roll of her estate.... If she had labored to reduce her own fortune by wise and unselfish giving, her journey might have been more cheerful, for thus she might have escaped the limitations of poverty and at the same time divested herself of the heaviest burdens of wealth." VI, 9.

17 Cfr. Luke XII, 15-21; 1 Tim.

p. 72Ordinary sins of covetousness are in themselves venial, but become mortal if they lead to the transgression of precepts that bind under pain of grievous sin. Al- though covetousness is in itself but a venial sin, "yet it is very dangerous because of man's proneness to it, and because the vice is apt to grow fast by what it feeds upon, until it becomes mortally sinful. Holy Scripture frequently condemns it and warns us against it." 18 III. LUST. —Lust (luxuria)19 is an inordinate desire for the pleasure which has its seat in the organs of generation. Sins of lust may be internal (thoughts and desires) or external (words and acts). In these sins there is no smallness of matter (parvitas materiae), but every act of wrongful indulgence in venereal pleasure, if directly sought or consented to, is grievously sinful. No sin against chastity is venial except that which remains internally incomplete (actus imperfectus), not on account of outward circumstances, but because the will resists.

18 Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 157 sq. —Cfr. 1 Tim. VI, 9, etc.

19 Cfr. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 153 sq.: St. Alphonsus, Theol. Moralis, 1. Ill, n. 412 sqq. (ed. Gaude, Vol. I, pp. 665 sqq.).

p. 73Not all sins against the Sixth and Ninth Commandments, therefore, are mortal. If an impure thought, word, or act is freely willed, or, a fortiori, if it is deliberately excited, it is a mortal sin. Not so if it arises in the mind against one's will or without one's deliberate consent. External acts, such as immodest touches, looks, etc., are mortally sinful if due to lust; they are venially sinful if due to curiosity or inadvertence, and transient in character; and they are not sinful at all if performed for some reasonable cause, even though accompanied by venereal pleasure, provided, of course, no consent is given to such pleasure.

p. 74


	Some sins of lust or impurity are according to the order of nature, others are against nature. a) Sins according to the order of nature (in or dine naturae) are all acts of sexual intercourse committed by unmarried persons, e. g., fornication, concubinage, etc. b) Sins against the order of nature (contra ordinem naturae) are those which frustrate the divinely ordained purpose of sexual intercourse, é. g., onanism, self-pollution, pederasty, sodomy, etc.20 Certain sins of impurity derive additional gravity from the attending circumstances, e. g., double adultery, incest, fornication committed by persons vowed to celibacy,21 seduction practiced by persons in authority upon their subjects, etc.



20 Cfr. Gen. XIX, 5-7; XXXVIII, 9; Ex. XXII, 19; Lev. XVIII, 22 sq.; XX, 13, 15 sq.; Judg. XIX, 22 aqq.; Wisd. XIV, *6; Rom. I, 26 •q.; x Cor. V, x; VI, 9 sq.; 1 Tim. I, 9 gq.

21 Cfr. Gen. XIX, 31 sqq.; XXVIII, 13 sqq.; 2 Kings XLI, 4; XIII, n sqq.—Cfr. 1 Cor. VI, 15, 19; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 154, art. 6-10.




	Lust or impurity is a sin which ought "not so much as be named" among Christians.22 It involves most serious consequences for the individual as well as for society. a) "Know you not," says St. Paul, "that your bodies are members of Christ? Am I then to take the members of Christ and make them the members of a harlot? God forbid! Or know you not that he that cleaveth to a harlot is one body [with her]? The two/ it is said, 'shall become one flesh/ But he that cleaveth to the Lord is one spirit [with him]. Flee from impurity. Every [other] sin that a man committeth is [a thing] outside the body; but the impure sinneth against his own body. Know you not that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit who is within you, whom you have from God? And you are not your own, for you have been bought at a price. Glorify God, then, in your body." 23 With every other sin (avarice, pride, anger, gluttony, etc.) either the object, or the means of its attainment, lie outside of the subject, whereas in the case of impurity the sinner makes his own body the direct means of wrong-doing (materia peccandi). This vice is especially offensive in a Christian whose body has been raised to the supernatural order by Baptism. God has not only redeemed us from the servitude of the devil and ransomed us at a tremendous price (the life of His only begotten Son), but He has made us temples of the Holy Ghost and members of the mystical body of Christ. For this reason impurity in a Christian involves a kind of sacrilege, a desecration of the temple of God and a violation of the property rights of Jesus Christ.24



22 1 Cor. V, 1; Eph. V, 3.

23 1 Cor. VI, 15 sqq. (Westminster Version).

24 Rom. III, 23-25; 1 Cor. III, 16; VI, 13; Eph. V, 30; 1 Thess. IV, 7 sq.; 1 Pet. I, 18 sq.

p. 76These considerations will explain why of all the capital sins impurity is most injurious to the body and the moral character. b) Impurity not only causes concupiscence to grow stronger,25 but leads to self-deception, inconstancy in the keeping of good resolutions, indifference toward considerations of honor and property, intemperance in eating and drinking, disgust for spiritual things, dread of eternity, hatred of God, unbelief, and suicide.26 The effects of this vice on the bodily and spiritual health of its victims and the welfare of their descendants are incalculable. "Sexual intercourse outside of marriage/' says a modern penologist, "is the cardinal crime from which, directly or indirectly, most other crimes spring." 27 There is an intimate connection between lust and cruelty, especially rape and murder.28

25 Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., 123 (al. 11), n. 14: “Lust, when its act is past, always leaves remorse for itself; it is never satisfied, and when extinguished it is rekindled. It grows by use and fails; nor does that which is driven by impulse obey reason.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 1055).

26 Os. IV, 1 1; 2 Kings XI, 4 sqq.; XIII, 11 sqq.; Prov. V, 1 sqq.; XXIX, 3; Ecclus. XIX, 2 sq.; Luke XV, 13, 30. —St. Ambrose, Epist., 27, n. 2\ "The lustful man detests the work of virtue; the glutton flees it. Thus the Egyptian body, which loves enticements, opposes the virtues of the soul, abominates command, flees the disciplines of the virtues and all works of this kind." (Migne, P. L., XVI, 1047). —IDEM, Epist., 58, n. 16: "When anyone begins to live lustfully, he begins to stray from the true faith. Thus he commits two very great crimes: disgraces of the flesh and sacrileges of the mind." (P. L., XVI, 1182).— St. Bernard, In Cant., s. 39, n. 7: "The chariot of lust likewise rolls on four wheels: gluttony of the belly, lust of intercourse, softness of clothing, and relaxation in idleness and sleep. It is drawn by two horses alike, prosperity of life and abundance of possessions; and two drivers preside over these, the torpor of sloth and faithless security." (P. L., CLXXXIII, 980).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 153, art. 5: "Through the vice of lust the lower appetite, namely the concupiscible, tends most vehemently toward its object, namely the pleasurable, because of the vehemence of passion and delight. Consequently, through lust the higher powers, namely reason and will, are especially disordered." —J. Gerson, De Examinatione Doctr., P, I, consid. 6 (.Opera, I, 18): "Just as no passion is more vehement than lustful desire, so none is more dangerous for falling into error and teaching falsehood."

27 Beneke, Gefängnisstudien, p. 54. —Horace says (Carm., III, 6, 17 sqq.): "The ages fruitful in guilt have polluted marriage, offspring, and homes; the calamity derived from this source has flowed into country and people." Cfr. the same writer's Satyrae, Book III, 3, 107 sq.: "Nam fuit ante Helenam cunnus deterrima belli causa...."

28 Cfr. Ez. XVI, 49; Am. II, 7. — Jos. Müller, Die Keuschheitsideen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung und praktischen Bedeutung, Mayence 1897, pp. 152 sqq.

p. 77"It is vanity to follow the lusts of the flesh and to desire that for which thou must afterwards be grievously punished.... For they who follow sensuality, defile their conscience and lose the grace of God," says Thomas a Kempis.29

29 De Imit. Christi, I, 1. Cfr. S. J. Auer, O. Praem., De Virtute Castitatis, eiusque Laesionibus, Innsbruck 1920; P. Merkelbach, O.P., Quaestiones de Castitate et Luxuria, Paris 1926.

IV. ENVY. —Envy (invidia) is defined as sadness on account of another's good (tristitia de alienis bonis). To be sad because an unworthy man has obtained a post of honor or wealth, of which he is sure to make wrong use, or to which we ourselves have a better claim, or which will be employed to our disadvantage, is not envy. Such sadness generally results from shortsightedness or a mistaken idea of Providence; but it does not exclude charity; in fact there is a species of sadness which is extolled as a virtue. Cfr. Ps.

p. 78CXVIII, 136: "My eyes have sent forth springs of water, because they have not kept thy law." Matth. V, 5: "Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be comforted." 2 Cor. VII, 9 sq.: "Now I am glad, not because you were made sorrowful; but because you were made sorrowful unto penance. For you were made sorrowful according to God...." 30 Sadness combined with selfishness, however, is always sinful because incompatible with, nay directly opposed to, charity. The envious man seeks to injure his neighbor rather than advantage himself, whereas charity inclines us to rejoice in the wellbeing of others. Through the envy of the devil sin and death came into this world.31 Envy inspired the first recorded murder and the crucifixion of Christ.32 It is the lowest form of selfishness because it aims solely at destruction. This vice is mortally sinful in itself, but admits of a parvitas materiae.

30 Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm., 254 (al. 151 de Temp.), n. 2; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 36, art. 1-4.

31 Cfr. Gen. III, 1; IV, 5; Wisd. II, 24.

32 Cfr. Matth. XXVII, 18; 1 Cor. X, 24; XIII, 4 sqq.; Gal. V, 26.

Envy engenders hatred, revenge, malignant joy at the misfortunes of others, calumny, slander, and crimes against life and property.33 More than any other vice envy entails its own punishment, for it destroys peace of mind and sometimes even injures the body.34 Sacred Scripture graphically compares this vice to "rottenness of the bones" 35 and intimates that it consumes its victim body and soul.36

33 Matth. XXVII, 18-25; cfr. Gen. IV, 8; XXVI, 14 sq.; XXVII, 41; XXXVII, 4, 11.

34 Matth. XXVII, 18-25. Cfr. Gen. IV, 5-6; XXXI, 2-5.

35 Prov. XIV, 30.

36 Wisd. VI, 25.

p. 79V. GLUTTONY. —Gluttony (gula) is an inordinate desire for earthly goods in general and food and drink in particular.37 Man is expected to use food and drink according to right reason. Inordinate use of these things (as if they were an end in themselves), degrades him to the level of the brute. Besides this grosser form of gluttony (voracitas, ingluvies, ebrietas), there is a more refined though equally sinful variety, which consists in craving for food and drink solely for the pleasure they give and making them the principal object of one's thoughts and desires (cupedia). This epicurean gourmandise (sybaritism), like the grosser forms of gluttony, confuses the end with the means. Saint Paul says of those addicted to it that their "God is their 38 belly."

37 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 148, art. 1: "Gluttony does not denote every appetite for eating and drinking, but an inordinate one. An appetite is called inordinate because it departs from the order of reason, in which the good of moral virtue consists. But something is called a sin because it is contrary to virtue. Hence it is manifest that gluttony is a sin." 33 Phil. III, 19; cfr. Rom. XVI, 18.

A very common form of gluttony is drunkenness (ebrietas). Complete drunkenness (ebrietas perfecta) temporarily deprives man of the use of his highest prerogatives —reason and free-will. Voluntarily to put one- self into this condition is, as a rule, mortally sinful. Sins committed in the state of drunkenness are morally imputable (voluntarium in causa) unless indeed one could truthfully claim, like Noé, that he knew not the strength of wine. To drink to excess, but not so as to lose the use of reason, is per se a venial sin, but may become mortally sinful per accidens, e. g., on account of serious harm to one's health, grave scandal, neglect of important duties, or when a man knows that excessive drinking is for him a proximate occasion of grievous sin.

p. 80The sinful character of intemperance in all its forms is evident from the consequences to which this vice leads. It involves a senseless destruction of food and drink, of which others may stand in need, and injures both body and soul by exciting the animal appetites, especially lust, blunting the moral judgment, warping the finer sensibilities, and ultimately destroying all interest in spiritual things.39

39 Cfr. Gen. XXV, 29-34; Is. V, 11, 22; Am. VI, 6; Prov. XX, 1; XXIII, 29-35; Eph. V, 18. —St. Augustine, Confessiones, X, c. 31, n. 44: "Although health is the reason for eating and drinking, dangerous pleasure attaches itself like a handmaid and often tries to go before, so that what I say or wish to do for the sake of health may be done for its sake. Nor is the measure of each the same, for what is enough for health is too little for pleasure." —Ibid., n. 47: "Placed amid these temptations, therefore, I certainly strive daily against the desire for eating and drinking; for this is not something I can decide to cut off once and never touch again. Thus the reins of the throat must be held with measured relaxation and restraint. And who is there, Lord, who is not carried a little beyond the bounds of necessity? Whoever he is, he is great; let him magnify Your name. But I am not he, because I am a sinful man." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 798, 799). —Cfr. Ps.- Augustine, Append. Serm., 294 (al. 231 de Temp.), n. 2-3 (P. L., XXXII, 2304). —St. Bernard, Epist., II, n. 10: "How can one who is filled daily with the husks of swine hunger or thirst for Christ? You cannot drink at the same time the chalice of Christ and the chalice of demons. Pride is the chalice of demons; detraction and envy are the chalice of demons; gluttony and drunkenness are the chalice of demons. When these have filled either your mind or your belly, Christ finds no place in you." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 85). — Terence, Eunuch., IV, 5, 6: "Sine Cerere et Libero [Baccho] friget Venus." —Ovid, Rem. Am., 805 sqq. —Seneca, Epist., 95, 23: "Innumerabiles esse morbos non miraberis: coquos numera." 40 Cfr. Gen. XIX, 32 sqq.; Prov. XXXI, 4. —Homer, Odyssey, IX, 360 sqq; Iliad, VI, 258 sqq. —Horace, Carm., Ill, 21, 9 sqq.—A. Egger, Der Klerus und die Alkoholfrage, 4th ed., Freiburg 1909. —Jos. Keating, S.J., The Drink Question, London 1914. —Austin O'Malley, The Cure of Alcoholism, St. Louis 1913.

p. 81Drunkenness as a habit (ebriositas) is deserving of the severest censure, because it involves waste, destroys family life, creates dissensions, causes crimes and diseases, and entails the physical and moral ruin of individuals, and sometimes of entire nations. "Drunkenness," says Origen, "seduced him whom Sodom had not seduced." 40 Hence the Apostle's admonition: "Be not drunk with wine, wherein is luxury; but be ye filled with the holy Spirit." 41 VI. ANGER. —Anger (ira, iracundia), broadly speaking, is a craving for vengeance. It is not necessarily sinful, because, to quote St. Thomas, "vengeance may be sought either well or ill." 42 a) There is a righteous anger which inveighs against evil and in favor of goodness. Holy Scripture frequently attributes such anger to God. John the Baptist angrily denounced the Pharisees and Sadducees as a "brood of vipers," who "flee from the wrath to come."43 "With anger" (μετ’ ὀργῆς) and grief "for the blindness of their hearts," 44 Christ pronounced woe upon the Pharisees,45 drove the money changers from the temple and overthrew their tables.46 Filled with righteous indignation St. Peter invoked the judgment of God upon Ananias and Saphira,47 St. Stephen rebuked the Jews for resisting the Holy Ghost,48 and St. Paul upbraided the Athenians.49 Righteous anger is no sin, and parents and superiors are justified in reprehending and punishing their children or subjects for a just cause. "If one is angry according to right reason," says the Angelic Doctor, "then to get angry is praise 50 worthy." b) To be angry, even for a just cause, becomes sinful when a man loses control of himself and indulges in feelings of hatred or enmity. This is true a fortiori when anger lacks a just cause. Note, however, that as long as anger remains internal, it is as a rule not sinful, but merely a temptation. Only when it vents itself in oaths or blasphemies, or leads to acts of violence and destruction, is it more or less grievously sinful.

41 Eph. V, 18; cfr. Luke XXI, 34; 1 Pet. V, 8.

42 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 158, art. 1-7.

43 Matth. III, 7.

44 Mark III, 5.

45 Matth. XXXIII, 13 sqq.

46 Matth. XXI, 12.

47 Acts V, 3 sqq.

48 Acts VII, 51 sqq.

49 Acts XVII, 1 6 sqq.

50 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 158, art. 1: "If someone is angry according to right reason, then being angry is praiseworthy." —Cfr. Saint Augustine, Tract, in Epist. loa., VII, n. n: "Love is severe, charity is severe; it is severe in a manner without gall, in the manner of a dove, not of a raven." (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1235).

p. 82Man is bound under pain of mortal sin to keep the mighty passion of anger under control. "Be angry and sin not," says St. Paul, "let not the sun go down upon your anger; give not place to the devil." 51 The meaning obviously is that man should not permit his anger to ex- ceed the bounds of reason, nor nurse grievances.52 St. James says: "Let every man be swift to hear, but slow to speak, and slow to anger ; for the anger of man worketh not the justice of God." 53 VII. SLOTH. —Sloth (acedia) is frequently caused by an abnormal condition of the body. It may be defined as a sluggishness of the soul that makes it dread physical and mental labor in the exercise of virtue. Sloth, as a vice, may be accompanied by great energy of mind and body in matters not pertaining to the spiritual domain. Sloth usually begins with lukewarmness, especially neglect of prayer and religious exercises. It manifests itself:

51 Eph. IV, 26 sq.

52 Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 25, s. 2, n. 3 (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 189): "Although anger creeps upon a Christian from the very human condition and the weakness of mortality which we bear, it must not be held for long or allowed to last into the next day. Cast that anger out of your heart before this visible light sets, lest that invisible light forsake you." (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 189).

53 Jas. I, 19 sq.

p. 83(1) As indifference to virtue and spiritual things (desidia, inertia), accompanied by distraction and neglect of duty and by pleasure in sentimentalities and day-dreaming. The ordinary symptoms of this form of sloth are: mental unrest, frequent change of work or profession, shiftlessness, inconstancy, etc.

(2) As disgust (taedium) for the moral and religious duties which every man is bound to perform. This disgust may develop into positive aversion for Catholic principles and practices and regret of having been received into the Church. At this stage sloth is generally accompanied by loss of courage and results in spiritual and moral decay.

p. 84Sloth is a mortal sin whenever it leads to the neglect of duties to which one is obliged sub gravi. The dire consequences of religious indifference are adumbrated in the Apocalypse: "I know thy works, that thou art neither cold nor hot. I would thou wert cold or hot! But because thou art lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will begin to vomit thee out of my mouth." 54 "Think not that one who falls deeply, strikes bottom at once. Do you wish to learn the cause? For a long time this man was very lukewarm, and as a consequence his soul lost strength unnoticed, while the evil inclinations grew stronger.”55

54 Apoc. III, 15 sqq.; cfr. Matth. XXV, 26 sqq.—St. Bernard, De Consideratione, II, c. 13: "Idleness, the mother of trifles and the stepmother of virtues, is to be fled." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 756).

55 John Cassian, Collationes, VI, 17*

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 84, art. 2 sq. —IDEM, De Malo, qu. 8 sqq. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 154 sqq. —O. Zockler, Das Lehrstilck von den sieben Hauptsunden, Munich 1893. —Ph. G. Laborie, Les Pechcs Capitaux, Paris 1908. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II, pp. 287 sqq. —Natalis Alexander, De Peccatis (Migne, Theol. Curs., XI, 707-1168). —Paulhan, Les Caractéres, Paris 1903—H. Noldin, S.J.. Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 375 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., 22nd ed., pp. 129 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 418 sqq.

Section 3: The Sins That Cry to Heaven for Vengeance

p. 85There are four sins that are said to cry to heaven for vengeance, viz.: (i) Wilful murder; (2) Sodomy; (3) Oppression of the poor; (4) Defrauding laborers of their hire.

The Schoolmen enumerate these sins in the following distich:

To heaven cry the voice of blood and the voice of the Sodomites, the voice of the oppressed, and the withheld wages of laborers.

This classification is based upon Scripture. Gen. IV, 10: “The Lord said to Cain: ... What hast thou done? the voice of thy brother's blood crieth to me from the earth." Gen. XVIII, 20 sq.: "The Lord said: The cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is multiplied, and their sin is become exceedingly grievous." Gen. XIX, 13 the angels tell Lot that they will destroy Sodom, "because their cry is grown loud before the Lord, who hath sent us to destroy them." Ex. III, 7 Jehovah says to Moses: "I have seen the affliction of my people in Egypt, and I have heard their cry because of the rigor of them that are over the works." According to Ex. XXII, 22 sq. the Mosaic law prescribed: "You shall not hurt a widow or an orphan," adding: "If you hurt them they will cry out to me, and I will hear their cry." Deut. XXIV, 14 sq.: "Thou shalt not refuse the hire of the needy and the poor . . .; but thou shalt pay him the price of his labor the same day, before the going down of the sun, because he is poor, and with it maintaineth his life: lest he cry against thee to the Lord, and it be reputed to thee for a sin." James V, 4: "Behold the hire of the laborers, who have reaped down your fields, which by fraud has been kept back by you, crieth: and the cry of them hath entered into the ears of the Lord of sabaoth."

p. 86If we study the nature of the sins thus characterized as crying to Heaven for vengeance, we find that they form a category separate and distinct from the capital sins. For whereas the latter spring from an inordinate craving of the natural appetites, and are sinful only when they involve a lack of rational self-control, the distinguishing note of the so-called peccata clamantia is violent suppression of certain natural instincts and conscious frustration of their ends and objects. In other words, besides a transgression of the moral order, they entail a violation of the laws of nature, thus provoking divine wrath in a special manner. This fact is well expressed in the phrase, "sins that cry to Heaven for vengeance."

p. 87It goes without saying that every sin of this kind is by its very nature mortal because it involves the transgression of an important law with full advertence and knowledge.

The sins that cry to Heaven for vengeance violate or suppress (1) the instinct of self-preservation, which tends to conserve individual life; (2) the sexual instinct, which was instituted for the perpetuation of the race; and (3) the social instinct, which tends to the protection of private property. a) MURDER is the unlawful killing of a human being with malice aforethought. This sin may be direct or indirect, it may be committed against oneself (suicide) or against another, even the unborn (procuratio abortus, malicious destruction of the embryo or fetus).1 The term murder includes every species of unnatural cruelty, such as exposing a child to the danger of death, maltreating prisoners and slaves, engaging in piracy, waging war without sufficient reason, and killing another in the intellectual or moral sense, i. e., robbing him of his good name by slander or calumny.

1 Cfr. Codex Iuris Can., can. 2350, § 1.

The unlawful killing of a human being with malice aforethought is a terrible crime because it interferes with the sovereignty of God, who is the Master of life and death and has created man as His own image and property,1 and because it undermines the foundation of society and brings upon its victim the greatest temporal misfortune and sometimes even causes his eternal damnation. Justly, therefore, is cold-blooded murder punished by death (capital punishment).

1 Gen. I, 26 sq.; IX, 6; Deut. XXXII, 39.

p. 88Murder is often committed for petty motives, such as revenge, jealousy, or avarice. The gravity of this crime may be judged by the fact that murderers often become their own accusers. b) SODOMY is the sin for which Sodom and Gomorrah were destroyed by God. The term includes all kinds of unnatural copulation, particularly when committed between persons of the same sex, and all practices aiming at the prevention of conception.2 Sodomy is closely related to murder. Both crimes are directed against the preservation of the human race, and, moreover, cruelty and lust, heartlessness and debauchery, bloodthirst and unchastity (Sadism, Masochism) usually go hand in hand.3

2 Cfr. Gen. XIX, 5; XXXVIII, 9; Lev. XVIII, 22; XX, 13; Judges XIX, 22 sqq.; Rom. I, 26 sq.; 1 Tim. I, 10.

3 Cfr. Ez. XVI, 49; Am. II, 7.— H. Rau, Die Grausamkeit mit besonderer Bezugnahme auf sexuelle Faktoren. Berlin 1903. —On Sadism (crudelitas activa) and Masochism (crudelitas passiva) cfr. Familler, Pastoralpsychiatrie, Freiburg 1898, pp. 157 sq.; Krafft-Ebing, Psychopathia Sexualis, 13th ed., pp. 158 sqq.; A. Eulenburg, Sadismus und Masochismus, Wiesbaden 1902; O'Malley and Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, New York 1906, pp. 338 sq. — F. a Barbens, Intr. Pat hoi. ad Stud. Theol. Mor., pp. 255 sqq.

Holy Scripture condemns the conduct of Onan, not only because he had a wicked intention, but "because he did a detestable thing."4 c) OPPRESSION OF THE POOR, especially of widows and orphans, is a dastardly crime because it violates the natural law and runs counter to a sentiment deeply ingrained in the human heart. This crime is committed in various ways, by dishonestly administering an estate, by fraud in drawing up a man's last will, by unjust appropriation of that which belongs to the poor, by the employment of trickery in lawsuits, bribing judges and other officials, etc.5 d) To DEFRAUD A LABORER OF His JUST WAGE is a crime against the fundamental right of private property. It is the sin of oppression of the poor in an aggravated form, for it injures those who are compelled to make a living in the sweat of their brow. This sin is perhaps more often committed indirectly than directly, e. g., by carelessly incurring bankruptcy, by reducing wages without necessity, by cooperating in the establishment of monopolies or trusts, by adulterating food or raising its price without necessity ("profiteering"), by practicing usury,6 by defrauding workingmen of their earnings, by compelling them to purchase their supplies at exorbitant prices in company stores (truck system), and in many other ways.

4 Gen. XXXVIII, 7 sqq.; 1 Paralip. II, 3.

5 Is. X, 1-2; Matth. XXIII, 15; Mark XII, 40.—Cfr. St. Jerome, In Beech., V, c. 16: "That rich man clothed in purple in the Gospel is related to have had no other crime than that, proud in wealth and riches, he had broken forth into such arrogance that he would not extend his hand to the needy and poor man, and had so forgotten his own condition that he would not give the wretched man even what was to be thrown away." (Migne, P. L., XXV, 154).

6 Cfr. C. Elliot, Usury Millersburg, O., 1902; P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, Dublin, 1914.

p. 90We shall have more to say of these sins in later volumes.

READINGS. —F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 180 sqq. —J. A. Ryan, A Minimum Wage, New York 1906. —IDEM, Distributive Justice, New York 1916.—Th. Slater, S.J., Questions of Moral Theology, New York 1915, pp. 78 sqq.; 176 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 391 sqq.

Section 4: The Sin Against the Holy Ghost

p. 91I. NAME. —Broadly speaking, every sin is a sin against the Holy Ghost, because every sin is opposed to sanctity, of which the Holy Ghost is the author. But the name "sin against the Holy Ghost" is specifically applied to a certain class of transgressions described in Holy Scripture. When the Pharisees attributed the miracles of Christ to the devil, Our Lord declared: "Every sin and blasphemy shall be forgiven men, but the blasphemy of the Spirit shall not be forgiven; and whosoever shall speak a word against the Son of man, it shall be forgiven him: but he that shall speak against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world, nor in the world to come."1 l Here is a clear distinction between blasphemy against the Son of man, i. e., Jesus Christ, and blasphemy against the Holy Ghost. To be scandalized at the former in His lowly human appearance is pardonable,2 but to blaspheme the Holy Spirit, who manifests Him- self through the miracles of Christ, is a sign of malice and obstinacy and therefore unpardonable.

1 Matth. IX, 34; XII, 24, 31 sq.; Mark III, 28-30; Luke XII, 10.

2 Matth. XI, 4; cfr. Matth. XXVI, 31.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol, 2a 2ae, qu. 14, art. 1, ad 2: "Sin against the Son of Man will be a sin from ignorance or from weakness."
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	DEFINITION. —Hence there is a class of transgressions which may be embraced under the collective term, "sin against the Holy Ghost/' They all involve a deliberate and obstinate opposition to the manifestations of the Holy Spirit as witnessed in the exercise of Christ's power over nature and the demons, and continued in the miracles of grace. He still works in the souls of the faithful. Consequently, the sin against the Holy Ghost consists in openly opposing divine Revelation and the operation of the Holy Spirit both in and outside of man, more particularly in deliberately despising or rejecting supernatural grace. And as the Holy Ghost operates in souls especially through the theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity, the sin against the Holy Ghost is opposed to these three virtues in particular. With this idea in mind, St. Augustine and Peter Lombard enumerated six distinct sins against the Holy Ghost, which may, however, be reduced to one, i. e., deliberate apostasy or final impenitence (impoenitentia finalis).3 The other five are merely preliminary acts of impenitence, which may be forgiven, whereas final impenitence is by its very nature unpardonable (peccatum irremissibile)4 not because it is beyond the reach of divine mercy, or on account of its objective enormity, but because the impenitent man deliberately rejects grace. He who sins against the Holy Ghost cannot obtain forgiveness for the simple reason that he refuses to be forgiven.5



3 Cfr. Is. XXII, 14. —St. Jerome, In Is., VII, c. 22 (Migne, P. L., XXIV, 272). —St. Augustine, Serm., 71 (a/, ii De Verbis Domini), c. 12, n. 20: "Against this gratuitous gift, against this grace of God, speaks the impenitent heart. Impenitence itself, therefore, is blasphemy against the Spirit, which will be forgiven neither in this world nor in the world to come. Against the Holy Spirit, by whom those whose sins are all forgiven are baptized, and whom the Church received so that the sins of anyone whom she forgives may be forgiven him, it speaks a very evil and exceedingly impious word, whether in thought or even with his tongue. Although God’s patience leads him to repentance, he himself, according to his hardness and impenitent heart, stores up wrath for himself on the day of wrath and the revelation of God’s just judgment, who will render to each according to his works. This impenitence, therefore—for by this one name we can in some fashion designate both the blasphemy and the word against the Holy Spirit—has no forgiveness forever.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 455).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 14, art. 1.

4 Cfr. Matth. XII, 31 sq.; 1 John V, 16; Heb. VI, 4-6; X, 26; 2 Pet. II, 20.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelect. Dogmat., Vol. I, 3rd ed., p. 586.

5 Cfr. John VIII, 21, 24; Rom. II, 4-8. —St. Augustine, De Serm. Dom. in Monte, I, c. 22, nm. 74: "This difference of sins distinguishes Judas the betrayer from Peter the denier, not because pardon would not be granted to one who repented, but because the stain of his sin was so great that he could not submit to the humility of entreaty, even though he was compelled by an evil conscience to acknowledge and declare his sin." (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 1266). —St. Bonaventure, Brevil., P. III, c. 11: "Because it directly attacks the grace of the Holy Spirit through which remission of sin is effected, it is therefore unpardonable—not because it can in no way be forgiven, but because, so far as it lies in itself, it is a direct attack upon the medicine and remedy through which remission of sin is to be effected." (Ed. 2a, Vicetia, 233).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 14, art. 3: "According to the diverse meanings of sin against the Holy Spirit, it is called unpardonable in diverse ways. For if sin against the Holy Spirit is final impenitence, it is called unpardonable because it is in no way forgiven. For a mortal sin in which a man perseveres until death, since it is not forgiven through penance in this life, will not be forgiven in the future either. According to the other two meanings it is called unpardonable, not because it is in no way forgiven, but because in itself it has the desert of not being forgiven, and this in two ways. In one way as regards punishment: one who sins from ignorance or weakness deserves a lesser punishment, but one who sins from certain malice has no excuse by which his punishment may be lessened. Similarly, one who blasphemed the Son of Man before His divinity had been revealed could have some excuse because of the weakness of the flesh which he saw in Him, and thus he deserved a lesser punishment. But he who blasphemed the divinity itself by attributing the works of the Holy Spirit to the devil had no excuse by which his punishment might be diminished. It can be understood in another way with regard to guilt. Just as a disease is called incurable according to the nature of the disease when it removes that by which the disease can be cured—for example, when the disease removes the strength of nature or induces disgust for food and medicine, although God can cure such a disease—so also sin against the Holy Spirit is called unpardonable according to its nature insofar as it excludes those things through which remission of sins is effected. Nevertheless, by this the way of forgiving and healing is not closed to the omnipotence and mercy of God, through which such persons are sometimes healed spiritually as if by a miracle."

p. 94The sins against the Holy Ghost according to the Catechism are: (i) Presumption of God's mercy; (2) Despair; (3) Resisting the known Christian truth; (4) Envy at another's spiritual good; (5) Obstinacy in sin; and (6) Final impenitence.

This division is popular rather than scientific, but it correctly describes the psychological stages of the malice that leads to final impenitence. The so-called sin against the Holy Ghost, therefore, is not a single sin but the sum-total of a bad life.6 At what stage actual impenitence sets in, God alone knows.7 The Church assumes that every man wishes to die in the state of grace. St. Augustine says that as long as there is life there is hope, that "the Almighty Physician knows no incurable disease," and while grace has a chance to work, no sinner need be given up.8

6 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 14, art. 4: “To sin against the Holy Spirit in one way is to sin from certain malice. But it happens in two ways that one sins from certain malice. In one way, from the inclination of a habit; this is not properly to sin against the Holy Spirit, and in this manner sinning from certain malice does not occur at the beginning. Acts of sin must precede, from which a habit inclining to sin is caused. In another way, someone can sin from certain malice by casting aside through contempt those things by which a man is withdrawn from sin; this properly is to sin against the Holy Spirit. And this also generally presupposes other sins. Yet it can happen that someone sins against the Holy Spirit through contempt in the first act of sin, both because of freedom of choice and because of many preceding dispositions, or even because of some vehement motive toward evil and a weak affection of the man toward good. Therefore in perfect men it can scarcely or never happen that they sin against the Holy Spirit immediately at the beginning. But if final impenitence according to Augustine’s understanding is meant by sin against the Holy Spirit, there is no question, because continuation in sins to the end of life is required for sin against the Holy Spirit.”

7 St. Augustine, Serm., 71 (al. 11 De Verbis Domini), c. 13, n. 21: "This impenitence or impenitent heart cannot be judged so long as each person lives in this flesh. For no one must be despaired of while God’s patience leads him to repentance and does not snatch the wicked man from this life—He who does not will the death of the wicked, but that he should return and live." as long as the patience of God leads him to repentance and does not snatch the wicked man from this life—He who does not will the death of the wicked, but that he should return and live." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 456). — IDEM, De Catech. Rud., c. 26, n. 50: "Let him despair of the correction of no man whom the patience of God sees living for no other reason, as the Apostle says, than that he may be led to repentance." (P. L., XL, 345).

8 Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., II, 36, n. 11: "De nullo vivente desperandum est," (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 370). —Ibid., 102, n. 5: "All your diseases will be healed; do not fear. They are great, you say, but the Physician is greater. No incurable disease confronts the omnipotent Physician." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1319). —IDEM, Serm., 128 (al. 43 De Verbis Dom.), c. 12, n. 14: "De nullo iacente desperandutn est sub tali suscitatore." (P. L., XXXVIII, 720).—Cfr. Serm., 17 (al. 28 inter Horn. 50), n.

p. 95A man may be addicted to some evil passion or vice, though morality, faith, contrition, and penance are by no means extinct in his soul. Conversely, he may be in the state of impenitence without having entirely relinquished the practice of religion and virtue, for he may keep up a semblance of piety out of selfishness or hypocrisy.... On the other hand, there is a state of the soul which logically and psychologically, though only by gradual and almost unnoticeable stages, superinduces complete impenitence. As every sin committed by a Catholic receives added gravity from the fact that it is the act of one who possesses the true faith and has access to the means of grace, so the sin against the Holy Ghost begins with an abuse of divine truth and grace, with resistance to the inspirations that come from above, especially the call to conversion or to a more perfect state of life. This initial stage is followed by habitual neglect of the duties of one's vocation, and, finally, by sacrilegious reception of the Sacraments.9

3 (P. L., XXXVIII, 125).

9 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch dcr Moraltheologie, pp. 183 sq.
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	DEVIL WORSHIP. —Sometimes the sin against the Holy Ghost culminates in a deliberate and complete surrender of the soul to the evil one, resulting in actual devil worship.10 The leading characteristic of this terrible sin is hatred of God, which manifests itself in deadly antagonism to all that is good, joy in evil things, a burning desire to seduce others and to commit sin for its own sake.11 Devil worship is the climax of human malice and embraces all the capital vices, the sins that cry to Heaven for vengeance, and especially those by which a man becomes accessory to the sins of others. Sometimes the soul sinks so low as to enter into a formal union with the powers of darkness (demonism, deification of evil). This relation is, as a rule, purely moral, but it may develop into a mystic marriage of the human mind with Satan, accompanied by a desire to employ diabolic help in unraveling the mysteries of life and eternity (astrology, fortune-telling, necromancy) or performing feats that exceed the ordinary powers of nature (black magic, sorcery).12



10 Cfr. Matth. XII, 43 sqq.; John VI, 70; VIII, 44; XIII, 2; 1 John III, 8, 10.

11 Cfr. Gen. IV, 3-5, 8; Is. V, 20; 1 John III, 12-13.—Cfr. Tacitus, Germania, XIX: "Corrumpere et corrumpi saeculum vocatur."

12 "Fleet ere si nequeo super os, Acheronta movebo." (Aeneis, VII, 312).

READINGS. —St. Augustine, De Serm. Domini in Monte, I, c. 22. —IDEM, Enchiridion, c. 83. —IDEM, Sermones, 71 (al. n De Verbis Domini), c. 13, 14, 21. —Richard of St. Victor, Tractatus de Spiritu Blasphemiae (Migne, P. L., CXCVI, 1885).—Peter Lombard, Sententiarum Libri Quatuor, II, dist. 43. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 14. —IDEM, De Malo, qu. 3, art. 14 sq. —St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. III, c. 11. —M. Gerbert, De Peccato in Spiritum Sanctum, Blasii 1766. —J. I. Hoffmann, Die Sünde und Sundcn gegen den hl. Geist, Ratisbon 1847, pp. 16 sqq. —Alex, ab Oettingen, De Peccato in Spiritum Sanctum, Dorpat 1856, pp. 49 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 393 sqq. —J. Knabenbauer, S.J., Comment. in Quatuor S. Evangelia, Paris 1892, Vol. I, pp. 487 sqq. —J. Forget in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 414 sq.


Part II: The Means of Grace


Chapter I: The Causes of Moral Regeneration

Section 1: The Supernatural Principle of Moral Regeneration

p. 98The moral order originally established by God was, as we have seen, disturbed by the sin of our first parents and restored by Jesus Christ. The principle of its restoration in general, and of the moral regeneration of each human individual in particular, is supernatural grace.1 i. We can acquire no supernatural merits without grace. a) Reason enables man to perceive the truths of the natural order. For the knowledge of the supernatural truths, however, he needs a stronger light.2 "The human intellect," says St. Thomas, "has a form, namely, intelligent light, which of itself is sufficient for knowing certain intelligible things, namely, those we can come to know through the senses. Higher intelligible things the human intellect cannot know unless it be perfected by a stronger light, viz.: that of faith or prophecy, which is called the light of grace, inasmuch as it is added to nature." 3 Nor is it the intellect alone that depends on God for its operation; but the will also. No man can will or perform a supernaturally good act except by the aid of a higher power; 4 nor can any man, without this power (which we call divine grace), love God above all things 5 or keep the commandments perfectly,6 or attain eternal salvation. 7 b) God is the immediate principle of all supernatural operation, including that by which man prepares himself for the reception of grace. Hence divine grace is indispensably necessary for this preparation.8 This is all the more evident when it is considered that God alone had it in His power to redeem mankind after the fall, to restore the moral order, and to forgive the eternal punishment incurred by sin.9 Even if put in the state of grace man cannot remain therein without continuous help from his Maker. Hence it is quite true to say that man can do nothing towards securing his salvation except by the grace of God.10 In this sense it has been truly said that the only thing man can do is to sin.11

1 Cfr. John I, 17; Rom. V, 20 sq.; 2 Cor. V, 19-21; Eph. II, 8-10. Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, Grace, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1917.

2 1 Cor. XIII, 3; 2 Cor. III, 5.

3 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 1: "The human intellect has a certain form, namely the intelligible light itself, which of itself is sufficient for knowing certain intelligible things, namely those to the knowledge of which we can come through sensible things. But the human intellect cannot know higher intelligible things unless it is perfected by a stronger light, such as the light of faith or prophecy, which is called the light of grace insofar as it is added to nature. Thus it must be said that for the knowledge of any truth man needs divine aid, so that the intellect may be moved by God to its act."

4 Cfr. Rom. IX, 16; Phil. I, 13. —St. Augustine, De Corrept. et Grat., c. 2, n. 3: "The grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord must be understood, by which alone men are freed from evil and without which they do absolutely no good, whether by thinking, willing and loving, or acting—not only so that by its showing they may know what is to be done, but also so that by its assistance they may do with love what they know." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 917).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 2: "In each state, that of integral nature and of corrupted nature, man needs divine aid so that he may be moved by Him to act well." —Cfr. Prop. Baii Damnat., prop. 37: "He agrees with Pelagius who acknowledges any natural good, that is, any good which takes its origin from the powers of nature alone." —Prop. 65: "No good, or even non-evil, use of free choice can be admitted except by the Pelagian error; and he who thinks and teaches thus does injury to the grace of Christ." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 917, 945). —Cfr. J. Ernst, Die Werke und Tugenden der Ungläubigen nach St. Augustin, Freiburg 1871, pp. 19 sqq.

5 Cfr. Rom. V, 5. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 2, n. 3: "In the state of integral nature man did not need a gift of grace added to his natural goods in order to love God naturally above all things, although he needed the help of God moving him to this; but in the state of corrupt nature man needs for this also the help of grace healing nature."

6 Cfr. John XV, 4 sq.—St. Augustine, De Haeres., 88: "The Pelagians are enemies of God’s grace to such a degree that they believe man can fulfill all the divine commandments without it." (Migne, P. L., XLII, 47).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 4: "The commandments of the law can be fulfilled in two ways. In one way, as regards the substance of the works, insofar as a man performs just and courageous deeds and other works of virtue; in this way man in the state of integral nature could fulfill all the commandments of the law, otherwise man in that state could not have avoided sin, since to sin is nothing other than to transgress the divine commandments. But in the state of corrupt nature man cannot fulfill all the divine commandments without healing grace. In another way, the commandments of the law can be fulfilled not only as regards the substance of the work, but also as regards the manner of acting, namely, that they be done from charity; and thus neither in the state of integral nature nor in the state of corrupt nature can man fulfill the commandments of the law without grace. In both states he needs, in addition, the help of God moving him to fulfill the commandments."

7 Cfr. Rom. VI, 23: "The gift of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord." —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 5: “Eternal life is an end exceeding the proportion of human nature; and therefore man through his natural powers cannot produce meritorious works proportionate to eternal life, but for this a higher power is required, which is the power of grace. Therefore without grace man cannot merit eternal life.” —IDEM, Summa contra Gentiles, III, c. 148, n. 2, 3: "A thing of lower nature cannot be brought to that which is proper to a higher nature except by the power of that higher nature; thus the moon, which does not shine of itself, is made luminous by the power and action of the sun, and water, which of itself is not hot, is made hot by the power and action of fire. And dogs and horses, parrots and monkeys, learn tricks by contact with man, which they never would have learnt in their wild state. And savages are civilized by coming in contact with a culture higher than their own, but for which contact with a higher race they would have remained perennial savages. As man humanizes the brute, and civilizes his savage brother, so does God divinize man. —Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Of God and His Creatures, London 1905, p. [319]. But to see the First Truth itself in itself [in which precisely eternal beatitude consists] so transcends the faculty of human nature that it is proper to God alone. Therefore man needs divine assistance in order to attain that end [i. e., beatitude]. Every thing attains its ultimate end through its operation. But an operation receives its efficacy from the operating principle; hence through the action of seed something is generated in a determinate species, the power of which preexists in the seed. Therefore man cannot through his own operation arrive at his ultimate end, which transcends the faculty of his natural powers, unless his operation receives from divine power efficacy for the aforesaid end."

8 John VI, 44; XV, 5.—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 3: "If anyone says that without the prevenient inspiration of the Holy Spirit and His help man can believe, hope, love, or repent as he ought, so that the grace of justification may be conferred upon him, let him be anathema." —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 6: "To prepare oneself for grace is, as it were, to turn toward God, just as one whose eye is turned away from the light of the sun prepares himself to receive the sunlight by turning his eyes toward the sun. Hence it is evident that man cannot prepare himself to receive the light of grace except through the gratuitous aid of God moving him inwardly."

9 Gal. II, 21. —Cfr. Conc. Arausic. II., can. 14: "No wretched man is freed from any misery unless he is first anticipated by the mercy of God." — Can. 19: "Since human nature cannot preserve without God’s grace the salvation it has received, how will it be able without God’s grace to restore what it has lost?" (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 187, 192). —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 95, n. 5: "Men were able to sell themselves, but they were unable to redeem themselves." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1231).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 7: "Man can in no way rise from sin by himself without the help of grace. For since sin, though passing away in act, remains in guilt, rising from sin is not the same as ceasing from the act of sin; rather, to rise from sin is for man to be restored to those things which he lost by sinning. Therefore the help of grace is required for man to rise from sin, both as to the habitual gift and as to the inward motion of God." —Cfr. Seneca, Epist., 52, 2: "Nemo per se satis valet, ut

10 Phil. II, 13.—Conc. Arausic. II., can. 9: "It is a divine gift when we both think rightly and restrain our feet from falsehood and injustice; for whenever we do good things, God works in us and with us so that we may work. God’s help must always be implored even by the reborn and holy, so that they may arrive at a good end or be able to persevere in a good work." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 182, 183). Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 22 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 832).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 8-10.

11 St. Augustine, Contra Duos Epist. Pelagian., III, c. 8, n. 24: "Captive free choice has power only for sin, but it has no power for justice unless divinely liberated and aided." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 607).—IDEM, De Corrept. et Grat., c. 11, n. 31: "Free choice suffices for evil, but for good it is of little avail unless aided by the omnipotent Good." (P. L., XLIV, 935).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Comment, in Sent., II, dist. 28, qu. i, ad 4: "According to the Catholic faith one must walk in the middle between contrary heresies, so that we say that man can do both good and evil through free choice, yet cannot proceed to a meritorious act without the habit of grace."

p. 102


	The process of justification, by which a sinner is restored to the friendship of God, cannot take place without grace. It was in man's power to offend God, but it is not in his power to redeem himself.12 The omnipotent Creator alone can revive a dead soul.13 Reconciled to the human race by the atonement, in which His only Son gave up His life for the love of men,14 God justifies the individual sinner by infusing sanctifying grace into his soul and forgiving him his sins.15



12 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 95, n. 5: "Men were able to sell themselves, but they were not able to redeem themselves. The Redeemer came and gave the price, poured out His blood, and purchased the world." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1231). —Cfr. the same author's Sermones, 20, n. i (P. L., XXXVIII, 137).

13 St. Augustine, Epist., 155 (al. 52), c. 1, n. 2: "Nor does anyone make man blessed except He who made man." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 667). —IDEM, Contra lulian., I, c. 105: "From all sins, whether original or moral, whether they exist or are to be prevented, nothing frees except the grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord, in whom we have been regenerated and from whom we learned to say in prayer not only, Forgive us our debts, that is, because we have sinned, but also, Lead us not into temptation, that is, lest we sin." (P. L., XLV, 1119). —IDEM, Enchirid., c. 48, n. 14: "That one original sin is not loosed and washed away except through the one mediator of God and men, Christ Jesus, who alone could be born in such a way that He had no need to be reborn." (P. L., XL, 255). —Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 1.

14 Cfr. Matth. XX, 28; XXVI, 28; Mark X, 45; XIV, 24; Luke XXII, 19; Rom. V, 10; 2 Cor. V, 18 sq.; E ph. II, 16; Col. I, 20; 1 Tim. II, 6; Tit. II, 14; 1 Pet. I, 18 sq.; II, 24.

15 Cfr. 1 Cor. VI, 11; Tit. III, 5-7. —Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7: "Justification is not merely the remission of sins, but also the sanctification and renewal of the interior man." —Can. 11: "If anyone says that men are justified either by the imputation of Christ’s justice alone or by the remission of sins alone, to the exclusion of grace and charity, which is poured forth in their hearts through the Holy Spirit and inheres in them, let him be anathema." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 799, 821).

p. 103The first requisite of justification, therefore, is divine grace, and the moral regeneration of the sinner is God's work, —a work more wonderful than the creation of heaven and earth, because grace implies a participation of the creature in the divine nature and consequently transcends all natural agencies.16

16 Cfr. Ps. CXLIV, 9-—St. Augustine, Tract, in loa., 72, n. 3: "I would certainly say that this work is greater than heaven and earth and whatever is seen in heaven and on earth. For heaven and earth will pass away, but the salvation and justification of the predestined, that is, of those whom He foreknew, will remain. In the former are only the works of God, but in the latter there is also the image of God." (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1823).—The Roman Missal contains this oration for the tenth Sunday after Pentecost: "O God, who manifest Your omnipotence chiefly by sparing and showing mercy, multiply Your mercy upon us," etc.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a 2ae, qu. 110- 114. —Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1917, pp. 272 sqq. —A. Rietter, Die Moral des hi Thomas von Aquin, Munich 1858, pp. 275 sqq.—J. H. Newman, Lectures on the Doctrine of Justification, 8th impression, London 1900. —J. M. Capello, S.J., Tract. Canonic o-Moralis de Sacramentis, Vol. I, Turin 1921.

Section 2: The Natural Requisite of Moral Regeneration

p. 104Though "the justification of the sinner is brought about by God moving man to justice," 1 moral regeneration in the case of adults is not a compulsory, much less a magical process, but one that takes place in a manner corresponding to human nature, i. e., by the free cooperation of the will with grace.2

1 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 1-3. —Cfr. Saint Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 113, art. 3: "The justification of the sinner is brought about by God moving man to justice. For He it is who justifies the ungodly (Rom. III, 24)."

2 St. Augustine, Serm., 169 (al. 152 4 ) 15 de Verbis Apost.), c. 11, n. 13: "The justice of God can exist without your will, but it cannot exist in you apart from your will. He who made you without you does not justify you without you. Therefore He made you without your knowing; He justifies you willing." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 923).—The Angelic Doctor continues as follows in the passage quoted above (Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 113, art. 3): “God moves all things according to the mode of each, just as in natural things we see that heavy and light things are moved by Him differently because of the diverse nature of each. Hence He also moves man toward justice according to the condition of human nature. Now man according to his proper nature possesses free choice. Therefore in one who has the use of free choice, movement by God toward justice does not take place without a movement of free choice; rather, He so infuses the gift of justifying grace that at the same time He also moves free choice to accept the gift of grace in those capable of this movement.” — Contra Gent., 1. 3, c. 148, n. 2: "Divine assistance is understood to be applied to man for acting well in such a way that it works our works in us, as the first cause works the operations of secondary causes and the principal agent works the action of an instrument (Is. XXVI, 12). But the first cause causes the operation of a secondary cause according to the latter’s own mode. Therefore God also causes our works in us according to our mode, which is that we act voluntarily and not by compulsion. Consequently no one is compelled by divine assistance to act rightly."

p. 105Justification, therefore, presupposes a rational creature endowed with free-will and voluntarily subjecting itself to God.3 This movement of the will towards God takes place by faith,4 which turns the soul away from sin and directs it towards God.5

3 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 4: "If anyone says that man’s free choice, moved and aroused by God, cooperates in no way by assenting to God who arouses and calls, whereby it disposes and prepares itself to obtain the grace of justification, and that it cannot dissent if it wills, but like something inanimate does absolutely nothing and bears itself merely passively, let him be anathema," (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 814).

4 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 113, art. 4: “A movement of free choice is required for the justification of the ungodly insofar as man’s mind is moved by God. God moves man’s soul by turning it toward Himself. Therefore for the justification of the ungodly a movement of the mind is required by which it is turned toward God. The first turning toward God takes place through faith. Therefore a movement of faith is required for the justification of the ungodly.”

5 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 113, art. 5: “The justification of the ungodly is a certain movement by which the human mind is moved by God from the state of sin to the state of justice. Therefore the human mind must relate to both extremes according to a movement of free choice, just as a body moved locally by a mover relates to the two termini of movement. It is manifest in the local movement of bodies that the moved body withdraws from the terminus from which it begins and approaches the terminus to which it moves. Hence the human mind, while it is justified, must through a movement of free choice withdraw from sin and approach justice. Withdrawal and approach in a movement of free choice are understood according to detestation and desire. Therefore in the justification of the ungodly there must be a twofold movement of free choice: one by which through desire it tends toward God’s justice, and another by which it detests sin.” —Ibid., art. 6: "Four things are enumerated which are required for the justification of the ungodly: the infusion of grace, the movement of free choice toward God through faith, the movement of free choice against sin, and the remission of guilt." —Ibid., art. 7: "The whole justification of the ungodly consists originally in the infusion of grace. For through it free choice is moved and guilt is forgiven." —Conc. Trid., Sess. VI, cap. 6: "Sinners begin to love that God as the source of all justice, and therefore they are moved against sins through a certain hatred and detestation." — Cap. 7: "Justification itself follows this disposition or preparation; it is not merely remission of sins, but also the sanctification and renewal of the interior man through the voluntary reception of grace and gifts, whereby man becomes just from being unjust, and a friend from being an enemy, so that he may be an heir according to the hope of eternal life." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 798, 799).

Because concupiscence remains in the soul even after this moral regeneration,6 man must fight all his life against the enemies of his eternal salvation and endeavor to secure it by obedience to the commandments, by prayer and abstinence, by works of faith, hope, and charity, —in a word, he must strive unremittingly to grow "in the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the age of the fulness of Christ." 7 Though the struggle may at times seem well nigh hopeless, God's grace makes victory still possible. "In all these things we overcome, because of Him that hath loved us," say the Tridentine Fathers,8 and add: "God forsakes not those who have been once justified by His grace, unless He be first forsaken by them." 9 The necessity of cooperating with grace is illustrated in the parable of the man who failed to watch for the thief,10 that of the faithful servant,11 that of the wise and the foolish virgins,12 that of the talents which the master gave to his servants, and others.13

6 Rom. VII, 23; Gal. V, 17; Jas. I, 14; cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. V, can. 5.

7 Eph. IV, 13, 15; cfr. Matth. X, 34 sqq.; XVI, 24; XIX, 17; XXVI, 41; Rom. V, 1 sqq.; VII, 18 sqq.; 2 Pet. I, 10. —Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, cap. 10: "Thus, therefore, having been justified and made friends and members of God’s household, going from virtue to virtue, they are renewed, as the Apostle says, from day to day; that is, by mortifying the members of their flesh and presenting them as weapons of justice unto sanctification. Through observance of the commandments of God and the Church, in the justice received by the grace of Christ, with faith cooperating in good works, they grow and are justified still more." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 803).

8 Rom. VIII, 37; cfr. Matth. XI, 30; 1 John V, 3.—St. Augustine says in his treatise De Natura et Gratia, c. 43, n. 50: "For God does not command impossible things, but by commanding admonishes you both to do what you can and to ask for what you cannot do." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 271).—The Council of Trent (Sess. VI, c. 11) quotes these words, and adds: "and He helps you so that you may be able." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 804).

9 "For God does not abandon those once justified by His grace unless He is first abandoned by them." (Ibid.)

10 Matth. XXIV, 43 sqq.

11 Matth. XXV, 1 sqq.

12 Matth. XXIV, 45 sqq.

13 Matth. XXV, 14 sqq.

p. 107Sanctifying grace is ordinarily attached to certain visible signs, called Sacraments, —"through which," in the words of the Tridentine Fathers, " all true justice either begins, or being begun is increased, or being lost is re 14 paired."

14 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 20; Sess. VII, Prooem.

These means of grace man is in duty bound to use, —which is but another way of saying that he must submit himself to the Church established by Jesus Christ.15

15 Conc. Trident., Sess. VII, De Sacr., can. 4; De Bapt., can. 8 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 847, 864).

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologlca, 1a 2ae, qu. 113. —Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 2nd ed., St. Louis, 97> pp. 274 sqq. —Codex Juris Canonici, can. 731-1144. (In this work we have duly noted the changes made necessary by the new Code. A succinct statement of them will be found in A. Viladevall, Mutationes in Theologiam Moralem a Novo Codice Juris Canonici Inductae, Buenos Aires 1917, and in Alb. Schmitt, S.J., Supplementum to Noldin's Summa Theol. Mor., ed. 2a, New York, 1918).


Chapter II: The Sacraments as Divinely Instituted Means of Grace


Section 1: The Moral Requisites of Valid Administration

p. 108


	The efficacy of the Sacraments depends solely on the will of God, and hence all that is required for their valid administration on the part of the minister is power and jurisdiction, proper application of matter and form, and an actual or at least a virtual intention of doing what the Church does.1 It is a mortal sin for any one not in the state of sanctifying grace to administer a Sacrament solemnly. Ignorance, of course, is an excuse, and so is urgent necessity, as when the administration of Baptism or Penance cannot be postponed without danger to the salvation of others. In such urgent cases the minister is called minister necessitatis; in all others, minister called minister necessitatis; in all others, minister solemnitatis.



1 Conc. Trident., Sess. VII, De Sacr., can. 10, 11, 12; Sess. XIV, De Poenit., can. 10 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 853, 854, 855, 920).

p. 109Hence the general rule that no Sacrament should be performed or administered by one who is in the state of mortal sin. One who is so unfortunate as to be called upon to administer a Sacrament in that state, should first cleanse himself by the worthy reception of Penance, if he can conveniently find a confessor (habita copia confessarii)2 or else by an act of perfect contrition.

2 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIII, cap. 7, can. 11; Rit. Rom., De Administr. Sacram., tit. i, n. 4; Codex Iuris Can., can. 807.

Matrimony is the only Sacrament that is not administered by the priest but by the contracting parties to each other, and hence husband and wife are themselves the ministers.3 They should receive this holy Sacrament in the state of grace, which means, ordinarily, that they should go to confession and Communion before plighting their troth.

3 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, De Reform. Matr., c. i; Rit. Rom.t De Sacr. Matr., tit. 7, c. 1, n. 17.

In regard to the other Sacraments the question arises: If a priest who is in the state of mortal sin be called upon to administer a Sacrament, must he go to confession, or is perfect contrition sufficient? We answer: Perfect contrition suffices for all Sacraments except the Holy Eucharist (i. e., saying Mass). The reason is this: Perfect contrition, including the votum sacramenti, restores sanctifying grace, and the administration of all the Sacraments, with the exception of the consecration of the Eucharist, is always, morally speaking, a matter of necessity. When the celebration of Mass is a matter of necessity, as sometimes happens, it will suffice for the priest to make an act of perfect contrition, but he is bound to receive the Sacrament of Penance as soon thereafter as an opportunity offers, i. e., at least within three days, according to the common interpretation of the law.4

4 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 5-6.—Missale Rom., De Defect. in Cel. Missae, tit. 8, n. 2 sq.— Prop. Damnat. ab Alexandra VII., 38: "The command of the Council of Trent, given to a priest who celebrates from necessity while in mortal sin, to confess as soon as possible, is a counsel, not a precept."—Prop. 39: "That phrase ‘as soon as possible’ is understood to mean when the priest confesses in his own time." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1138 sq.).—Cfr. Ferreres, Comp. Theol. M., ed. 8a, Vol. II, n. 431, qu. 5.

p. 110It follows that all those who are ex officio entrusted with the administration of the means of grace, are in duty bound to hold themselves in readiness to administer the Sacraments, in other words, to be habitually in the state of grace.5

5 Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CIII, s. i, n. 9: "Let those who use holy things unholily consider what account they will have with God." (Migne, Pat. La*., XXXVII, 1343).

So much for the interior disposition of the minister. Now for the act of administration. As the minister acts in the name and by authority of the Church, the first rule is that he must comply with her directions. Sancta sancte tractanda. Hence it is a mortal sin knowingly to employ the wrong matter or form, or, except in case of necessity, a matter or form of doubtful validity; since this would endanger the Sacrament. In cases of necessity (iusta causa) a doubtful matter or form may be employed, because the Sacraments are instituted for the sake of men (sacramenta propter homines). It is likewise sinful (mortally or venially, according to the circumstances of each case) to alter or mutilate the words of the form, to utter them inarticulately or without devotion, or to omit important rites or ceremonies prescribed by the Church. If this is done out of contempt for Christ or the Church, or if it causes grave scandal, the minister commits a mortal sin, and even when the motive is mere negligence, a mortal sin is committed every time the object is materia gravis.6 2. The faithful have a right to the Sacraments, and hence all duly appointed ministers of the Church are bound in justice to administer the same whenever they are asked, and should always be ready and willing to comply with every reasonable request, nay exhort their people to make frequent use of the divinely appointed means of grace.7 It is a mortal sin for a priest entrusted with the care of souls to refuse to administer a Sacrament without good reason, or to administer it with manifest reluctance. Such conduct is apt to deter the faithful from the reception of the Sacraments and easily causes scan- dal. The duty of administering Baptism and Penance, in particular, binds even when there is danger of contracting a contagious disease or incurring grave risk to life or limb.8 Of course, all reasonable precautions may and should be taken in such cases. The duty just mentioned does not bind priests who are not officially engaged in pastoral work, though all are bound to respond to urgent calls when there is grave necessity, as, e. g., on the field of battle, or when some one is seriously ill or dying and no other priest can be had. The same rule applies to a pastor in his conduct towards those not under his care. We need hardly add, however, that no true priest will confine himself to what is of strict duty in matters of this kind.

6 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VII, De Sacr., can. 13 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 856); Rit. Rom., De Administr. Sacram., tit. 1, n. 11.

7 Cfr. Concilium Trident., Sess. XXIII, De Ref., c. i; Rit. Rom., De Administr. Sacram., n. 5.

8 John X, 11-13. —Benedict XIV, De Synodo Dioecesana, XIII, c. 19, n. 8.—Cfr. I. Chapeauville, Tract. de Necessitate et Modo Ministrandi Sacramento, Tempore Pestis, Mayence 1612.

p. 112It is forbidden (extra periculum mortis) to administer the Sacraments to persons who are notoriously unworthy (publice indigni), especially if these persons are excommunicated by name, or are under an interdict, or if they lead a life of public infamy, e. g., prostitutes, fortune tellers, concubinarians, and Freemasons publicly known as such, unless indeed they have done penance and repaired the scandal given. The reason for this prohibition is the danger of scandalizing the faithful and Christ's admonition not to give that which is holy to the dogs nor to cast pearls before swine.9

9 Matth. VII, 6.—Cfr. 1 Tim. V, 22.—Rit. Rom., De S. Eucharist. Sacr., tit. 4, c. 1, n. 8-9. —Chr. Pesch, Praelect. Dogmaticae, Vol. VI, 3rd ed., pp. 126 sqq.

p. 113In applying this rule attention must be paid to the distinction between public and private sinners and to the nature of the request made. If the priest knows of the unworthiness of an applicant only by his official position, i. e., through the confessional, he is obliged to administer the Sacrament asked for, e. g., Holy Communion, because the preservation of the seal and the good name of the recipient are more important than regard for the sanctity of the Sacrament. Hence if a person who is guilty of secret sin should publicly demand a Sacrament, his demand must not be refused if there is danger of public defamation or grave scandal. The case is different with public sinners and secret offenders who apply privately to the priest. To such (extra periculum mortis) no Sacrament should be administered except Penance and, under certain conditions, Matrimony.

To simulate a Sacrament, e. g., by administering an unconsecrated host, is never allowed, not even for the purpose of preventing sacrilege or saving one's life.10 To bless or pray over a penitent not properly disposed, in order to protect the secret of the confessional or the good name of the sinner, is not a simulatio or fictio sacramenti, and therefore permitted.11

10 The proposition: "Urgent grave fear is a just cause for simulating the administration of the Sacraments." was condemned by Pope Innocent XI (Prop. Damnat., n. 29; Denz.- Bannwart, n. 1179).

11 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 11th ed., pp. 40 sq.

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 3a, qu. 60-90. —St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, 1. VI, tr. 1-5 (ed. Gaudé, Vol. III).—P. Schanz, Die Lehre von den hi Sakramenten, Freiburg 1893, pp. 161 sqq. —N. Gihr, Die hl. Sakramente der kath. Kirche, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1902, pp. 140 sqq.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VI, 3rd ed., pp. 98 sqq. —P. Pourrat, Theology of the Sacraments, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1914. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. I, St. Louis 1915, pp. 161 sqq. —Wilhelm-Scannell, A Manual of Catholic Theology, Vol. II, 2nd ed., London 1901, pp. 366 sqq. —J. E. Pruner, Lehrbuch der Pastoraltheologie, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1904, pp. 94 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 11th ed., pp. 3 sqq. —J. de Lugo, De Sacramentis in Genere, disp. 1-9. —Ballerini-Palmieri, SJ., Opus Theol. Mor., 3rd ed., Vol. IV, n. 642-710.—A. Lehmkuhl, SJ., Theol. Moral, Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 1-43 —Sabetti-Barrett, SJ., Comp. Theol. Mor., 22nd ed., pp. 515 sqq.—Th. Slater, SJ., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 15 sqq.


Section 2: The Moral Requisites of Worthy Reception

p. 115Regarding the moral requisites of worthy reception, a distinction must be drawn between what is necessary for the validity of a Sacrament and what is required for its licit and fruitful reception.




	The valid reception of a Sacrament requires: a) that the recipient be in the wayfaring state (in statu viatoris); b) that (if he be an adult) he have the wish to employ the Sacrament as a means of grace; c) that he be baptized. Baptism, according to an ancient saying, is the door to the supernatural life. No other Sacrament can be validly received without it.1



1 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacratnents, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 238 sqq.; Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelect. Dogm., Vol. VI, 3rd ed., pp. 130 sqq.; N. Giehr, Die hi. Sakramente, Vol. I, "5 and ed., pp. 158 sqq.

As regards the necessary intention, this is supplied by the Church for infants, insane and weakminded persons, and adults who lack the full use of reason.2 When there is question of adminis- tering Extreme Unction to an unconscious Catholic, it may be presumed that the patient would wish to receive the Sacrament if he were in possession of his faculties. Penance and Extreme Unction require an actual, or at least a virtual, intention; for the other Sacraments (Baptism of adults, Confirmation, Communion, and Holy Orders) a habitual intention is sufficient.

2 Cfr. Matth. VIII, 5-10; XV, 22-28; Mark IX, 16-26.

p. 116


	For the licit and fruitful reception of Baptism (in the case of adults) and Penance there is required in the subject faith, hope, and imperfect contrition (attritio). One who has lost sanctifying grace after Baptism must regain it by a worthy confession before he can worthily receive Holy Communion.3 The reception of Penance is recommended, though not prescribed, as the best means of preparing for the other Sacraments of the living. To receive any of these Sacraments consciously in the state of mortal sin is a sacrilege and a more grievous sin than would be the administration of a Sacrament in the same condition.



3 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI. c. 5-6; Sess. XIII, c. 7, can. 11 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 797, 798, 880, 893).

Broadly speaking, the faithful are in duty bound to demand the Sacraments only from properly constituted ministers of good character. Every priest is to be regarded as worthy unless his unworthiness is certain and notorious.

p. 117READINGS. —P. Schanz, Die Lehre von den hl. Sakramenten, Freiburg 1893, pp. 187 sqq.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticac, Vol. VI, 3rd ed., pp. 130 sqq. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. I, pp. 191 sqq. —Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Com/>. Theol. Mor., 22nd ed., pp. 526 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 42 sqq. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 41 sqq—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 37 sqq.


Section 3: Baptism and Confirmation

p. 118


	BAPTISM. —Since the coming of Christ Baptism is "the laver of regeneration,"1 in which every man must be washed, either actually (in re), or at least in desire (in voto), in order to be saved.2



2 John III, 5.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 4; Sess. VII, De Bopt., can. 2 sqq. (Denzinger-Bannwart, n, 796, 858 sqq.)—Cfr. Pesch, Prae- Sess, Praelect. Dogm., Vol. VI, 3rd ed., pp. 181 sqq.

1 Tit. III, 5.

The necessity of Baptism, therefore, is a necessitas medii; but it is also a necessitas praecepti, on account of Christ's command to the Apostles to teach and baptize all nations.3

3 Matth. XXVIII, 19.

The precept of receiving Baptism obliges all who have the use of reason and are capable of receiving this Sacrament.4 Nothing can dispense from this duty except utter inability. a) Baptism being "the Sacrament of faith," is necessary for all men, including the children of Christian parents, and as an indispensable condition of membership in the mystic body of Christ imposes certain well-defined duties.

4 Conc. Trident., Sess. V, can. 4; Sess. VI, c. 7 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 799); Rit. Rom., De Sacr. Bapt., tit. 2, c. 1, n. 1.

Parents and their representatives are bound under pain of grievous sin to have their children baptized as soon as possible after birth. To allow a child to die without Baptism is a mortal sin. As regards the time, due attention should be paid to approved custom and local ecclesiastical regulations. Under the present discipline infants must be baptized as soon as it can conveniently be done.5 Most theologians deem it a mortal sin to defer Baptism for more than a month without reasonable cause. It is safe to say that the reception of this most important Sacrament should not be postponed for more than a few days unless there be some very good reason for delay.

5 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 2, qu. 33. — Decree of the Holy Office, of Jan. 11, 1899: “It must be urged that Baptism be administered as soon as possible.” — Codex Juris Can., can. 770: "Infants are to be baptized as soon as possible; and pastors and preachers are frequently to remind the faithful of this grave obligation of theirs."

p. 119The Rituale Romanum forbids a child to be baptized in utero matris on the ground that the Sacrament cannot be validly administered under such conditions. This prohibition is based on an assumption which has proved to be unfounded. With the means now at command it is possible to baptize an infant in utero, and therefore it should be done. If the head can be reached, the child should be baptized in the regular way, and the Baptism must not be repeated if the child is born alive; if the head cannot be reached but some other limb protrudes, the child should be baptized conditionally and rebaptized sub conditione after birth.6

6 Codex Iuris Can., can. 746, § 1: "No one enclosed in the mother’s womb is to be baptized until there is probable hope that, once duly delivered, he can be baptized. If an infant has put forth the head and danger of death is imminent, he is to be baptized on the head; nor afterward, if he survives, is he to be baptized again conditionally. If he has put forth another member, he is to be baptized conditionally on it if danger is imminent; and then, if he lives after birth, he is again to be baptized conditionally." —Cfr. Rit. Rom., De Sacr. Bapt., tit. 2, c. 1, n. 16. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 68, art. 11.

p. 120Apparently still-born infants, and such as are incompletely developed (foetus abortivus) or abnormally shaped (monstra), should be conditionally baptized if there is doubt whether they are dead or alive.7

7 Codex Iuris Can., can. 747, 748.

In case a mother dies during pregnancy, the fetus should be carefully extracted from the womb and baptized, —absolutely if it is certainly alive, conditionally if there be doubt.8

8 Rit. Rom., De Sacr. Bapt., tit. 2, c. 1, n. 17. —Cfr. Stohr-Kannamuller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedisin, 5th ed., Freiburg 1909, pp. 479 sqq.; Pruner, Lehrb. d, Pastoraltheol., Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 157 sqq. —Codex Iuris Can., can. 746, § 4.

Infants should be baptized privately immediately after birth if there is reason to fear that they will die before the Sacrament can be administered in the ordinary way. This precept implies the duty, on the part of physicians and midwives, of calling attention to such danger, where it exists, and on the part of all concerned of seeing to it that the Sacrament is administered in time.9

9 Codex Iuris Can., can. 759, § 1; can. 743. —Rit. Rom., De Sacr. Bapt., tit. 2, c. 1, n. 13. —The decree of the Holy Office of Jan. 11, 1899, already quoted, says: "It can then be permitted that the midwife confer it when there is a positive fear that the child will die during the delay." —Cfr. J. B. Geniesse, La Mort Reclle et la Mart Apparente et leurs Rapports avec I'Administration des Sacrements, Paris 1906; J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Rome 1906, pp. 265 sqq.

p. 121b) After having their child baptized, parents are in duty bound to give it a good Christian education, in order that the grace conferred by Baptism may be preserved. In case of death or neglect, this duty devolves upon the sponsors, of whom there should be at least one and not more than two.10

10 Codex Iuris Can., can. 760, 764. —Rit. Rom., De Sacr. Bapt., tit. 2, c. 1, n. 25. —Cfr. C. Krieg, Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, p. 110. Under the new Code no spiritual relationship is incurred by Baptism except between the baptizing minister and the person baptized, and between the latter and the sponsors (can. 768).




	CONFIRMATION. —The Sacrament of Confirmation bestows the grace to be "a good soldier of Christ Jesus,"11 to profess the Catholic faith courageously, and never under any circumstances to deny it. Hence all who are able to receive this Sacrament are in duty bound to do so.12 Culpable neglect in this matter exposes one to great spiritual danger and is a mortal sin if inspired by formal contempt for the Sacrament or accompanied by grievous scandal, or when there is proximate danger of losing faith or charity.



11 2 Tim. II, 3. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 72, art. 1 and 7.

12 Codex Iuris Can., can. 787.

Bishops are under a grave obligation of affording the faithful an opportunity to receive this Sacrament at least once every five years.13

13 Ibid., can. 785, § 3 sq.

p. 122Each person confirmed ought to have a separate sponsor, whose obligations are similar to those assumed by the sponsor at Baptism.14

14 Codex Iuris Can., can. 794, 797.

There is no obligation either to administer or to receive this Sacrament fasting, though, according to St. Thomas, "where it can conveniently be done, it is more becoming that both giver and receiver should be fasting."15

15 Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 72, art. 12, ad 2: "Because of the multitude of the faithful and the dangers that threaten, it is tolerated that this Sacrament, which can be given only by bishops, be given or received even by those who are not fasting, because one bishop, especially in a large diocese, would not suffice to confirm so many people if their time were restricted. Yet where it can suitably be observed, it is more fitting that it be given and received by those who are fasting."

READINGS. —Rituale Romanum, De Sacro Baptismate. —J. B. Geniesse, La Mort Reel et la Mart Apparente et leurs Rapports avec I'A dministration des Sacrements, Paris 1906. —J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Rome 1906. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. I, pp. 238 sqq., 304 sqq. —Stohr-Kannamiiller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedizin, 4th ed., Freiburg 1900. —Codex Iuris Canonici, De Baptismo, can. 737-779; De Confirmatione, can. 780-800. —M. J. O'Donnell, "Baptism in the New Code," in the Irish Eccles. Record, 5th Series, Vol. X, No. 6, pp. 441 sqq.—P. Hoornaert, S.J., Baptéme d’Urgence, Brussels 1923. —Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 534 sqq., 555 sqq.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 47 sqq., 67 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 62 sqq., 99 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 43 sqq., 70 sqq.


Section 4: The Holy Eucharist

p. 123The Holy Eucharist is entitled to an important place in Moral Theology because it has been instituted as the spiritual food of the soul, as a means to avoid everyday sins, and as a pledge of eternal glory.1 Christ instituted this Sacrament for the twofold purpose of transforming and ennobling human nature, and enabling men to advance on the way to righteousness and become intimately united with God. As Communion the Holy Eucharist is both the efficient cause and sign of a real and mystic union with Jesus Christ 2 —"the sacrament of ecclesiastical unity, which is brought about by many being one in Christ." 3 "From the Eucharist the martyrs drew their strength, the virgins their zeal, the saints their courage." 4 The nature and effects of this Sacrament give rise to the following obligations.

1 John VI, 50 sqq.—St. Ignatius (Ep. ad Ephes., 20, 2) calls the Holy Eucharist "the medicine of immortality, the antidote that we should not die, but live forever in Christ." (Funk, Patres Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 230). —Rit. Rom., De S. Euch. Sacr., tit. 4, c. 2, n. 6: "O sacred banquet, in which Christ is received, the memory of His Passion is recalled, the mind is filled with grace, and a pledge of future glory is given to us."

2 Cfr. John VI, 54; 1 Cor. X, 16 sq.—Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 218 sqq.; M. Heimbucher, Die Wirkung der hi. Kommunion, Ratisbon 1884.

3 "The Sacrament of ecclesiastical unity, which consists in this, that many are one in Christ." (St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 82, art. 2, ad 2). —St. Augustine 123 exclaims: "O Sacrament of piety! O sign of unity! O bond of charity!" (TV. in loa., 26, n. 13). In another place (ibid., n. 14) he calls the Eucharist "panis concordiae." Again he says: "The martyrs are strong, the martyrs are steadfast; but bread strengthens the heart of man, the bread which came down from heaven." (Serm., 333, c. i; Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 1464). —Cfr. K. Adam, Die Eucharistielehre des hl. Augustin, Paderborn 1908.

4 Don Bosco.

p. 124


	THE DUTY OF RECEIVING HOLY COMMUNION. —Holy Communion is not necessary as a means of salvation (necessitate medii), but a divine precept imposes upon all who have attained the use of reason the duty of receiving the Eucharist if possible (necessitas praecepti).5



5 Cfr. Luke XXII, 19; John VI, 4 1 Cor. XI, 26. —Conc. Trident., Sess. XIII, c. 2, can. 9; Sess. XXI, c. 4, can. 4 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 875, 891, 933, 937)- —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 73, art. 3; qu. 80, art. 11. 5 "The most perfect and most necessary provision for the journey."




	This duty is based on the same general reasons as that of receiving Confirmation, plus the additional one that Holy Communion is a food without which the supernatural life of the soul must needs grow weak or cease altogether. There can be no doubt that the divine precept of receiving the Holy Eucharist as viaticum 6 (when there is danger of death from whatever cause) obliges under pain of mortal sin, for Christ expressly declared: "Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you." 7



7 John VI, 54. —Codex Iuris Can., can. 864, § 1. —Conc. Nicaen. I., can. 13 (Hefele, Concilicngeschichte, Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 417). —Conc. Trident-, Sess. XIII, c. 8. —On the ancient custom of receiving Communion as viaticum see A. Struckmann, Die Gegenwan Christi in der hi. Eucharistie, Vienna 1905, pp. 210 sqq.

p. 125


	The duty with which we are concerned is inculcated by the well-known ecclesiastical precept which commands all the faithful who have attained the use of reason to receive Holy Communion at least once a year, during Easter time. This law, passed by the Fourth Council of the Lateran,8 was at first purely disciplinary, but received dogmatic character at the Council of Trent.9 The paschal precept must be regarded as an authentic interpretation of the divine command to eat the Body and Blood of the Lord. Needless to say, it can be fulfilled only by a worthy Communion.10 If for some reason the precept is not complied with during the paschal season, it remains binding for the remainder of the ecclesiastical year, and if one foresees that he will be unable to perform his Easter duty within or after the prescribed time, he should try to attend to it in advance.11



8 Conc. Lat. IV. (A. D. 1215), c. 21 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 437).

9 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIII, can. 9. —Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Moralis, Vol. II, n. 218 sq. —The new Codex Iuris Can. states the law of paschal Communion in the usual terms of our catechisms, but adds (can. 859, § 1): "unless perhaps, on the advice of his own priest and for some reasonable cause, he judges that its reception should be postponed for a time."

10 This has been indirectly defined by Innocent XI when he condemned the proposition: "The precept of annual Communion is fulfilled by a sacrilegious eating of the Lord." (Prop. Damnat., n. 55; Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1205). The new Codex Iuris Can. expressly says (can. 861): “The precept of receiving Communion is not fulfilled by a sacrilegious Communion.”

11 Cfr. Koch-Preuss, Handbook of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 179. —St. Alphonsus, Theol. Moral., 1. VI, n. 297 sqq.

p. 126The place for making the Easter Communion is the parish church. One who makes it elsewhere, under the new Code of Canon Law, is admonished to inform his pastor of the fact.12

12 Codex Iuris Can., can. 859, § 3: "The faithful are to be advised that each fulfill this precept of paschal Communion in his own parish; and those who fulfill it in another parish are to take care to notify their own pastor that the precept has been fulfilled." —On the history of this procept see A. Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church, St. Louis 1915, pp. 210 sqq.

II. PREPARATION FOR COMMUNION. —The nature of the Holy Eucharist is such that it must be received with the greatest possible purity of soul and body. i. PREPARATION OF THE SOUL. —In order to receive Holy Communion worthily, the soul must be free from mortal sin.13 Therefore, if one is conscious of a mortal sin, he must worthily receive the Sacrament of Penance before approaching the Holy Table. If he must communicate, and confession is impossible, he should at least make an act of perfect contrition. Mortal sins forgotten in a worthy confession should, if a good opportunity offers, be confessed before approaching the Holy Table. There is, however, no strict obligation to do so, and if one has no opportunity to confess, it will suffice to mention such sins in the next confession. To receive the Holy Eucharist while conscious of mortal sin is a very grievous sin, and the greatest of sacrileges, though, contrary to the opinion of many, by no means the most grievous sin a man can commit.14

13 Cfr. 1 Cor. XI, 27 sqq.; Conc. Trident., Sess. XIII, c. 7, can. 11 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 880, 893); Sess. XXII, De Observ. et Evitand. in Celebrat. Missae. —Cfr. Prop, Dantnat. ab Alexandra VII., n. 38 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1138).

14 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 3a, qu. 80, art. 5; Pohle- Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 268 sq. —On the participation of Judas in the Last Supper see St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 81, art. 2; J. Belser, Die Geschichte des Leidens und Sterbens des Herrn, Freiburg 1903, pp. 162 sqq.

p. 127As an immediate preparation for Holy Communion, acts of faith, hope, charity, adoration, desire, devotion, and humility should be elicited. All these acts may profitably be directed to Christ's sacrificial death on the cross.15 A part of the preparation for Communion in the wider sense is the thanksgiving following its reception. This is a very important and effective means of preserving the graces obtained and of making them fruitful for the spiritual life. The thanksgiving after Communion should consist mainly in acts of adoration, humility, gratitude, love, and self-oblation,16 and should contain some special petitions and resolutions.

15 Cfr. Luke XXII, 19; 1 Cor. XI, 26; Rit. Rom., De Euch. Sacr., tit. 4, c. 1, n. 4; F. S. Renz, Die Geschichte des Messopferbegriffes, Vol. I, pp. 115 sqq.

16 Cfr. P. Lejeune, Avant et après la Communion, Paris 1901.




	PREPARATION OF THE BODY. —On the part of the body the worthy reception of the Eucharist requires: a) Cleanliness and a decent habiliment. Neglect of these requisites betrays a moral defect and is a violation of the respect due to the Sacrament and to Jesus Christ, who is present therein. Holy Communion must not, however, be denied to those who suffer from diseases which ordinarily involve physical uncleanness, e. g., leprosy, smallpox, eczema, etc. The married are advised (though not commanded) to abstain from carnal intercourse immediately before and after Communion. 17 "Neither legitimate cohabitation nor a flow of blood nor seminal pollutions during sleep but only impious and illicit conduct can violate nature or expel the Holy Ghost/' 18 b) A second bodily requisite for the worthy reception of Communion is that the recipient be fasting. The Eucharistic fast, known as ieiunium naturale, consists in complete abstention from food and drink and everything that is ordinarily taken after the manner of food and drink (per modum cibi et potus) after midnight (post mediam noctem).19™ This law binds under pain of mortal sin and admits of no parvitas materiae. The term midnight is to be understood physically, not morally, but we are allowed to follow either standard or sidereal time.



17 Cfr. 1 Cor. VII. 5 sq.; Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 4, qu. 56; Innocent XI's Decree "Quum ad Aures," Feb. 12, 1679 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1147); Missale Rom., De Defect, in Celebr. Missae, tit. 9, n. 5; Pseudo- Augustine, Append. Serm., 292 (at. 244 De Temp.), n. 3 (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 2298).

18 Constit. Apost., VI, c. 27 (ed. Funk, Vol. I, p. 371); cfr. Struckmann, Die Gegenwart Christi in der hi. Eucharistie, pp. 207 sqq.; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 64, art. 3.

19 St. Augustine, Epist., 54 (a/. 118), n. 8: "It pleased the Holy Spirit that, in honor of so great a Sacrament, the Lord’s body should enter the Christian’s mouth before other foods; for this is why that custom is observed throughout the whole world." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 203). Missale Rom., De Defect, in Celebr. Missae, tit. 9, n. 1-4; Rit. Rom., tit. 4, c. 1, n. 3. —St. Thomas says (Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 80, art. 8, ad 5): "The Roman Church begins the day at midnight. Therefore, if anyone takes anything after midnight by way of food or drink, he cannot receive this Sacrament on the same day; but he can if it was before midnight." —The new Codex Iuris Can. reinforces the old law as follows (can. 858, § 1): "One who has not observed the natural fast from midnight cannot be admitted to the Most Holy Eucharist unless danger of death is urgent or there is a necessity of preventing irreverence toward the Sacrament."

p. 129The Eucharistic fast does not, however, bind those who are in danger of death, i. e., who suffer from a disease in which the Holy Eucharist is given as viaticum (which may be done repeatedly in the course of the same illness2020). Nor does it bind when there is danger of a profanation of the Sacrament by unbelievers, or of scandal or infamy, or when a priest is compelled to complete the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass after the Consecration, either because he has "consecrated" and consumed water instead of wine (in which case he is obliged to reconsecrate and consume both species) or, for good reason, the wine only, or because he is overcome by sudden illness or death. It is of precept to complete a Mass once it has proceeded beyond the consecration of the bread, and in case of necessity it may be done by one who is no longer fasting. If the priest who finishes a Mass in place of another has not yet said Mass himself, he is not allowed to say another Mass, etiam ablutione non sumpta, unless he has the privilege of binating.21

20 See the decision of the Holy Office of Sept. 7, 1897, and that of the S. Congregation of the Council, of Dec. 7, 1906. —Codex Iuris Can., can. 858, § 2; 864, § 3.

21 Missale Rom., De Defect, in Celebr. Missae, tit. 10, n. 5. —Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mort, 1. VI, n. 287 sqq.

The Eucharistic fast, finally, is not binding on in- valids or on those who have been legitimately dispensed by the Pope. Invalids may receive Communion once or twice a week even if they are obliged to take some liquid food.21

21 Codex Iuris Canonici, can. 858, § 2.

p. 130III. FREQUENT COMMUNION. —By frequent Communion (communio frequens) is understood the reception of the Holy Eucharist daily or at least several times a week. i. There can be no doubt that frequent Communion agrees perfectly with the teaching and practice of the Church. St. Augustine says that, unless a man's sins are so great as to merit excommuniation, he should not deprive himself of the daily medicine of the Body of Christ.22 The Council of Trent "admonishes, exhorts, begs, and beseeches... that all and each of those who bear the Christian name... would believe and venerate these sacred mysteries of [Christ's] Body and Blood with such constancy and firm- ness of faith, with such devotion of soul, with such piety and worship, as to be able frequently to receive that supersubstantial bread/' 23 which, according to the same holy Synod, is "an antidote whereby we may be freed from daily faults and preserved from mortal sins/' "the spiritual food of our souls/' by which we are "fed and strength 24 ened."

22 St. Augustine, Epist., 54 (al. ii 8), n. 4: "If sins are not so great that anyone is judged worthy of excommunication, he ought not separate himself from the daily medicine of the Lord’s body. Yet let each one do what, according to his faith, he piously believes should be done. For one, out of reverence, does not dare to receive daily, while another, out of reverence, does not dare to omit it on any day. This food desires only that it not be despised, just as the manna desired not to be loathed." (Migne, Pair. Lat., XXXIII, 201 sq.)—IDEM, Serm., 227 (al. 83 De Diversis): "You, the newly born, ought to know what you have received, what you are about to receive, and what you ought to receive every day." (P. L., XXXVIII, 1099). —Pseudo-Augustine, Append, Serm., 84 (al. 28 De Verbis Domini), n. 3: "Receive daily what may benefit you daily; live so that you may deserve to receive daily. He who does not deserve to receive daily does not deserve to receive after a year." (P. L., XXXIX, 1908 sq.). —The latter passage appears verbatim also in Pseudo-Ambrose, De Sacram., 1. V, n. 25 (P. L., XVI, 452).

23 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIII, c. 8; Sess. XXII. c. 6 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 882, 944). —Cfr. the decree of Innocent XI, "Quum ad cures" (Denzinger-Bannwart. n. 1147 sqq. ); St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 80, art. 10; Lejeune, La Pratique de la Sainte Commitnion, Paris 1900; F. X. Godts, C.SS. R., Exagcrations Historiques et TMologiques concernant la Communion Quotidienne, Roulers and Bruxelles, 1904; Ch. Madridius. —J. P. Bock, De Frequenti Usu S. Eucharistiae Sacramenti, Vienna 1909.

24 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIII, c. 2 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 875). — Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 4, qu. 69; F. Meffert, Der hl. Alfons, pp. 253 sqq.

p. 131


	Since frequent Communion is so ardently desired by Jesus Christ and His Church, the way to the altar railing should be open to all the faithful without distinction of rank, class or condition. No one should be turned away who is in the state of grace and approaches the table of the Lord with a right intention. The right intention demanded by the Church consists in the desire to receive the Eucharist, not as a matter of habit, or out of vainglory or human respect, or for some other earthly motive, but for the purpose of pleasing God, of becoming more closely united with Him by charity, and of seeking this divine remedy for one's weaknesses and defects.25



25 Decree of the S. Congr. of the Council, Dec. 20, 1905, "Sacra Tri- dentina Synodus." The best English commentary on this decree is, The Decree on Daily Communion, by J. B. Ferreres, S.J., translated by H. Jimenez, S.J., London 1909.

p. 132The frequent reception of Holy Communion quite naturally entails certain demands upon the recipient.

While it would be presumptuous to set up absolute rules, we may safely say that a) It is fitting that he who receives Communion daily be free from conscious attachment to (venial) sin and strive earnestly and sincerely after perfection. However, though it is highly desirable that daily and frequent communicants be free from venial sins, at least from those which are entirely voluntary, and also from all attachment to sin, it is sufficient if they avoid mortal sins and harbor the earnest intention to sin no more, for with such a purpose they will inevitably be weaned more and more from sin. b) How often each one may go to Communion is a question to be decided by the confessor.26 In admitting children to their first Communion, the parents and the confessor should be consulted, but the final decision rests with the pastor.27

26 Innocent XI's Decree "Quum ad aures" (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1147): "Frequent approach to receive the sacred nourishment is to be left to the judgment of confessors who examine the secrets of the heart; from purity of conscience, the fruit of frequency, and progress in piety, they ought to prescribe to laymen engaged in business and to married persons whatever they foresee will benefit their salvation." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1147). —Cfr. Leo Kill's Decree "Quemadmodum omnium rerum hutnanarum," Dec. 17, 1890.

27 Codex Iuris Can., can. 854, 5 5-

In regard to frequent Communion two extremes must be avoided: (i) Jansenistic rigorism, which demands a high state of perfection, and (2) laxism, which regards the frequent reception of the Holy Eucharist as an infallible mark of predestination.28

28 Prop. Damnat. ab Alex. Vlll., Dec. 7, 1690, prop. 22: "Those are to be judged sacrilegious who claim a right to receive Communion before they have done fitting penance for their offenses." —Prop. 23: "Likewise those in whom there is not yet a most pure love of God, free from every admixture, are to be kept from Holy Communion." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1313)- —Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., prop. 56: "Frequent confession and Communion, even in those who live like pagans, is a sign of predestination." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n- 1206).

p. 133Since the promulgation of the decree " Sancta Tridentina Synodus/' Dec. 20, 1905, it is forbidden to engage in " contentious controversies " concerning the dispositions required for frequent and daily Communion.29

29 Decree "Sancta Tridentina Synodus," art. 9; Ferreres, The Decree on Daily Communion, p. 33.

4. Devotion to the Blessed Sacrament

—The duty of adoring Christ in the Blessed Sacrament is fulfilled, broadly speaking, by participating in the celebration of the Holy Eucharist, which is the acme and centre of our religion. The custom of offering the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass in common on Sundays is as old as Christianity itself.30 The duty of attending Mass on Sundays and holydays was enforced by ecclesiastical synods since the sixth century.31 Under the present discipline this duty can be complied with in any church or in any public or semi-public oratory.32 Pastors are bound to offer the Holy Sacrifice on every Sunday and holyday of obligation for the people under their charge.

30 Cfr. Justin Martyr, Apolog., I, 65 sq.; Pliny, Epist.. X, 97; Tertullian, De Fuga, c. 14.

31 Conc. Agath., A. D. 506, can. 47; cfr. the Decretum Gratiani, dist. i, can. 64, De Consecratione (Friedberg' s ed., Leipsic 1879, col. 1312).

32 Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 280 sqq. —Conc. Trident., Sess. XXII, Deer, de Observandis; Sess. XXIII, c. 1, De Ref. —Codex Iuris Cano- nlci, can. 859, § 3.—Instruct™ Pa- Storalis Eystettenstis, 5th ed., Freiburg 1902, pp. 20 sqq.

Though the second commandment of the Church merely establishes the general duty of hearing Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation, particular individuals, because of special needs, may be bound to hear Mass more frequently.

p. 134Belief in the Real Presence of Christ and the signification and value of the Eucharistic Sacrifice, as well as the oft-expressed desire of the Church, ought to induce every faithful Catholic to attend Mass whenever possible and to communicate sacramentally, or at least spiritually, by eliciting an ardent desire to be united with Christ and to be made worthy of the graces of Communion.33 Special opportunities for worshipping our Eucharistic Lord are furnished by Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament, the exposition of the Sacred Host during the Forty Hours' Devotion, the so-called Holy Hour, the Corpus Christi procession, and other celebrations.

33 Conc. Trident.. Sess. XIII, c. 8; Sess. XXII, c. 6 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 882, 944). —St. Thornas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 80, art. i, ad 3.

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 3a, qu. 80, art. l-n. —H. Noldin. S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 115 sqq. —P. Gasparri, Tract. Can. de SS. Eucharistia, 2 vols., Paris 1890. —Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VI, 2nd ed., pp. 346 sqq. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 265 sqq., pp. 136 sqq. —M. Heimbucher, Die Wirkung der hi. Kommunion, Ratisbon 1884.—Labouré, L’Eucharistie Centre de la Vie Chretienne, Paris 1899. —Leo XIII, Encyclical "Mirae Caritatis" May 28, 1902. —Codex Iuris Canonici, can. 801-869. —J. Gerber, S.J., La Sainte Eucharistie, Paris 1925 (a resume of the moral theology of the Holy Eucharist as a sacrament and as a sacrifice.)


Section 5: Penance

p. 135


	NECESSITY OF THIS SACRAMENT. —The Sacrament of Penance (sacramentum poenitentiae sive reconciliationis) is the normal means by which a Catholic who has committed mortal sin after Baptism can recover sanctifying grace. To receive this Sacrament, actually or at least in desire (in re aut in voto), is as necessary for persons guilty of mortal sin as Baptism is for those still in the state of original sin. This is but another way of saying that for all Christians guilty of mortal sin Penance is a necessary means of salvation (necessitas medii).1 Christ has instituted this Sacrament for the forgiveness of sins, and hence perfect contrition without at least the votum sacramenti cannot justify a sinner, for contrition, to be truly perfect, must include the desire of employing the divinely ordained means of reconciliation, i. e., the Sacrament of Penance.2 Justly, therefore, is Penance called "the second plank after shipwreck." 3



1 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 2, can. 6 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 895, 915); St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 84, art. 5.

2 Cfr. John XX, 21-23; Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. i and 4 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 135 894, 897 sq.).

3 St. Jerome, In Is., II, c. 3: "The second plank after shipwreck and consolation in miseries is to hide one’s impiety." (Migne, P. L., XXIV, 65).—IDEM, Epist., 130 (a/. 8), n. 9: "But let us remain ignorant of penance, lest we sin readily. Let it be, as it were, a second plank after shipwreck for the wretched; in a virgin let the ship be preserved intact. It is one thing to seek what you have lost, another to possess what you have never lost." (P. L., XXII, 1115). —Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., can. 2 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 912). —Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 1. —Peter Lombard, Sent., IV, dist. 14, p. 1. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 84, art. 6. —St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. VI, c. 10 (ed. II, Vicetia. p. 531).—Pohle- Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, and ed., p. 73.
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	DUTY OF RECEIVING THIS SACRAMENT. —From the fact that Penance is by divine right necessary for all who have fallen into mortal sin, it follows that a Catholic is bound to receive this Sacrament —a) When he has had the misfortune of committing a mortal sin. Consciously and voluntarily to remain in the state of mortal sin is incompatible with the virtue of charity towards God, shows contempt for grace, and runs counter to Christian self-love, because the sinner thereby incapacitates himself for the performance of any and all meritorious works and endangers his soul.4 Hence it is advisable to go to confession as soon as possible after falling into mortal sin.5



4 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., can. i (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 911). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 6, art. 5.

5 Cfr. St. Bonaventure, Comment, in Sent., IV, dist. 17, qu. 2, p. 2: "Yet I believe it sound counsel that all who fall through mortal sin confess as soon as they can; for one who carries the wound of sin hidden for so long does not seem truly contrite. To assert generally of such persons that they can defer until Easter seems dangerous to me." (Opera Omnia, IV, 445 sq.).

All sins committed after Baptism are matter (materia remota et removenda) for Penance. Mortal sins alone are necessary matter (materia necessaria). Therefore, one who is conscious of venial sins only, is not per se bound to receive the Sacrament, for venial sins can be expiated by other means besides Penance.6 Nevertheless, venial sins are admissible and sufficient matter (materia liber a sen sufficiens) for confession, and it is advisable to include them, as the Sacrament of Penance is the best and most efficacious means of obtaining forgiveness of them, for two reasons:—first, because men are easily deceived as to the character of certain sins, and, secondly, because Penance serves not merely to blot out sin and sanctify the soul, but also to instruct, console, and encourage the sinner, and thus aids him on the way to perfection.

6 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit,, c. 5, can. 6 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 899 sqq., 916); Pohle- Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, 62 sq. —Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, 4th ed., p. 150.

p. 137A Catholic is furthermore bound to receive this Sacrament, b) When he is laden with mortal sin and in danger of death, or when he is conscious of being in the state of mortal sin and wishes to receive a Sacrament of the living; or c) When he is commanded to do so by an ecclesiastical precept (iure ecclesiastico). The Third Commandment of the Church says that every Catholic should worthily confess his sins at least once a year to a duly ordained priest.7 Of course, this binds only those who have committed mortal sin.8 No definite time is assigned for the fulfillment of this obligation, but the Church recommends that it be done in Lent. As a rule the annual confession is made in connection with the prescribed paschal Communion. Frequent reception of the Sacrament of Penance may be recommended as a most effective protection against sin and a powerful means of perfection.9

7 See A. Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 151 sqq.

8 Slater, Moral Theol., I, 576 sa.; infra, p. 152.

9 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 46. Ph. Scharsch, Die Devotionsbeichte, 3rd ed., Leipsic 1920.
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	REQUISITES OF WORTHY RECEPTION. —Penance is described by the Fathers as "a laborious Baptism." 10 As such it demands a larger measure of personal cooperation on the part of the recipient than any other Sacrament. Whoever wishes to receive this Sacrament worthily must practice the virtue of penance or repentance ** and confess his mortal sins, or, as the case may be, one or more venial sins. More specifically, he must make an act of contrition coupled with a firm purpose of amendment (contritio cordis), confess his sins to a duly authorized priest (confessio oris), and accept and perform the satisfaction imposed (satisfactio operis). Not all of these conditions, however, are of equal importance. Actual satisfaction belongs merely to the integrity of the Sacrament, whereas contrition, confession, and absolution are of its very essence. 12 The Catechism of Trent says: "In the general opinion of the pious, whatever of holiness, piety, and religion has been preserved in the Church in our times, through the boundless beneficence of God, is to be ascribed in a great measure to confession.”13 The same authority describes Penance as " this citadel, so to speak, of Christian virtue," and adds that, though sins are cancelled by perfect contrition, few can reach a sufficient degree of contrition, and consequently it was "necessary that the Lord, in His infinite mercy, should provide by some easier means for the common salvation of men; and this He did, in His admirable wisdom, when He gave to the Church the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven." 14 READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 3a, qu. 84-90. —P. Schanz, Die Lehre von den hl. Sakramenten, pp. 535 sqq. —Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VIII, 2nd ed., pp. 4 sqq. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, Penance, pp. 130 sqq. —F. X. Zenner, Instructio Practica Confessarii, Vienna 1857. —F. Lorinser, Die Lehre von der Verwaltung des hl. Bussakramentes, 2nd ed., Breslau 1883. —J. Reuter, S.J., Neoconfessarius Practice Instructus, 4th ed. by J. Mullendorf, Ratisbon 1006. —A. Tappehorn, Anleitung zur Verwaltung des Bussakramentes, 5th ed., Diilmen 1908. —D. Palmieri, Tractatus de Poenitentia, Rome 1879.



10 See Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, p. 73. ll Cfr. op. cit., pp. i sqq.

12 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 2 and 3, can. 4 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 895 sqq., 914). —Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 20. — Error. M. Lutheri damnat. a Leone X., prop. 5 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 745). —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, pp. 132 sqq. —B. Pascal, Pensées, P. I, a. 5, n. 8 (Vol. I, Paris 1812, pp. 194 »qq.).— J. A. Moehler, Symbolism (tr. Robertson), 5th ed., London 1906, pp. 223 sqq. —Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 349 sqq.

13 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 36 (a/. 32); A. Kirchberger, Der gldvtbige Protestant und die Beichte, Innsbruck 1906.

14 Cat. Rom., ibid.

Article 1: Contrition
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	NATURE OF CONTRITION. —Contrition (contritio cordis) is the most necessary constituent of Penance, both as a virtue and as a Sacrament,1 for without contrition there can be no genuine repentance and no forgiveness.2 The Council of Trent defines contrition as "a sorrow of the soul and a detestation for sin committed, with the purpose of not sinning for the future." 3 Hence contrition is essentially an act of the will, by which man renounces sin and determines to avoid it in future. The act of renunciation is called contrition in the strict sense (contritio stricte dicta), while the determination to avoid future sins is termed purpose of amendment (propositum).



1 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, pp. 1 sqq.; 72 sqq.

2 Joel II, 12 sq. —Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., prop. 60: "Absolution is neither to be denied nor deferred to a penitent who has a habit of sinning against the law of God, nature, or the Church, even if no hope of amendment appears, provided that with his mouth he declares that he is sorry and proposes amendment." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1210).

3 Sess. XIV, De Poenit., cap. 4: "Contrition, which holds the first place among the aforesaid acts of the penitent, is sorrow of the soul and detestation for sin committed, with the purpose of not sinning for the future." —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 1, ad 1: "Contrition is sorrow undertaken for sins, with the purpose of confessing and making satisfaction."

Being an interior sorrow of the soul, contrition differs from that purely intellectual regret (dolor intellectivus speculativus) which consists in a mere perception of the damnableness of sin, and also from the so-called terror conscientiae, I. e., the fear with which conscience is smitten upon being convinced of iniquity.4 Both these emotions may be present without a spark of genuine contrition.

4 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., can. 4: "If anyone says that there are only two parts of penance, namely terrors struck into the conscience when sin is recognized and faith, let him be anathema." —Conf. August., art. 12. —Möhler, Symbolism, pp. 124 sqq.; pp. 223.

p. 141The moral value of contrition, as a turning away from sin and a turning to God (aversio a pec cat o et conversio ad Deum), consists in its being an act of the will,5 and consequently it need not be accompanied by sensible pain or grief, nor manifest itself by sighs and tears. Whilst there is such a thing as "tears of contrition," 6 sensible sorrow forms no constituent of genuine contrition, nor is its presence a sure proof thereof.

5 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 24: "Because contrition has been defined as sorrow, the faithful are to be warned not to think that it is perceived by a bodily sense. For contrition is an act of the will." —Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c.

6 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 798).

"As there are tears that indicate no deep emotion, so there is a sorrow without tears. As a rule, however, it is desirable that contrition should be manifested by outward signs. Such outward signs of internal sorrow for sin are technically known as signa contritionis, and divided into two classes, ordinary and extraordinary. The latter manifest themselves partly in an unusual stirring of the affections and partly in the making of special efforts to go to confession, seek advice, etc. Such extraordinary signs are of particular significance in the case of habitual sinners and recidivi, where ordinary signs fail.”7 2. PROPERTIES OF CONTRITION. —Contrition may be perfect or imperfect.

6 Cfr. Ps. VI, 7; Matth. XXVI, 75; Luke VII, 44, 47. —Cfr. St. Augustine, Serin., 351, c. i: "As sorrow is the companion of penance, so tears are witnesses of sorrow." (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1536).—Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 28.

7 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 212 sq. detestatio

p. 142Perfect contrition (contritio caritate per feet a, or simply contritio) is inspired by charity, i. e., a perfect love of God as the supreme good for His own sake.

Imperfect contrition (contritio imperfecta), now technically called attrition (attritio), is sorrow inspired by some other supernatural motive, e. g., fear of eternal punishment, repugnance to sin as an offense against Almighty God, regret at having lost divine grace and forfeited heaven, etc.8 As can be easily seen, the distinction between perfect and imperfect contrition is not based upon the degree of sorrow a man has for his sins, but upon the motives by which that sorrow is inspired; this distinction is specific rather than generic.

8 Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. tivo Mor., II, n. 318: "Contrition is distinguished as twofold: perfect, which is detestation of sin arising from the special motive of perfect charity, or of the goodness of God supremely loved for His own sake; and imperfect, or attrition, which is detestation of sin arising from another supernatural motive, for example, from consideration of the baseness of sin, from fear of hell, or from love of eternal beatitude." —Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 4 (Denn. 897 sq.).

p. 143Perfect contrition, coupled with a desire to receive the Sacrament of Penance (contritio cum voto sacramenti), is sufficient to effect the forgiveness of sins not merely in cases of necessity, or when it reaches the highest possible degree of intensity, but of itself and always. Imperfect contrition (attrition), on the other hand, can produce this effect only in connection with sacramental confession.9 Hence perfect contrition is not an essential requisite of Penance, but attrition suffices for the valid reception of this Sacrament, provided, of course, that the penitent is resolved to sin no more and confidently trusts in the mercy of God.

9 Conc. Trident., 1. c. —Cfr. Prop. Bait Damnat., prop. 31, 32, 70, 71 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1031, 1032, 1070, 1071). —Gury, l. c., n. 335: "Perfect contrition justifies a man of itself, even outside the Sacrament of Penance. This is evident from reason: for contrition necessarily includes perfect charity; moreover, to love God perfectly is to be united with God, since love consists in union; and union with God necessarily effects separation from sin, since one cannot embrace one extreme without withdrawing entirely from the opposite extreme. Therefore it follows. It is also evident from Sacred Scripture. Perfect contrition does not remit mortal sins, or justify a man, except with the desire for confession, for sins cannot be remitted except through the means instituted by Christ. An implicit desire suffices, however; for an explicit desire is required neither by the nature of perfect contrition, since it can justify by itself alone, nor by a divine precept, since none can be shown." 9a Cfr. Slater, Questions of Moral Theology, 355 sqq.

However, though there is no obligation to make an act of perfect contrition in preparing for confession, the faithful should be exhorted to do so, to the best of their ability.9* Broadly speaking it is safe to assume that imperfect contrition always includes an act of at least incipient love (amor initialis), while perfect contrition is rarely without an admixture of fear (timor filialis).10

10 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 6: "They are raised up to hope and begin to love God as the source of all justice." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 798). —Cfr. J. E. Pruner, Kath. Moralthevlogie, Vol. II, 3rd ed., p. 374.

p. 144For the valid reception of the Sacrament of Penance contrition (whether perfect or imperfect) should be: a) Sincere or heart-felt, for else it would be sheer hypocrisy. The quality of sincerity flows as a necessary effect from the nature of contrition. b) Supernatural, both in its origin and in its motives. True contrition owes its existence to divine grace and is based upon reasons or motives supplied by supernatural faith.11 c) Supreme or sovereign, not in intensity but appreciatively, i. e., the penitent must detest sin as the greatest of all evils and be ready to give up everything he has, even life itself, rather than offend God.12 Since contrition is in the will, not in the emotions, it may happen that the sorrow one feels at temporal misfortunes is both affectively and intensively greater than that felt at sin as a purely spiritual evil; but this need not prevent a man's contrition from being appreciatively supreme. "If we may not succeed in rendering our contrition perfect," says the Roman Catechism, "it may nevertheless be true and efficacious, for oftentimes things that fall under the senses affect us more than spiritual things, and hence some persons experience a greater sense of grief for the loss of their children than for the baseness of their sins.”13 Our sense of grief need not be supreme, for to make it so is largely beyond our control; but we must by a combined act of the mind and will abhor sin above all other evils. Theologians express this technically by saying that sin must be detested as the greatest of all evils, not affectively, but effectively 14 (non affective sed effective). d) Contrition must furthermore be universal, i. e., it must cover all the mortal sins committed by the penitent. As every mortal sin implies a complete turning away from God, no one mortal sin can be forgiven without the rest.15

11 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 3 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 813). — Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XL, prop. 57: "It is probable that merely honorable natural attrition suffices." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1207).

12 Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 328: "Supreme, that is, so that the sinner detests his offense more than every other evil and prefers to lose and suffer all things rather than commit sin. For conversion to God must be total, since sin is a total turning away; but it would not be total unless it were supreme—indeed, it would be nothing—for the man would still cling to a creature, since he would still prefer it to God."

13 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, QU. 28: "Although we may be less able to attain that it be perfect, contrition can nevertheless be true and efficacious. For it often happens that things subject to the senses affect us more than spiritual things. Therefore some persons sometimes experience a greater feeling of grief from the death of their children than from the baseness of sin."

14 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 3, art. 1-2.

15 Cfr. Gury, op. cit., n. 328: "Universal, that is, it must exclude all grave sins, at least implicitly, either from one universal motive or from several particular motives which, at least taken together, extend to all mortal sins committed, even those not occurring to memory. The reason is that no actual sin is remitted without sorrow; but one mortal sin cannot be remitted without another, since remission takes place by the infusion of grace, which cannot coexist with any mortal sin." —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 86, ad 3.

p. 145It is not, however, necessary to make a special act of contrition for each particular mortal sin. One general act for all the sins committed (universe) will suffice.

Venial sins can be forgiven severally, one without the other, and hence it suffices to make an act of contrition for one. When many venial sins are confessed, it is advisable to elicit a more specific contrition for the one or other of them, because a too general contrition might lack sincerity and efficaciousness.16 To receive sacramental absolution from a venial sin it is necessary to have at least imperfect contrition for that particular offence.

16 Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 29 sq.; St. Alphonsus, Theol, Mor., I, VI, n. 433, 438, THE PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT

Being the proximate matter of Penance, contrition must be brought into moral connexion with the Sacra- ment, 7. e., it must precede the sacramental absolution or be present in the soul while the formula of absolution is pronounced by the priest. The best way is to make an act of contrition before entering the confessional.

p. 146READINGS. —Pohle-Pretiss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, pp. 132 sqq.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VII, 2nd ed., pp. 39 sqq. —R. Schultes, O.P., Reue und Bussakrament, Paderborn 1907.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 296 sqq.

Article 2: The Purpose of Amendment




	DEFINITION. —Genuine contrition, whether perfect or imperfect, must be accompanied by a firm purpose to amend one's life and to avoid future sins (propositum non peccandi de cetero). This truth may be deduced from the very nature of contrition, which, being a detestation of sin as an offense against God, must include both an act of sorrow for past sins (de praeterito) and the resolution not to sin again (de futuro).



The purpose of amendment which is included in contrition may be either explicit (propositum explicitum sive formate) or implicit (propositum implicitum sive virtuale). It is explicit when the penitent expressly thinks of the future and resolves never to sin again; it is implicit if he merely hates sin for fear or love of God, without eliciting a formal act of the will not to sin in fu- ture. A good resolution of the latter kind is called virtual.1

1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 342: "A purpose is a true will not to sin any more in the future. It is twofold: explicit or formal, by which one, thinking about the future, resolves not to sin any more; and implicit or virtual, which is included in contrition itself without the future time being placed before one’s eyes." —Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 4: “Propositum non peccandi de cetera.... Cessatio a peccato et vitae novae propositum el inchoatio." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 897).

p. 147The resolution to avoid sin and its proximate occasions for a supernatural motive is an indispensable condition of the valid reception of Penance. The controverted question whether the Sacrament requires an explicit (formal) resolution, or whether an implicit (virtual) purpose of amendment suffices, may theoretically be decided in favor of the latter opinion, though in praxi it is always better to choose the pars tutior, i. e., to give explicit consideration to the necessity of amending one's life and make a formal resolution to do so. A really contrite penitent will hardly ever fail to make an explicit purpose of amendment.2

2 Gury, op. cit., n. 345: "Is an explicit purpose required in contrition? Three opinions are given. The first, more common and very much more probable, denies it, because a purpose with all its efficacy is included in true contrition; therefore an implicit purpose ought to suffice for the validity of the Sacrament, provided sorrow is elicited from a universal motive. The second opinion affirms it, because, although sorrow necessarily includes a purpose, nevertheless an explicit purpose is required by Trent when it says in the definition of contrition: with the purpose of not sinning for the future. The third opinion holds that an explicit purpose is not required if the penitent does not think of the future, as happens with the dying; otherwise, if he attends to the future. In practice the safer opinion is to be followed because of the authority of the theologians who maintain the necessity of an explicit purpose, although speculatively it seems rather improbable. Besides, it very rarely happens that truly contrite penitents omit an explicit purpose." —Cfr. Noldin, Vol. III, pp. 312 sq.




	PROPERTIES. —The purpose of amendment, being an essential part of contrition, is as necessary for the valid reception of Penance as con- trition itself, and consequently, like the latter, and for the same reasons, must be: a) Universal (propositum universale), i. e., it must comprise all mortal sins which one might possibly commit in future and, in a general way, the lessening of venial sins.3 If none but venial sins form the matter of confession, it is sufficient to resolve to avoid at least one of them, or to diminish the total number.4 b) The purpose of amendment must be firm, i. e., the penitent must be determined to suffer any hardship rather than again offend God by a mortal sin.5 Distrust of one's strength or fear of relapse do not impair the firmness of purpose which a sinner must have to amend his life. All that is required is that he humbly trust in God and be firmly determined to cooperate with divine grace in fighting temptations.6 Actual re- lapse is not always a sign that one's purpose of amendment lacked firmness; for even the strongest resolution may weaken and finally succumb.7 But when the relapsed penitent has made no effort, or only the weakest kind of an effort, to amend his life, it may reasonably be presumed that he had no firm purpose of amendment. c) Since the purpose of amendment is essentially an act of the will directed to future performance, it must be efficacious (propositum efficax), that is to say, the penitent must be ready and willing to employ the means necessary and useful for the avoidance of sin, particularly to shun all voluntary proximate occasions 8 and to repair to the best of his ability whatever injury he may have done to others.



3 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 87, art. 1, ad i: "A man established in grace can avoid all mortal sins and each one; he can also avoid each venial sin, but not all. Therefore penance for mortal sins requires that a man purpose to abstain from all and each mortal sin; but for penance for venial sins it is required that he purpose to abstain from individual sins, though not from all, because the weakness of this life does not permit this. Yet he ought to have the purpose of preparing himself to diminish venial sins; otherwise he would be in danger of falling away, since he would abandon the desire of progressing or of removing the impediments to spiritual progress, which are venial sins."

4 Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 344, 347.

5 Ibid., n. 34: "The penitent must have an entirely determined will not to relapse into sin, notwithstanding any inconvenience or human fear; otherwise he would not will to turn totally and sincerely to God."

6 Op. cit., n. 346: "Should the purpose of one who indeed has the intention not to sin but believes he will certainly relapse be judged firm? The reply is negative, because, practically speaking, one who truly wills not to sin can abstain from sin. Therefore, if he believes he can abstain. Therefore, if he believes that he will certainly fall, this indicates weakness of purpose; for divine grace will always be present, with which he ought to hope that he will not relapse. Yet one who fears a fall because of past frailty is not to be judged indisposed. Hence that penitent has a true purpose who, when asked by the confessor about his will not to sin, replies: “I am very frail; I fear a fall, yet I do not now will to fall.” In practice, however, examine the penitent’s character and disposition. For you will not rarely find sinners declaring that they will relapse who fear that their purpose is not sufficiently firm, although they display nothing other than fear of falling and distrust of themselves. Such penitents are to be told that the question is not about what will perhaps probably happen but about the present will regarding the future and about placing supreme confidence in divine help."

7 Cfr. Matth. XXVI, 33-35; 69- 75. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 84, art. 10, ad 4: "That someone afterward sins, either in act or purpose, does not exclude the first repentance from having been true; for the truth of a prior act is never excluded by a subsequent contrary act. For just as one who afterward sits truly ran, so one who afterward sins truly repented."

8 Cfr. Gury, Camp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 344: "An efficacious purpose: the penitent must not only resolve firmly that he wills not to sin any more, but must also employ effort and all necessary means for avoiding sins and fleeing proximate occasions. It suffices, however, that the purpose be affectively efficacious; that is, it suffices that the sinner be prepared in mind to employ the necessary means, because future avoidance of sin is not of the essence of a purpose." dDe Imit. Christi, I, 19 (Opera Omnia, ed. Pohl, II, 32 sq.). Our translation is that of the "Seraphic Edition," by Father Thaddeus, O.F.M., London 1908, pp. 34 sq.

p. 150The purpose of amendment which forms part of contrition is of great importance for the spiritual life because there can be no progress on the way to perfection unless one has a straight purpose and keeps it. Thomas a Kempis says: "According to our resolution the course of our progress shall be; and he who would advance rapidly needeth great diligence. For if a man who maketh a firm resolution often faileth, how will he fare who hath seldom or never any fixed purpose? In many ways, however, we abandon our good resolve; and a slight omission of our exercises seldom passeth without some detriment to our progress. The good resolutions of the just depend not so much on their own wisdom, as on the grace of God, in whom they also ever trust in all their undertakings. For man proposeth, but God disposeth; and 'the way of a man is not His.' " 9 "Good resolutions," says Alban Stolz, "are like blossoms that drop from a tree; they bring no fruit unless a man employs the means necessary to carry them out."

READINGS.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 310 sqq.—Th. Slater, S.J., Manual of Moral Theol, Vol. II, pp. 161 sq —A Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 231 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 77 sqq.

Article 3: Confession

p. 151


	NECESSITY. —The second essential constituent of the Sacrament of Penance is confession. By confession (confessio, ἐξομολόγησις)1 we understand the sorrowful declaration of sins made to a priest with the purpose of obtaining forgiveness through the power of the keys.2



1 Conc. Florent., Decretum pro Armenis: "The second part of penance is oral confession, to which it belongs that the sinner confess integrally to his priest all the sins of which he has memory." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 699).

2 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 33: "They define confession as an accusation of sins belonging to the class of a Sacrament, undertaken so that we may obtain pardon by the power of the keys. It is rightly called an accusation, because sins are not to be recalled as though we were displaying our crimes, as those do who rejoice when they have done evil, nor merely narrated as though we were recounting some deed to idle hearers for their amusement. Rather they are to be enumerated with an accusing mind, so that we wish them to be punished even in ourselves. We confess sins for the sake of obtaining pardon, because this judgment is far unlike forensic trials for capital crimes, in which punishment and torment, not freedom from guilt and pardon of error, are appointed for confession." (Ed. Ratisb. 43, p. 225). Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, pp. 181 sqq.

Sacramental confession is of divine institution and has been embodied among the commandments of the Church.3

3 Cfr. John XX, 21 sqq. —Cone, Trid., Sess. VI, ch. 14; Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 5, can. 6-8.

Every Catholic who has attained to the use of reason, i. e., who is able to distinguish between good and evil, and has sinned grievously, is obliged to confess his sins once a year (annua confessio).4 Not age, but intellectual and moral development is the decisive factor in regard to this obligation. Of course, the precept of annual confession binds only those who have committed a mortal sin. Those who are guilty of venial sins only are not strictly obliged to go to confession at all.5 Because of the danger of selfdeception, however, and particularly on account of the respect due to the law of Easter Communion, every Catholic is advised to go to confession at least once a year, even though he be not conscious of mortal sin.

4 Conc. Lot. IV., c. 21: "Omnis utriusque sexus fidelis, postquam ad annos discretionis pervenerit,... fideliter confiteatur...." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 437). —Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 38: "It is evident that no one is bound by the law of confession before the age at which he can have the use of reason. Yet that age is not certainly defined by a particular number of years; rather, this seems to be laid down universally: confession is enjoined upon a child from the time when he has the power to distinguish between good and evil and deceit can enter his mind. For when anyone reaches that time of life at which eternal salvation must be considered, then for the first time he ought to confess his sins to a priest, since otherwise no one burdened by consciousness of crimes may hope for salvation." (Ed. Ratisb. 43, p. 228).

5 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 667: "It is asked whether, in order to satisfy the precept of annual confession, one who has no mortal sins is bound to confess venial sins. The first opinion affirms it. The second opinion, however, which is common and truer, denies it. The reason is that by commanding annual confession the Church commands only that confession which is due from Christ’s institution. But Christ commands no confession other than that of mortal sins." —Supra, p. 138.

p. 152The obligation imposed by the precept of annual confession is not ad finiendam, but ad urgendam obligationem. Hence if a man surely foresees that he will not be able to comply with his duty later in the year, he is bound to do it now.

Sacramental confession, to be valid, must be made to the appointed priest in person, not by letter, telephone or messenger.6 The personal presence of the penitent is required even when oral confession is impracticable because the penitent is deaf or can speak no language known to the confessor. In the former case the avowal can be made by means of signs or in writing, in the latter, through an interpreter. In case of necessity, when oral confession is impossible, the penitent may manifest by signs the nature of his sins, his sorrow for them, and his wish to be absolved.6a II. PROPERTIES. —The properties of confession flow from the nature and purpose of the Sacrament. They are: (i) Integrity, (2) Sincerity, and (3) Clearness.7

6 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 9, art. 3; Decree of Clement VIII, June 20, 1602; Declaration of Paul V, July 14, 1605 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 962, 963); Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 45. —To the query whether absolution given by telephone (per telephonium) would be valid, and, in case of necessity, licit, the S. Congregation of the Penitentiary replied: "Nothing is to be answered" (July 1, 1884). —Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, pp. 98 sqq. 6a No one is obliged to confess either in writing or through an interpreter. Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 318 sqq.

7 St. Thomas mentions no less than sixteen, but they can all be reduced to the three mentioned in the text: "Let confession be simple, humble, pure, faithful, and frequent, unadorned, discreet, willing, modest, complete, secret, tearful, prompt, courageous and accusing, and let it be ready to obey." Th. M. J. Gousset (Theol. Mor., I, 256) enumerates four: integritas, simplicitas, humilitas, caritas. Gury (Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 352) thinks that only two of these qualities are essential: "Many qualities of confession are assigned by various authors, namely, that it be integral, sorrowful, humble, prudent, simple, unadorned, modest, brief, secret, and vocal. Of these qualities of confession only the first two are essential; the rest pertain to its manner and perfection and need no special explanation."

p. 153


	INTEGRITY. —Confession is entire or complete if the penitent avows all the mortal sins he has committed since Baptism or his last previous confession, together with their number and spe- cific circumstances.8 To be able to do this properly he must examine his conscience.



8 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 5, can. 7; Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 40 sq.

p. 154The integrity of confession (integritas confessionis) may be material or formal. It is material (integritas materialis) if the penitent actually confesses all his mortal sins; it is formal (integritas formalis) if he is willing to make a complete avowal, but is prevented by physical or moral causes. a) The material integrity of confession requires:

α) That the penitent mention all those mortal sins which he has not yet validly confessed. When he is in doubt whether or not he has confessed a mortal sin, or whether some particular sin is mortal or venial, the penitent is not bound, but (cases of scrupulousness and urgent necessity excepted) earnestly advised to mention it. If the existing doubt is founded on weighty reasons (dubium prudens), it is advisable that the sin (peccatum dubium) be confessed. Mortal sins which have been inadvertently omitted (forgotten) in one confession, must be declared in the next. If a penitent has purposely concealed a mortal sin, his confession is invalid, and he must, besides confessing his sacrilege, repeat all the mortal sins mentioned in his invalid confession, unless the confessor has at least a dim recollection of them.

p. 155


	That the number of mortal sins committed be given as accurately as possible. If the exact number cannot be ascertained, it is sufficient to give an approximate estimate, declaring, for instance, how many times the sin has been committed each day, week, or month. y) That the circumstances be mentioned which change the species of a sin or add a new species (circumstantiae speciem mut antes vel addentes), and especially those by which a venial sin becomes grievous (e. g., scandal). Circumstances that merely increase the guilt of a sin within the same species (circumstantiae notabiliter aggravantes) as a rule need not be confessed, though it is advisable to do so. They must be expressly mentioned if they entail a censure or reservation, or if the confessor inquires about them with a view to ascertaining the disposition of the penitent or deciding whether restitution has to be made.9



9 Cfr. Prop, Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., prop. 58: "We are not bound to disclose to a confessor who asks us a habit of some sin." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1208).

Circumstances which might change an objectively grievous sin (i. e., one that is grievous merely from its object) into a venial sin should also be mentioned. This is not necessary for the integrity of the Sacrament, but advisable because it may enable the confessor to form a better idea of the penitent's state of mind.

p. 156The mortal sins a man has committed, together with their number and specific circumstances, constitute the necessary matter of Penance (materia necessaria). Venial sins are merely materia libera et sufficiens, that is to say, they need not be, but may and, considering the importance of the Sacrament, should be confessed. Previously confessed sins, whether mortal or venial, may be confessed again, and if properly regretted, constitute sufficient matter for absolution. All "the other sins, which do not occur [to the penitent] after diligent thought, are understood to be included as a whole in that same confession," and are summarily included in the usual declaration: "For these and all other sins of which I am not now conscious, I am heartily sorry," and so forth.10

10 "The remaining sins which do not occur to one who thinks diligently are understood to be included as a whole in that same confession."—Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 5; cfr. Ps. XVIII, 13.

In order to be able to confess his sins properly, the penitent, before approaching the sacred tribunal, should carefully and earnestly examine his conscience.11 No time limit can be set for this important task. Circumstances of individuality, time, place, etc., must be taken into consideration. The only general rule that may be laid down is that the time and care devoted to the examination of conscience should be equal to that which is usually bestowed by prudent men upon important matters of business, and that there be no exaggeration or carelessness, lest the validity of the Sacrament be endangered and it become what Protestants have unjustly called it,—a "slaughter-house of consciences."

11 "A diligent examination of oneself or due and diligent forethought." (Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 5, can. 7).—Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 339 sqq.

Material integrity of confession in the strict sense is not always possible because God alone knows the hearts of men and can judge them infallibly.12 b) Confession is formally complete or entire if the penitent tells all the sins he is able to remember and confess, thereby proving his willingness to make a full avowal.

12 Acts I, 24; XV, 8; 1 Cor. IV, 4.

p. 157The obstacles to material integrity are partly physical and partly moral. Physical obstacles are, e. g., deafness or inability to speak, impossibility of finding a confessor who understands one's language, immediate danger of death, inculpable ignorance or forgetfulness. Moral obstacles are: extraordinary difficulty, grave spiritual or temporal injury threatening the penitent, the confessor, or a third person; e. g., the danger of losing one's good name (not, however, before the confessor), serious scandal, violation of the seal, etc. Such obstacles dispense from material integrity, provided, of course, it is morally impossible for the penitent to wait or to find another priest to whom he could make a full confession. Physical exertion, crowding of the confessionals,13 intense shame14 or the necessity of indirectly revealing an ac- complice do not excuse a penitent from making a full confession of his sins.

13 The following proposition was condemned under Innocent XI: "It is lawful sacramentally to absolve those only partially confessed because of a great concourse of penitents, such as can occur, for example, on the day of some great feast or indulgence." (Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., prop. 59; Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1209).

14 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 5: "The very difficulty of such confession and the shame of disclosing sins might indeed seem grave were it not relieved by so many and such great advantages and consolations, which are most certainly conferred through absolution upon all who worthily approach this Sacrament." —Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol., Mor,, II, n. 377: "A difficulty intrinsic to confession never excuses, however grave it may be. The reason is that confession by its nature is essentially laborious, and therefore, if a grave difficulty—for example, great repugnance or shame—excused from integrity, the faithful would very often be excused from accusing themselves of mortal sins, and consequently the institution of the Sacrament of Penance would for the most part collapse. Moreover, the Church could not reserve atrocious crimes, because that creates no slight inconvenience for penitents."

p. 158Under no pretext is the confessor permitted to inquire formally for the name of an accomplice or associate in crime (complex peccati aut socius criminis), his place of residence,15 or any circumstance that might reveal his identity. Nay, more, the penitent should not be allowed to disclose the name of his accomplice because confessor and penitent are both under obligation to protect the good name of others. But the penitent must divulge the degree of relationship of his accomplice if this is rendered necessary by some circumstance changing the species of his sin, e. g., incest, and the fact that a priest is involved when the confessional has been abused for soliciting to impurity. The laws of the Church require that a priest guilty of this crime be reported by name to the ecclesiastical authorities. If a penitent can, without great inconvenience, choose a confessor to whom his accomplice is unknown, he is in duty bound to do so.16

15 Benedict XIV., Const. "Suprema omnium," July 7, 1745; "Ubi primum," June 2, 1746; "Ad eradircandum," Sept. 28, 1746; "Apostolid ministerii," Dec. 9, 1749 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1474). —Cfr. Gury, II, 379, 382.

16 Cfr. Gopfert, III, 235 sqq. — Noldin, III, 338 sq.

If for some physical or moral reason the penitent has forgotten or otherwise omitted a mortal sin in confession, he must mention it in his next confession, —not to obtain forgiveness (as such sin has been forgiven indirectly by the grace of absolution), but to submit the forgotten sin formally to the power of the keys.17

17 Gury, II, n. 377: "When the cause excusing from material integrity ceases, the divine precept of confessing all omitted mortal sins again becomes urgent; for the excuse from the divine law of confession does not cease merely when an impediment occurs but is only suspended. Therefore, when the excusing cause ceases, the obligation of the law revives in its entirety; for the precept of confession is attached neither to a time nor to a circumstance but affects the whole of life, so that sins not yet accused must afterward necessarily be accused if this can be done. Nor is it an objection that the Church has determined the time of confession, for this determination is not for ending but for enforcing the obligation. It is evident, moreover, from the proposition condemned by Alexander VII, which reads thus: “We are not bound in a subsequent confession to disclose sins omitted or forgotten in confession because of imminent danger of death or another cause.” Therefore the contradictory of this proposition is true: consequently sins passed over through forgetfulness must necessarily be accused, although they have already been blotted out."

p. 159The assertion of a recent Protestant writer that the Church in the Middle Ages compelled the faithful to "confess each and every sin they had committed" is false.18

18 Cfr. E. Fischer, Zur Geschichte der evangelischen Beichte, Vol. I, pp. 24, 34, 47; P. A. Kirsch, Zur Geschichte der katholischen Beichte, pp. 186 sqq.




	SINCERITY. —The second quality required for a valid confession is sincerity. Confession is sincere (fidelis aut sincera) if the penitent truthfully declares all his mortal sins with their number and specific circumstances. Any wilful attempt to misrepresent seriously the nature of a mortal sin committed, or the moral state of the soul, is sacrilegious and renders confession invalid, because such an act not only destroys the integrity of confession, but is incompatible with true contrition, and, moreover, makes it impossible for the confessor to judge his penitent properly.






	CLEARNESS. —Confession must be clear, that is, the penitent must declare his sins so as to enable the confessor to understand him perfectly and to form a correct opinion of the state of his soul. The nature of the Sacrament requires that the avowal of sins be made simply, clearly, humbly, and contritely, for it is essentially an act of self-accusation, by which the penitent expects to obtain forgiveness and grace through the power of the keys confided by Christ to His Church.19 Needless to add, it requires courage and mortification to make a complete, sincere, and clear confession. 20 Regarding the form of sacramental confession, the Catechism of the Council of Trent says: "We must take care that our confession be plain, simple, and undisguised, not clothed in that artificial language which some employ, who seem rather to give an outline of their manner of life than to confess their sins; for our confession should be such as to disclose ourselves to the priest as we know ourselves to be, representing as certain that which is certain, and as doubtful that which is doubtful. This good quality our confession are not enumerated or if topics are introduced that are foreign to the matter of confession. They who, in explaining things, observe prudence and modesty, are also very much to be commended, for a superfluity of words is to be avoided, but whatever is necessary to make known the nature and quality of every sin, is to be explained briefly and modestly." 21 One who is morally certain that he has made an unworthy confession, must confess the same sins again.



19 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 38: "Sins are to be enumerated with an accusing mind, so that we wish them to be punished even in ourselves."

20 St. Ambrose, Apol. Proph. David, I, c. 4, n. 15: "David sinned, as kings are accustomed to do, but he did penance, wept, and groaned, as kings are not accustomed to do. He confessed his fault, begged pardon, lay prostrate and bewailed his misery, fasted, prayed, and transmitted the testimony of his confession to perpetual ages by making his grief public. What private persons blush to do, the king did not blush to confess. Those who are bound by laws dare to deny their sin and disdain to ask pardon, which he who was bound by no human laws sought. That he sinned belongs to his condition; that he made supplication, to his correction. Thus to have fallen into fault belongs to nature; to have washed it away, to virtue." (Migne, P. L., XIV, 857). —IDEM, ibid., II, c. 3, n. 7: "David sinned, as kings are accustomed to do, but did penance and wept, as kings are not accustomed to do. Conscious of his weakness and not arrogating power, he asked pardon; prostrate on the ground, he covered himself with sackcloth, forgetful of his sovereignty and mindful of his guilt." (P. L., XIV, 890).

21 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 43 (ed. 4a Ratisb., p. 230).

p. 161The term general confession has two meanings: ( I ) a declaration of guilt in general terms, as contained, e. g., in the Confiteor; (2) a confession in which the penitent repeats all or some of his former confessions.

A general confession in the last-mentioned sense may extend over one's whole life or some particular period thereof.

A general confession becomes necessary when former confessions were sacrilegious, either through want of sincerity, sorrow, resolution, or integrity, or through grave negligence in the examination of conscience, etc. A general confession is useful, though not necessary, at the beginning of each new epoch in life, e. g., in preparing for first Communion or on entering a new state of life, in a dangerous illness, at the time of a jubilee or mission. The scrupulous should be dissuaded from making frequent general confessions, as this practice is apt to aggravate rather than improve their condition.22

22 Cfr. Gury, II, n. 393-401; J. M. Haringer, Anleitung zur Verwaltung des hl. Bussakramentes, pp. 210 sqq.

Reapincs.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 6-10.—J. P. Gury, Compendium Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, n. 348- 401. —P. Schanz, Die Lehre von den hl. Sakramenten, pp. 498 sqq., 564 sqq.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VII, 3rd ed., pp. 76 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 82 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 315 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 238 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 656 sqq.

Article 4: Questioning and Instructing Penitents

p. 162


	THE DUTY OF THE CONFESSOR TO QUESTION THE PENITENT (Interrogatio). —This duty arises from the nature of the Sacrament. Penance is a tribunal of justice. When the penitent's self-accusation is defective, so that the confessor cannot judge of the completeness of the avowal or the disposition of the sinner, prudent questioning becomes a duty.1 Generally speaking, the presumption is in favor of the penitent. One who voluntarily comes to confession may be presumed to have the right disposition and to tell the truth. Hence no penitent should be interro- gated unless there is a well-founded doubt as to the integrity of his avowal or the absence of some element that is essential for the valid and worthy reception of the Sacrament.



1 Conc. Lat. IV., c. 21: "Let the priest be discerning and cautious, so that, after the manner of a skilled physician, he may pour wine and oil upon the wounds of the injured man, diligently inquiring into the circumstances both of the sinner and of the sin, by which he may prudently understand what counsel he ought to offer him and what kind of remedy to apply, using various trials to save the sick man." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 437). — Rit. Rom., tit. 3, c. 1, n. 15: "If the penitent has not stated the number, species, and circumstances of the sins that must be explained, let the priest question him prudently." —Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 461: "The confessor is bound to question penitents about the species and number of sins, the circumstances that change their species, and their causes, and about habits and proximate occasions, whenever he reasonably presumes or doubts that these are not sufficiently declared. The reason is that the confessor, as minister of the Sacrament, must procure its integrity, and as judge must acquire for himself the knowledge necessary to render an equitable judgment."

p. 163When it becomes necessary to ask questions, these will in the nature of the case deal with one of the following subjects: the number and specific character of one or more of the mortal sins confessed; necessary circumstances; causes and occasions; sinful habits; relapses, or the duty of restitution. Occasionally it may also be necessary to question the penitent in regard to his profession or occupation, his state of life, the time or validity of his last confession, etc.2

2 Gury (Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 463): "The confessor is not bound to question penitents who, although uneducated, seem sufficiently instructed for their condition and diligent in confessing sins with their circumstances according to their state and capacity. All the more, it is not ordinarily necessary to examine those who confess often and rarely sin gravely, such as devout persons, religious, and clerics, unless something that must be explained seems to be omitted by them."

To perform his duty effectively, the confessor, in questioning a penitent, should proceed with caution,3 prudence,4 and discretion, especially in matters pertaining to the sixth and ninth commandments.5 Besides the questions he is in duty bound to ask, others may suggest themselves, and here especially great prudence is necessary. By working upon the emotions of a well disposed penitent the confessor can often prepare the way for grace.6

3 Op. cit., n. 462: "The confessor is not bound to question the penitent except with ordinary solicitude. The reason is that the penitent himself is not bound to examine himself with the highest diligence, but only with moderate, that is, ordinary diligence. The confessor’s obligation cannot be graver than the penitent’s, since the confessor is bound to examine the penitent only secondarily, that is, because of the penitent’s deficiency."

4 Conc. Lat. IV., c. 21; Rit. Rom., tit. 3, c. 1, n. 15.

5 Cfr. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 219.

6 Rit. Rom., tit. 3, c. 1, n. 46: "Let the priest beware of detaining anyone with curious or useless questions, especially younger persons of either sex, or of imprudently questioning others about what they do not know, lest they suffer scandal and thereby learn to sin." —Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 629: "Let the examination not be curious about unnecessary matters, whereby the confessor’s reputation, the dignity of the Sacrament, and the penitent’s progress may be diminished; let it not be indiscreet—for example, about things which it is morally certain such a person is not accustomed to commit, or from which the penitent may learn to sin, or immodestly about immodest matters, or too anxiously about number." (Ed. Gaudé, III, 653).— Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 463: "Questioning must always be moderate, discreet, opportune, and suited to all the circumstances of the penitent’s character, age, and condition. Reverence for the Sacrament, natural decency, charity, and prudence toward penitents seem to require this." —P. A. Kirsch, Zur Geschichte der kath. Beichte, pp. 212 sq.

p. 164


	THE CONFESSOR'S DUTY OF ADMONISHING AND INSTRUCTING THE PENITENT (Monitio). —This duty arises from the office of teacher, which a priest is bound to exercise whenever he finds a penitent to be ignorant of what is necessary for the integrity of confession or of the disposition required for the worthy reception of the Sacrament. a) Hence the confessor is in duty bound to instruct every penitent who is either vincibly and culpably or invincibly ignorant of the truths necessary for salvation and the more important duties of life. When a penitent is invincibly ignorant in regard to some of these duties, the confessor should not instruct him unless he has good reason to think that his advice will be heeded, lest what was purely a material sin should be- come a formal sin. The same rule holds good whenever there is reason to apprehend that instruction of the penitent would result in quarrels, enmity, scandal, or other serious evil.



p. 165When a confessor has reason to doubt whether instruction is likely to prove useful, he had better say nothing.7 b) If the penitent asks for instruction, it should always be given regardless of its probable effect. However, in such cases the confessor had better not go beyond the question asked, unless additional instruction is sure to prove beneficial. For instance, if a penitent has married in spite of the vow of chastity, and asks whether the marriage is valid and whether he is allowed to render the debitum, the confessor should reply in the affirmative, without informing the penitent that he has no right to demand that which he may render. c) The confessor is obliged to remove invincible ignorance by instruction whenever failure to do so would result in injury to the common good, or whenever it can reasonably be expected that the penitent will obey, either now or later; or if the penitent would otherwise remain in proximate danger of formal sin, or his ignorance would result in spiritual injury to himself, e. g., by regarding as sinful something which is permitted.

7 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor.t 1. VI, n. 616: "But is an admonition to be given when it is doubtful whether it will profit or harm? The reply is: if no harm is feared, it certainly must be given; but if there is doubt both about the harm and about the fruit to follow, then the confessor ought to weigh the harm and the benefit, likewise the degree of fear of harm and of hope of benefit, and choose what he judges to prevail. Besides, in doubt it seems to me that it should regularly be said that formal evils are to be avoided in preference to material ones." (Ed. Gaude, III, 641).

p. 166In applying these rules it is necessary to proceed with caution. "Some theologians assume," says Linsenmann, "that there is a species of error in moral matters which the confessor had better leave untouched, in other words, that the penitent runs less danger of committing formal sin if he transgresses a moral law ignorantly and in good faith, than if he is instructed with regard to his error. This assumption is scarcely ever founded in fact. An error that involves no moral danger either to the penitent or to others, cannot possibly have reference to the substance of the moral law, but will invariably pertain to purely human precepts of minor importance. If the penitent were unwilling to accept instruction in a matter involving mortal sin, —and only in such a case would it be the confessor's duty to instruct him, —he would be incapable of receiving absolution." 8 READINGS.—St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, 1. VI, n. 607-616 (ed. Gaude, Vol. III, pp. 631 sqq.).—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 462 sqq. —A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. I, pp. 195 sqq. —F. A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, 5th ed., pp. 234 sqq. —J. E. Primer, Lehrbuch der Pastoraltheologie, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 247 sqq., 255 sqq. —F. P. Kenrick, Theologia Moralis, Vol. II, 2nd ed., Malines 1861, pp. 256 sqq. —Al. Sabetti, SJ., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 22nd ed. (by T. Barrett, SJ.), New York 1915, pp. 745 sqq.

8 Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der der Moraltheologie, p. 219. THE SEAL OF

Article 5: The Seal of Confession

p. 167


	DEFINITION. —By the seal of confession (sigillum confessionis, secretum sacramentale) is understood the obligation of keeping secret knowledge gained through sacramental confession. 1 2. SOURCE OF THE OBLIGATION. —The seal of confession binds the confessor and (per accidens) all others who have knowledge of the matter of a sacramental confession through whatever means. It is absolute and, per se, admits of no exception.



1 Cfr. H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., 1. VI, tr. 4, c. 3: "The seal is the strictest obligation of divine law in every case, even one in which the safety of an entire kingdom would be endangered, to keep silent—even after the penitent’s death—about everything said in confession, that is, in order to sacramental absolution, whose revelation would render the Sacrament burdensome or hateful." (Ed. Tornac., 1876; Vol. I, p. 573)-

As for the penitent, though not bound by the seal, he is obliged to treat confessional matter as a natural secret, so far at least as the dignity of the Sacrament or regard for the confessor demand.

The obligation of the seal rests on the natural, on positive divine, and on ecclesiastical law.2

2 Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 495: "There is the strictest obligation to preserve the seal of confession inviolably. This is evident from natural law, indeed under three titles, namely charity, justice, and religion; from positive divine law, at least implicitly, for by Christ’s institution confession must be secret, and therefore by that very fact Christ imposed upon confessors the obligation of preserving the seal; and from ecclesiastical law, as is evident from various passages of canon law, especially from the Fourth Lateran Council, chapter 21, Both Sexes, where it is said: Let him beware altogether that the confessor in no degree betray the sinner by word, sign, or any other manner; but if he needs more prudent counsel, let him cautiously seek it without any disclosure of the person." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 438).

p. 168a) The natural law commands silence regarding that which is communicated in confidence. When a man goes to confession, he expects that his secret will be locked in the bosom of the confessor. Hence to keep the seal inviolate is a matter of strict natural duty. In many countries the civil law treats the revelation of any secret communicated in confidence as a misdemeanor. b) The positive divine law demands the inviolability of the seal because it is a necessary condition of the enforcement of the precept of confession. "Confession could not be enforced," says Bishop Linsenmann, "if priests were not bound to the strictest secrecy concerning that which is revealed to them in the confessional. Hence the seal is justified, not only by the interest of the penitent, but by the interest of confession itself." 3 "The divine command to confess one's sins," says Dr. Krieg, "would be an intolerable burden if the penitent were not assured of silence on the part of the confessor." 4 c) The law of the Church forbids the revelation of sacramentally confessed sins under severe penalties.5

3 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 220.

4 Krieg, Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, p. 515.

5 Codex Iuris Can., can. 889, § 1: "The sacramental seal is inviolable; therefore let the confessor diligently beware of betraying the sinner in any degree by word or sign or in any other manner and for any cause." —On the penalties cfr. J. Hollweck, Die kirchlichen Strafgesetze, Mayence, 1899, pp. 332 sqq.; J. Laurentius, S.J., Inst. Iuris Eccles., n. 456, 546.




	NATURE OF THE OBLIGATION. —The obligation of keeping the seal binds every confessor under pain of mortal sin. It is absolute, i. e., admits of no parvitas materiae, at least directly.6 Nor does it cease with the death of the penitent, but binds always and for ever, regardless of the inconveniences that may arise for the confessor, the penitent, a third party, or the common welfare.7 The confessor is not allowed to remind the penitent outside of confession of anything he has heard in the sacred tribunal, much less to communicate confessional matter to others. 8 In some countries the civil law expressly admits the right, nay upholds the duty of the confessor to preserve the seal of confession, though sometimes with restrictions which Catholic theology cannot approve.9 Whether confession made to a priest is privileged in English law is a matter of doubt.10 In the United States of America the position of the question at common law is the same as in England, but some of the States have made the privilege a matter of statutory law.11



6 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 497: "... at least in direct revelation. The reason is that the matter, even the slightest, contains the whole nature of the precept."

7 Gury, op. cit., n. 495: "The obligation of the seal of confession always binds in every case, so that in no possible case is it lawful to reveal anything heard and received in confession. For the obligation of the seal of confession admits no exception, because if any exception could be given, people would always fear that such a sin might be that cause for lawfully breaking the seal, and consequently the Sacrament would become hateful. Moreover, no good to be obtained or evil to be avoided can compensate for the evil of hatred of the Sacrament."

8 Cfr. N. Knopp, Der kath. Seelsorger als Zeuge vor Gericht, Ratisbon 1849.

9 F. H. Vering, Lehrbuch des Kir chenre elites, 3rd ed., Freiburg 1893, pp. 211, 739 sqq.

10 Cfr. R. S. Nolan in the Cath. Encyclopedia, XIII, 649 sqq.

11 C. Zollmann, American Civil Church Law, N. Y., 1917, pp. 333 sq.

p. 169What a priest hears in sacramental confession, he hears not as a man, but as the representative of God, and hence, when asked as a private individual, he may deny knowledge which he possesses only from confession. In acting thus he does not employ a purely mental reservation because every one knows that a priest, if asked for information, even in court, answers merely as a man, and not as the vicar of God.12 The case would be different if he were expressly asked whether he knew of a thing through confession. He would then not be allowed to say no because this would be a manifest untruth or might involve a violation of the seal —an untruth if he really had the knowledge which he was asked to betray; a violation of the seal if he knew nothing about the matter in question. His duty in such an emergency would be to denounce the question as improper and refuse to answer even at the risk of life.13

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Supplem., qu. 11, art. 1, ad 3: "A man is brought forward as a witness only as a man, and therefore without injury to conscience he can swear that he does not know what he knows only as God’s representative." —St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., J. VI, n. 646. —J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 497: "What ought a confessor to answer one who questions him about things heard in confession? Let him reply, even with an oath if necessary, that he knows nothing or has heard nothing, because he has no communicable knowledge. So say all." —G. Estius, Comment, in Sent., IV, dist. 17, n. 14: "The sense of the response will be: I do not know in that mode of knowledge according to which I am bound to answer you who question me." —Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 2nd ed., n. 574.

13 Cfr. F. Lorinser, Die Lehre von der Verwaltung des hl. Bussakramentes, 2nd ed., p. 37.

p. 170The penitent may permit the confessor to use knowledge obtained through sacramental confession, provided such permission be restricted to the penitent's own sins, (exclusively, say, of the sins of an accomplice) and no detriment is likely to accrue therefrom to the sanctity of the Sacrament; provided, furthermore, that no scandal be given.

p. 171Should a penitent wish to consult his confessor outside the confessional in regard to something mentioned in confession, the confessor may consider this an implicit permission to use his sacramental knowledge.14

14 Cfr. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 222.

It is no violation of the seal, though, as a rule, inadvisable for the confessor to mention previously confessed sins in a later confession.15

15 Cfr. Gury, Comp, Theol. Mor., II, n. 499: "Can a confessor speak with a penitent about the latter’s confession? He can speak in confession about all past confessions. He can also speak after absolution, before the penitent has departed or if he returns. The reason is that although the Sacrament is complete, the judgment still morally continues. Outside the sacred tribunal he cannot say even a single word to the penitent about matters pertaining to his confession without the penitent’s permission. Except if the penitent himself first speaks about his conscience or if the confessor knows certainly that it will be welcome to the penitent."

The confessor may, if he sees fit, add something to his admonition, immediately after absolution, before the penitent leaves the confessional, and this without special permission of the penitent, because of the moral union with the confession just made.

When a priest is in doubt whether information that falls under the seal has come to him through confession or by some other channel, he is obliged to observe the secretum sacramentale.16™ 4. THE OBJECT OF THE SEAL. —The obligation of keeping secret knowledge gained through sacramental confession embraces everything that might prove disagreeable or injurious to the penitent or tend to render the Sacrament odious; in particular: a) All sins revealed by the penitent, venial as well as mortal, together with their attending circumstances and the names and deeds of accomplices; b) The penance imposed, and whatever might betray the fact that absolution was denied; c) Physical or moral defects of the penitent, e. g., illegitimate birth, scrupulosity, impatience, in so far as these defects are known to the confessor only through confession; d) Virtues, special graces or prerogatives, the disclosure of which might cause the penitent or others pain or inconvenience; e) The fact that one has gone to confession, if the penitent wishes to conceal it or if his interests demand secrecy.17

16 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 633; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 497: "The confessor is bound by the seal even when it is doubtful whether something was said by the penitent in order to confession."

17 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theologia Mor., 1. VI, n. 640-644; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 502-504.

p. 172The confessor is bound to abstain from all words, signs, or other indications from which the nature of the matter revealed to him in confession or anything that falls under the seal might be inferred. Hence he is not permitted to deny holy Communion to a penitent whom he has refused to absolve, provided, of course, he knows of his unworthiness only through confession, and the penitent demands the Holy Eucharist in the ordinary way.18

18 Conc. Lat. IV., c. 21 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 437 sq.)

p. 173


	THE SUBJECT OF THE SEAL. —By the subject of the seal we mean the person bound to observe it. That person is primarily the confessor or any layman who may have wrongfully impersonated a priest in the tribunal of penance; 19 secondarily, all who have cooperated in confession, e. g., the superior to whom the penitent has applied for absolution from reserved sins; the interpreter through whom he has confessed his sins; any one whom the confessor, with the penitent's permission, has consulted or asked for advice, or who has written out the penitent's sins at his request, or who has accidentally (casu) or purposely (furtive) overheard the confession or otherwise obtained a knowledge of it.20



19 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 645. —Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 498: "Every confessor is primarily bound by the seal, whether true or pretended and regarded as legitimate by mistake, and consequently even a layman who should pretend to be a priest and hear a confession. The reason is that whenever anyone confesses in order to the Sacrament, whoever hears him thereby contracts the obligation of the seal; otherwise hatred of the Sacrament would result. So say all."

20 Codex Iuris Canonici, can. 889, I 2. —Cf. Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 498: "Those who become participants in a confession are secondarily bound, that is, all those to whom knowledge of the confession comes in any way, whether from the confession itself or from means ordered to it. From the confession itself, because the matter accused comes to them for the same reason for which the obligation of the seal is given, namely, lest hatred of the Sacrament be created; from the means, because hatred of the means redounds upon the end itself. Hence the following are bound by the seal: interpreters employed in making a confession; superiors from whom, outside the Sacrament, the faculty of absolving or receiving absolution from a reserved case is sought; those who, while someone is confessing, hear a sin either deliberately or even blamelessly, and likewise others who hear it from them; those who write the confession of persons uneducated in or ignorant of the confessor’s language whenever the confession could scarcely be made otherwise; doctors consulted by the confessor with the penitent’s permission; all those to whom the confessor sacrilegiously or imprudently disclosed sins heard in confession." tionem

Any one who has read, or heard read, the notes which served another as a necessary means of confessing his sins, (e. g., in the case of a deafmute) is obliged to keep the sacramental seal; otherwise the duty of silence is purely natural.21

21 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. obtineat Mor., 1. VI, n. 645-650 (Ed. Gaudé, III, 665); G ury, Comp. Theol. Mor., gatio II, n. 498.

p. 174As the obligation of secrecy arises solely from sacramental confession (ex omni et sold confessione sacramentali), a fictitious confession knowingly made to a layman or to an unauthorized priest does not impose the sacramental seal, but merely entails the natural obligation of keeping secret whatever is communicated in confidence. 22 6. VIOLATION OF THE SEAL. —The seal of confession can be broken (violatio, laesio sive fr adio sigilli sacrament alis) either directly or indirectly.23 a) It would be a direct breach of the seal were a priest to name a penitent and say he has committed such and such a sin, of which he (the priest) has knowledge only through confession, or to say that the penitent told him such a sin in confession. Any direct breach of the seal, even if the sins revealed are but slight, is a grievous violation of justice and a sacrilege.233" It is called complete (violatio plena) if it includes the name of the penitent, the character of his sin, and the fact that he confessed it. When one of these details is lacking, the violation is termed partial (partialis). b) The seal is broken indirectly when the confessor says or does, or omits to say or do, something from which others may gain a knowledge of confessional matter, or by which a penitent may be justly aggrieved or confession made odious. 24 Such an indirect violation of the seal is merely a venial sin when the danger of publicity is slight or the carelessness of the confessor not grievously sinful.

22 Gury, Comp. Theol. 'Mor., II, n. n. 496: "A confession made materially to a layman or to a priest expressly lacking jurisdiction does not create the obligation of the seal, but only of a natural secret. It is otherwise if the priest is believed to be approved, because on the penitent’s part the confession is truly sacramental. If anyone approaches a confessor with the intention of deceiving or mocking him, drawing him into sin, or extorting something from him, he does not accuse himself in order to the Sacrament and there is no obligation. On the contrary, if anyone opens his conscience to a confessor without the will to receive absolution, but in order to obtain counsel or merely to satisfy a superior’s command, the obligation of the sacramental seal is present."

23 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, 505: "The seal can be violated in two ways: directly, by revealing something known from confession alone, for example, if it is said, Titus did this, and so forth; indirectly, by saying or doing something from which anyone can know or suspect a sin or offense of the penitent known in confession alone, or from which shame, annoyance, disgrace, loss, or any burden can arise for the penitent or for others, for example, accomplices." 23a Codex Iuris Can., can. 889.

24 Cfr. Gury, op. cit., II, n. 506- 508.

p. 175Direct violation of the seal admits of no par-vitas materiac, whereas indirect violation does. Thus the matter would be slight, and the sin consequently venial, if a confessor would reveal something he had heard in confession through inadvertence, in the firm belief that the identity of the penitent was unknown or the danger of its being guessed extremely slight.

p. 176Priests who hear confession should never converse about matters heard in the confessional with lay persons, and with fellow priests only to seek advice or instruction, and always with great caution (tecto nomine), so that there is no danger of the seal being violated.

A confessor violates the seal also by saying that a certain sin is rife in a community (parish, monastery, seminary), especially if the community is small.25

25 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 654. —J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 508: "Does one break the seal who says that such a vice prevails in a city or village, or that grave crimes are committed there? The answer is affirmative if the place is sufficiently small, for example, if it does not consist of about three thousand people. It is otherwise if the town is large and public crimes are committed there rather often."

Knowledge gained in the confessional may not be used by superiors for the external government of their subjects as such a proceeding is apt to annoy the penitents, or to render the Sacrament odious, or to lead to an indirect breach of the seal.26

26 Cfr. Th. Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, p. 232. The new Codex Iuris Canonici, can. 890, forbids such use absolutely.

Provided the seal is kept intact, a confessor may, if necessary, communicate information obtained in sacramental confession to prudent and experienced persons for the purpose of seeking advice, but beyond this, he must observe strict silence.27

27 Cfr. the Instructio S. R. et U. Inquisitionis of June 9, 1915, which says, inter alia: "Nevertheless, ministers of this saving Sacrament are sometimes not lacking who, although suppressing everything that could in any manner betray the penitent’s person, are not afraid rashly to speak—whether in private conversations or in public sermons to the people, for the edification of their hearers, as they say—about matters submitted in sacramental confession to the power of the keys. But since in a matter of such weight and importance not only a complete and consummated injury but every appearance and suspicion of injury must be avoided with the greatest care, it is plain to all how such a custom is to be condemned. For although this is done with the substance of the sacramental secret preserved, it surely cannot fail to offend the pious ears of hearers and arouse distrust in their souls. This is altogether foreign to the nature of this Sacrament, in which the most merciful Lord Jesus blots out with the pardon of His most merciful goodness the sins which, through the frailty of human intercourse, we have com- SACRAMENTAL mitted, and utterly forgets them. Let Ordinaries take care that the priests subject to them be diligently taught never to dare, especially on the occasion of sacred missions and spiritual exercises, to touch in their public or private discourse upon anything pertaining to the matter of sacramental confession, under any form or pretext, not even incidentally, either directly or indirectly—except in a case of necessary consultation proposed according to the rules handed down by approved authors; and let them order that, in examinations for their qualification to hear confessions, they be specially examined on this matter." Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor.t Vol. II, n. 771 sq.

p. 177READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, Supplementum, qu. 11, art. 1-5.—St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, 1. V, n. 633-661. —F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 220 sqq. —A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. II, 3rd ed., Freiburg 1907, n. 530-580.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 228 sqq.—Addis and Arnold's Catholic Dictionary, 9th ed. (by T. B. Scannell), London 1917, pp. 766 sq—R. S. Nolan in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 649-665-—Bedeley, Privilege of Religious Confession in English Courts of Justice, London 1865.—Hopwood, The Law of Confession in Criminal Cases, London 1871. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. III, 11th ed., pp. 491 sqq., Innsbruck 1914.—B. Kurtscheid, O.F.M., Das Beichtsiegel in seiner gcschichl. Entwicklung, Freiburg, 1912. (Engl. ed. by Marks-Preuss, St. Louis 1928).—Honoré, Le Secret de la Confession, Louvain 1924—On the Instructio of June 9, 1915, see S. Woywod, O.F.M., in the Homiletic and Pastoral Review, Oct., 1924, Vol. XXV, No. i, pp. 64 sqq.

Article 6: Sacramental Absolution

The priest, sitting as a judge in the tribunal of Penance, is not free to loose or bind at pleasure. He is the servant of Christ and dispenser of the mysteries of God, and as such in duty bound, on the one hand to uphold the dignity of the Sacrament, and, on the other, to safeguard the spirit- ual welfare of his penitents.1 Hence arises the strict obligation of either giving sacramental absolution or denying or deferring the same according to the dictates of conscience.2

1 1 Cor. IV, 1-2. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 18, art. 4.

2 Rit. Rom., tit. 3, c. 1, n. 22: "Let the priest diligently consider when and to whom absolution is to be granted, denied, or deferred, lest he absolve those who are incapable of such a benefit."

1. When Absolution Should Be Given

p. 178The confessor is bound in strict justice, and under pain of mortal sin, to absolve all properly disposed penitents who confess to him; for every Catholic who is truly sorry for his sins has a right to the Sacrament of which absolution is an essential part.3 The presumption, as we have seen before, is always in favor of the penitent, and unless a confessor has serious reasons for assuming the contrary, he should act on the ethical principle that every man must be presumed to be good until or unless he is proved to be bad (nemo praesumitur mains nisi probetur). All that is necessary is to have moral certainty that there are no valid reasons for doubting the disposition of the penitent.4

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 467: "Absolution must in justice and under grave obligation be granted to every penitent who has duly confessed and is legitimately disposed. The reason is that in the very act of confession a certain sacred quasi-contract is entered into, by force of which a penitent who has duly confessed and is legitimately disposed has a right to receive the Sacrament. Otherwise an intolerable burden would be imposed upon the penitent without just cause, namely, that he make a confession to another without being able safely to trust that he will receive absolution from this new confessor. Moreover, the end of the institution of the Sacrament and tribunal of Penance also requires this, for it was instituted by Christ for the purpose of imparting mercy. Therefore, by denying absolution to a disposed penitent the priest would act unjustly, abuse the power of the keys, and render the Sacrament hateful."

4 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 5, qu. 50: "If the confessor, after hearing the confession, judges that the penitent was not entirely lacking either diligence in enumerating sins or sorrow in detesting them, he can be absolved."

p. 179The validity of absolution in no way depends on the performance of the satisfaction imposed.5

5 Prop. Damnat. ab Alex. VIII., Dec. 7, 1690, prop. 16-18 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1306 sqq.).

Absolution should be given conditionally: a) When the confessor entertains a serious doubt with regard to one of the following points: α) Whether there is sufficient matter for the administration of the Sacrament; β) Whether he has already absolved the penitent; γ) Whether he possesses the necessary jurisdiction; δ) Whether the penitent has the use of reason; ε) Whether the penitent is dead or alive. b) When the confessor can arrive at no certain conclusion with regard to the penitent's disposition, and absolution cannot be deferred, he should absolve conditionally. 6

6 Cfr. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 232 sq.; Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, 4th ed., pp. 241 sqq.

2. When Absolution Should Be Denied

—The confessor is obliged in justice and under pain of mortal sin to deny absolution to applicants who are not properly disposed, because such are unworthy of forgiveness.7

7 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 469: "Absolution must altogether be denied in every case, even in extreme necessity, to penitents certainly indisposed." —Lacroix, Theol. Mor., l. VI, P. 2, n. 1699: "The office of the confessor is to absolve one who is disposed and not another. He must be morally certain of the penitent’s good disposition; otherwise he will sin mortally by absolving him."

p. 180A penitent lacks the right disposition if he: a) is ignorant of the principal dogmas of the Catholic religion; b) shows no real sorrow for his sins or evidently lacks the required purpose of avoiding mortal sin and its voluntary proximate occasions; c) refuses to restore ill-gotten goods to their rightful owner, or to repair public scandal given, or to become reconciled to his enemies.8

8 Kit. Rom., tit. 3, c. 1, n. 22: "Such persons are incapable who give no signs of sorrow; who are unwilling to put away hatreds and enmities, to restore another’s goods if they can, to abandon a proximate occasion of sin, or otherwise to forsake sins and amend their life for the better; or who have given public scandal unless they make public satisfaction and remove the scandal."

In a word, absolution must be denied to all who are unwilling to comply with some serious obligation.

Before the confessor discharges a penitent unabsolved, however, he should try by all means in his power to dispose him for the worthy reception of the Sacrament.9

9 Cfr. Leo XII, Constit. "Caritate Christi," Dec. 25, 1825.

When a penitent is properly disposed, and capable of receiving absolution, but guilty of some sin that makes his case one reserved to higher authority, he cannot be absolved without special faculties.10

10 Rit. Rom., 1. c.: "Nor is the priest to absolve those whose sins are reserved to superiors." —Cfr. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 222 sqq.; Hilarius a Sexten, Tract, de Censuris Eccles., Mayence 1898, pp. 20 sqq.

3. When Absolution Should Be Reserved

—As a rule absolution may be reserved or postponed only when the disposition of the penitent is in doubt and there is no urgent necessity (danger of death, etc.) which would justify the giving of conditional absolution.11 In the case of certain occasional (occasionarii), habitual (consuetudinarii) or relapsed sinners (recidivi), regarding whom it is doubtful whether they have real contrition for their sins or the required purpose of amendment, it is sometimes necessary to reserve absolution.12 Occasionally, too, it may be well to withhold absolution temporarily in order to promote the spiritual welfare of a welldisposed penitent, either with, or under certain conditions without, his consent.13

11 Gury, l. c.: "Absolution is to be denied to penitents of doubtful disposition outside a case of grave necessity; but when such necessity is present, absolution can and indeed must be imparted conditionally."

12 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 452-464.

13 IDEM, ibid., n. 462. —IDEM, Praxis Confess., n. 76. —Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 468: "Absolution can be deferred for a short time, even without his consent, for a penitent who is rightly disposed, namely when the confessor prudently judges this useful for his amendment. The reason is that delay of absolution is not its denial, and although a disposed penitent has a right to absolution, he does not therefore have a right to obtain it immediately without any delay, at least speaking in itself. For the confessor is not only a judge but also a physician, and therefore can, indeed sometimes ought to, defer absolution if he judges such a remedy notably profitable for the penitent’s soul. This is at least speaking in itself, because if absolution cannot be deferred without inconvenience to the penitent, it would have to be granted; for the penitent is then judged to have a strict right to obtain it immediately."

p. 181However, absolution should not be deferred as a means of amendment (remedium animae) unless the confessor is certain that the penitent will be benefitted by this measure.14

14 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 463: "Magnum dubium. The question at issue is whether this remedy of deferred absolution should rather often be applied, or not, without his consent to a penitent already sufficiently disposed for absolution. It is common among doctors that it is in no way expedient to defer absolution when the delay is judged likely to harm more than to profit. The same must be said when the penitent would suffer a mark of infamy from delay of absolution. Others, however, say that it is rarely expedient for absolution to be deferred for a disposed penitent. It is better said that no certain rule can be established in this matter, but the confessor must guide himself by the circumstances that occur, and after commending himself to God, as he is inspired by God, defer or impart absolution."

p. 182The practice of reserving or postponing absolution as a means of amendment seems to have been unknown in former times.15 Modern writers recommend it even in the case of penitents guilty of venial sins only. "To defer absolution," says one author, "may be useful, nay necessary, even when the penitent is guilty only of venial sin; for instance, if the confessor sees that the venial sins of which the penitent accuses himself, will gradually lead to mortal sin (dangerous company-keeping, undue intimacy with persons of the other sex, etc.), or that the venial sins to which the penitent is addicted, impede his spiritual progress, as in the case of priests and religious, whose state of life obliges them to greater perfection, and in the case of lay persons who are frequent communicants."

15 Gury-Ballerini-Palmieri, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 14th ed., Rome 1902, n. 433. SACRAMENTAL

Note, however, that the Codex (can. 886) says: "If a confessor has no reason to doubt the disposition of the penitent, and the latter begs to be absolved, absolution should neither be denied nor deferred."

READINGS.—St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, I. V I, n. 431, 462. —IDEM, Praxis Confessariorum, n. 19 sqq. —J. P. Gury, Compendium Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, n. 467-469.—F. Lorinser, Die Lehre von der Verwaltung des hl. Bussakramentes, 2nd ed., pp. 51 sqq.—A. Schick and F. D. Schmitt, Kurze Anleitung zur Verwaltung des hl. Bussakramentes, 3rd ed., Fulda 1905. —Instructio Pastoralis Eystettensis, 5th ed., Freiburg 1902, pp. 256 sqq.—Fr. Ter Haar, C.SS.R., De Occasionariis et Recidivis, Turin 1927.

Article 7: Sacramental Satisfaction

p. 183


	NECESSITY. —The necessity of imposing a sacramental satisfaction or penance (satisfactio vel poenitentia) arises from the nature of the Sacrament.1 However, since satisfaction is merely an integral part of Penance, absolution would be valid even if the confessor imposed no satisfaction or if the penitent failed to perform the penance imposed. Still, for the valid and worthy reception of the Sacrament it is essential that the penitent be willing to receive and perform the sacramental satisfaction imposed by the confessor.



1 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 14; Sess. XIV, De Poenit., c. 8, can. 12-15. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 12-15.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 506-530 (ed. Gaudé, III, 516).




	DUTY OF THE CONFESSOR. —As a faithful "steward of the mysteries of God/' 2 the confessor is in duty bound to impose upon every penitent a sacramental penance. Since this penance is intended as a satisfaction for the sins committed, as a remedy for the wounds of the soul, and as an antidote against future sins, it should be proportioned to the penitent's guilt and adapted to age, sex, profession, disposition, etc.3



2 1 Cor. IV, 1-2. SATISFACTION

3 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, Dt Poenit., c. 8; Sess. XXIV, cap. 8, De Reform. —Rit. Rom., tit. 3, c. 1, n. 18-21: "Finally, let him impose a salutary and suitable satisfaction, as spirit and prudence suggest, taking account of the state, condition, sex, and age, and likewise of the disposition of the penitents. Let him see that he does not impose the lightest penances for grave sins, lest, if he should connive at sins, he become a participant in the sins of others. Let him keep this before his eyes: that satisfaction be not only a remedy for a new life and a medicine for weakness, but also a chastisement for past sins. Therefore let him take care, insofar as can be done, to impose penances contrary to the sins: alms upon the avaricious, fasts or other afflictions of the flesh upon the lustful, offices of humility upon the proud, and practices of devotion upon the slothful. It will be most useful to advise those who confess more rarely or tardily, or who readily relapse into sins, to confess frequently—for example, once a month or on certain solemn days—and, if expedient, to receive Communion. Let confessors not apply monetary penances to themselves, nor ask or accept anything from penitents as a reward for their ministry. For occult sins, however grave, let them not impose a public penance." —Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 402: "The confessor is bound to impose suitable and salutary penances, both punitive and medicinal, namely penances proportioned in some manner to the number and gravity of the sins and also to the penitent’s powers and dispositions. The reason is evident from the nature of the matter, since sacramental satisfaction is ordered to the punishment of sins, which are greater or less, more or fewer, and also to preventing new faults."
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	OBLIGATION OF THE PENITENT. —The penitent is strictly obliged to perform the penance imposed, provided, of course, it be just and reasonable. 4 To go to confession with the express purpose of not accepting or not performing the penance imposed, would be to receive the Sacrament invalidly as well as unworthily.5



4 Cfr. Gury, op. cit., II, n. 409: "The penitent is altogether bound to accept and fulfill a reasonable penance sacramentally imposed, because acceptance of the penance pertains to the essence of the Sacrament and its fulfillment to the integrity of the Sacrament."

5 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 516: "It is doubted whether the penitent is bound to accept a just penance imposed by the confessor. The common and true opinion says that one sins who does not accept or does not will to fulfill the penance and wills to receive absolution. The reason is that, as Benedict XIV teaches, just as the confessor is bound to impose a just penance, so the penitent is bound to accept it."

If a penitent deems the appointed penance too severe, or unacceptable for some other reason, he may ask to have it commuted or consult another priest.6

6 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 516: "It is probable, however, that if the penance appears to the penitent graver than is just or too burdensome in relation to his weakness, then, if the confessor were unwilling to moderate it, he could at least depart without absolution and approach another confessor without grave fault. This, however, must be understood if that penance is truly unreasonable or unequal to the penitent’s weak powers. But if, on the contrary, the penance could easily be fulfilled by him and he were unwilling to accept it from mere sloth and wished to be absolved with a light penance, he does not seem able to be excused from grave sin; because, as Lugo well says, just as a priest would sin by imposing a light penance without just cause for grave faults, so the penitent would sin by wishing without cause to receive absolution with a penance lighter than is just."

p. 185Failure to perform a reasonable penance imposed for mortal sins and accepted in the confessional, is a mortal sin, unless the matter involved is small or some weighty reason diminishes the guilt.7

7 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 409: "A penitent is bound under grave sin to perform a grave penance imposed for grave sins, because grave matter of itself binds under grave sin. So all teach. More probably, however, the penitent is bound only under venial sin to perform a light penance imposed for light faults, because light matter is not capable of a grave obligation."

A penitent is not free to substitute some other penance for the one imposed, but he may, for good reasons, ask in a subsequent confession to have his penance commuted either by the same or by a different confessor.8

8 Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, p. 174. —Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 412: "Who can commute a penance? First, it can never be commuted by the penitent himself, not even for a better one, because a penance cannot be raised to the merit of sacramental satisfaction unless it was imposed by the minister of the Sacrament of Penance himself. Second, it can be commuted: (1) by the penitent’s own confessor, or by him who imposed it, because a legislator can change his own law; (2) by any other confessor approved to hear confessions, because any other confessor can be judge of the same cause if the penitent submits himself to his tribunal, for a successor in the same authority can do whatever his predecessor could do. But for the commutation to be made lawfully, a just cause is required, such as: (1) if the penance seems too difficult; (2) if it is foreseen that the penitent will not perform it because of excessive repugnance, frailty, forgetfulness, etc."

Besides conscientiously performing the penance imposed in confession, penitents are bound to atone for their sins by voluntary good works (prayer, fasting, almsgiving, humility, patience, resignation to the will of God, mortification, and self-denial). The duty of giving satisfaction in this wider sense implies a strenuous effort to neutralize the evil consequences of sin by making restitution of illgotten goods, repairing scandal, etc.9

9 Cfr. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 236; Th. H. Simar, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, 3rd ed., p. 361.

p. 186


	INDULGENCES. —Indulgences are an effective means of making satisfaction and intensifying penitential zeal.10 An indulgence is a remission of temporal punishments due to sin.11 No one is bound to gain indulgences, but it is a very salutary practice to avail oneself of this privilege. The Tridentine Council "teaches and enjoins that the use of indulgences for the Christian people, most salutary and approved by the authority of sacred councils, is to be retained in the Church." 12 To gain an indulgence one must be in the state of sanctifying grace and have the right intention (intentio lucrandi). The good works prescribed must be conscientiously performed.13 When confession and communion are prescribed for the gaining of a plenary indulgence, both conditions must be complied with, even though the conscience is not burdened with mortal sins.14



10 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, SuppL, qu. 25-27. —St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 531-534. — Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 834-853. —F. Beringer, Die Ablasse, 11th ed., Paderborn 1906. —A. M. Lepicier, Indulgences, New York 1906. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, 2nd ed., pp. 232 sqq. —Chr. Pesch, Praelect. Dogmat., Vol. VII, 2nd ed., pp. 199 sqq. —P. Mocchegiani, Collectio Indulgentiarum, Quaracchi 1897.

11 "An indulgence is the remission, granted by a legitimate minister outside the Sacrament of Penance through the application of the treasury of the Church, of temporal punishment owed to God for sins remitted as to guilt." (Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., TI, n. 834).

12 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXV, De Indulg.: "The use of indulgences is most salutary for the Christian people and approved by the authority of sacred councils."

13 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 533. —Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 837: "Four things are required in the subject for gaining indulgences: that he be baptized, because the Church’s treasury cannot be dispensed to unbelievers, as is evident, and that he not be excommunicated, because otherwise he would be deprived of the communion of spiritual goods; that he be subject to the one granting; that he fulfill the enjoined works within the prescribed time, because indulgences are granted under this condition; and that he be in the state of grace, at least when he performs the last prescribed work, because punishment is not remitted unless guilt has been remitted."

14 See the Constitutions of Benediet XIV, "Accepimus in civitate," 1746, and "Inter praeteritos," 1749. The confession may be made within eight days, and Communion received on the vigil of the day to which the indulgence is attached. Codex lur. Can., Can. 931, § 1. See also § 2 of same canon.

p. 187The so-called jubilee indulgence (iubilaeum mains, annus sanctus) differs from an ordinary plenary indulgence chiefly in this that the confessors enjoy larger faculties.15

15 H. Thurston, S.J., The Holy Year of Jubilee, London 1900; IDEM in the Cath. Encyclopedia, s. v.; P. Bastien, De lubilaeo Anni Sancti aliisque lubilaeis, Maredsous 1901.

In view of the fact that every indulgence presupposes a more than ordinary measure of penitence, faith, and worship, and that the gaining of indulgences usually leads to greater frequentation of the Sacraments, the moral effect of the Catholic doctrine of indulgences must be rated very high.16 Gaining an indulgence always involves contrition, penitence, and a firm purpose of amendment.17

16 See Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 237.

17 E. Goller (Die papstliche Ponitentiarie von ihrem Ursprung bis eu ihrer Umgestaltung unter Pius V.t Vol. I, Rome 1907, pp. 213-242) shows that the concept of indulgentia plenaria is genetically contained in the most ancient penitential letters or confessionalia. He refutes the Protestant contention that the Church by indulgences meant to forgive the guilt rather than the punishment of sin and demonstrates that the remissio peccatorum or remissio culpae always depended on valid confession.

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 3a, Suppl., qu. 12- 15. —St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, 1. VI, n. 506-530 (ed. Gaude, Vol. III, p. 516).—Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. III, pp. 217 sqq. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 171 sqq., 443 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, pp. 682 sqq., 1058 sqq. —Ad. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I, pp. 124 sqq., 277 sqq. —M. J. O'Donnell, "Penance in the New Code," in the Irish Ecclesiastical Record, No. 601 (Jan. 1918), pp. 14-24.


Section 6: Extreme Unction

p. 188


	SUBJECT OF THE SACRAMENT. —The Sacrament of Extreme Unction (extrema unctio) was instituted for the corporal as well as spiritual well-being of the sick. One of its special effects is to confer upon the dying the grace of a happy death. While it is essential for the validity of this Sacrament that the recipient be seriously ill or, as the technical phrase runs, in periculo mortis,1 it is altogether immaterial whether this condition be due to disease or to old age.2 Hence the sacra infirmorum unctio may not be administered to persons who are ex- 188 posed to the danger of death but are not seriously ill, e. g., soldiers going into battle, condemned criminals preparing for execution, etc. The Sacrament may, however, be given to those in danger of dying from an operation or after confinement, but not to those who have not yet attained the use of reason or have not committed a personal sin, that is to say, infants and permanently insane adults (perpetuo amentes).3 If an insane person enjoyed the use of reason at any moment of his previous life, or has occasional lucid intervals, he may and should be given Extreme Unction,4 because a habitual and interpretative intention suffices for the valid reception of this Sacrament, and there is a well-founded presumption that many insane persons temporarily regain the use of reason at the approach of death, though they are unable to manifest their sanity by definite signs.



1 Jas. V, 14-15. —Cfr. the Deereturn pro Armenis of Eugene IV: "This Sacrament ought not be given except to a sick person whose death is feared." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 595). — The Council of Trent says (Sess. XIV, De Extr. Unct.t c. 3): "It is also declared that this anointing is to be applied to the sick, but especially to those who lie so dangerously ill that they seem to be placed at the departure from life, whence it is also called the Sacrament of the departing." —Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 9: "Since only those who suffer from illness need healing, therefore this Sacrament ought to be given to those also who seem so dangerously ill that it must be feared that their last day of life is at hand."

2 Rit. Rom., tit. 5, c. 1, n. 5: "This Sacrament ought to be given to sick persons who, after attaining the use of reason, labor so gravely that danger of death seems imminent, and to those who are failing from old age and seem likely to die from day to day, even without another illness." —"Senectus est morbus," was a received axiom among the Scholastics.

3 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 9.— Rit. Rom., tit. 5, c. 1, qu. 9; cfr. Codex Iuris Canonici, can. 940, 941, 943. —Cfr. H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, 11th ed., Innsbruck 1914, Vol. III, pp. 543 sqq. —J. P. Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 519, says: "The subjects of this Sacrament are all and only sinful human beings in danger of their lives. Hence children before the use of reason and the perpetually insane are not capable of this Sacrament, because they have committed no actual sins; Extreme Unction can be conferred upon those mute, deaf, and blind from birth, for they can be anointed near the organs they lack, since even if they did not sin outwardly through those organs, they could nevertheless sin through the interior powers of the soul to which those organs correspond."

4 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 9: "The insane and the delirious also are not fit to receive this Sacrament unless they sometimes had the use of reason and at that time especially gave an indication of a pious disposition and asked to be anointed with sacred oil. For one who from birth was never possessed of mind and reason is not to be anointed; but it is otherwise if the sick person, while his mind was still sound, wished to partake of this Sacrament and afterward fell into insanity and frenzy."

p. 190Extreme Unction may be administered to a sick man who is really or apparently unconscious, provided there is reason to think that he would ask for, or at least not refuse, the Sacrament if he had full control of his faculties.5

5 Rit. Rom., tit. 5, c. 1, n. 6: “But it is nevertheless to be given to sick persons who, while of sound mind and in possession of their senses, asked for it, or would probably have asked for it, or gave signs of contrition, even if afterward they lost speech, became insane, are delirious, or are unconscious.” —Ibid., n. 7: "But if the sick person, while suffering frenzy or insanity, might probably do something contrary to reverence for the Sacrament, let him not be anointed unless the danger is removed." —Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 520: "This Sacrament ought to be given to the delirious if they asked for it beforehand, would have asked for it if they had thought of it, or showed a sign of sorrow for sins."

Even impenitent sinners and those who have lost consciousness while in the act of sinning (e. g., habitual drunkards) should not be deprived of Extreme Unction, unless they consciously and positively refuse to receive the Sacrament, because a possible subsequent attrition would make it operative.6

6 Rit. Rom., tit. 5, c. 1, n. 8: "But it is to be entirely denied to the impenitent, to those dying in manifest mortal sin, to the excommunicated, and to the not yet baptized."

In conformity with the axiom, "In dubio pars tutior est eligenda," 7 the Sacrament of Extreme Unction may be validly and licitly administered if the danger of death is merely probable or even doubtful.

7 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 714. —J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 520: "Can this Sacrament lawfully be conferred upon a sick person in doubtful or probable danger of death? The answer is affirmative according to the common and true opinion, because for administering this Sacrament validly and lawfully it suffices that the sick person suffer from an illness so grave that he is prudently judged to be in proximate danger of death."

p. 191The name Extreme Unction or Last Anointing, which is of popular origin, is not a very fortunate one because of the implication that the Sacrament forebodes death. But as this name correctly describes the primary purpose of the rite, i. e., to prepare and fortify the soul for its last journey, it was adopted by the Church after it had obtained currency among the people. The Council of Trent employs the older term, "sacra infirmorum unctio" and the modern " extrema unctio" indiscriminately.

As Father Kern has pointed out, the custom, which has grown wide-spread since the twelfth century, of demanding and administering Extreme Unction only when all hope of recovery has vanished and death is imminent, "is opposed to the usage of the ancient Church and owes its existence to such causes as popular superstition, false theological teaching, and avarice, which have nothing in common with the operation of the Holy Ghost. This deplorable practice endangers to a very large extent the attainment of the object for which Extreme Unction was instituted by Christ. The principal effect of this Sacrament is the supernatural strengthening of the sick in order to enable them to bear the sufferings and temptations by which they are harassed, for the honor of God, so that, to apply St. Paul's dictum, 'that which is at present momentary and light of our tribulation, worketh for us above measure exceedingly an eternal weight of glory.'8 This supernatural strengthening of soul and body is intended also to induce the sick man, with the extraordinary assistance of divine mercy, to which he is commended in the name of Christ, to make acts of confidence, resignation, patience, contrition, and charity, and thereby to obtain forgiveness of his sins and the complete remission of the temporal punishments due to them. Thus he will be ready, when God calls him hence, to enter straightway into eternal bliss, without passing through the fiery furnace of purification. It was for this reason that the early Christians appropriately called Extreme Unction 'sanantis divinae gratiae dulcedo' Its true purpose is to restore the soul to complete health and to prepare it for immediate entrance into glory. This is intimated by the Fathers, clearly expressed in the liturgical prayers of the ancient Church, taught as a revealed truth by the leading Scholastics —including Bl. Albert the Great, St. Thomas, St. Bonaventure, Duns Scotus, Richard a Mediavilla, Peter de Palude, Innocent V, Aureolus, and Capreolus —and acknowledged by the Council of Trent. It often happens that the full recovery of the soul involves such a strong alleviation of bodily suffering that the power of disease is broken and physical recovery follows. In that case the fruition of eternal beatitude is postponed, but it will be all the more glorious if he to whom the privilege has been granted cooperates with the graces bestowed by this wonderful Sacrament." 9

9 J. Kern, S.J., in the Zeitschrift fur kath. Theologie, Innsbruck 1906, pp. 617 sqq.

8 2 Cor. IV, 17.

2. Duty of Receiving the Sacrament

p. 192Though Extreme Unction is not strictly necessary for salvation, every Catholic who is dangerously ill, is in duty bound to receive this Sacrament, and should receive it as soon as there is probable danger of death, and not wait till he has become unconscious or entered into agony.10 Hence when it is possible to receive this Sacrament, a Catholic in danger of death is bound under pain of mortal sin to ask for it, if failure to do so would give grave scandal or involve contempt of the Sacrament,11 or if Extreme Unction were the only Sacrament the patient was still able to receive. According to the commonly accepted teaching of St. Thomas, however, refusal to do so is not per se a mortal sin.

10 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 733; Gury, Cotnp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 522.

11 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Extr. Unct., c. 3: "Contempt for so great a Sacrament cannot be without enormous wickedness and injury to the Holy Spirit Himself."

p. 193The state of grace is required for the worthy reception of Extreme Unction, and hence the administration of this Sacrament is generally preceded by Confession and Communion. Extreme Unction, in fact, is the consummation of Penance.12 When Penance and Holy Communion can no longer be administered, it is sufficient that the patient give a sign of contrition, or, if he be unconscious, that he may be reasonably presumed to desire the Sacraments of the dying.

12 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Extr. Unct., c. 3; Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 12; Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, p. 1, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1918.

The positive disposition required for the worthy reception of Extreme Unction consists in acts of faith and hope, and confidence in God's mercy.13 The Roman Catechism admonishes pastors to preach often on Ex- treme Unction in order to remind the faithful of their last end and to aid them in repressing evil desires and leading a good Christian life.14

13 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 9: "Fides et religiosa animi voluntas." —Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 523: "What disposition is required for the reception of this Sacrament? Confession of sins, if the sick person is in mortal sin, for this Sacrament is the complement of Penance and therefore confession ought to precede it. But if the sick person cannot confess his sins, it is necessary that contrition at least precede, for the Sacrament of Extreme Unction is primarily a Sacrament of the living and was instituted especially to remove the remnants of sins. Yet in such a case attrition itself seems able to suffice, for it is at the same time also a Sacrament of the dead and can remit mortal sins with attrition."

14 Cat. Rom., P. II. c. 6, qu. 1, 14. —Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Extr. Unct., Prooem. 14a Codex Iuris Can., c. 938 sq.
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	DUTY OF ADMINISTERING EXTREME UNCTION. —Every pastor engaged in the cure of souls is bound in justice and under pain of mortal sin (ex iustitia et sub gravi) to administer Extreme Unction, either himself or through another priest, whenever he is asked to do so and able to comply with the request. There are, however, excuses exempting him from this obligation, e. g., serious danger to his own life arising from contagious disease or other causes, but even this excuse would not be valid unless he were sure that the patient to whom he is called is properly prepared for death. Needless to say, a good shepherd will risk his life for his sheep, especially if there are no other priests available. Priests who are not pastors are bound to administer this Sacrament under pain of mortal sin only ex caritate in case of extreme necessity.14a A special duty incumbent upon pastors is to administer Extreme Unction in time, i. e., before the patient has lost consciousness and all reasonable hope for his recovery has vanished. This obligation is shared by relatives, physicians, and nurses, who should see to it that the priest is called before it is too late. To leave a Catholic die without the Sacrament of Extreme Unction is often a mortal sin.15 The duty of calling the priest and administering Extreme Unction arises also when the patient, after having at least partially recovered his health, again falls dangerously ill. 16 Extreme Unction should be administered whenever there is actual danger of death. Here, if anywhere, the principle applies: "In extremis extrema sunt tentanda." However, care must be taken not to administer the Sacrament prematurely, because it can be received but once (semel tantum) in the course of the same illness, i. e., the same danger of death.



15 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 9: "Those sin most gravely who are accustomed to wait for that time to anoint the sick person when, all hope of recovery now lost, he begins to lose life and his senses; for it is evident that it contributes very greatly to receiving more abundant grace from the Sacrament if the sick person is anointed with sacred oil while his mind and reason are still vigorous and he can bring faith and a religious disposition of soul."

16 Cfr. John XI, 3; Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, De Extr. Unct., c. 3.— Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 6, qu. 9, 11.— Rit. Rom., tit. 5, c. 1, n. 14: "In the same illness this Sacrament ought not be repeated unless the illness is prolonged, as when, after the sick person has recovered, he again falls into danger of death." —Cfr. J. Kern, S.J., De Sacr. Extr. Unctionis, pp. 331 sqq.

p. 195The anointments must be given according to the Ritual. In urgent necessity one anointment (on the forehead), with the abbreviated formula, is sufficient, though if the patient live long enough, the omitted anointments must be supplied.17 The anointment of the loins is now always omitted.18 The anointment of the feet may be omitted for any reasonable cause.19

17 Codex Iuris Can., can. 947, § 1.

18 Codex Iuris Can., can. 947, § 2.

19 Codex Iuris Can., can. 947, § 3.

Holy Communion, which should be given to the sick frequently, should be administered as viaticum (per modum viatici) when it seems reasonably certain that the patient will not be able to receive it again.20

20 Rit. Rom., tit. 4, c. 4, n. 16-17.

p. 196READINGS. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Compendium of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 233 sqq. —Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, pp. 766 sqq.—F. P. Kenrick, Theologia Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 261 sqq. —J. Kern, S.J., De Sacramento Extremae Unctionis, Ratisbon 1907. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 1 sqq. —P. J. Hanley, Treatise on the Sacrament of Extreme Unction, New York 1907. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. III, 11th ed., Innsbruck 1914, pp. 521 sqq.—M. J. O'Donnell, "Extreme Unction in the New Code," in the Irish Ecclesiastical Record, No. 604 (April 1918), pp. 286-297. —Stan. Woywod, O.F.M., in the Ecclesiastical Review, Vol. LIX, No. 2 (Aug. 1918), pp. 155 sqq.


Section 7: Holy Orders

p. 197The Sacrament of Holy Orders (sacramentum ordinis) confers special graces as well as rights and prerogatives. It likewise imposes certain vocational duties and assigns to the recipient a permanent place in the ecclesiastical hierarchy (ordo). By means of this Sacrament the Catholic Church preserves and propagates the priesthood, to which are entrusted the ordinary preaching of the Gospel and the administration of the Sacraments.1 From the nature of this Sacrament flow the following duties for clerics in particular and the faithful in general.

1 Matt. XXVIII, 18 sqq.; John XX, 21 sqq.; 1 Cor. IV, 1 sq.

1. Duties of Those Who Are Ordained

The candidate for Holy Orders must first of all have a true vocation for the clerical state. "They are said to be called by God," says the Roman Catechism, "who are called by the lawful ministers of the Church" 2 (external vocation).

2 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 7, qu. 3. J. Coppin, La Vocation, Bruxelles 1903, pp. 427 sqq.; A. Mulders, La Vocation au Sacerdoce, Bruges 1925; Vermeersch-Kempf, Relig. and ECcles. Vocation, St. Louis 1925.

p. 198The candidate must, secondly, be actuated by pure motives in choosing the clerical state; that is to say, he must desire to promote the glory of God and cooperate in the salvation of souls, to the exclusion of all worldly motives, such as ambition, greed, a desire to rule, etc. Only of those who embrace the ecclesiastical state at the call of God and for the purpose of serving Him can it be truly said that they "enter the Church by the door." "He that entereth not by the door into the sheepfold, but climbeth up another way [for the sake of gain or advancement], the same is a thief and a robber/' and commits a sacrilege.3

3 John VIII, 49 sq.; X, 10; XVII, 4; Eph. IV, 11 sqq.; 2 Tim. II, 10; 1 Pet. V, 1 sqq. —Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 7, qu. 4.

The candidate for Holy Orders must, third, be properly prepared for the dignity and holiness of the priesthood. The required preparation is twofold, intellectual and moral. The intellectual preparation as a rule is provided by the seminary, and consists in acquiring the knowledge and mental attainments necessary for the performance of clerical duties. The moral preparation is partly mediate and partly immediate. The mediate preparation for the priesthood consists in acquiring the virtues necessary for its fruitful exercise by prayer, obedience, purity, mortification, etc. The immediate preparation consists in the performance of certain prescribed exercises, —a spiritual retreat, receiving the Sacraments of Penance and the Holy Eucharist, etc.4 Moral and mental fitness, as well as an ardent love for the ecclesiastical state constitute what may be styled internal vocation.

4 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 36, art. 1-2. —Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 7, qu. 26 sq.

p. 199It goes without saying that the canonical conditions prescribed for the reception of major Orders must be conscientiously complied with.5

5 Jos. Laurentius, S.J., Inst. Iuris Eccles., 2nd ed., pp. 47 sqq.




	DUTIES OF THE FAITHFUL WITH REGARD TO THIS SACRAMENT. —Every Catholic is personally interested in a worthy and competent priesthood, and hence all are in duty bound to cooperate with the Church in providing this necessary instrument for the salvation of souls. The laity can do this, first, by following Christ's advice to ask God to send competent laborers into His vineyard. 6 Prayers to this effect should be said especially on ember days. Second, by contributing to the erection and support of seminaries, by aiding poor students, by inducing their sons to enter the service of the Church, or at least not preventing them from entering that service when they show signs of a true vocation. Third, by upholding the dignity of the priesthood, respecting their pastors,7 protecting them against insult, providing for their wants, —in fine, by honoring and supporting the priesthood in spite of the physical and moral defects of its representatives.



6 Matt. IX, 36-38.

7 Ecclus. VII, 31 sqq.; Gal. IV, 14 sqq.; 1 Thess. V, 12-13; 1 Tim. V, 17. —S. Greg. VII. Registr., I. VIII, epist. 21: "If we are commanded to honor carnal fathers and mothers, how much more spiritual ones?" (Migne, P. L., CXLVIII, 601).

p. 200"None but those who love scandal," says Bishop Linsenmann, "will contribute to the fall of a weak priest and then abandon him to his fate. By honoring its priests a congregation not only gives proof of its high character, but lends them moral support, and in return receives moral support from them." 8 To the unfaithful or renegade priest, on the other hand, may be applied the French proverb: " Men profit by treason, but despise the traitor." 9 Don Bosco advises Catholics to be silent rather than speak ill of a priest St. Vincent de Paul says: " Consider the matter as we will, brethren, we can contribute to no higher cause than the training of a worthy priesthood." 10 The duties of those who have received Holy Orders are treated in “Special Morals.”11

8 Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 240.

9 "On profite de la trahison, et l’on déteste le traître."

10 Cfr. J. Gretser, S.J., Maecenas Studiosorum Pauperum, Augsburg 1620.

11 See Exposition of Christian Doctrine by a Seminary Professor, Vol. III.—J. Kinane, "Clerical Obligations" (under the new Code of Canon Law), in the Irish Eccles. Record, Fifth Series, Vol. XI, No. 606, pp. 468 sqq.

READINGS. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 52 sqq. —Th. Slater, S.J., A Compendium of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 241 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. III, 11th ed., pp. 541 sqq. —S. Woywod, O.F.M., in the Eccles. Review, Vol. LIX, No. 2, pp. 157 sqq.


Section 8: Matrimony

p. 201Marriage was instituted by God for the propagation of the human race.1 Christ raised the contract to the dignity of a Sacrament.2

1 Gen. I, 27 sq.; II, 18-24-—St. Augustine, Contra lulian. Pelag., Ill, c. 25, n. 57; ibid., IV, c. 7, n. 38 (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 731, 757)-

2 Matt. XIX, 4-6; Eph. V, 21-32. —Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, De Matr., can. 1. —Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 14-16.

The Sacrament of Matrimony is a most important institution both from the moral and the social point of view. The duties it imposes may be briefly described as follows:




	OBLIGATION. —No individual human being, whether man or woman, is obliged to enter the married state. The words of the Creator, "Increase and multiply and fill the earth," are to be regarded as a blessing;3 but even if they embodied a formal command, they would bind only the race as a whole, not each individual member, for the object of the command, i. e., the propagation of humankind, can be attained even though many remain unmarried.4 The New Testament distinctly teaches that marriage is not an obligation binding all, but that, on the contrary, virginity is a higher good (bonum melius) because it enables man to devote himself wholly to the service of God. To lead a single life for religious or moral motives is better than to marry.5



3 Gen. I, 26; cfr. Gen. V, *; VIII, 201 17; IX, i, 7; XVII, 20 sq.; XXVIII, 3; XXXV, 11; XLVIII, 3 sq.—St. Augustine, De Peccato Orig., c. 35, n. 40: "Those words of God, Increase and multiply, are not a prediction of sins to be condemned, but a blessing of fruitful nuptials." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 405).

4 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 12. — St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 152, art. 2, ad i: "The command given concerning generation regards the whole multitude of men, for which it is necessary not only that it multiply bodily but also that it advance spiritually. Therefore sufficient provision is made for the human multitude if some devote themselves to carnal generation while others, abstaining from it, are free for contemplation of divine things, for the beauty and salvation of the whole human race; just as in an army some guard the camp, some carry the standards, and some fight with swords, all of which are nevertheless duties of the multitude but cannot be fulfilled by one person." —Ibid., 3a, Suppl., qu. 41, art. 1 sq. —H. Denifle, O.P., Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 268 sqq. (Volz's translation, I, i, Somerset, O., 1917, pp. 261 sqq.).

5 Matt. XIX, 10 sqq.; 1 Cor. VII, 25 sq., 32 sqq. —Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, can. 10: "If anyone says that the married state is to be preferred to the state of virginity or celibacy, and that it is not better and more blessed to remain in virginity or celibacy than to be joined in marriage, let him be anathema."

p. 202Besides voluntary virginity, just described, there is another kind, altogether involuntary or compulsory, due to physical, moral or social causes. The conditions of life in which a man is placed may be such as to preclude marriage. Thus he may be unable to find a mate, or he may be physically unfit, or suffer from defects or inclinations which make a happy marriage impossible or, at any rate, extremely doubtful. It is no sin to remain unmarried for such and similar reasons. But to refuse to assume the duties of the married state out of pure selfishness, e. g., be- cause of an inordinate love of pleasure, or in order to be able to continue in vicious habits,6 is contrary to the moral law and exposes a man to great danger.

6 "Non amator coniugii, sed libidinis servus." Cfr. St. Augustine, Confessiones, 1. VI, c. 15, n. 25 (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 732) ', C. Krieg, Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, pp. 318 sqq.

p. 203However, we must be slow to condemn unmarried persons, for they may be actuated by perfectly legitimate motives which they do not care and are under no obligation to reveal even to their confessor.

One who is too weak to lead a chaste life and unwilling to employ the moral and religious means which would enable him to live continently,7 is in duty bound to marry, and the confessor should tell him so.8 However, it is necessary to proceed with caution in such cases, because the question of marriage is a most delicate and important one, and continence has to be practiced at certain times even in wedlock. St. Paul expressly teaches that no one should be forbidden to marry, and in spite of his high regard for widows, frankly admits that for many of them it would be better to marry again.9

7 Mark XIV, 38; 1 Cor. X, 13. — Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, can. 9: "If anyone says that all who do not feel that they have the gift of chastity, even if they have vowed it, may contract marriage, let him be anathema, since God does not deny that gift to those who ask rightly, nor allow us to be tempted beyond what we are able." —Sess. VI, cap. 11: “Deus impossibilia non iubet." —St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXXXI, n. 3: "Let no one presume that he will render by his own powers what he has vowed; He who exhorts you to vow Himself helps you to render it." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1717).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 42, art. 3, ad 3: "A greater remedy against the disease of concupiscence is employed, through spiritual works and mortification of the flesh, by those who do not use marriage."

8 1 Cor. VII, 9: "For it is better to marry than to burn." —On the meaning of uri and of the vow of celibacy see Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 92 sqq. (English translation by Volz, I, i, pp. 100 sqq.).

9 1 Cor. VII, 1 sq., 8 sq., 39 sq.; 1 Tim. IV, 3; V, 5, 14 sq.

p. 204


	DUTIES WITH REGARD TO THE RECEPTION OF THE SACRAMENT. —These are partly negative and partly positive. a) MOTIVES. —The motives by which a person is led to embrace the married state must be morally licit. a) Both parties must be convinced that they are called to the married state and that they possess not only the necessary knowledge but likewise the religious and ethical qualities without which married life cannot prove pleasing to God nor helpful to the contracting parties.10 As the sexes are drawn together indiscriminately by the natural stimulus of sensual and intellectual attraction, the gratification of the sexual instinct11 ** is not a sufficient moral motive to justify mar' riage. The same is true of greed, Platonic love, so called, and other purely secular motives. None of these suffices to constitute matrimony a truly moral relationship.



10 Ecclus. VII, 27 sq.; 1 Tim. II, 15. —Rit. Rom., tit. 7, c. 1, n. 1: "Let each know the rudiments of the faith, since they must afterwards teach them to their children." —For the instruction of bridal couples in the duties of their new state of life there are available a number of useful books, e. g., Gerard, Marriage and Parenthood (New York: Jos. Wagner), and others.

11 The Roman Catechism (P. II, c. 8, qu. 8) admonishes parish priests to teach the faithful that the nature and import of marriage consist in the bond and obligation, and that, besides the consent expressed in the manner prescribed by the Church, consummation is not necessarily required to constitute a true marriage. —Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, 2nd ed., pp. 184 sqq.

There is nothing wrong in attending to physical beauty and natural attraction in selecting a part- ner for life, but this motive should not be made a primary one.12 Of considerably more importance than natural charms is the possession of material means assuring an income and a satisfactory social position which offers solid guarantees for the adequate support of a family. It is also perfectly legitimate to take into consideration the reasonable wishes of parents and relatives. Though the validity of marriage does not depend upon the consent of the parents (consensus parentum) of either party, both are in duty bound to pay due regard to the rights and interests of their respective families. A marriage contracted against the will or without the blessing of parents whose demands are reasonable, lacks one of the moral foundations of wedlock and one of the principal guarantees of marital happiness. 13 Commendable moral motives are: a de- sire for mutual happiness and sanctification, the wish to rear a family according to God's holy will, etc.

12 Cfr. Gen. XXIV, 16; XXIX, 17. —Tertullian, De Cultu Fem., II, c. 2: "Beauty is not to be accused, as though it were bodily happiness, an addition to the divine workmanship, and a kind of becoming garment of the soul." (Ed. Leopold, II, 87).—St. Ambrose, De Offic., I, n. 83: "We certainly do not place virtue in bodily beauty; nevertheless, we do not exclude gracefulness, because modesty is accustomed to suffuse even the countenance with reserve and render it more pleasing. For just as an artisan is accustomed to work better in more suitable material, so modesty shines forth more even in bodily beauty itself." —IDEM, De Inst. Virg., n. 30: "Why do you seek beauty of countenance in a spouse more than beauty of character? A wife pleases by honorable conduct more than by beauty. We cannot censure the work of the divine Craftsman, but let one who is delighted by bodily beauty be delighted much more by that loveliness which is within according to the image of God, not that which is more adorned outwardly." (Migne, P. L., XVI, 48, 312). — IDEM, De Abraham, 1. I, n. 6: "Not so much a woman’s beauty as her virtue and dignity delights a man." (P. L., XIV, 423).

13 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, De Reform. Matr., c. i; Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 26; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 569 sqq.; Kenrick, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 289 sq.

p. 206Broadly speaking, it is better to marry young than to wait too long. Most of those who are called to the married state will find it to their advantage to marry at an age when they are still pliable and enjoy their full physical powers. If a man postpones marriage too long he is apt to lose courage and become unfit for married life. Husband and wife grow accustomed to each other more easily if both are young and tractable and inspired by high ideals. Needless to add, no man should marry until he is able to support a family.

Persons who are physically underdeveloped or suffer from some hereditary disease or other serious bodily ailment, should not marry. The normal development and good health of the female is of special importance. Marital happiness largely depends on the health of the wife. No girl ought to think of marriage before she is twenty. The husband should be several years older than the wife, and able to exercise self-control. A great deal of misery is caused by people marrying too young.

The Church discourages, and to a certain extent forbids, marriage among blood relations, because such unions frequently result in stunted and defective children. The Mosaic law forbade them as harmful for the offspring of the contracting parties as well as for the nation at large.141* To prevent grievous disappointments, which are all too apt to endanger conjugal happiness, the contracting parties should be frank with each other in regard to their pecuniary means and all other temporal matters of importance.

14 Lev. XX, 17.

p. 207β) The Church earnestly warns her children against mixed marriages. Except for the gravest of reasons no sensible Catholic will marry a person belonging to another religion. The nature and purpose of marriage demand true piety and virtue in both parties, in order that they may assist and sanctify each other.15 The Catholic, therefore, who knowingly and willingly marries a person having no religious or moral convictions, or a false religion, commits a sin and is guilty of an immoral act. There can be no true unity of mind and heart, no harmony between husband and wife, least of all in the upbringing of children, if they differ in this most essential matter of religious belief. But the Church's opposition to mixed marriages rests on a more important consideration even than that. She regards the Sacrament of Matrimony as a symbol of Christ's union with His Church 16 and a nursery of souls. Hence she is perfectly justified in disapproving of mixed marriages and permitting them only with reluctance and under certain well defined conditions.17 b) PREPARATION. —As the reception of this Sacrament is a most important step, fraught with grave and lasting consequences, the contracting parties should prepare themselves carefully by cleansing their souls and rekindling their religious ardor. It is the fervent desire of the Church, and in full conformity with her practice, that both bride and groom go to confession and receive Holy Communion immediately, or at least within three days, before marriage.18 To receive this Sacrament in the state of mortal sin is in itself a mortal sin and a sacrilege. Making a general confession may be advisable, but is not, generally speaking, of obligation. The nupturients should abstain from undue intimacy before marriage and when the time has come to plight their troth, they should do so in the presence of the required witnesses. To be canonically valid a promise of marriage must be made in writing and signed by the nupturients, their pastor or bishop, or at least two witnesses.

15 Cfr. 1 Thess. IV, 3-7; 1 Tim. II, 15; 1 Pet. III, 1-7.

16 Eph. V, 22-23; cfr. 1 Cor. VII, 39; Col. III, 18. —P. Schanz, Die Lehre von den hl. Sakramenten, pp. 713 sqq.

17 Cfr. A. A. Lambing, Mixed Marriages, Their Origin and Results, Notre Dame, Ind., 4th ed., 1917; G. Schlachter, C.PP.S., Mixed Marriages, Collegeville, Ind., 1915; W. Fanning, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 698 sq.; A. Devine, C.P., The Law of Christian Marriage, New York, 1909.

18 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, De Ref. Matr., c. i: "The holy Synod exhorts spouses, before they contract, or at least three days before the consummation of the marriage, diligently to confess their sins and devoutly approach the Most Holy Sacrament of the Eucharist."

p. 208Persons engaged to be married should not live together under the same roof.19 Another thing to be discouraged is too protracted "company-keeping," which, as experi- ence teaches, is rarely compatible with chastity. Parents have a duty in this regard which they must not neglect. They should keep a watchful eye on their children even after they are "engaged." The young people themselves should remember that undue liberties taken before marriage, besides being sinful and highly displeasing to God, are apt to undermine that mutual respect which is so necessary an element of happiness in married life, especially after sensuality has abated.

19 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, De Ref. Matr., cap. i. —Rit. Rom., tit. 7, c. 1, n. 14: "Let the pastor warn the spouses that before receiving the priestly blessing in the church they are not to live together in the same house, consummate the marriage, or even remain together unless some relatives or others are present."

p. 209As marriage is valid only when contracted in conformity with the rules of the Church, nupturients should scrupulously obey the precepts of Canon Law. Above all they should not attempt to get married if there is a diriment impediment between them. To do so would be a mortal sin and the marriage itself invalid. If two persons have married without being aware of the existence of a diriment impediment, they must stop conjugal intercourse as soon as they learn of the fact and have the marriage bond "healed," or else part forever.

To neglect to ask for a dispensation where there is a forbidding impediment, is also mortally sinful. Nobody is obliged to reveal the existence of a marital impediment if the revelation involves injury to his own good name or that of another,20 and those who wish to get married should be instructed that dispensations for secret impediments need not be requested through their respective pastors, but may be obtained through any confessor.21

20 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 995.

21 Dr. Koch relegates the entire subject of marriage impediments to Canon Law, to which it properly belongs. For utility's sake we add the essentials in an appendix (pp. 215 sqq.) in the preparation of which we have had the valued assistance of two eminent canonists and a professor of moral theology.

Holy Scripture nowhere says that it is necessary to have an ecclesiastical ceremony in connection with mar- riage, but St. Paul's declaration that marriages are contracted "in the Lord" and "sanctified by the word of God and prayer," 21 naturally led the early Christians to ask the Church for her blessing when they were about to enter this holy state. That Matrimony between Catholics should not be contracted without the approbation and cooperation of the Church follows from its nature as a Sacrament. While civil marriage is per se neither immoral nor irreligious, yet as a consequence of the unnatural rupture between State and Church it necessarily involves disrespect to the latter and is sinful.22 That marriage should take place in facie Ecclesiae is a demand practically as ancient as the Church herself, though the Fathers regarded the blessing of bishop or priest merely as a condition of licitness, not of validity.23

21 1 Cor. VII, 39; 1 Tim. IV, 5; cfr. 1 Cor. X, 31; Col. III, 17; 1 Pet. IV, 11.

22 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 240 sq.

23 St. Ignatius of Antioch, Epist. ad Polyc., c. 5: "It is right for men and women who marry to be united with the consent of the Bishop, that the marriage be according to the Lord, and not according to lust. Let all things be done to the honor of God." (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., 292, 6; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers, Vol. I, London 1912, p. 272).

p. 210No matter what laws the State may make with regard to marriage, the rules of the Church never cease to bind the faithful and cannot therefore be disregarded without sin. Catholics who wish to contract marriage are in duty bound, after observing the formalities required by the State, to declare their mutual consent in facie Ecclesiae, i. e., ordinarily, before their pastor and two witnesses, and they should be reminded that it is only by virtue of this act that they really become man and wife, fully entitled to the privileges of the married state.

To seek a husband or a wife by advertising in the newspapers is sometimes justified by circumstances and therefore morally licit.

p. 211The wedding celebration should be kept within the bounds of decency and good order, so that Christ and His blessed Mother could attend without offence, as they did at the marriage feast in Cana of Galilee. Here, too, St. Paul's admonition should be heeded: "Rejoice in the Lord always!"24 2* Wedding feasts should not be celebrated on Saturday, because if the celebration extends far into the night, as often happens, there is danger that the participants may miss Mass on the Sunday following.

24 Phil. IV, 4. —Conc. Trident., Sess. XXIV, De Ref. Matr., c. 10. —Rit. Rom., tit. 7, c. 1, n. 18-' "Marriage can be contracted at any time. But let the nuptials be celebrated with the modesty and decorum that befit them; for marriage is a holy thing and must be treated holily."

READINGS.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Compendium of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 268 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 140 sqq. —F. P. Kendrick, Theologia Moralis, Vol. II, pp. 279 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. III, pp. 572 sqq.—M. A. Gearin, C.SS.R., "The Matrimonial Law According to the New Code," in the Ecclesiastical Review, Vol. LVIII, No. 5 (May 1918), pp. 473-495-—H. A. Ayrinhac, S.S., Marriage Legislation in the New Code of Canon Law, New York, 1919.


Chapter III: The Sacramentals

p. 212


	Whereas the object of the Sacraments is to bring the more important events of human life into relation with the grace of God, and thereby to sanctify them, the Sacramentals1 were instituted for the purpose of placing the whole of life under the special protection of Providence, either by warding off the influence of the devil and his cohorts, or by calling down the blessing of God upon certain persons and things and dedicating them to His service and the pious use of the faithful.2



1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 33, Suppl., qu. 29, art. 1: "The difference is this: that action of the Church which attains the effect principally intended in the administration of the Sacraments is called a Sacrament; but an action which, although it does not attain that effect, is nevertheless ordered in some way to that principal action is called a sacramental."

2 Matt. XX, i; Mark XVI, 17 sq.; 1 Tim. IV, 4 sq. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 65, art. 1, ad 3 and 6.




	The Catholic, who is expected to employ all things for the honor of God,3 has a special duty in connection with the Sacramentals, namely, to respect and use them with faith and confidence and with a contrite and humble heart for the salvation of his soul as well as to obtain temporal blessings.



3 1 Cor. X, 31.

p. 213The number of the Sacramentals may not be limited. The most popular are: the sign of the cross, pronouncing the holy name of Jesus,4 the use of Holy Water,5 and various blessings of objects commonly employed by man, e. g., the house in which he lives, the field he tills, the fruits he raises, etc. Needless to say, these objects, when blessed by the Church, should be used with due respect but without superstition.

4 Cfr. Tertullian, De Corona, c. 3: "At every advance and movement, at every entrance and departure, when dressing and putting on shoes, at baths, at tables, at lights, at beds, at seats—whatever occupation engages us—we mark the forehead with the sign of the cross." (Ed. Leopold, P. I, 188). —St. Jerome, Epist., 22, n. 37: "At every action, at every step, let the hand trace the Lord’s cross." (Migne, P. L., XXII, 421).—St. Augustine, De Cat. Rud., c. 20, n. 34 (P. L., XL, 335).

5 A. Gastoué, L'Eau Benite, Paris 1907.—A. A. King, Holy Water: A Short Account of the Use of Water for Ceremonial and Purificatory Purposes in Pagan, Jewish, and Christian Times, London 1926.

"It would be quite natural to apprehend that the blessing of ordinary objects should lead to a profanation and degradation of sacred things. However, this is not the case. These objects are in reality destined for a higher service and a superior form of existence than that which they now have, and the blessing pronounced upon them by the Church is but an anticipation of that supernatural form of being which was typified in Paradise immediately after the Creation. That the use of the Sacramentals sometimes gives rise to profanation or superstition does not diminish their religious and moral importance." 6

6 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 248.

p. 214READINGS. —Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. I, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1917, pp. 111 sqq. —Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VI, 3rd ed., pp. 141 sqq. —G. Arendt, S.J., De Sacramentalibus Disquisitio, 2nd ed., Rome 1900. —A. A. Lambing, The Sacramentals of the Holy Catholic Church, New York 1892. —F. Probst, Die kirchlichen Benediktionen, Tubingen 1857. —H. Leclercq, O.S.B., art. "Sacramentals," in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII. —Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, pp. 531 sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. III, pp. 49 sqq.


Appendix: The Marriage Impediments Under the New Code of Canon Law

p. 215According to the laws of most of our States, marriage is nothing but a legal contract. As such the State prescribes for it the conditions under which it shall be valid or invalid. In many States marriages between close relatives, or marriages between white people and negroes, are null and void. In other words the States set up impediments to the marriage contract.

The Catholic Church also recognizes in marriage a contract, but a contract elevated to the dignity of a Sacrament; and because marriage is a Sacrament, the Church alone, under whose jurisdiction Christ placed all the Sacraments, has the power to make rules and regulations with regard to this sacred contract, and to set up impediments which render it unlawful or invalid also as a Sacrament.

Some of these impediments, however, have been changed or modified in the course of centuries, as the needs of the time demanded. Especially is this the case in the new Code of Church laws promulgated by our Holy Father Benedict XV, in 1917, and of binding force since Whitsunday, 1918. In Canons 1036-1058, which form Chapter II of the section on the Sacrament of Matrimony, "Of the Impediments of Matrimony in General," these impediments are laid down with great clearness.

p. 216First of all they are divided into (i) forbidding, (2) nullifying, (3) public, (4) occult, (5) impediments of minor and (6) of major grade. The four last divisions are made principally to facilitate dispensations, and this treatise will not suffer if we disregard them entirely. But we must say a few words about the forbidding and nullifying impediments as modified by the new Code.

I. FORBIDDING IMPEDIMENTS. —Forbidding impediments (impedimenta impedientia) are those which interdict a marriage under pain of mortal sin, yet do not render it invalid if it is contracted in spite of the prohibition. The state of mortal sin or excommunication prohibits marriage, though this is usually not counted as a forbidding impediment. The forbidding impediments in the strict sense are:




	The prohibition of the Church, viz., if the Pope for the whole Church, or the bishop for his diocese interdicts an intended marriage for grave reasons. Such reasons would be, for instance: (a) Grave suspicion that impediments exist to the proposed marriage; (b) Fear that the marriage will cause great trouble; (c) Refusal of parents to give their consent to the marriage of their children, etc.



The Church also forbids (α) Marriage between a Catholic and a non-Catholic; and (β) Marrying without the publication of the banns.




	Solemn marriages are forbidden from the first Sunday of Advent, inclusive, till the day after Christmas, exclusive, and from Ash Wednesday, inclusive, till the Monday after Easter, exclusive. During this time marriages may take place, but without the solemn blessing of the bride, except by special permission of the Ordinary.






	A simple vow of virginity, of perfect chastity, of not marrying, of receiving sacred orders, or of embracing the religious state, also hinders marriage (can. 1058, § 1), and a man (or woman) who would marry while bound by such a vow would commit a mortal sin, unless he had the firm will to keep his vow in the married state, —which would, however, be deceiving the other party, or unless both parties consent to respect the vow during the marriage, —which can hardly be allowed to them on account of human frailty.



p. 217


	Another and a new prohibitive impediment set up by the Code (canon 1059) is legal relationship arising from adoption in countries in which the civil law renders such marriages unlawful. Accordingly, a boy who is legally adopted by a family cannot marry the daughter of the couple who adopted him in places where the civil law forbids it.






	The main prohibitive impediment under the new Code is that called mixed religion. It interdicts marriage between Catholics and baptized heretics or schismatics. Canon 1060 " most severely " forbids such marriages, and adds that “if there is danger that the Catholic party, or a child born of the union, may lose the faith, the marriage is forbidden also by divine law."



Canon 1061 states the conditions under which the Church grants a dispensation for a mixed marriage, viz.: (a) For just and grave reasons; (b) Upon a written guarantee that the non-Catholic party will not interfere with the religion of the Catholic spouse, and that all children born to them will be baptized and brought up in the Catholic faith; (c) Upon the morally certain assurance that these conditions will be fulfilled.

Canon 1062 adds that "the Catholic party is obliged prudently to try to convert the non-Catholic party."

Canon 1063 warns the parties to such a mixed mar- riage not to attempt, either before or after the ceremony in the Catholic Church, to have the marriage blessed by a Protestant minister.

p. 218Canon 1065 (§ 1) exhorts the faithful not to marry persons who have publicly given up the faith, or joined a condemned society, and (§2) forbids pastors to assist at such marriages without grave reasons and the permission of the bishop. Lastly, canon 1066 commands pastors not to assist at the marriage of public sinners if they refuse to go to Confession, unless for a grave cause, concerning which they should, if possible, consult the Ordinary.

Apart from the dispensation, other circumstances may exist which may render the marriage decidedly inadvisable, or, it may be, even sinful.




	NULLIFYING OR DIRIMENT IMPEDIMENTS. —As the word itself implies, diriment impediments (impedimenta dirimentia) are such as not merely forbid a marriage but render it invalid. There are sixteen such diriment or nullifying impediments.



I. A substantial error with regard to a marriage is usually quoted by moralists as the first diriment impediment. It would exist, for instance, if a man, instead of marrying the woman of his choice, would by mistake marry another; or if he were to make an explicit condition (i. e., conditio sine qua non) to marry only a rich person, or one of noble birth or well educated, whereas the one actually married proved to be the contrary. If such a condition is not expressly mentioned, however, or if the error concerns only accidental qualities, the marriage is valid. Note that it is not allowed, under pain of mortal sin, to marry with any condition like those mentioned. For marriage, which God wants to be indissoluble, is not to be rendered soluble for frivolous reasons.

p. 219


	Slavery is given in Moral Theology as the second diriment impediment. It makes a marriage between a slave and a free person, who is ignorant of the condition of the other party, impossible. Whilst an error about the qualities or conditions of a person does not nullify a marriage, as stated above, the Church has wisely made an exception in setting up this impediment, because a slave is subject entirely and in all things to the will of his master, which is adverse to the marriage rights of a free man. Now-a-days slavery is practically abolished nearly everywhere, and hence this impediment hardly counts.






	Grave fear, through which a person is unjustly forced to marry, is another impediment which nullifies marriage. Marriage is of such importance that it requires full liberty of action.






	A person must also be of proper age in order to be able to contract a valid marriage. The age limit has been changed by Canon 1067 of the new Code, according to which (§ 1) males cannot validly marry before they have completed their sixteenth and females their fourteenth year. The same canon (§ 2) exhorts pastors to deter young people from getting married until they have reached the age usual in their country.






	Another diriment impediment is mentioned in Canon 1068, viz., impotence, if it precedes marriage and is permanent, whether it be known to the other party or not, or whether it renders the other unable to cohabit properly with anybody or only with the intended spouse. If there is any doubt about the existence of this impediment the marriage is not to be hindered. Neither does sterility prevent marriage according to the same Canon.
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	Canon 1069 insists on the natural law impediment called " ligamen " or bond of a previous marriage, which renders invalid any attempted marriage during the lifetime of a married couple, even if their marriage was never consummated. The only exception is the so-called " Pauline privilege." St. Paul allows the Catholic party to marry again if the non-baptized or non-Christian party refuses to live in peace with the former. " For," as the Apostle says, " a brother or sister is not under servitude in such cases." * Even in case the former marriage has been found invalid or has been annulled, the same canon forbids a new marriage before permission has been obtained from legitimate authority (i. e., the bishop or the Holy See).






	Marriage between persons baptized in, or converted to, the Catholic Church, on the one hand, and unbaptized persons on the other (disparity of worship), is declared invalid in Canon 1070. The law speaks of persons baptized in, or converted to, the Catholic Church, i. e., of persons who ought to be Catholics. Therefore a baptized non-Catholic who never joined the Church can validly marry an unbaptized person. The same Canon also declares (§2) that if at the time of such a marriage a person was commonly held to have been baptized, or if the Baptism was of doubtful validity, the marriage should be upheld until it is proved that one party was, and the other was not, baptized.






	Attempted marriage of clerics in higher orders, or of religious with solemn vows, or of religious with simple vows (which in this respect have the privileges of solemn vows) is declared invalid by canons 1072 and 1073- 9. No marriage can exist between a woman who was 1 1 Cor. VII, 15. forcibly abducted and the man who abducted her for the purpose of marriage, even if the former went of her own free choice to the place where she is forcibly detained by the latter for the purpose of inducing her to marry him. But the impediment ceases as soon as the woman is set free and willingly consents to the marriage (canon 1074).
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	The impediment of crime, as described in canon 1075, contains three distinct impediments. The first is contracted if a man and a woman, while at least one of them is lawfully married, commit adultery with the mutual promise to marry each other, or if they attempt civil marriage. The second is contracted if a man and a woman, while at least one of them is lawfully married, commit adultery with each other and one of them kills his or her lawful spouse. The third impediment is contracted if a man and a woman cooperate physically or morally in bringing about the death of husband or wife, even though the crime of adultery was not committed.






	The diriment impediment of consanguinity or blood-relationship extends, according to canon 1076, to all degrees in the direct line upward (father, grandfather, etc.), and downward (son, grandson, etc.). In the collateral (side) line it extends only to the third degree, inclusive. The same canon also forbids marriage when there is positive doubt whether the parties are related by blood in any degree of the direct line or in the first degree of the collateral line.






	Affinity (relationship by marriage) constitutes a diriment impediment in all degrees of the direct line, and up to the second degree, inclusive, of the collateral line (canon 1077); which means that the marriage of a woman after the death of her husband with any of his blood relatives in the direct line, and to the second de- gree of the collateral line, is invalid. Canon 97 declares that the impediment of affinity arises only from a valid marriage, whether consummated or not. The former impediment of affinity from sinful intercourse is dropped.
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	Public decorum is another diriment impediment (canon 1078). It may arise from an invalid marriage, whether consummated or not, or from public and notorious concubinage. The law forbids and annuls a marriage between such a man and the woman's blood relations in the first and second degree of the direct line, and vice versa.






	Besides the diriment impediments of bodily relationship mentioned in the last three numbers, there is also a spiritual relationship (canons 1079, 768), which exists (a) between the one who baptizes and the person baptized, and (b) between the one baptized and his or her sponsor. This relationship is not contracted if Baptism is given conditionally, unless the same sponsor again acts in the ceremony of solemn Baptism (canon 763).






	Another diriment impediment (canon 1080) is that of legal relationship arising from adoption. It constitutes a diriment impediment only where it is so regarded by the civil law. Thus if the civil law should declare the marriage of an adopted child with a natural child of the same family invalid, it would be invalid also in the eyes of the Church; not so, however, if the laws of the State in which the marriage takes place admit such marriages as valid.



1 6. The impediment of clandestinity is thus defined in canon 1094: " Only those marriages are valid which are contracted before the parish priest, or the Ordinary of the diocese, or a priest delegated by either of these, and at least two witnesses."
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Introduction

p. 1In the two preceding volumes of this Handbook we dealt with the general principles of Moral Theology (Theologia Moralis Generalis). We must now show how these general principles are to be applied to man's conduct as an individual and as a member of society (Theologia Moralis Specialis).

The will of God is the supreme and ultimate source of all obligation (supremus debendi titulus). Hence, strictly speaking, man has but one duty, namely, to obey the divine law. This law, according to St. Paul, "is charity, from a pure heart, and a good conscience, and an unfeigned faith."1 St. Gregory the Great says: "The commandments one and all spring solely from love, and together constitute a single precept, because whatever is commanded, is founded upon charity."2 And St. Thomas Aquinas: "All the commandments are fulfilled in the one law of charity."3

1 1 Tim. I, 5.

2 Hom. in Evang., 27, n. 1: "Every commandment concerns love alone, and all the commandments are one precept, because whatever is commanded is founded upon charity alone." (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 1205).

3 Comment, ad Gal., c. 5, lect. 3: "All [the commandments] are fulfilled in the one commandment of charity." —IDEM, De Perfect. Vitae Spir., c. 12: “The end of every commandment is charity, as the Apostle says (1 Tim. I, 5).”—Cfr. Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 189, art. 1, ad 5.

p. 2This one supreme law embodies a vast number of particular precepts, of which some oblige man to perform acts referring directly to God, while others enjoin acts that refer to Him only in an indirect way, their direct end being either some external object, or man himself, or his fellowmen.

The division of duties just mentioned is identical with that contained in the Decalogue. The first three commandments embody man's duties to God; the following five, his duties to his fellowmen; the last two, his duties to himself.

We arrive at the same partition if we consider the divine commandment of charity as obliging us to love, (a) God, (b) our neighbor, and (c) ourselves,4 and if we ponder the Apostle's exhortation to "live soberly, and justly, and godly."5

4 Cfr. Matt. XXII, 37-39.

5 Tit. II, 12.

Man is both an individual and a member of society, and hence his duties appertain to two different spheres. The three classes of obligations mentioned, therefore, may be considered from two distinct points of view, namely, (a) that of the individual and (b) that of society.

We may accordingly divide all man's duties into three separate series, with two subdivisions each, to wit:

p. 3I. Individual or personal duties, which man owes to himself (self-love or self-discipline—sobrietas) ; more particularly:




	The care for his bodily and spiritual welfare; 2. The obligations arising from his vocation, occupation, and position in life.



II. Religious duties, which a man owes to God (charity, piety—pietas) ; particularly, 1. Individual obligations towards God; 2. Religious duties arising from one's position as a member of society.

III. Social duties, which a man owes to his fellowmen in justice (iustitia) or in charity, either 1. As an individual toward other individuals; or 2. As an individual toward society.

To these three principal heads of duty we will devote the remaining volumes of this Handbook.

The present (Volume III of the whole Series) treats of Man's Individual and Personal Duties; particularly (Part I) The Care for His Bodily and Spiritual Welfare, and (Part II) The Obligations Arising from His Vocation, Occupation, and Position in Life.


Part I: Individual or Personal Duties


Chapter I: Nature and Obligation of Christian Self-Love

p. 4


	NATURE OF CHRISTIAN SELF-LOVE.—The duties which man owes to himself may be summarized in the proposition that he is obliged to love himself.



Self-love is so powerful an instinct of nature that it is impossible for man to act without it. Self-love not only follows logically from the universal commandment of charity, but is expressly inculcated in Holy Scripture as the standard and measure of that chiefest of all virtues.

Matt. VII, 12: "All things therefore whatsoever you would that men should do to you, do you also to them." Matt. XXII, 39: 'The second [commandment] is like to this: Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.”1

1 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Doctrina Christiana, I, c. 25, n. 26: "The manner of loving must be prescribed to man, that is, how he should love himself so as to benefit himself. But to doubt that he loves himself and wishes to benefit himself is the mark of a madman." —Ibid., c. 26, n. 27: "Since the love of God comes first and the prescribed manner of loving Him is evident, so that all other things flow into it, nothing seems to have been said about your love of yourself; but when it was said, ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself,’ at the same time your love of yourself was not omitted." (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 28 sq.).—Cfr. Terence, Andr., IV, 3: "Proximus sum egomet mihi."

p. 5The second Commandment inculcates self-love, not in the sense of that innate disposition by which man seeks his own gratification, welfare, and advancement, but as a moral virtue.

Self-love as a natural instinct is not capable of governing man's conduct so as to enable him to attain its object, i. e., self-preservation. Moreover, in the debased state in which humanity unhappily exists since the fall of Adam and Eve, this natural instinct is perverted and tends away from, rather than towards, man's true end; in fact it has degenerated into inordinate selfishness, which, in the words of St. Thomas, is "the cause of all sin,"2 because it leads to covetousness, pride, blasphemy, disobedience, ingratitude, incontinency, and many other vices.3

2 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 77, art. 4: "Inordinatus amor sui est causa omnis peccati."

3 Cfr. 2 Tim. III, 1-3. —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, XIV, c. 28: "Two loves have made two cities: love of self extending even to contempt of God made the earthly city, but love of God extending even to contempt of self made the heavenly city. The former glories in itself, but the latter in the Lord. For the former seeks glory from men; but for the latter God, the witness of conscience, is its greatest glory." (Migne, P. L., XLI, 436).

Although the moral virtue of self-love derives its rule from the law of God, yet it is based upon or rooted in an instinct of nature.

p. 6Christian self-love, therefore, is a virtue opposed to selfishness and necessarily involves self-denial. "If any man come to me," says our Divine Saviour, "and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple."4 And again: "He that loveth his life shall lose it; and he that hateth his life in this world, keepeth it unto life eternal."5

4 Luke XIV, 26.

5 John XII, 25.

To love oneself, therefore, in the Christian and Catholic sense of the term, means to combat selfishness and to seek the glory of God rather than one's own gratification.

Two corollaries flow from this proposition, namely:

a) Man is not his own master, but has control over his actions only in so far as he does not violate the divine order; b) He is in duty bound to regulate his conduct so as to be enabled to reach his divinely appointed end (bonum), and hence must avoid whatever is opposed to that end (malum).




	THE DUTIES ARISING FROM CHRISTIAN SELF-LOVE.—The principal duty that springs from Christian self-love is that of preserving one's intellectual and moral personality. This means that every man must provide properly for the salvation of his soul and the welfare of his body. The moral and religious life knows no standstill, and hence every Catholic is in duty bound so to exert his mental and physical faculties as to reach what St. Paul calls "the measure of the age of the fulness of Christ,"6 and thus, by developing his personality, to achieve both his temporal and eternal destiny.



6 Eph. IV, 13.—Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., 54 (al. 10), n. 6: “Seize the opportunity, I beg you, and make a virtue of necessity. In Christians beginnings are not sought, but the end. Paul began badly but ended well. The beginnings of Judas are praised, but his end is condemned by betrayal. Read Ezekiel: The justice of the just man shall not deliver him on whatever day he sins; and the impiety of the impious man shall not harm him on whatever day he turns from his impiety.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 552).—IDEM, In Epist. ad Gal., II, c. 4: "Blessed is he who walks in the way of the virtues, but only if he reaches the virtues themselves. Nor does it profit to have withdrawn from vices unless you lay hold of the best things, because in good pursuits it is not so much the beginnings that are to be praised as the end." (P. L., XXVI, 381).

p. 7This constant striving after perfection is a duty which none may shirk and which, in importance and binding force, surpasses even the obligations we owe to our fellowmen. "For what doth it profit a man, if he gain the whole world, and suffer the loss of his own soul?"7

7 Matt. XVI, 26. —Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 376.

"To govern oneself," says Seneca, "is to exercise the highest dominion."8

8 Epist., 113, 30: "Imperare sibi maximum imperium est."

The virtue of Christian self-love inspires true self-respect because it is based on self-knowledge, humility, and a sincere desire to save one's soul and keep the body efficient for the attainment of its highest purpose by practicing temperance, diligence, and economy.

p. 8Opposed to self-love are, on the one hand, exaggerated self-esteem, selfishness, and egotism, which are destructive of charity, and, on the other, disregard for the dignity of human nature, indifference to spiritual things, and particularly that unnatural hatred of self which results from a wicked life and is almost invariably coupled with contempt for virtue, nay for God Himself, finally culminating in that terrible sin which in a previous volume has been described as "diabolical."9

9 Koch-Preuss, Handbook of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 91 sqq.

"He that loveth iniquity hateth his own soul," says the Psalmist;10 and the angel told Tobias: “They that commit sin and iniquity are enemies to their own soul."11

10 Ps. X, 6.

11 Tob. XII, 10.

READINGS.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 72 sqq., Innsbruck 1914.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Institutiones Iuris Naturalis, Vol. II, n. 29-47, Freiburg 1900. —Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th edition, pp. 400 sqq., Freiburg 1910.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, 4th ed., Vol. II, pp. 46 sqq., Freiburg 1904.—E. Müller, Theologia Moralis, 7th ed., Vol. II, pp. 86 sqq., Vienna 1894.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 1 sqq., Paderborn 1909.


Chapter II: The Moral Significance of the Body

p. 9


	THE CHRISTIAN VIEW OF THE BODY.—The Catholic Church in her ethical teaching avoids two false extremes: she neither undervalues the body, nor does she overestimate it. a) Against what we may term false Spiritualism the Church upholds the value and importance of the material element in man. She teaches that the human body is superior to the bodies of all other creatures because it was directly created by God and is (not so much the prison as) the organ of an immortal soul.1 Through the body the soul exerts its activity and comes into contact with the material universe. In and through the body man exercises control over the lower creatures2 and communicates with his fellowmen. There could be no social intercourse if men had no material bodies.



1 Cfr. Saint Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech., IV, c. 23 (Migne, P. G., XXXIII, 484). —Saint Bernard, De Diligendo Deo, XI, n. 30 sq. "The flesh is plainly a good and faithful companion to a good spirit: if it burdens him, it helps him; if it does not help him, it relieves him of his burden; or surely it helps him and does not burden him at all. The first state is laborious but fruitful; the second is at rest but by no means wearisome; the third is also glorious." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXVII, 993).

2 Gen. I, 25.

The human body was raised to its true dignity when the Son of God was made flesh and suffered and died to redeem men from sin and its consequences. With the same body that endured the death agony on the cross, Christ rose from the grave, ascended into Heaven, and now sits at the right hand of God the Father, whence He shall come to judge the living and the dead.

p. 10Through the instrumentality of the Sacraments the body, having been redeemed by Christ, participates in the graces of the atonement and thereby becomes a temple of the Holy Ghost,3 destined to rise again after death and to be forever transfigured in Heaven. Hence every Christian is in duty bound not to "yield his members as instruments of iniquity unto sin," but to present them "as instruments of justice unto God."4 b) The Catholic view of the body differs also from that of the Materialists, who unduly exalt, nay fairly worship, the flesh. The Church values the body only in connection with, and as ennobled by, the spirit, and commands it to be mortified. "Put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ, and make not provision for the flesh in its concupiscence."5 "Mortify therefore your members which are upon the earth; fornication, uncleanness, lust, evil concupiscence, and covetousness, which is the service of idols."6

3 1 Cor. III, 16.

4 Rom. VI, 13; cfr. 19; 1 Cor. VI, 13, 20.

5 Rom. XIII, 14.

6 Col. III, 5 sqq.

p. 11To mortify the body does not, of course, mean to kill or maim it, but merely to subdue its sensual inclinations, so that it may become a fit companion for the spiritual and immortal soul —"bonus plane fidusque comes spiritui bono" as St. Bernard calls it,7 —and that it may be gradually prepared for its final transfiguration in Heaven.

7 See note 1, supra, p. 9.




	LIFE. —Of even greater value than the body is life. a) Life ranks first among the blessings of the natural order because it is the foundation and an indispensable condition of all the rest. According to revelation, man's life on earth is intended as a preparation for the life eternal in Heaven. It is the period of sowing for the great harvest;8 the day assigned for laboring in the vineyard of the Master;9 the time appointed for trading with the God-given talents,10 for running the race and competing for the grand prize.11 Again and again Holy Scripture tells us, "What things a man shall sow, those also shall he reap,”12 and, "We have not here a lasting city," but should "seek one that is to come."13 If this terrestrial journey forms but a moment, as it were, of our total existence, which is for the most part to be spent in the world beyond, then that moment is extremely precious, and every fraction thereof possesses incalculable value for the welfare of the soul. What Christ said of Himself applies in a measure to every man: "I must work the works of Him that sent me, whilst it is day: the night cometh, when no man can work."14 b) Life being a gift of such immense value, we are in duty bound to cherish it; or, as St. Paul says, we must "redeem the time."15



8 Luke XII, 23.—Cfr. V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, Freiburg 1911, 5th ed., pp. 119 sqq.

9 Matt. XX, 1-16.

10 Matt. XXV, 14-30.

11 1 Cor. IX, 24 sq.

12 2 Cor. IX, 6; Gal. VI, 8 sq.

13 Heb. XIII, 14.

14 John IX, 4. —Cfr. St. Jerome, Comment, in Evang. S. Matth., l. IV, c. 25: "After the day of judgment no opportunity for good works and justice remains." (P. L., XXVI, 185).—St. Augustine, Serm., 93 (al. De Verbis Domini, 23), c. 10, n. 16: "It has been said, it is true, it has not been said deceitfully: ‘Knock, and it shall be opened to you’ (Matt. VII, 7), but now, when it is the time of mercy, not when it is the time of judgment. For those times cannot be confused, since the Church sings mercy and judgment to her Lord (Ps. C, 1). It is the time of mercy: do penance. Do you wish to do it at the time of judgment? You will be among those virgins against whom the door was shut." (P. L., XXXVIII, 579).

15 Eph. V, 16; Rom. XIII, 13 sq.; Col. IV, 5. —Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm., 16 (al. I inter Homil., 50), n. 2; Serm., 17 (al. 28 inter Horn., 50), n. 7; Serm., 167 (al. 24 De Verbis Apost.), n. 3 (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 122, 138, 910).

p. 12a) Hence no man is allowed to destroy or curtail his life, even though it may have become a burden and is seemingly of no further value. By the aid of divine grace all temporal adversities and sufferings can be borne, nay made productive of supernatural glory. A life of suffering is not necessarily useless, but may be rendered highly meritorious by prayer, patience, and a good example, and thus become beneficial to the afflicted individual as well as to the entire human race. He who has to suffer much should frequently recommend himself to God, practice the virtue of resignation, cultivate good cheer, and never lose hope.16 Like St. Paul, he should offer the tribulations which he suffers "in the flesh" for the purpose of "filling up those things that are wanting of the sufferings of Christ."17 Illness and suffering are by no means always a punishment for personal sins.18 Oftentimes they are graces in disguise, given by a merciful God to enable man to train his soul for Heaven. "Sufferings are lessons," runs an old saw,19 but they are also, in the words of a modern poet, favors from on high.20 When borne for the love of God, "tribulation worketh patience, and patience trial, and trial hope; and hope confoundeth not: because the charity of God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, who is given to us."21

16 Matth. XVI, 24; XXVI, 39; St. Augustine, Confess., l. II, c. 42; 1 Pet. IV, 22 sqq. —Cfr. Horace, Carmina, II, 3, 1: "Aequam memento rebus in arduis servare mentem." —Seneca, Ep., 78, 20: "What then? Do you think that you are doing nothing if you are temperate while ill? You will show that sickness can be overcome, or at least endured. Believe me, there is room for virtue even on a sickbed."

17 Col. I, 24.

18 Matt. IX, 2; Mark II, 5; Luke XIII, 1-5; John IX, 1-3.

19 Παθήματα μαθήματα.

20 Luise Hensel: "Leiden sind Gnaden."—Cfr. Ecclus. II, 3 sqq.; Phil. I, 29; 1 Pet. I, 17; Heb. XII, 7-11. —St. Ambrose, Expositio in Evang. sec. Lucam, l. IV, c. 41 (v. Koch-Preuss, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, p. 38, n. 11).—Cfr. St. Augustine, Confess., l. II, c. 2, n. 4: “Lord, who formest suffering into a precept (Ps. XCIII, 20), and strikest in order to heal, and puttest us to death lest we die apart from Thee.” (P. L., XXXII, 677). —IDEM, Enarrat. in Psalmos, LXVIII, s. 2, n. 1: "And when the Lord permits or causes us to be in some tribulation, even then He is merciful." (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 854).—Seneca, De Provid., II, 2: "Omnia adversa [bonus vir] exercitationes putat."—IDEM, ibid., V, 9: "Ignis aurum probat, miseria fortes viros." —Ovid, Trist., V, 3, 75: “Hectora quis nosset, si felix Troia fuisset?"—P. W. v. Keppler, Das Problem des Leidens, 2nd ed., pp. 12 sqq.

21 Rom. V, 3 sqq.

p. 14"We suffer with Christ, that we may be also glorified with him. For I reckon that the sufferings of this time are not worthy to be compared with the glory to come, that shall be revealed in us."22

22 Rom. VIII, 17.

Thus, suffering may be made a source of joy. "In much experience of tribulation," says the Apostle, "they have abundance of joy."23

23 2 Cor. VIII, 2; cfr. Jas. I, 2-4; 1 Pet. I, 6-9; IV, 12 sq.

"The cross with its stern lines," writes Bishop Keppler, "a cold, bare, branchless tree with rough-hewn stumps for arms, is indeed at first sight a sad and joyless thing to look at, so true an image is it of harsh contradiction, so good a symbol of bitter pain. Yet men find that the cross possesses a certain beauty. In its sturdy, clear-cut, well-proportioned form they see a picture of steadfastness, of aspiring effort, of opposition conquered and contradictories reconciled. The sight of a man hanging in agony upon the cross arouses, at first, no sense of joy, it is true. Yet there is a wellspring of joy in the sure faith that the Divine Hero bleeding on the cross is dying in the battle against the fiercest foe of joy and of salvation, and conquering as He dies. The cross becomes the symbol of victory and thereby the symbol of joy. Darkness and gloom are dispelled and everywhere is shed the glory of the Resurrection. In its light, the tree of the cross becomes the tree of life, of resistless power; the dried trunk is clothed with blossoms and fruit; and out of the crown of thorns spring forth roses. Thus also is it with the cross and the crucifixion in the life of each individual Christian. That a man should take up his cross daily; that he should not only bear his cross, but crucify the flesh, the old man —these are not forced figures of speech, but stern demands which certainly do seem likely to lead far away from joy. Yet the battle to which they summon is waged not against joy, but against joy's worst enemies. The cross obliges us to renounce the apples of Sodom, the wild cherries of sin, which are really no joys at all, but it does not demand a total renunciation of legitimate natural joys; it only insists that they be used in moderation and with a good intention. Excessive enjoyment always begets disgust. Unrestricted activity and gratification of the sensual instincts does not add to the sum of joy, but ruins both joy and the man; it sins not only against morality but against hygiene, which is to-day sometimes regarded as the supreme standard. A life 'beyond good and evil,' —to use Nietzsche's phrase —unscrupulous poaching, complete loosing of the wild, natural instincts, whose advocate, protector, and prophet Nietzsche was unwillingly degraded into becoming by his less worthy disciples, the feeling of 'the beast of prey within man, the fair, ravenous, blond beast, lusting for prey and conquest,' —all this does not enrich, gladden, deepen, nor sweeten life. It delivers life over to the most wretched languor, to the hospital, the madhouse, to suicide, —'those graves of lust,'24 so numerous in the world to-day.25

24 Numb. XI, 34.

25 P. W. von Keppler, More Joy, (tr. by Jos. McSorley, C.S.P.), pp. 76 sqq., St. Louis 1914.

p. 15Even Goethe realized that the spirit of austerity and self-sacrifice alone can provide the proper basis for a healthy, happy, cheerful life:

If thou hast not part In death as well as birth, A sorry guest thou art Upon the gloomy earth.

p. 16"Man must die in order to grow. He must renounce selfishness, for it makes him poorer, not richer, and especially poorer in joy."26

26 Ibid., pp. 79–84.

"Nothing," says a contemporary Protestant writer, "shuts in a life and shuts out satisfaction and joy like the self-considering temper and the self-centered aim. Such a life, though it may seem to itself self-developing, is in fact self-deceived. Instead of growing richer in its resources, it finds itself growing poorer. The more it cultivates itself, the more sterile it grows; the more it accumulates, the less it has; the more it saves, the more it is lost."27

27 Peabody, Jesus Christ and the Christian Character, p. 206.

b) To long inordinately for death is contrary to the Christian concept of life, its value and purpose. The "desire to be dissolved and be with Christ," which St. Paul extols as "by far the better thing,"28 must spring from an absolutely pure motive and be accompanied by complete resignation to the will of God. To wish for death in order to escape the dangers, vicissitudes, and tribulations of this earthly "vale of tears," is opposed to the teaching of Christ.29 Life is a precious gift which should be conscientiously employed.30 Though time is short, it is of sufficient duration to enable us to gain eternity by making good use of the fleeting moments given to us.

28 Phil. I, 23.

29 Cfr. F. W. Faber, Growth in Holiness, Ch. IV.

30 Phil. I, 24 sqq.; cfr. Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd

p. 17"Nothing," says the Ven. Don Bosco, "torments the reprobates in hell more than the thought that they have idled away the time which they received for working out their eternal salvation; nothing so consoles the elect in Heaven as the reflection that they have employed their days for the honor and glory of God." c) By commanding us to sanctify our bodies and to employ time for the purpose of gaining eternity, the Church does not, as some assert, "preach gloom and sorrow and demand of her followers that they forego all joy, thus making hypocrites of them." Both the Old and the New Testament bid man to be joyous. "Be glad in the Lord and rejoice, ye just, and glory, all ye right of heart."31 "Let the just feast and rejoice before the Lord, and be delighted with gladness."32 Christ Himself says: " Ask, and you shall receive, that your joy may be full."33 And again: "These things I speak in the world, that they may have my joy filled in themselves."34 Even the "Preacher," who so frequently insists on the vanity of earthly things, counsels the "young man" to enjoy life,35 though always, of course, in the fear of God and with due regard to His commandments.36 Thomas a Kempis says: "There is no true liberty nor perfect joy but in the fear of God with a good conscience.”37 The religion of Christ is by no means gloomy.

31 Ps. XXXI, 11.

32 Ps. LXVII, 4; cfr. Luke X, 20.

33 John XVI, 24.

34 John XVII, 13.

35 Eccles. XI, 9.

36 Eccles. XII, 13; cfr. Ps. XCVI, 12; Rom. XIV, 17.

37 De Imit. Christi, I, 21 (ed. Pohl., Vol. II, p. 39): "There is no true liberty and no good joy except in the fear of God with a good conscience." —Cfr. Seneca, Ep., XXIII, 3: "Do this before all else, my Lucilius: learn to rejoice." —IDEM, ibid., 4: "True joy is a serious thing."

p. 18"Gloom is an alien and an enemy in Christian hearts," writes Charles Stanton Devas. "If Christianity is the religion of sorrow, it is also, and pre-eminently, the religion of joy; the solution of this antinomy being that Christianity is the religion of love, and that in this world love and sorrow are linked by a mysterious partnership. Now Christian asceticism is no superstitious pain-worship, no offering to some pain-loving deity, some evil principle opposed to the good, as though life and health were not God's good gifts; nor again has it ought in common, except sometimes the outward show, with the proud self-righteousness of the Hindu ascetic or Moslem dervish. Much rather Christian asceticism is a form of love; and love being the root of joy, it follows that Christian joyfulness is not in spite of asceticism, but its consequence. We are taught as an elementary truth that man is on earth for the one end of perfecting himself in the love of God. This is his purpose and probation. But only through labor, pain and suffering is love perfected. Christianity, then, has no mission to eliminate labor, pain, and suffering from this world (pati et perpeti humanum est, wrote Leo XIII), but to transmute them. They can be the means whereby we can obtain the subjection of the lower selfish life and of greedy individualism; the suppression of false self-assertion and of blind nature before the law of reason and of God. Christianity is frankly 'the religion of suffering, of mortification, of self-sacrifice, of consuming love, of self-forgetting zeal, of self-crucifying union,... the religion of the cross and the Crucified.' 38 Joyous abandonment, generous self-sacrifice, these are the watchwords, and to become living images of the Divine Model of whom it is written that He pleased not himself."39

38 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Duas Epistolas Pelag., l. III, c. 8, n. 24: "These are the clouds [of the Pelagians] concerning praise of creation, praise of marriage, praise of free choice, and praise of the saints—as though any one of us disparaged these things and did not rather proclaim them all with the praises due to the honor of the Creator and Savior. But creation does not wish to be praised in such a way that it does not wish to be healed. And the more marriage is to be praised, the less the shameful concupiscence of the flesh, which is not from the Father but is from the world (1 John II, 16), is to be imputed to it. Marriage certainly found this concupiscence in human beings; it did not cause it, since concupiscence exists in very many without marriage, and marriage, if no one had sinned, could have existed without concupiscence." (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 606). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 28, art. 1-4; Contra Gent., l. III, c. 112, n. 6. —J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists Viewed in the Light of Principle and of Contemporaneous History, (tr. by A. M. Buchanan), New York, 1914, pp. 131 sqq.

39 C. S. Devas, The Key to the World's Progress, pp. 121 sq., London, 1906.

p. 19"It is not true," says the Ven. Don Bosco, "that men are made sad by serving God. Who was more genial than St. Aloysius, or more joyful than St. Philip Neri or St. Vincent de Paul? And yet these holy men devoted their entire lives to the practice of virtue."

"The Catholic attitude towards modern intellectual life," says Father Joseph Laurentius, S. J., "requires no other weapon for its defence than an unbiased knowledge of Catholic principles. The Syllabus [of Pius IX] does not condemn progress, liberality, or culture as such; it merely rejects that which the enemies of the Christian religion have falsely decked out under these terms. A progress without God, without faith, without religion, —these are essential requisites of all true advance, —is no progress at all, but retrogression. A Liberalism detached from the principles of Christian freedom and justice, based upon State omnipotence and the tenets of an atheistic pseudo-philosophy, is a false Liberalism. A culture that excludes the true religion from education and science, and pursues materialistic aims, is a misnomer. Such tendencies are not only unacceptable to the papacy, but must be rejected by every believing Christian, be he Catholic or Protestant. True Liberalism and progress, —the kind that ennobles man, emancipates him from the slavery of passion and sin, and elevates him to the ideal atmosphere of faith, knowledge and virtue, and strengthens and fosters the family, community, State, both in a material and in a spiritual way, —such the Church is ever ready, nay eager, to enlist in her service."40

40 Jos. Laurentius, S.J., in the Stimmen aus Maria-Laach, Vol. LXXI (1906), pp. 241 sqq., especially 250 sq.—Cfr. Hettinger-Stepka, Timothy; or Letters to a Young Theologian, St. Louis, 1902, pp. 343 sqq.; G. Grupp, Kulturgeschichte der romischen Kaiserzeit, Vol. II, Munich, 1904, pp. 477 sqq.; Philip Kneib, Die "Jenseitsmoral" im Kampfe um ihre Grundlagen, Freiburg, 1906, pp. 133 sqq.; the Syllabus Errorum of Pius IX, n. 57, with the commentary of F. Heiner, Der Syllabus, Mayence, 1905, pp. 267 sqq.

p. 20READINGS. —P. W. von Keppler, More Joy (tr. by Jos. McSorley, C.S.P.), St. Louis 1914.—C. S. Devas, The Key to the World's Progress, London 1906. —Jos. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and Its Antagonists Viewed in the Light of Principle and of Contemporaneous History (tr. by A. M. Buchanan), pp. 215 sqq., New York 1914. —W. Schneider-H. Thurston, S. J., The Other Life, pp. 74 sqq., New York 1920. —H. T. Henry, Catholic Customs and Symbols, N. Y. 1925, pp. 3 sqq.


Chapter III: The Care of the Body

p. 21


	THE CARE OF THE BODY IN GENERAL.—If the corporeal life of man is of such great importance for his eternal destiny, it follows that he must take good care of his body.



The desire to live (instinct of self-preservation) and to enjoy perfect health of mind and body is implanted by nature in every human being. "No man ever hated his own flesh, but nourisheth and cherisheth it," says St. Paul.1 Hence it is a natural duty to preserve life and health and to acquire and employ the means by which they may be prolonged and fostered.

1 Eph. V, 29.

Since, however, in consequence of the fall of our first parents, the sensual delight which men take in life and its pleasures easily degenerates into sinful enjoyment, the care of the body must be regulated by the precepts of Christian morality.

"By eating and drinking," says St. Augustine, addressing God, "we repair the daily ruins of the body until Thou destroy both the food and the belly (I Cor. VI, 13).... This Thou hast taught me, that I should come to take nourishment as I take medicine. But while I am passing from the uneasiness of hunger to the satisfaction of satiety, the snare of concupiscence lieth in wait for me; for the very passage itself is a pleasure, and there is no other way to pass but this, to which necessity obliges me. And thus, whereas health is the cause of eating and drinking, a dangerous delight comes in as an attendant, and for the most part endeavors to go before, that for its sake I should do what I pretend and desire to do only for the sake of health. Nor are both of these content with the same allowance: for what is sufficient for health is too little for delight, and many times it becomes uncertain whether it be the necessary care of the body that requires a further supply, or the voluptuous deceit of concupiscence that calls for this allowance. And the unhappy soul grows glad of this uncertainty, and prepares therein the protection of an excuse, being pleased that it does not appear what is exactly proportioned for the maintenance of health, that under the cloak of health she may indulge her pleasure. These temptations I daily strive to resist, and I invoke Thy right hand to my assistance, and refer my anxieties to Thee, for I have yet to seek for counsel in this matter."2

2 Cfr. St. Augustine, Confess., l. X, c. 31, n. 34–44: "We repair the daily decay of the body by eating and drinking, until Thou destroyest both food and the belly (1 Cor. VI, 13).... This Thou hast taught me: that I should approach the taking of food as I do the taking of medicine. But while I pass from the discomfort of want to the repose of satiety, in the very passage the snare of concupiscence lies in wait for me. For that passage itself is pleasure, and there is no other way through which necessity compels me to pass. And although health is the cause of eating and drinking, a dangerous delight joins itself as a handmaid and generally tries to go before, so that what I say or will that I do for the sake of health may be done for its sake. Nor is the measure of each the same, for what is enough for health is too little for pleasure. And it is often uncertain whether the necessary care of the body is still asking support or the deceit of pleasure is supplying its service. The unhappy soul rejoices in this uncertainty and in it prepares the defense of an excuse, glad that what is enough for the moderation of health is not apparent, so that under the pretext of health it may obscure the business of pleasure. I strive daily to resist these temptations, and I invoke Thy right hand for my salvation, and refer my agitations to Thee, because my counsel on this matter is not yet settled." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 797).

p. 23Whatever God has created is good, and, broadly speaking, there are no material objects which man is per se obliged to renounce. St. Paul's assurance, "All things are yours," 3 is addressed to the faithful. Nevertheless the proposition is true only in a general way. The right of the individual to enjoy the good things of nature is limited in various ways.

3 1 Cor. III, 22; cfr. 1 Tim. IV, 3–5.




	It is limited, above all, by the particular needs of each. These needs are manifold and far exceed the essential requirements of life and health. They are measured by the personal necessities, bodily and spiritual, of each individual, by the degree of culture he has attained, by his position in society, the nature of his vocational duties, the climate, social environment, and many other factors.






	The right of the individual to enjoy the good things of life is limited further by the social demands of the community in which he lives. Every member of society has a right to enjoy the things God has provided for the race as a whole. To waste or destroy them is against the law of nature, and to do so wantonly, without a just and sufficient cause, would betray a brutal disposition and be a crime against nature. To waste the means of subsistence, on the proper distribution of which the welfare of entire classes depends, involves an injustice against God and men.4



4 Is. LXV, 8; Luke XVI, 19 sqq.; John VI, 13.

p. 24


	A third limitation arises from the purpose for which the good things of nature were created. The body must be nourished and fostered, not for its own sake, but that it may efficiently serve as the organ and companion of the soul. "We live not to eat, but we eat to live," says the wise Socrates. Only in so far as the good things of nature serve this higher purpose, is their use permitted. "I say to you, be not solicitous for your life, what you shall eat, nor for your body, what you shall put on. Is not the life more than the meat, and the body more than the raiment?"5 "Put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ, and make not provision for the flesh in its concupiscences."6 "Let not then our good be evil spoken of, for the kingdom of God is not meat and drink, but justice, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost."7



5 Matt. VI, 25; cfr. Matt. X, 39.

6 Rom. XIII, 14.

7 Rom. XIV, 16 sqq. —Cfr. St. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech., IV, c. 26 (Migne, P. G., XXXIII, 490); Juvenal, Sat., X, 356: "One must pray that there be a sound mind in a sound body; ask for a courageous spirit."

Good health is a necessary condition for the development of talent. Those who are sickly depend on others, whereas robust men have courage to dare and do. Therefore suitable provision for the preservation of health is an essential part of character training.8

8 W. L. Pyle, Personal Hygiene, Philadelphia, 1917.

p. 25


	VARIOUS MEANS OF CARING FOR THE BODY.—The ordinary means of keeping the body efficient may be grouped together in two classes: those by which health is preserved and fostered, and those by which harmful and disturbing influences are warded off.






	FOOD AND DRINK. —The chief means of preserving health are food and drink. a) Mankind as such has unlimited control of the resources of nature. The Old Testament distinction between clean and unclean foods was purely disciplinary and ceremonial, and is no longer enforced under the New Law.9 "I know, and am confident in the Lord Jesus," says St. Paul, "that nothing is unclean of itself."10 This includes animal as well as vegetable foods, for Christ Himself teaches that not what enters into the mouth, i. e., food and drink as such, but the inordinate use thereof defiles man.11



9 Gen. VII, 8; Lev. XI, 8; Matt. XV, 11; Mark VII, 15; Acts X, 15.

10 Rom. XIV, 14; cfr. Col. II, 16.

11 Cfr. Matt. XV, 17-20; Mark VII, 15–23; Tit. I, 15.

There is no moral objection to the common practice of making food more palatable by artificial means, because to enjoy one's meals is not to indulge in sensuality or sybaritism. Man is in duty bound to take wholesome food and to be moderate in its use, i. e., to eat neither too little nor too much for his physical well-being. b) The use of food is limited by the needs of each individual, which differ according to age, climate, constitution, occupation, etc. Every man is allowed to take as much food as he requires to maintain himself mentally and physically efficient, and all are in duty bound to avoid excess because it disturbs the equilibrium of soul and body and makes the former the servant of the latter, whereas it ought to be its master.12 Following the example of Christ and the Apostles, therefore, we should take our daily nourishment temperately and with gratitude to God, begin each meal with a blessing (benedictio mensae) and never forget to give thanks after eating.13

12 Cfr. Rom. XIII, 14; XIV, 17; cfr. Eccles. X, 17.

13 Matt. XIV, 19; XV, 36; XXVI, 27; Mark XIV, 23; Luke XXII, 17; John VI, 11; Acts XXVII, 35; Rom. XIV, 6; 1 Cor. X, 31; 1 Tim. IV, 3–5.

p. 26To eat or drink to satiety for mere pleasure (ob solam voluptatem) is morally illicit, even though it may not result in direct injury to the health.14 In the long run intemperance invariably revenges itself upon its victims.

14 Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI, prop. 8: "To eat and drink even to satiety for pleasure alone is not a sin, provided it does not harm health, because (some) natural appetite may lawfully enjoy its own acts." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1158).

On the sin of drunkenness in particular see Vol. II of this Handbook, pp. 79 sq. On the duty of self-denial, infra, pp. 72 sq.

p. 27Some believe that men were originally vegetarians and received permission to eat flesh meat only after the Flood. This opinion may be true or false, but we believe it has no basis in Holy Writ.




	CLOTHING. —Another important means of preserving the health and warding off disease and other harmful influences is clothing. a) Clothes are worn for a fivefold purpose: to protect the body against the inclemencies of the weather or climate, to adorn it, to cover nakedness and preserve modesty, to distinguish the sexes, and to mark differences in office, occupation, or social rank.15 b) In the choice of his garments the individual is to a considerable extent limited by season, climate, temperature, custom, fashion, and other factors.



15 Gen. III, 7–11, 21; 1 Cor. VII, 34; XII, 23 sq. —Chas. S. Devas, Political Economy, pp. 153 sqq.

Custom should not be disregarded entirely, and even erratic Dame Fashion may be followed to a certain reasonable extent.16 A person may dress well without being on that account guilty of vanity. For a man to dress like a woman, or vice versa, may be sinful or not, according to motives and circumstances. If done as a matter of necessity, or for any other good and sufficient cause, it is permissible; if the intention be venially sinful, it is a venial, if grievously sinful, a mortal sin.17

16 W. T. Kane, S.J., "The Psychology of Fashion", in America, N. Y., 7 July, 1923, Vol. XXIX, No. 12, pp. 269 sq.

17 C. 6, D. 30 (Concil. Gangr. a. 355, can. 18): “If any woman, judging it useful by deliberate choice that she use male clothing, for this reason imitates the dress of a man, let her be anathema.” (Decretum Gratiani, ed. Friedberg, Leipsic, 1879, p. 107). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 169, art. 2, ad 3; 1a 2ae, qu. 102, art. 6, ad 6. —H. Busembaum, S. J., Medulla Theol. Mor., Tournai, 1876, l. II, tr. 3, c. 2, dub. 5, a. 2: "If a woman uses male clothing, or conversely, merely from levity without a depraved intention or danger of scandal and lust, it will be venial only; otherwise mortal; but no sin if from necessity."

p. 28The Church condemns vanity, wastefulness, carelessness, uncleanness as well as indecency in regard to clothing.18

18 Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., LII, n. 9: "Adornment and squalor are to be avoided in equal measure, because the one savors of luxury and the other of vainglory." (Migne, P. L., XXII, 535).—St. Augustine, De Serm. Dom. in Monte, l. II, c. 12, n. 41: "It must especially be observed that ostentation can exist not only in the splendor and display of material things, but even in mournful squalor itself, and is the more dangerous insofar as it deceives under the name of service to God. Therefore, one who shines forth in immoderate care of body and clothing or in the splendor of other things is easily convicted by those very things of being a follower of the pomps of the world and deceives no one by a false appearance of holiness; but one who, in the profession of Christianity, directs men’s attentive eyes upon himself by unusual squalor and filth, when he does this voluntarily and does not suffer it from necessity, can be judged from his other works whether he does this from contempt of superfluous refinement or from some ambition." (P. L., XXXIV, 1287).— On wastefulness in the matter of dress and adornments, which is so conspicuous a fault of western nations, especially since the Industrial Revolution, Charles S. Devas (Political Economy, p. 154) says from the standpoint of the economist, that it is a source of "frequent ruin." The following remark of the author deserves reproduction also in a handbook of Moral Theology: "In many modern countries, by the disorganization of family life, notably by the absence of the housewife from home and by the want of training in household work, the proper care or repair of clothes has been neglected (as well as of the house-linen and household utensils): such neglect being no trifle; for since clothing will last twice as long if properly mended and cared for, the neglect of such care will compel a man, if he is to be clad as well as before, to spend on clothing nearly twice as much." The scarcity and high price of clothing consequent upon the Great War have checked this "depraved consumption" of clothing and household utensils, and it is to be hoped that the lesson will not soon be forgotten.

For women to employ the arts of the toilet (cultus muliebris) out of vanity is not a mortal sin, but to do so in order to tempt men is grievously sinful.19

19 Cfr. Prov. VII, 10; 1 Cor. VII, 34; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 169, art. 2; Ovid, Remed. Amor., 342 sq.

p. 29It should never be forgotten that the highest purpose for which clothes are worn is the preservation of modesty.* The moralist has no right to inveigh against the vagaries of fashion unless they endanger modesty or health or unless people spend more money on clothes than they can reasonably afford.

* Cfr. A. Vermeersch, S.J., De Castitate, Bruges, 1919, pp. 19 sq.

In some countries custom prescribes a definite attire for people according to profession, occupation, or social rank. Where such a custom exists, it should be respected. The clergy, in particular, have a prescribed dress (habitus clericalis), which is regulated partly by the general laws of the Church and partly by diocesan ordinances, which should be conscientiously observed.20

20 Conc. Trid., Sess. XIV, c. 6, de Ref.; Sess. XXIII, c. 6, de Ref.; Codex Iuris Can., can. 136; Chas. Augustine [Bachofen], O. S. B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. II, pp. 84 sq.; Irish Eccles. Record, 5th Series, Vol. XI (1918), No. 606, pp. 475 sqq.

Clement of Alexandria says that woman with her clothes puts off her modesty,21 but this sentiment, though quoted frequently in the writings of the Fathers,22 did not originate with Christian authors; it has been traced to Herodotus.23

21 When women take off their clothes, together with their tunic they also take off their modesty.

22 See, for instance, St. Cyprian, De Habitu Virg., c. 19: "There all modesty is cast off; at the same time as the clothing is removed, the body's honor and decency are laid aside." (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat. Vindobon., Vol. III, p. 201).

23 Herodotus, Hist., I, 8. —Cfr. St. Jerome, Adv. Jovinian., l. I, n. 48: "Herodotus writes that a woman puts off her modesty along with her garment." (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 279).

p. 30


	HOUSING. —The dwellings in which men live have a powerful influence upon them, either for good or evil. Improper housing conditions injure the family and social life in general. a) A text-book of Moral Theology is not the place to discuss the intimate connection existing between housing conditions on the one hand and the death rate and public morality on the other. The moral degeneration of the poor, especially among industrial workers crowded together in our city slums, is largely owing to lack of decent and comfortable lodgings. The workingman who does not feel at his ease at home is often led to frequent saloons and other even more objectionable places that supply the physical comforts for which he craves. b) Of late years efforts have been made in practically all civilized countries to provide adequate dwellings for the laboring classes. These efforts deserve to be encouraged, but it would be still more praiseworthy if measures were taken to enable each individual laborer to acquire a home of his own. Leo XIII lays it down as one of the chief conditions of a satisfactory settlement of the labor question that the State induce as many as possible of the humbler class to become property owners.24



24 The Pope and the People, Select Letters and Addresses on Social Questions by Leo XIII, London, 1912, p. 208.

"The family that has a home, 'be it ever so humble/ " says a modern American writer, "has an interest in common, an aspiration for life and good citizenship, which those cannot have who pay some one else to provide a roof under which they may sleep and eat, and who pack up and move to another place on the slightest pretext.... Whatever conveniences the best apartment house may afford, it can never possess the spirit and sentiment that are associated with the old cottage in the Green Mountain village or even the little home in West Philadelphia, where every house looks like the next one. Stephen C. Foster's melodies and John Howard Payne's 'Home, Sweet Home' reach every heart where the English language is known. But who could get sentimental about Apartment 10, on the sixth floor of 408 West 130th Street?”25

25 R. O. Hughes, Community Civics, Boston, 1917, pp. 86 sqq.; F. X. Doyle, S.J., The Home World, N. Y., 1922.

p. 31The ideal is, says Devas, "that each family should be in the secure possession of a house neither unhealthy nor overcrowded, nor overcharged, and that adequate garden ground should surround it to enable the housewife and young children to find, with the plants, the animals, and the domestic industries, occupation and amusement at home." Every industrious workingman should be enabled to purchase a decent home at a moderate price on easy time payments. In the big industrial centres cheap lodging houses should be provided for working people of both sexes to discourage the lodging of unmarried persons in small homes, which is a prolific source of physical disease and moral corruption. Adequate provisions of this kind are all the more necessary as the steadily increasing migration from country to city makes housing conditions among the city poor more unsatisfactory from year to year. The physical and moral evils arising from urban congestion should be counteracted by adequate legal measures, such as the careful inspection of new buildings, strict enforcement of State and municipal ordinances, etc. Unsanitary and inadequate dwelling houses ought to be promptly condemned and the owners compelled either to make them fit for human habitation or devote them to some other purpose.26

26 Devas, Political Economy, p. 147. Literature: ID., Political Economy, pp. 146-152; New Encyclopedia of Social Reform, New York, 1908; Sykes, Public Health and Housing, London, 1901; G. Haw, No Room to Live, London, 1900; Jacob A. Riis, The Peril and Preservation of the Home, New York, 1903; James Cornes, Modern Housing in Town and Country, London, 1905; Dorothea Proud, Welfare Work, New York, 1916; J. E. Hutton, Welfare and Housing, London, 1918; Leslie Toke, The Housing Problem, London, 1916; Herbert Lucas, S.J., in The Month, London, 1918, Vol. CXXXII, No. 652, pp. 241 sqq.; J. Robertson, The Housing Question, London, 1919; E. E. Wood, The Housing of the Unskilled Wage-Earner, N. Y., 1919; C. Aronovici, Housing and the Housing Problem, Chicago, 1921.

p. 32To adorn one's home and furnish it with all the comforts and conveniences within one's means, is morally licit and socially desirable, provided, of course, the important truth is not lost sight of, that man has no lasting habitation here below, but must "seek one that is to come."

Surely if St. Bernard could return and see the luxury with which some people surround themselves, he would repeat his famous dictum: "Talia decent cives non exules." c) Besides providing suitable dwellings for the poor, the municipal governments should see to it that the streets are cleaned regularly and in a sanitary manner,27 that there is an abundant supply of pure drinking water, and that the air is kept free from contaminating smoke, gas, and other deleterious substances. Refuse should be collected and disposed of regularly and promptly and so as not to endanger the health of the community. Trees, shrubs, and flowers along the streets and in open places, and ample breathing space in the form of public parks and playgrounds, not only beautify a town or city, but likewise make it more healthful and its inhabitants more contented.28

27 On street cleaning see R. O. Hughes, Community Civics, pp. 45 sqq. The author justly says: "When we see children playing in some of our streets—the only playgrounds some of them have, poor things!—we wonder not that disease is common among them, but how they keep well at all."

28 Cfr. Hughes, op. cit., pp. 64 sqq., 99 sqq.

p. 33Railroads, street cars, and other public conveyances demand careful supervision on the part of the authorities, both as regards the sanitary condition of the cars, barns, etc., and the welfare of the employees.29

29 The trouble with many of our street car companies is that they are handicapped by past crookedness of management. "A very serious and common evil has been the issuing of 'watered' stock —that is, stock that does not represent actual money invested in the business. When a company tries to pay interest on a great deal of watered stock and keep its service up to date in addition, the task is not easy" (Hughes, I.e., pp. 60 sq.), and, we may add, the employees are often made to suffer. —On the moral aspects of "stockwatering" see Thos. Slater, S.J., Questions of Moral Theology, New York, 1915, pp. 159 sqq.

Industrial hygiene offers another vast field for communal supervision, to which we can refer only in a general way. The health of factory workers should be safeguarded in every possible manner, —the shops and workrooms should be properly aired, lighted, and heated, all dangerous machinery equipped with mechanical guards, the production of health-destroying articles, such as white phosphor matches, prohibited, and so forth.

Among the means that have been suggested, and to some extent applied, for the solution of the housing problem is the so-called garden city plan, which aims at organizing industrial communities in the suburbs or country, where, with many of the advantages of the city, healthful and more or less model factories and other forms of business may be conducted, and where the workers can occupy inexpensive but attractive, hygienic and comfortable homes, each with its little garden, and all surrounded, if possible, by a belt of agriculture, so as to combine as many as possible of the advantages of the city with those of the country.30

30 Bliss, New Encyclopedia of Social Reform, pp. 532 sq.; Wm. Webb, Garden First in Land Development, London, 1919.

p. 34Other suggested means of housing improvement are the various schemes of taxation reform, especially the so-called Single Tax, to be levied on the value of land irrespective of improvements, and a heavy tax on all unearned increments on the value of building sites. These two schemes must not be confounded. While the Single Tax is unfair and impracticable,31 the unearned increment tax has many arguments in its favor and is being widely tested at present.32

31 See Arthur Preuss, The Fundamental Fallacy of Socialism, St. Louis, 1908 (contains an account of the famous McGlynn case); the New Encyclopedia of Social Reform, pp. 1114-19; C. B. Fillebrown, The Principles of Natural Taxation, Chicago, 1917; Young, The Single Tax Movement in the United States, Princeton, 1916; J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, New York, 1916, pp. 117 sqq.

32 Dr. Michael Cronin thus explains the rationale of the unearned increment tax (Science of Ethics, Vol. II, Dublin, 1917, pp. 290 sq.): "It is evident that unearned increments on land are not to be regarded as unlawful in any way. They are increments in value due to increased demand, and they are just as lawful as increases in the value of any other commodities due to increased demand. What is wrong about them is that they are so often excessive.... There is a just price which ought not to be exceeded by the seller, and this price, even after increment occurs, always bears some proportion to the original value of the article. On the other hand, in the case of building sites, the price demanded is often a hundred times greater than the original value, and often no limit in the price demanded is observed except the limits imposed by the necessities of the buyers. This is altogether unreasonable and wrong. Though, therefore, what is spoken of as unearned increment in land is not unlawful, still in dealing with, and imposing taxes on, increments in the values of building sites, government ought to be given a very free hand. For, first, a good deal of money would thus accrue to the community; and, secondly, such a tax, particularly if it is made progressive, would help to prevent the extortions which at present are only too common in cities, extortions which go very far to prevent the erection of useful and necessary buildings of various kinds, and, as common sense will show us, the burden of which has in the long run to be borne for the most part by the poorer classes, in the increased rents they have to pay, increased food prices, and their diminished weekly wage." —An instructive discussion of the unearned increment tax by a Catholic author is found in Distributive Justice, by the Rev. John A. Ryan, D.D., Professor of Political Science at the Catholic University of America, who is both an economist and a moralist (New York, 1916, pp. 102-117). Dr. Ryan says that "the morality of this proceeding must be determined by the same criterion that is applied to every other method or rule of distribution; namely, social and individual consequences. No principle, title, or practice of ownership," he holds, "nor any canon of taxation, has intrinsic or metaphysical value. All are to be evaluated with reference to human welfare. Since the right of property is not an end in itself, but only a means of human welfare, its just prerogatives and limitations are determined by their conduciveness to the welfare of human beings. By human welfare is meant not merely the good of society as a whole, but the good of all individuals and classes of individuals. For society is made up of individuals, all of whom are of equal worth and importance, and have equal claims to consideration in the matter of livelihood, material goods, and property. In general, then, any method of distribution, any modification of property rights, any form of taxation is morally lawful which promotes the interests of the whole community, without causing undue inconvenience to any individual."

p. 35


	RECREATION. —Another means of keeping the body healthy and strong is recreation. a) Rest and recreation answer to a natural demand, the gratification of which cannot per se be illicit.33 "lucundi acti labores," says an ancient proverb, which we may render by, "It is pleasant to rest after work." Both body and mind at regular intervals need rest and recreation, which must, of course, be taken in accordance with the laws of reason and revelation. As bodily rest can be lifted into a higher sphere and made supernaturally meritorious by prayer, so, too, mental recreation can be supernaturalized by a good motive, moderation, proper regard for vocation, time, place, charity, modesty, and morality.34



33 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 168, art. 2; Horace, Carmina, II, 10, 17; Ovid, Ex Ponto, I, 4, 21 sq.

34 Eccles. III, 1, 4; Phil. IV, 4; St. Ambrose, De Officiis, l. I, c. 20, n. 85.

p. 36A good Christian will gladly sacrifice pleasure and amusement for the sake of higher blessings. b) Most men obtain the rest and relaxation they require by social intercourse with their fellowmen. The means of sociability or entertainment are innumerable. Some of them are predominantly material in character, e. g., banquets, games, sports, excursions, dances, balls, gymnastic exercises, etc.; whereas others are mainly spiritual, as, e. g., the enjoyment of beautiful scenery or works of art, travelling, music, shows, etc. All amusements have an ethical bearing. Enjoyed at the proper time and in moderation, they are licit, but they become illicit if sought or indulged in inordinately, especially if they endanger morality, injure health or are sought entirely for their own sake. Inordinate fondness for amusement is contrary to the spirit of Christian mortification and injurious both to the temporal and the eternal welfare of man.

Needless to say, not all kinds of entertainment are suitable for all. Thus ecclesiastical custom and the canon law limit the amusements permitted to clerics so as to safeguard their honor and virtue, for, as the Council of Trent says, "Not all things are equally suitable for everyone." 35

35 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. XXII, De Ref., c. 1; cfr. St. Propertius, Elegia, IV, 9, 7. —Canon 138 of the New Code commands clerics to abstain from all things which are unbecoming to their state. It then proceeds to mention in detail what these things are: "They should not engage in unbecoming trades or occupations; they should not take part in games of chance when played for money; they should not carry arms unless there is just cause for fear; they should not indulge in hunting, and in that form of it which is called clamorosa, they should never engage; they should not enter public houses and other similar places without necessity or some other just cause approved by the Ordinary of the place." The occupations which are prohibited as unbecoming the clerical state are those which are commonly regarded as mean or sordid or which cannot be engaged in without serious danger of sin. In this connection canonists usually state that clerics are forbidden to be clowns, jesters, or actors in public theaters or in unbecoming plays. These are merely examples. The prohibition in regard to games of chance embraces only such as are entirely dependent on chance, e.g., dicing (cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., III, n. 900). Canonists and theologians are, however, agreed that clerics are not guilty of a grave sin in this matter unless they play very frequently (cfr. Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., n. 587 sqq.). As to card-playing, Dr. J. Kinane says in a commentary on can. 138 in the Irish Eccles. Record, Vol. XI, No. 6, p. 478: "Games which are dependent entirely or almost entirely on skill, and those which are dependent partly on skill and partly on chance, do not come within the scope of this prohibition. Most games of cards belong to this latter category, and, consequently, are not directly forbidden. It is hardly necessary to point out, however, that card-playing on the part of clerics may sometimes result indirectly in a serious violation of the natural law itself, if it leads them to neglect their duties, or gives scandal to others, or produces some other evil effect of that kind. Local legislation, too, may sometimes prohibit it directly." The regulation in regard to the carrying of arms must also be interpreted in the light of the old legislation on this matter, which was regarded by canonists as prohibiting only military arms intended for use against man. (Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., IV, p. 335: "Arma scilicet militaria quae publice more laicorum gerantur."). Regarding hunting, the quiet form of it (venatio quieta) is sinful for clerics only in so far as time is wasted, duties neglected, or scandal given in the indulgence of it. (Cfr. J. Kinane, l. c., p. 479, and Chas. Augustine, O. S. B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. II, pp. 86 sqq.)

p. 37Children will play, and it belongs first of all to the parents, local group, neighborhood or parish, and secondarily to the community or State, to see that their playing is directed properly and that facilities are afforded for it. The Church, too, has a mission in this matter. She cannot be content with merely giving instruction, but must aim at the development of character. Character comes through self-expressive activity, and it is mainly in play that the child expresses his personality and his strongest interests. "The task of the teacher in either sphere [mental and moral as well as physical]," says a recent American writer, "is that of so controlling and modifying the environment of the child as to call forth those reactions that are likely to form the desired habits of thought and conduct. In this training the reactions that are of greatest value are those that are most genuinely and completely self-expressive and, with children and youth at least, these are most readily discovered in the play life. Here we touch the springs of interest, and we may utilize that interest as a powerful factor in the accomplishment of our purpose. Play furnishes the teacher or parent the most immediate point of contact with child life.”36 These and many other considerations, into which we cannot enter here, show the possibilities of wisely directed play as an influence in Christian training. As the same writer justly says, "the responsibility for providing adequate and proper play for the children and youth of any community is a moral duty that cannot be lightly evaded, and the Church must take at least an intelligent interest therein." 37 Both body and mind from time to time require recreation, in order that they may not be overtaxed and thereby lose their efficiency. Bodily recreation has a wholesome influence on the mind as well. Practically every mental exertion involves a strain on the body because the mind works through the bodily organs, and therefore recreation eases both body and mind, and produces pleasure, joy, and comfort. No man can exist without some sort of sensible pleasure, and the contention of the Stoics that pleasure is unworthy of human nature must be rejected as radically false. While it is true that recreation or pleasure may become sinful by inordinate indulgence, it is equally true that complete abstention from all pleasure is apt to make men dull and morose and a burden to one another.

36 H. W. Gates, Recreation and the Church, Chicago, 1917, p. 11; cfr. H. S. Curtis, Education through Play, New York, 1915; Jos. Lee, Play in Education, New York, 1915.

37 Gates, op. cit., p. 20. —Mr. Gates shows how certain churches have interested themselves with good results in the matter of providing play facilities for children and youth. See also Hy. A. Atkinson, The Church and the People's Play, Pilgrim Press, 1915.

p. 39Social intercourse is a postulate of reason and a demand of nature, and if properly regulated, has a high ethical value. In itself social intercourse has its advantages as well as disadvantages, just like solitude, which, if observed according to the rules of ascetic theology, may be termed “the garden of the interior life.”38

38 Cfr. Mich. VII, 6; Eccles. IV, 10, 12; Prov. XVIII, 24; XXVII, 17; Matt. X, 36; Luke IV, 42; V, 16; IX, 18.—St. Bernard, Serm. in Cant., LXIV, n. 4: "How many who were fervent in spirit has the solitude of the desert received from monasteries and either vomited out after they had grown lukewarm, or kept in violation of the law of the desert—not merely remiss, but even dissolute! Thus it appeared that the little fox had been present where so great a devastation of the vineyard had occurred, that is, injury to the man’s life and conscience. He thought that if he lived alone he would perceive far more abundant fruits of the spirit, since he had experienced so much spiritual grace in common life. His thought seemed good to him, but the outcome showed that this very thought had rather been for him the fox that destroyed the vineyard." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXIII, 1085).—Thomas a Kempis, Lib. Spirit. Exercitii, c. 4 (ed. Pohl, II, 336): "Solitude is the mother of devotion, but a crowd disturbs. Christ, who could not be hindered by a crowd, withdrew from the crowd. A solitary life is pleasing to God and the angels, always a friend of peace."

p. 40An important place among social pleasures belongs to those of the table. Significantly enough Jesus Christ represents the joys of Heaven under the figure of a banquet.39 In the parable of the prodigal son He expressly mentions the meal which the father prepared in honor of his son's return.40 He often accepts invitations to dinner, 41 takes part with His Blessed Mother in the wedding feast of Cana,42 and institutes a banquet of love to serve as a memorial of His passion.43 In the agape the Church recognized the ethical value of the common meal.44 To partake of food in the company of others is therefore a morally good act, which becomes illicit only by abuse. Luxurious feasting leads to sins against temperance and purity.45

39 Matt. VIII, 11; Luke XIV, 15 sqq.

40 Luke XV, 23.

41 Luke VII, 36 sqq.

42 John II, 1 sqq.

43 1 Cor. XI, 23 sqq.

44 1 Cor. XI, 20-34; cfr. F. X. Funk, Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen, Vol. III, Paderborn, 1907, pp. 1 sqq.; H. Leclercq in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 200 sqq.; Keating, The Agape and the Eucharist in the Early Church, London, 1901; P. Batiffol, Etudes d'Histoire et de Theologie Positive, Paris, 1902, pp. 277-311.

45 1 Cor. X, 5-8; cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., LIV (al. X), n. 10: "Nothing so inflames bodies and excites the genital members as undigested food and convulsive belching." (Migne, P. L., XXII, 555). Thomas a Kempis, De Imit. Christi, l. I, c. 19 (ed. Pohl, II, 34): "Bridle your appetite, and you will more easily bridle every inclination of the flesh."

p. 41Games and plays may be divided into two classes: those which require skill and talent, and those in which chance plays the leading part. To the former class belong chess, billiards, and tenpins; to the latter, dice and cards. In themselves both species of games are morally licit, even though played for money; for in many cases it is only by playing for stakes that sufficient interest can be maintained. But when playing degenerates into gambling, and is carried on purely for the sake of gain, it involves moral danger.

That gambling may not be illicit, theologians commonly require four conditions, which Father Slater states as follows: (1) What is staked must belong to the gambler and must be at his free disposal; (2) the gambler must act freely without unjust compulsion; (3) there must be no fraud in the transaction, although the usual ruses may be allowed; and, finally (4), there must be some sort of equality between the parties to make the contract equitable. If any of these conditions be wanting, gambling becomes more or less wrong. Besides, there is in all gambling an element of danger which is sufficient to account for the bad name it has acquired. In most people gambling arouses keen excitement and quickly develops into a passion which is difficult to control. If indulged to excess it leads to loss of time and usually of money, to an idle and useless life spent in bad company and unwholesome surroundings, and to scandal, which is an occasion of sin and a source of ruin to others.46

46 Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, p. 375.—Cfr. Conc. Trid., Sess. XXII, de Ref., c. 1; Sess. XXIV, de Ref., c. 12; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 168, art. 1-4; Funk, op. cit. (see note 44), Vol. II, pp. 209 sqq.

p. 42Dancing holds in social life a place that cannot be ignored. It appeals strongly to the desire to express in rhythmical motion the exuberant spirit and vitality of youth, and gratifies the craving for society and companionship. If indulged for the sake of recreation and social fellowship, it is, in the words of St. Francis de Sales, morally indifferent, i. e., neither good nor bad in itself; but as now commonly practiced, it tends to evil and entails many dangers. The best dances are not above suspicion, and therefore dancing should be indulged but rarely and for a short time. Though the danger involved is often great,47 it would nevertheless be wrong to condemn dancing absolutely. This form of amusement may be tolerated under the following conditions: (a) All sinful intention must be excluded, and the participants must be earnestly resolved to render the danger of sin remote, and have a certainty, based upon experience, that they will be able to avoid sin; (b) Young people attending a dance or ball should be accompanied by their parents or other reliable chaperons, and avoid being alone with persons of the other sex; (c) They should dress modestly, and (d) The dances must not be indecent or objectionable in themselves.48

47 Cfr. Eccles. IX, 4. —St. Augustine, In Ps.t XXXII, s. i, n. 6: "Observe the Sabbath day, not carnally, not with the delights of the Jews, who abuse leisure for wickedness. It would surely be better for them to dig all day than to dance all day." (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 281).—IDEM, ibid., XCI, n. 2: "For it is better to plow [on the Sabbath day] than to dance." (P. L., XXXVII, 1172).—IDEM, Serm., IX, n. 3: "Not as the Jews observed the Sabbath with carnal idleness; for they wish to be at leisure for their trifles and luxuries. A Jew would do better to perform some useful work in his field than to be riotous in the theater; and their women would do better to work wool on the Sabbath day than to dance immodestly all day on their balconies." (P. L., XXXVIII, 77).— Cfr. IDEM, Tr. in Ioan., III, n. 19 (P. L., XXXV, 1404).

48 A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 411–414; C. L. Souvay, C.M., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 618 sq.; C. J. Sharp and A. P. Oppe, The Dance: A Historical Survey of Dancing in Europe, London, 1924.

p. 43Systematic bodily exercise not only benefits health, but also occupies the mind in a useful manner, and hence the various forms of wholesome sport, e. g., walking, riding, swimming, hunting, fencing, boxing, sleighing, skating, etc., are in themselves morally licit and often exert a wholesome influence upon the mind. They become reprehensible only when they exceed the right measure or are made the object of sinful desire or the occasion of sensual excitement, effeminacy, or dissoluteness, or are indulged in to the detriment of vocational duties or of health. A sportsman who is not satisfied with amusing himself and benefitting his health, but wishes to triumph and be admired at any price, may easily fall into sin.49

49 Cfr. H. W. Gates, Recreation and the Church, p. 51.

p. 44As regards football and other more arduous athletic sports, such as hockey, "track events," etc., their liceity must, of course, be gauged in each instance by the general principles of the moral code. In its early development in England football, for one, seems to have been decidedly brutal, if we can trust its characterization by a British writer of that day, Sir Thomas Elyot (1531), to wit, that it was "nothing but beastely fury and extreme violence, whereof proceedeth hurte and consequently rancor and malice to remayne with thym that be wounded, wherefore it is to be put in perpetual silence."50 As to the present-day much improved status of this and other athletic sports, their all but universal adoption by reputable Catholic institutions everywhere would seem to relieve the individual devotee of athletics of fruitless scruples. Not so simple a matter, however, is the problem of the relation of athletics to morality as it confronts the authorities of educational institutions who have to decide upon a policy for all their subjects. A careful reading of the paper on "The Ethical Influence of College Athletics," by the Rev. Charles Macksey, S. J., in the Report of the Catholic Educational Association for 190651 and the articles of Dr. James J. Walsh in America 52 will no doubt prove instructive.

50 Encyclopedia Britannica, 11th ed., Vol. X, p. 617, s. v. "Football." Fifty years later, another writer, Stubbes, in his Anatomie of Abuses (1583) even claims that "brawling, murther, homicide, and great effusion of blood" are not unusual experiences as a result of the game. (Encyc. Brit., ibid.).

51 Columbus, O., pp. 101 sqq.

52 "Athletics and Character," America, Vol. XIII, No. 8, p. 195: "Athletics and Health," ibid., No. 7, p. 169; "Athletics in our Schools," ibid., No. 6, p. 142; "Athletics and Scholarship," ibid., No. 10, p. 245; "Why Have Competitive Athletics?" ibid., No. 12, p. 293. —Against Walsh, R. E. Shortall, "Competitive Athletics," ibid., Vol. XIII, No. 24, p. 586. —On athletics in general, W. Camp, Athletes All: Training, Organisation, and Play, N. Y., 1919.

p. 45The early Christians condemned and avoided the dissolute diversions of their pagan contemporaries and followed the advice of the Apostle, "Rejoice in the Lord always; again I say, rejoice." 53 This did not, however, prevent them from indulging in suitable recreations. Clement of Alexandria admonishes his hearers to hunt or fish, to play ball, and to try their hand at boxing, and adds: "To exert one's strength in the right way and for the benefit of one's health, is commendable and manly." 54 The late Pope Pius X repeatedly admonished the young people of Rome to engage in gymnastic exercises, which, if carried on with moderation, he said, "promote not only the health of the body, but likewise the welfare of the soul.”55

53 Phil. IV, 4.

54 Paedag., III, 16; cfr. K. Ernesti, Die Ethik des Klemens von Alexandrien, pp. 110 sqq.

55 Athletics, may be made a means of self-discipline and progress in virtue. "I knew one young man in college who used to pray regularly and earnestly for grace to control his temper when playing football, and who definitely recognized success in this respect as a victory in his own struggle for Christian living." (H. W. Gates, Recreation and the Church, Chicago, 1917, p. 19).

p. 46Besides the pleasures of the body there are intellectual and aesthetic pleasures which tend to refresh the entire human organism and inspire the mind with noble thoughts and impulses. "If thy heart were right," says Thomas a Kempis, "then every creature would be to thee a mirror of life and a book of holy doctrine. There is no creature so little and contemptible as not to manifest the goodness of God." 56 The public library is not only a great educational factor, but an important element in the recreational life of a community. Some of these institutions not only furnish abundant supplies of juvenile literature, but pay special attention to the wants of children by conducting "story hours" and other recreational features. Catholics should watch these features in order to prevent irreligious or immoral reading matter from getting into the hands of children and see to it that the public library authorities do not ignore Catholic literature or treat its productions in niggardly fashion. Good Catholic books, especially such reference works as the "Catholic Encyclopedia," ought to be placed on the shelves of every public library, and after putting them there, the organizations which have discharged this duty (local K. of C. councils, etc.) should duly advertise the fact and take care that the books are taken out and read. Many a librarian has started in with a will to do justice to Catholic literature, but lost his zeal when he observed that Catholic books gathered dust upon the shelves.57

56 De Imit. Christi, l. II, c. 4 (ed. Pohl, II, 66): "If your heart were right, then every creature would be a mirror of life and a book of holy doctrine. There is no creature so small and lowly that it does not represent the goodness of God."

57 Cfr. Recreation and the Church, Chicago, 1917, pp. 46 sqq.; "One Aspect of Our Public Libraries" in "Your Neighbor and You," by the Rev. Edw. F. Garesche, S. J., 2nd ed., New York, 1919, pp. 200–210.

p. 47Modern art, unfortunately, overemphasizes the sensual element; but the moralist cannot content himself with warning against its extravagances, because, next to religion, art is undoubtedly the most effective means of influencing people for good. "Both religion and art," says Hettinger, "have come forth from God, the highest ideal; and although their field is different, both must necessarily lead back to God if the religion is true and if art has not departed from its ideal. As all else that serves the truth serves God, art also must serve Him in representing beauty; for beauty comes from God and leads back to Him." 58 Those who extol "art for art's sake" would confine its practice and enjoyment to a select group of intellectuals. This is not the Catholic idea. From the beginning of Christianity, art was employed for the edification of the common people, and the most eminent philosophers, ancient and modern, have declared it to be an important factor in the service of morality. It is, therefore, false to say that art has no object beyond itself. Morality, whilst not the goal of art, should be its standard and loadstar. The artist need not preach goodness, but neither should he attack it. His highest endeavor should be to use his talents for the honor of God and the edification of his fellowmen.

58 Hettinger-Stepka, Timothy, p. 203, St. Louis, 1902; cfr. J. Maritain, The Philosophy of Art, tr. by J. O'Connor, Sussex, 1924.

p. 48Modern aestheticians maintain that the representation of the nude is the highest ideal and triumph of art. This contention is opposed to the Christian view. The Church has never regarded the naked body in itself as unchaste, but she has always insisted on the great dangers involved in its representation, and consistently disapproved of the freedom and promiscuity with which nude sculptures and paintings are publicly exhibited.59 The real lover of art will derive from its true ideals ever fresh impulses for the battle against pseudo-art. His slogan will be: Away with filth and obscenity, but all honor to the productions of genuine art! Msgr. Hettinger, while rather austere in his attitude, is no doubt right in saying that the nude statues of antiquity belong to the time of the decline of art, and that the decline of morality was its companion. The more carnal man is, the more carnal his art.60

59 "It is readily conceded that the human body is honorable and beautiful in itself, but that it is nevertheless capable of exciting sexual feeling in others." (Noldin, De Sexto Praecepto, 11th ed., Innsbruck, 1913, p. 62.) —Cfr. D. A. Sertillanges, Kunst und Moral, Strasbourg, 1905, pp. 9 sq., 59 sq.; see also J. Jungmann, S. J., Aesthetik, 3rd ed., Freiburg 1886.

60 Hettinger-Stepka, Timothy, p. 227; on "the ethics of art" see W. S. Lilly, Right and Wrong, 3rd ed., London, 1892, Ch. X.

p. 49A popular way of taking a vacation is to go traveling. Pleasure trips taken for recreation or with a view to broadening one's education or gathering knowledge, are morally licit, and have this special advantage that they often cause people to appreciate their home better.

The theatre has been a bone of contention from the earliest times. The Church justly condemned the idolatrous and lascivious stage performances common in the first centuries of her history as "pompa diaboli." The Quakers and the Jansenists regarded the theatre as immoral because of its essential untruth. It is "a counterfeit of life," they said. Others, on the contrary, extolled the stage as a school of morality and an educational agency of the highest importance fit to supplant church and pulpit. Both views are extreme. The theatre can be no substitute for religion because its primary purpose is entertainment, though secondarily, of course, it may be turned into an educational and civilizing agency. Morality and miracle plays flourished in the Middle Ages. To-day, unfortunately, the stage, in all its forms, has sunk to an intellectual and moral level not far above that of pagan antiquity, and therefore cannot be approved unreservedly. Innocent plays may be recommended for the sake of lawful pleasure or recreation. But, as Noldin notes, "present-day theatrical representations are of such a nature that they nearly always constitute a more or less proximate occasion of sin, both against purity and against the faith." If the occasion of sin is merely remote, one may witness such plays for a reasonable cause; but if it is proximate, attendance at them is forbidden under pain of mortal sin, except for a very grave cause and with due safeguards. A sufficient cause for attending an objectionable play, according to the same eminent author, would be indignation on the part of a husband or parent in case of refusal to attend, but not a mere command or loss of the money paid for admission, nor (at least ordinarily) the good purpose for which the proceeds of the performance are destined, because to contribute to a good cause one need not attend an immoral performance; besides, the good end cannot justify the illicit means.61

61 On the attitude of the primitive Church see St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, passim; K. J. Hefele, Beiträge zur Kirchengeschichte, Vol. I, pp. 28 sqq.; P. Wolf, Die Stellung der Christen zu den Schauspielen nach Tertullians Schrift De Spectaculis, Vienna, 1897.—On the later attitude of Catholic theologians, St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 168, art. 3, ad 3; A. v. Berger, Ueber Drama und Theater, 3rd ed., Leipsic, 1900; J. T. Smith, The Catholic Theatre, New York, 1917. —On the Catholic origin of the modern theatre, cfr. M. Sepet, Origines Catholiques du Theatre Moderne, Paris, 1901; E. Michael, S.J., Geschichte des deutschen Volkes im Mittelalter, Vol. IV, Freiburg, 1906, pp. 400 sqq.; G. Crosse, The Religious Drama, London, 1913; Brother Azarias, Philosophy of Literature, N. Y., 1890, pp. 108 sqq.; Card. Gasquet, The Eve of the Reformation; P. Kirwan, The Dawn of the English Drama, London, 1920. — Noldin's teaching in his Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 11th ed., Innsbruck, 1914, pp. 512 sqq.; Cfr. Gury, Compend. Theol. Mor., Lyons and Paris, 1850, Vol. I, n. 233.

p. 51Needless to add, actors, and a fortiori managers, who produce obscene plays or such as notably excite the passions or offend against religion, give scandal and are guilty of grievous sin.

The Catholic Church in the Middle Ages fostered and encouraged the drama. Even Luther favored theatrical entertainments in the schools. But the Calvinists, the Puritans, and other strait-laced Protestant sects condemned the stage, as did the Jansenists. The abuses and dangers connected with the theatre caused many Catholics to adopt the same unreasonable attitude.62 The attacks of writers like Juan Mariana and Bossuet were one-sided and extreme. As Father Baumgartner has pointed out, the Catholic courts of Europe in the sixteenth century and later continued to foster the drama, and the Jesuits produced many plays in their schools and colleges. The same eminent writer adds: "In view of the present condition of the stage, theatregoing cannot be generally and unreservedly recommended; yet it would be far more advisable and more fruitful to restore the theatre to its rightful purpose by diligent cooperation, than to take a merely hostile attitude, and by a policy of abstinence to prevent some of the most flagrant abuses of dramatic art, while leaving the theatre itself in the control of our adversaries." 63 In connection with the theatre it behooves us to say a few words about its even more widely spread and more thoroughly commercialized step-daughter, the motion-picture show. The fact that three-fourths of our school children attend the "movies" —at least half of that number as often as once a week —and that statistics from several cities show the average weekly attendance to be equivalent to, or more than, the entire population of the respective city, gives some indication of the magnitude of the problem. Mr. Ellis P. Oberholtzer, the secretary of the Pennsylvania State Board of Censors, estimates that the number of moving picture houses throughout the United States is at least 15,000 and states that most of the films shown in these theatres are highly objectionable and becoming more so from year to year. Seventy-five per cent, of all the pictures shown, according to the same competent authority, are devoted to violence and crime and twenty per cent, to vulgar comedy. Accordingly but five per cent, of the films manufactured and put on exhibition are good, yet all of them are being viewed every day by hundreds of thousands of people, including many children."64 In view of the evil thus caused many careful and conscientious students of the problem have come to the conclusion that a remedy must be found and that "there is no effective remedy to exclude the evils from the motion picture business except impartial pre-publicity inspection, and this means legal censorship." 65 The U. S. Supreme Court in the case of the Mutual Film Corporation vs. Industrial Commission of Ohio 66 has declared that such a censorship is neither unreasonable nor a mere wanton interference with personal liberty. The self-constituted National Board of Censorship (now called National Board of Review) was created by, and is a tool in the hands of, the film manufacturers. A number of cities in the United States now have local censorship of moving pictures, the most notable being Chicago, where the censorship has worked effectively in spite of many difficulties.67 State Censorship laws are in operation in Ohio, Kansas, Pennsylvania, and Maryland. In no city or State where the legal censorship of motion pictures has been tried has it been abandoned, and the number of cities and States exercising such control is constantly growing.68 Whether legal censorship is the only, or the most effective, means of counteracting the evils incident to the moving picture business is a question we can not undertake to decide. No doubt censorship has its drawbacks and, as even such an ardent advocate of it as Mr. Oberholtzer admits, it does not reach all objectionable films. But it eliminates what is absolutely indecent and directly suggestive of the immoral, and that is pure gain. Next to an official censorship with power to enforce its decrees and proper legal safeguards against abuses of that power, the best protection against the universal "cinema peril" is a strong public opinion ready to resent every infringement of morality or good taste. To this end it is recommended that the clergy and prominent citizens should frequent the "movies" as a matter of duty and give a lead in denouncing whatever may be wrong.69

62 How this attitude has gradually changed can be seen, e. g., from the writings of Father John Talbot Smith. We will also quote a characteristic passage from Herbert Wright Gates's Recreation and the Church, Chicago, 1917, pp. 67 sq.: "In almost any of the arguments against the theater, written twenty-five years or so ago, one finds the statement that clean and respectable plays cannot be made profitable, therefore stage managers will not present them. The same argument is occasionally used today as an excuse by managers who prefer to present the unwholesome type. Granted that the argument was true twenty-five years ago; who was to blame? Was it alone the people who patronized the immoral play, or the manager who presented it, or may not some share be justly borne by those who, through indiscriminate condemnation of the theatre as a whole and through their refusal to support the better type of plays, helped to make the statement true? But what is the condition of affairs to-day? By degrees we have come to see that the stage may not be all bad, and Christian people and cultivated men and women are lending their support to its elevation. As a result the person who says that the good play cannot be made financially successful is either indulging in a deliberate falsehood or is ignorant of the facts. The truth is that the plays which meet with the largest and most enduring success are those that have genuine merit, and many of them are of very high educational and moral value." And he concludes with the pertinent question: "What would be the further result if all those who have the culture essential to good taste and the character requisite to courageous action were actively to demand and support the best and resolutely refuse to tolerate the shady and suggestive performance?" Here is where good people often commit a grievous sin of omission.

63 Alex. Baumgartner, S.J., in the Staatslexikon, 2nd ed., Vol. V, pp. 680 sq.

64 Cfr. the Catholic Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXV (1918), No. 12, p. 177.

65 Edward V. P. Schneiderhahn, Motion Pictures: Influence, Benefit, Evils, Censorship, St. Louis, 1917, pp. 1 sq.

66 236 U. S. 230; reproduced by Schneiderhahn, op. cit., pp. 58 sqq.

67 Cfr. Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, XXV, 14, p. 209.

68 Cfr. Schneiderhahn, Motion Pictures, p. 40.

69 Besides Schneiderhahn's pamphlet, already quoted (see note 65), and the reports and lists of films censored by the National Board of Review, and those of the various State boards, especially that of Pennsylvania, the student may consult E. P. Oberholtzer, The Morals of the Movies, Phila., 1922; O. G. Cocks, "Applying Standards to Motion-Picture Films," Survey, Vol. XXXII (1914), pp. 337 sqq.; J. Collier, "Censorship in Action," ibid. Vol. XXXIV (1915), pp. 423 sqq.; Dorothy Hurlbert, "Moving Pictures," Library Notes and News, published by the Minnesota Public Library Commission, Vol. IV (Dec., 1914), pp. 132 sqq.; F. R. Willard, "The Motion-Picture and the Child," Education, Vol. XXXV (Feb., 1915), pp. 350 sqq.; "The 'Movie' Problem" Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, 1919, Vol. XXVI, Nos. 1, 2, 4, 8, 11 sqq. —On "The Cinema Peril" in Great Britain and Ireland see the paper by John Ryan in Studies, Dublin, Vol. VII (1918), pp. 112 sqq. Mr. Ryan inter alia adverts (pp. 116 sq.) to the view of that considerable body of men and women (mostly non-Catholics) who hold that films depicting plots that hinge mainly on sins against the Sixth Commandment and upon matters to which decent men would not venture to allude in the presence of ladies, are quite permissible for grown-up people and that it is only necessary to exclude children when they are shown. "This," he says, "is not the Catholic view, nor is it the view of High-Church Anglicans, nor is it the view of the bulk of evangelical Christians that sin can be depicted for the delectation of even grown-up people. Religious-minded folk of all denominations are aware that men and women have but a brief lease of life, and that lease given them for the elevation of their minds and souls. This is the idea underlying Herrick's beautiful lyric to Daffodils: Stay, stay Until the hasting day Has run But to the even-song; And, having prayed together, we Will go with you along. We have short time to stay, as you; We have as short a spring; As quick a growth to meet decay As you or any thing. You cannot touch pitch without being defiled, and if you dally with sin, you will not remain untainted. ... Life is full of ghastly spectacles, of sad sights and painful remembrances. Why should the picture house add to them? Every high-minded man strives after higher things, for human life is but a film rushing through the cinematograph of time. It is each man's business to see that this film of his will stand examination by the Censor at the last public enquiry. "Who shall ascend into the mountain of the Lord, or who shall stand in His holy place? He who is innocent in hands and clean of heart!" On a recent Catholic attempt at self-help in the matter of the "movie" problem see Anthony Matré in the Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXVI, No. 13, p. 199.

p. 55A word about public dance halls may not be amiss here. Reports from various American cities (as summarized by Mr. Gates)70 show a wide range of conditions. In most places the dance halls are now under a fair degree of supervision, but almost every city has some where moral conditions are bad and certain to work harm. In judging of the moral character of a dance hall the important questions to be asked are these: What is the general character of the place? Is it connected with a bar-room, or is liquor sold on the premises? If not, are pass-out checks given, and are these used for the purpose of visiting nearby bar-rooms, as is usually the case? What is the character of the attendance? Do girls and young women come alone and do they leave alone? Are parents or chaperons present? Is there police supervision, and if so, of what character? Is there evidence of dancing without introduction or acquaintance? Are there any evidences of drinking or intoxication? What is the conduct of the dancers as to boisterousness, close holding, immodest attitudes and actions? What hours are observed? 71

70 Op. cit., see note 53.

71 A subtle influence that must not be overlooked is exercised by long hours of dancing in a close, overheated atmosphere. This means fatigue, and fatigue means weakened powers of self-control. (H. W. Gates, Recreation and the Church, p. 48).

p. 56Public playgrounds, of adequate size and properly equipped,72 are a factor for good, but adequate supervision is necessary if the facilities provided are to serve their full purpose and abuses are to be prevented. "The Church will often find one of its most fruitful fields of service in the task of educating public opinion to the point at which it will duly appreciate the value of recreational work for its children, and not only justify but demand the expenditure of adequate funds for public playgrounds and their proper equipment." 73 As the individual and the family require their hours of recreation and pleasure, so the people as a whole demand community festivals and entertainments. Here, too, nature and reason draw certain lines which must not be overstepped, either with regard to number or kind. Ours is a pleasure-seeking generation, and a goodly number of the amusements offered to the public furnish occasions for sin and crime and thus prove a serious injury to the welfare of the family as well as the nation at large.

72 Ibid., pp. 52 sqq.; cfr. Arthur Leland, Playground Technique and Playcraft, New York, 1908.

73 Gates, op. cit., p. 57.

A good rule with regard to amusements of all kinds is that laid down by Don Bosco: "When you play or otherwise divert your mind and recreate your body, occasionally raise your soul to God and offer up to Him all your joys and pleasures for His greater honor and glory.”74

74 See Salesianische Nachrichten, Trent, 1906, p. 241.

p. 57


	RECOVERY OF HEALTH IN SICKNESS.—The duty of caring for the body entails the obligation of restoring it to health in case of sickness. This means that a sick man must employ natural medicaments or engage the services of a competent physician and obey his orders.75 Besides employing these natural means of recovery, the devout Christian will pray to God, confide in His help, suffer patiently, and employ the days of his illness for the improvement of his character and in the practice of the virtues peculiarly indicated by his condition, and, finally, if necessary, ask for the holy Viaticum and Extreme Unction, which are specially instituted for the benefit of the sick.76



75 Is. XXXVIII, 9 sqq.; Ecclus. XVIII, 20 sq.; XXXVIII, 1 sqq.; 2 Chr. XVI, 12; on the teaching of the Fathers on this point see Harnack in Texte und Untersuchungen, Vol. VIII, 56, Leipsic, 1892.

76 Jas. V, 14–15; Luke XVII, 15–18; John V, 14; cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, 2nd ed., St. Louis, 1918, pp. 1-51.

For the rest, it is well to recall to mind frequently the words of Thomas a Kempis: " Whilst thou art in health, thou canst do much good; but I know not what thou wilt be able to do when ailing. There are few who mend their ways in sickness, just as those who go much on pilgrimage seldom become holy.”77

77 De Imit. Christi, l. I, c. 23 (ed. Pohl, II, 46): "You can perform many good works while you are healthy; but when you are sick, I do not know what you will be able to do. Few are made better by sickness; likewise, those who travel much are rarely sanctified."

p. 58


	MAN'S RELATION TO BEASTS. —This is an appropriate place to add a few words regarding man's relation to brute beasts. a) The irrational brute, so far as man is concerned, does not differ essentially from other created objects, for, like them, it does not carry its purpose within itself, but is ordained for the benefit of man, who is "the crown of the visible creation." The brutes have been given to man by God as a means which he may employ according to his good pleasure, though never in opposition to the precepts of the moral law of nature, as re-inforced by Sacred Scripture.



God gave man "dominion over the fishes of the sea, and the fowls of the air, and the beasts of the whole earth, and every creeping creature that moveth upon the earth," 78 permitting him to use them all as "meat for himself." 79 But He also instructed man to treat the dumb beasts with consideration. "The seventh day thou shalt cease [to work], that thy ox and thy ass may rest." 80 And He expressly forbade cruelty to animals. "Thou shalt not boil a kid in the milk of his dam." 81 "Thou shalt not muzzle the mouth of the ox that treadeth out thy corn on the floor."82 The Lord Himself "giveth to beasts their food," 83 and "provideth food for the raven when her young ones cry to Him and wander about because they have no meat." 84 In His mercy, when sparing Ninive, He thinks also of the innocent beasts.85 Jesus Christ illustrates the loving care which the Heavenly Father takes of man by pointing out how He provides for the birds of the air, "for they neither sow, nor do they reap, nor gather into barns; and your heavenly Father feedeth them."86 "Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing?" He says, "and not one of them shall fall on the ground without your Father." 87 And again He asks: "What man shall there be among you, that hath one sheep, and if the same shall fall into a pit on the sabbath day, will he not take hold on it and lift it up?"88 b) Under the natural as well as the positive divine law, man in his relation to the brute beasts has first of all the duty of treating them mercifully and in accordance with the dictates of reason. From the fact that these creatures, though lacking intellect and consciousness, have sensual perception and feeling, arises the further duty to treat them with sympathy and not to hurt them more than necessary.

78 Gen. I, 26 sqq.

79 Gen. IX, 3.

80 Ex. XXIII, 12, 19.

81 Ex. XXXIV, 26; Lev. XXII, 27 sq.; Deut. XIV, 21.

82 Deut. XXV, 4; 1 Cor. IX, 9.

83 Ps. CXLVI, 9.

84 Job XXXVIII, 41.

85 Jon. IV, 11.

86 Matt. VI, 26.

87 Matt. X, 29.

88 Matt. XII, 11; cfr. Luke XIII, 15; XIV, 5.

p. 59It is no sin for man to kill dumb animals. For, as St. Thomas shows, "by the natural order of divine providence they are referred to the use of man, and hence man may employ them without injustice, either by killing them or in any other way. God said to Noé: ‘As green herbs have I given you all flesh' (Gen. IX, 3). Wherever in Holy Scripture there are found warnings against cruelty to dumb animals, as in the prohibition of killing the mother-bird with its young (Deut. XXII, 6, 7), the object is either to turn man's mind away from practicing cruelty on his fellowmen, lest from practicing cruelties on dumb animals he should proceed to do the like to them, or because harm done to animals turns to the temporal loss of man, whether the author of the harm or some one else; or for some ulterior meaning, as the Apostle expounds the precept of not muzzling the treading ox." 89 Hence it is cruel and immoral to kill, vex, or in any wise torment dumb animals without a reasonable cause, or more than is necessary for the attainment of a legitimate purpose. Cruelty to animals is a sin against God and man, especially if indulged in habitually, for the reasons mentioned in the above-quoted passage from St. Thomas. As a rule one who has no heart for dumb animals will not pity his fellowmen, as the annals of crime abundantly testify.

89 St. Thomas, Contra Gent., l. III, c. 112. (The Pauline passage referred to is 1 Cor. IX, 9). Cfr. E. Wasmann, S.J., Instinct and Intelligence in the Animal Kingdom, St. Louis, 1903; M. de Rambures, L’Eglise et la Pitié envers les Animaux, 2nd ed., Paris, 1903.

p. 60On the other hand, sentimentalism (indigna affectatio) with regard to brutes, e. g., surrounding dogs, cats, birds, etc., with luxuries and treating them with the affection due only to human beings, is opposed to Christian ethics and positively pagan whenever it savors of zoolatry (brute worship).90

90 Cfr. Pastor Bonus, Treves, 1895, pp. 199 sqq.; 1897, pp. 82 sqq.

p. 61The various societies for the prevention of cruelty to animals have a laudable purpose, but unfortunately too much of their literature and work is permeated by the false notion that the brute beast is substantially the equal of man. To say, as some of the advocates of this movement do, that "every living being has a right to exist and be happy," is not in conformity with Catholic theology. Strictly speaking, only rational beings endowed with personality have rights. Man's duty to avoid unnecessary cruelty to animals is not based on any right of the latter, but on the will of God forbidding us to torture his irrational creatures, on the property rights of our fellowmen, which we must respect, and on our own rational nature, which commands us to abstain from anger, cruelty, and similar vices.91

91 See C. Gutberlet, Der Kosmos, Paderborn, 1908, p. 521.

The last-mentioned consideration is of special importance, because, as we have said before, a man who mistreats dumb animals will, as a rule, also abuse his fellowmen. The brutality of many a ruffian may be traced to acts of cruelty to dumb animals practiced in youth.

Bull-fights are a favorite diversion of Spaniards and Latin Americans. The Church authorities formerly condemned these exhibitions, 92 but the prohibition is no longer in force. The modern bull-fight, as described by Father Ramon Ruiz Amado, S.J., in the "Catholic Encyclopedia," 93 as a rule does not involve the shedding of human blood, and is no more, in fact is less brutal than our prize-fights.94 In consequence most present-day moralists, following the famous "Doctor Navarrus," Martin de Azpilcueta, who stood alone in his day,95 now hold that bull-fights, as held in Spain, are not forbidden by the natural law.96 But clergymen and religious may not attend them.97 c) Dumb animals were created for the service of man and hence he may kill them for food, deprive them of their liberty for the sake of profit or pleasure, tame or train them, and inflict pain upon them for the purposes of scientific experimentation.98 There can be no reasonable doubt that vivisection, i. e., the dissection of living animals for the observation of, and experimentation on, normal or morbid physiological processes, is morally licit if it serves a good purpose, inflicts no more pain than absolutely necessary, and is confined to proper limits, preferably within medical or hygienic institutes. "By the natural order of divine providence," says St. Thomas, "the dumb animals are destined for the use of man, and hence man without injustice uses them, either by killing them or in any other way."99 Experts are all but unanimous in holding that vivisection is very useful, nay under certain conditions, absolutely necessary for the progress of science. True, in using brutes for his own benefit, man cannot avoid hurting them, but neither does nature spare them the pains of hunger and cold or preserve all of them from a cruel death.100

92 See esp. the Const. of Pius V, "De Salute," Nov. 1, 1567.

93 Vol. III, p. 52.

94 An influential American newspaper said a few years ago, apropos of some criticisms of the bull-fights held in Madrid in honor of King Alfonso's coronation, a month or two before the Fitzsimmons-Jeffries prize-fight at San Francisco, Cal.: "The killing of bulls by trained toreadors is not the pleasantest spectacle in the world, although it calls for courage, dexterity and endurance, and has, besides, the mercy of the coup de grace, but it is certainly more decent than a fight to the finish between two bruisers, to see which a boxing club in any city of the United States can pack the biggest hall in the place with men who have paid $10 for a seat at the brutal show. Let us not be hypocrites. Hypocrisy is worse than brutality. And when it comes to a test of brutality, with our burning of negroes, our lynchings, and our prize-fights, we Americans need not throw any stones."

95 On Azpilcueta see Vol. I, p. 62, of this Manual. The reference is to his Enchiridion sive Manuale Confessariorum et Paenitentium, Würzburg, 1586, ch. XV, pp. 334 sqq. —Cfr. Stimmen aus Maria-Laach, 1903, No. 7, pp. 244 sqq., "Urteile über Stiergefechte."

96 Cfr. Gury-Ferreres, Compendium Theol. Mor., Barcelona, 1906, Vol. II, n. 56.

97 Cfr. Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., 9th ed., 1919, Vol. II, n. 110; Plenary Council of Spanish America, n. 650. On the whole subject see P. Amado's excellent article in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. III, pp. 51 sq.

98 Cfr. Gen. IX, 3; Deut. IV, 19; Ps. VIII, 8; 1 Cor. III, 22; Jas. III, 7. —St. Jerome, Adv. Iovinian., l. II, c. 5–6 (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 290).

99 Contra Gent., l. III, c. 112, 7: "By this is excluded the error of those who maintain that it is a sin for man to kill brute animals; for by divine providence they are ordered in the natural order to man’s use, whence man uses them without injustice by killing them or in any other way."

100 The literature on vivisection has grown to vast proportions. A brief and instructive treatise is that by Dr. L. Senfelder, "Vivisection (Moral Aspects of)," in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 494-496. —See also, against vivisection, Tait, The Uselessness of Vivisection upon Animals as a Method of Scientific Research (1883); for vivisection, Heidenhain, Die Vivisektion (1884), an exhaustive and valuable treatise.

p. 64Many believe that parrots learn to "talk" more easily if their tongues are loosened. This is a cruel mistake against which these birds ought to be protected.

All birds with but few exceptions deserve to be protected by law, first because they are useful and secondly because they beautify and enliven nature.101

101 Cfr. M. Hiesemann, Lösung der Vogelschutzfrage, Leipsic, 1907.

Where agriculture, fishing or hunting is endangered by the multiplication of noxious birds or mammals, man has a right to kill them, but he should not completely exterminate any species, because to do so would be to contravene the laws of nature and to violate the demands of humanity. In the economy of nature beasts of prey have a well-defined purpose, viz.: to destroy other animals which are sick or weakly and therefore unsuited for the propagation of their kind.102

102 Cfr. Natur und Offenbarung, 1910, pp. 5 sqq.




	LUXURY. —We must not leave this part of our subject without briefly considering the cognate topic of luxury.



"Luxury," says Professor de Laveleye in his classic work,103 "consists in the consumption of what has cost great labor to produce, for the satisfaction of spurious needs." After so defining luxury, he condemns it unreservedly, saying: "Luxury is pernicious to the individual and fatal to society. Primitive Christianity reproved it in the name of charity and humility; political economy condemns it in the name of utility, and justice condemns it in the name of equity."

103 Emile de Laveleye, Le Luxe, Verviers, 1887.

p. 65This view has been re-echoed by not a few modern writers, but it is extreme and cannot be adopted by the Catholic moralist without some decided reservations. a) To acquire and use the good things of nature over and above one's necessary requirements is not in itself sinful. On the contrary, as civilization advances, man produces more and is entitled to use more than in the primitive stages of society. That political economy condemns all luxury in the name of utility is not true. Luxury may be distinctly advantageous to society because lavish expenditures on the part of the rich usually benefit the poor, by furnishing employment, developing arts and sciences, and elevating the educational status of the nation. From the standpoint of the moralist, also, not every luxury must be regarded as extravagance, because ethical considerations may refine and ennoble a pleasure which would otherwise be purely physical. Every man has a right to enjoy the comforts and luxuries proper to his state of life, provided he can reasonably afford them. On the other hand there is such a thing as indulging in luxuries beyond one's means, or in a manner unbecoming to one's station in life, or beyond the bounds of reasonableness, or for the mere love of pleasure, or to shine and excite envy in others. To indulge in luxury in this sense is immoral and contrary to social justice and progress, for it deprives society of good things without sense or reason, gives a bad example to others, provokes concupiscence and discontent, excites envy and hatred in the hearts of the poor, and, finally, is often a means of, or an occasion for, sins of vanity, impurity, and dishonesty. b) Hence we must distinguish between justifiable and unjustifiable luxury (extravagance). To live according to one's station in life and one's means is not reproved by the Gospel, which, though it extols voluntary poverty, does not impose it as a duty on all, but merely counsels it to those who feel called to relinquish earthly pleasures and comforts for the sake of the higher treasures of the spiritual life. On the other hand it is immoral to be extravagant, i. e., to use the good things of life without stint or measure, without benefiting any one, nay with detriment to the important and necessary duties of one's state, or in the service of sensuality and for the emancipation of the flesh.104 Such immoral extravagance is only too common among the wealthy now-a-days and often assumes the proportions of a grievous sin that cries to Heaven for vengeance. There is no denying the fact that even the poorer classes not infrequently live beyond their means.105 The desire to shine and impress others is not only silly in itself, but a source of economic hardship and unhappiness. How many families of the middle class sacrifice health and comfort in order to be able to look down upon their neighbors from the cushions of an expensive limousine! How many stint themselves to "keep up appearances"! Such conduct is worse than foolish, it is wrong and anti-social.106

104 W. D. P. Bliss and R. M. Binder, The New Encyclopedia of Social Reform, New York, 1908, pp. 736 sq. —As practical tests of extravagance, Msgr. H. Parkinson proposes these two questions: (1) Whether the expenditure is out of proportion to income; (2) whether it is out of keeping with the person's condition in life, or with his office, or the circumstances of time, place, or custom. If so, we have extravagance. Thus a simple luxury for one may be an extravagance for another, and a simple luxury at one time may assume the character of an extravagance at another. (A Primer of Social Science, American edition, by T. J. Shealy, S.J., New York 1913, p. 198).

105 Cfr. Prov. XIII, 7; Seneca, Ep., XCIV, 27: "That saying of Cato: Buy not what is wanted, but what is necessary. What is not wanted is dear at a penny." —Poor Richard somewhere says that if a man constantly buys what he does not need, he will soon have to sell that which he needs.

106 Cfr. 1 Tim. II, 9; Tit. I, 3; 1 Pet. III, 3 sqq. —On the economic aspects of extravagance see Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, pp. 199 sq.

p. 67Opposed to decent comfort and a reasonable measure of luxury corresponding to one's state of life and means are, on the one hand, parsimony, i. e., undue sparingness in the expenditure of money, and, on the other, ostentatiousness and pomp.

Frugality or thrift is called by Sam Smiles the daughter of wisdom, the sister of temperance, and the mother of liberty. An ancient proverb says that "thrift is in itself a good income," and another, that it is "the philosopher's stone." Roscher, the famous German economist, makes bold to assert that "he who has begun to save is no longer a proletarian."

p. 68The Catholic Church is not opposed to luxury in the sense of reasonable comfort. On the contrary, cleanliness, nourishing food, comfortable dwellings, neat clothes, are necessities which she demands for the poor as well as the rich, and nations that live in conformity with the moral law will always find ample means to satisfy these needs. What the Church reprobates and combats is that extravagance which withdraws many of the good things of life from those who need them, to satisfy the "spurious needs of the idle rich." 107 As long as there is inequality of possessions, the Church will continue to insist on the difference between various states of life and recommend to the poor a wise economy in the gratification of demands that are not strictly necessary.108

107 See Laveleye's definition of luxury, supra, p. 64.

108 C. S. Devas, Political Economy, pp. 133 sqq.; P. Norrenberg, Frauenarbeit und Arbeiterinnenerziehung, Cologne, 1880, pp. 68 sq.




	VIRTUES TO BE PRACTICED IN CONNECTION WITH THE CARE OF THE BODY.—The virtues that should be practiced in connection with the care of the body are mainly three, viz.: cleanliness, modesty, and temperance.






	Cleanliness is not merely a natural and necessary function and a conventional custom; it is likewise a moral duty, the performance of which, in accord with reason and the moral law, may become a virtue. A clean body, clean clothing, and a clean domicile are fundamental requisites of good health and constitute, as it were, the lowest rungs on the ladder of civilization. Bodily cleanliness should be the reflex and symbol of interior or spiritual purity. Its conscious disregard is a moral defect, first, because it denotes carelessness and neglect, and second because it sets aside due regard for the necessities of social intercourse.



p. 69Cleanliness has been practiced more or less at all times. Even the "dark" Middle Ages had their public bathing houses and it was regarded as a work of mercy to erect free baths for the poor. If cultivated to excess, cleanliness may degenerate into effeminacy. It was a reaction against the immorality connected with frequent washings of the body that led to the disregard for cleanliness shown by some medieval ascetics, even saints, whose conduct must consequently not be condemned as a reversion to barbarism. Abstention from the ordinary means of cleansing the body was with them not an end in itself, but merely a means to an end, namely, to purge man from his sinful inclinations.109 It was in this sense that Pope Nicholas I declared that bathing is never allowed as a means of sensual indulgence, but as a bodily necessity may be practiced at any time.110

109 Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 276.

110 Responsa ad Consulta Bulgarorum, n. 6: "We do not deny this, while of course observing this distinction: if anyone desires to bathe for indulgence of spirit and pleasure, we do not grant that this be done on any other day either; but if for bodily necessity, we do not forbid it even on Wednesday or Friday." (Mansi, Conc. Coll., XV, 405).




	Modesty is a decent reserve or propriety of manner and regard for the rules of taste and good breeding. It differs according to person, time, place, and social environment, and is not necessarily identical with moral goodness.



p. 70As a Christian virtue modesty consists in the habitual avoidance of whatever is apt to arouse the sexual passion, either in oneself or in others. There is a natural chastity, or unconscious innocence, which, in connection with inborn modesty, constitutes a powerful vehicle for the most beautiful of all virtues, i. e., physical and interior purity.

Needless to add, the duty of modesty, e. g., in regard to participation in social amusements, theatrical performances, etc., does not bind all men in the same way, but differs according to state and profession.

Politeness is not strictly a virtue, though the lack of it often indicates a moral defect. As a rule the more polite a man is, the more truly amiable will he be. He who lacks tact and politeness is offensive to persons of good breeding and delicate taste.111 However, being but a natural instinct or a by-product of careful training, politeness to be supernaturally meritorious, must be hallowed in the spirit of the Gospel and accompanied by humility, obedience, and charity. It goes without saying that a truly noble character will not stoop to untruth or affectation.112

111 Cfr. W. Wundt, Ethik, Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 188 sqq.

112 Cf. Seneca, De Ira, l. II, c. 28: "Either he slipped through the charm of courteousness, or he did something not in order to harm us, but because he himself could not attain his object unless he thrust us aside. Flattery often offends while it caresses."

Our books of etiquette contain many useful rules and cautions; but true politeness is spontaneous. "There is a politeness of the heart," says Goethe, "which is akin to charity and inspires good conduct."

p. 71Newman's definition of a gentleman may be quoted here: " It is almost a definition of a gentleman to say that he is one who never inflicts pain.... He is mainly occupied in merely removing the obstacles which hinder the free and unembarrassed action of those about him; and he concurs with their movements rather than takes the initiative himself.... The true gentleman in like manner carefully avoids whatever may cause a jar or jolt in the minds of those with whom he is cast.... He is tender towards the bashful, gentle towards the distant, and merciful towards the absurd; he can recollect to whom he is speaking; he guards against unseasonable allusions, or topics which may irritate; he is seldom prominent in conversation, and never wearisome. He makes light of favors while he does them, and seems to be receiving when he is conferring," etc.113 In connection with this oft-quoted passage Father Arthur Barry O'Neill, C.S.C., points out a fact that is frequently overlooked, —namely, that Cardinal Newman never intended his portrait of a gentleman to be that of a Christian gentleman. The Christian gentleman, says Father O'Neill, is of a different and far more perfect type. His essential qualities are interior —they spring from faith and love of God. The exterior qualities which Newman enumerates are transient, unless they are permeated with the charity of Christ.114

113 Idea of a University, London ed. of 1893, pp. 208 sqq.

114 Clerical Colloquies, New York, 1917; cfr. the Catholic Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXIV, No. 6, pp. 83 sq.

p. 72


	Temperance may be defined as rational self-control, especially in the use of food and drink. The brute beast blindly follows instinct in satisfying its desire for nourishment, but man is able to control and regulate his appetite according to the dictates of reason and law. The preservation of life and health, not sensual pleasure, is the motive which should govern a Christian in the use of food and drink. Guided by this motive, he will choose the food best adapted for that purpose and never notably exceed the quantity necessary for its attainment. Temperance or wise moderation in the use of material things, especially food and drink, keeps the body in good health, strengthens the mind and will, and protects man from the evil effects, moral as well as social, of overindulgence. An important rule with regard to the virtue of temperance is: " Deny yourself something licit now and then, in order that you may be able to abstain from the things which are forbidden." 115 "Temperance is not inborn, but must be acquired by practice," says Father Cathrein, "whence it follows that every man is in duty bound to practice self-denial now and then, so that the senses may get accustomed to the control of reason. If you allow a horse free rein at all times, you will have no control over him in the hour of peril. Sensuality in this respect resembles a horse. He who has never learned to deny his flesh the pleasures for which it craves, will sooner or later succumb to its whims. Self-denial —at least to a certain extent —is not a specifically Christian virtue, but a postulate of pure reason. 'Sustine et abstine' was a maxim of the ancient pagan philosophers." 116 READINGS. —Besides the works mentioned in the foot-notes see A Christian Social Crusade, published by the Catholic Social Guild, Oxford, 1919; J. Mausbach, Kath. Moraltheologie, Vol. III, pp. 35 sqq., 3rd ed., Münster, i. W. 1920; Fr. Walter, Der Leib und sein Recht im Christentum, Munich, 1910.



115 Cfr. St. Gregory the Great, Moralia, l. V, c. 11: "Often those who have power over themselves, because they do not know how to restrain themselves from lawful things, slip into unlawful and restless deeds. For only he does not fall into unlawful things who sometimes cautiously restrains himself even from lawful things." (Migne, P. L., LXXV, 688).

116 Victor Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 4th ed., p. 54. —Cfr. Epicteti Fragmenta, n. 179: "Accordingly, he [Epictetus] says, if anyone keeps these two words in his heart and takes care to command and observe them for himself, he will be for the most part without fault and will live a most tranquil life. These were the two words he used to say: endure and abstain."


Chapter IV: Negative Duties in Regard to Life and Health

p. 74The life of the body is indeed a precious thing, but it is by no means the greatest of blessings,1 and consequently the duty of preserving and safeguarding it does not bind absolutely. There are circumstances in which it may be necessary or advisable to sacrifice one's life. This is the case, for instance, when the duty of conserving life cannot be reconciled with some higher obligation, or when superior spiritual blessings must be purchased at the expense of life, either by the individual, or by the multitude. Hence man has the right, nay, under certain conditions he is in duty bound, to give up his life for the sake of a higher good.

1 Cfr. Matt. X, 28, 39; XVI, 25 sq.; Mark VIII, 35–37; Luke IX, 24; XVII, 33; John XII, 25.

This duty must now be more closely determined, both negatively and positively.

No man is allowed without a just cause (sine iusta causa) to destroy his own life or health, or to expose himself to the danger of certain death, or seriously to mutilate his body. 1. SUICIDE (suicidium, αὐτοχειρία)2 is the direct and intentional compassing of one's own death. This need not always be the immediate object of the will. If I will an action, I will its evident effect; and therefore, were I to refuse food, or, out of bravado, to leap from the top of a sky-scraper into the street below, I should be guilty of suicide, even though self-destruction was not my direct object. In suicide a man somehow aims at direct death.

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 5; Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., tr. 5. n. 366–407; St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 366–374 (ed. Gaudé, Vol. I, pp. 622 sqq.); M. Inhofer, Der Selbstmord, Augsburg 1886; E. Federici, La Prevenzione del Suicidio, Venice 1901, pp. 37 sqq.; K. A. Geiger, Der Selbstmord im klassischen Altertum, Augsburg 1888; M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, Dublin, 1917, pp. 52 sqq.; A. Van der Heeren in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 326 sqq.; A. O'Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide and Mutilation, N. Y., 1919, pp. 7 sqq.

p. 75Suicide is plainly forbidden by the fifth commandment: 'Thou shalt not kill," 3 "either another or yourself," as St. Augustine explains; "for he who kills himself kills none other than a man." 4 The Lord God alone "has power of life and death." 5 Suicide is also forbidden indirectly because of the immoral motives that usually inspire it, e. g., unbelief, cowardice, false notions of honor, an excessive craving for glory, wealth, etc., or that dullness of mind which results from overindulgence in carnal pleasures and usually ends by making its victim incapable of further enjoyment.6 Seneca enumerates several causae frivolae that lead to suicide and mentions circumstances in which it is morally illicit to seek refuge in death.7 a) Suicide is diametrically opposed to the strongest instinct of nature, that of self-preservation. "The tendency to persevere in life," says Goyau, "is the necessary law of life, not of human life only, but of all life." 8 Hence it must always remain a difficult psychological problem why so many people commit this unnatural crime. In the light of recent investigations there can hardly be a doubt that most of those who compass their own death do so in a state of mental derangement. "Most suicides," says Dr. James J. Walsh, "are persons that have been recognized as paranoiacs and likely to do queer things for a long time beforehand. Indeed, some of the melancholic qualities on which the unfortunate impulse to self-murder depends are likely to have exhibited themselves in former generations.... As a matter of fact, suicides are not in possession of free will as a rule, but are the victims of circumstances and are unable to resist external influences." 9 However, it would be wrong to conclude from this that every case of suicide can be traced to some condition of organic disturbance in which the use of reason, and consequently responsibility, are suspended. Not every perturbation of the moral life springs from physical or physiological causes, and melancholia, idiosyncrasy, fixed notions, hallucinations or illusions do not always hinder the use of reason and destroy freedom of action. It would be equally wrong to ascribe every case of suicide to personal guilt, and positively foolish to adopt the Stoic view that suicide is not an act of cowardice, but rather a proof of courage, on the plea that by killing himself a man not only escapes evil and thereby follows an instinct implanted in his soul by God, but likewise relieves society of an intolerable burden, and, moreover, by an act of supreme self-sacrifice, atones for his crime and thus conciliates the eternal Judge.10 This view is radically false. For, in the first place, he who despairs in a difficult or hopeless situation and tries to escape the tribulations of life by committing suicide, does not display courage and strength of character, but the very opposite, and, secondly, all misfortunes, even those which a man incurs through his own guilt, must, from the Christian point of view, be regarded as trials in which he should exercise patience, faith, and confidence in God.11 The decisive factor is not public opinion but the duty which the individual owes to society and which he is still able to fulfill, even though it be only by giving an example of Christian fortitude. Finally, for man to try to escape his judge instead of atoning for his sins in the way prescribed, namely, by contrition and penance, is a pagan, not a Christian motive. 12

3 Ex. XX, 13; cfr. Deut. XXXII, 39-

4 De Civitate Dei, l. I, c. 20: “It remains that we understand of man what was said: ‘You shall not kill’—therefore neither another nor yourself. For one who kills himself kills none other than a man.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 35).

5 Wisd. XVI, 13.

6 A. Van der Heeren in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 328; H. Rost, Der Selbstmord als sozialstatistische Erscheinung, Cologne 1905, pp. 23 sqq.; H. A. Krose, S.J., Der Selbstmord im 19ten Jahrhundert, Freiburg, 1906, pp. 28 sqq. IDEM, Die Ursachen der Selbstmordhäufigkeit, Freiburg 1906.

7 Cfr. M. Baumgartner, L. A. Seneca und das Christentum, pp. 135 sqq.

8 M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, p. 53 sq.; Vol. I, p. 90. The objection that it is incorrect to say that in committing suicide a person desires to compass his own destruction, because the soul does not disappear at death, while the body will rise again, and that, therefore, what is desired and accomplished in suicide is not annihilation, but a new life, more perfect than the present, and consequently suicide is not a violation of our natural appetite for continued existence and well-being, is refuted by Dr. Cronin as follows: "Natural tendencies are all tendencies to the well-being of the natural agent, the agent regarded as a product of nature. Nature could not set up in any thing a tendency towards a condition which is either unnatural or which is even above nature. But the natural constitution of man, from which spring all our natural powers and appetites, is that of a composite of body and soul combined to form one person. And, therefore, our natural desire for happiness is a desire for the happiness and well-being of the natural person, consisting of body and soul, In suicide, therefore, we use our natural powers for an end which is the frustration of their own natural purpose." (Ibid., Vol. II, p. 55).

9 O’Malley-Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, New York, 1906, p. 306.

10 K. Joest, Das Recht auf den Tod, Göttingen, 1895.

11 St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. I, c. 26: "This we say, this we assert, this we approve in every way: that no one ought to inflict voluntary death upon himself as though fleeing temporal troubles, lest he fall into everlasting ones; no one on account of another’s sins, lest he himself begin that most grave sin of his own when another’s sin did not defile him; no one on account of past sins, for which this life is all the more necessary so that they may be healed by penance; no one as though from desire of the better life hoped for after death, because the better life after death does not receive those guilty of their own death." (Migne, P. L., XLI, 39).

12 Ps. XXXIII, 19; L, 19. —A. von Oettingen, Die Moralstatistik, 3rd ed., p. 761, says: "The Protestant misses the energetic spiritual leadership of the Church; when unhappy, he does not so readily find consolation because he must do without the human mediation of the priesthood (confession)."

p. 79According to the principles of Christian morality a person who commits suicide while in the full possession of his mental faculties is not only a murderer and a criminal, but renounces God and the hope of salvation and forfeits every right to the blessings of the Church, including that to a Christian burial.13 In denying any one the last-mentioned privilege the Church, of course, does not mean to pass judgment on his probable fate in the other world.

13 Codex Iuris Canonici, can. 1240, § 1, n. 3: "Those who have killed themselves by deliberate design are deprived of ecclesiastical burial unless before death they have given some signs of repentance...." —Cfr. Rit. Rom., tit. 6, c. 2, n. 3; S. Offic., d. 16 Maii 1866.

Does suicide always result from (temporary or permanent) insanity, or is it sometimes committed by persons who are quite sane? While some eminent scientists 14 hold that perfectly normal persons can and do commit suicide, others 15 adopt the theory of Esquirol, who nearly a century ago16 asserted that "suicide is a disease." No doubt suicide is very often due to dementia, but it is equally undeniable that many who compass their own death are impelled by pique, despair or anger, which usually involve malice or culpable cowardice.17

14 E. g., J. Maschka, Handbuch der gerichtlichen Medizin, Vol. I, Tübingen, 1881, p. 477.

15 For instance, R. Gaupp, Ueber den Selbstmord, 2nd ed., Munich, 1910, p. 32.

16 He died 1840.

17 "Despair and anger," rightly observes Van der Heeren (Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 328), "are not as a general thing movements of the soul which it is impossible to resist, especially if one does not neglect the helps offered by religion, confidence in God, belief in the immortality of the soul and in a future life of rewards and punishments."

Suicide is a moral, a social, a biological, and a psychological problem. Its frequency is governed by laws whose existence seems to be established by statistics, but whose nature we are but just beginning to surmise.18 b) As the theological notion of suicide implies the full use of reason and the deliberate intention, direct or indirect, of ending one's life, a man does not commit suicide if he kills himself accidentally, or through carelessness, or in order to escape certain danger of death, or when in a state of mental derangement, be it complete or partial, permanent or temporary; or indirectly by doing or omitting something the fatal consequences of which he might and should have foreseen, but does not advert to on account of their remoteness; e. g., leading a dissolute life, indulging in anger or intemperance, or mortifying his body beyond the bounds of reason. An act which is not in itself sinful and of which it cannot be foreseen that it will lead to the destruction of life (as, e. g., firing a gun, eating a food not known to be poisonous) is no sin. If death can be foreseen as the result of such a non-sinful act, the latter is forbidden, unless commanded by duty, as when a priest or a physician visits a patient who is suffering from a contagious disease or when a soldier goes into battle. If the act that results in self-destruction is in itself sinful, it is a voluntarium in causa with regard to such destruction, and may be imputed as a sin tending to self-destruction, which, however, is not suicide in the specific sense.

18 Cfr. Familler, Pastoralpsychiatrie, pp. 142 sqq.

p. 81The ecclesiastical penalty inflicted upon those who are guilty of direct suicide does not affect those who commit suicide indirectly. If direct suicide has been committed in a state of mental derangement, the victim should not be buried in the customary solemn manner, but quietly, i. e., without song, bell, or sermon; not as if the Church wished to judge the soul of the departed, but merely to indicate her sorrow at his misfortune and dreadful end. Where there is doubt as to the condition in which the act was committed, charity demands that the deceased be given the benefit of the doubt, and be buried with ecclesiastical honors. Mental alienation may be presumed, not only on the strength of expert opinion, but also on the testimony of trustworthy relatives or friends who were in personal touch with the deceased.19

19 Regulae Iuris in VIto Decret. Bonifat. VIII, n. 30: "In obscure matters the least burdensome course is to be followed." Ibid., n. 49: "In penalties the more favorable interpretation is to be made."

A point to which attention should be called is that the power of suggestion and example have much to do with the increase of suicide. Dymond, an authority in the matter, says: "The power of the example of the suicide is much greater than has been thought. Every act of suicide tacitly conveys the sanction of one more judgment in its favor. Frequency of repetition diminishes the sensation of abhorrence and makes succeeding sufferers, even of less degree, resort to it with less reluctance." Dr. Walsh, who quotes this passage, adds: "Our modern newspapers, by supplying all the details of every suicide that occurs, especially if it presents any criminally interesting features or morbidly sentimental accessories, familiarize the mind, particularly of the impressionable young, with the idea of suicide. When troubles come, lack of experience in life makes the youthful mind forecast a future of hopeless suffering. Love episodes are responsible for most of the suicides in the young, while sickness and physical ills are the causes in the old. In a certain number of cases, however, domestic quarrels, and especially the infliction of punishment on the young at an age when they are beginning to feel their independence and their right to be delivered from what they are prone to consider restriction, are apt to be followed in the morbidly unstable by thoughts of suicide." 20 In order to forestall the putting into action of the suicidal impulse, Doctor Walsh suggests that those who are close to the patient should have some realization of the possibility of its occurrence. There are usually some previous indications of the suicidal trend. Many especially early suicides have distinct tendencies to and stigmata of hebephrenic melancholia. The best known symptoms of this condition are those described by Dr. Peterson in his book on mental diseases. The symptoms noted are extraordinarily rapid and paradoxical changes of disposition. Depressed ideas intrude themselves in the midst of boisterous gaiety, and untimely jocularity in the deepest depression, or at solemn moments. Then there is the paradoxical facial expression, the so-called paramimia, that is, a look of joy and pleasure when really mental depression is present, or a look of depression when joyful sentiments are being expressed.21

20 Essays in Pastoral Medicine, p. 309.

21 Ibid., p. 309 sq.

p. 82The tendency of suicide to repeat itself in families is now well known and recognized. It is "not directly inherited, but there is a mental weakness that makes the individual incapable of withstanding the sufferings life may entail." 22 2. SELF-MUTILATION. —As we are not masters of life, so neither are we owners of our limbs, and hence cannot dispose of them at will. A man is not justified in mutilating himself, but as the limbs of the body are subordinate to life, they may be sacrificed as parts for the whole if life can thereby be preserved. Hence the amputation of one or several limbs is permissible when it is the only means of preserving life. A sick man may allow an infected limb to be amputated in order to prevent infection of the whole body, and one who is handcuffed, e. g., in prison, may tear or cut off a hand or an arm, or both, in order to escape certain death, e. g., from fire.23

22 Ibid., p. 310.

23 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 65, art. 1: "Since a member is a part of the whole human body, it exists for the sake of the whole, as the imperfect exists for the perfect. Therefore a member of the human body is to be disposed of according as it benefits the whole. Now, a member of the human body is of itself useful for the good of the whole body; accidentally, however, it can happen that it is harmful—for example, when a putrid member is corruptive of the whole body." —IDEM, Summa contra Gent., l. III, c. 112, n. 5: "It is manifest that all the parts are ordered to the perfection of the whole; for the whole does not exist for the parts, but the parts exist for the whole." —Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Lyons and Paris, 1850, Vol. I, n. 403, 9; H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., Innsbruck, 1914, pp. 351 sq.

p. 83To mutilate oneself or to allow oneself to be mutilated for any other purpose than that of saving one's life, for instance, to escape military conscription, is not permissible.

p. 84Except as a remedy for diseased conditions of the body, castration or emasculation (eviratio) is never allowed, not even from religious motives, as, for instance, to preserve chastity or avoid temptations, because the operation is neither necessary nor useful for that purpose;24 still less, of course, for minor ends, e. g., to keep the voice unbroken, because the preservation of a youthful voice is not a sufficient good to justify the commission of an act against nature. Following many censures of his predecessors, Leo XIII expressly forbade this practice for the singers of the Sistine Chapel.25

24 St. Jerome, Ep., 84 (al. 65), n. 8: "Origen fled pleasures to such an extent that, with zeal for God but not according to knowledge, he cut off his genital organs with a knife." (Migne, P. L., XXII, 750).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 65, art. 1, ad 3: "A member is not to be cut off for the bodily health of the whole except when the whole cannot otherwise be helped. Spiritual health, however, can always be helped otherwise than by cutting off a member, because sin is subject to the will. Therefore in no case is it lawful to cut off a member in order to avoid any sin whatsoever." —J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 403, 10: "It is not lawful to castrate oneself in order to preserve chastity or to quiet temptations, because emasculation is wholly useless for that end: it does not remove the temptations of the flesh so as to avoid sin, but merely prevents generation." —Cfr. O'Malley and Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, p. 339.

25 Decree of Feb. 3, 1902. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., p. 352: "The supreme pontiffs never approved the castration of boys, nor ever declared it lawful; indeed, they declared irregular those who culpably made themselves or others eunuchs...." Cfr. Benedict XIV, De Syn. Dioec., l. XI, c. 7, n. 3; C. Richert, Die Anfänge der Irregularitäten, Freiburg, 1901, pp. 104 sqq.

Vasectomy and the excision of the uterus or ovaries are operations which, though permissible when necessary for the direct preservation of life or health, would be sinful if performed for the sole purpose of superinducing sterility.26

26 S. C. S. Off., 22 May, 1895: "Si sia lecita la practica sia attiva sia passiva di un procedimento il quale si propone intenzionalmente come fine espresso la sterilizzazione della donna. R. Negative." Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., n. 267. —Cfr. H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 352: “Vasectomy consists in cutting the man’s semen-bearing ducts, so that all communication between the testicles and the male organ is prevented. A vasectomized man who has undergone this operation can indeed perform sexual acts through carnal intercourse, but he is altogether incapable of fertilization, since he cannot emit true semen produced in the testicles. This operation, which is performed in a very short time and is furthermore neither dangerous nor very painful, must morally be called unlawful unless it is necessary to preserve life or health.” —On vasectomy, see A. O'Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide and Mutilation, pp. 244 sqq.

p. 85READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 5. —James J. Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, Ch. xxvii, New York 1906.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 6 sqq., Paderborn 1909. —Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 301 sqq., New York 1908. —Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 403 sqq. —Ad. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theologiae Moralis et Pastoralis, Vol. III, pp. 124 sqq., Tournai 1904. —Westcott, Suicide, its History, Literature, etc., London 1885. —Bonomelli, Il Suicidio, Milan 1892. —E. Durckheim, Le Suicide, Paris 1897. —Masaryk, Der Selbstmord als soziale Massenerscheinung, Vienna, 1881. —J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, New York 1919, pp. 178 sqq. —Austin O'Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide and Mutilation, New York 1919, pp. 7 sqq., 244, 260 sqq.


Chapter V: Positive Duties in Regard to Life and Health

p. 86Though man may not end his life at will, he is in duty bound to sacrifice it under certain conditions. The reason for this obligation is twofold: First, there are higher duties than that of preserving life, and, secondly, every man possesses certain rights over his own person. Hence the duty of preserving and safeguarding life and health, with which we dealt in the last Section, does not bind absolutely, but is subject to certain limitations.




	Man is bound to give his life, or to allow others to take it, if he can preserve it in no other way than at the expense of truth and virtue, i. e., at the cost of his soul's salvation,1 or if the duties of his vocation or state require him to sacrifice health or life, as often happens with priests, physicians, nurses, firemen, and others; or whenever it becomes a duty to run a serious risk for the sake of the common welfare.2



1 Cfr. Matt. X, 39; XVI, 25 sq.; Mark VIII, 35–37; Luke IX, 24–26; XVIII, 33; John XII, 25.

2 Acts XX, 24; Eph. III, 13; Phil. II, 17; 1 John III, 16. Cfr. J. de Lugo, De Iust. et Iure, disp. 10, qu. 1: "For a great common good, or because of a special obligation arising from a contract or office which a soldier, governor, bishop, or pastor has, they can lawfully and are bound to prefer death." —H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., III, tr. 4, c. 1, dub. 1: "A soldier can, indeed is bound to remain at his post, even if he is morally certain that he will be killed." (Tournay, 1876, I, 172). Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. IV, n. 366.

p. 87


	It is permissible for a man to sacrifice his life or to expose himself to certain danger of death: a) If he knows no other way of escape from a physically proximate occasion of mortal sin. Thus a virgin may risk death in order to preserve her chastity, e. g., by leaping into a river with the purpose of reaching the other side, even though there be no reasonable hope of attaining safety, or by offering resistance to her assailant, even though she run immediate danger of being killed and cannot escape except by a miracle. We say such conduct would be permissible; but it would not be obligatory, for it is not absolutely impossible to refuse internal consent. A person does not share the guilt of another's sin, says St. Augustine, as long as he does not give his consent. 3 The Roman Breviary quotes St. Lucy as saying: "The body is not stained except by the consent of the mind, and if you command me to be violated against my will, my chastity will be to me a double crown." 4 Similarly, a woman has the right, though she is not in duty bound, to refuse to allow herself to be physically examined or operated upon in order to preserve her modesty or bodily integrity.5 She may furthermore refuse to submit to medical examination ordered by a court for the purpose of ascertaining whether she has committed infanticide, even though her refusal would be interpreted as a confession of guilt and result in her conviction. For although in the case of crimes of this kind a physical examination is often important for ascertaining the guilt of the accused, and it may happen that a guilty woman escapes punishment by her refusal to be examined, modesty must be protected at all costs, and Catholics should use their influence to prevent the adoption of laws that run counter to this principle.6



3 Epist., 98 (al. 23), n. 1: "One who consents by no will of his own cannot be bound by the bond of another’s iniquity." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 359). —IDEM, De Mendacio, c. 19, n. 40 (P. L., XL, 514). —St. Jerome, Hebraicae Quaest. in Gen., c. 12: "It is not violence but the will that stains the body of holy women." (P. L., XXIII, 957). —St. Alphonsus says (Theol. Mor., III, n. 368): "Here the question presses more urgently whether a virgin is bound to permit herself to be killed rather than violated—for example, if an assailant threatens her with death if she does not acquiesce in intercourse. There are two opinions. The first says that, although she can do so, a woman is nevertheless not bound to suffer death, but can then conduct herself permissively while intercourse occurs, provided that she positively resists with her will and the danger of consent is absent; because, as they say, that permission is then not moral cooperation but only material, and therefore she is sufficiently excused by the danger of death. The second opinion teaches that this is altogether unlawful, because, since the woman can prevent intercourse, if she remains passive through fear, her cooperation then becomes truly moral and voluntary; for in a woman that passivity during intercourse is reckoned as an action. This reason, however, is not convincing, because the woman’s passivity cannot in reality be called an action, since it is in no way positive. Therefore the first opinion, speaking speculatively, does not seem to lack probability. Nevertheless, it must not be denied that in practice the second opinion is altogether to be recommended, at least because of the danger of consent, which can easily be present in that permission." —Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 10th ed., n. 580.

4 Breviarium Rom., Festum S. Luciae (13 Dec.), lect. 6: "The body is not defiled except by the consent of the mind, and if you command me to be violated against my will, my chastity will be doubled for me unto a crown." —Cfr. Busembaum, Medulla, I. c.: "Although it is not lawful for a virgin to kill herself directly in order to preserve chastity, it is nevertheless lawful for her to expose herself to certain danger of death even for bodily integrity alone, even if she could reasonably presume that she would not consent, because that integrity is highly esteemed."

5 Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 403: "A virgin is not bound to undergo a shameful operation at the hands of a physician, even though her life is endangered, because love of modesty can equal or even surpass the evil feared in death." —St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., III, n. 372: "A virgin could nevertheless permit herself to be touched; indeed, she would be bound to allow herself to be treated by another woman, as Diana rightly says."

6 Cfr. F. v. Holtzendorff, Das Verbrechen des Mordes und die Todesstrafe, Berlin 1875, pp. 337 sq.

p. 89As regards the so-called suicidia martyrum7 it is safe to say that the holy persons who thus voluntarily incurred death were divinely inspired 8 or at least acted in good faith.9 Samson's deed, as recorded in the Book of Judges,10 was justifiable from another point of view, besides that mentioned by St. Augustine.* He may be said to have willed his death only indirectly as a means of destroying the Philistines, and hence acted for the common good (ex caritate boni communis).11 b) It is also permissible to sacrifice one's life or to expose oneself to certain danger of death in order to escape a serious temptation. The older moralists held that a patient would be justified in refusing to submit to an extremely painful operation, even though it were likely to save his life, if he knew, or at least had reason to fear, that the pain would cause him to sin grievously by anger, impatience, despair, or blasphemy. In the present advanced stage of surgery this danger is slight,12 although, because of the more or less well-founded fear of death under the knife, no general obligation can be established.

7 See Eusebius, Hist. Eccles., l. VI, c. 42; l. VIII, c. 12 (Migne, P. G., XX, 608, 772).

8 St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei, l. I, c. 16-19 (Migne, P. L., XLI, 30–34): "But certain holy women, they say, in time of persecution, in order to escape the assailants of their chastity, cast themselves into a river that would seize and kill them, and died in that way; and their martyrdoms are celebrated with most renowned veneration in the Catholic Church. I dare to judge nothing rashly concerning them. For I do not know whether divine authority persuaded the Church through some trustworthy testimonies to honor their memory thus, and it is possible that this was so. What if they did this not because they were deceived by human judgment, but because they were commanded by God—not erring, but obeying? Just as we may believe nothing else concerning Samson." (P. L., XLI, 39). —IDEM, Tract. in Ioan., 51, n. 10 (P. L., XXXV, 1767). —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 5, ad 3: "It is not lawful for a woman to kill herself lest she be corrupted by another, because she ought not commit against herself the greatest crime, which is killing herself, in order to avoid the lesser crime of another. For violence is no crime of the woman if consent is absent, because the body is not defiled except by consent of the mind, as Lucy said.... Likewise, it is not lawful for anyone to kill himself through fear that he may consent to sin, because evils must not be done that goods may come (Rom. III, 8), or that evils may be avoided, especially lesser or less certain evils; for it is uncertain whether anyone will consent to sin in the future, and God is able to deliver a man from sin when any temptation supervenes." —Ibidem, ad 4: "It must be said that, as Augustine says, Samson is not otherwise excused for crushing himself with his enemies by the fall of the house except that the Holy Spirit, who performed miracles through him, had secretly commanded this. And he assigns the same reason concerning certain holy women who killed themselves during persecution, whose memory is celebrated in the Church."

9 Lessius, De Iust., II, c. 9, n. 23.

10 Judges XVI, 23 sqq. * See note 8, supra.

11 Cfr. Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1903, tr. 5, n. 390; F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 259.

12 Cfr. Chas. Coppens, S.J., Moral Principles and Medical Practice, New York 1897.

p. 90The duty of employing the resources of medicine and surgery to save one's life must not be interpreted as compelling a patient to employ such extraordinary means as would be harder to bear than death itself. No one is obliged, for instance, to consent to the amputation of a limb if he is not certain that the operation will not kill him. In the present stage of medical science there is nearly always at least a possibility of saving life, and hence it may be said, in a general way, that patients are bound to allow themselves to be operated upon if advised to do so by a reputable physician.

p. 91Of course, no man is obliged for the restoration of his health to employ means which would entail poverty upon his family or cause extraordinary hardship to himself, especially if the result is uncertain.

From what we have said the reader will have rightly concluded that the duty of submitting to medical or surgical treatment is never absolute, but always relative. When life can be saved in no other way, and it is very probable that the treatment suggested will prove successful, the patient should take it if he has the means to do so. But as long as there is hope of restoring health in some other way, there is no strict duty to take medicine or submit to the knife. If the disease is so far advanced that no reasonable hope can be entertained of saving the patient's life, he should not be molested, and the more doubtful the effect of a medicine or an operation, and the less inclined the patient is to take or undergo it, the less should he be harassed. No matter how far advanced the disease or how meagre the hope of recovery, it is never allowed to give a patient drugs which are apt to directly cause death, but it is permissible to employ medicines that may possibly hasten the end, provided there is hope, or at least a possibility, that they will have a beneficial influence upon the patient.

To hasten death artificially by the employment of anaesthetics (εὐθανασία) when all hope of recovery is gone, can be regarded as permissible only if the drugs employed for this purpose do not entirely deprive the sufferer of consciousness. No man should be robbed of the capacity of acquiring merits in the hour of death, when, as Dr. Delany rightly says "the competency of acting meritoriously is most necessary and its products invested with finality." 13 "The time just before death," says Father Slater, "is very precious; a sinner may then be reconciled with God and save his soul; one who is in the state of grace may very much increase his merit by a good use at that time. Euthanasia, then, in this sense, is unlawful; it is virtually shortening a man's life." 14 Dr. Delany further says that there can be no doubt that "the administration of drugs of the nature specified is, in the premises, if not formally, at all events equivalently, a shortening of the life of the patient. Hence as long as the stricken person has as yet made no adequate preparation for death, it is always grievously unlawful to induce a condition of insensibility. In no contingency ... can any positive indorsement be given to means whose scope is to have one die in a state of unconsciousness. What has been said applies with equal force and for the same reasons to the case of those who have to suffer capital punishment by process of law." 15 c) Another motive which would justify a man in sacrificing his life or exposing himself to the danger of certain death, would be the desire to escape death in some other, equally certain but more painful form. Thus one who is unable to flee from a burning building would be allowed to leap, at the risk of breaking his neck, even though the hope of saving his life were very small.16

13 Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. V, p. 630.

14 Thos. Slater, Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 164.

15 Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. V, p. 630. —Dr. Delany, in the excised portions of the paragraph above quoted, goes farther than most other Catholic writers by granting that "those charged with responsibility in the case" may "take up a passively permissive demeanor whenever it is certain that the departing soul has abundantly made ready for the great summons," and adds: "This is especially true if there is ground for apprehending from the dying person's continued possession of his faculties, a relapse into sin." This sounds plausible, but is dangerous doctrine. (See O'Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide, pp. 13 sqq.)

16 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 367: "It is asked whether it is lawful to kill oneself in order to avoid a harsher death. Reply: It is never lawful to kill oneself directly.... But it is lawful to kill oneself indirectly—for example, if someone throws himself from a window to escape a fire, especially if there is some hope of escaping death." — Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., tr. 5, n. 389; A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 10th ed., n. 580.

p. 93


	To give up one's life when such a sacrifice is necessary or justifiable for the common welfare, is not only permissible, but positively virtuous. a) A man is allowed to engage in occupations which may, though they need not necessarily be dangerous to life and limb, e. g., working on "sky-scrapers," church steeples, etc. He may also choose a vocation which involves proximate danger of disease or death, even though in so doing he have no higher motive than to earn a living or win pecuniary gain.



Dangerous occupations are not only those in which sudden injury and death are caused by machinery or unguarded perils, but also, and in the technical sense of the term particularly those in which some form of poison or disease is incidental to the trade itself as at present carried on.17 Most of the trades and occupations of this class are necessary for society as a whole and also for those individuals who make a living by following them.18

17 See Bliss, Encyclopedia of Social Reform, 2nd ed., p. 360.

18 Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 403, 6°: "Workmen do not sin who climb upon the roofs of buildings and expose themselves to various dangers in practicing their craft, nor blacksmiths who shorten their lives by handling fire daily, because they act for a reasonable cause."

p. 94For the sake of gaining a livelihood, (which is a dira necessitas), it is also legitimate for a man to engage in a hazardous occupation for the amusement, recreation, or utility of others, such as tight-rope walking, acrobatics, show athletics, etc., provided, of course, no divine or human law is directly transgressed.

To endanger one's life merely for the purpose of displaying agility or courage, without strict necessity or a reasonable cause, is always sinful.19 b) It is permitted to volunteer one's services in war, nay even to risk one's life at or without the express command of a superior officer, if some essential object can be attained thereby, e. g., if considerable damage can be done to the enemy or a great advantage gained for one's own side.20

19 "Bold men sin gravely who, from a rash wager and vainglory, cast themselves into various dangers by climbing high, lowering themselves downward, and carrying heavier loads." etc. (Ibid.)

20 Cfr. Judges XVI, 23–30; 1 Macc. VI, 73 sqq. —Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., III, n. 366: "A soldier can, indeed is bound to remain at his post, even if he is morally certain that he will be killed. Likewise, to overthrow an enemy tower or destroy the enemy, he can ignite gunpowder even if he knows that he will be buried under the ruins, and similarly sink or burn a ship lest the enemy gain possession of it with grave harm to the commonwealth." —Ibid., n. 367: "It is asked whether it is lawful to burn a ship with evident danger to life lest it come into the hands of the enemy.... Lugo, with Lessius, affirms that it is lawful if there is at least some very slight hope of avoiding death, or even if death is certain, provided that it is expedient to avert public harm."

p. 95But no one is allowed to seek death merely for glory or in order to escape the hardships of prison life.21 Committing hara-kiri, as the Japanese are said to do, to escape falling into the hands of the enemy or being tortured by an angry prince, is immoral and therefore forbidden.22 c) A man may give up his life in the service of charity when there is question of the salvation of souls or the safeguarding of life, or some other equivalent good on the part of his fellowmen. Aside from the vocational duties of physicians and priests, it is a heroic act of virtue to expose oneself to immediate danger of death, for instance, in nursing a patient afflicted with a contagious disease.23 We have here a just cause (iusta causa), i. e., the exercise of a duty or virtue of such great importance that the accompanying danger fades into insignificance and the sacrifice approaches martyrdom.24 To incur such a risk out of obstinacy, pride, presumption, anger, or pique can, however, in no wise be regarded as permissible because no higher moral good is involved, and to risk life thoughtlessly or presumptuously would be opposed to the divine commandment of self-love.

21 2 Macc. XIV, 37–46.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Epist., 204 (al. 61), n. 6: "What wonder is it if proud exaltation crept upon [Razias] as a man, so that he preferred to perish by his own hand rather than, after that eminence in the eyes of his people, endure unworthy servitude in the hands of his enemies?" —Ibid., n. 7: "In these books of the Maccabees, although the man himself was praised, nevertheless his deed was narrated, not praised, and set before our eyes to be judged rather than imitated—not indeed to be judged by our judgment, such as we too might have as men, but by the judgment of sound doctrine, which is clear even in those ancient books. For this Razias was far from those words where it is written: ‘Accept whatever is brought upon you, and endure in sorrow, and have patience in your humiliation’ (Eccli. II, 4). Therefore this man was not wise in choosing death, but impatient in enduring humiliation." —Ibid., n. 8: "It is written that he wished ‘to die nobly and manfully’ (2 Mach. XIV, 37–46), but was it therefore wisely?... These things are great, yet they are not good; for not everything that is great is good, since evils too can be great." (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 941). —IDEM, Contra Gaudent., I, c. 31, n. 39: "Therefore, however this praised life of Razias is understood by you, his death does not have wisdom as its praiser, because it does not have the patience worthy of God’s servants; and that saying of Wisdom (Eccli. II, 16), which is not of praise but of condemnation, applies rather to him: ‘Woe to those who have lost endurance.’"

22 Cfr. Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., tr. 5, n. 389: "It is certain among all that it is not lawful to kill oneself directly in order to escape a more atrocious unjust death. Therefore the custom of the Japanese is damnable whereby, in order to escape an atrocious death—for example, by slow fire—they free themselves by killing themselves with their abdomen cut open." —Cfr. V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., p. 599.

23 Sporer-Bierbaum, op. cit., n. 386: "One can visit, serve, administer the sacraments, and so forth, to persons infected with plague or suffering from a similar contagious disease, although the danger of one’s own infection and death is feared and actually present; still more praiseworthily will a wife—or conversely a husband—assist a spouse infected with plague at probable danger to her life. John Sanchez piously admits that this is lawful not only for necessary service, but even solely to give comfort or show love." —Ibid., n. 387: "One can expose oneself to a weapon to preserve the life of a prince or parent for the sake of filial duty and the common good; indeed, according to a probable opinion of great doctors, it is also lawful to expose one’s own life for the bodily life of a neighboring friend who otherwise would be killed unjustly. Thus, if Titius were unjustly condemned to death, you, his friend, could probably offer yourself to be killed in order to save your friend. They say ‘unjustly,’ however; for if he had been justly condemned, you could not do so, because then you would induce the judge, who wished to kill only the guilty man justly, to kill you unjustly."

24 Phil. II, 29 sq. (Epaphroditus). Cfr. S. Dionysius of Alex, apud Euseb., Hist. Eccles., VII, c. 22; (Migne, P. G., XX, 689); St. Cyprian, De Mortalit., c. 17 (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., Vindob., III, 1, 307).

p. 96Of those who charitably sacrifice or risk their lives for their fellowmen Jesus Christ says: "Greater love than this no man hath, that a man lay down his life for his friends." 25 The highest exemplar of such heroic devotion is our Divine Saviour Himself, dying on the cross for the salvation of mankind.26

25 John XV, 13.

26 Cfr. Rom. V, 6–9; 1 John III, 16. —St. Thomas, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 29, art. 5, ad 3: "Perfectissimus actus virtutis." — St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., III, 366.

p. 97However, let it be well understood that, with the exception of those who are bound to do so by their vocation, no man is obliged to lay down his life for his fellowmen. The reason is that no man need love his neighbor more than himself. Therefore one who is caught in a shipwreck is not obliged to surrender his place in a lifeboat to another; 27 a mother is not obliged to submit to an indisputably dangerous operation in order to insure the life of her unborn child. In both cases, moreover, the success of the sacrifice would be problematical. The mother, in the instance mentioned, would, of course, be allowed, nay should in certain circumstances be advised, to perform what would be an act of heroic charity on behalf of her child. d) It is also permissible to sacrifice health and life in the interest of science for the common welfare. There is no moral objection, for instance, to participating in a polar expedition for scientific or research purposes, nay, such an act might be rendered positively virtuous by the circumstances of the case. The same is true of the act of undergoing inoculation with some virus to ascertain whether a certain disease is transmissible from beast to man, or for a similar purpose.28 (e) It is permissible for a murderer to surrender himself to the public authorities in order to pay the death penalty for his crime, though no man is strictly bound to do so unless an innocent person would otherwise be executed for the deed through his fault.29

27 Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 10th ed., n. 580, 5: "In a shipwreck it is lawful to yield to a friend a plank already taken and thus to provide for his life rather than one’s own, unless one’s own life should perhaps be more necessary than the friend’s life."

28 Cfr. Juvenal, Sat., IV, 91: "Vitam impendere vero." —St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., III, n. 369: "Ad experiendum antidotum."

29 Cfr. St. Th. Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 69, art. 4, ad 2: “No one is condemned in such a way that he should inflict death upon himself, but that he should suffer death; and therefore he is not bound to do that from which death follows, namely, to remain in the place from which he is led to death.” —Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., tr. 5, n. 394: "One condemned or about to be condemned to death, even if a way of escape lies open, can decline to flee and conform himself to the judge’s sentence out of love of justice; indeed, one who has merited death is not forbidden voluntarily to offer himself to the judge and furnish an occasion for justice to be exercised. Yet he is certainly bound to neither course, but can lawfully flee, not only before the judge’s sentence has been passed—unless he promised or swore that he would remain—but also after the judge has passed sentence, in order to avoid the most grave danger of his own death." Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., in the Theol. -prakt. Quartalschrift, Linz, 1907, pp. 116 sqq.

p. 98A fugitive who has been innocently condemned to death may not of his own accord return to the country in which the sentence was pronounced, because to do so would be to incur death voluntarily. If, however, the circumstances of the case were such that he would be able to save his parents or friends from great distress, imprisonment or disgrace, it would be an act of heroic virtue to return.

It is not permissible for a criminal to commit suicide, even though the death sentence be already passed and its execution certain.

p. 99Were a Catholic condemned, like Socrates, to be his own executioner, would he be allowed to obey? Moralists differ on this point. Assuming the judgment to be just, some answer the question affirmatively, saying that the culprit would end his life merely to obey the law and thus would cooperate in his own death only in a material and remote manner. Others take a negative view, for the reason that in a sentence of vindictive justice judge and culprit must be distinct and separate persons. As it is not certain that the act is intrinsically evil, Fr. Lehmkuhl says such a culprit would be permitted to execute the judgment upon himself at the command of the supreme judge; but he would not be obliged to do so, because it can be defended as a probable opinion that this act is forbidden by the natural law, and it is, moreover, abhorrent to nature. The sententia communis of Catholic moralists is against the act, though it is regarded as licit by Haunold, Elbel, Illsung, Lacroix, and others. St. Alphonsus seems to defend it as "probabilis." Victoria, Aragon, Sa, and others draw a distinction: they hold that a guilty culprit legally condemned to execute judgment upon himself would be allowed to take poison, as Socrates did, but not to kill himself with the sword.30

30 Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., p. 404. —Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., III, 369.

A criminal who has been justly condemned to die of starvation may refuse to take food offered to him.31

31 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 69, art. 4, ad 2: "If someone is condemned to die of hunger, he does not sin if he takes food secretly supplied to him, because not to take it would be to kill himself." —Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., tr. 5, n. 393: "One condemned to undergo death by starvation can abstain from food offered secretly, because such a person does not actively cooperate in his own death, but, conducting himself only passively, courageously endures it out of love of justice. Yet he is not bound to this, but can accept food secretly offered by the very law of nature, by which anyone can lawfully preserve his life as far as he is able; indeed, if such a person were unjustly condemned, speaking in itself he would be bound to eat, because then there would be no just cause for sacrificing his life except the cause of martyrdom."

p. 100READINGS. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 345 sqq., 90 sqq.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 401 sqq. —De Lugo, De Iustitia et Iure, disp. X.


Chapter VI: The Duty of Developing the Mind

p. 101


	In addition to developing his physical powers, man is obliged to cultivate his mental and moral faculties. Intellectual and moral culture should go hand in hand, because mere knowledge and mental acuteness do not ennoble the mind, but may co-exist with brutality.1



1 Cfr. J. Guibert, Le Caractère, Paris 1905; P. Levy and M. Brahe, Die natürliche Willensbildung, Leipsic 1903.

a) Though it is not true, as the ancient sophists claimed, that knowledge spells virtue and that, consequently, a learned man is invariably a good man, no sane person will deny that, broadly speaking, genuine moral culture is impossible without a definite sum of knowledge. In the matter of education we must beware of two extremes. It is as foolish to train any one faculty exclusively as it is to attempt to train all faculties of the intellect in an equal measure.2 To demand that all men be raised to the highest attainable proficiency in literature and science is to require what is practically impossible. "Non omnia possumus omnes." The various faculties and talents were given to men for the purpose of being fully developed as a whole, for the benefit of society, but they need not all be developed in each individual, in fact this would be impossible on account of the difference in ability and character.

2 Cfr. J. B. Krier and J. Schofer, Das Studium und die Privatlektüre, 5th ed., Freiburg 1904; Brother Azarias, Books and Reading, New York 1896.

p. 102"Knowledge," says Lord Bacon,3 taking the term in its true and highest sense, "is power," and an ancient adage declares that the master of one book commands respect.4 St. Paul says: "If any man know not, he shall not be known."5 Yet knowledge alone does not insure goodness. Intellectual proficiency may lead or help a man to adopt a sublime conception of the universe, but it will never by itself render him good and happy. Truth and knowledge are precious gifts, by means of which man enriches himself, makes his fellowmen happy, and glorifies God. This is the highest attainable prize of earnest and continuous mental culture. But something more is necessary. Man must not only know the truth, he must also act in conformity with it; in other words, he must lead a morally good, that is, a virtuous life. To be good, he must assimilate moral goodness through the will. Education, therefore, is not complete unless the will is trained as carefully as the intellect. Only in this way does a man become contented and happy and helpful to his fellowmen.

3 Novum Organum, aphorism III: "Scientia et potentia in idem coincidunt." —Cfr. St. Ignatius Loyola's dictum: "If you wish to accomplish anything, you must know something."

4 "Timeo lectorem unius libri."

5 1 Cor. XIV, 38.

“Every man naturally desireth to know; but what doth knowledge avail without the fear of God? Better indeed is an ignorant laborer who serveth God, than a proud philosopher who, neglecting himself, contemplateth the course of the heavens.... If thou wouldst profitably know or learn something, love to be unknown and to be thought of no account. This is the most sublime and most useful subject of study: true self-knowledge and self-contempt."6

6 “Every man naturally desires to know, but what does knowledge avail without the fear of God? Better indeed is a humble peasant who serves God than a proud philosopher who, neglecting himself, considers the course of heaven.... If you wish usefully to know and learn something, love to be unknown and to be reckoned as nothing. This is the highest and most useful lesson: true knowledge and contempt of oneself.” (De Imit. Christi, I, 2, 1; ed. Pohl, II, 7 sq.)—Cfr. I, n. 3: “What does it profit you to discuss lofty things concerning the Trinity, if you lack humility, by reason of which you displease the Trinity?” (Ibid., p. 6).

p. 103b) Every man has the strict duty of acquiring so much intellectual and moral education as will enable him to follow a useful calling and to strive consistently for his mental and moral perfection. This duty implies instruction in matters of faith and morals and practice in the arts of reading, writing, and arithmetic, which, among civilized nations, constitute the elements of a general education and the indispensable means of communication. Every man who lives within the pale of civilized society, is bound under pain of sin to make use of the opportunities available to him for the acquisition of these elements, and, if the laws of State or Church demand it, he should also acquire a higher education.

When an opportunity of acquiring intellectual culture involves a proximate occasion of sin, there is no obligation to use it.

p. 104Religion is the foundation of true culture, and any compulsory school law directed against religion would violate the natural rights of parents and children alike, for parents are commanded by God to take care that their children are trained in the principles of religion, and the children have a natural right to such training. Compulsory education may be a benefit to society, but it degenerates into tyranny when the children are compelled to attend un-Christian, or, what is worse, positively anti-Christian schools, or if the State does not provide for, or at least permit, the giving of sufficient religious instruction.

Education contains both a religious and a secular element. The control of the former belongs solely to the Church, whereas in regard to the latter, the State cannot be denied a reasonable share.7 "Though children are facts of the domestic order," says Father Joseph Rickaby, S.J., "and the care and formation of them belongs primarily to their parents, yet if the parents neglect their charge, the State can claim the right of intervention ab abusu. It certainly is within the province of the State to prevent any parent from launching upon the world a brood of young barbarians, ready to disturb the peace of civil society. The practical issue is, who are barbarians and what is understood by peace. The Emperor Decius probably considered every Christian child an enemy of the Pax Romana. But the misapplication of a maxim does not derogate from its truth. It also belongs to the State to see that no parent behaves like a Cyclops (κυκλωπικῶς, Aristotle, Eth., X, ix, 13) in his family, ordering his children, not to their good, as a father is bound to do, but to his own tyrannical caprice. For instruction, as distinguished from education, it is the parent's duty to provide his child with so much of it as is necessary, in the state of society wherein his lot is cast, to enable the child to make his way in the world according to the condition of his father. In many walks of life one might as well be short of a finger as not know how to read and write. Where ignorance is such a disadvantage, the parent is not allowed to let his child grow up ignorant. There, if he neglects to have him taught, the State may step in with compulsory schooling. Compulsory schooling for all indiscriminately, and that up to a high standard, is quite another matter."8

7 On the respective rights of Church and State in regard to education see M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, Dublin 1917, pp. 486 sqq.; W. Turner in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 558; Quigley, Compulsory Education, N. Y. 1894; Zach. Montgomery, Poison Drops in the U. S. Senate; S. M. Brandi, S.J., "The Touchstone of Catholicity," in the Am. Eccles. Review, Vol. VI (1892), pp. 89 sqq.; F. S. Chatard, "Dr. Bouquillon on the School Question," ibid., Vol. VI, pp. 98 sqq.; R. I. Holaind, S.J., The Parent First, N. Y. 1895; S. G. Messmer, "The Right of Instruction," Am. Eccl. Review, Vol. VI, pp. 104 sqq.; Card. O'Connell, The Reasonable Limits of State Activity, Columbus, O., 1919.

8 Moral Philosophy, p. 358.

p. 105The spread of culture is beneficial not only from the intellectual but also from the moral point of view. Cultured nations as a rule stand on a higher moral level than those which are unlettered, and the same is true of social classes. A sound training of the mind and heart is a protection against evil passions and a means of conciliation between opposing classes of people. Lectures, study courses, public libraries, university extension, the dissemination of good literature, are means of satisfying the popular craving for knowledge, but they cannot attain their highest object if they merely convey information; they must above all else train the will, for man's true worth depends, not on his intellect alone, but on his character. Intellectual proficiency does not level social inequalities. The only kind of culture that really promotes the progress of society, as of the individual, is that which leads up to Him who is "the way, the truth, and the life."9

9 John XIV, 6.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Confess., V, c. 4: “Surely, O Lord God of truth, does whoever knows those things thereby please Thee? Unhappy is the man who knows all those things but does not know Thee; but blessed is he who knows Thee, even if he does not know those things. And he who knows both Thee and those things is not the more blessed because of those things, but is blessed because of Thee alone.” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 708).—Thomas à Kempis, De Imitatione Christi, I, 1: “If you knew the whole Bible outwardly and the sayings of all the philosophers, what would it all profit without the charity and grace of God?”

p. 106


	Knowledge becomes transmuted into virtue if its motive, object, and standard are brought into harmony with the moral law.10 By earnestly striving to apply true knowledge to his conduct man acquires prudence or wisdom (prudentia), which, in the words of St. Thomas, is "the noblest of the moral virtues and directs all virtuous acts."11



10 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Trinit., L XII, c. 14, n. 21: “Knowledge also has its own good measure, if that in it which puffs up, or is accustomed to puff up, is overcome by the charity of eternal things, which does not puff up but, as we know, builds up (1 Cor. VIII, 1). For without knowledge not even the virtues themselves, by which one lives rightly, can be possessed, through which this wretched life may be so governed that one may arrive at that eternal life which is truly blessed.” (P. L., XLII, 1009).—St. Bernard, Serm. in Cant., XXXVI, n. 3: “But I send you better to the Master. For this opinion is not ours, but His—indeed ours also, since it is the opinion of Truth. ‘He who thinks that he knows something,’ He says, ‘has not yet known the manner in which he ought to know’ (1 Cor. VIII, 2). You see that He does not approve one who knows many things if he has not known the manner of knowing. You see, I say, how He places the fruit and usefulness of knowledge in the manner of knowing. What, then, does He call the manner of knowing? What, except that you should know in what order, with what eagerness, and for what end each thing ought to be known? In what order: that first which is more immediately conducive to salvation; with what eagerness: that more ardently which more vehemently conduces to love; for what end: not for vainglory or curiosity or anything similar, but only for your own edification or that of your neighbor. For there are some who wish to know for this end alone, that they may know, and it is shameful curiosity. And there are some who wish to know that they themselves may be known, and it is shameful vanity. These certainly will not escape the satirist who mocks them and sings to one of this kind: ‘Your knowledge is nothing unless another knows that you possess this knowledge’ (Persius, Sat., I, 27). And there are likewise some who wish to know in order to sell their knowledge, for example for money or honors, and it is shameful gain. But there are also some who wish to know in order to edify, and it is charity; and likewise some who wish to know in order to be edified, and it is prudence.”—Ibid., n. 4: “Of all these, only the last two are not found in the abuse of knowledge, since they wish to understand for this purpose, that they may act well.” (Migne, P. L., CLXXXIII, 968). —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 166 sq.

11 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 47, art. 6, ad 3: “Prudence is nobler than the moral virtues and moves them.”—Ibid., qu. 55, art. 3: “Prudence is right reason concerning things to be done, just as knowledge is right reason concerning things to be known.”—Ibid., qu. 56, n. 1: “It is itself the directive of all virtuous acts.”

p. 107Prudence as the fundamental virtue manifests itself: a) In love of truth or a tendency to develop the innate faculty by which the soul acquires the knowledge of truth. The desire to acquire knowledge per se serves only the truth, inasmuch as it is apt to lead man to the absolute Truth, i. e., God. Hence to seek enlightenment and knowledge for the sake of enriching the mind and cultivating the spiritual sense is a proof of true wisdom. The Christian religion, indeed, demands faith; but its essential object is to propagate the truth, and hence, far from interfering with the desire for knowledge, far from opposing new discoveries and ideas, it, on the contrary, hails and welcomes every increase of knowledge because the truth renders man intellectually and morally free.12

12 Cfr. John VIII, 32. —St. Jerome, In Ierem., l. I, c. 1: “Truth is always to be loved, and the multitude of men is not to be feared.” (Migne, P. L., XXIV, 687).—Ibid., l. VI, c. 23: “Truth can be shut up and bound, but it cannot be conquered; it is content even with the fewness of its adherents and is not frightened by the multitude of its enemies.” (P. L., XXIV, 829).—IDEM, In Is. Proph., l. XVI, c. 58: “As the morning light dispels the darkness, so the light of knowledge and truth puts all errors to flight.” (P. L., XXIV, 568).

p. 108It follows from all this that intellectual dullness and credulity is not only a mental, but also a moral defect, and a serious one if it furnishes cause for doubt and superstition. It follows further that the pursuit of knowledge, if carried on purely for its own sake or to satisfy inquisitiveness or vanity, is immoral. Knowledge acquired from such motives, in the words of the Apostle, "puffeth up," whereas "charity edifieth."13

13 1 Cor. VIII, 1.—Cfr. J. Gerson, Opera Omnia, I, 117: “Knowledge puffs up and makes a devil. For what does ‘devil’ mean except one who knows, but without charity?”—Thomas à Kempis, De Imit. Christi, l. I, c. 3: “Knowledge or any simple acquaintance with a thing is not to be blamed, since it is good considered in itself and ordained by God; but a good conscience and a virtuous life are always to be preferred.... How many perish through vain knowledge in the world, who care little about the service of God! And because they choose rather to be great than humble, therefore they vanish in their thoughts.” (Ed. Pohl, II, 10 sq.)—Cfr. St. Bernard, Serm. in Cant., XXXVI, n. 2: “Perhaps I may seem excessive in censuring knowledge and as though reproving the learned and forbidding literary studies. Far be it! I am not ignorant of how much the Church’s learned men have benefited and do benefit her, whether in refuting those who oppose her or in instructing the simple. Indeed, I have read: ‘Because you have rejected knowledge, I also will reject you, so that you shall not perform the priesthood for Me’ [Os. IV, 6]; I have read: ‘Those who have been learned shall shine as the brightness of the firmament, and those who instruct many unto justice as stars unto perpetual eternities’ [Dan. XII, 3]. But I also know where I have read: ‘Knowledge puffs up’ [1 Cor. VIII, 1], and again: ‘He who adds knowledge adds also sorrow’ [Eccles. I, 18]. You see that there is a difference among kinds of knowledge, since one puffs up and another causes sorrow. But I should like you to know which of these seems more useful or more necessary for salvation: that which swells, or that which sorrows.... The Apostle does not forbid being wise, but being wiser than one ought [Rom. XII, 3]. What is it, then, to be wise unto sobriety? To observe most vigilantly what one ought to know more and what one ought to know first. For the time is short. All knowledge, so far as it is in itself, is good, provided that it rests upon truth; but you, who hasten with fear and trembling to work out your own salvation, take care to know rather and more fully those things which you perceive to be nearer to salvation.” (Migne, P. L., CLXXXIII, 967).

p. 109"Happy are they who do not pay for the treasure of knowledge with their hearts," says Schiller. The desire for knowledge, when inspired by proper motives, leads not to pride, but to humility. Dom Odilo Rottmanner, O.S.B., one of the greatest savants of his age, says: "If, as sometimes happens, a really learned man is puffed up with pride, this is an aberration of the heart, for which science must not be held responsible. As a rule those who display pride and vanity are least proficient and have acquired at best only half an education; their knowledge is limited and one-sided. They resemble the empty ear of grain, which stands upright, whereas its neighbor, laden with kernels, bows humbly to the ground. How is it possible for one to be proud who at every step in the realm of knowledge perceives more clearly the vastness of science and the incapability of his tiny mind to compass it! How could he regard himself otherwise than as small who has envisaged, nay, glimpsed the immensity of the universe! How puerile is it to take pride in the fragments of knowledge which man can attain, in view of the infinite realm he can never hope to explore! Need we wonder that the highest degree of knowledge attainable to man is invariably united with sincere humility and modesty?"14

14 O. Rottmanner, O.S.B., Predigten und Ansprachen, Vol. I, 2nd ed., 1904, p. 256.

Prudence furthermore manifests itself b) In the exercise of a reasonable caution. The virtue of cautiousness stands midway between fatalistic carelessness and indifference on the one hand, and, on the other, that un-Christian solicitude and worry against which Jesus has warned us so earnestly.15

15 Matt. VI, 25-34; cfr. Luke XII, 22-32; Phil. IV, 6.

p. 110We are commanded to employ all our bodily and mental faculties for the purpose of pressing the laws and powers of nature into the service of humanity, and as far as possible, warding off harmful influences from ourselves and others. Hence it is not distrust of Providence, nor "un-Christian interference with the plans of God," as one writer has charged, but a morally licit precaution, which under certain conditions may become a duty and a virtue, to employ those means of protection which human foresight and prudence furnish, and take all proper or necessary measures to escape harm and loss,—for instance, by insuring one's life and material possessions against death, disease, fire, and other vicissitudes. The time-honored maxim, "Help yourself and God will help you," is in thorough harmony with the Catholic doctrine of Divine Providence, for, as Sacred Scripture says, "by slothfulness a building shall be brought down, and through the weakness of hands the house shall drop through."16

16 Eccles. X, 18.

"To one who no longer takes an interest in the sun, the moon, and the stars," says a modern novelist, "they cease to convey a message; and if a man neglects his house, it will go to ruin. This rule is of general applica- tion. Neglect kills, whereas charity inspires all things with new life."

p. 111Therefore, in the words of the gentle and cultured Brother Azarias, whose writings are not as highly esteemed among us as they deserve to be, "it is worthy of our noblest efforts and our most undivided attention to foster in ourselves the Spiritual Life. Herein is the highest cultivation of the moral sense. No time should be thought too precious to devote to it, for it deals with the things of eternity; no thought too sustained or too painful, for its object is the Light of all intelligence.”17

17 Brother Azarias, Phases of Thought and Criticism, Boston, 1896, p. 79.

"Gather up with care," says the same writer in another place, "the treasures of knowledge and wisdom that lie strewn about you. Guard them with a jealous eye. See that they be not sullied either by the daubing of error or the turpitude of vice. Cherish them as a heaven-sent patrimony by the right use and investment of which you are to purchase your title to eternal glory. All else may pass away, but the wisdom of well-digested knowledge and methodical thought remains through sunshine and storm, making the sunshine more beautiful and the storm less severe."18

18 Op. cit., pp. 10 sq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 47-55.—Brother Azarias, Phases of Thought and Criticism, Boston 1896. —IDEM, Books and Reading, 5th ed., New York 1896. —J. L. Spalding, Education and the Higher Life, Chicago 1894. —J. Guibert, Le Caractère, Paris 1905.—C. Krieg, Die Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, pp. 506 sqq., Freiburg 1904. —Albert Muntsch, S.J., The Pilgrimage of Life, St. Louis 1918, pp. 179 sqq.


Part II: Vocational Duties

Chapter I: Choice of a Vocation and Faithful Perseverance in the Chosen Vocation

Section 1: Choice of a Vocation

p. 112


	DEFINITION.—Man must live and move in the society of his fellowmen.1 In return for the physical and intellectual advantages which he receives from them, he must endeavor to make himself as useful to them as he can, by choosing or accepting certain work which his inborn or acquired faculties or means enable him to perform. The sphere of activity to which he devotes his powers is called vocation in the broad sense of the term.



1 Cfr. 1 Cor. XII, 12 sqq.; Gal. VI, 2; Phil. II, 4.




	IMPORTANCE.—The significance of such a vocation arises from the fact that, when sanctified by religion, it becomes the natural basis of a higher, spiritual life, —"the garden, as it were, in which the seeds of eternal life are planted, grow, and ripen unto Heaven."



p. 113Every man is in duty bound to choose a definite vocation, —preferably the one which corresponds best to his natural endowments, inclination, and bodily constitution, —and to prepare himself conscientiously for it.2

2 St. Ambrose says (De Offic., I, c. 44): “Let each one know his own disposition and apply himself to that which he has chosen as suitable to him; and therefore let him first consider what he should pursue. Let him know his good qualities, but also recognize his faults, and let him show himself an impartial judge of himself, so that he may apply himself to the good and turn away from faults.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 87).




	CHOICE OF A VOCATION.—In choosing a vocation the individual is governed by subjective and objective influences, some of which may exercise a certain compulsion, whereas others are entirely under the control of the will.3



3 Job XII, 10; Ps XXXVI, 23; Prov. XVI, 33; XX, 24; Wisd. VII, 16; Acts XVII, 28; Rom. XI, 36.

a) A degree of compulsion is exerted over each individual, first, by the social conditions and circumstances of the country or race to which he belongs, be they differences of class or caste, or of material means; secondly, by the social position of the family of which he is a member; thirdly, by his own natural talents and inclinations, which dispose him favorably for certain occupations, and fourthly, by the course and vicissitudes of his life. The latter, while they no doubt have a certain compelling force, are still subject to the guidance of Providence, that is, the Will and Wisdom of God, who is both infinitely wise and infinitely good. "Man proposeth, but God disposeth, and the way of a man is not his."4 Free-will and moral responsibility are never entirely destroyed by what is commonly known as milieu. Every man, even he who has his vocation practically pointed out to him by circumstances of birth or parentage, is obliged to give his interior consent, and no one may be forced into a vocation against his better knowledge or will. Such external and objective factors as birth, parental commands or wishes, and that which thoughtless men call chance, sometimes contain valuable indications in regard to a man's vocation, but they should not be allowed exclusively to determine his final decision.

4 Thomas a Kempis, De Imit. Christi, I, c. 19: “For man proposes, but God disposes; nor is his way in man.” (Ed. Pohl, II, 33).

p. 114This is true especially of the vocation to the priesthood and the religious life. Foolish parents sometimes compel their children to embrace the one or other of these important states by undue suasion, nay even by direct threats. As the final choice is generally not made before the individual has attained a somewhat advanced age, the fear of offending parents (timor reverentialis) cannot exert so strong an influence as to neutralize free-will. The liberty of choice is indeed rendered difficult, —not, however, from without, but from within, and hence the excuse, "I was forced into this state of life" is irrelevant.

p. 115b) Of the rules to be observed in the choice of a vocation, the first and most important is that the salvation of the soul must outweigh all other considerations. It would be as wrong, therefore, to try to work out one's salvation without regard to others, as to devote oneself entirely to their well-being, regardless of the fate of one's own soul.

Secondarily, and as a matter of considerably less importance, regard may be had for temporal advantages and the common welfare of society. Time contains the germs of eternity, and whatever we do for our fellowmen is apt, one way or another, to affect their eternal destiny. Hence it is forbidden to choose a vocation that is positively immoral or sinful in itself, as, e. g., to be a slave-trader or a pirate, but it is not forbidden to choose an occupation which does not redound to the immediate and tangible benefit of society, as, e. g., that of a hermit or member of a contemplative order. Man lives not by bread alone, but he has spiritual and moral needs, and prayer coupled with heroic renunciation is of great social and ethical value, as any one can see who will study the immense benefits conferred upon humanity by the Mendicant Orders.5

5 Cfr. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 190 sqq. and the Apostolic Letter of Leo XIII to Cardinal Gibbons (Jan. 22, 1899) condemning "Americanism," in which the Pontiff says: “How splendidly these [religious orders] have also deserved well of human society is certainly known by those who are by no means ignorant of what the continual prayer of a just man can accomplish in appeasing and winning the favor of the Deity (Jas. V, 16), especially prayer joined with affliction of the body.” —On the work of the religious Orders see Montalembert, The Monks of the West, English translation, with an introduction by Cardinal Gasquet, 6 vols., 1896. See also F. A. Mohler, Gesammelte Schriften und Aufsätze, Vol. II, Ratisbon 1840; M. Heimbucher, Die Orden und Kongregationen der kath. Kirche, 3 vols., 2nd ed., Paderborn 1907-08. —On vocation to the religious life cfr. M. J. Scott, S.J., Convent Life: The Meaning of a Religious Vocation. New York 1919.

p. 116Catholic moral science, as such, makes no distinction between higher and lower states of life, or between honorable and dishonorable occupations, but, accepting the differences existing in society, both ecclesiastical and civil, commands every man to preserve the constituted order and to refrain from breaking down, without sufficient cause, the barriers that separate the different classes. Let no one be ashamed of the class to which he belongs or the occupation in which he is engaged, but let all remember that the Divine Founder of Christianity chose to sojourn upon earth "in the form of a servant."6

6 Phil. II, 6 sq.—Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, Christology, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 95 sqq.

c) Besides the fundamental principles stated above, a man when choosing a vocation should have some knowledge of his own character and the work for which he is fitted. To acquire this knowledge is a strict duty. Unless a man knows his own character and has an earnest desire to save his soul, he will not be able to select the vocation for which he is destined, and unless he has previously familiarized himself with the obligations and difficulties of that vocation, he is likely to experience grievous disappointment.

p. 117Let it be further borne in mind that all vocations have two features in common, namely, work and self-denial, though not, of course, in the same degree. This is another reason why every man who is about to select his vocation, should endeavor to ascertain the will of God concerning himself, and then set to work to obey it. The means by which this may best be accomplished are mature deliberation at a time when the mind is calm and undisturbed, reading good books, consulting prudent and experienced advisers, and, above all, praying for light and grace from above.

READINGS.—J. B. Krier, Der Beruf, 4th ed., Freiburg 1909.—Berthier, Christian Life and Vocation, New York 1897. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., De Vocatione Religiosa et Sacerdotali, Bruges 1903 (Engl. tr. by Kempf, St. Louis 1925). —Hettinger-Stepka, Timothy, St. Louis 1912, pp. 1 sqq., 20 sqq., 34 sqq., 40 sqq. —Jos. Lahitton, La Vocation Sacerdotale, Paris 1909. —A. Mulders, La Vocation Sacerdotale, Bruges 1925. —J. Mausbach, Altchristliche und moderne Gedanken über Frauenberuf, München-Gladbach 1906, pp. 93 sqq. —Bernard Ward, The Priestly Vocation, London 1918. —H. Davis, S.J., "Religious Vocation," in the Irish Ecclesiastical Record, 54th year (1918), Nos. 608 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., Innsbruck 1914, pp. 77 sq. —Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 635 sq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 362 sqq. —Damanet, Choice of a State of Life, Dublin 1880.—M. J. Scott, S.J., Convent Life: The Meaning of a Religious Vocation, New York 1919. —J. Goettsberger in Einführung in das Studium der Kath. Theologie, Munich 1921, pp. 7-14—Chs. A. Bruehl in the Homiletic and Pastoral Review, Aug., 1924, Vol. XXIV, No. 11, pp. 1121-1128.

Section 2: Faithful Perseverance in the Chosen Vocation

p. 118


	Once a man has chosen his vocation, he should persevere in it to the best of his ability and comply faithfully with the obligations which it imposes.1



1 Cfr. Matt. XXV, 14 sqq. (parable of the talents); Eph. IV, 1 sqq.; Acts XX, 18 sqq.

We do not mean to insinuate that a change of vocation is never permissible or advisable. We merely wish to lay down the general rule that frequent changes of vocation, or any change not dictated by reasonable and sufficient motives, is unjustifiable from the moral viewpoint.2 Doubts may and often do arise with regard to the vocation chosen, and if feelings of disgust with its duties and obligations cannot be entirely suppressed, they should be regarded as temptations and vigorously combatted. Even when one has a well-founded fear (dubium prudens) that he may not be able to attain his eternal salvation or perform his allotted share for the welfare of society in the vocation he has selected, he should, if the choice is irrevocable (as in the case of a priest), repel all thoughts of change and make a virtue of necessity,3 nay, try to recognize in that necessity the will of God. Constant brooding over a past or future change of vocation is apt to paralyze a man's moral power and to destroy the joy with which he ought to go about his duties, whereas a firm resolution to do one's best in all circumstances, coupled with unremitting prayer, invariably brings down the grace of God and often enables a man to perform even the seemingly impossible.

2 Cfr. 1 Cor. VII, 17 sqq.

3 Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., 54 (al. 10), n. 6.

p. 119A mere change of occupation may, of course, be made for any good and sufficient reason, provided that no positive duty is violated thereby and the individual is satisfied that he is called to some other state of life.

He who, though in lowly station, fills his place with honor, is better off, socially and morally, than he who seeks a higher vocation for which he is not fitted. Talent and energy find a suitable field of activity in every state, and if properly applied, will yield personal satisfaction and social benefit.

In laying down this principle we do not, however, condemn those exceptional natures who break through the barriers of an humble station and aspire to higher tasks for which they feel themselves qualified. Nor do we believe in confining people too rigidly to classes or castes. The caste system, in particular, is more or less immoral. No class as such should be excluded from social honors and privileges. Every man is entitled to the advantages of civilization and culture, and where equal opportunities are open to all, we usually find that ability or intellectual power joined to moral probity succeeds in winning a fruitful sphere of activity. We hear much about an aristocracy of birth in Europe and an aristocracy of wealth in America; but the only true aristocracy is the aristocracy of character and talent.4

4 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 683 sq.

p. 120The security of those in humble station finds graphic expression in the old Latin saying, "Procul a Jove, procul a fulmine." Everywhere and always fidelity to duty ranks above mere success.5 "It is all the same," says Lessing, "how an honest man makes his living, whether he splits wood or pilots the ship of State; what really matters, in his inmost conscience, is not the thought how useful he is, but to what extent he is willing to make himself useful." A man's true worth consists in faithfully endeavoring to fulfil his appointed task, whatever it may be; and in this all may enjoy equality, regardless of the existing differences of vocation and occupation.

5 Cfr. Acts XX, 18 sqq.; XXI, 13; Phil. II, 17. —Seneca, Ep., 25, 2: "Malo successum mihi quam fidem deesse." —IDEM, Ep., 14, 16: "Consilium omnium rerum sapiens, non exitum spectat."

Section 3: Sins Against Vocation

p. 121There are various ways in which a man may sin against his vocation.




	He injures himself and society if he neglects to seize the opportunity of securing a living, or to acquire the necessary facilities by developing his bodily and mental talents, or to prepare himself for what he perceives to be his vocation by the conscientious employment of his time and all available means of training.



The first and greatest sin one can commit against one's vocation, therefore, is to refuse to choose a vocation. This sounds paradoxical, but is literally true nevertheless. Failure to choose a vocation, when inexcusable, is a sign of sloth, and sloth, as we all know, is the source of innumerable sins. Tramping and vagabondage not only entail grave social dangers, but their victims as a rule deteriorate morally.

Any man who, without a reasonable excuse, fails to labor in some legitimate occupation, whether intellectual or physical, is useless to society, and forfeits the right to the benefits it confers upon its members. "If any man will not work, neither let him eat," says the Apostle,1 and "in the Lord Jesus Christ" he charges and exhorts those who "do no work but interfere with others," to "earn the food they eat," lest they be excluded from intercourse with their brethren.2

1 2 Thess. III, 10 sqq.; cfr. 1 Thess. IV, 11.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 5, ad 2: "Non otiose vivit, qui qualitercunque vtiliter vivit."

2 2 Thess. III, 3, 10-12.

p. 122


	A man also sins against his vocation if he undertakes too many things or fails to make himself useful, physically or intellectually, to himself or to the community in which he lives, either because he is dissatisfied with what society offers him in return for his labor, or because a wrong disposition moves him to seek nothing but pleasure.






	Another grievous sin against vocation is the pursuit of purely temporal rewards without regard to the supernatural. To lead a life devoted entirely to mundane ambitions and material gain degrades man to the level of the brute. "A voluptuous life," says the Angelic Doctor, "seeks its end in bodily pleasure, a tendency which is common to us and the beasts, and hence, in the words of the Philosopher [Aristotle ], such a life is bestial." 3 Unprofitable like the beast's is the life of him who has no supernatural faith, for faith is the foundation of vocation, and without it no one can pursue his course with joy and spiritual profit.



3 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 179, art. 2, ad 1: "Vita voluptuosa... est vita bestialis."

p. 123Work performed in the spirit of faith and prayer is like the gold standard, says Bishop Keppler; it has a fixed, nay an eternal value. "Thus earthly deeds assume heavenly worth; they become treasures which moths and rust cannot consume, nor thieves dig up and steal; they produce everlasting merits which give title to a crown. Performed for the honor of God and with the help of the divine power of grace, they become copies and images of God's omnipotent activity."4

4 P. W. von Keppler, More Joy, tr. by Jos. McSorley, C.S.P., St. Louis 1914, pp. 229 sqq.—Cfr. Ps. CXXVI, 1; 1 Cor. III, 7.

READINGS.—F. H. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1878, pp. 683 sq.—Fr. Probst, Kath. Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 389 sqq., Tübingen 1853.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 77 sqq.—J. Kearney, C. S. Sp., "Vocation: Its Essential Elements," in the Irish Ecclesiastical Record, No. 650 (Feb., 1922), pp. 165 sqq.

Chapter II: The Duty of Labor

p. 124Labor is a natural necessity, a moral obligation, and a religious duty. We shall treat it in as many sections, adding a fourth on recreation or rest, which is the necessary correlative of labor.

Section 1: Labor as a Natural Necessity

p. 125


	Labor is, first of all, a natural necessity. Nature compels man to labor for the necessary means of subsistence. Since the fall of our first parents, the earth, which is the ultimate source of all things required for the support of the human race, of itself bears nothing but thorns and thistles, and man is compelled to till the soil in the sweat of his brow to make it yield the products he needs. "With labor and toil thou shalt eat thereof all the days of thy life."1 "The soul of him that laboreth, laboreth for himself, because his mouth hath obliged him to it."2



1 Gen. III, 17 sqq.

2 Prov. XVI, 26.

"Manual labor," says St. Thomas, "has a fourfold purpose. The first and principal one is to procure food, wherefore the first man was told: 'In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread.'3 ... Therefore, since manual labor is ordained for the obtaining of sustenance, it falls under the necessity of precept, because it is necessary to attain that end. For that which is ordained towards an end, derives necessity from that end, i. e., it is necessary in proportion as the end cannot be attained without it. Consequently, he who has no living from some other source, is obliged to perform manual labor, no matter what his position may be."4

3 Gen. III, 19.

4 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 3: “Manual labor is ordained to four purposes. First and principally, to obtaining sustenance; whence it was said to the first man: ‘In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat thy bread.’... Therefore, insofar as manual labor is ordained to obtaining sustenance, it falls under the necessity of precept according as it is necessary for such an end; for that which is ordained to an end has necessity from the end, so that it is necessary precisely insofar as the end cannot exist without it. And therefore one who has no other source from which he can live is bound to work with his hands, of whatever condition he may be.”

p. 126Having in view both the natural and the economic aspect of labor, we can truly say that the more industriously men work, the more abundant are the means of sustenance and enjoyment at their disposal, and the less danger there is of want.




	As man consists of body and soul, his labor is either bodily or mental, or perhaps it would be more correct to say, it is both bodily and mental; for as a rule the two occur in combination, though one or the other may, and usually does, predominate. Moreover, nearly every kind of bodily labor is more or less planned and directed by the will and the intellect; —by the will, because all labor involves the overcoming of difficulties; by the intellect, because the proper utilization of the materials and powers furnished by nature requires a preliminary knowledge. Productive labor is that which creates, conserves, acquires or transfers material or economic goods, and likewise that which produces, preserves, communicates or spreads personal or social values, as religious and moral convictions or endeavors, useful knowledge or facilities, intellectual and spiritual culture, political order and security, or any other requisites of intellectual and physical well-being.5 While the work of some classes of men, e. g., physicians, teachers, priests, authors, etc., does not produce material goods, it may be truly said to be productive in a mediate and indirect way, because the creation, acquisition, and preservation of economic values depends largely on personal and social goods. "He who writes a book," in the words of a modern author, "serves the intellect, and by serving the intellect, serves the world." Thus, in the natural or economic sense, labor may be defined as the conscious and purposeful application of man's faculties with a view to producing those things which are necessary or useful for sustaining life.



5 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 3: “It must nevertheless be known that under manual work are understood all human offices by which men lawfully earn their livelihood, whether they are performed by the hands, by the feet, or by the tongue. For watchmen and runners and others of this kind who live from their labor are understood to live by the works of their hands. For because the hand is the instrument of instruments, by the work of the hands is understood every operation from which anyone can lawfully earn a livelihood.”—Ibid., qu. 100, art. 3, ad 3: “One who has knowledge and has not thereby undertaken an office by which he is bound to impart the use of his knowledge to others can lawfully accept payment for his teaching or counsel, not as though selling truth or knowledge, but as though hiring out his services.”

p. 128The line of demarcation between work and play is not always easy to draw; nevertheless it exists and must be duly attended to.

Charles S. Devas,6 because of the invidious and misleading character of the term "unproductive," prefers to divide labor into industrial and non-industrial, according as its end is, or is not, the preparation of material goods or the production of wealth. The terms industrial and non-industrial are also used by Dr. H. Sidgwick7 and correspond substantially with Prof. Nicholson's "material production" and "immaterial production." The moralist may disregard this controversy as irrelevant.

6 Political Economy, 3rd ed., London 1917, pp. 15 sqq.

7 The Principles of Political Economy, p. 265, London 1883.




	The welfare of the individual as well as that of society depends not only on the amount of labor performed, but likewise on its proper distribution among the different individuals and classes that constitute the community, on the way in which the laboring men are treated, and on the perfection of the mechanical means employed, such as tools, machinery, power, and on the progress made in industry, trade, and commerce. A higher standard of living with less expenditure of labor is to-day the goal of all classes of workers, including the farmer.



The necessity of working for a living entails the obligation of employing labor efficiently and economically, so as to make it as fruitful and re- munerative as possible and to satisfy not only the elementary natural needs of man, but likewise his legitimate craving for relaxation.8

8 Cfr. F. Schäffle, Kapitalismus und Sozialismus, 2nd ed., Tübingen 1878; G. Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft in ihren sittlichen Grundlagen, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1895.

p. 129Of the "right to work" we shall treat in the fifth volume of this Handbook.9

9 See on this subject J. E. Ross, C. S. P., The Right to Work, New York, 1918.

READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 3. —Leo XIII, Encyclical "Rerum Novarum," May 15, 1891 (The Pope and the People, London 1912, pp. 188 sqq.) —E. Genicot, Theologiae Moralis Institutiones, 4th ed., Louvain 1902, Vol. I, n. 365. —S. Weber, Evangelium und Arbeit, Freiburg 1898. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., Innsbruck 1914, pp. 79 sqq.

Section 2: Labor as a Moral Obligation

p. 130


	Labor is not only a natural necessity, it is also a moral obligation.1



1 Job V, 7. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 3: “Secondly, [manual labor] is ordained to removing idleness, from which many evils arise.... But insofar as manual work is ordained to removing idleness or to mortification of the body, it does not, considered in itself, fall under the necessity of precept, because the flesh can be mortified and idleness removed in many other ways than by manual work.”

Labor was enjoined upon our first parents in Paradise as the primary condition and chief means of moral progress and perfection. Man has to labor in order to ennoble his nature and to attain sanctification. Labor should be his very breath and life. It preserves his bodily and mental health; it steels and fortifies his will; it makes him contented and happy. Even when the tangible products do not seem to correspond to the energy expended, the right sort of work has an intrinsic ideal value which makes it worth while, whereas idleness and sloth entail spiritual death and at the same time are a gross violation of the duty which the individual owes to society; for, as St. Paul says, "If any man will not work, neither let him eat."2

2 2 Thess. III, 10; cfr. A. Winterstein, Die christliche Lehre vom Erdengut, pp. 157 sqq.




	To toil faithfully and assiduously in one's chosen vocation is to obey a divine command. Labor spells life; idleness, death. Distaste for labor has its source in repugnance to duty and involves contempt of the divine commandments which bind society together. There can be no doubt that labor brings its own reward. No matter how disagreeable any particular task or occupation may seem at first, after a while it becomes pleasant, as a bitter medicine grows sweet to the taste. Labor is a great blessing, and he who voluntarily renounces its benefits is a fool.



p. 131"Honor for every kind of work! In every man's labor a human will, an immortal soul, externalizes itself, a man's heart is throbbing and a man's blood is circulating. All work is capable of being spiritualized and ennobled to the highest degree. We must come at last to recognize that it is a sin against both culture and art for the 'upper' classes to brand as vulgar and dishonorable whole groups of occupations which are necessary, and in fact indispensable, in the human household. Those persons should rather regard themselves as under personal obligations to all who perform menial offices and services. 'If there were nobody to perform the menial tasks, the higher culture could not exist.'”3

3 P. W. von Keppler, More Joy, tr. by J. McSorley, C.S.P., St. Louis, 1914, p. 228.

READINGS.—See the authorities cited on page 129, and in addition: J. G. Uhlhorn, Die Arbeit im Lichte des Evangeliums betrachtet, Bremen 1877.—K. Eger, Die Anschauungen Luthers vom Beruf, Giessen 1900.—A. Sabatier, L'Eglise et le Travail Manuel, Paris 1895.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., Freiburg 1910, pp. 410 sq.

Section 3: Labor as a Religious Duty

p. 132


	Labor would have been a duty even in the pure state of nature, but it has become absolutely necessary, and sacred as well, since the fall of our first parents. For now it is also a punishment and a means of penance, nay, more than that, —a means of atonement and redemption.1 St. Thomas says: "Thirdly, [manual labor] is ordained for the repression of concupiscence, inasmuch as by it the body is mortified.2... The Apostle prescribes manual labor, first, to avoid theft;3 secondly, as an antidote to covetousness;4 third, against dishonest transactions by means of which some men make a living."5



1 Gen. III, 17-19.—Cfr. St. Augustine, De Gen. ad Lit., l. VIII, c. 8, n. 15: “Whatever delight agriculture possesses was surely far greater then, when nothing adverse happened either from earth or from heaven. For there was no affliction of labor, but an exhilaration of the will, since those things which God had created came forth more joyfully and fruitfully with the aid of human work.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 379).

2 2 Cor. VI, 5.

3 Eph. IV, 28.

4 1 Thess. IV, 11.

5 2 Thess. III, 10 sq. The quotation is from the Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 3: “Thirdly, [manual labor] is ordained to the restraining of concupiscence, insofar as the body is mortified by it.... For the Apostle prescribes manual work, first, for avoiding theft; secondly, for avoiding covetousness of the things of others; thirdly, for avoiding shameful occupations from which some acquire a livelihood.” —Cfr. M. Hausherr, Die geheiligte Handarbeit, Mayence 1873.

p. 133Christ Himself was the son of a carpenter.6 He bore the burdens of an humble day laborer as part of His great work of sacrifice and atonement and by His example showed men how to sanctify and ennoble their daily task. The faithful Christian, therefore, labors not only to earn his bread, to provide for his family, to heap up riches, to gain the means of enjoyment, or because he prefers activity to idleness, but mainly for the reason that labor is a sacred duty which he owes to God, to himself, and to his fellowmen. He works for the honor and glory of God, for the sanctification of his own soul, and for the relief of his needy neighbors.7

6 Matth. XIII, 55; Mark VI, 3; cfr. John IV, 34; V, 38; VIII, 29.

7 Acts XX, 35; Eph. IV, 28.

The last-mentioned point is thus explained by St. Thomas: "In the fourth place [manual labor ] is ordained for the giving of alms.8... In this respect it does not, however, fall under the necessity of precept, except where one is under strict obligation to give alms and can obtain the means of succoring the poor from no other source. In that case all men, religious as well as seculars, are obliged to perform manual labor."9

8 Eph. IV, 28.

9 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 3: “Fourthly, [manual labor] is ordained to the giving of alms.... But insofar as manual work is ordained to giving alms, it does not fall under the necessity of precept, except perhaps in some case in which someone were bound by necessity to give alms and could not otherwise have the means from which to assist the poor; in that case religious and secular persons alike would be bound to perform manual works.”

Radulphus Ardens, a famous theologian and preacher of the twelfth century,10 tersely sums up the benefits of labor as follows: It destroys vice, nourishes virtue, provides the necessaries of life, and affords the means of giving alms.11

10 Cfr. M. Grabmann, Geschichte der scholastischen Methode, Vol. I, Freiburg 1909, pp. 246 sqq.

11 Hom., l. II, c. 32 (Migne, P. L., CLV, 1615): “It destroys vices, nourishes virtues, provides necessities, and gives alms.”

p. 134It was a grand and thoroughly Christian idea, which found expression throughout the Middle Ages, that man shall not regard his work and earnings, no matter how modest, selfishly, but always in relation to his neighbor. The Pauline passage embodying this thought: "Let him labor, working with his hands the thing which is good, that he may have something to give to him that suffereth need,"12 was made the basis of a number of ancient monastic rules, which we know from the writings of St. Benedict of Aniane.13

12 Eph. IV, 28.

13 On Benedict of Aniane see J. P. Kirsch in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p. 467.

Intimately related to this idea are two others, namely, (i) that labor is a duty which man owes to God, and (2) that it is a necessary means of developing the higher, spiritual side of his nature. Together these three concepts acted as a ferment in the conservative social and economic life of the Middle Ages. The idea that the living to which one is entitled should correspond to one's social position, was thus safeguarded against undue exaggeration. A man was permitted to earn more than he required for himself and his dependents, but only on condition that he took good care of his soul, made becoming sacrifices to God, gave alms to the poor, and faithfully performed all his duties to society.14

14 Cfr. F. Schaub, Der Kampf gegen den Zinswucher, Freiburg 1905, pp. 16 sq.

p. 135"Nothing hinders us from raising our daily work to the higher Christian plane of dignity and value. Hence there should no longer be question of compulsory labor; the loud, cheerful 'aye' of a man perfectly willing to work prevails over the 'nay' of indolent, weary nature. Thus a man becomes free, even if born in labor's chains. He determines the kind and value of his work; and he appropriates its best fruit, the absolutely sure pay which no one can lessen. With his work he is serving not men, not force, nor necessity, nor a gloomy fate, nor a machine, nor the owner of a machine, but the Overlord of all work, his God and Lord and Saviour Christ Jesus." "So we learn to prize and honor and love work. We know that we never labor in vain, that despite all human weakness, misery, and imperfection, our work has a value. We know how much we owe to work, and what a benefit is a great serious life-task; how work steels the will, trains the faculties, strengthens the whole man; how external labor helps us in our inner work with ourselves, promoting moral purity, mental breadth and depth. Often we profit as much by failure as by success, —sometimes even more. In a great sorrow or a terrible crisis, we find that work has a wonderful power of healing. When work is completed, we enjoy inner peace, a pleasant fatigue. And not only do we rejoice after work, but we learn to be joyful during our work, and even to enjoy the work itself. That is the true joy of work; and sometimes it breaks out in song. 'Give me the man who sings while at work,' says Carlyle."15

15 Bishop Keppler, op. cit., pp. 229 sq. A modern poet describes Jesus going through a great factory, not impressed by its marvellous machinery, its speed, its skill, but "looking for His singing-man," — the man whom His Father made to sing at work. He looks in vain. (See Catholic Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXV (1918), No. 23.)

Section 4: Manual and Intellectual Labor, and Recreation

p. 136


	Rest or recreation follows labor as inevitably as day follows night or summer follows winter. To the duty of labor, accordingly, there corresponds the right to rest and recreation, —the right to enjoy an earthly Sabbath here below and the hope of a heavenly Sabbath in the world beyond.1



1 Gen. II, 2; Ex. XX, 11; Apoc. XIV, 13.

According to the teaching of Revelation there exists the right and, under certain circumstances, the duty of performing mental or spiritual labor, consisting in prayer, study, or contemplation of the eternal truths.2

2 Luke X, 38-42. —Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., XIV (al. 1), n. 10: “Are you frightened by labor? But no athlete [of Christ] is crowned without sweat.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 354).

The Schoolmen divided life into the active and the contemplative.3 "All endeavors of human activity," says, e. g., St. Thomas, "if they are ordained towards the necessity of the pres- ent life according to right reason, pertain to the active life, which provides for the necessities of the present by duly disposed actions,... whereas those human endeavors which are ordained towards the consideration of truth, belong to the contemplative life."4

3 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 179, art. 1: “Because some men devote themselves chiefly to the contemplation of truth, while others devote themselves principally to external actions, therefore human life is fittingly divided into the active and the contemplative.”

4 Ibid., art. 2, ad 3: “All endeavors of human actions, if they are ordered according to right reason to the necessity of the present life, pertain to the active life, which provides for the necessity of the present life through well-ordered actions,... but human endeavors which are ordained to the consideration of truth pertain to the contemplative life.”

p. 137The essential difference between the active and the contemplative life has been frequently lost sight of, even by Catholics. Only a few years ago Pope Leo XIII found it necessary to recall the traditional Catholic teaching on this point in a letter to Cardinal Gibbons.5

5 "Testem benevolentiae," Jan. 22, 1899.

Labor, both bodily and mental, if it is not followed by sufficient rest, will in course of time cause nervous exhaustion (neurasthenia), which with its attendant disorders is apt to prove hereditary. The restless pursuit of wealth is expressly condemned by our Lord in the famous passage: "What doth it profit a man if he gain the whole world, and suffer the loss of his own soul?"6

6 Matth. XVI, 26.

The intellectual and the material aspects of human labor as a factor in the advancement of civilization and culture are aptly summarized in the ancient Benedictine adage: "Ora et labora —Pray and work!"7

7 See Anonymus, Die Regel des hl. Benedikt, pp. 345 sqq.

p. 138The duty of labor, however, must not be urged beyond reasonable limits. A man who retires from business after years of hard work to rest and prepare for death, is not to be accused of idleness. Man owes to his fellowmen, present and future, not his whole being, but only a portion of his power to work. No matter how important his position in life, the individual is never indispensable, but his labor is merged in the collective toil of the race. Work is measured by hours and days, and may cease for hours and days without perceptibly retarding the progress of society. Then again, there are cases in which it is better for a man, especially one advanced in years, to step aside than to cling to a position for which he is no longer fit.8

8 Cfr. F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 287.




	There are some species of human activity which afford employment to many thousands, yet do not deserve the noble name of labor. To this class of occupations, which do not produce, but merely consume and destroy, and batten on the financial and moral ruin of men, belong usury, prostitution, gambling in "futures,"9 etc. With these Special Moral Theology deals in connection with economics.10



9 On gambling in "futures" see Th. Slater, S.J., Questions of Moral Theology, New York 1915, pp. 154 sqq.

10 See Vol. V of this Handbook.

p. 139There is another kind of (predominantly intellectual) labor which is destructive and therefore worse than useless. It is the writing and publishing of books, magazines, and newspapers that attack or undermine faith and morals.

To adjust the relative claims of manual and intellectual labor is not an easy task. The man who makes his living by the work of his hands, finds it hard to understand that mental labor can be quite as exhausting as physical exertion,11 whereas the man engaged in purely mental work is apt to underestimate the hardships of the physical toiler. This lack of mutual understanding and sympathy leads to envy on the one and undue pride on the other side and frequently gives rise to unjust judgments on both.

11 Shelley speaks of the "agony and sweat of intellectual travail." Newman says that "every book I have written... has been a sort of operation, the distress has been so great." (Ward's Life of Newman, I, 296). And: "The composition of a volume is like gestation and child-birth. I do not think that I ever thought out a question, or wrote my thoughts, without great pain, pain reaching to the body as well as to the mind. It has made me feel practically that labor ‘in sudore vultus sui' is the lot of man." (Ibid., p. 637.)




	Though a few ancient writers, like Hesiod, extolled manual labor as the source of well-being, or, like Homer, spoke of it with respect,12 pagan antiquity for the most part held it in contempt.13 Christianity restored it to honor and respectability. The Gospel emphasized the universal duty of labor and introduced a spirit of fraternal charity among all classes of people, high and low, learned and ignorant.14 The fact that St. Peter "abode many days in Joppe with one Simon, a tanner,"15 shows that even "unclean" and despised trades were regarded by the Apostles as honorable. Protestants assert that it is only since the so-called Reformation that ordinary labor has received its due in the Christian Church. This is not true. The two principal ideas which Protestantism claims for its own, viz.: that labor is a form of prayer, or a sacred office, and that it is a duty which the individual owes to society, were strongly enforced by the Catholic Church all through the Middle Ages.16 Again and again people of all classes were exhorted to labor and warned against idleness.



12 Cfr. M. Heinze, Der Eudämonismus in der griechischen Philosophie, Leipsic 1883, pp. 671 sqq.

13 Cfr. Cicero, De Officiis, I, c. 42.

14 Cfr. A. Sabatier, L'Eglise et le Travail Manuel, Paris 1895, pp. 24 sqq., 45 sqq., 85 sqq., 211 sqq.; A. Stöckl, Das Christentum und die grossen Fragen der Gegenwart, Vol. I, pp. 169 sqq., Mayence 1879.

15 Acts IX, 43; X, 6, 17, 32.

16 Cfr. F. Schaub, Der Kampf gegen den Zinswucher, p. 15; also J. G. Uhlhorn, Die Arbeit im Lichte des Evangeliums betrachtet, Bremen 1877; K. Eger, Die Anschauungen Luthers vom Beruf, Giessen 1900.

p. 140Bishop Ratherius of Verona ( + 974) says in a sermon addressed to farmers: "You wish to be a good Christian? Well, then, be not only a just but a constant laborer.”17 To the artisan he says: “Listen to what is written in Ecclesiasticus XXXVIII, 39,18 in order that you may know that you are able with your labors to offer God an acceptable prayer of praise." And to the beggar: "Woe to thee if thou art able to work for a living!" With equal insistence the same prelate admonishes poor soldiers and rich burghers to work.19 The Emperor Charlemagne, in 806, forbade his subjects to feed the many idlers who roamed about the country begging but unwilling to work. Long before Luther, John Herolt, a famous Dominican preacher of the fifteenth century,20 said in a sermon that whatever a man's profession may be, his daily labor is ordained by God and therefore morally good.21 When St. Francis Xavier, on his journey to India, was urged to employ a servant because it was beneath his dignity as Apostolic delegate to wash his clothes and cook his food, he replied: "As long as I have hands and feet, I will allow no one to serve me, for there is but one thing that is unworthy of man, and that is sin."22

17 "Laborator."

18 Ecclus. XXXVIII, 39: "But they shall strengthen the state of the world, and their prayer shall be in the work of their craft, applying their soul, and searching in the law of the most High."

19 Praeloquia, l. I, tit. 1-3, 17, 19 (Migne, P. L., CXXXVI, 149 sqq., 179, 188).

20 He died in 1468.

21 See N. Paulus, "Luther und der Beruf in neuester Beleuchtung," in the Katholik, Mayence, 1902, Vol. I, pp. 327 sqq. Cfr. F. Landmann, Das Predigtwesen in Westfalen, Münster 1906, pp. 179 sq.; K. Braun, Die kath. Predigt während der Jahre 1450-1650, Würzburg 1904, pp. 90 sqq., 100 sq.

22 F. X. Brou, Saint François Xavier, Paris, Vol. I, 1915.

p. 141With recreation we have already dealt in the first part of this volume,23 and here will only add that all forms of recreation are licit, provided they do not violate the laws of modesty and chastity, and are rightly ordered according to time, place, duration, and manner. Athletic sports are especially to be recommended, within proper limits, as they help to keep a sound mind in a healthy body, and, in the words of Father Noldin, are apt to serve not only the principal object of recreation, as such, but to aid in preserving and augmenting the virtues of chastity and temperance. Hence there is no reason why pastors of souls should condemn clubs and associations formed for the practice of wholesome sports, but there is every reason why they should promote such and endeavor to have them conducted in accordance with the rules of probity and religion.24

23 Supra, pp. 35 sqq.

24 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 76.

p. 142Having dealt with labor, we pass by a natural transition to its product, i. e., property. This, too, may be twofold, material or ideal. Among ideal goods the most valuable is honor.

READINGS. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., Innsbruck 1914, p. 76.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 12 sq., Paderborn 1909. —J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, New York 1919, pp. 177 sq., 329 sq.

Chapter III: Right and Duty of Acquiring and Possessing Property

p. 143


	From the duty of labor flows the right of property or ownership, i. e., the right to acquire, hold, and dispose freely of the material fruits of labor, that is to say, the goods which are the result of man's individual and personal endeavor.



The right to acquire and possess property is by no means, as the Communists and Socialists maintain, a fictitious claim based on robbery and injustice,1 but corresponds to the natural duty of labor from which it arises, and therefore is a natural right.

1 Cfr. V. Cathrein, S.J., Socialism: Its Theoretical Basis and Practical Application, tr. and adapted to conditions in the United States by V. Gettelmann, S.J., New York 1904.

Under certain conditions the acquisition of a limited amount of earthly goods even becomes a duty.2 The supreme, though not the sole, title of ownership is labor.

2 Gen. III, 19; Eccles. V, 17; 2 Thess. III, 10. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 2: “With respect to an external thing, two powers belong to man, one of which is the power of procuring and administering it; and with respect to this it is lawful for man to possess things as his own. It is also necessary for human life for three reasons: first, because each person is more solicitous in procuring something that belongs to him alone than something common to all or to many, since each person, fleeing labor, leaves to another what pertains to the common good, as happens in a multitude of servants; secondly, because human affairs are handled in a more orderly way if the proper care of procuring some particular thing falls upon individuals, whereas there would be confusion if everyone indiscriminately procured everything; thirdly, because by this means a more peaceful condition of men is preserved, while each is content with his own thing. Hence we see that quarrels arise more frequently among those who possess something in common and undivided.” —Father J. Kelleher, in what is probably the best modern treatise on the subject (Private Ownership, Dublin 1911) points out (p. 149) that the classical theologians almost unanimously taught that the division of private property does not depend directly upon the natural law, but is derived from the ius gentium. (Cfr. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 278 sqq.)

p. 144Private ownership is a wonderful institution, to which humanity owes the development of trade, commerce, and industry, nay whatever determines the differences between civilized man and the savage. Without it labor would languish because the laborer would no longer be sure of the product of his industry. The surer he feels that he is toiling for himself and his own, rather than for strangers, the greater the persistency and diligence which he will bestow upon his work. Private ownership safeguards the future, as far as this is humanly possible, and without it diligence and thrift would never increase the movable capital that lends so powerful an impetus to production, nor would the constantly renewed and always laborious work of cultivating the soil insure to the earth that increase of fertility without which society would be condemned to endless misery.3

3 Chas. Perm, Les Lois de la Societe Chretienne, 2 vols., Paris 1876, especially Vol. I; F. Walter, Naturrecht und Politik, Bonn 1863, pp. 145 sqq.

Barely touching the traditional arguments as developed, e. g., by St. Thomas, Pope Leo XIII, in his famous Encyclical "Rerum Novarum," bases private ownership on the rational nature of man.

p. 145"Every man," he says, "has by nature the right to possess property as his own. This is one of the chief points of distinction between man and the animal creation, for the brute has no power of self-direction, but is governed by two main instincts, which keep its powers on the alert, impel it to develop them in a fitting manner, and stimulate and determine it to action without any power of choice. One of these instincts is self-preservation, the other, the propagation of the species. Both can attain their purpose by means of things which lie within range; beyond their verge the brute creation cannot go, for beasts are moved to action by their senses only, and in the special direction which these suggest. But with man it is wholly different. He possesses, on the one hand, the full perfection of the animal being, and hence enjoys, at least as much as the rest of the animal kind, the fruition of things material. But animal nature, however perfect, is far from representing the human being in its completeness, and is in truth but humanity's humble handmaid, made to serve and to obey. It is the mind or reason which is the predominant element in us who are human creatures; it is this which renders a man human, and distinguishes him essentially and generically from the brute. And on this very account —that man alone among the animal creation is endowed with reason —it must be within his right to possess things not merely for temporary and momentary use, as other living beings do, but to have and to hold them in stable and permanent possession; he must have not only things that perish in the use, but those also which, though they have been reduced to use, continue for further use in after time. This becomes still more clearly evident if man's nature be considered a little more deeply. For man, fathoming by his faculty of reason matters without number, and linking the future with the present, becoming, furthermore, by enlightened forethought, master of his own acts, guides his ways under the eternal law and the power of God, whose providence governs all things. Wherefore it is in his power to exercise his choice not only as to matters that regard his present welfare, but also about those which he deems may be for his advantage in time yet to come. Hence man not only can possess the fruits of the earth, but also the very soil, inasmuch as from the produce of the earth he has to lay by provision for the future. Man's needs do not die out, but recur; although satisfied to-day, they demand fresh supplies for to-morrow."4

4 English tr. from The Pope and the People, London 1912, pp. 181 sq. A better tr. in Bolshevism — The Remedy, New Haven, Conn., 1919, pp. 5 sq.

p. 146The Pontiff goes on to show that private ownership was established through individual efforts before the existence of the State, and that it is recognized by history, by civil law, and by divine law.5

5 Cfr. A. C. Breig, Papal Program of Social Reform, Milwaukee 1913, pp. 14 sqq.

It is frequently asserted that the first Christians, especially those at Jerusalem, practiced Communism.6 Learned scholars who have investigated the question with great care deny that there was Communism in the primitive Church. The early Christians were allowed to keep their property, and if some of them sold it, they did so voluntarily, for the purpose of assisting the poor.7 The most that can be said is that in some sections of the great congregation of Jerusalem there existed a sort of religious community of goods.8

6 Cfr. Acts II, 44 sq.; IV, 32-37; V, 1-4.

7 Cfr. E. Baumgartner, "Der Kommunismus im Urchristentum," in the Innsbruck Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, 1909, pp. 625 sqq.

8 O. Schilling, Reichtum und Eigentum in der altkirchlichen Literatur, Freiburg 1908, pp. 16 sq.

p. 147Those Church Fathers who are represented as having preached Communism, did not oppose private ownership, but merely its abuse. The passages quoted from their writings by Socialist authors are largely spurious, and those which are genuine prove nothing more than that God did not distribute temporal goods directly among individual men, but gave the earth with its resources to the race at large for the common use of all, so that no one may claim anything as his own as if he had the right to exclude all others absolutely and for ever from its use.9 The Fathers simply wished to express the same truth which St. Thomas in the thirteenth century set forth as follows: "Man may not have exterior things for his own, but as the common property of all, namely in such a way that one readily shares them with others in case of need."10 There are many Patristic texts which unmistakably assert the right of private ownership.11 Lactantius defends it with great scientific acumen. St. Ambrose, who frequently censures the wealthy, teaches that the condemnation pronounced by Christ does not affect all who have wealth, but only those who abuse it, and adds that every man is allowed perfect freedom in giving alms.12

9 Cfr. J. Biederlack, S. J., Die soziale Frage, 7th ed., p. 134, n. 1.

10 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 2: “A man ought not to hold external things as his own, but as common, so that, namely, he may readily share them in the necessity of others.”

11 See G. Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., pp. 82 sqq.; A. Vermeersch, S. J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 266 sqq.: V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphiloso- phie, 4th ed., Vol. II, pp. 313 sqq.; J. Seipel, Die wirtschafts-ethischen Lehren der Kirchenvater, Vienna 1907, pp. 49 sqq., 120 sqq., 190 sqq.; J. A. Ryan Alleged Socialism of the Church Fathers, St. Louis 1913.

12 St. Ambrose, Expos. Evangel, sec. Luc., 1. V, n. 69: “Although in abundant wealth there are many enticements to sins, nevertheless there are also very many incentives to virtues. Although virtue does not require assistance, and the contribution of a poor man is more praiseworthy than the liberality of a rich man, nevertheless the heavenly sentence condemns by its authority not those who possess riches, but those who do not know how to use them.” (Migne, P. L., XV, 1654).—IDEM, De Nabuthe Iezrael, c. 13, n. 55: “He who has been able to be proved faithful amid riches is truly perfect and worthy of glory.” (P. L., XIV, 748).—IDEM, De Officiis, l. I, c. 30, n. 14: “It is in your power to bestow what you wish.” (P. L., XVI, 66). —On the teaching of St. Ambrose consult O. Schilling, Reichtum und Armut, (see note 8, supra) pp. 134 sqq., and J. A. Ryan, Alleged Socialism of the Church Fathers, St. Louis 1913, pp. 52-66. "What St. Ambrose teaches is not communism in any correct sense of the word," says Dr. Ryan (op. cit., p. 57 sq.). "It is rather a first principle of the natural law, namely that the earth belongs to all the children of men, and not to a few only. He tells the rich to restore their excessive wealth to the poor, while a communist would order them to turn it over to the community. It is true that he calls these donations of the rich by the name of restitution, but this is because the rich have accumulated so much that the poor have been deprived of their birth-right. Hence, he commands them to give back their unjust gains. Any one who will read the history of the oppression of the poor in Italy in the fourth century, will know that St. Ambrose was right when he told the rich that they had robbed the poor, and were consequently bound to make reparation. The most zealous defender of individual ownership could speak the same way in the same circumstances. What St. Ambrose demands, therefore, is not a return to common property, but a recognition of common rights."

p. 148The phrase, "Omnis dives aut iniquus aut iniqui heres,"13 which occurs repeatedly in the writings of St. Jerome, has led to his being classed as a Socialist. But the fact that St. Jerome makes this sentiment his own and quotes it with approval, does not prove that he looked upon every property holder as a thief. "Iniquus—from in + aequus—refers literally to a want of equality or want of proportion. Taken figuratively, it has about the same meaning as iniustus, for which it was often used as a synonym by the best authors. Now St. Jerome's style, as well as his own confession, assures us that he was well acquainted with classical Latin. We may safely infer then that he uses this word in the specific sense of iniustus, and not in the more general sense of peccator. This inference is confirmed by his manner of speaking in a sentence where he distinguishes between an impius on the one hand, and an iniquus and a peccator on the other. Even if he meant merely 'wrong doer' when he wrote iniquus, the specific wrong doing referred to must have been an act of injustice, since it was committed in acquiring riches. When a man gets possession by wrong-doing, the greater part of the wrong will fall under the head of injustice, violation of personal rights. St. Jerome, therefore, subscribed to the opinion that every dives was an unjust man, and by dives he meant, not a man of some property, but a man of much property. All the synonyms of dives and its use by the best authors show that it refers to an abundance of goods, and not to mere ownership, as some would have us believe."14

13 This remarkable saying, which seems to have been of pagan origin, was evidently current in St. Jerome's day, for he quotes it in three distinct passages of his writings. For an analysis of these passages see J. A. Ryan, Alleged Socialism of the Church Fathers, pp. 67 sqq.

14 Ryan, op. cit., pp. 70 sq. Further on in his booklet (p. 74) Dr. Ryan shows that Herbert Spencer spoke in much the same way of the present titles to landed property as St. Jerome did of those of his time. "It can never be pretended that the existing titles to such property are legitimate... Violence, fraud, the prerogative of force, the claims of superior cunning, these are the sources to which these titles may be traced." The passage occurs in Spencer's Social Statics and was omitted in later editions, but, as Dr. Ryan correctly says, "the question is one of fact, not of opinion." W. S. Lilly declares: "I say, without shadow of doubt, that to much property the saying of Proudhon [namely, that property is theft] is strictly ap- plicable." Charles S. Devas says: "As a matter of fact, much of the wealth of the rich classes in modern Europe has been gathered together, and is still kept up, by dreadful deeds of cruelty, injustice, and fraud." —"Mr. Lilly," comments Dr. Ryan, "is neither a Socialist nor a radical, but above all a pleader for law, while Mr. Devas was an unimaginative student of economics. If men of this character can write thus of titles to property in modern times, is it any wonder that St. Jerome used similar language in his day?" (Alleged Socialism of the Church Fathers, pp. 74 sq.)

p. 150The proposition, "No Christian should be engaged in commercial pursuits, and those who persist in them, should be expelled from the Church,"15 which is frequently ascribed to St. Chrysostom, does not occur in his genuine writings, but in the Opus Imperfectum in Matthaeum of an Arian writer falsely attributed to the Saint.16 Certain communistic ideas that occur in the genuine works of St. Chrysostom must be interpreted as the product of a sort of ideal Communism, resembling that of Plato, which marked a reaction against the dominating power of wealth, the materialism and egotism of certain rich people, and the exaggerated esteem in which worldly possessions were generally held at that time and which manifested itself in an insane pursuit of wealth similar to that which we behold all around us to-day. In attacking these flagrant and serious abuses St. Chrysostom occasionally employed expressions which, when read through modern glasses, seem to stamp him as an opponent of the principle of private ownership.17

15 “No Christian ought to be a merchant; or, if he wishes to be one, let him be cast out of the Church of God.”

16 Cfr. F. X. Funk's paper, "Ueber Reichtum und Handel im christlichen Altertum," in his Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen, Paderborn 1917, Vol. III, pp. 150 sqq.

17 On the teaching of St. Chrysostom, see O. Schilling, Reichtum und Armut, (note 8, supra), p. 123 and J. A. Ryan, Alleged Socialism of the Church Fathers, pp. 1-7; on the teaching of St. Basil, ibid., pp. 7 sqq., 17 sqq.; of St. Gregory of Nyssa, pp. 10 sq.; of Clement of Alexandria, p. 11; of St. Augustine, pp. 12 sq.; of St. Gregory the Great, pp. 15 sq.

p. 151


	In all that regards wealth and earthly possessions (bona fortunae) Catholics must be guided by the following principles.



a) Broadly speaking, every man is in duty bound to acquire the means which are necessary to support himself and his dependents and to fulfil the obligations that rest upon him as a member of society. He may, moreover, acquire a superfluity of earthly possessions, but if he does so, he incurs the additional obligation of making good use of his surplus; in other words, he must not acquire or cherish wealth for its own sake, but in order to share it with the needy.18

18 Eph. IV, 28; I Tim. VI, 18. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 187, art. 3.

b) The possession of wealth is no sin in itself, but involves great danger because a rich man is constantly tempted to seek his happiness in this world and to neglect his soul.19 It is in this sense that Christ speaks of "the care of this world and the deceitfulness of riches,”20 and warns His disciples that "a rich man shall hardly enter into the kingdom of heaven."21

19 Cfr. I Tim. VI, 9 sq., 17. — Seneca says (Epist., XVII, 3): “Riches have hindered many from philosophizing; poverty is unencumbered and secure.” And in another place (Ep., XVII, 5): “If you wish to be at leisure for the soul, you must either be poor or like a poor man.” —Cfr. G. Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., pp. 43 sqq.

20 Matth. XIII, 22.

21 Matth. XIX, 23 sq.; cfr. Mark X, 23 sqq.; Luke XII, 16 sqq.; Jas. V, 1 sqq.

Neither is poverty in itself a virtue, or a source of virtue, though apt to become such. That it is no disgrace to be poor, appears from the example of Christ and His disciples, who were all poor laboring-men. "Jesus saith to him: The foxes have holes, and the birds of the air nests: but the Son of man hath not where to lay his head.”22 “Being rich," says St. Paul, "He [Jesus] became poor for your sakes, that through his poverty you might be rich."23

22 Matth. VIII, 20; X, 9 sq.

23 2 Cor. VIII, 9; IX, 1 sqq.

p. 152When poverty is the result of sloth and shiftlessness, it easily leads to immorality and is in itself a sin if it makes a man discontented and covetous of the possessions of others. We read in Sacred Scripture: "Give me neither beggary nor riches: give me only the necessaries of life, lest perhaps being filled, I should be tempted to deny and say: Who is the Lord? or being compelled by poverty, I should steal and forswear the name of God."24 Poverty becomes a virtue if borne humbly and with resignation to the will of God. "Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven."25 St. Ambrose explains this text as follows: "Not all the poor are blessed, for poverty is merely a means: both good men and bad may be poor, unless perhaps that poor man is to be considered blessed of whom the prophet says, 'Better is the poor man that walketh in his simplicity than a rich man that is perverse.’26... Blessed the poor man who cried to the Lord and was heard: poor in crime, poor in vice, a poor man in whom the prince of this world finds nothing, who imitates Him who, being rich, was made poor for our sake.27 St. Matthew unfolded the full truth when he said: 'Blessed are the poor in spirit,'28 for he who is poor in spirit does not become puffed up and proud in his conceit."29

24 Prov. XXX, 8-9.—St. Leo the Great says (Serm., 49 [al. 48], c. 1): “There are snares in the abundance of riches and snares in the straits of poverty. The former raise one up to pride; the latter incite one to complaint.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 302).

25 Matth. V, 3; cfr. Jas. II, 5.

26 Prov. XIX, 1.

27 2 Cor. VIII, 9.

28 Matth. V, 3.

29 St. Ambrose, Expos. Evangel. in Lucam, l. V, n. 53: “Not all the poor are blessed, for poverty is an intermediate thing: both good and evil men can be poor. Unless perhaps that blessed poor man is to be understood whom the prophet described, saying: ‘A just poor man is better than a lying rich man.’ Blessed is the poor man who cried out and the Lord heard him: poor in crime, poor in vices, a poor man in whom the prince of this world found nothing, an imitator of that Poor Man who, though He was rich, was made poor for us. Hence Matthew disclosed the matter fully, saying: ‘Blessed are the poor in spirit’; for the poor man in spirit is not puffed up and is not exalted in the mind of his flesh.” (Migne, P. L., XV, 1650). —Cfr. A. Winterstein, Die christl. Lehre vom Erdengut, pp. 173 sqq.

p. 153"Cheerful poverty is an honorable thing," says Epicurus,30 and Seneca, who quotes this sentiment with approval, adds: "Not he is poor who has little, but he who attempts to gain more by dishonest means."31 In another place the great Roman philosopher says: "Great is the man who remains poor [i. e., in spirit] amid riches, but safer is he who does without them."32

30 “Cheerful poverty is an honorable thing”; quoted by Seneca, Ep., II, 5.

31 Ep., II, 6: “Not he who has little, but he who desires more, is poor.”

32 Ep., XX, 10: “Great is he who is poor amid riches, but safer is he who lacks riches.”

c) Those who devote themselves entirely to intellectual or mental labor, have a just claim to such material goods as they require, not merely to satisfy their necessities, but to enable them to live according to their rank or station. St. Paul's dictum that "they who serve at the altar share with the altar,"33 applies in a wider sense to all who devote themselves to spiritual and intellec- tual labor for the benefit of their fellowmen, and includes pre-eminently the members of contemplative orders. d) As the individual, so also each social group (the family, the Church, the State, etc.) has the right and the duty to acquire property. But the group no less than the individual is exposed to the dangers that arise from wealth. History furnishes abundant examples of the truth of the Apostle's saying: "They that will become rich, fall into temptation and into the snare of the devil, and into many unprofitable and hurtful desires, which drown men into destruction and perdition."34

33 1 Cor. IX, 13.

34 1 Tim. VI, 9; cfr. Ps. XXXIII, 11; Luke XII, 15-21.

p. 154Man is not the absolute owner, but rather the steward of his possessions, and as such must give a strict account to God. Material wealth should never be the ultimate aim either of the individual or of society, but should be regarded and employed merely as the basis and foundation of a higher life. "Charge the rich of this world," says St. Paul, "not to be proud, nor to trust in the uncertainty of riches, but in the living God, who giveth us abundantly all things to enjoy, to do good, to be rich in good works, to give easily, to communicate to others, to lay up in store for themselves a good foundation against the time to come, that they may lay hold on the true life."35

35 1 Tim. VI, 17-19; cfr. Matth. VI, 19-21.

The concentration of great fortunes in the hands of a few is becoming a serious danger, not only to the individual, since, as St. James says, the rich oppress the poor by might,36 but also to society, because so many rich men now-a-days employ their wealth to establish monopolies, obtain excessive profits, defraud their fellowmen, purchase political power, etc. The fact that it is possible under present conditions, for the exceptionally able, the exceptionally cunning, and the exceptionally lucky, to accumulate enormous riches through the clever and unscrupulous utilization of special advantages, natural and otherwise, has given rise to a just demand for the legal limitation of fortunes. Various methods are suggested. The law might directly limit the amount of property to be held by any individual. One of our leading Catholic authorities on social and political science, Dr. John A. Ryan, thinks that if the limit were placed fairly high, say at one hundred thousand dollars, such a law "could scarcely be regarded as an infringement on the right of property. In the case of a family numbering ten members, this would mean one million dollars. All the essential objects of private ownership could be abundantly met out of a sum of one hundred thousand dollars for each person. Moreover, a restriction of this sort need not prevent a man from bestowing unlimited amounts upon charitable, religious, educational, or other benevolent causes."37

36 Jas. II, 6; cfr. Henry H. Klein, Dynastic America and Those Who Own It, New York, 1921; Andrew Carnegie, The Gospel of Wealth, New York 1900.

37 J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, New York 1916, pp. 292 sq.; cfr. Hy. H. Klein, Dynastic America, N. Y., 1921, pp. 164 sqq.

p. 156On the other hand, "the dangers and obstacles confronting any legal restriction of fortunes are so real as to render the proposal socially inexpedient. It would easily lend itself to grave abuse. Once the community had habituated itself to a direct limitation of any sort, the temptation to lower it in the interest of better distribution and simpler living would become exceedingly powerful. Eventually the right of property might take such an attenuated and uncertain form in the public mind as to discourage labor and initiative, and thus seriously to endanger human welfare. In the second place, the manifold evasions to which the measure would lend itself would make it of very doubtful efficacy."38

38 Ibid., p. 293.

Another suggestion is that the amount of property capable of being received by heirs of any person be limited, say, to one million dollars.39 This would be a restriction of the rights of bequest and succession, which are integral elements of the right of ownership. Is such restriction admissible? The answer to this question, according to the same authority, "depends upon the effects of the measure on human welfare.... A person needs private property not only to provide for his personal wants and those of his family during his life-time, but also to safeguard the welfare of his dependents and to assist other worthy purposes, after he has passed away.... All the necessary and rational ends of bequest and succession could be attained in a society in which no man's heirs could inherit more than one million dollars. Under such an arrangement very few of the children of millionaires would be prevented from getting at least one hundred thousand dollars. That much would be amply sufficient for the essential and reasonable needs of any human being. Indeed, we may go further, and lay down the proposition that the overwhelming majority of persons can lead a more virtuous and reasonable life on the basis of a fortune of one hundred thousand dollars than when burdened with any larger amount. The persons who have the desire and the ability to use a greater sum than this in a rational way are so few that a limitation law need not take them into account. Corporate persons, such as hospitals, churches, schools, and other helpful institutions, should not, as a rule, be restricted as to the amount that they might inherit; for many of them could make a good use of more than the amount that suffices for a natural person."40

39 Final Report of the Federal Commission on Industrial Relations, p. 32; H. E. Read, The Abolition of Inheritance, N. Y., 1919; A. Carnegie, The Gospel of Wealth, N. Y., 1901, pp. 11 sqq.

40 Ryan, Distributive Justice, p. 294.

p. 158The limitation of inheritance would, of course, also be liable to abuse, and while its bad effects would probably not be as great as those following a similar abuse with regard to possessions, they are, in Dr. Ryan's opinion, "sufficiently grave and sufficiently probable to suggest that the legal restriction of bequest and succession should not be considered except as a last resort, and when the transmission of great fortunes had become a great and certain public peril."41

41 Ibid., p. 295.

An indirect way of limiting large fortunes would be through a progressive tax on incomes and inheritances. This is a more feasible method, though the maximum limit that justice would set to the rate of taxation is not easy to determine. Some years ago Andrew Carnegie42 recommended an inheritance tax of fifty per cent on estates amounting to more than one million dollars. While no country has yet reached this high level, the proposal cannot be stigmatized as unjust either to the testator or his heirs, nor can it be proved that it is in any other manner injurious to human welfare. In a general way, all that can be said with confidence concerning the just rates of inheritance taxation is that "the increments of the tax should correspond as closely as possible to the diminishing intensity of the wants which the tax deprives of satisfaction; in the case of each heir a certain fairly high minimum of property should be entirely exempt; on all the highest estates the rate should be uniform, and it should fall a long way short of confis- cation; and the tax should at no point be such as to discourage socially useful activity and enterprise."43

42 The Gospel of Wealth, pp. 11 sqq.

43 Ryan, Distributive Justice, p. 300.

p. 159It would be still better, perhaps, instead of clipping off wealth from the top, by limiting possession and transmission, to prevent these things by going to the root, i. e., by abolishing the wage system and admitting workingmen to a share in the possession of the means of production. This, too, could best be brought about, not by legal enactment, but by molding public opinion.44

44 See Social Reconstruction, brochure issued by the four bishops constituting the Administrative Committee of the American Catholic War Council, Washington, D. C., 1919; Cardinal Bourne's Lenten Pastoral for 1918, "The Nation's a Crisis," London, Catholic Social Guild, 1918.

e) We will close this chapter with a few remarks on the duty of distributing superfluous wealth. Here, also, we shall follow Professor Ryan.

It is the fundamental teaching of Christianity that ownership is stewardship and that he who possesses superfluous goods must regard himself as a trustee for the needy. St. Thomas clearly and concisely formulates this principle as follows: "As regards the power of acquiring and dispensing material goods, man may lawfully possess them as his own; as regards their use, however, a man ought not to look upon them as his own, but as common, so that he may readily minister to the needs of others."45 This teach- ing is in perfect conformity with reason. Since the goods of the earth were intended by the Creator for the common benefit of all mankind, the possessor of a surplus is reasonably required to use it in such a way that this original purpose of all created goods will be fulfilled. To refuse to do so is to treat one's less fortunate neighbor as something different from and less than oneself, as a creature whose claim upon the common bounty of nature is something less than one's own.

45 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 3.

p. 160Is this obligation one of charity or of justice? In the case of wealth unjustly acquired it is clearly one of justice. But how about wealth honestly acquired? St. Thomas says: "The goods which a man has in superfluity are due by the natural law to the sustenance of the poor."46 This is the official teaching of the Church, for Pope Leo XIII says: "When one has provided sufficiently for one's necessities and the demands of one's state of life, there is a duty to give to the indigent out of what remains. It is a duty not of strict justice, save in case of extreme necessity, but of Christian charity."47

46 Ibid., art. 7.

47 Encyclical "On the Condition of Labor," 15 May, 1891; The Pope and the People, p. 192.

There seems to be a contradiction between this teaching and that of certain Fathers, but the contradiction is apparent rather than real. "The truly important fact of the whole situation," says Dr. Ryan, "is that both the Fathers and the later authorities of the Church regard the task of distributing superfluous goods as one of strict moral obligation, which in serious cases is binding under pain of grievous sin. Whether it falls under the head of justice or under that of charity, is of no great practical importance."48

48 Distributive Justice, pp. 303 sq., 307 sq.

p. 161What portion of his superfluous wealth is a man obliged to distribute among the needy? Dr. Ryan, proceeding from the unanimous teaching of moral theologians that the entire mass of superfluous wealth is morally subject to the call of grave need, and from the principle of the moral law that the goods of the earth should be enjoyed by the inhabitants of the earth in proportion to their essential needs, attempts to answer this question from the standpoint of common welfare. He thinks that, in view of available statistics, the conclusion is inevitable "that the greater part of the superfluous income of the well-to-do and rich would be required to abolish all grave and ordinary need." He adds: "The proposition that men are under moral obligation to give away the greater portion of their superfluous goods or income is, indeed, a 'hard saying’.... No Catholic, however, who knows the traditional teaching of the Church on the right use of wealth, and who considers patiently and seriously the magnitude and the meaning of human distress, will be able to refute the proposition by reasoned arguments. Indeed, no man can logically deny it who admits that men are intrinsically sacred, and essentially equal by nature and in their claims to a reasonable livelihood from the common heritage of the earth. The wants that a man supplies out of his superfluous goods are not necessary for rational existence. For the most part they bring him merely irrational enjoyment, greater social prestige, or increased domination over his fellows. Judged by any reasonable standard, these are surely less important than those needs of the neighbor which are connected with humane living. If any considerable part of the community rejects these propositions, the explanation will be found not in a reasoned theory, but in the conventional assumption that a man may do what he likes with his own. This assumption is adopted without examination, without criticism, without any serious advertence to the great moral facts that ownership is stewardship, and that the Creator intended the earth for the reasonable support of all the children of men."49

49 Ibid., p. 314.
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Chapter IV: Duties in Regard to Honor

Section 1: Notion and Value of Honor

p. 164


	NOTION.—The term honor may be taken either subjectively or objectively.



Subjectively, honor is the dignity of a person (honor, dignitas) based on his worth, character, or distinguished service. Objectively, it is any consideration due or paid to a person by others, on account of worth, character or distinguished service; or, to express the same idea somewhat differently, recognition of a man's personal excellence, virtue, and ability by his fellowmen (aestimatio, existimatio).1

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, q. 2, art. 2: “Honor is shown to someone on account of some excellence of his, and thus it is a certain sign and testimony of that excellence which is in the person honored.”—IDEM, ibid., 2a 2ae, qu. 103, art. 2: “Honor is nothing other than a certain public acknowledgment of the excellence of someone’s goodness.”—Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 459: “Reputation is the good estimation that others have of someone’s life and morals.”—Aug. Lehmkuhl, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., p. 819: “Reputation is the good estimation which a man enjoys among others; honor is the indication or manifestation of this estimation according to virtue, dignity, and merit.”

There are several degrees of honor.

p. 165a) The first or lower degree is a good name or reputation (fama seu gloria humana).2 This may justly be claimed by every man who conscientiously follows his chosen vocation and has not forfeited his claim to the recognition and esteem of his fellowmen by public crimes or blunders. b) The second or higher degree of honor is that which is due to a man on account of his state of life or social position, regardless of whether these are acquired by his own labor or inherited from his ancestors.

2 Lehmkuhl, ibid.: “A good reputation is the foundation of honor, so that, if considered precisely, reputation is a greater good than honor; but honor, if taken together with its foundation, signifies something more than reputation. Hence it is that honor is valued more highly among men than reputation, and an injury to honor is borne even more grievously than an injury to reputation; for since estimation lies hidden within, whereas honor is also manifested outwardly and is the natural indication of inward estimation, he who shows honor is judged to give more than he who esteems someone inwardly.”




	VALUE.—Although intrinsic honor, i. e., the consciousness of one's personal worth, is superior to exterior honor, which is merely the consideration or recognition received from others, the latter, too, is a valuable possession, whose loss may entail serious consequences.



The high value of exterior honor becomes evident from the following considerations: a) Honor is the medium through which the individual exercises his authority or influence upon society; b) Without honor no man can exercise a fruitful activity among and upon his fellows, and the loss of honor often entails moral death or absolute exclusion from the society of respectable men.3 "Take my honor, take my life," says an Irish proverb.

3 Cfr. Prov. XXII, 1; Ecclus. XLI, 15; John V, 44; Rom. XIII, 7; 1 Cor. IX, 15; 2 Cor. VIII, 21; Phil. IV, 9. —St. Augustine says, Serm., 355 (al. 49 de Diversis), c. 1, n. 1: “There are two things: conscience and reputation. Your conscience is for yourself; your reputation is for your neighbor. He who, trusting in his conscience, neglects his reputation is cruel, especially when placed in that position concerning which the Apostle says (Tit. II, 7), writing to his disciple: ‘Showing yourself an example of good works toward all.’” (Migne, P. L. XXXIX, 1569).—IDEM, De Bono Viduit., c. 22, n. 27: “Whoever guards his life from the crimes of shameful and wicked deeds does well for himself; but whoever also guards his reputation is merciful toward others. For our life is necessary to us and our reputation to others; and certainly that which we mercifully minister to others for their salvation also redounds to our benefit.” (P. L., XL, 448).—IDEM, Contra Faustum Manich., l. 22, c. 56: “Popular reputation, by which even greater and more illustrious renown is acquired, is not to be sought for its own sake, but is entirely necessary to the intention of good men by which they take counsel for the human race.” (P. L., XLII, 436).

p. 166c) A man's moral character not infrequently depends upon his good name, and many are deterred from doing evil by the fear of disgrace.

"Honor," says St. Thomas, summarizing the doctrine of the Fathers, "is the greatest among the exterior things that affect man, both because it ranks next to virtue, being as it were a testimony to man's virtue, and also for the reason that it is shown to God and those in authority, and men prefer the attainment of honor and the avoidance of disgrace to all other things."4

4 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 129, art. 1: “The things which come into man’s use are external things, among which honor is absolutely the greatest, both because it is nearest to virtue, since it is a certain testimony concerning someone’s virtue, and because it is shown to God and to the best persons, and also because men set aside all other things in order to obtain honor and avoid reproach.” —Cfr. qu. 131, art. 1, ad 3.

p. 167READINGS. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 2 sq.; 2a 2ae, qu. 103, art. 1 sq. —F. Kattenbusch, Ehren und Ehre, Giessen 1909. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 76 sq., 655 sqq., 678 sq.—J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, pp. 258 sqq.

Section 2: The Duty of Preserving Honor

p. 168


	Every man is in duty bound to safeguard and preserve his honor or good name to the best of his ability.



a) This means, first and above all, that he must endeavor to acquire the basis of a good reputation by irreproachable conduct and to become ever more worthy of honor by faithfully performing his vocational duties and especially by conforming himself to Christ.1

1 Rom. VIII, 29.—Cfr. Virgil, Aeneis: "Famam ostendere factis, hoc virtutis opus."

b) We are exhorted to let our "light shine before men," that they may see our good works and glorify the Father who is in Heaven,2 and to declare the virtues of Him who hath called us out of darkness into His marvellous light.3 We comply with this duty if we, each in his own particular sphere, faithfully and punctually do the things that are given us to do, or, as the Apostle puts it, "provide good things not only in the sight of God, but also in the sight of men,"4 and avoid even the semblance of evil. "Do ye all things without murmurings and hesitations, that you may be blameless and sincere children of God, without reproof, in the midst of a crooked and perverse generation, among whom you shine as lights in the world."5

2 Matth. V, 16.

3 1 Pet. II, 9; cfr. Acts XXIV, 16.

4 Rom. XII, 17; 2 Cor. VIII, 21.

5 Phil. II, 14-16. —Cfr. St. Jerome, Ep., 123 (al. 11), n. 15: “Avoid persons in whom there can be a suspicion of evil conduct, and do not have ready that commonplace saying: ‘My conscience is enough for me; I do not care what men say about me.’ And certainly the Apostle provided good things not only before God but also before men, lest through him the name of God should be blasphemed among the Gentiles (Rom. II, 24). He assuredly had the power to take about a woman as a sister, but he did not wish himself to be judged by an unbelieving conscience (1 Cor. X, 29).” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 1056). Cfr. Ep., 148 (al. 14), n. 33 (P. L., XXII, 1215).

p. 169He who does his share towards the well-being of society according to his insight and gifts,6 has no responsibility with regard to the recognition of his work by others. For, in the first place, the duty of providing for the proper recognition of his personal dignity and activity does not go beyond that of furnishing the object of recognition, which is dignity and activity itself; and, secondly, the judgments of society upon the moral worth of an individual and his work are uncertain and fallacious, because men do not always esteem one another according to their true value, but are often deceived by appearances and swayed hither and thither by error and prejudice. "Not he who commendeth himself is approved, but he whom God commendeth," says the Apostle,7 and our Divine Saviour admonishes us to "judge not according to the appearance, but judge just judgment."8

6 Rom. XII, 5.

7 2 Cor. X, 18. —Cfr. 1 Cor. XI, 3.

8 John VII, 24; VIII, 15. —Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 3: “Another thing also must be considered: human knowledge is often mistaken, especially concerning singular contingencies, of which kind human acts are; and therefore human glory is frequently deceptive. But because God cannot be deceived, His glory is always true; for which reason it is said: ‘He is approved whom God commends.’”

p. 170It is entirely legitimate for a man to try to make himself worthy of honor before God and his fellowmen by leading a virtuous life. The love of honor, in its true sense, is not opposed to humility, for humility does not enjoin self-contempt, but merely forbids conceit. Both Church and State acknowledge man's right to strive after positions or offices of honor, and reward with titles and privileges those who distinguish themselves by extraordinary courage, zeal, or fidelity. Monuments are sometimes erected in their honor, whereas those guilty of certain public crimes, e. g., perjury, are formally deprived of honor (capitis deminutio).

To seek honor for its own sake, or as an end rather than as a means to a higher end, to delight in it unduly (vanity), to covet it without regard to God,9 to demand recognition for qualities which one does not possess (hypocrisy) or to seek it through actions which are forbidden, e.g., by neglecting one's duty, or doing evil, or omitting good which one is bound to do, are sinful acts.10 It is also sinful to be careless of honor or reputation, to hold them lightly or to despise them cynically. The last-mentioned attitude is generally a result of disguised pride.

9 Ps. CXIII, 9; 2 Cor. XI, 30.— Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 131, art. 1.

10 Cfr. Luke IX, 26. —St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 132, art. 1-4.

p. 171"There are honors which dishonor him who seeks them," truly says a modern novelist.11 Every honor or dignity, according to an ancient proverb, entails its own peculiar responsibilities and burdens.12

11 "Il y a des honneurs qui déshonorent" (G. Flaubert).

12 "Honos habet onus."

An ancient saw declares that honors and dignities often change a man's character.13 Unfortunately, the change is not always for the better, and consequently those who receive honors or dignities should strive to employ them as a means of moral improvement. "It is sure proof of nobility of character," says Jean Paul, "if a man uses honors and dignities as means of acquiring virtue."

13 "Honores mutant mores."

The foundation of true happiness is neither honor nor wealth, but honesty, sincerity, and trust in God. Human glory frequently evaporates like smoke, but nobility of character is a stable possession. "The Lord rewards his servants, not according to the dignity of their office," says St. Francis de Sales, "but in proportion to the humility and love with which they discharge the same."14

14 De la Vie Dévote, III, 2.

c) Every man is bound to preserve his honor and good name by faithfully complying with the duties of his vocation, leading a pure and upright life, and avoiding whatever might justly cause offense to others. If, despite all reasonable care, he has the misfortune to give scandal, either by making mistakes or letting his zeal run to ex- cess, let him candidly admit his fault and humbly seek forgiveness. One whose honor is unjustly attacked has the right to defend it, nay, he is in duty bound to do so if his office, or the interest of his family, or the good name of those associated with him, or the danger of scandal render it necessary. Sometimes, however, it is an act of heroic virtue to suffer persecution silently, like Christ and His Apostles, or to sacrifice one's good name for the honor and glory of God. Our Lord says: " Blessed are ye when they shall revile you, and persecute you, and speak all that is evil against you, untruly, for my sake."15 And St. Paul: "We labor, working with our own hands, we are reviled, and we bless; we are persecuted, and we suffer it."16 A good conscience and the conviction that an omniscient God governs the universe and draws good out of evil, will give us the consoling assurance that we have nothing to fear, especially since we know from Revelation that the names of Christ's faithful servants, even though they be traduced by men, are held in high honor by God and indelibly graven in the Book of Life.17

15 Matth. V, 11; Luke XVII, 3.

16 1 Cor. IV, 12; Col. III, 12; 1 Thess. V, 15; 1 Pet. II, 23.

17 Luke X, 20; XII, 7; Phil. IV, 3. —Cfr. St. Augustine, De Bono Viduitatis, c. 22: “Since no amount of human caution can in every respect avoid the suspicions of the very malicious, when we have done whatever we rightly can for our reputation, if some try to discolor our reputation either by inventing evil things about us or by wrongly believing them, let there be the consolation of conscience and indeed even joy, because our reward is great in heaven, even when men say many evil things about us who nevertheless live piously and justly (Mt. V, 11-12). For that reward is like the pay of those who fight with the weapons of justice (2 Cor. VI, 7-8), not only on the right hand but also on the left—that is, through glory and dishonor, through ill repute and good repute.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 449).

p. 173When a man has lost his good name through his own fault, silence and patience may be recommended as suitable means of atonement. A person who has been innocently robbed of his good name and sees his career endangered or ruined, may find that the simple continuance of his accustomed mode of life is the most effective weapon of self-defence. Where deeds fail to convince, words generally prove of little or no avail.

It is never allowed to employ immoral means, such as lies or duelling, for the restoration of one's honor.

To hide secret sins and defects from others, in order to preserve one's honor and good name, is not forbidden. No human authority can pass judgment upon the secret deeds and motives of men. ("De internis non iudicat praetor.")

d) If a man has lost his good name through his own fault, he must try to regain it as soon and as fully as possible. The means by which it may be regained depend as a rule on the manner in which it was lost. A reputation that is completely shattered may be difficult to rebuild; but the obligation of trying to do so remains and binds especially in those cases where the welfare of a family or the good name of a community depend upon the honor of the individual member.

p. 174If honor has been lost through neglect or the commission of some minor fault, it may be restored by increased zeal, fidelity, diligence, and prudence. If the fault was grievous, sincere penance and a genuine purpose of amendment are not only a strict duty, but the only suitable means of making amends for the sin committed and repairing the scandal given. However, as Christ has expressly declared that there will be more joy in Heaven over one sinner who does penance than over ninety-nine just who need it not, every penitent sinner who atones his fault, regains the right to his good name, and it must not be denied him. Nor should it be forgotten that even in the impenitent sinner, no matter how deeply he may have fallen, there is always the human dignity to be respected.18

18 Cfr. Luke XV, 7, 10; Gal. VI, 1; Eph. VI, 8 sq.; Jas. II, 1-9.

α) The teaching of Catholic Moral Theology on the subject of honor has been denounced as a hindrance to progress and as subversive of that self-respect which no man can afford to surrender. This is a grievous mistake. Seeking honor and fleeing from it seem indeed contradictory acts, but the apparent contradiction is solved by a higher unity. In preaching contempt of the world and of oneself19 the Church does not mean to imply that, to be truly humble, a man must be indifferent to mundane things, but merely that he who is truly humble will patiently suffer contempt for Christ's sake, though he will never stoop to anything that would degrade his dignity as a man. Inordinate self-humiliation is not a virtue, but a sin (per excessum) against humility, which consists essentially in submission to God, and to men for God's sake,20 in the service of truth and charity.21 Humility, therefore, keeps the pursuit of honor within the bounds of reason and, together with charity, is the foundation of the Christian life. This noble virtue was practiced in a preeminent and exemplary degree by Jesus Christ, "the truth, the way, and the life," who was able to say of Himself: "Learn of me, because I am meek and humble of heart."22

19 "Spernere mundum, spernere sese, spernere nullum, spernere se sperni."

20 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 161, art. 1, ad 5. —St. Bernard, De Gradibus Humilitatis, c. 1, n. 2: “Humility is the virtue by which a man, through the truest recognition of himself, becomes lowly in his own estimation.” (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 942).

21 Matth. XX, 28; XXIII, 11; Gal. V, 13. —St. Augustine says (De Natura et Gratia, c. 34, n. 38) “It is rightly held that humility should be placed rather on the side of truth, not on the side of falsehood,... lest humility, placed on the side of falsehood, lose the reward of truth.” (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 265).

22 Matth. XI, 29; John XIV, 6.— Cfr. St. Augustine, Ep., 118 (al. 56), c. 3, n. 22: “I should wish you, my Dioscorus, to submit yourself to Him [Christ] with complete piety, and to prepare for yourself no other way for pursuing and obtaining truth than that which was prepared by Him who, as God, saw the weakness of our steps. The first thing on that way is humility; the second, humility; the third, humility; and however many times you were to ask, I should say this.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 442).

p. 175Catholic ascetics neither condemns the striving after honor nor justifies carelessness in this regard, but merely forbids vainglory (gloria vana), which has for its end and purpose not God, but self.

Contempt of worldly distinctions and honors does not imply want of self-respect if it is inspired by a desire for eternal glory. This desire lives only in noble souls. St. Paul, who did not hesitate to say of himself that he had labored more than all the rest and was "made a spectacle to the world, and to angels, and to men,"23 nevertheless declared: "I am the least of the apostles, who am not worthy to be called an apostle."24

23 1 Cor. IV, 9.

24 1 Cor. XV, 9 sq.

p. 176β) The question has been raised whether a man may deprive himself of his good name (seipsum infamare). In answering this question the casuists draw a distinction. If one can defame himself without detriment to his vocational duties and without injury to others, they say the sacrifice is permissible because it violates neither justice, as man has full ownership of his good name (dominium famae suae), nor charity, because charity requires regard for external goods only in so far as they are necessary for one's own salvation or the salvation of others. According to Gury and others of this school, however, it would be grievously sinful to deprive oneself of one's good name if the latter were an indispensable requisite of one's official position or if the defamation would result in danger to one's own life or injury to the good name of others.25

25 J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 469: “It is asked whether it is lawful to defame oneself. The answer is affirmative in itself, if it is done with a right intention, scandal and harm to others being excluded. The reason is that it is not contrary to justice, since each person is the owner of his own reputation, nor contrary to charity, because charity does not bind one to preserve external goods except insofar as one’s own salvation or that of one’s neighbor requires it. But accidentally you will sin, and indeed gravely, if your reputation is necessary for your office, or if harm to your life or infamy to others ought to follow from this.”

We cannot quite agree with this view, but maintain that defamation of one's own character is forbidden for reasons which may be briefly stated as follows: a) To preserve one's honor and good name is a precept of the moral law of nature as well as of divine law, and the duty arising from both, while it differs in pro- portion to the concrete conditions or circumstances of each, can never cease entirely. b) Self-defamation no matter by what motives it is inspired or how useful it may appear to be, by its very definition presupposes the telling of a lie. Now, no one is allowed to attribute to himself sins or vices of which he is not guilty because to lie is forbidden absolutely and in all circumstances.

p. 177To reveal one's real but secret faults (e. g., to a superior) is not self-defamation but an act of humiliation or the expression of a strong purpose of amending one's life and correcting the fault in question. Such an act of humility, far from injuring one's good name, is apt rather to enhance it.

For the rest, there is hardly a vocation in which men do not feel the need of occasional recognition and encouragement from their fellowmen.

READINGS.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 76 sq., 656 sq. —Thos. Slater, S. J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, New York 1919, p. 346.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 818 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., Paderborn 1909, pp. 326 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 258 sqq.
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Part I: The Duty of Internal Worship


Chapter I: Faith

Section 1: Nature and Necessity of Faith

A. the Theological Virtues

p. 1


	NATURE OF FAITH.—Faith (fides divina) is a divinely infused virtue by which a man firmly believes whatever God has revealed and the Church proposes on His authority.



Faith, therefore, has a twofold object, the one material, the other formal. Its material object (obiectum materiale) are the truths revealed by God; its formal object (obiectum formale) or motive is God’s infinite veracity, which, perceived by the human intellect with moral certitude, produces a deep conviction of the divine authority and a satisfying realization of the content of Revelation.1

1 Cfr. Conc. Vatican., Sess. III, c. 3: “This faith, which is the beginning of human salvation, the Catholic Church professes to be a supernatural virtue, by which, with the grace of God inspiring and assisting, we believe to be true the things revealed by Him, not because of the intrinsic truth of the things perceived by the natural light of reason, but because of the authority of God Himself who reveals, who can neither be deceived nor deceive. . . . Moreover, all those things are to be believed with divine and Catholic faith which are contained in the word of God, written or handed down, and are proposed by the Church, whether by solemn judgment or by her ordinary and universal teaching authority, as divinely revealed and to be believed.”—Cfr. can. 2, De Fide: “If anyone shall say that divine faith is not distinguished from natural knowledge about God and moral matters and that, consequently, for divine faith it is not required that revealed truth be believed because of the authority of God who reveals, let him be anathema.”—Cfr. St. Augustine, De Spiritu et Litera, c. 31 sq. (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 235).—J. Nienhaus, De Actu Fidei Divinae, Münster 1891, pp. 26 sqq.—St. Lederer, Der Glaube als freie Heilserkenntnis, Rodalben 1891.

p. 2Faith is elicited conjointly by the intellect and the will, and therefore involves complete subjection of all man’s spiritual faculties to the authority of God. It is a free and therefore a moral act.2

2 Cfr. 2 Cor. X, 5; 1 John V, 9.—Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 3: “We are bound to render by faith the full submission of intellect and will to God who reveals.”—Cfr. Sess. III, can. 5, De Fide.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Tract. in Ioannem, XXVI, n. 2: “Anyone can enter a church unwilling, can approach the altar unwilling, can receive the sacrament unwilling: he cannot believe unless willing.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1607).—IDEM, De Praedest. Sanct., c. 2, n. 5: “To believe is nothing other than to think with assent.” (P. L., XLIV, 963).—Cfr. Saint Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 1.—G. Schmitt, Vernunft und Wille in ihrer Beziehung zum Glaubensakt, Augsburg 1903, pp. 51 sqq.—K. Ziesché, Verstand und Wille beim Glaubensakt, Paderborn 1909.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Theologische Zeitfragen, 4th series, Freiburg 1908, pp. 12 sqq., 139 sqq.—F. Hettinger, Apologie des Christentums, Vol. III, 9th ed. (by E. Müller), pp. 3 sqq., 152 sqq.

Faith is opposed to sight (videre), to opinion (opinari), and to knowledge (intellegere). Sight is immediate vision; opinion is inclining to one side in preference to the other, but without certainty; knowledge is based upon perception. By faith we accept as certain the truths which God has revealed, though we have no knowledge of, and perhaps do not understand them.3 “What we know,” says St. Augustine, “we owe to reason; what we believe, we owe to authority; what we hold merely as a matter of opinion, we owe to error.”4

3 Cfr. Matt. XI, 25; XVI, 16 sq.; John VI, 70; XX, 29; 2 Cor. V, 7; Heb. XI, 1.

4 De Util. Credendi, c. 11, n. 25: “What we understand, we owe to reason; what we believe, to authority; what we opine, to error.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 83).—V. Cathrein, S.J., Glauben und Wissen, Freiburg 1903.—Cat. Rom., P. I, c. 2, qu. 2: “The word ‘believing’ in this place does not signify thinking, supposing, or holding an opinion, but, as the sacred writings teach, it has the force of most certain assent, by which the mind firmly and steadfastly assents to God revealing His mysteries. Therefore, he believes—as pertains to the explanation of this passage—to whom something is certain and persuasive without any hesitation.”—J. P. Gury, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, Lyons and Paris 1850, n. 176: “Faith in general is assent because of the authority of the one speaking. More precisely for our purpose, faith, insofar as it is a virtue, is defined as a supernatural, infused habit inclining the intellect firmly to assent to truths revealed by God and proposed by the Church because of the authority of God who reveals. But insofar as it is an act, it is called the most firm assent given to things revealed by God because of the authority of God who reveals.”

p. 3The material object of faith consists partly of natural truths (such as the reality of sense perception and the objectivity of the outside world, the data of nature, historical facts, etc.) and partly of truths belonging to the supernatural order. Hence there is a distinction between natural or human faith (fides humana) on the one hand, and supernatural faith (fides divina) on the other.

By the formal object of faith we understand the motive or reason that induces a man to believe. This motive is authority.

p. 4Authority is either natural or supernatural. Natural authority may be external or internal. External authority consists in the testimony of others, and the belief it produces is known as fides historica.

Internal authority is based on reasons or arguments existing in the mind of the believer, and the faith produced by it is called philosophical (fides philosophica).

Theological faith (fides theologica), in the strict sense, rests upon supernatural or divine authority.

It follows that fides divina and fides theologica are not synonymous terms. The former has reference to the substance, the latter to the form. Theological faith is always fides divina, because whatever God reveals is supernatural in substance, referring to Himself, or to His relation towards men, or to their relation towards him.5 But fides divina is not necessarily always fides theologica because there is a kind of religious faith that is based solely on reason.

5 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 1, art. 1: “If we consider materially the things to which faith assents, there is not only God Himself but also many other things; these, however, do not fall under the assent of faith except insofar as they have some relation to God, namely, insofar as through certain effects of the divinity man is aided in tending toward the enjoyment of God.”

Fides divina et catholica is the term by which Catholic theologians designate belief in the truths revealed by God and proposed for belief by the Catholic Church.6

6 Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, cap. 3, v. supra, note 1.

p. 5To believe is not to take something for granted blindly, but to accept it as true on the authority of another. A child believes his parents, i. e., accepts as true what they say, because he is convinced that they know the truth and wish to communicate it to him. Similarly, to believe God means to accept as true what He has revealed because He knows the truth and is incapable of deception.

In order to be able to believe rationally, therefore, man must first be certain that God has spoken, and, by implication, that there is a God, who is infinitely wise and truthful.7

7 Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI, n. 21 (Denzinger’s Enchiridion Symbolorum, Definitionum et Declarationum de Rebus Fidei et Morum, 11th ed., by Cl. Bannwart, S.J., Freiburg 1908, n. 1171): “A supernatural assent of faith useful for salvation is compatible with merely probable knowledge of revelation, indeed with fear by which one fears that God may not have spoken.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1038).

Dr. Schell justly expressed surprise at the conduct of those who seek to spread the notion that the religious world-view of savants and scientists is founded upon positive knowledge rather than faith, whereas ordinary Christians and theologians depend upon authority and more or less arbitrarily construed systems. Surely no one believes that the followers of Kant, Hegel, Comte, James, etc., have accepted the systems of their respective masters as the result of independent study and research. Authority is authority, whether it be acknowledged or not, whether it be surrounded by the aureole of sainthood or the glamor of worldly renown, whether it be exercised by a prophet or a philosopher, by a pagan or an Apostle. How few even among the highly educated would have any elaborate world-view of their own if it could be obtained only by personal effort and had to be based entirely on internal reasons, to the exclusion of authority!8

8 H. Schell, Die göttliche Wahrheit des Christentums, Vol. I, Paderborn 1895, Preface, p. xii; IDEM, Apologie des Christentums, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1902, pp. 214 sqq.

p. 6


	NECESSITY OF FAITH.—Faith is absolutely necessary to salvation. This necessity is based upon two grounds: first, the positive law of God, and, secondly, the part this virtue plays in the process of justification.



The teaching of Scripture on this point is unmistakable. Mark XVI, 16: “He that believeth not shall be condemned.” John III, 18: “He that doth not believe is already judged.” Heb. XI, 6: “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” 1 John III, 23: “And this is his commandment, that we should believe in the name of his Son, Jesus Christ.”

Faith is the first, and an absolutely necessary, requirement for every adult man who wishes to enter into vital relationship with God and the divinely appointed order of salvation. In the words of the Tridentine Council, faith is “the beginning of human salvation, the foundation and the root of all justification, without which it is impossible to please God;” in fine, it is the basis of the whole supernatural life, the beginning and the foundation of all man’s duties to God, of every act of divine worship, internal as well as external.9

9 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 8 (cfr. also c. 6).—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, pp. 97, 392.

p. 7It follows as a necessary corollary that formal unbelief entails the loss of salvation and, therefore, if persisted in, spells eternal damnation.

The value and importance of religious faith may be deduced from the two scriptural truths that faith will gain “the victory which overcometh the world”10 and that “the end of faith is the salvation of souls.”11

10 1 John V, 4; cfr. Eph. VI, 16.

11 1 Pet. I, 9; Prov. XVII, 6 (Sept.): “The whole world of possessions belongs to the believer, but not even an obol belongs to the unbeliever.”—St. Jerome, Epist., LIII (al. CIII), n. 10: “For the believer the whole world is riches. But the unbeliever lacks even an obol.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 549).

It is not by knowledge but by faith that man is saved. Without underrating the claims of science and philosophy we may say that neither can accomplish what faith has accomplished for the civilization of mankind, and that neither will ever be able to supplant religious belief. It is as true to-day as it was at the time of Clement of Alexandria, that “the wisdom of Christians is to believe in Christ.”12

12 Stromata, II, c. 2; cfr. II, c. 4: “Faith is more sovereign than knowledge and is its criterion.” (Migne, P. G., VIII, 948 A).

p. 8The paramount importance of religious faith may easily cause us to overlook the extent to which we live by faith even in worldly matters and the narrowness of the limits that surround the intellectual possessions we have acquired by study, research, and investigation. The historian has faith in his sources; the judge accepts the statements of witnesses; the ruler trusts his officials and advisers; the physician is helpless unless he has the confidence of his patient. The simplest acts of every-day life become difficult, if not impossible, when doubt has sapped faith. Who could prove to me that the waiter who brings me my breakfast is not intent on poisoning me, that the barber who applies his razor to my throat is not a bloodthirsty anarchist, that the engineer of the train on which I travel is not a dangerous lunatic?13

13 Cfr. J. Mausbach, Einige Kernfragen christlicher Welt- und Lebensanschauung, 7th ed., p. 17.

READINGS.—Peter Lombard, Sent., I, dist. 23–25 (Migne, P. L., CXXII, 805).—St. Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 23 sqq. (Opera Omnia, III, 469).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 1 sqq.—F. Suarez, De Fide Theol., disp. 1 sqq. (Opera Omnia, XII, 8 sqq., 334 sqq.).—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmat., Vol. VIII, 2nd ed., pp. 49 sqq.—S. Schiffini, S.J., Tract. de Virtutibus Infusis, pp. 17 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Moralis, Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 4 sqq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, Paris 1905, pp. 346 sqq., 354 sqq.—G. Lahousse, Tract. de Virtutibus Theologicis, Bruges 1900.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, pp. 100 sqq., 274 sqq.—J. Kirschkamp, Der Geist des Katholizismus in der Lehre vom Glauben und von der Liebe, Paderborn 1895.—V. McNabb, O.P., Oxford Conferences on Faith, London 1905.—H. Pope, O.P., art. “Faith” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 755 sqq. (with an extensive bibliography).—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 71 sqq.—C. Martin, De Necessitate Credendi, Paderborn 1906.—P. P. McKenna, O.P., The Theology of Faith, Dublin 1914.

Section 2: Duty and Extent of Faith

p. 9


	We are obliged to believe whatever God has revealed and the Church proposes to us in matters of faith and morals.



It is not permissible to distinguish between essential and non-essential dogmas (articuli fundamentales aut non fundamentales). To believe some of the truths revealed by God and reject others would be to have no faith at all, because the motive of credibility is the authority of God, who is the absolute Truth.1

1 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Faustum Manichaeum, l. XVI, c. 3; cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 5, art. 3.

“Our act of faith must implicitly extend to everything that God has revealed.... But it is not sufficient to make an act of implicit faith comprising all that God has revealed. We are bound to know and believe certain revealed truths explicitly.” Hence the distinction between fides explicita and fides implicita.2

2 Cfr. Matt. XXVIII, 20; Acts XX, 26 sq.—J. P. Gury, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 176: “Faith is ... explicit or implicit by reason of its object, according as this is expressed and unfolded in itself, or contained only in another. Faith is also called explicit or implicit by reason of the act; thus, e. g., if you say: I believe in the Most Holy Trinity, you elicit an explicit act of faith in that mystery. But if you say: I believe all things which the Church teaches must be believed, you elicit an implicit act of faith in each revealed dogma.”—G. Hoffmann, Die Lehre von der Fides Implicita innerhalb der kath. Kirche, Vol. I, Leipsic 1903, pp. 35 sqq.

p. 10Some of the truths that God has revealed must be believed as necessary means of salvation, whereas explicit belief in others is purely a matter of precept.

Which truths must be believed explicitly as a necessary means of salvation?

St. Paul says in his Epistle to the Hebrews: “Without faith it is impossible to please God; for he that cometh to God must believe that He is, and is a rewarder to them that seek Him.”3

3 Heb. XI, 6.

From this text some theologians have concluded that the only truths which a man must believe explicitly in order to be saved are the existence of God and the fact that He rewards those that seek Him. But this conclusion is unwarranted. For, in the first place, these two truths are not articles of faith in the strict sense, but axioms perceived by unaided reason, and, secondly, the Apostle in the context from which the passage is detached, though speaking of supernatural faith, has no intention of determining the truths which a Christian must hold to be saved. What he wishes to say is that belief in the existence of God and His Providence form part of the disposition required of a heathen to prepare himself for the reception of the Christian Revela- tion, which, besides the existence of God and the fact that He rewards those that seek Him, comprises other truths that are also necessary for salvation, viz.: the divine sonship of Jesus and the Atonement, which in turn involve the doctrine of Christ’s twofold nature, His Incarnation, His Passion and death, the Resurrection, and the mystery of the Blessed Trinity, without which the dogma of the Incarnation would be meaningless.4 Without an explicit belief in all these truths it is impossible to be saved, though there may be exceptional cases in which it is morally impossible to know the dogmas of the Incarnation and the Trinity, and consequently an implicit belief in them may suffice for salvation.

4 John XVII, 3; Acts IV, 12.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 22: “Only faith in one God seems necessary by necessity of means, but not explicit faith in Him as Rewarder.”—Ibid., n. 64: “A man is capable of absolution, however much he labors under ignorance of the mysteries of faith, and even if through negligence, even culpable negligence, he does not know the mystery of the Most Holy Trinity and of the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1172, 1214).—Cfr. the so-called Athanasian Creed, “Quicunque” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 40) and St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 1, art. 8.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 183: “The following must necessarily be known by necessity of means: 1. One God. . . . 2. God as provident for the present life; 3. God as man’s last end for the other life and, consequently, the eternal rewarder of good works and avenger of evil works (Heb. XI, 6). It is disputed, however, whether the mysteries of the Trinity and Incarnation must also be explicitly believed by the very necessity of means, independently of the necessity of precept. St. Alphonsus and others affirm this as more probable; others, with Suarez, deny it not improbably. . . .”

p. 11


	Under normal conditions a Christian is bound to believe fide divina all the truths proposed by the Catholic Church on the authority of God, and to try to gain as thorough and complete an understanding of them as possible. St. Peter says: “Be ready always to satisfy every one that asketh you a reason for the hope that is in you.”5 However, this command does not bind all men equally, but each according to his talent, character, and vocation.



5 1 Pet. III, 15.

p. 12a) It is absolutely necessary to acquire a knowledge of those religions truths without which one cannot lead a Christian life and receive the Sacraments worthily. This is but another way of saying that every Catholic must know and believe the substance of the so-called Apostles’ Creed and the Decalogue, the Sacraments which are of obligation, the precepts of the Church, and the Lord’s Prayer. Persons who are engaged mainly in physical labor satisfy this obligation by hearing sermons and, if possible, attending other religious instructions. This duty weighs more heavily on those who live amid conditions that endanger the faith. Educated persons, especially if engaged in intellectual pursuits, are in duty bound to study their religion more thoroughly, though no specific rules can be laid down, conditions being so different.

It goes without saying that the duty of studying the truths of Revelation binds in a special manner those who have to instruct others.6 Thus a priest should not be satisfied with having completed his theological course, but strive to increase and deepen the knowledge he has gained in the seminary.

6 Cfr. Matthew XIII, 52; M. Jocham, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, p. 31.

p. 13b) Truths that do not strictly belong to the deposit of faith, theological opinions (theologumena), private revelations, pious legends, etc., may be accepted fide humana and should be treated reverently if there are no solid reasons for doubting or rejecting them.7

7 Cfr. Emil Michael, S.J., Geschichte des deutschen Volkes im Mittelalter, Vol. III, pp. 203 sqq.; F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 7th ed., pp. 295 sq.; J. Zahn, Einführung in die christliche Mystik, pp. 517 sqq., Paderborn 1908.

c) Faith should be frequently renewed by explicit acts (fides actualis), either general or particular.

In making an act of faith it is not necessary to employ any particular formula. All that is required is that the mind be directed to God and give its assent to the truths He has revealed. However, the recitation of an appropriate formula may constitute an act of faith, and the Church has indirectly recommended several such formulas by attaching indulgences to them.

While adults are in duty bound to make occasional acts of faith, the habitual faith infused by Baptism suffices for children.

How often acts of faith should be made cannot be decided by a general rule. “This divine precept sometimes obliges per se, as when the truths of Revelation are first made known to a man, and he becomes conscious of his obligation; sometimes it obliges merely per accidens, as when one has committed a sin against faith, or has to fulfill a duty for which an act of faith is prescribed;”8 also, we may add, when a solemn oath is taken, and, finally, in the hour of death. “For such as have once made their act of faith, it will be sufficient, in order to fulfill the divine precept, if the act of faith is renewed implicitly, as is done whenever we pray, assist at Mass, or receive any of the Sacraments.”9

8 Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 168.

9 Ibid.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. ab Alexandro VII., n. 1: “At no time in his life is a man bound to elicit an act of faith, hope, and charity by force of the divine precepts pertaining to those virtues.”—Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 16: “Faith is not considered to fall under a special precept in and of itself.”—Ibid., n. 17: “It is enough to elicit an act of faith once in life.”—Ibid., n. 65: “It is sufficient to have believed those mysteries [of the Trinity and Incarnation] once.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1101, 1166 sq., 1215).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 178: “When does the precept of eliciting faith bind? Resp. 1. Of itself: 1. after the completion of the use of reason, for beginning the Christian life; 2. at the moment of death, when we are very near to tending toward God; 3. more often in life, at least once a year and, according to many, each month. For the rest, one who lives as a Christian sufficiently fulfills this precept by exercising other acts of religion. Resp. 2. It binds incidentally: 1. when a grave temptation presses, which cannot otherwise be conquered; 2. when a precept which requires faith, e. g., that of confession, must be fulfilled; 3. after a fall into heresy or after the faith has been denied. Thus all. Must acts of faith be elicited explicitly? Implicit acts generally suffice in those who have sufficient knowledge of the truths to be believed. Hence he satisfies the precept who devoutly hears Mass, adores the Crucifix, prays, makes the sign of the cross, and receives the sacraments.”

p. 14d) Every Christian is moreover bound to treasure the precious gift of faith and to increase it to the best of his ability. Col. I, 10: “[We cease not to pray for you] that you may walk worthy of God, in all things pleasing; being fruitful in every good work, and increasing in the knowledge of God.”10

10 Cfr. 1 Pet. II, 2; 2 Pet. III, 18.—St. Augustine, Epistolae, 120 (al. 222), n. 2: “May you also behold by the light of reason those things which you hold by the firmness of faith.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 3: “Far be it that God should hate in us that in which He created us more excellent than the other animals. Far be it, I say, that we should believe for this reason, lest we receive or seek a reason; for we could not even believe unless we had rational souls.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 453).

p. 15“It appears to me a sign of carelessness,” says St. Anselm of Canterbury, “if, having been confirmed in the faith, we do not take pains to understand what we believe.”11 And St. Thomas Aquinas writes: “When a man is willing to believe, he loves the truth, meditates upon it, and takes to heart whatever reasons he can find in support thereof, and with regard to this, human reason does not exclude the merit of faith, but is a sign of greater merit.”12

11 Cur Deus Homo, l. I, c. 2.

12 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 10: “For when a man has a ready will to believe, he loves the truth believed, reflects upon it, and embraces it if he can find any reasons for doing so; and in this respect human reason does not exclude the merit of faith, but is a sign of greater merit.”

The most effective means of confirming the faith are prayer, explicit acts of belief, devout meditation on the truths necessary for salvation, regular and attentive hearing of sermons and instructions, courageous public profession of the faith when called for, and especially, living up to its requirements.13

13 Matt. X, 32 sq.; Mark IX, 23; Luke VIII, 15; XVII, 5; John VII, 17; VIII, 47; 1 Tim. I, 19; III, 9.

The most dangerous enemies of the faith are vainglory, greed, and impurity. Therefore every Catholic should guard against concupiscence of the eyes as well as of the flesh, and against pride of life, so that he may preserve the grace of God, and with it, the virtue of faith.14

14 Matt. XIII, 22; Luke VIII, 14; XIV, 16–20; John V, 44; XII, 42 sq.; 1 Tim. VI, 10.

p. 16e) Another duty incumbent upon every Christian is to prove his faith by deeds, i. e., to live according to the truths which he believes. Faith must grow into hope and charity and bring forth good works. If it is not effective through charity, it cannot exert its innate power. To acquire a living faith and make it the load-star of life is the first duty of every Christian.15

15 Matt. VII, 21; XIII, 23; John VI, 29; Rom. II, 13; IV, 5; Gal. V, 6; Jas. II, 14–20.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7, can. 13.—St. Augustine, Tr. in Ioan., 29, n. 6: “If you believe in Him (John VI, 29), you believe Him; but not everyone who believes Him immediately believes in Him. For the demons also believed Him, and did not believe in Him. Again, we can also say of His apostles: we believe Paul, but we do not believe in Paul; we believe Peter, but we do not believe in Peter.... What, then, is it to believe in God? By believing to love, by believing to cherish, by believing to go into Him and to be incorporated into His members. This is the faith which God requires of us.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1631).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 77, n. 8: “To believe in God ... is surely more than to believe God. For often any man whatsoever ought to be believed, although he ought not to be believed in. This, then, is to believe in God: by believing to adhere to God who works good, in order to cooperate well.” (P. L., XXXVI, 988).—IDEM, ibid., 130, n. 1: “This is to believe in Christ: to love Christ, not as the demons believed but did not love.... But let us so believe that we believe in Him while loving Him.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1704).—IDEM, Sermon., 144 (al. 61, de Verbis Domini), n. 2: “It makes a great difference whether one believes Christ Himself and whether one believes in Christ. For even the demons believed Him to be Christ, yet the demons did not believe in Christ. For he believes in Christ who both hopes in Christ and loves Christ. For if he has faith without hope and without love, he believes that He is Christ, but does not believe in Christ. Therefore, Christ comes into him who believes in Christ, by believing in Christ; and he is in a certain way united with Him and is made a member in His body. This cannot be done unless hope and charity are also added.” (P. L., XXXVII, 788).—Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm. de Symbolo (al. 881, de Tempore), c. 1 (P. L., XL, 1191).

A Protestant writer asserts that the distinction between credere Deo, credere Deum, and credere in Deum is of Hussite origin.16 This is not true. St. Augustine employs the distinction, and it was developed by Walafrid Strabo,17 Peter Lombard,18 St. Thomas Aquinas,19 and other Scholastic authors. Basing his teaching upon that of the “Master of the Sentences,” John Herolt, O.P., who died in 1468, explains: “There is a difference between the three expressions: Credere Deo means to believe that whatever God says is true. . . . Credere Deum means to believe that He is truly God. . . . Credere in Deum means to believe in Him, to love Him, and to seek to become united with Him by means of good works.”20 Luther in his commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, cites the distinction here explained and ascribes it, not to Hus or the Bohemian Brethren, but to Peter Lombard.21

16 Cfr. F. Fricker, Luthers kleiner Katechismus, Göttingen 1898, p. 183.

17 Glossa Ordinaria in Epist. ad Rom., IV, 5 (Migne, P. L., CXIV, 482).

18 Sent., III, dist. 23, n. 4 (P. L., CXCII, 805).

19 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 2.

20 See N. Paulus in the Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, Innsbruck, 1902, p. 427.

21 Cfr. H. Denifle, O.P., Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 855 sqq.; A. M. Weiss, O.P., Apologie des Christentums, Vol. III, 4th ed., Part 2, pp. 1109 sqq.

p. 17READINGS.—A. Fischer, De Salute Infidelium, Essen 1886, pp. 11 sqq.—F. Schmid, Die ausserordentlichen Heilswege für die gefallene Menschheit, Brixen 1899.—W. Liese, Der heilsnotwendige Glaube, Freiburg 1902.—R. M. Martin, De Necessitate Credendi et Credendorum, Paderborn 1906, pp. 91 sqq.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Theologische Zeitfragen, 5th Series, Freiburg 1908, pp. 3 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 177 sqq., Barcelona 1918.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 4 sqq., Innsbruck 1914.

Section 3: Qualities and Fruits of Faith

p. 18


	THE QUALITIES OF FAITH.—The qualities of faith flow from its nature and purpose.






	The nature of faith demands that it be (a) universal and (b) firm.



a) Faith is universal (universalis) if it, at least according to the will of the believer (implicite), extends to all the truths revealed by God (depositum fidei) and attested and proposed by the Catholic Church (dogmata declarata). The reason is, as we have observed before, that all revealed truths rest upon the same basis, namely, the infallible authority of God. Consequently, were a man to reject or obstinately to deny even one revealed truth, he would not possess the theological virtue of faith.1

1 Matt. XXVIII, 20; Mark XVI, 16.

“You [Manichaeans] who believe what you like and refuse to believe what does not suit you in the Gospel,” says St. Augustine in his letter to Faustus, “believe yourselves rather than the Gospel.”2 St. Thomas develops this thought as follows: “He who adheres to the teach- ing of the Church as to an infallible rule, manifestly assents to whatever the Church teaches; otherwise, if, of the things taught by the Church, he holds what he chooses to hold and rejects what he chooses to reject, he no longer adheres to the teaching of the Church as to an infallible rule, but to his own will. Hence it is evident that a heretic who obstinately disbelieves one article of faith, is not prepared to follow the teaching of the Church in all things; but if he is not obstinate, he is not in heresy, but only in error. Therefore it is clear that such a heretic with regard to one article has no faith in the other articles, but only a kind of opinion in accordance with his own will.”3

2 Contra Faustum Manich., l. XVII, c. 3: “You who believe in the Gospel what you will, and do not believe what you will not, believe yourselves rather than the Gospel.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 342).

3 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 5, art. 3: “It is manifest that he who adheres to the doctrine of the Church as to an infallible rule assents to all that the Church teaches; otherwise, if among the things the Church teaches he holds what he wills and does not hold what he does not will, he adheres not so much to the Church’s doctrine as to an infallible rule, but to his own will. And thus it is manifest that a heretic who obstinately disbelieves one article of faith is not prepared to follow the Church’s doctrine in all things; for if he does not disbelieve obstinately, he is no longer a heretic but merely one who errs. Hence it is manifest that such a heretic concerning one article does not have faith concerning the other articles, but a certain opinion according to his own will.”

p. 19b) Faith is firm (fides firma) when it admits of no doubt. Belief in divine Revelation necessarily excludes doubt because it is based upon the authority of God, who can neither deceive nor be deceived. Though a mere opinion can never be called faith in the theological sense of the term, yet firmness as a quality of genuine faith admits of varying degrees. This plainly appears from Holy Scripture, which speaks of a weak faith that is susceptible of being strengthened.4 “A man’s faith,” says the Angelic Doctor, “may be described as being greater, in one way, on the part of the intellect, on account of its greater certitude and firmness, and, in another way, on the part of the will, on account of its greater promptitude, devotion, or confidence.”5

4 Ps. CXV, 1; Matt. VIII, 10, 26; XIV, 31; XV, 28; XVII, 19; Mark IX, 23; 1 Cor. XVI, 13; 2 Cor. IV, 13; Eph. IV, 10; 2 Tim. I, 12.—Conc. Vatican., Sess. III, c. 3, can. 6, de fide.

5 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 5, art. 4: “Faith can be called greater in someone in one way because of greater certitude and firmness, and in another way on the part of the will because of greater promptitude or devotion or confidence.”—Cfr. Prop. damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 19: “The will cannot cause the assent of faith to be firmer in itself than the weight of the reasons impelling to assent deserves.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1169).

p. 20


	With regard to its object or purpose, faith must be (a) lively and (b) constant.



a) Faith is lively (viva, efficax) when it is combined with charity, which is its necessary form, and when, in co-operation with charity, it causes men to avoid evil and to do good according to the law of God. “He that loveth not,” says St. John, “abideth in death.”6 And again: “He that loveth not, knoweth not God, for God is charity.”7 St. Paul declares that faith without charity is worthless, and that charity, therefore, is greater than faith and hope8 because it is “the more excellent way”9 and “the bond of perfection.”10 “To believe in God,” says St. Augustine, “means to love Him believingly, to seek Him trustfully, and to be incorporated with His members.”11

6 1 John III, 14.

7 1 John IV, 8.

8 1 Cor. XIII, 1–3, 13.

9 1 Cor. XII, 31.

10 Col. III, 14.

11 Tr. in Ioa., 29, n. 6.

p. 21Faith must furthermore be perfect (perfecta), i. e., informed or animated by charity (caritate formata). If it is separated from charity, that is to say, if the believer does not live up to its dictates, faith is dead (fides mortua sive informis) and cannot attain its purpose.

Note, however, that a dead faith may still be a true faith, because faith is not necessarily forfeited by mortal sin.12 “Without charity,” writes St. Augustine, “faith may indeed exist, but cannot profit a man.”13

12 Rom. II, 13; Gal. V, 6; Jas. II, 14–26; 2 Pet. I, 10.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7: “Faith, unless hope and charity are added to it, neither unites one with Christ nor makes one a living member of His body. For this reason it is most truly said that faith without works is dead and idle, and that in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision avails anything, but faith which works through charity. According to apostolic tradition, catechumens ask this faith of the Church before the sacrament of Baptism, when they ask for faith that bestows eternal life, which faith cannot bestow without hope and charity.”—St. Augustine, Serm., 158 (al. 16, De Verbis Apost.), n. 6: “Man begins from faith: what pertains to faith? To believe. But this faith must still be distinguished from the unclean spirits. . . . If you only believe, and live without hope, or do not have love. . . . Add hope, therefore, to faith. And what hope is there except from some goodness of conscience? And to hope itself add charity.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 865).

13 De Trin., XV, c. 18, n. 32: “Faith, indeed, can exist without charity, but cannot profit.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 1083).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 4, art. 3–4.

b) A man’s faith is constant (constans, fortis) when it disposes him to sacrifice all he has, even life itself, rather than reject any truth re- vealed by God.14 The value and dignity of faith lies in this that it equips a man with a power which enables him on the one hand to triumph over the world by giving him courage to stand firm in the stormy sea of life, or, as St. Paul, employing a different metaphor, puts it, to “extinguish all the fiery darts of the most wicked one,”15 and, on the other hand, exercise a salutary influence upon his character by purifying his heart and inspiring him with “mercy, benignity, humility, modesty, and patience from above.”16

14 Matt. X, 32 sqq.; XI, 7; Luke IX, 26; Eph. IV, 14; Phil. I, 27 sq.; 1 Pet. V, 9.

15 Eph. VI, 16.

16 Col. III, 12; 1 John V, 4 sq.; cfr. Rom. VIII, 35–39.

p. 22II. THE FRUITS OF FAITH.—The principal fruits of faith are: (1) “fear of the Lord,” which is “the beginning of wisdom;”17 (2) that “joy of the Lord” which Christ promised to His faithful servants;18 and (3) an enlightened zeal for souls, i. e., the active and constant desire to spread the knowledge and the love of God among men by word and example;—in a word, the life of faith that is lived by the just man,19 who is convinced that despite all sufferings and tribulations20 he will, if he perseveres, ultimately enter into the joy of Heaven, because, in the words of St. John, “whatsoever is born of God, overcometh the world, and this is the victory which overcometh the world, our faith.”21

17 Cfr. Prov. I, 7.

18 Matt. XXV, 21.

19 Rom. I, 17.

20 Rom. VIII, 18.—Cfr. Breviar. Rom., d. d. 10, Aug., Resp. ad Lect. 6: “Blessed Laurence cried out and said: I worship my God, Him alone I serve, and therefore I do not fear your torments. My night has no darkness, but all things shine clearly in the light.”

21 John V, 4.

p. 23In his faith the believing Christian possesses the germ of eternal life, which grows in the soul until it develops into the beatific vision;22 for “he that believeth in the Son hath life everlasting.”23

22 St. Thomas, Opusc., IX, c. 2: “Faith is a certain foretaste of that knowledge which makes us blessed in the future.”

23 John III, 36.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm., 384 (al. 1, De Verbis Apost.), n. 3: “There are no greater riches, no treasures, no honors, no greater substance of this world than the Catholic faith, which saves sinful men, enlightens the blind, heals the sick, baptizes catechumens, justifies the faithful, restores penitents, increases the just, crowns martyrs, preserves virgins, widows, and married persons in chaste modesty, ordains clerics, consecrates priests, prepares men for heavenly kingdoms, and joins them with the holy angels in the eternal inheritance. As the Lord Himself confirms by promising (Matt. XXII, 30): In the resurrection they shall neither marry nor be given in marriage, but shall be equal to the angels of God.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1690).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 45, art. 1 and 4.

“By faith,” says the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, “they [Gedeon, Barac, Samson, and the prophets] conquered kingdoms, wrought justice, obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions, quenched the violence of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, recovered strength from weakness, became valiant in battle, put to flight the armies of foreigners. Women received their dead raised to life again. Others were racked, not accepting deliverance, that they might find a better resurrection. And others had trial of mockeries and stripes, moreover also of bands and prisons; they were stoned, they were cut asunder, they were tempted, they were put to death by the sword, they wandered about in sheepskins, in goatskins, being in want, distressed, afflicted: of whom the world was not worthy; wandering in deserts, in mountains, and in dens, and in caves of the earth.”24

24 Heb. XI, 33 sqq.

p. 24How completely the lives of the early Christians were transformed by faith is graphically described in the writings of St. Justin Martyr. “Formerly,” he says, “we took pleasure in deeds of impurity, now we love only chastity; formerly we engaged in magic, now we serve the good and uncreated God; formerly we sought wealth and property above all else, now we hold our possessions in common and give to the needy; formerly we hated one another and quarrelled, now, after the appearance of Christ, we enter into intimate relations with strangers and pray for our enemies.”25

25 Apol., I, 14.

St. Cyprian, writing from personal experience, describes the power of faith as follows: “Whilst I sat in darkness and was buffetted to and fro upon the sea of life without a hold, ignorant of life’s aim, deserted by truth and light, I regarded in my then moral condition as extremely hard what the divine mercy promised me for my salvation, namely, that a man can be born again and, animated by a new life through the laver of salutary water, lay aside the things of the past, and, the body remaining unchanged, transform his mind and heart. How is such a great change (conversio) possible? I asked; [how is it possible] that a man should suddenly cast off that which was either born with him or has become second nature to him by long usage?26 This has taken broad and deep root within me. When will he learn economy who is used to luxurious living . . .? And he who shone in gold and purple, when will he condescend to wear the simple garb of the poor? He who delighted in dignities27 and positions of honor cannot accommodate himself to the obscurity of private life; surrounded by the crowd of his clients, accompanied by a numerous retinue of servile dependents, he would regard it as a punishment to be left alone. Since the instigations continue, drunkenness must invite, as it did in former times, pride must puff up, anger must inflame, greed must cause unrest, cruelty must incite, ambition must give pleasure, and voluptuousness must carry away. Such things I had often revolved in my mind. For as I myself was held captive by many errors, in which I had been entrapped during my previous life, not believing that I should be able to get rid of them, I was a slave of the vices that stuck to me and, despairing of better things, compromised with my vices as if they were members of my household. But after the stains of my previous life had been washed away in the water of regeneration, and the light from above had been poured into my purified heart, now free from sin; after I had partaken of the heavenly spirit, and the second birth had transformed me into a new man, then in a miraculous manner that which had been doubtful became certain, that which had been concealed became manifest, that which had been dark became clear. I received strength to undertake what had formerly seemed difficult, and to do things that had appeared impossible. . . . To sing one’s own praises is repugnant; but it cannot be boastfulness, rather it is gratitude that prompts a man not to ascribe all these things to human power, but to extol them as a gift of God; the freedom from sin which I now enjoy is a result of faith.”28

26 “Either genuine matter has hardened through the decay of nature, or what was adopted has become ingrained through the long duration of habit.”

27 “Fascibus.”

28 Ad Donat., c. 3–4 (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., Vol. III, 1, 5).

p. 26READINGS.—S. Storchenau, Der Glaube des Christen, wie er sein soll (ed. by H. Hurter, S.J.), Freiburg 1895.—J. B. Zwerger, Der Glaube als göttliche Tugend (3rd ed., by A. Michelitsch), Graz 1906.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, Paris 1905, pp. 346 sqq.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 22 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 7th ed., pp. 303 sqq., Paderborn 1913.—Ant. Straub, S.J., De Analysi Fidei, Innsbruck 1922.—R. Schultes, P.P., Fides Implicita. Geschichte der Lehre von der Fides Implicita und Explicita in der Kath. Theologie, Vol. I, Ratisbon 1920.

Section 4: Sins Against Faith

p. 27Opposed to the virtue of faith are doubt, heresy, infidelity, schism, apostasy, and superstition.




	DOUBT.—Doubt is the state of a mind hesitating whether to give assent to a truth or to withhold it.1 As the formal object or motive of religious faith is the infallible authority of God, it would be irrational, and therefore sinful, to doubt anything that is contained in divine Revelation.



1 Cfr. John Rickaby, S.J., First Principles of Knowledge (Stonyhurst Series), p. 44.

“The faithful,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “can have no doubt touching those things of which God, who is truth itself, is the author. Hence we understand how great is the difference between this faith which we have in God, and that which we yield to the writers of human history.”2

2 Cat. Rom., P. I, c. 1, qu. 1: “No doubt can occur to the faithful concerning those things of which God, who is truth itself, is the author. From this it is evident how great a difference there is between this faith which we have in God and that which we give to human histories.”

To doubt a doctrine which cannot stand the test of reason, either because it is not proposed by legitimate authority, or because all or some part of it is contradictory, is morally licit. Consequently, doubt is not forbidden per se, that is, not every kind of doubt is sinful, but there is a doubt that is reasonable and permissible.

p. 28A distinction must therefore be drawn between speculative doubt (also called theoretical or negative) and practical or positive doubt. The former has its origin in the intellect. When it is not directed against the substance of a revealed truth, but merely against the form in which that truth is couched, or against the arguments alleged in its support, or when it questions whether the dogma under consideration is really revealed by God or not, doubt is no sin, but rather a legitimate weapon against credulity, superstition, and intellectual sloth, and may prove an incitement to penetrate more deeply into the teaching of religion. When, on the other hand, a man harbors doubts against a truth of which he knows that, because proposed by the Church, it is surely contained in divine Revelation, he commits a sin, either of heresy or of infidelity.

Practical or positive doubt arises from the heart. It is the state of mind of him who, in the words of Jesus Christ, will not believe because he loves darkness rather than light.3 This kind of doubt is the product of a corrupt heart and logically leads to a denial of the faith and, in the end, to infidelity. “He that is of God, heareth the words of God; therefore you hear them not, because you are not of God.”4

3 John III, 19.

4 John VIII, 47; XVIII, 37; Rom. III, 4; IV, 19–22; 1 Thess. V, 21; Tit. II, 2.—Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 3.—St. Anselm, De Fide Trin., c. 2: “For no Christian ought to dispute how that which the Catholic Church believes in her heart and confesses with her mouth is not so; but, always holding the same faith without doubt, loving it, and living according to it, he should humbly seek, as far as he can, a reason for how it is so. If he can understand, let him give thanks to God; if he cannot, let him not thrust in his horns for butting, but bow his head in veneration.” (Migne, P. L., CLVIII, 262).

p. 29There is a third species of doubt which is to be regarded as a temptation and is not sinful so long as the mind withholds assent. This form of quasi-doubt is sometimes a trial inflicted by God, sometimes the result of natural causes, physical or intellectual, and sometimes the product of carelessness, pride, self-conceit, or the sign of a secret repugnance to the truths of faith. It should be treated like scrupulousness, to which it is related.5

5 See this Handbook, Vol. I, pp. 199 sqq.—Cfr. F. Hense, Die Versuchungen, 3rd ed., pp. 237 sqq.; C. Krieg, Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, Freiburg 1904, pp. 242 sqq.




	HERESY.—Heresy (αἵρεσις, from αἱρεῖσθαι, to choose) is error repugnant to the faith, pertinaciously held (error pertinax) by one who professes the Christian religion. It may be negative or positive. Negative heresy implies a denial of, or refusal to accept, a truth proposed by the Catholic Church; positive heresy asserts as a revealed truth something which the Church does not teach as such.



p. 30Heresy, again, may be internal or it may be external. It is internal (haeresis interna) if held purely as a matter of conviction; external (haeresis externa) if expressed in words or manifested by deeds.6

6 Cfr. Acts XXIV, 5; XXVI, 5; 1 Tim. I, 3; IV, 2; 2 John X; Gal. I, 6–9; Tit. I, 11.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 11, art. 1.

Formal heresy involves rebellion against God and is a very grievous sin because it destroys the foundation of the means of salvation. “A man that is a heretic,” says the Apostle, “after the first and second admonition, avoid, knowing that he, that is such a one, is subverted and sinneth, being condemned by his own judgment.”7 “To have erred,” declares St. Augustine, “is human; pertinaciously to persevere in error is diabolical.”8

7 Tit. III, 10 sq.

8 Serm., 164 (al. 22, De Verbis Apost.), c. 10, n. 14: “To err was human; to remain in error through obstinacy is diabolical.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 901).—Cfr. A. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 83 sqq.

Material heresy (haeresis materialis) is the error of those who do not pertinaciously reject the teaching of the Church, but err in good faith, i. e., sincerely desirous of knowing the truth. This kind of heresy is sinful only when the error is inexcusable. A non-Catholic who is in good faith and believes that he has the true religion, lives in a state of excusable error. If serious doubts arise in his mind concerning the truth of what he believes, he is bound to enquire, and if his enquiry results in the conviction that the Catholic Church is the true Church of Christ, he must give up his erroneous belief, else his heresy will cease to be material and become formal. For every honest man is obliged to renounce, both internally and externally, a religion which he recognizes as false and to accept that which his conscience tells him is true. He who knowingly persists in religious error incurs the condemnation of Christ, who says: “He that shall be ashamed of me and of my words, in this adulterous and sinful generation, the Son of man also will be ashamed of him, when He shall come in the glory of his Father with the holy angels.”9

9 Mark VIII, 38; cfr. John XII, 48.

p. 31A heresy is never formal, or grievously sinful, if it involves no real error against the faith (positivus assensus falsi seu dissensus veri), or if the holder is not a professed Christian, or the error is not deliberate and pertinacious.10 Involuntary error or error based upon ex- cusable ignorance is not even venially sinful. The distinctive mark of formal heresy, therefore, is wilful and obstinate rejection of a Catholic dogma. Hence the declaration of sincere Catholic writers: “I may err, but I shall never be a heretic.”11

10 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. XVIII, c. 51, n. 1: “Heretics [are] those who under the Christian name resist Christian doctrine.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 612).—IDEM, Epist., 43 (al. 162), c. 1, n. 1: “Those who defend their opinion, however false and perverse, with no obstinate animosity, especially an opinion which the audacity of their own presumption did not produce, but which they received from parents seduced and fallen into error, and who seek the truth with cautious solicitude, ready to be corrected when they have found it, are by no means to be numbered among heretics.” (P. L., XXXIII, 160).—IDEM, De Gestis Pelagii, c. 6, n. 18: “It matters how much, it matters whence, finally it matters whether, upon being admonished, he corrects it, or by obstinately defending it even makes into a dogma what he had said through levity, not as a dogma. Therefore, although every heretic is consequently also a fool, not every fool is immediately to be called a heretic.” (P. L., XLIV, 351).—IDEM, De Anima, l. III, c. 15, n. 23: “These things, if each is defended obstinately, can make as many heresies as there are opinions numbered.” (P. L., XLIV, 522).—IDEM, De Bapt. contra Donat., l. IV, c. 16, n. 23: “I do not yet call him a heretic, unless, after Catholic doctrine has been manifested to him, he chooses to resist the faith and chooses that which he held.” (P. L., XLIII, 169).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 5, art. 3.—A. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 59 sqq., 89 sqq.

11 Cfr. St. Celestine I, Epist., 25, n. 3: “Nor shall I give to this perfidy the name of error; not every impiety is error.” (Migne, P. L., L, 550).—Conc. Lateran. IV., c. 2 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 432).—Cicero, Phil., XII, 2: “It belongs to any man to err; to none but a fool to persevere in error.”—A. M. Weiss, O. P., Lutherpsychologie, 2nd ed., pp. 29 sq.

p. 32As against heretical errors, the teaching of the Church is called by St. Paul “sound doctrine” or “the sound word.”12 “Heretics,” says St. Ignatius of Antioch, “are scarcely to be cured; there is one physician, ... Jesus Christ our Lord.”13

12 1 Tim. I, 10; Tit. I, 9; II, 1, 8; cfr. 2 Tim. II, 17.

13 Epist. ad Ephes., c. 7 (Funk, Patres Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 218, 17).

The chief sources of heresy are ignorance and pride.14 St. Augustine says that if there were no pride in the hearts of men, there would be neither heresy nor schism.15 It seems strange to have this truth confirmed by Martin Luther. “Every heretic and proud man,” he says in his commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, written while he was still a Catholic, “is first misled by ignorance of the divine truth. Then he accepts as true what seems to him to be true, and is already trapped, because he proceeds securely, as if he were true and free, beyond snares and imprisonment. In course of time he objects to everything that does not suit him and turns away his ears. Finally he gets angry and zealously defends the creatures of his brain, persecuting his opponents, slandering them, and inflicting all manner of injury upon them. The consequence is that he becomes utterly blind and cannot see what others see, and while all the rest rise up, he remains lying on the ground, defending his opinions.”16

14 Cfr. Matt. VII, 15 sq.; XV, 14; XXIII, 2 sqq.; Luke VI, 39; Acts XX, 29 sq.; Col. II, 8.

15 De Vera Religione, c. 25, n. 47: “If this [pride] did not exist, there would be neither heretics nor schismatics, nor those circumcised in the flesh, nor worshippers of creatures and images.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 142).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 124, n. 5: “Do not think, brethren, that heresies could arise through certain small souls. None but great men have made heresies; but the greater they were, so much the more evil were those men.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1652).—IDEM, ibid., 134, n. 18: “There are learned men who afflict the Church by making schisms and heresies.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1750).—IDEM, ibid., 106, n. 14: “They [the heretics] are leaders, they are learned, they are great, they are precious stones.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1429).—IDEM, Serm., 46 (al. 165, De Temp.), c. 8, n. 18: “In different places there are different sects, but one mother, pride, has begotten them all.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 280).

16 Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, fol. 241b, apud Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 478.

p. 33


	INFIDELITY.—By infidelity (ἀπείθεια, infidelitas) we mean an absolute lack of faith in the Christian religion.



a) If this lack of faith arises from invincible ignorance, it is called negative and is no sin, but merely an evil or a penalty of sin. If, on the other hand, infidelity arises from unwillingness to know or accept the truths of Revelation (infidelitas positiva), it is per se sinful. “If I had not come and spoken to them,” says our Divine Saviour, “they would not have sin; but now they have no excuse for their sin.”17

17 John XV, 22.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. Baii, n. 68: “Purely negative infidelity in those to whom Christ has not been preached is a sin.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1068).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 10, art. 1: “Infidelity can be taken in two ways: in one way according to pure negation, so that one is called an unbeliever from this alone, that he does not have faith; in another way infidelity can be understood according to contrariety to faith, whereby, namely, someone resists the hearing of the faith or even despises it; and in this the nature of infidelity is properly completed, and according to this infidelity is a sin. But if it is taken according to pure negation, as in those who have heard nothing of the faith, it does not have the nature of sin, but rather of punishment, because such ignorance of divine things followed from the sin of our first parent.”

p. 34Positive infidelity, as a rule, amounts to more than mere negation; it opposes to the true faith, which it rejects, some false doctrine of its own invention. Its sources are ignorance, pride, sensuality, and malice.18 The degree of sinfulness involved in each case is to be measured by the gravity of the underlying cause.

18 Cfr. Luke XVI, 27–31; John III, 19 sq.; V, 44–47; VIII, 42–47; X, 24–26; Eph. IV, 17–19; 1 Tim. I, 19 sq.—P. Segneri, Incredulus non Excusabilis, Dillingen 1696.—A. Guyot, Les Causes de l’Incredulité, 6th ed., Paris 1904.—A. Kirchberger, Der Unglaube und die Vernunft, Ravensburg 1907.—Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, pp. 52 sq.

The sinfulness of infidelity may be judged from what has been said above19 on the necessity of faith. The subjective guilt involved in each case varies according to the degree of consciousness and pertinacity with which the truth is rejected and is objectively graver if it disfigures the truths it denies.20

19 Supra, pp. 6 sqq.

20 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 10, art. 3: “Every sin formally consists in turning away from God. Hence a sin is the graver, the more a man is separated from God through it. But through infidelity man is especially removed from God, because he does not have a true knowledge of God; and through a false knowledge of Him he does not approach Him but is removed farther from Him. Nor can it be that one who has a false opinion of God knows Him in some respect, because that which he supposes is not God. Hence it is manifest that the sin of infidelity is greater than all sins which occur in the perversity of morals. It is otherwise with the sins opposed to the other theological virtues.”

Infidelity is really the most grievous of all sins because by it a man departs farther than by any other sin from God, who is man’s last end.21 The terrible consequences of unbelief are variously described in Holy Writ. “He that believeth not shall be condemned;”22—“He that believeth not the Son, shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth on him;”23—“If you believe not that I am he, you shall die in your sin;”24—“The wrath of God cometh upon the children of unbelief,”25 etc.

21 St. Augustine, Tr. in Ioa., 89, n. 1: “He wishes a certain great sin to be understood, not every sin as though under a general name. For this is the sin by which all sins are held fast; if anyone does not have it, all sins are forgiven him.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1856).

22 Mark XVI, 16.

23 John III, 36.

24 John VIII, 24; XII, 48; Rom. XI, 20.

25 Col. III, 6; Heb. III, 18; Apoc. XXI, 8.

p. 35b) There are various forms of infidelity.

α) Indifferentism (latitudinarianismus), or carelessness in religious matters, based upon the assumption that all religions, or at least all Christian denominations, are equally true or equally false (theoretical indifferentism),26 or sloth in the fulfilment of the duties imposed by religion (practical indifferentism).27

26 2 Cor. VI, 14–16.—Encyclical of Pius IX, Dec. 9, 1846: “To this pertains that horrible system of indifference concerning any religion, most repugnant even to the natural light of reason, by which those deceivers, having abolished every distinction between virtue and vice, truth and error, decency and disgrace, imagine that men can attain eternal salvation in the worship of any religion whatsoever, just as though there could ever be any fellowship of justice with iniquity, any society of light with darkness, or any agreement of Christ with Belial.” (Syllab. Error., n. 15–18; Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1715 sqq.).

27 Apoc. III, 15 sq.

β) Eclecticism, so called, i. e., the arbitrary se- lection from the body of religious or philosophical truths presented by the Church of certain doctrines and combining them into a system; γ) Scepticism, which regards uncertainty or doubt as the product of reflection and the normal state of the human mind, and thereby completely renounces the knowledge of truth; δ) Formal or positive atheism in its various forms (Pantheism, Materialism, Naturalism, Rationalism), all of which agree in rejecting God and divine Revelation.28

28 Pii IX. Syllab. Error., n. 1–14 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1701 sqq.).—J. Engert, Der naturalistische Monismus Häckels, Vienna 1907, pp. 208 sqq., 247 sqq.—W. Monod, Aux Croyants et aux Athées, 2nd ed., Paris 1910.—G. Grupp, Jenseitsreligion, Freiburg 1910, pp. 41, 95.

p. 36All these forms of unbelief are grievously sinful, though the personal guilt of individual unbelievers is often diminished by the influence of a wrong or defective training, by the power of deeply rooted prejudices or lack of proper instruction.

The reason why so many refuse to accept divine Revelation is not that they think too deeply, but that they do not think deeply enough. It is often asserted that a thorough training in the natural sciences (now-a-days called “Science” par excellence) destroys religious conviction. But this claim is untrue and can be easily refuted by the example of the many great scientists who have openly professed belief in God and the existence and knowability of miracles.29

29 K. A. Kneller, Das Christentum und die Vertreter der neueren Naturwissenschaft, 2nd ed., Frei- burg 1904 (tr. by T. M. Kettle, Christianity and the Leaders of Modern Science, St. Louis 1911). Father Kneller brings overwhelming evidence to show how the real leaders of scientific thought are forced to recognize, if not always the truth of revealed religion, at least that of the groundwork on which it rests. See also the three volumes of James J. Walsh’s excellent work, Catholic Churchmen in Science, Philadelphia, The Dolphin Press, 1913 sqq.—G. Sortais, La Providence et le Miracle, Paris 1905.—E. Dennert, Vom Sterbelager des Darwinismus, 6th ed., Stuttgart 1905 (English tr., At the Deathbed of Darwinism, by E. V. O’Hara and J. H. Peschges, Burlington, Iowa, 1904); C. Gutberlet, Vernunft und Wunder, Munich 1905.

p. 37To solve the problem offered to the human mind by miracles we must try to view them from the viewpoint of Almighty God rather than from our own limited coign of vantage. Miracles are not detached phenomena, but parts of a wonderful system of government. They are wrought by the same God who has conceived and created the universe. This is the true metaphysical harmony. “To the Lord was his own work known from the beginning of the world.”30

30 Acts XV, 18.

Why should the chemist, the physicist, the botanist, the zoölogist, the meteorologist, the astronomer, the anthropologist, the physician or the technician be hindered in his work by accurate notions of God, the world of spirits, the human soul, or the origin, purpose, and end of man? In every field of scientific research there have been and are eminent men who have not only preserved, but deepened and strengthened their religious faith. He who proclaims religion and science to be irreconcilable merely proves that he is ignorant of the true meaning of dogma, the real significance of religious ceremonies, and the authentic interpretation of the mysteries of faith. Unfortunately, those who have achieved eminence in some branch of science as a rule devote little or no time to the study of religion. A learned mind needs more than the elementary instruction imparted in the catechism. Religion, like science, has its technical literature, and its representatives are ready to explain and defend whatever the Church teaches. Those who attack the Christian religion usually have but a vague notion of its sources and methods, even though they constantly harp on the need of original research and critical acumen in their own chosen field. Now he who neglects or refuses to devote serious study to philosophy and theology, has no right to draw philosophical or theological conclusions from the data furnished by natural science. To do so is to mistake the essence of religion, which, though it may be practiced by all, even the most ignorant, can be scientifically demonstrated only by those properly equipped for the task. Theology, like every other science, must be studied from its own sources and by its own methods, though, of course, there are many points of contact between it and the natural sciences. Thus the law of causation, the teleological principle, the laws of nature, and other data furnished by natural science lead the mind almost imperceptibly and with a kind of elemental necessity from the contemplation of the results of empirical research to religious speculation and a study of the supernatural.
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	SCHISM (σχίσμα) technically denotes a formal separation from the unity of the Church, and in this sense is not a direct antithesis of faith. But experience teaches that a state of pure schism, i. e., schism without heresy, cannot continue long, at least in the case of a large number of men. St. Jerome says: “Schism, at the beginning, may be understood as something different from heresy, but there is no schism which does not invent for itself some heresy, in order to justify its secession.”31



31 In Tit., c. 3, quoted by St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 39, art. 1.
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	APOSTASY (ἀποστασία) is of three kinds.



a) Apostasy from the faith (apostasia a fide)32 implies formal abandonment of the religion of Christ, coupled with the profession of some anti-Christian system (Judaism, Mohammedanism, paganism).

32 Thess. II, 3; 1 Tim. IV, 1 sq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 12.

b) Apostasy from ecclesiastical obedience (apostasia ab ordine) is committed by a Catholic who wilfully and contumaciously sets at nought the authority of the Church.

c) Apostasy from religious profession or from Holy Orders (apostasia a religione) is the sin of those who without permission abandon the religious order in which they are professed, or, after having received major orders, renounce the clerical profession and return to the dress and customs of the world.

Essentially, all three kinds of apostasy consist in abandoning or denying the truths of Revelation and embracing a religious system opposed to Christianity. Wilfully and contumaciously to abandon the Catholic faith is a sin against the Holy Ghost.33 A Catholic can never have a le- gitimate reason for leaving his Church.34 “There is no parity,” declare the Fathers of the Vatican Council, “between the condition of those who have adhered to the Catholic truth by the heavenly gift of faith, and of those who, led by human opinions, follow a false religion; for those who have received the faith under the teaching of the Church, can never have any just cause for changing or doubting that faith.”35 Sacred Scripture attributes apostasy from the faith to the Devil, who is the author of evil and the father of lies. False apostles, says St. Paul, “are deceitful workmen, transforming themselves into the apostles of Christ, and no wonder, for Satan himself transformeth himself into an angel of light.”36

33 Heb. VI, 4–6; X, 26–29; 2 Pet. II, 21. See this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 91 sqq.

34 Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 20: “Hence someone can prudently repudiate the supernatural assent which he had.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1170).

35 Conc. Vatican., Sess. III, c. 3: “The condition of those who have adhered to Catholic truth through the heavenly gift of faith is by no means equal to that of those who, led by human opinions, follow a false religion; for those who have received the faith under the teaching authority of the Church can never have any just cause for changing that faith or calling it into doubt.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1794).

36 2 Cor. XI, 13 sq.; cfr. Gal. V, 7 sq.
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	CREDULITY (temeraria credulitas, in opposition to pius credulitatis affectus) means proneness to believe without sufficient evidence. In matters pertaining to faith and morals credulity is immoral because it runs counter to reason. The Catholic Church admonishes all men to scrutinize carefully whatever is offered in the name of religion without the warrant of divine authority.37 Credulity leads to superstition, “the twin-sister of unbelief,” or at best to an emotional pietism without true religious conviction and genuine faith.



37 Matt. VII, 15; Rom. XII, 1; 1 Thess. V, 21; 1 Pet. III, 15; 1 John IV, 1.—St. Augustine, De Utilitate Credendi, c. 11, n. 25: “Believing is then blameworthy when either something unworthy is believed about God, or something is easily believed about a man.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 83).—St. Anselm, Cur Deus Homo, I, n. 2: “Just as right order demands that we believe the profound things of the Christian faith before we presume to discuss them by reason, so it seems negligence to me if, after we have been confirmed in faith, we do not strive to understand what we believe.” (P. L., CLVIII, 362).

p. 41It is charged that Christianity demands a sacrifice of the intellect (sacrificium intellectus). This is true in a sense, and could not be otherwise, as Christianity is a divinely revealed religion. However, the Church does not demand blind obedience, but merely “a reasonable service,”38 which enables the believer to say with the Apostle: “I know whom I have believed.”39 Ours is an enlightened faith, which fills us with joy and confidence and gives us the strength which we need to perform our duties. The ideal state of the soul is as far removed from credulity as from scepticism. He who believes too readily is as easily deceived as he who deliberately shuts his mind to the truth.

38 Rom. XII, 1; cfr. 2 Cor. X, 5.

39 2 Tim. I, 12.

Because of the importance of the true faith, the Church has taken special precautions to keep it pure. These precautions are embodied mainly in the organization against evil literature which is generally called the Index, and consists of three parts—preventive censorship, the prohibition of books, and the Index itself. The consideration of these measures belongs more particularly to Canon Law, and we will therefore confine ourselves to a few necessary remarks towards the end of this volume.40

40 Infra, pp. 399 sqq.
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Chapter II: Hope

Section 1: Nature, Object, and Necessity of Hope
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	NATURE OF HOPE.—Hope is an act of the will by which we desire to possess God, and firmly trust that through His goodness and fidelity we shall obtain Him, together with the necessary means, both natural and supernatural, of reaching Heaven.1



1 Rom. VIII, 24 sq.; Heb. XI, 1.—Cfr. Peter Lombard, Sent., III, dist. 26, n. 1: “It is hope by which spiritual and eternal things are hoped for, that is, awaited with confidence. For hope is the certain expectation of future beatitude, proceeding from the grace of God and preceding merits, either charity which precedes hope by nature, or the thing hoped for, that is, eternal beatitude. For to hope for something without merits can be called not hope but presumption.” (Migne, P. L., CXCII, 811).—IDEM, Comm. in Epist. ad Rom., c. 5, 2–5: “Hope is the certain expectation of future glory, which seems vain to human reason, but is confirmed by the testimony of power, that is, by patience or miracles.” (P. L., CXCI, 1380).

Hope, therefore, may be either a transient act or a permanent habit (habitus). Both as an act and as a habit it has two essential constituents, namely, the effective desire of salvation and a firm trust in the promises and the providence of God. This twofold note distinguishes the Christian virtue of hope from resignation or apathy on the one hand, and, on the other, from presumption, which is an inordinate confidence of attaining Heaven without using the prescribed means.2

2 1 Pet. V, 6–10.

p. 45a) Through these two constituents of desire and trust, hope, though essentially distinct from faith and charity, is intimately united with both—with faith, because it is based on belief in God and shares its motives and object; with charity, because hope without the love of God would be fruitless and ineffective.3 “Charity flows from faith,” says St. Ambrose, “and hope from charity, and together they flow back and forth as in a sort of holy intercourse.”4 And St. Augustine: “Hope is impossible without charity. . . . Hence charity cannot exist without hope, nor hope without charity, nor either of the two without faith.”5 And in another place: “He who does not love, believes in vain, even though his belief is true, and hopes in vain, even though the things he hopes for appertain to real happiness. . . .”6

3 Luke VIII, 47–50; Rom. V, 1–5; XV, 13; 1 Cor. XIII, 13; Eph. III, 12; Col. I, 4 sq.; Heb. VI, 19 sq.; XI, 1.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7, can. 12.

4 Expos. Evang. sec. Luc., l. VIII, n. 30: “From faith comes charity, from charity hope, and in turn they flow back into one another in a certain holy circle.” (Migne, P. L., XV, 1774).

5 Enchiridion, c. 8: “What can be hoped for that is not believed? Moreover, something that is not hoped for can also be believed. For which of the faithful does not believe in the punishments of the impious? Yet he does not hope for them. . . . Now what shall I say about love, without which faith profits nothing? Hope, however, cannot exist without love (Jas. ii, 19). . . . Therefore neither is love without hope, nor hope without love, nor either without faith.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 234).

6 IDEM, ibid., c. 117: “When it is asked whether anyone is a good man, it is not asked what he believes or hopes, but what he loves. He who loves rightly without doubt believes and hopes rightly; but he who does not love believes in vain, even if the things he believes are true, and hopes in vain, even if the things he hopes for are taught to pertain to true happiness, unless he also believes and hopes that it can be granted to him when he asks, so that he may love.” (P. L., XL, 286).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 17, art. 6: “A virtue is called theological because it has God as the object to which it adheres. A person can adhere to another in two ways: in one way for his own sake, and in another way insofar as one comes through him to something else. Charity, therefore, makes man adhere to God for His own sake, uniting the mind of man to God through the affection of love. Hope and faith, however, make man adhere to God as to a principle from which certain things come to us. From God there come to us both the knowledge of truth and the attainment of perfect goodness. Faith, therefore, makes man adhere to God insofar as He is for us the principle of knowing truth; for we believe those things to be true which are said to us by God. Hope makes man adhere to God insofar as He is for us the principle of perfect goodness, namely, insofar as through hope we rely upon divine assistance to obtain beatitude.”

p. 46b) Hope, being on the one hand an indestructible natural tendency and, on the other, a virtue supernaturally infused by God, may by practice become an acquired virtue and thereby truly moral. Its de facto object lies in the future, since eternal beatitude cannot be fully realized in the present life. Patient resignation to the will of God here on earth, with a view to eternal happiness in Heaven, demands a moral effort and entails sacrifices which not infrequently assume heroic proportions.

St. Paul calls Christ “the hope of glory”7 and says that God glorified us in Him; but he adds: “Your life is hid with Christ in God. When Christ shall appear, who is your life, then you shall also appear with him in glory.”8 The higher life of the Christian believer, therefore, whilst he sojourns in this vale of tears, is subject to manifold hindrances, which will not disappear entirely until Christ reveals to us His hidden glory in Heaven.

7 Col. I, 27.

8 Rom. VIII, 30; Col. III, 3 sq.

p. 47To this consideration may be added another. No man is certain that he will reach Heaven. God has created us, but He will not save us, without our coöperation. No one is crowned unless he has fought the good fight, and only those obtain eternal life who have kept the commandments, abstained from mortal sin, or purged themselves from it if they had the misfortune to fall. Hence our ultimate fate depends upon how we wage war against the enemies of our soul, and we must “work out our salvation with fear and trembling.”9 This explains why Sacred Scripture warns men against inordinate confidence and exhorts them to strive unceasingly for sanctification by performing good works. In this terrific struggle Christian hope proves itself a moral virtue, supernatural both in origin and substance, founded solely upon “the word of the truth of the gospel.”10

9 Matt. VII, 21 sq.; 1 Cor. VI, 9; Phil. II, 12; 1 Pet. I, 17; 1 John II, 3–6; Apoc. XXI, 27.—Peter Lombard, Comm. in Ep. ad Rom., c. 5: “It is no great thing to glory in prosperity; the upright of heart glory even in tribulations, knowing the greatness of the reward, and that when tribulation has ended they will acquire an infinite reward.” (Migne, P. L., CXCI, 1379).

10 Col. I, 5; cfr. 1 Cor. X, 13; 2 Pet. I, 10.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 13, can. 15, 16.
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	THE OBJECT OF HOPE.—The material object (obiectum materiale) of hope is Heaven, i. e., the beatific vision of God, and the means that are necessary to obtain it. Some writers distinguish a primary and a secondary object. The primary object is God,11 whereas the secondary object are the graces,—natural and supernatural, spiritual and physical,—which He grants for the purposes of salvation.12



11 Gen. XV, 1; Tob. II, 16–18; John XIV, 1–3; Tit. III, 7; 1 John II, 25.—St. Augustine, De Civit. Dei, l. XXII, c. 30, n. 1: “The reward of virtue will be He Himself [God], who gave the virtue and promised Himself to it, than whom nothing can be better or greater.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 801).—IDEM, Tr. in Ioa., III, n. 21: “Do not love God for the sake of a reward; let Him Himself be your reward.” (P. L., XXXV, 1405).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., LXXIX, n. 14: “You [God] will be the whole reward of the justified.” (P. L., XXXVI, 1028).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 17, art. 2: “The hope of which we now speak attains God by relying on His help to obtain the good hoped for. An effect must be proportionate to its cause. And therefore the good which we ought primarily and principally to hope for from God is the infinite good proportionate to the power of God who assists us, for it belongs to infinite power to lead to an infinite good. This good is eternal life, which consists in the enjoyment of God Himself. For nothing less is to be hoped for from Him than He Himself, since His goodness, by which He communicates good things to creatures, is not less than His essence. And therefore the proper and principal object of hope is eternal beatitude.”

12 Matt. VI, 9–13, 33; 1 Tim. IV, 8.—St. Augustine, Enchirid., c. 114: “Of all the things that are to be faithfully believed, only those pertain to hope which are contained in the Lord’s Prayer.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 285).—IDEM, ibid., c. 115: “In the Evangelist Matthew the Lord’s Prayer appears to contain seven petitions, in three of which eternal things are asked, and in the remaining four temporal things, which nevertheless are necessary for obtaining eternal things.” (P. L., XL, 285).—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelect. Dogmat., Vol. VIII, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1900, pp. 205 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, pp. 3 sqq.

The primary formal object of hope is God, in so far as He is the Sovereign Good and, as such, capable of satisfying the human heart, and be- cause He has promised us eternal salvation for the sake of Jesus Christ; in other words, God’s infinite goodness towards us, His omnipotence, and His fidelity to His promises.13 Secondary motives are the merits acquired through His grace, which are not fruits of human righteousness, but free gifts of God,14 and the intercession of the Saints or of our fellowmen; for in all these things the hope of the Christian is directed medi- ately to God Himself, or to Christ, who is “the one mediator between God and men.”15

13 Acts IV, 12; Rom. IX, 32; Eph. I, 19 sq.; II, 4–7; Phil. I, 6; 2 Tim. I, 12; Heb. VI, 17 sq.; X, 23; 1 Pet. I, 3; V, 7.—St. Augustine, De Trinit., l. XIII, c. 10, n. 13: “What was so necessary for raising up our hope as that it should be shown to us how highly God values us and how greatly He loves us? And what more manifest and splendid indication of this could there be than that the Son of God deigned to enter into fellowship with our nature?” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 1024).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 18, art. 4, ad 2: “Hope does not rest principally upon grace already possessed, but upon divine omnipotence and mercy, through which even one who does not have grace can obtain it and thus arrive at eternal life. Everyone who has faith is certain of the omnipotence and mercy of God.”—Cfr. Ph. Kneib, Die “Lohnsucht” in der christlichen Moral, Vienna 1904, pp. 7 sqq.

14 Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 16: “Far be it that a Christian man should trust or glory in himself and not in the Lord, whose goodness toward all men is so great that He wills His own gifts to be their merits.”—St. Augustine, Epist., 194 (al. 105), c. 5, n. 19: “What merit does man have before grace, by which merit he might receive grace, since nothing but grace produces every good merit of ours in us, and when God crowns our merits, He crowns nothing other than His own gifts?” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 880).—IDEM, Serm., 170 (al. 49, De Temp.), n. 10: “When you depart from here, you will receive according to the merits and deeds which you have performed. Then God will crown not so much your merits as His gifts to you.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 932).—IDEM, Serm., 333, n. 5 (P. L., XXXVIII, 1466); Confess., l. IX, c. 13, n. 34 (P. L., XXXII, 778); Enarr. in Ps., 98, n. 8 (P. L., XXXVII, 1246); ibid., 144, n. 11 (P. L., XXXVIII, 1876); ibid., 126, n. 4: “No one has anything good unless he has received it from Him who alone is good.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1670).—On the Catholic doctrine of supernatural merit see Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 397 sqq.; P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918, pp. 47 sqq.; G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 158 sqq.

15 1 Tim. II, 5; cfr. Heb. XII, 24; Jas. V, 16 sqq.—H. Denifle, O.P., Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 400 sqq.—K. Krogh-Tonning, Der letzte Scholastiker, Freiburg 1904, p. 209.—On Christ as the Mediator of mankind see Pohle-Preuss, Soteriology, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 5 sqq.; on the intercession of the Saints, Pohle-Preuss, Mariology, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 142 sqq.

p. 50


	NECESSITY OF HOPE.—a) Hope is a necessary means of salvation for all who have attained the use of reason. Hope corresponds to an elemental need of human nature. “We are saved by hope,” says St. Paul,16 and Christ Himself demands trust and confidence in God as an indispensable condition for the forgiveness of sins.17 The sinner must hope (actualiter) in order to prepare himself for justification, and after he has been justified, he must hope (habitualiter) in order to obtain the grace of prayer and to persevere and grow in the favor of God.



16 Rom. VIII, 24.

17 Matt. IX, 22, 28–30; Luke XVIII, 42.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 6 and 7.

The Church has condemned the opinion that perfect charity excludes hope.18 This condemnation is in entire harmony with Holy Scripture, which admonishes us again and again to have unlimited confidence in the omnipotence, the goodness, and the mercy of God.19 b) In proportion to the necessity of hope is the duty of cultivating this virtue, keeping it alive and nourishing it in the soul. Innumerable are the passages in which the Bible exhorts us to hope in God and confide in His mercy.20 However, it is not necessary to make explicit acts of hope, except in times of special temptation against this virtue.21 The most effective means of preserving and increasing hope are prayer, meditating on the divine goodness and fidelity, eliciting frequent acts of this virtue, and thanking God for the favors He confers upon us.22 The Church specially recommends the frequent and confident invocation of the Blessed Virgin Mary, who is the refuge of sinners and the help of Christians.23

18 Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., n. 1 and 23 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1327, 1349).

19 Ps. IV, 6; Matt. XI, 12; Heb. X, 23.

20 Ps. XXVI, 14; Luke XII, 32; John XIV, 1; 1 Tim. VI, 17; Heb. X, 35.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. ab Alex. VII., n. 1 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1101).

21 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 186.

22 Ps. XXIV, 2 sqq.; Matt. VI, 25 sqq.; Luke XV, 11 sqq.; Rom. V, 1 sqq.; VIII, 23 sqq.; Phil. I, 6.

23 “Refugium peccatorum,” “Auxilium Christianorum” (Litany of Loreto).—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 188: “The principal remedies opposed to despair are: 1. consideration of the infinite goodness and mercy of God; 2. frequent recollection of the greatest sinners who obtained pardon; 3. meditation on the parables of the holy Gospel, especially of the lost sheep; 4. special devotion to the Blessed Virgin, the refuge of sinners; 5. confidence in Christ affixed to the cross for us, etc.”

p. 51READINGS.—Peter Lombard, Sent., III, dist. 16.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 17 sq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, Paris 1905, pp. 396–400.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 47–54.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 240–247.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 55–64.—F. Abert, S. Thom. Aqu. Compend. Theol., pp. 457 sq., 461 sqq., 472 sqq.—G. Mayer, System der christl. Hoffnung, Leipsic 1900.—J. B. Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., Barcelona 1918, pp. 192 sqq.—Thos. Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 177 sq.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 80 sqq.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918, pp. 28 sqq.

Section 2: Qualities and Fruits of Hope
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	THE QUALITIES OF HOPE.—The qualities of hope flow from the twofold nature of this virtue as a desire and as a firm trust or confidence in the mercy of God.



a) The desire must (α) correspond in a measure to the desirability of its object, which is God, and consequently must exceed the desire for every earthly good. (β) It must be effective, i. e., combined with the firm purpose of fulfilling the conditions necessary to attain eternal salvation. (γ) It must be well-ordered, i. e., aim at nothing but what is in accord with the will of God, and extend to temporal goods only in so far as they are necessary, or at least useful, for the attainment of Heaven.1

1 Cfr. Matt. V, 6; VI, 33; Col. III, 1; 1 Tim. IV, 10; Heb. VI, 11 sq.

b) The confidence or trust that is an essential constituent of hope, is founded on faith in Jesus Christ, and must consequently be (α) firm and steady,2 and (β) illumined by the truths of religion, especially the wisdom, goodness, and justice of God, and therefore expecting no temporal blessing except in connection with, and in relation to, the “one necessary thing,” i. e., eternal salvation.3 Finally, (γ) the hope that is founded in Christ will be “an anchor of the soul, sure and firm”4 only if confident trust in God is united with humility and diffidence in one’s own powers.5 “He who hopes and does not fear,” says Pseudo-Augustine, “is careless, but he who fears and does not hope is weighed down and descends into the depths like a stone.”6

2 Ps. XXIV, 2; 1 Cor. XV, 58; Eph. III, 12; Heb. VI, 19 sq.; 1 Pet. I, 13.

3 Matt. VI, 33; Col. III, 1; 1 Tim. VI, 17.

4 Heb. VI, 19.

5 Ps. CXLVII, 11; 1 Cor. X, 12; Phil. II, 12.

6 Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm. X ad Fratres in Eremo: “Therefore, my brethren, love this [hope], hold it, yet not without fear; because he who hopes and does not fear is careless, but he who fears and does not hope is weighed down and descends into the depths like a stone.” (P. L., XL, 1253).
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	THE FRUITS OF HOPE.—The fruits of hope as a theological virtue are the following:



a) In regard to the desire which it contains, (α) the conception of Heaven as our true home, and of life on earth as an exile which we must always be ready to leave;7 (β) moderation in the use of earthly goods, which, compared with the one thing necessary, i. e., the kingdom of God and its justice, must appear to the Christian merely as something superadded;8 and (γ) the salutary fear of losing Heaven, which gains strength in proportion to the ardor with which we desire to be united to God.

7 2 Cor. V, 6–8; Phil. I, 23; III, 20; Col. III, 1 sq.; Heb. XIII, 14; cfr. John XIV, 2.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXLVIII, n. 4: “As pilgrims we sigh, still held captive under the weight and burden of the mortal body; hence we still groan in pilgrimage, but we shall exult in our fatherland. He who does not groan as a pilgrim will not rejoice as a citizen, because there is no desire in him.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1940).

8 Matt. VI, 36; Phil. IV, 11 sqq.; 1 Tim. VI, 6–8.

p. 55b) In regard to the confidence which it inspires, hope produces (α) true contentment and that heavenly joy which comforts man in all temptations, tribulations, and difficulties;9 (β) patience, which, though it does not exclude complaints and other manifestations of natural pain,10 consists in a readiness to bear the adversities of life with resignation to the will of God, nay to delight in suffering and thank God for it in the firm conviction that “to them that love God all things work together unto good.”11 This persevering patience, when it has developed into absolute resignation to, or conformity with, the will of God, is a sure sign of election. “He that shall persevere to the end shall be saved.”12 “Blessed is the man that endureth temptation, for when he hath been proved, he shall receive the crown of life, which God hath promised to them that love him.”13

9 Deut. X, 19; Rom. XV, 13; 1 Cor. I, 3 sqq.; Phil. II, 1; 1 Thess. IV, 12; Heb. VI, 18.—St. Augustine, Serm., 158, n. 8: “Hope will no longer exist when the reality exists. For hope itself will be necessary in pilgrimage. For when the traveler labors in walking, he therefore endures the labor because he hopes to arrive. Take away from him the hope of arriving, and at once his strength for walking is broken. Therefore the hope which exists here also pertains to the justice of our pilgrimage.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 866).—St. Bernard, Serm. in Cant., 61, n. 3: “I have sinned a great sin; my conscience will be troubled, but it will not be disturbed, because I shall remember the wounds of the Lord.” (P. L., CLXXXIII, 1072).

10 “There is a certain pleasure in weeping.”—Cfr. Matt. XXVI, 38 sq.; XXVII, 46; John XI, 35.—Ovid, Trist., IV, 3, 37.

11 Rom. VIII, 28; cfr. Matt. V, 11 sq.; XXVI, 39; Acts V, 41; Rom. V, 3 sqq.

12 Matt. X, 22.

13 Jas. I, 12.

p. 56Three things, in the terse phrase of a famous Italian writer, lead us blind mortals to misjudge the ways of God: corta vita, corta vista, corta pazienza—i. e., the shortness of life, our limited vision, and impatience.14

14 Antonio Rosmini.—Cfr. Gregory the Great, Hom. in Evang., l. I, 3, n. 4: “And if we do this [conquer ourselves], we shall not only escape the punishments that threaten us, but shall be rewarded together with the martyrs. For although an occasion of persecution is lacking, our peace also has its martyrdom; and although we do not place the neck of the flesh beneath the sword, nevertheless with the spiritual sword we slay carnal desires in the mind.” (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 1089).—IDEM, ibid., l. II, 35, n. 7: “But because we celebrate the birthday of a martyr today, my brethren, we must by no means consider ourselves strangers to the virtue of his patience. For if, with the Lord assisting us, we strive perfectly to preserve the virtue of patience, we both live in the peace of the Church and nevertheless hold the palm of martyrdom. There are indeed two kinds of martyrdom, one in the mind, the other in the mind and in action together. And so we can be martyrs even if we are slain by no sword of persecutors. For to die at the hand of a persecutor is martyrdom in outward deed; but to endure insults and to love one who hates us is martyrdom in hidden thought.” (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 1263).

READINGS.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 400–403.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, p. 81 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 49 sqq.

Section 3: Sins Against Hope

p. 57Man sins against the theological virtue of hope either by wilfully entertaining an aversion for God and heavenly things or by confiding in Him either too much or too little.




	Aversion for God is not the same as hatred of God. The latter is a sin against charity rather than against hope. To have an aversion for God means not to wish Him evil, but simply to prefer the earth and its attractions to Him and to the happiness He has prepared for His rational creatures. To do this is obviously a mortal sin.



In this connection theologians discuss the question whether it is a mortal sin to wish that this terrestrial life might last forever. Noldin says that if this wish is accompanied by a disposition to leave Heaven to God, provided He will give us the earth, it is a mortal sin against hope because by entertaining such a desire the creature turns away from the Creator and seeks its happiness in created things. If, however, it is merely a sign of excessive absorption in earthly pleasures, or of fear of death on account of the uncertainty of reaching Heaven, it is not necessarily a mortal sin against hope because such a disposition of mind does not per se exclude the desire of beatitude. Married people who say that they would like to live together forever, as often as not merely mean to give utterance to the ardor of their mutual affection.1

1 Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., p. 55.

p. 58


	Against the confidence that forms an essential constituent of hope we may sin either by excess (per excessum) or by defect (per defectum).



We sin by excess of hope, a) If we entertain presumption, which is an inordinate confidence of being able to attain Heaven without employing the necessary means. This may manifest itself in a twofold manner:

α) By tempting God. “Tentatio Dei” is a Biblical term2 which denotes the expectation of extraordinary divine help or miraculous intervention when there is no legitimate reason for it. The term may also be applied to anything that is done with the purpose of eliciting such help, as, for example by ordeals (ordalia) or so-called divine judgments (iudicia divina),3 which are based on the belief that God, being just and all-powerful, will, if solemnly invoked by public authority, rather work a miracle than allow his rational creatures to be unjustly punished or to escape punishment when guilty of a serious crime. This belief is contrary to the revealed truth that God’s distributive justice does not work itself out fully in this world.4

2 Ex. XVII, 7; Deut. VI, 16; Ps. LXXVII, 18; Is. VII, 12; Matt. IV, 7; Acts XV, 10.

3 See, however, A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., p. 250, n. 1: “Nevertheless, if a miraculous intervention of God is expected in the matter of eternal salvation, there is indeed in this expectation or request a certain disorder contrary to theological hope; but this must not be confused with the temptation of God itself. The latter also extends more broadly, since it is committed in any matter whatsoever if such an intervention of God is requested without a just cause and is of itself constitutes a graver malice.”—Gury (I, n. 273) says: “The temptation of God is a request for and expectation from God of some unusual effect placed outside the order of things. It is certain that a formal and express temptation of God is always a mortal sin against religion. . . . If, however, it is only implicit, it can often be merely a venial sin because of ignorance, inadvertence, or smallness of matter. . . . 1. He sins gravely against religion who demands to prove his innocence by duel, red-hot iron, etc., or who offers himself voluntarily for martyrdom, unless he is excused by good faith or divine inspiration. 2. Likewise one who exposes himself to great danger of death without a just cause, relying on divine aid. But if he acts merely from rashness without trusting in divine providence, he does not sin against religion, but only against the fifth commandment of the Decalogue. 3. He sins only lightly who, in a slight illness, rejects remedies and hopes for health from God, because there is no grave disorder there. Indeed, he is excused from every fault if he hopes that, with God’s aid, he will be freed naturally from such a slight illness. 4. Likewise, he sins venially in itself who through negligence approaches unprepared to preach the word of God, hoping for special aid from God.”—On ordeals, etc., see A. Franz, Das Rituale von St. Florian, Freiburg 1904, pp. 180 sqq.; IDEM, Die kirchlichen Benediktionen im Mittelalter, Vol. II, pp. 307 sqq.; E. Vacandard, Études de Critique et d’Histoire Religieuses, 2nd ed., Paris 1906, pp. 204 sqq.; J. P. Kirsch in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 276 sqq.

4 John III, 17.

p. 59β) We further sin by presumption if we harbor the inordinate confidence that, no matter what we do, we shall get to Heaven, because it lies entirely with God not only to call men to eternal beatitude but to enable them to obey the call.5 This is what theologians call praesumptio salutis.

5 Phil. II, 12 sq.—Gury (I, n. 185): “Presumption is a disordered confidence of obtaining beatitude by means not ordained by God.”

p. 60Its wrongness lies in seeking certainty of salvation in conditions other than those prescribed by the Christian religion.6

6 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., III, n. 21.—Gury, I, 187: “In how many ways is the sin of presumption committed? Principally: 1. by presuming to obtain eternal life by one’s own powers; 2. by expecting it without labor, from the mercy of God alone; 3. by sinning because of the hope of easily obtaining pardon from God; 4. by persevering in sin because of the hope of conversion at death.”—St. Augustine, Serm., 13 (al. 94, De Temp.), n. 2: “This is the sum of instruction: Serve the Lord in fear and rejoice in Him with trembling (Ps. II). Rejoice in Him, not in yourself: for from Him you have what you are, both that you are a man and that you are just, if nevertheless you are already just. But if you think that you are a man from Him but are just from yourself, you do not serve the Lord in fear and rejoice with trembling, but in presumption toward yourself. . . . For now you seem just to yourself by not taking another’s property, not committing adultery, not committing murder, not bearing false witness against your neighbor, honoring father and mother, worshipping the one God, and not serving idols and demons; but you will perish from this way if you presume that these things come from yourself, if you think that you have them from yourself. . . . What, then, must be done so that we do not perish from the just way? ‘Blessed are all who trust in Him’ (Ps. II, 13). If those who trust in Him are blessed, those who trust in themselves are wretched. For ‘cursed is every man who places his hope in man’ (Jer. XVII, 5). Therefore do not place it in yourself either, because you too are a man. For if you place your hope in another man, you will be inordinately humble; but if you place your hope in yourself, you will be dangerously proud. What difference does it make? Both are ruinous; neither is to be chosen. The inordinately humble man is not raised up; the dangerously proud man is cast down.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 107).

This sin assumes different forms according to the character of the sects that encourage it. Thus theologians speak of a praesumptio lutherana, a praesumptio calviniana, a praesumptio pelagiana, and a praesumptio pia, or, more correctly, pietistica. The Lutherans base their presumption upon the theory that salvation depends solely on the confidence a man has (fides fiducialis) in the grace of God and the merits of Jesus Christ, i. e., on faith alone (sola fides) without good works.7 The Calvinists believe in absolute predestination.8 The Pelagians held that man can work out his eternal salvation without the aid of supernatural grace.9 A certain class of Pietists make salvation depend on mere “ortho- doxy.”10 All these theories are false and pernicious.

7 Rom. III, 28; Jas. II, 14 sqq.— Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 9–15.—B. Bartmann, St. Paulus und St. Jakobus über die Rechtfertigung, Freiburg 1897, pp. 140 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 274 sqq.

8 Cfr. Conc. Arausic. II., c. 25 (epilog.): “We not only do not believe that any persons are predestined to evil by divine power, but if there are any who wish to believe so great an evil, we say anathema to them with all detestation.”—A. Zahn, Über den biblischen und kirchlichen Begriff der Anrechnung, Amsterdam 1899.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 152 sqq.

9 Rom. X, 3; 1 Cor. X, 12.—St. Augustine, Epist., 196 (al. 200), c. 2, n. 7: “Similar to these [Rom. X, 3] are those who, although they profess themselves Christians, oppose the grace of Christ in such a way that they think they fulfill the divine commandments by human powers; as though they too, ignorant of the justice of God and wishing to establish their own, are not subject to the justice of God, and Judaize not indeed in name but nevertheless in error. This kind of men had found for itself as leaders Pelagius and Coelestius, the most vigorous defenders of this impiety.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 893).—IDEM, Confess., IV, c. 16, n. 31: “Our firmness is firmness when You [God] are it; but when it is our own, it is weakness.” (P. L., XXXII, 706).—On the Pelagian heresy see Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 82 sqq. On the prevalence of the same error at the present day see G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London 1920, pp. 65 sqq. Father Joyce says: “The idea that a man’s soul is disabled, and that in order to resist temptation he needs a new force infused into him, is, outside the Catholic Church, almost forgotten. Religion is reduced to the recognition of God’s sovereignty and the observance of a certain standard of morality; but it is not supposed that there is anything in this beyond the scope of our natural powers. The idea that man comes into the world spiritually crippled, and that the religion of Jesus Christ can remedy his ills simply because it communicates to him a new principle of life, has disappeared. What, for instance, is the view taken of Baptism by the vast majority of our fellow-countrymen? It is probably true to say that by most non-Catholics it is at most held to secure to the recipient a certain external favor on God’s part. Many, certainly, regard it as strictly obligatory by reason of Christ’s command. Yet even they do not consider that the rite confers any internal gift, and would very likely dismiss as absurd the idea that the child who dies unbaptized must remain for ever deprived of the beatitude conferred on those who have received that sacrament. There is no mystery as to the source of these errors. They have their origin in a reaction against the false teaching of the Protestant Reformers. Luther and Calvin grossly exaggerated the effects of original sin. They declared that it had so vitiated and corrupted human nature, that fallen man is incapable of the smallest good. Indeed, according to Luther, even after justification, every act that man performs is stained with sin. The justified are saved, not because they are delivered from sin, but solely by the imputation to them of Christ’s merits. A teaching so manifestly false could not but provoke a reaction. Experience teaches us plainly enough that fallen man is not wholly destitute of virtue: that even bad men are capable, from time to time, of good and generous actions. Hence it is no matter of surprise that those who have been brought up to believe that this travesty of Christian teaching is the teaching of Scripture as to human nature, should in preference accept the solution of Rationalism and deny original sin altogether. But when sanctifying grace and original sin are both gone, what remains of Christianity is hardly distinguishable from pure and simple Pelagianism. One of the most marked features of this modern view of religion is the almost universal acceptance of the principle that one religion is as good as another. This is not looked upon as a matter admitting of argument or discussion. It is assumed as one of those self-evident truths which are beyond dispute: and the fact that Catholics deny it is regarded as a standing proof of their wrongheadedness. It is accepted equally by the sincerely pious and by those who are wholly indifferent to religious motives. The pious appeal to it as justifying their charitable hopes for the salvation of all. There are, they say, many roads to heaven: we must not condemn those who are not travelling along the same road as ourselves. The indifferent find in it an adequate excuse for the neglect of all religion. So indubitable does the principle appear to the modern Protestant, that nothing is commoner than to hear the opinion expressed that foreign missions are the most futile of enterprises. Why, it is asked, can we not leave the Mohammedan to serve his God in his own way? A sincere Mohammedan is just as likely to be saved as any Christian: to start a religious propaganda in a Moslem or pagan country may cause much political trouble, and can do no good to anyone. It is, of course, manifest that if the Christian religion has nothing more to offer to its adherents than a somewhat clearer knowledge of the moral law than is to be found in other creeds, there is much to be said for the objection. It might reasonably be doubted in that case, whether it is worth while to disturb the rooted beliefs of a nation in order to confer on it the problematic benefit of Christianity. Far better, it would seem, to try to induce them to observe the law which they already acknowledge as divine. The preaching of a new faith, even though it propose a higher ideal, may well cause more harm by the unsettlement to which it must give rise, than it will do good. But in fact this new form of belief, is, as we have urged, not Christianity at all. It may be said without irreverence that it would not have been worth while for God to become incarnate and die upon the Cross, to give man a gift such as that. The true religion of Jesus Christ does not consist simply in an example of the perfect fulfilment of the law. It is a stupendous gift to our race—the transformation of our nature by grace, the elevation of man to the high dignity of a child of God. It alone comes from God, and it alone can bring man to eternal beatitude. All other religions are the work of human imagination, and are powerless to save us. The Catholic missionary goes out to heathen countries knowing that he brings with him a boon that is beyond all price. Were the result of his life’s work but to make a single convert, his labors would have been well spent. Without him that soul would never have obtained grace, but would have passed out of this life still in the bondage of sin: through him it has been delivered from Satan and raised to be a partaker of the divine nature. He has achieved a result of inestimable value.”

10 Gen. XVII, 10–14; Deut. X, 16 sqq.; Matt. III, 8–10; XII, 50; Luke III, 8 sq.; John I, 12 sq.; VIII, 33, 39 sq.; Acts III, 25 sq.; X, 28; Rom. II, 28 sq.; VIII, 14; 1 Cor. VII, 19; 2 Cor. XI, 22; Gal. III, 2–29; V, 5 sqq.; VI, 15; Eph. II, 11–22; Phil. III, 2–9; Apoc. II, 9; III, 9.

p. 63What is ordinarily called presumption has its origin in a sinful life inspired by the confident expectation that God will not punish sin, or at least will grant the sinner an opportunity to repent before death. This is a crime against the Holy Ghost, because, as St. Thomas says, “by presuming thus a man removes or despises the assistance of the Holy Spirit, whereby he is withdrawn from sin.”11 Presumption is not, however, always the inspiring motive of such seemingly presumptuous conduct. Father Noldin says:

11 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 21, art. 1: “Concerning hope, through which someone adheres to divine power, presumption can arise through excess when someone tends toward some good as possible through divine power and mercy although it is not possible, as when someone hopes to obtain pardon without repentance or glory without merits. This presumption is properly a species of sin against the Holy Spirit, because through presumption of this kind the assistance of the Holy Spirit, by which man is recalled from sin, is removed or despised.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 2, ad 3: “To sin with the intention of persevering in sin under the hope of pardon pertains to presumption, and this does not diminish but increases the sin. But to sin under the hope of obtaining pardon at some time, with the intention of abstaining from sin and repenting of it, is not presumption; rather, this diminishes the sin, because through it the person appears to have a will less firmly fixed upon sinning.”

p. 64(1) To sin, or to persevere in sin, through passion or weakness, with the hope of eventually obtaining forgiveness (cum spe), is not presumption, because in that case the hope of forgiveness is not the motive of sin, but merely a sentiment accompanying it; as when a soldier who is leading a sinful life defers confession until his time of service expires.

(2) To sin because it is so easy to accuse oneself of repeated sins of the same species, or because the confessional is open at all times, or because it is no harder to confess many sins than one or two, is not presumption, because the real motive in such cases is not the ease with which it is possible to obtain forgiveness, but the facility of confession.

(3) To sin or persevere in sin because of the hope of forgiveness (propter spem veniae), i. e., because God forgives many sins as readily as one, or because He will forgive sins as easily later as now, is presumptuous because the hope of forgiveness in that case is the direct motive of sin and therefore an inordinate confidence in divine mercy. However, this sin is committed but rarely because in most instances the hope of obtaining forgiveness is an occasion rather than a motive.12

12 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 57.

Presumption is of itself grave (ex toto genere suo grave) and therefore always a mortal sin if it involves heresy or blasphemy; otherwise it admits of smallness of matter.13

13 Ibid., p. 58.

Certain deep-seated prejudices have recently been corrected by a non-Catholic savant as follows:

“It is a Protestant prejudice . . . that the Evangelical Church alone knows what it is to struggle for certainty in regard to, and to be personally conscious of, salvation. Current opinion [among Protestants] entirely ignores Monasticism, which for two important branches of the Christian Church represents the ideal Christian life. In judging the Catholicism of the western world we must never forget that to St. Thomas (who advanced in this matter beyond Augustine) belongs the merit of having first discussed the question,14 ‘whether man can know that he has grace,’ and of having laid down certain rules by which it is possible to arrive at an empiric, though not absolute, assurance on this point.”15

14 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 112, art. 5: “Utrum homo possit scire se habere gratiam?”

15 K. Holl, Enthusiasmus und Bussgewalt beim griechischen Mönchtum, Leipsic 1898, p. 85.—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 16.—H. Schell, Kath. Dogmatik, Vol. III, P. 1, pp. 346 sq.

p. 65It has been pointed out that St. Bernard of Clairvaux speaks of “certitude” in connection with hope and charity. But the certitude he means has as little in common with the Lutheran brand as St. Bernard’s theory of justification has with that of the Protestant reformers, for according to the Abbot of Clairvaux confidence in God has no justifying power, but justification flows from charity and is never absolutely certain until man has reached Heaven.16

16 St. Augustine, Serm., 130, n. 5: “When the doors are closed and the bolts shot, no friend departs, no enemy enters. There we have true and certain security, if here we have not abandoned the truth.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 728).—Cfr. Ps. CXLVII, 12–14.—Cfr. P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918, pp. 45 sq.

We sin against hope per defectum if we have too little confidence or none at all in God and His mercy. This want of confidence may manifest itself in the form of a) Pusillanimity (pusillanimitas), which, however, is not always an act of the will, but often a mere sentiment or mood, or a temptation arising from timidity, scrupulousness, disease, lack of instruction, or momentary weakness. In such cases, though there have perhaps been manifestations of a violent grief bordering on despair, there may be little or no real guilt; nay, if these periods of mental depression are borne with Christian fortitude, they may lead to a closer union with God.

p. 66b) Want of confidence in God may manifest itself also in a feeling of hopelessness, owing to an overpowering realization of one’s own weakness and the consciousness of being unworthy of further graces from above. This is despair in an improper sense, and is frequently only a venial sin.

Despair in the proper sense of the word (desperatio positiva) is a voluntary diffidence in regard to reaching Heaven and the means necessary thereto; a complete and formal surrender of trust in the promises of God and of the hope of ever breaking with sin and leading a better life.17 This utter loss of confidence in one’s own strength and in the power of divine grace may spring from unbelief or from the positive con- viction that one cannot escape God’s punitive justice. The disposition which leads to despair frequently arises from spiritual or mental indolence, or from excessive indulgence in sensual pleasures, which may so completely ruin a man in body and mind that he loses confidence in himself.18 Thus despair, by its very nature, excludes the possibility of amendment or conversion, and is a grievous sin against the Holy Ghost,—more grievous even than presumption, first, because divine Revelation is primarily a manifestation of charity and mercy;19 second, because it is a greater injustice against God to reject His loving mercy than to disregard His justice,20 and, third, because despair entails many other sins and is the proximate cause of eternal damnation.21

17 Gen. IV, 13 sq.; 2 Kings XVII, 23; Matt. XXVII, 3–5.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 40, art. 4, ad 3: “Despair imports not only the privation of hope, but also a certain withdrawal from the desired thing because of the estimated impossibility of attaining it.”—Cfr. 2a 2ae, qu. 20, art. 1.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, p. 46.—Vol. II of this Handbook, pp. 94 sq.

18 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 20, art. 4: “The object of hope is an arduous good possible to attain either by oneself or through another. Therefore hope of obtaining beatitude can fail in someone in two ways: in one way, because he does not regard it as an arduous good; in another way, because he does not regard it as possible to attain either by himself or through another. That spiritual goods do not taste good to us, as it were, or do not appear to us as great goods, is chiefly brought about by the fact that our affection is infected with the love of bodily pleasures, among which the chief are venereal pleasures; for from affection for these pleasures it happens that man disdains spiritual goods and does not hope for them as arduous goods. And in this way despair is caused by lust. But that someone should not judge an arduous good possible for him to attain either by himself or through another is brought about by excessive dejection; when this dominates a man’s affection, it seems to him that he can never be raised up to any good. And because sloth is a sorrow that casts down the spirit, despair is generated from sloth in this way. Now this belongs properly to the object of hope, namely, that it be possible; for the good and the arduous also pertain to other passions. Hence despair arises especially from sloth. It can nevertheless arise from lust for the reason already stated.”

19 Ez. XVIII, 23, 32; XXXIII, 11–16; John III, 16; XII, 47; 1 Tim. II, 4; 2 Pet. III, 9.

20 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 21, art. 2: “Presumption is a sin, yet less than despair, because it is more proper to God to have mercy and to pardon than to punish, because of His infinite goodness; the former belongs to God in Himself, but the latter according to our sins.”—Cfr. Ps. CXXIX, 7 sq.—Missale Roman., Dom. X post Pentec.: “O God, who chiefly manifestest Thy omnipotence by sparing and having mercy, multiply Thy mercy upon us. . . .”—Brev. Rom., Litaniae Sanct. Omnium: “O God, whose property it is always to have mercy and to spare, receive our supplication. . . .”

21 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., L, n. 5: “Sin with certain despair is death.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 588).—St. Isidore, Sent., l. II, c. 14: “To commit some disgraceful act is the death of the soul; to despise repentance and to remain in guilt is to descend into hell after death. Therefore to sin pertains to death, but to despair pertains to descending into hell.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 617).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 20, art. 3: “If despair is compared with the other two sins [infidelity and hatred of God] on our part, despair is more dangerous, because through hope we are recalled from evils and induced to pursue good things; and therefore, once hope is removed, men fall without restraint into vices and are withdrawn from good works.”

p. 68Sometimes what is called despair is a mere motus desperationis, essentially a temptation, and therefore not in itself a sin, and it may be made a means of exercising the soul in virtue.

Despair itself is either partial or total. It is partial if it is not entirely voluntary, and total if it is entirely voluntary. Despair is never complete or total as long as a man continues to pray, or to perform good works, or if he resumes the practice of his religion at least temporarily.

The confessor should know that despair is sometimes a consequence and sometimes a symptom of partial or total insanity.

The sacred writers of both the Old and the New Testament never tire of extolling the mercy of God, i. e., His infinite love and paternal affection for men. He “shows mercy unto thousands;”22 He “is patient and full of mercy;”23 His mercy is vast and tender beyond human understanding;24 He is “a God of compassion, merciful and patient;”25 “as a father hath compassion on his children, so hath the Lord compassion on them that fear Him, for He knoweth our frame;”26 His “mercy is from eternity and unto eternity”27 and “from generation unto generations;”28 He is “the Father of mercies and the God of all comfort;”29 He “saves us not by the works of justice which we have done, but according to His mercy,”30 and so forth. In view of these assurances no sinner need lose confidence, even though he has offended grievously and against his better knowledge,31 for God “spared not even His own Son, but delivered him up for us all.”32

22 Ex. XX, 6.

23 Numb. XIV, 17–19.

24 Ps. LX, 8; LXVIII, 17; LXXXV, 5.

25 Ps. LXXXV, 15.

26 Ps. CII, 13.

27 Ps. CII, 17.

28 Luke I, 50; cfr. I, 54, 72, 78.

29 2 Cor. I, 3; cfr. Eph. II, 4.

30 Tit. III, 5.

31 Is. I, 18; Ez. XVIII, 23, 32; 2 Pet. III, 9.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., L, n. 18: “So full art Thou [God] of the richness of mercy that those who turn to Thee must not despair, not only whatever sinners they may be, but even whatever impious men they may be.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 597).—IDEM, ibid., n. 6: “Come to the aid [O God] of my grave wound according to Thy great medicine. What I have is grave, but I flee to the Omnipotent. I would despair of so deadly a wound of mine if I did not find so great a physician. . . . David himself could not say: ‘I did it ignorantly’ (1 Tim. I, 13). For he was not ignorant how great an evil intercourse with another man’s wife was and how great an evil the killing of her husband was. Those who did it ignorantly, therefore, obtain the Lord’s mercy; and those who did it knowingly obtain not just any mercy, but great mercy.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 588).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 36, 3, n. 11: “We must not despair of others to such an extent that I do not despair even of the man himself so long as he lives. For we must despair of no one who is living.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 370).—IDEM, Serm., 351 (al. inter Hom. 50), c. 5, n. 12: “Whatever you have done, whatever you have sinned, you are still in this life, from which God would have removed you entirely if He had not wished to heal you. Why, then, do you not know that the patience of God leads you to repentance?” (P. L., XXXIX, 1548).

32 Rom. VIII, 32; cfr. John III, 16; Rom. III, 25; 1 John IV, 9 sq.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 57, n. 17: “This is the most unconquerable shield by which the enemy of salvation, suggesting despair through the multitude of tribulations and temptations, is repelled.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 89).

p. 69But, though the mercy of God is infinite, we must not abuse it or act with presumption, for, like mercy, “wrath quickly cometh from Him, and His wrath looketh upon sinners. Delay not [therefore] to be converted to the Lord, and defer it not from day to day, for His wrath shall come on a sudden, and in the time of vengeance He will destroy thee.”33

33 Ecclus. V, 7–9; cfr. Ps. CII, 18; Ecclus. XVI, 12 sq.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 144, n. 11: “Do not therefore say: Tomorrow I shall turn, tomorrow I shall please God, and all today’s and yesterday’s sins will be forgiven me. You speak truly that God has promised pardon to your conversion, but He has not promised tomorrow’s day to your delay.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1877).—IDEM, Serm., 20, n. 1: “Let the soul that has sinned say, ‘Create a clean heart in me, O God,’ etc. (Ps. L, 12), lest it perish more by despairing than it destroyed itself by sinning.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 138).

p. 70READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 20 sq.—Billuart, De Spe, art. 5.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., lib. III, n. 20 sq.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 341 sqq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 409 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 54 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 247 sqq.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918, pp. 28 sqq.


Chapter III: Charity

Section 1: Nature, Motive, and Object of Charity

p. 71


	NATURE OF CHARITY.—a) Charity (caritas theologica sive divina) is a supernaturally infused virtue, by which we love God as the Sovereign Good, above all else, for His own sake, and our neighbor as ourselves.1 This definition is nominal rather than real, but it clearly indicates the causes, the object, and the motive of the theological virtue of charity.



1 John XV, 9; Rom. V, 5; VIII, 15; Gal. IV, 6; 1 John IV, 7–16.—St. Augustine, De Doctr. Christ., l. III, c. 10, n. 16: “By charity I mean the movement of the soul toward enjoying God for His own sake, and oneself and one’s neighbor for God’s sake; but by cupidity, the movement of the soul toward enjoying oneself and one’s neighbor and any body whatsoever not for God’s sake.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 72).—Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., l. II, p. 13, c. 6: “Holy Scripture commends to us a twofold charity, namely, that of God and that of our neighbor. The charity of God, that we so love Him as to rejoice in Him. The charity of our neighbor, that we so love him, not that we rejoice in him, but that we rejoice with him in God. This is to love God for His own sake, but our neighbor for God’s sake. God, therefore, is to be loved for His own sake because He Himself is our good. But our neighbor is to be loved for God’s sake because our good is in God together with him.” (P. L., CLXXVI, 528).

In the phraseology of the Church and of the Schoolmen a distinction is made between charity (caritas) and love (amor). Amor is the more general term, embracing all kinds of love, whereas caritas signifies either God Himself, the immediate and proximate object of theological charity,2 or the act by which He loves us,3 or that by which we love Him,4 or, more commonly, the supernatural habit or theological virtue of charity.5 The Scholastics speak of amor concupiscentiae, but never of caritas concupiscentiae, of amor vitiosus, but never of caritas vitiosa, of amor naturalis, but never of caritas naturalis.6

2 1 John IV, 8, 16.

3 Jer. XXXI, 3; Rom. V, 8 sqq.; 2 Cor. V, 14; Eph. II, 4; 1 John IV, 10, 16, 19.

4 Rom. VIII, 35, 39.

5 Rom. V, 5; 1 Cor. XIII, 13; 2 Cor. XIII, 13; Gal. V, 22; Phil. I, 9; 2 Thess. I, 3; 1 Tim. I, 5.

6 Cfr. K. Martin, Lehrbuch der kath. Moral, 5th ed., p. 350.

p. 72b) To understand the nature of supernatural or theological charity we must study the analogous sentiment of natural love (amor). Love may be directed either to persons or to inanimate objects (temporal possessions, honor, etc.) and comprises (α) a knowledge of the object to which it is directed and pleasure in that object (amor complacentiae); (β) a desire for, or tendency towards, that object on account of its goodness or desirability (amor concupiscentiae), and (γ) a surrender of one’s own personality to the person or object loved (amor benevolentiae sive amicitiae).7

7 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 26, art. 3 sq.

These three forms of natural love are analogous to the three stages in which charity, or the love of God, our Sovereign Good, unfolds itself towards us. In both cases the higher stages of development pass beyond the lower, elevating and transfiguring, though not suppressing them. As the amor complacentiae and the amor concupiscentiae have their motive not so much in the object towards which they tend, as in the loving subject, such a love is invariably egoistic and therefore imperfect. The love of friendship alone (amor benevolentiae sive amicitiae) is true charity, and, if directed towards God, it is perfect, because its formal object or motive lies entirely within the person to whom it is directed.8

8 Ps. CXXXVIII, 17; Luke XII, 4; John XV, 14 sq.;—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7: “Whence man from unjust becomes just, and from an enemy a friend.”

p. 73Charity or theological love has its roots in the will and is productive of good. It is therefore a virtue; nay, the highest and noblest of all virtues, superior even to faith and hope,9 because it imparts to all the others their tendency towards God. Therefore St. Paul aptly calls it “the fulfilling of the law,”10 “the bond of perfection,”11 “the end of the commandment,”12 i. e., the object or purpose of the Gospel. The beautiful description of charity in the first Epistle to the Corinthians13 is a classic of religious literature. St. Thomas refers to charity as “the root of faith and hope”14 and declares that it is the mother or form of all virtues.15 Charity endures forever, whereas faith is ultimately transformed into vision, and hope into possession.16

9 1 Cor. XIII, 13.

10 Rom. XIII, 10.

11 Col. III, 14.

12 1 Tim. I, 5.

13 1 Cor. XIII, 1–3, 13.

14 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 65, art. 5, ad 2.

15 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 4; cfr. 2a 2ae, qu. 23, art. 3 sqq.

16 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 390 sq.

p. 74


	THE MOTIVE OF CHARITY.—The motive or formal object of charity is God, or, more specifically, the divine attributes of goodness and amiability (bonitas absoluta) which are identical with His essence. Without this motive theological love could not exist. On the other hand, to love God for His own sake is more perfect than to love Him for our sake. His absolute goodness is the primary motive of charity, but it does not exclude the secondary motive of bonitas communicativa, i. e., the divine goodness in as much as it is communicated to men through the creation and the redemption, sanctification, and beatification of the human race, because this communication presupposes, or is the result of, absolute goodness. In matter of fact we are exhorted to love God for a variety of motives, e. g., because He is our Creator, Redeemer, and chief Benefactor, and because He has sanctified us and promised to make us forever happy in Heaven.17



17 Mark X, 45; John III, 16 sq.; XV, 13; Rom. V, 8–10; VIII, 32; 2 Cor. V, 15; 1 John III, 16; IV, 9 sq., 19.—G. Lahousse, Tract. de Virtut. Theol., Bruges 1900, pp. 376 sqq.




	THE OBJECT OF CHARITY.—The immediate material object (obiectum materiale) of charity is God Himself; its secondary and mediate object, whatever proceeds from, and is positively related to, Him. Hence love of God must be accompanied by love of fellowmen. We have no true charity unless we love our neighbor, (a) be- cause God commands us to love our neighbor, making obedience to this commandment the distinguishing mark of His disciples; (b) because Jesus in life and death taught us by word and example to love our fellowmen, and (c) because every human being is a child and an image of God, redeemed by the blood of Christ, and called unto eternal salvation.18



18 Matt. XXII, 37–39; 1 John IV, 12.—St. Augustine, De Trinit., l. VIII, c. 8, n. 12: “This context [1 John IV, 7, 8, 20] declares clearly enough that this very fraternal love (for fraternal love is that by which we love one another) is proclaimed on such great authority not only to be from God, but also to be God. Therefore, when from love we love our brother, from God we love our brother; nor can it be that we do not chiefly love that very love by which we love our brother. Hence it is gathered that those two precepts cannot exist without each other. . . . From one and the same charity, therefore, we love God and our neighbor, but God for God’s sake, and ourselves and our neighbor for God’s sake.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 958).—IDEM, De Moribus Eccles. Cath., l. I, c. 26, nn. 48–51.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 25, art. 1: “God is the reason for loving our neighbor, for this is what we ought to love in our neighbor, that he be in God. Hence it is manifest that the act by which God is loved and that by which our neighbor is loved is the same in species. And for this reason the habit of charity extends not only to the love of God but also to the love of our neighbor.”

p. 75As for irrational creatures, to love them should cause us to love God, because they manifest His wisdom and goodness in direct proportion to their amiability.19 This also explains why habitual and unnecessary cruelty to animals is incompatible with true charity or love of God.

19 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 25, art. 3: “The friendship of charity cannot be had toward an irrational creature. Nevertheless, irrational creatures can be loved from charity as goods which we will for others, namely, insofar as from charity we will them to be preserved for the honor of God and the usefulness of men; and thus God too loves them from charity.”

The love of our neighbor will be treated at length in the fifth volume of this Handbook, which deals with Man’s Duties to His Fellowmen.

p. 76As Jesus Christ is true God, one who loves Christ as a Divine Person thereby makes an act of theological charity, and as the goodness of God nowhere manifests itself so splendidly as in the Incarnation, the Passion, and the death of our Lord, the most effective method of eliciting an act of divine charity is to meditate on the goodness which moved God to become our fellowman through His birth, our prize through His death, and our reward through His glory.20

20 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 63.

READINGS.—Peter Lombard, Sent., III, dist. 27–32 (Migne, P. L., CXCII, 812).—St. Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 27–30 (Opera Omnia, Vol. III, pp. 558 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 23–24.—F. Suarez, De Caritate, disp. 1–6 (Opera Omnia, Vol. XII, pp. 634 sqq.).—S. Schiffini, S.J., Tract. de Virtutibus Infusis, pp. 423 sqq.—W. Lütgert, Die Liebe im Neuen Testament, Leipsic 1905.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 59 sqq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 416 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 251 sqq.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 82 sqq.

Section 2: Necessity of Charity

p. 77


	Charity, qua love of God, is absolutely necessary to salvation. St. John says: “He that loveth not, abideth in death,”1 and St. Paul: “If any man love not our Lord Jesus Christ, let him be anathema.”2 As a virtue charity corresponds to an express divine command,3 in fact, to “the greatest and the first commandment” given by Christ.4 The necessity of charity is, moreover, deducible from human nature itself, for, as St. Augustine says, the human heart finds no rest until it is united with God.5



1 1 John III, 14; cfr. IV, 16.

2 1 Cor. XVI, 22; cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 6 sq.

3 Deut. VI, 5.

4 Matt. XXII, 36–38; Mark XII, 29 sq.; Luke X, 27.

5 Confess., l. I, c. 1: “Thou hast made us for Thyself, and our heart is restless until it rests in Thee.” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 661).




	Charity being necessary for salvation, its practice is a grave duty. Christ demanded of His disciples that they love Him more than their nearest kin. “He that loveth his father or mother more than me, is not worthy of me; and he that loveth son or daughter more than me, is not worthy of me.”6 “If any man come to me, and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea his own life also, he cannot be my disciple.”7 The Apostles insist that we must love Christ.8 Now not only does our faith teach that God is the highest or sovereign Good (summum bonum) in every imaginable respect, but the scriptural passages cited above, and especially the wording of the first and greatest command given by Christ Himself, show that our love of God must be the highest of which we are capable. Hence it is a postulate of charity that we must love God as the infinitely lovable Being (infinite diligibilis) above all else, that is, more than any other person or thing.9 It is necessary, however, to distinguish between amor appretiative summus and amor intensive summus.



6 Matt. X, 37.

7 Luke XIV, 26.

8 1 Cor. XVI, 22; Col. III, 14; 1 John IV, 7, 16, 19; Jude 20 sq.

9 Matt. XXII, 37.—St. Augustine, De Doctr. Christ., l. I, c. 22, n. 21: “This rule of love was divinely established, that you should direct all your thoughts, your whole life, and your whole understanding toward Him from whom you have the very things that you direct. But when He says, with the whole heart, the whole soul, the whole mind, He left no part of our life vacant which ought to give place, as it were, so that it might wish to enjoy some other thing; but whatever else comes into the mind to be loved is swept there, where the whole impetus of love runs.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 27).—IDEM, Confess., l. X, c. 29: “He loves Thee less who loves something together with Thee which he does not love for Thy sake.” (P. L., XXXII, 796).—IDEM, De Moribus Eccles. Cath., l. I, c. 11, n. 18: “No one doubts that the highest good, which is also called the best, must not merely be loved, but must be loved so that we ought to love nothing more; and this is signified and expressed by what was said: with the whole soul, and with the whole heart, and with the whole mind. Who, I ask, would doubt, when all these things have been established and most firmly believed, that there is nothing else best for us, toward the attainment of which we ought to hasten with all other things set aside, than God? Again, if nothing separates us from His charity, what can be not only better but also more certain than this good?” (P. L., XXXII, 1319).—Cfr. Gury, I, n. 191–193.

p. 78a) Amor appretiative summus depends on the free determination of the will and consists in appreciating God more highly than anything else and in being ready, for His sake and for the sake of our eternal salvation, to renounce all other advantages rather than lose His grace or offend Him by a mortal sin. Amor intensive summus is the highest kind of emotional love of which a man is capable. It is present in the soul of one who dreads nothing more than to lose God.

p. 79b) From the very nature of these two kinds of love it follows that the former alone can be a matter of strict duty. The essential and decisive element in all love is the amor effectivus, i. e., that which manifests itself in deeds, in a strong inclination of the will towards God, a surrender of the soul to Him, obedience to His commands, zeal for His honor and the propagation of His kingdom. “He that hath my commandments and keepeth them,” says Christ, “he it is that loveth me.”10 “If any one love me, he will keep my word.”11 “He that keepeth his [God’s] word, in him in very deed the charity of God is perfected, and by this we know that we are in him.”12

10 John XIV, 21.

11 John XIV, 23 sq.

12 1 John II, 5; IV, 12, 17.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, art. 8: “The perfection of charity can be understood in two ways: in one way on the part of the object loved, and in another way on the part of the one who loves. On the part of the object loved, charity is perfect when something is loved as much as it is lovable. But God is as lovable as He is good; but His goodness is infinite, and therefore He is infinitely lovable. No creature, however, can love Him infinitely, since every created power is finite. Hence in this way the charity of no creature can be perfect, but only the charity of God, by which He loves Himself. On the part of the one who loves, charity is perfect when he loves as much as he can. This happens in three ways. First, so that the whole heart of man is actually borne toward God at all times; and this is the perfection of the charity of the fatherland, which is not possible in this life, in which, because of the weakness of human life, it is impossible always actually to think about God and to be moved by love toward Him. Second, so that a man devotes his effort to being free for God and divine things, setting aside other things except so far as the necessity of the present life requires; and this is the perfection of charity which is possible on the way, but it is not common to all who have charity. Third, so that a person habitually places his whole heart in God, namely, so that he thinks or wills nothing contrary to divine love; and this perfection is common to all who have charity.”—Cfr. in St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 442.—J. Deharbe, S.J., Die vollkommene Liebe Gottes im Gegensatz zur unvollkommenen, Ratisbon 1856.—L. Lessius, De Summo Bono, ed. H. Hurter, Freiburg i. B., 1869.

p. 80Moreover, the pious emotions which constitute the so-called amor affectivus are transitory and cannot be elicited at will. We know of great Saints who were unable to banish entirely that state of spiritual dryness which mystic writers call ariditas mentis and which, according to their teaching, God purposely inflicts on His faithful servants in order to test their love and increase their merits. Nevertheless, every good Christian should strive with all his might to make his charity as intensive as possible, first, by ardent prayer, and second by carefully fostering the fire of divine love in his heart. We must therefore not only beware of expelling the Holy Spirit by mortal sin, or weakening His operation in us by committing venial transgressions, but frequently make acts of charity and thereby strive to increase and confirm this all-important theological virtue in our hearts.13

13 Luke XI, 13; Rom. V, 5; Gal. V, 22; Col. I, 8; Eph. IV, 30; Phil. I, 9; 1 Thess. V, 19.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 10, can. 24.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, artt. 4–7.

p. 81How often such acts should be made depends largely on circumstances. It is certain that this duty binds all men in the hour of death, or when life is endangered, or when one, while unable to go to confession, is compelled to make an act of contrition, or in grievous temptations which cannot be overcome by other means. It is perhaps not too much to say that a man cannot progress steadily on the way of perfection unless he makes explicit acts of faith, hope, and charity at least once a day.14 However, no faithful Catholic need be anxious about this obligation if he strives to lead a good life and has a firm and constant purpose to avoid mortal sin, though all are advised to make explicit acts of charity frequently, in order that they may become more closely united with God and accustomed to such acts as a preparation for death.15

14 Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., n. 5: “We do not dare to condemn as sinning mortally one who elicits an act of love of God only once in his life.”—Prop. 6: “It is probable that not even every five years does the precept of charity toward God of itself strictly bind.”—Prop. 7: “It binds only when we are obliged to be justified and have no other way by which we can be justified.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, nn. 1155 sqq.).—Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 2, qu. 52: “After Baptism the most fierce struggle of concupiscence against the spirit was left behind; yet in this contest it is not fitting for a Christian man to be broken or weakened in spirit, since, trusting in God’s kindness, we ought to rely on the best hope that by the daily practice of living rightly, whatsoever things are chaste, whatsoever just, whatsoever holy (Phil. IV, 8), these same things may also appear easy and pleasant. Let us gladly think these things; let us do these things with a cheerful spirit, that the God of peace (2 Cor. XIII, 11) may be with us.”

15 Gury, I, n. 193: “Devout faithful persons easily satisfy the precept of charity, because they frequently elicit acts of charity by rejoicing in the divine perfections; by wishing that no one offend Him and that all love and worship Him and observe His commandments; by praying devoutly that His name be sanctified and His will be done; by avoiding sin because it displeases Him, etc. The faithful, therefore, ought not to be anxious about this obligation, provided that they strive after a Christian life and constantly retain a ready will to avoid grave sins. Nevertheless, the faithful should be advised to elicit explicit acts of charity frequently in life, for greater union with God, and so that the soul may be prepared easily to elicit similar acts at death.”

p. 82The duty of fostering and promoting charity is a very important one, because charity is the very soul of the spiritual life, and without it good works, nay even miracles and extraordinary graces, would be of no effect. “If I speak with the tongues of men and of angels, but have not charity, I am become (as) sounding brass or clanging cymbal. And if I have (the gift of) prophecy, and comprehend all mysteries and all knowledge; and if I have all faith, so as to displace mountains, but have not charity, it profiteth me nothing.”16

16 1 Cor. XIII, 1–3; cfr. XVI, 14; Col. III, 14.—St. Augustine, Epist., 140 (al. 120), c. 18, n. 45: “Piety is the worship of God, nor is He worshipped except by loving. The highest and true wisdom, therefore, is in that first precept [Matt. XXII, 37], and consequently wisdom is charity.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 559).

Negatively, the commandment of charity forbids all, especially mortal, sins. “He who saith that he knoweth [God], and keepeth not His commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in him.”17

17 1 John II, 4 sq.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, art. 12: “One contrary is removed by another contrary supervening. But every act of mortal sin is contrary to charity according to its proper nature, which consists in this: that God be loved above all things and that man subject himself totally to Him, referring all his things to Him. It therefore belongs to the nature of charity that a person so love God that in all things he wills to subject himself to Him and to follow the rule of His commandments in all things; for whatever is contrary to His precepts is manifestly contrary to charity, and therefore has of itself the power to exclude charity.”

p. 83It goes without saying that the theological virtue of charity, both because of its nature and on account of its object, must be supernatural,18 efficacious,19 and constant.20

18 Rom. V, 5.—Cfr. Propositiones Damnat. Baii, n. 34: “That distinction of a twofold love, namely, natural, by which God is loved as the author of nature, and gratuitous, by which God is loved as beatifier, is vain and fictitious and devised for mocking the sacred writings and very many testimonies of the ancients.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1034).

19 John XIV, 15, 21; 1 Cor. XIII, 4–7; 1 John III, 18; V, 3; 2 John 1 sq., 6.

20 John XV, 9 sq.; Rom. VIII, 35–39; Jude 21.—St. Augustine, De Moribus Eccles. Cath., l. I, c. 11, n. 19: “Let us consider each point briefly. No one separates us thence by threatening death. For that very thing by which we love God in spirit cannot die except when it does not love God, since death itself is not to love God, which is nothing other than to place something before Him in loving and following. No one separates us thence by promising life, for no one separates us from the fountain itself by promising water. An angel does not separate us, for when we cling to God our mind is not weaker than an angel. Power does not separate us; for if by power is meant here that which has some authority in this world, the mind clinging to God is altogether higher than the whole world. But if by power is meant that which is the most upright affection of our own soul, then, if it is in another, it favors our being joined to God; if it is in us, it itself joins us. Present troubles do not separate us, for we feel them the more lightly the more closely we cling to Him from whom they try to separate us. The promise of future things does not separate us, for whatever future good there will be God promises more certainly, and nothing is better than God Himself, who is assuredly already present to those who cling well to Him. Neither height nor depth separates us; for if these words perhaps signify height or depth of knowledge, I shall not be curious lest I be separated from God, nor does anyone’s teaching separate me from Him as though it were driving away error, from which no one at all would err unless separated from Him. But if by height and depth the upper and lower regions of this world are signified, who will promise me heaven so that I may be separated from the maker of heaven? Or who will terrify me with hell so that I may abandon God, whom, if I had never abandoned Him, I should not know hell? Finally, what place will tear me away from His charity, who would not be wholly everywhere if He were contained in any place?” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1319).

READINGS.—G. Lahousse, Tract. de Virtutibus Theol., Bruges 1900, pp. 376 sqq.—J. Deharbe, S.J., Die vollkommene Liebe Gottes in ihrem Gegensatz zur unvollkommenen, Ratisbon 1856.

p. 84L. Lessius, De Summo Bono, ed. Hurter, Freiburg i. B. 1869.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 428 sqq.—J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, New York 1914, pp. 223 sqq.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, pp. 83 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 64 sqq.

Section 3: Fruits and Effects of Charity

p. 85The fruits and effects of charity, or the forms in which this virtue manifests itself, are, broadly speaking, the twelve so-called gifts of the Holy Ghost,1 more especially joy and peace,2 a desire to be made conformable to the will of God, and zeal for His holy cause.

1 See Vol. I of this Handbook, pp. 280 sqq. Also W. F. Stadelman, C. S. Sp., Glories of the Holy Ghost, Techny, Ill., 1919, pp. 47 sqq. and G. H. Joyce, S. J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, pp. 94 sqq.

2 John XV, 9–11; Rom. XIV, 17; 1 Cor. XIII, 4–7; Gal. V, 22 sqq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 28–29.—P. Bürger, Unterweisungen über die christliche Vollkommenheit, pp. 635, 642 sqq.




	Joy in God (amor laetitiae) may be defined as pleasure in His presence, delight in contemplating His revelations, and the consciousness of being always an object of His omniscience and benevolent care.3



3 Cfr. Phil. I, 18; 3 John 4.—P. W. von Keppler (tr. by J. McSorley), More Joy, St. Louis 1914.—Seneca, Ep., 23, 4: “Believe me, true joy is a serious thing.”

“The joy of salvation,” says Bishop Keppler, “the joy of the Saviour, whether bleeding in victorious battle against the legions of evil, or risen again amid Easter alleluias, or gloriously ascended to Heaven and reigning there; the joy of the Holy Ghost; the vision of perfect future joy, the reward of Heaven,4—all this remained as a precious legacy to the disciples, and has become the precious legacy of every one who is united to the Saviour in faith and love. The inner experience of the Apostle testifies that ‘the kingdom of God is not meat and drink, but justice and peace and joy in the Holy Ghost.’5 He names joy second among the fruits of the spirit.6 He proclaims as the Christian law of life: ‘Rejoice in the Lord always; again, I say, rejoice.’7 and, ‘Let the peace of Christ rejoice in your hearts.’8 When the first Christian communities were organized, ‘breaking bread from house to house, they took their meat with gladness and simplicity of heart.’9 All the trouble, danger, and affliction which came upon the Christians in times of persecution could not cause anything more than a quasi-sadness in the midst of real permanent joy, ‘as sorrowful, yet always rejoicing.’10 During centuries of the most frightful and bloody persecution, amid pain and torment, in flames and funeral pyres, in rackings and scourgings, in the darkest depths of dungeons, this indestructible joy has always kept up its exultant song.”11

4 Matt. XXV, 21; 1 Pet. I, 6–8.

5 Rom. XIV, 17.

6 Gal. V, 22.

7 Phil. IV, 4.

8 Col. III, 15.

9 Acts II, 46.

10 2 Cor. IV, 10.

11 Keppler-McSorley, More Joy, pp. 116 sq.

p. 86“The characteristic of all those who have attained to a perfect love of God,” says the most renowned of contemporary Dominican theologians, Fr. Albert M. Weiss, “is an exceptional and imperturbable happiness, a cheerfulness so surprising, so permanent, so frank and childlike, that the prejudiced children of this world are tempted to get vexed at it. . . . Whoever encounters souls of this kind, perceives from their very appearance that their condition does not depend on the world around them, but originates in their own spiritual depths. Their minds are not easily upset by storms, for their lives are built upon God, who is inaccessible to the disturbing influence of the elements. They have nought to fear from God; they are at peace with themselves. Why then, should they not be happy?”12

12 A. M. Weiss, O.P., Apologie, Vol. III, 2nd ed., p. 831; Keppler-McSorley, op. cit., p. 122.

p. 87This joy in God and in divine things inspires reverence for His majesty (amor reverentialis). Freely does the faithful Christian acknowledge the majesty and sublimity of God, and gladly does he bow before Him,—not like a slave who dreads the lash, but like a child that confidently trusts in his father’s kindness. “Perfect charity casteth out fear, because fear hath pain, and he that feareth is not perfected in charity.”13

13 1 John IV, 18.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 118, 25, n. 7: “Perfected charity casts out this fear, by which punishment is feared; it makes men free, not through fear of punishment, but through delight in justice. For that fear by which justice is not loved but punishment is feared is servile, because it is carnal, and therefore does not crucify the flesh. For the will to sin is alive, and appears in deed when impunity is hoped for. But when punishment is believed to follow, it lives hiddenly, yet it lives. For it would rather that what the law forbids were permitted, and it grieves that it is not permitted, because it does not spiritually delight in the law’s good, but carnally fears the evil which it threatens. But with chaste fear charity itself, which casts out this fear, fears to sin even if impunity should follow, because it does not judge that impunity will follow when, through love of justice, it regards sin itself as punishment.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1576).—IDEM, Serm., 161 (al. 18, De Verbis Apost.), n. 9: “Servile fear is that by which you fear to burn with the devil; chaste fear is that by which you fear to displease God.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 883).

To this childlike reverence is added gratitude (amor gratitudinis), which consists in the joyful acknowledgement of innumerable favors received from God without any merit of our own,14 and is combined with fear of all that runs counter to His will and regret for one’s own weakness, imperfection, and sinfulness (amor dolorosus). If a man’s individual faults are the object of this sorrow, it is called contrition; in all other cases, Christian sadness.15

14 2 Cor. II, 14; Eph. V, 20; Col. III, 15, 17; 1 Thess. V, 18.

15 Matt. V, 5; Rom. XII, 15; 1 Cor. XIII, 6.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 28, art. 2.
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	The tendency to conform one’s will to that of God (amor oboedientiae sive conformitatis) takes the form either of obedience or resignation, according to the manner in which the divine will manifests itself, namely, as a law or as a decree. Both obedience and resignation to the will of God must be universal and willingly rendered. However, it is no sin, but sometimes may be a proof of childlike charity, to desire that this or that particular decree of Providence be changed. Christ prayed on Mount Olivet: “My Father, if it be possible, let this chalice pass from me; nevertheless not as I will, but as thou wilt,”16—and we are allowed to follow His example.



16 Matt. XXVI, 39 sqq.




	Zeal for the cause of God is such a necessary requirement of true charity that the latter cannot exist without the former. This zelus amoris consists mainly in an earnest endeavor to prevent others from offending God, or to induce them to embrace the true faith, or to do penance for their sins, or to lead a more perfect life. To be genuine, this zeal for souls must be free from egotistic motives, aim only at God and His glory, and employ no means except those which are legitimate in themselves or at least do not hinder the attainment of the end in view. This is but another way of saying that our zeal must be tempered with prudence and should never outrun the bounds of modesty and benevolence. Where these conditions are lacking, even the most ardent zeal is apt to injure rather than to help the cause of God.17



17 Ps. LXVIII, 10; Matt. XXIII, 15; Luke IX, 51 sqq.; John II, 17; Rom. X, 2; XII, 9; 2 Cor. XI, 2; Gal. I, 14; VI, 17 sq.; 2 Tim. I, 3; Jas. I, 21.—P. Chaignon, S. J., Le Ciel Ouvert par le Zéle, Angers 1882 (German tr. by M. Hoffmann, Der Seeleneifer, Mayence 1902).

p. 89Legitimate means for propagating the kingdom of God are instruction, example, and intercessory prayer. To these may be added almsgiving for the purpose of rendering the poor more receptive for good advice and example. Violence and compulsion are contrary to the spirit of Christianity and therefore forbidden.18

18 Epist. ad Diognet., c. 7, n. 3–5 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 402): “Was it, as one might reckon concerning men, in tyranny and fear and terror? Certainly not, but in gentleness and meekness: as a king sending a royal son, He sent him; as God He sent him; as a man to men He sent him; as saving He sent him, as persuading, not compelling—for violence has no place with God. He sent him as calling, not pursuing; He sent him as loving, not judging.”—Tertullian, Apol., c. 24: “See that this too does not contribute to the charge of irreligion: to take away freedom of religion and forbid the choice of divinity, so that it is not permitted to me to worship whom I wish, but I am forced to worship whom I do not wish. No one will wish himself to be worshipped by an unwilling person, not even a man.” (Ed. E. F. Leopold, p. 1, 96).—IDEM, Ad Scap., c. 2: “It is a right of man and a power of nature for each one to worship what he has thought fit, nor does the religion of one harm or benefit another. But it is not the part of religion to compel religion, which ought to be undertaken voluntarily, not by force, since even sacrifices are demanded from a willing spirit.” (Ed. Leopold, p. 248).—A. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 192 sqq.

p. 90READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 28.—F. W. Faber, The Creator and the Creature, Book III.—St. Francis de Sales, Traité de l’Amour de Dieu.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 419 sq.—Msgr. Gay, La Vie et les Vertus Chrétiennes, Paris 1876, Tr. XII.

Section 4: Sins Against Charity

p. 91Mortal sin, both as an act and as a state, is diametrically opposed to the theological virtue of charity, which spells union with God, whereas mortal sin involves separation from Him.1

1 Cfr. Prov. X, 12; Luke VII, 47; 1 Pet. IV, 8.—St. Augustine, Tr. in Ioan., I, n. 6: “Pride extinguishes charity; therefore humility strengthens charity; charity extinguishes sins.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1982).—IDEM, De Doctr. Christ., III, c. 10, n. 16: “The more the kingdom of cupidity is destroyed, the more charity is increased.” (P. L., XXXIV, 72).—IDEM, Enchiridion, c. 117: “Carnal cupidity reigns where there is no charity of God.” (P. L., XL, 287).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, art. 10: “Every mortal sin is contrary to charity.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 12: “Every act of mortal sin is contrary to charity according to its proper nature, which consists in this, that God be loved above all things.”—Cfr. this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 16 sqq.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, pp. 14 sqq.

As charity has various degrees, so mortal sin, which is its antithesis, may be more or less grievous.




	HATRED AND CONTEMPT OF GOD.—Most directly opposed to charity is hatred and contempt of God.2



2 John XV, 18–25.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 34, art. 1: “God can be apprehended by man in two ways: in one way according to Himself, for example, when He is seen through His essence; in another way through His effects [Rom. I, 20]. But God through His essence is goodness itself, which no one can hate, because it belongs to the nature of the good that it be loved; and therefore it is impossible that anyone seeing God through His essence should hate Him. But some of His effects are such that they can in no way be contrary to the human will, because to be, to live, and to understand are both desirable and lovable to all, and these are certain effects of God. Hence also, inasmuch as God is apprehended as the author of these effects, He cannot be hated. But there are certain effects of God which are repugnant to a disordered will, such as the infliction of punishment and also the restraint of sinners by divine law, which are repugnant to the will depraved by sin; and with respect to the consideration of such effects, God can be hated by some, insofar, namely, as He is apprehended as the prohibitor of sins and the inflictor of punishments.”

p. 92Hatred of God (odium Dei), in its fully developed form, is the sin of the demons. In men, as a rule, it results only from an immoral life. “To hate God, the giver of all good things,” says St. Thomas Aquinas, “is to sin deliberately, and this is a sin against the Holy Ghost. Hence it is evident that hatred of God is chiefly a sin against the Holy Ghost, in so far as the sin against the Holy Ghost denotes a special kind of sin: and yet it is not reckoned among the kinds of sin against the Holy Ghost, because it is universally found in every species of that sin.”3

3 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 34, art. 2, ad 1: “Hatred of God is especially a sin against the Holy Spirit, insofar as sin against the Holy Spirit names a certain special kind of sin; yet it is not numbered among the species of sin against the Holy Spirit, because it is found generally in every species of sin against the Holy Spirit.”—Ibid., art. 5: “Hatred which is opposed to this love is not first in the destruction of virtue, which occurs through vices, but last; and therefore hatred is not a capital vice.”

Contempt of God may be direct or indirect. Direct contempt (contemptus formalis) amounts to the same thing as hatred of God, whereas indirect contempt (contemptus practicus) is, strictly speaking, contained in every sin, because every transgression of the divine law implies a preferring of the creature to God.




	MORAL INDOLENCE.—Opposed to the love that produces good works (amor effectivus) is sloth or indolence (acedia), which we have defined in a previous volume of this Handbook4 as a sluggishness of the soul that makes it dread physical and mental labor in the exercise of virtue. This fault may manifest itself in neglect of prayer and other religious exercises, lukewarmness in matters pertaining to salvation, indifference to virtue and spiritual things (desidia, inertia), distraction and neglect of duty, libertinism, aversion to revealed truth, disgust for religion, ingratitude towards God, and lack of zeal for His holy cause.5



4 Vol. II, p. 83.

5 Matt. XIII, 19; XXIV, 38; 2 Cor. VII, 10.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 35, art. 1–4.

p. 93


	ZELOTRY AND BLIND FANATICISM.—Opposed to charity from still another point of view is false zeal, which employs this virtue as a cloak to hide its egotistic aims. We have in mind particularly the fanaticism of unenlightened even though well-meaning Christians, which so often hinders good causes. It is wrong to pursue selfish aims under the pretext of seeking the glory of God. Those who are guilty of such conduct may believe themselves to be actuated by genuine zeal, but they lack enlightenment and prudence.



Religious fanaticism sometimes develops into disrespect for God and hatred of those who venture to disagree with the misguided zealot. “Woe to you scribes and Pharisees,” said our Divine Lord, “hypocrites, because you go round about the sea and the land to make one proselyte, and when he is made, you make him the child of hell twofold more than yourselves.”6 He prophesied to His disciples: “They will put you out of the synagogues, yea, the hour cometh, that whosoever killeth you, will think that he doth a service to God.”7 We are not permitted to hate any person in the name of religion, though we may and should hate sin, iniquity, and error. “Let love be without dissimulation,” says St. Paul, “hating that which is evil, cleaving to that which is good.”8 Therefore every species of pseudo-religious zeal which springs from hypocrisy, selfishness, jealousy, error, or superstition, is wrong and damnable.9 Only he who is animated by a pure and an ardent desire for the glory of God and the welfare of his fellowmen, can truthfully say with the Psalmist: “The zeal of thy house hath eaten me up.”10

6 Matt. XXIII, 15.

7 John XVI, 2 sq.; Rom. X, 2; Gal. I, 13 sq.; Acts VIII, 3; IX, 1; XXIII, 21; XXVI, 9; Phil. I, 15–17; 2 Tim. I, 3.

8 Rom. XII, 9; cfr. Luke IX, 51–56.

9 Cfr. Matt. VII, 3–5; XXIII, 13; Luke VI, 41 sq.; John XVI, 2; Rom. X, 2; Phil. I, 15, 17.

10 Ps. LXVIII, 10; cfr. John II, 17.

p. 94We sometimes hear it said that one who cannot hate is incapable of loving. There is truth in this adage. Ardent enthusiasm for what is good usually inspires implacable hatred of evil. We may and should hate evil, but we are never allowed to hate the evil-doer. The Gospel shows us Christ inveighing with holy anger against the Pharisees because they degraded God’s sacred temple for their selfish purposes; but His anger is directed against their evil deeds, not against their persons as such. Thus, too, our hatred of evil should be free from personal bitterness. No matter how cordially we detest sin, we must treat those who commit it with kindness and forbearance. Moreover, it is not always easy to distinguish between good and evil tendencies; much that appears wicked in the actions of men is at bottom only immaturity or thoughtlessness.

p. 95READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 34–35.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 382 sqq.—Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 383 sqq.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VII, 2nd ed., pp. 291 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 373 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 70 sq.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 82 sqq.—Suarez, Tract. de Caritate, disp. VI, sect. 1.—Amort, Theol. Mor., tr. IX, § VIII.


Chapter I: The Nature, Efficacy, and Object of Prayer

B. Prayer

p. 96


	NATURE OF PRAYER.—Prayer (εὐχή, προσευχή, oratio) may be broadly defined as the act of raising the mind to God. All intelligent creatures are bound to think of God now and then and hold converse with Him in order to exercise their faith, hope, and charity.1 This converse may be mental (verbum mentis) or vocal, i.e., expressed in words (verbum oris).2



1 St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 7: “Faith believes; hope and charity pray. But without faith they cannot exist, and by this very fact faith also prays.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 234).—IDEM, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 9, n. 18: “In faith, hope, and charity themselves, we always pray with continual desire. But for this reason, at fixed intervals of hours and times, we also ask God in words, so that by signs of things we may admonish ourselves, may make known to ourselves how much progress we have made in this desire, and may stir ourselves more ardently to increase it. For a more worthy effect will follow when a more fervent affection precedes it.” (P. L., XXXIII, 501).

2 Ps. XXIV, 1.—St. John Chrysostom, Homil. in Gen., XXX, c. 7: “Prayer is discourse with God.” (Migne, P. G., LIII, 280).—St. John Damascene, De Fide Orth., l. III, n. 24: “Prayer is an ascent of the mind to God or a request of fitting things from God.” (P. G., XCIV, 1089).—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., LXXXV, n. 7: “Your prayer is speech to God: when you read, God speaks to you; when you pray, you speak to God.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1086).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 250: “Prayer, taken broadly, is an elevation of the mind to God, or any pious affection of the soul toward God and supernatural things. In the stricter sense, however, it is a request of fitting things from God.”—A. Poulain, S.J., The Graces of Interior Prayer, 2nd ed., pp. 1 sqq.

p. 97Prayer in all its forms—adoration, praise, petition, thanksgiving—constitutes an act of divine worship, because when a man prays he honors and reveres God and acknowledges Him to be the author of all goodness. Prayer is, therefore, not merely man’s voluntary acknowledgment of his entire dependence on God, but likewise the first and most immediate act of worship, and consequently an essential element of that natural religion which is found among all nations, even the most degraded savages.3

3 E. v. Lasaulx, Studien des klassischen Altertums, Ratisbon 1854, pp. 137 sqq.; J. Döllinger, Heidentum und Judentum, Ratisbon 1857, pp. 199 sq., 369, 526 sq.; W. Schneider, Die Naturvölker, Vol. II, pp. 269 sq., 347 sqq.; C. Ausfeld, De Graecorum Precationibus, Leipsic 1903.

Prayer attains its highest and most perfect development in the Catholic Church, which teaches that we must “adore the Father in spirit and in truth,”4 and assures us that we have in Christ a Mediator through whom we shall receive whatever we ask for in His name.5

4 John IV, 24.

5 John XV, 16; cfr. Matt. VI, 9; Mark I, 35; Luke XI, 1 sqq.; John XIV, 13 sq.; XVI, 23; Heb. V, 7; VII, 25.

In Gen. IV, 26 we read that Enos, the son of Seth, “began to call upon the name of the Lord.” This rather obscure text can not mean, as some pretend, that Enos invented prayer or was the first to introduce public worship. The former hypothesis is unlikely on a priori grounds, while the second is refuted by the fact, attested by the same holy Book, that long before Enos was born, Cain and Abel publicly “offered gifts to God.” As to what the passage does mean, exegetes are not agreed. Some think it marks the institution of solemn public sacrifice. Others regard it as a testimony to the ancient use of the name “Yahweh,” thinking that Enos began to worship God by that name. A third group maintains that in the days of Enos the pious Sethites began to be known as children of Yahweh, in opposition to the wicked descendants of Cain, who called themselves “sons of men.” The last-mentioned assumption derives plausibility from the fact that in Gen. VI, 2 the Sethites are called simply “sons of God.” However, we rather incline to the opinion that Gen. IV, 26 was originally a gloss, explaining that before Enos it was forbidden to pronounce the name of God, and that this gloss, through an error made by some careless copyist, slipped into the sacred text.6

6 Cfr. A. B. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebräischen Bibel, Vol. I, Leipsic 1908, pp. 25 sq.
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	EFFICACY OF PRAYER.—Christ said: “Your Father who is in heaven, [will] give good things to them that ask him.”7 This oft-repeated promise can have but one meaning, namely, that the right kind of prayer is sure to be heard by God. Prayer, in other words, is absolutely certain in its effects. Moreover, it strengthens man’s friendly relations with God, confirms faith, invigorates hope, kindles love, enlightens the intellect, steels the will, purifies the heart, and thus disposes the soul for the fruitful reception of grace.8



7 Matt. VII, 11; cfr. XVIII, 19 sq.; Jas. V, 16.

8 Ps. XLIX, 15; John XVI, 24; cfr. Tertullian, De Orat., c. 24: “Prayer alone is what conquers God. . . . Prayer is the wall of faith, our arms and weapons against the man who watches us from every side. Therefore let us never walk unarmed. By day let us remember our station, by night our vigil. Under the arms of prayer let us guard the standard of our emperor; let us await the angel’s trumpet while praying.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 16).—St. John Chrysostom, Homil. in Gen., XXX, n. 5: “For prayer is truly a great thing, a great security, a great treasure, a great harbor, an inviolate place.” (Migne, P. G., LIII, 279).—Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm., 47 (al. 226 de Temp.): “The prayer of the just is the key of heaven. Prayer ascends and God’s mercy descends. Although the earth is low and heaven high, God nevertheless hears the tongue of a man, if he has a clean conscience.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1838).—Serm., 55 (al. 4 ex Homil., 50), n. 1: “He truly knows how to live rightly who knows how to pray rightly.” (P. L., XXXIX, 1849).—On Luther’s teaching concerning the efficacy of “right prayer” (oratio vera) see Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 109 sqq. (Eng. tr. by R. Volz, Luther and Lutherdom, Vol. I, Part I, Somerset, O., 1917, pp. 113 sqq.)

p. 99Besides these general effects, prayer has a very special one, namely, to obtain for us the things for which we ask, provided, of course, we pray in the right spirit, i.e., with due regard to God’s honor and the salvation of souls. It is in this sense that Christ says: “All things whatsoever you shall ask in prayer, believing, you shall receive.”9

9 Matt. XXI, 22; cfr. Matt. VI, 5 sqq.; VII, 7 sq.; XVIII, 19 sq.; XXVI, 39, 42; Mark XI, 24 sq.; John XIV, 13 sq.; XV, 7, 16; XVI, 23; cfr. 1 Kings III, 18.—F. Schmid, Die Wirksamkeit des Bittgebetes, Brixen, 1895.

When St. Monica grieved for her wayward son Augustine, a bishop advised her “to pray for him to the Lord” and consoled her with the assurance: “It is impossible for a son of so many tears to be lost.”10

10 “It cannot happen that the son of so many tears should perish.” St. Augustine, Confessiones, III, c. 12 (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 691).

The objections usually made against the efficacy of prayer are inspired by Pantheistic or Deistic prepossessions and cannot stand the clear white light of Christian revelation.11 Prayer is not incompatible with belief in God and the immutability of His Providence. We do not appeal to God to tell Him our needs, which He knows better than we, but to recall to our own minds the truth that He is the Author of all goodness and that we depend entirely on His bounty.12 When we pray we do not mean to persuade God to change His eternal decrees; on the contrary, our prayers have entered into those decrees, as secondary causes, from all eternity.13

11 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 2.—IDEM, Contra Gentiles, III, c. 95 sq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 4th ed., pp. 36 sq.

12 Matt. VI, 8, 32.—St. Augustine, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Divers.), c. 3, n. 4: “Lest perhaps someone say here: If [God] knows what is necessary for us, why do we say even a few words? Why do we pray? He Himself knows what He knows to be necessary for us. But for this reason He wished you to pray, that He might give to one who desires, lest what He gives be held cheap, because He Himself has inspired the desire itself.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 379).—IDEM, Epist., 130 (al. 121), n. 17: “What reason He does this, who knew what was necessary for us before we ask Him, can stir the mind, unless we understand that our Lord and God wishes our will, which He cannot be ignorant of, to become known to ourselves, but our desire, by which we may be able to receive what He prepares to give, to be exercised in prayers.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 18: “Hence also that which the Apostle says (Phil. IV, 6) is not so to be understood as though [our petitions] became known to God, who indeed knew them before they existed, but that through patience they should become known to us before God, not through boastfulness before men.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 500 sq.).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 2, ad 1: “It is not necessary for us to address prayers to God so that we may manifest our needs or desires to Him, but so that we ourselves may consider that in these matters recourse must be had to divine aid.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 3: “God out of His liberality bestows many things upon us even when not asked, but He wills to bestow certain things upon us when we ask, and this is for our benefit, namely, that we may acquire a certain confidence in having recourse to God and that we may recognize Him as the author of our goods.”—Catech. Rom., P. IV, c. 2, qu. 7.

13 Matt. XXIV, 20.—Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 1: “This one true God, by His goodness and almighty power . . . by a most free counsel, at once from the beginning of time fashioned out of nothing both creatures, the spiritual and the corporeal. . . . But all things which He created, God by His providence protects and governs, reaching mightily from end to end and ordering all things sweetly. For all things are naked and open to His eyes (Heb. IV, 13), even those which will come to pass by the free action of creatures.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 2: “By divine providence it is disposed not only which effects shall occur, but also from which causes and in what order they shall proceed. Now among the other causes the causes of certain things are human acts. Hence men must do certain things, not that by their acts they may change the divine disposition, but that by their acts they may fulfill certain effects according to the order arranged by God; and the same is also true in natural causes. And it is similar also regarding prayer; for we do not pray in order to change the divine disposition, but that we may obtain that which God disposed to be fulfilled through prayers.”

p. 101St. Thomas says: “All mistakes in this matter arise from failing to note the difference between the system of the universe and any particular system (universalem ordinem et particularem). There is nothing to hinder any particular system being changed, whether by prayer or by any other means; for there is that existing beyond the bounds of the system which is capable of changing it. But beyond the system that embraces all things nothing can be posited whereby such system could possibly be changed, depending as it does on the universal cause. Therefore the Stoics laid it down that the system established by God could nowise be changed. But they failed in a right appreciation of this general system in supposing that prayers were useless, which was taking for granted that the wills of men, and their desires whence their prayers proceed, are not comprehended in that general system. For when they say that the same effect follows whether prayers are put up or not,—follows, that is, as part of the universal system of things,—they manifestly reserve and except prayers as not entering into that general system. Supposing prayers included in the system, then effects will follow from them by divine appointment as from other causes. One might as well exclude the effects of other every-day causes as exclude the effect of prayer. And if the immutability of the divine plan does not withdraw the effects of other causes, neither does it take away the efficacy of prayer. Prayers, then, avail, not as changing a system arranged from eternity, but as being themselves part of that system. And there is no difficulty in the efficacy of prayer changing the particular system of some inferior cause, by the doing of God, who overpasses all causes, and who consequently is not bound by the necessity of any system depending on any cause; but, on the contrary, every necessity of system dependent on any inferior cause is checked by Him, as having been instituted by Him. Inasmuch, then, as pious prayers avail to alter some points of the system of inferior causes that was established by God, God is said to ‘turn’ or ‘repent.’ Hence St. Gregory says that God does not change His counsel, though He sometimes changes His sentence,—not the sentence which declares His eternal arrangements, but the sentence which declares the order of inferior causes, according to which Ezechias was to die, or some nation to be punished for its sins. Such change of sentence is called in metaphorical language ‘repentance,’ inasmuch as God behaves like one repentant, to whom it belongs to change what He has done. In the same way God is said metaphorically to be ‘angry,’ inasmuch as by punishing He produces the effect of anger.”14

14 Summa contra Gentiles, III, c. 96 (Rickaby, God and His Creatures, pp. 258 sq.). In the above passage, according to Fr. Jos. Rickaby, S.J., whose free translation we have adopted (God and His Creatures, London 1905, p. 259), St. Thomas admirably, though perhaps inadvertently, “hits off the real meaning of what he and Aristotle called ‘contingent’ in reference to a ‘particular system,’ but (apart from the doings of free will) every event is ‘necessary’ in the ‘general system,’ on the hypothesis of that system being. The killing of a sheep by lightning is a contingency unprovided for in the ovine economy, but pre-arranged in the general economy of the universe, in which general system it is an hypothetical necessity: it must be, if the system is to stand as it is.”

p. 102


	THE OBJECT OF PRAYER.—Whatever man may legitimately desire, he may also pray for. “It is permitted to pray for what it is permitted to desire.”15 The opinion that we are permitted only to pray in a general way that God’s “will be done on earth as it is in Heaven,” is contrary to Revelation. Both the Old and the New Testament, especially the Epistles of St. Paul, contain numerous instances of prayer offered for specific objects. Christ Himself prayed not only for the salvation of mankind in general, but for particular favors, of which the very prayer He taught His disciples enumerates no less than seven. St. Paul says: “Be nothing solicitous, but in every thing,16 by prayer and supplication, with thanksgiving, let your petitions17 be made known to God.”18



15 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 6.—St. Augustine, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Div.), n. 2: “Many ask for what they ought not to ask, being ignorant of what is expedient for them. Therefore he who invokes must guard against two things: lest he ask for what he ought not, and lest he ask it from one from whom he ought not.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 4: “The words which our Lord Jesus Christ taught in the [Lord’s] Prayer are a form of desires. You are not permitted to ask for anything other than what is written there.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 378, 379).—IDEM, Epist., 130 (al. 121), n. 23: “Therefore let there at least be shame in asking for things which one is not ashamed to covet.” (P. L., XXXIII, 503).

16 ἐν παντί.

17 τὰ αἰτήματα ὑμῶν.

18 Phil. IV, 6; cfr. Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XXII, 32; XXIII, 34.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 5.

p. 103a) Unconditionally we should pray for the supernatural graces of the moral order and for sanctification, i.e., eternal beatitude and whatever is required to attain it,—sufficient and efficacious grace, the gifts of the Holy Ghost, and the higher graces of the interior life. Conditionally we may pray for such favors and blessings as do not immediately serve the purpose of self-sanctification, e.g., the charismata, visions, miracles, revelations,—provided, namely, that the circumstances of the case are not such as to render our prayer a tentatio Dei. Conditionally we may and should also petition God for the good things of the natural order. The condition is that we do not desiderate these temporal blessings inordinately, i. e., for their own sake, but with due subordination to our supernatural destiny and the kingdom of God. A superabundance of temporal goods entails many temptations and dangers, and therefore, generally speaking, man should not desire or pray for wealth unless it is probable that he will employ it well, and even in that case he should exclude all inordinate desire by adding to his prayer the condition: “Provided it will help me to save my soul.”19

19 Prov. XXX, 8 sq.; Matt. VI, 33; XIII, 22; XXIV, 20; 1 Tim. VI, 8–10; Jas. IV, 3, 15; V, 17 sq.—Prop. Damnat. Mich. de Molinos, n. 14 sq. (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1234 sq.).

p. 104b) It is wrong and strictly forbidden to pray for anything that would surely prove detrimental to one’s own salvation or the salvation of others (mala ordinis moralis), e.g., for the withdrawal of some indispensable grace, or that some one might sin, even if it were only as a means of humiliation and reform.20

20 Cfr. Rom. III, 8; Gal. II, 17.—St. Augustine, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Div.), n. 3: “In the holy Psalms you have read that the one who speaks in the Psalms seems to call down many evils upon his enemies. And indeed, someone says, the one who speaks in the Psalms is just; why, then, does he wish such evils upon his enemies? He does not wish them, but foresees them: it is the prophecy of one who foretells, not the desire of one who curses. For in the spirit they knew to whom evil was to happen and to whom good; and through prophecy they spoke as though they wished for what they foresaw. But you, how do you know whether the one upon whom you now call down evil will not become better than you? But I know that he is wicked, you say. And do you know that you are wicked? Although perhaps you dare to judge concerning another’s heart, which you do not know, yet you do know that you are wicked.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 378).

Evils of the natural order (mala physica), on the other hand, may be made the object of prayer in so far as they are licit means for the attainment of a higher end.

p. 105READINGS.—Bl. Albertus Magnus, Tract. de Forma Orandi, ed. A. Wimmer, Ratisbon 1902.—St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. V., c. 10 (ed. 2a, Vicetia, pp. 434 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83.—St. Alphonsus de’ Liguori, Prayer, the Great Means of Salvation, tr. by J. B. Coyle, C.SS.R., London 1922.—G. Tillmann, Das Gebet nach der Lehre der Heiligen, Vol. I, Freiburg 1874.—A. Stöckl, Das Christentum und die modernen Irrtümer, Mayence 1886, pp. 140 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 31 sqq.—L. Lemme, Die Macht des Gebetes, Barmen 1887.—O. Lefranc, La Prière, Paris 1904.—I. M. L. Monsabré, La Prière. Paris 1906.—S. Schiffini, S.J., Tractatus de Virtutibus Infusis, pp. 574 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 151 sq., 157 sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 209 sqq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastoral., Vol. II, pp. 497 sq., 505 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 269 sqq.—J. J. Wynne, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 345 sqq.—Fisher, A Treatise on Prayer, London 1885.—Jos. Egger, S.J., Are Our Prayers Heard? London 1910.—Aug. Poulain, S.J., The Graces of Interior Prayer (tr. by L. Yorke Smith, 4th ed., London, s. a.).—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 5th ed., St. Louis 1924, pp. 43, 91, 127 sqq., 133, 142 sq., 266 sqq., 431, 433, 435.—C. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. IX.


Chapter II: The Necessity of Prayer and the Duty of Praying
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	THE NECESSITY OF PRAYER.—Prayer is necessary for every adult human being because without it no one can be saved. It is necessary by virtue of a positive divine command (necessitate praecepti), as may be gathered from many passages of Sacred Scripture; but it is also necessary as a means to attain salvation (necessitate medii) because prayer is the ordinary instrument which God has provided for obtaining the graces without which no man can save his soul.1



1 Cfr. Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., I, n. 251: “Prayer is necessary for all adults by necessity of precept, indeed more probably by necessity of means. The former is proved from numerous passages of Sacred Scripture, e.g. Mt. XXVI, 41, Lc. XVIII, 1. The reason for the latter is that prayer is the ordinary means established by God for obtaining necessary graces (Io. XVI, 24).” Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. IV, c. 1, qu. 2–4.

Christ Himself inculcated the duty of prayer by word and example. “Thus therefore shall you pray,” He says: “Our Father who art in heaven,” etc.2 “Watch ye, and pray that ye enter not into temptation.”3 “Going out, he went into a desert place: and there he prayed.”4 “And I say to you, ask; and it shall be given you; seek, and you shall find; knock, and it shall be opened to you.”5 “He spoke a parable to them, that we ought always to pray.”6 “He said to them: Pray, lest ye enter into temptation.”7 “And being in agony, He prayed the longer.”8

2 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.

3 Matt. XXVI, 41.

4 Mark I, 35.

5 Luke XI, 9 sqq.

6 Luke XVIII, 1.

7 Luke XXII, 40 sqq.

8 Luke XXII, 43.

p. 107The Apostles faithfully echo the teaching and reinforce the example of their Master. “Let us rejoice in hope,” says St. Paul, and be “patient in tribulation, instant in prayer.”9 “By all prayer and supplication praying at all times in the spirit.”10 “Pray without ceasing.”11 Saint Peter writes: “Be prudent, therefore, and watch in prayers.”12 St. John assures us that “whatsoever we shall ask according to his will, he heareth us.”13

9 Rom. XII, 12; cfr. Col. IV, 2.

10 Eph. VI, 18.

11 1 Thess. V, 17.

12 1 Pet. IV, 7.

13 1 John V, 14.

The Fathers of the Church again and again insist on the necessity of prayer. Thus St. Cyprian says: “The Lord taught us to pray, not only by words, but also in deed, praying frequently Himself and thus showing us by His example what our duty is. . . . If He who was without sin prayed, how much more must sinners pray? If He spent the whole night in watching and praying, how much more should we pray and watch!”14 Saint Ambrose writes: “The Lord Himself spent all night in prayer, in order to invite you by His example to pray.”15 And St. Augustine: “Christ, who was the only-begotten Son, co-eternal with the Father, appeared in the form of a servant, and as such could have prayed silently; but He desired to appear petitioning the Father in such a way as to remember that He was our teacher,” i. e., in whatever He did, He never forgot that He was our teacher.16

14 De Dom. Orat., c. 29: “The Lord taught us to pray, not only by words, but also in deed, praying frequently Himself and entreating and showing by the testimony of His example what it behooved us to do. . . . But if He who was without sin prayed, how much more does it behoove sinners to pray! And if He watched throughout the whole night praying with continual prayers, how much more ought we to watch at night in frequent prayer.” (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat. Vindob., Vol. III, I, 288).

15 Expos. in Ps., 118, s. 8, n. 45: “The Lord Himself spent the night in prayer, that He might invite you by His own example to pray.”—Cfr. the same Father’s Expos. in Lucam, l. V, n. 10: “The Lord also is first said to have prayed (Lc. V, 16), certainly not for aid, but for example; for He gave a model for imitation, not seeking influence to obtain something.” (Migne, P. L., XV, 1313, 1638).

16 Tract. in Ioan., 104, n. 2: “The Lord, the only-begotten and co-eternal with the Father, could, in the form of a servant and from the form of a servant, if this were necessary, pray in silence; but He willed so to present Himself to the Father as a petitioner that He remembered He was our teacher.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1902).

p. 108In view of these and many other similar texts we may say without exaggeration that it is the unanimous teaching of Sacred Scripture and tradition that no adult who has the use of reason can be saved without prayer, and that whoever habitually neglects this indispensable means of grace, forfeits his soul’s salvation.

“Even to the baptized and to the saints prayer for divine assistance is always necessary,” says the second Council of Orange, “in order that they may be enabled to attain a happy end or persevere in good works.”17

17 Conc. Arausic. II, can. 10; cfr. Vol. II, of this Handbook, p. 101, note 9.
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	WHAT IT MEANS TO PRAY WITHOUT CEASING.—In saying that we ought to pray “always” and “without ceasing,”18 Sacred Scripture does not, of course, mean that we must be continually engaged in actual prayer, but that we should have that habitual or virtual disposition which the theologians call “a good intention” and through which man’s whole life becomes, as it were, one continuous prayer or act of divine worship. “Therefore, whether you eat or drink, or whatsoever else you do, do all to the glory of God,” says the Apostle.19 “Whatever you do,” writes St. Augustine, “do with a good intention, and you will be praising God.”20



18 Luke XVIII, 1; XXI, 36; 1 Thess. V, 17; cfr. Eph. VI, 18.

19 1 Cor. X, 31.

20 Enarr. in Ps., XXXIV, s. 2, n. 16: “Who can endure praising God all day? I suggest a remedy whereby you may praise God all day, if you wish. Whatever you do, do well and you have praised God. When you sing a hymn, you praise God: what is your tongue doing unless your conscience also praises Him? You have ceased singing the hymn and depart to refresh yourself? Do not get drunk, and you have praised God. You depart to sleep? Do not rise up to curse, and you have praised God. You conduct business? Do not commit fraud, and you have praised God. You cultivate a field? Do not stir up strife, and you have praised God. By the innocence of your works prepare yourself to praise God all day.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 341).

Gury tersely explains the duty of prayer as follows: “The command to pray obliges frequently, but not without intermission, because to pray without intermission is impossible on account of human weakness. The words, ‘pray al- ways,’ or ‘pray without ceasing,’ therefore, according to the common interpretation of theologians, mean that we must pray frequently, whenever an occasion offers, and never cease to pray because of disgust, sloth, or discouragement; in other words, that we must direct all our actions to God.”21

21 Compend. Theol. Mor., I, n. 251: “The precept of praying obliges frequently, but not without intermission, which is impossible for human weakness. The words, therefore, ‘we ought always to pray,’ signify, according to the common interpretation of the doctors, that one must pray frequently at an opportune time and never cease because of weariness, sluggishness, dejection of spirit, or even that our actions generally must be directed to God.”

p. 110What we may call the moral continuity of prayer consists in preserving the virtue of charity, which is the true source of all prayer. We should pour out our soul before God, as it were, frequently and in the most ardent manner of which we are capable. This is the sense of the maxim: “Pray often, but briefly,” which governed the conduct of so many saints.22

22 Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., XXXVII, n. 14: “Your desire is your prayer, and if the desire is continuous, the prayer is continuous. For the Apostle did not say in vain: ‘Pray without intermission’ (1 Thess. V, 17). Do we bend the knee without intermission, prostrate the body, or raise the hands, that he may say: ‘Pray without intermission’? Or if we say that we pray thus, I think we cannot do this without intermission. There is another interior prayer without intermission, which is desire. Whatever else you do, if you desire that sabbath, you do not cease to pray. If you do not wish to cease praying, do not cease desiring. Your continuous desire is your continuous voice. You will be silent if you cease loving.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 404).

“When charity grows cold,” says St. Augustine, “the heart becomes silent; when love burns warmly, the heart calls to God. If charity glows always, your heart prays, and if you pray always, you desire always, and if you desire, you think of Heaven.”23

23 IDEM, ibid.: “The coldness of charity is the silence of the heart; the burning of charity is the cry of the heart. If charity always remains, you always cry, you always desire; if you desire, you remember rest.”

p. 111“The cause of prayer,” says St. Thomas, “is the desire of the heart, from which prayer must proceed, and which must be continuous in us, either actually or virtually, for the power of this desire is in everything that we do out of charity. Now we must ‘do all to the glory of God,’ as the Apostle says; and therefore our prayer must be continuous. ‘Through faith, hope, and charity,’ as St. Augustine puts it, ‘we pray incessantly with a continuous desire.’”24

24 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 14: “The cause of prayer is the desire of charity, from which prayer must proceed; and this must be continuous in us, either actually or virtually, for the power of this desire remains in all things which we do from charity. But we ought to do all things for the glory of God, as is said in 1 Cor. X, 31. And according to this prayer ought to be continuous. Hence Augustine says: Through faith and hope and charity we always pray with a continuous desire.”

By entertaining such a desire habitually, and with the aid of short and ardent exclamations known as ejaculatory prayers (preces iaculatoriae sive iaculatae), we can comply almost literally with the command to pray without ceasing.25

25 St. Augustine, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 10, n. 20: “The brothers in Egypt are said indeed to have frequent prayers, but nevertheless very brief ones and as if hurriedly ejaculated, lest that watchfully raised intention, which is most necessary for prayer, vanish and grow dull through longer delays. And by this they also show sufficiently that this intention, just as it must not be blunted if it cannot last, so if it does last, must not quickly be broken off.” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 501).—Cfr. P. Bürger, Unterweisungen über die christl. Vollkommenheit, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1905, pp. 325, 344 sq.

Christ Himself gave us the most effective ex- ample of continuous prayer. He was able to say: “You ought to pray always,” for His life was one long, uninterrupted prayer. In all He does thoughts of eternity flash through the veil of His sacred humanity. In Him all things are consecrated and brought nearer to God, because all are envisaged from the vantage point of eternity. While His days are devoted to labor for the glory of God and the benefit of His fellowmen, His nights are given to watching and praying.26

26 Cfr. Hettinger-Müller, Apologie des Christentums, Vol. II, 9th ed., p. 468.

p. 112Continuous praying does not necessarily involve the use of many words. “To make many words,” says St. Augustine, “is one thing, to have lasting devotion, another. It is written of our Lord that He spent whole nights in prayer and that He prayed for a long time. Of the brethren in Egypt we are told that they often prayed, but their prayers were very short and, as it were, stealthily ejaculated,27 in order that the carefully nurtured devotion which is most necessary for prayer, should not disappear or be weakened in consequence of the length of time. By this they show that they do not allow their devotion to become dulled, if it cannot be continuous, and, on the other hand, do not stop short when it continues. Therefore, do not employ many words when you pray, but pray much when you have devotion. To employ many words when praying means to waste words in a necessary matter; but to pray much means to knock constantly and with pious insistence at the door of Him to whom we direct our petitions. For here sighing and weeping is always better than much talking.”28 In this passage St. Augustine gives the name of orationes iaculatae to those short and oft repeated prayers which are so effective if they come straight from the heart and are practiced habitually. He compares them with arrows shot to Heaven. An early example occurs in Numb. XII, 13: “Moses cried to the Lord, saying: O God, I beseech thee, heal her [Miriam].” This brief ejaculation is described by the Talmud as a model prayer.29

27 “They had frequent prayers, but nevertheless very brief ones and as it were ejaculated.”

28 See note 25, supra.

29 Berachoth, 34a. On ejaculatory prayers a modern theologian says: “Short prayers are greatly to be commended to the faithful, namely, brief petitions by which we beseech good things from God for ourselves or others, and pious aspirations by which we briefly elicit acts of charity, confidence, sorrow for sins, or others. They provide great usefulness, inasmuch as by them many graces are obtained, virtues increased, temptations most easily conquered, the intellect imbued with heavenly light, affection lifted up, will inflamed, whatever earthly attachment and deformity is in us gradually cleansed, and in a certain way we emulate the blessed themselves in heaven. They can be made day and night, at home and abroad, and are hindered by no business; rather they make all business easier. Some aspirations are more fitting for beginners, others for those advancing, others for the very pious or perfect. But let each person elicit the affections to which, through the grace of the Holy Spirit, he feels himself drawn. Above all, it is profitable to elicit acts of charity frequently and, while supplicating, to offer oneself and one’s own to the most Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary.” (E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. III, Vienna 1884, p. 520).
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	THE DUTY OF PRAYING.—No detailed rules can be given for guiding the individual in complying with the duty of prayer, properly so called. Beyond a few general precepts all is left to custom and personal inclination and necessity. Certain definite prayers are prescribed for divine service, in the administration of the Sacraments, in the use of sacramentals, etc. Custom requires the saying of morning and evening prayers and grace before and after meals.30 Though this custom does not entail a universally binding precept, one who would not pray at all, either because of neglect or indifference, could hardly escape sinning, and continued neglect of prayer is a sure indication of lukewarmness and spiritual sloth.31



30 Ps. LIV, 17 sq.; LXIII, 7; Wisd. XVI, 28; Eccles. XXXII, 17; Deut. VI, 10; Matt. XIV, 19; XV, 36; XXVI, 26; John VI, 11; Rom. XIV, 6; 1 Tim. IV, 3–5.—Doctrina XII Apost., c. 8: “Pray thus three times a day.” (Funk, Patres Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 21).—Constitut. Apost., l. VII, c. 47–49 (ed. Funk, I, 455 sqq.).—Tertullian, De Orat., c. 10: “How rash it is either to pass the day without prayer (Eph. IV, 26), while you cease to make satisfaction to your brother, or to lose the prayer through persevering anger.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 7).—IDEM, ibid., c. 20: “But neither to take food before, nor to approach the bath before, interposing prayer, befits the faithful. The refreshments and foods of the spirit are to be held before those of the flesh, and heavenly things before earthly.” (Ed. Leopold, II, 14).—IDEM, Apol., c. 39: “We do not recline at table before prayer has first tasted of God. . . . In like manner prayer ends the banquet.” (Ed. Leopold, I, 112).—St. Jerome, Epist., XXII, n. 37: “Let food not be taken unless prayer has been offered beforehand, nor let one depart from the table unless thanks are returned to the Creator.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 421).

31 Cfr. Gury, Compend., I, n. 253: “It is asked whether one sins who omits morning or evening prayers. 1. The answer is negative precisely in itself, if they are omitted only now and then. The reason is that there is no law commanding set prayers on each day and at certain hours. Many nevertheless say that it is venial by reason of the general custom of the faithful. But in practice those who omit them more frequently cannot be excused, both because they do not pray more at another time or in another way and so frequently fail the precept of prayer, and because on account of the dangers which occur daily, when prayer is neglected they fall into more sins. The preacher or catechist, however, will act more prudently if he abstains from expounding that controversy.”

p. 114Man has special need of prayer when he is exposed to temptations and dangers, whether of body or soul, or beset by tribulations and trials.32 It would be a mistake to pray only when the soul is favorably disposed, for it is precisely in the state of spiritual dryness that we stand most in need of grace. We must, therefore, cultivate a prayerful disposition and try to preserve it by frequently raising the mind to God and leading a good Christian life.

32 Ps. CXIX, 1; Matt. VI, 13; XVII, 20; XXVI, 41.
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	THE DIVINE OFFICE.—Clerics in higher orders are bound by the law of the Church to recite the Divine Office.



“All men,” says a recent writer, “should be constantly prostrate before the Divine Majesty to offer Him their praises and thanks, to implore the forgiveness of their sins and the helps necessary to salvation. But since the laity, distracted by earthly cares, acquit themselves but very imperfectly of this great duty, God has charged His Church to supply their inability and neglect. The Church, in fact, supplies this by the holy Sacrifice of the Mass, which is constantly and uninterruptedly offered throughout the whole day, and also by the Divine Office, which is the appendix of the Sacramental Sacrifice. . . .

“The Church is a perfectly organized society, the members of which are conjointly responsible for one another. From this relation arise social duties which are superior to mere individual obligations, just as the general good predominates over the individual. Among the social duties the Liturgical Prayer occupies the first place, and is therefore the most important social work of the priest. The spiritual progress of each member of the Church depends, before all, on his fervor in prayer. In like manner, the increase and prosperity of the Church, and consequently the salvation of the world, depends on the piety with which the priests acquit themselves of their function of official intercessors, both in the Mass and in the Divine Office. Their official intercession . . . en- joys a far greater power than their private prayers can possibly attain. . . .

p. 116“The solution of the important, troublesome, and perplexing problems now agitating human society, depends, even in the purely economic and social domain, on the principles of moral theology, and they cannot be properly settled without the coöperation of the clergy. The present increase of exterior activity, on our [the clergy’s] part, obliges us so much the more to insist on the primal importance of the interior life and of union with God. Prayer, and especially the Liturgical Prayer, is in itself the most fertile social work, for without it all the others would be barren of results. It is prayer that will regulate our zeal and inspire the choice of means, willed by God and endowed with His grace. Prayer will animate and sustain our courage and enable us to persevere in our holy undertakings. Prayer will duly prepare our field of labor, by drawing heavenly blessings upon it; and prayer alone will impart fecundity to all our labors and exertions. Blessed Gabriel Perboyre was wont to say: ‘It is only through prayer that we are able to benefit souls.’ If the Apostles wrought wonders in converting nations, it was because they were united to God, prayed without ceasing, and acted only through the powerful influence of the Holy Ghost. We can, therefore, perceive the deplorable error of those who regret, as it were, the time devoted to the Divine Office, under the plea that it could be more profitably employed in works of zeal. Nothing is more disastrous to the Apostolic laborer than such practical Pelagianism, which pretends it has no need of divine grace to succeed in its labors. Such is not the calm, arduous, and fertile activity of men of God; it is nothing more than an inordinate and sterile agitation, inspired by earthly views and aims, and subject to the impressions of the moment; it chokes the interior life and terminates in provoking wearisomeness, apathy, and dislike for earnest labor. Experience shows that the priests who are miserly of their time in reciting the Divine Office, are very prodigal of it when there is question of labors and amusements foreign to true sacerdotal zeal.”33

33 Willi-Girardey, C.SS.R., The Priest’s Canonical Prayer, St. Louis 1919, pp. 13, 24, 25 sqq.—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor. l. IV, n. 140–179 (ed. Gaudé, II, 560 sqq.); M. Wittmann, De Horar. Canonic. Utilitate Morali, Augustae Vindel., 1810; E. J. Quigley, The Divine Office, Dublin 1920.

p. 117The Divine Office is known popularly by the name of Breviary. This term, in liturgical language, designates a book which contains the regulations for the recitation of the canonical office. The Roman Breviary, which, with rare exceptions, is now used throughout the Latin Church, is divided into four parts according to the seasons of the year: winter, spring, summer, and autumn. It consists of the following elements: (1) the Psalter; (2) the Proper of the season; (3) the Proper of the Saints; (4) the Common; (5) certain special offices. The Psalter is divided according to a special plan. The Proper of the season contains the office of the different liturgical seasons,—Advent, Christmastide, Septuagesima, Lent, Holy Week, the Paschaltide, and the time after Pentecost. The Proper of the Saints contains the lessons, antiphons, and other liturgical formularies used on the feasts of the saints. Under the designation “Common” come all the lessons, gospels, antiphons, responsories, and versicles which are not reserved to a special occasion, but may be employed for a whole group of saints,—Apostles, evangelists, martyrs, confessors, pontiffs, confessors who were not pontiffs, abbots, virgins, and holy women.

p. 118Each day of the year has its own office. In fact, it would be correct to say that each hour of the day has its own office, for, liturgically, the day is divided into hours, founded on the ancient Roman divisions of three hours apiece, namely, Prime, Terce, Sext, None, Vespers, and the night Vigils. In conformity with this arrangement the Office is portioned out into the prayers of the night vigils, that is to say, Matins and Lauds. Matins is divided ordinarily into three nocturns, to correspond with the three watches of the night, nine o’clock, midnight, and three o’clock in the morning. The day offices correspond more or less to the following hours: Prime to 6 A. M., Terce to 9 A. M.; Sext to midday; None to 3 P. M.; Vespers to 6 P. M. The Office of Compline, which falls somewhat outside the above division, and is of more recent origin, was recited at nightfall.34

34 F. Cabrol, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 768 sqq.

The obligation of reciting the Breviary, as stated above, binds all clerics in major orders, even those suspended, excommunicated, or interdicted. Only those who by permission of the Supreme Pontiff have been reduced to the lay state are excused from this duty.

p. 119By special privilege the office may be commuted into other prayers. The “Ordo Divini Officii Recitandi,” which differs in different dioceses as well as in religious communities, indicates the office to be said day by day by those for whom this particular order is prescribed either iussu praesulum or otherwise.

The obligation of reciting the Divine Office begins on the day of the reception of the subdiaconate, and on the hour that corresponds to the time of ordination. Thus one who is ordained subdeacon before nine o’clock in the morning, must begin with the Prime, whereas one ordained after that hour, i. e., towards noon, is bound to recite the office of the day from Sext.

The obligation of saying the Divine Office binds under pain of mortal sin (ex genere suo gravis), for two reasons: first, because its end and object, namely, the worship of God, is a grave obligation and the Divine Office is an important means of attaining the same. Hence, a cleric, who, without sufficient cause, omits to say the entire Office, or a notable part of the Office of the day, commits a mortal sin.

p. 120By a notable part of the Divine Office the theologians understand one of the little hours in its entirety (integra hora parva) or any other portion of the Office equal to it. Hence it is a mortal sin to omit a whole nocturn with its lessons, or to recite only a very small portion of one of the little hours, omitting the rest; or to omit nine lessons with their responses; or to omit from several hours sufficiently large portions to equal a little hour.

The whole office for each day forms the matter of a single ecclesiastical precept, and consequently, whoever makes up his mind to omit the whole office, by this act of the will and its subsequent execution commits but one sin.

The obligation of reciting the Divine Office is attached to the day for which the Office is prescribed and cannot be supplied or made up after the day has passed.35

35 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 791 sqq. We refer to the same author (op. cit., pp. 793 sq.) for an explanation of the obligatio restituendi fructus ob neglectam recitationem.

Matins, Lauds, Prime and Tierce should be recited before noon, Sext and None before or after noon, Vespers and Compline in the afternoon (sed sub levi tantum).

An admirable rule for all who are obliged to recite the Breviary is couched in the medieval saying: “To pray before the hour is prudence, after the hour negligence, at the hour obedience.”36

36 Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 3rd ed., pp. 159 sq.: “It is asked whether a priest sins by celebrating before Matins and Lauds? The answer is: Probably venially. The reason is taken from the minor rubrics (tit. I de praep. sacerd.; De defect., tit. 10, n. 1), where this is numbered among sinful defects. Nevertheless, if this is done for a reasonable cause, even if not entirely weighty and grave, for example because he intends to study more conveniently later, or to do other labors, or is accustomed to pray after the Sacred rite with greater devotion, it will be free from all fault, as Sanchez, Facundez, Lessius, Castropalao, Illsung rightly teach. Nor should certain older rigorists be heard, who condemn of mortal sin a priest celebrating without cause before Matins and Lauds, since no command gravely obliging is found regarding this, nor is any special connection or dependency of the Mass upon these prayers apparent from anywhere. Cfr. Gury, Compend. Theol. Mor., II, n. 32 sq.”

p. 121


	Where should men pray? No particular place is prescribed for private devotions, and consequently a man may pray wherever necessity dictates or opportunity permits. The church, which is preëminently “the house of prayer,” is, of course, better adapted than any other place for praying, because it directs the attention to God and thus excites and fosters devotion.37



37 Cfr. Matt. VI, 6; XIV, 23; XXI, 13; Mark I, 35; 1 Tim. II, 8.—Tertullian, De Orat., c. 18 says: “Concerning times of prayer nothing at all is prescribed, except plainly to pray at every time and place.” And again (ibid., c. 19): “But how in every place, when we are forbidden in public? In every place, he says (1 Tim. II, 8), which opportunity or even necessity would bring. For the deed of the Apostles, who prayed in prison while the guards listened and sang to God, and that of Paul (Acts XXVII, 35), who celebrated the Eucharist on the sea before everyone, is not counted against the precept.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 14).—St. Jerome, Ep., XXII, n. 37: “Although the Apostle commands us always to pray and although the very sleep of the saints is prayer, nevertheless we ought to have appointed hours for praying, so that if perchance we have been detained by some work, the time itself may admonish us to the duty. But no one does not know the third, sixth, ninth hours, dawn, and evening.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 421).

READINGS.—J. Margreth, Das Gebetsleben Jesu Christi des Sohnes Gottes, Münster 1902.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 160 sq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II, pp. 498 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 269, 272 sq.—E. J. Quigley, The Divine Office, Dublin 1920.—St. Alphonsus, Breve Trattato della Necessità della Preghiera, Turin 1830 (Opera Dogm., ed. A. Walter, II, Rome 1903, 631 sqq.).


Chapter III: The Qualities of Prayer

p. 122To be an act of virtue and an effective means of grace, prayer must have the following qualities:

I. It must be worthy of God, i. e., it must be performed with a pure, or at least with a contrite, heart. This quality is called by some theologians pietas or dignitas orationis. The efficacy of prayer, it is true, does not necessarily depend upon one’s being in the state of grace; but its supernatural meritoriousness does. The sinner, too, can pray efficaciously, and is in duty bound to pray, because prayer is a necessary factor in the process of justification and an important element of Christian morality.1 But the prayer of an impenitent sinner is an abomination in the eyes of God.2

1 Cfr. Pius X’s Exhortation to the Clergy.

2 Prov. XXVIII, 9; Luke XVIII, 13 sqq.—One of the condemned propositions taught by Quesnel (n. 50) read as follows: “In vain he cries to God, Father mine, if the spirit of charity is not he who cries.” Another (n. 59) ran thus: “The prayer of the impious is a new sin; and what God grants them is a new judgment upon them.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridion, n. 1400, 1409).—“The holier and fuller of holy desire anyone is,” says St. Augustine (De Civ. Dei, XX, c. 17), “the more abundant he is in praying.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 683). Cfr. the same Saint’s Retract., I, c. 3, n. 3 (P. L., XXXII, 589) and St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 16.

p. 123II. Prayer, to be a truly virtuous act and an efficacious means of grace, must be performed with attention, i. e., the person who prays must direct his thoughts to the act he is performing.




	Attention, according to St. Thomas, comprises three stages. In the first or lowest of these the mind reflects on the words pronounced. This is called attentio superficialis. In the second stage the mind adverts not merely to the words as such, but to their meaning. This is called attentio verbalis sive literalis. In the third stage, which is the highest, the mind is directed immediately to God and His eternal truths. This is called attentio spiritualis.3 Whenever a person has the intention to pray or to honor God by praying, any one of these species of attention is sufficient to constitute prayer a religious act, and hence to fulfil an obligation (Office, penance, etc.), though the third (attentio spiritualis) is, of course, the best and noblest.



3 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 13: “Threefold is the attention which can be applied to vocal prayer: one, indeed, by which one attends to the words, lest one err in them; a second, by which one attends to the sense of the words; a third, by which one attends to the end of prayer, namely to God and to the thing for which one prays. This indeed is especially necessary, and even simple persons can have it; and sometimes this intention, by which the mind is borne to God, so abounds that the mind forgets all other things.”




	To pray with attention one must withdraw the mind from profane things. This can be done by appealing to the Holy Ghost for the right disposition, by placing oneself in the presence of God, by making a good intention,4 by paying due regard to ecclesiastical customs and liturgical precepts, by observing a definite rule of life and order of the day, by putting the body into the proper posture, by seeking solitude and places particularly adapted to devotion, by properly employing sacred images, prayer books, and formulas of devotion, and by participating in common practices of piety, such as processions and pilgrimages.5



4 Ecclus. XVIII, 23; Luke XI, 1; Rom. VIII, 15, 26.—St. Isidore, Sent., l. III, c. 7, n. 3: “When anyone prays, he calls the Holy Spirit to himself. But whenever He comes, at once the temptations of demons, which thrust themselves into human minds, cannot endure His presence.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 672).—Catech. Rom., P. IV, c. 7, qu. 1 and 5.

5 Cfr. Ps. LIV, 17 sq.; Deut. VI, 10; Matt. II, 11; VI, 6; XIV, 23; XVIII, 19 sq.; XXI, 13; Mark I, 35; Acts III, 1; X, 9; XX, 36.—Among the condemned propositions of Michael de Molinos is the following (n. 18): “He who in prayer uses images, figures, species, and his own concepts, does not adore God in spirit and truth.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1238).—Saint Thomas says (Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 84, art. 2): “Through the signs of humility which we exhibit bodily, our affection is stirred to subject itself to God, because it is connatural to us to proceed through sensible things to intelligible things.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 2: “Genuflections signify our weakness in comparison with God; but when we prostrate ourselves, we profess that we are nothing of ourselves.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 3: “By the senses we cannot approach God; nevertheless through sensible signs our mind is stirred so that it may tend to God.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 3, ad 2: “A determinate place is chosen for worship, not for God’s sake, who, as He who is worshipped, is contained as if in a place, but for the sake of the worshippers themselves, and this for a threefold reason: first, because of the consecration of the place, from which a special devotion is conceived in those praying, so that they may be heard more readily, as is clear from Solomon’s prayer (1 Reg. VIII, 29); secondly because of the sacred mysteries and other signs of holiness which are contained there; thirdly because of the assembly of many worshippers, from which prayer is made more deserving of hearing (Mt. XVIII, 20).”

p. 124


	Opposed to attention is distraction (evagatio mentis sive spiritus), by which we mean the act of drawing off or diverting the mind from heavenly to earthly things.



p. 125Distraction may be involuntary or voluntary.

a) Involuntary distraction arises from human infirmity.6 It is not sinful and, so long as the right intention persists, does not render prayer inefficacious. When earnestly combatted, involuntary distraction even helps to make prayer more meritorious in proportion to the measure of self-denial involved. To pray entirely without distraction is a special grace which God gives only to holy persons as a reward for long practice.7

6 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 13, ad 1: “In spirit and truth he prays, who from the instinct of the Spirit proceeds to pray, even though afterward the mind wanders through some infirmity.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 2: “The human mind on account of the infirmity of nature cannot remain aloft for long, for by the weight of human infirmity the soul is pressed down to lower things; and therefore it happens that, when the mind of one praying ascends to God through contemplation, it suddenly wanders through a certain infirmity.”—Cfr. Hense, Die Versuchungen, 3rd ed., pp. 466 sqq.

7 Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 126, 210. Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., LXXXV, n. 7: “Let each person attend and see what happens in the human heart: how very often prayers are interrupted by vain thoughts, so that scarcely does the heart stand before its God, and wish to stand there, and in some manner flee from itself and does not find bars with which to enclose itself, or certain barriers with which to hold back its wandering and roving movements, and stand joyfully before its God. There is scarcely such a prayer among many prayers.”—IDEM, ibid., CXVIII, s. 29, n. 1: “Then indeed one cries with the whole heart when nothing else is thought. Such prayers are rare among many, but frequent among few; all, indeed, whether anyone, I do not know.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1086, 1585).—St. Isidore, Sent., l. III, c. 7, n. 8: “Prayer is pure when cares of the world do not intervene in its time; but that man is far from God who in prayer is occupied with thoughts of the world. Therefore we truly pray when we think of nothing else. But very few are those who have such prayers. And granted that they are found among some, nevertheless it is difficult that they should always be such.” (P. L., LXXXIII, 673).

Canon Lejeune says truly that the trials arising from distraction would often be lessened if men took the trouble to ask God for this favor. “When,” he says, “shall we understand that the success of our prayers, the triumph over distractions, the inclination and facility for converse with God, depend first and foremost upon the frequency and fervor of our petitions? I wish that this simple question could be put to all who bewail their incessant distractions during prayer: ‘How many times a day do you ask God to free you from your distractions?’ Would not many persons be constrained to confess that they have never thought of making this request to God? And they are astonished that attention, recollection, and fervor do not descend upon them suddenly as soon as they begin to pray.”8

8 L’Oraison Rendue Facile, Paris 1904, P. III, ch. iii, p. 280; quoted by Poulain, op. cit., pp. 419 sq.

p. 126b) Distraction is voluntary when it is brought about or sustained by a free act of the will (evagatio mentis voluntaria in se), or when it owes its existence to some cause that the mind could remove if it would (evagatio mentis voluntaria in causa). Voluntary distraction consists chiefly in occupying the mind with thoughts which are incompatible with prayer. They render prayer a mere lip service (oratio labialis) and neutralize its effects.9 Such service does not honor God, but dishonors Him, and is therefore sinful.10 Who- ever prays with a voluntarily distracted mind is guilty of irreverence, even if the prayers which he recites are not obligatory. The fault thus incurred, however, is not a mortal sin unless it involves grave neglect of some important duty or unless the duty to pray itself obliges sub gravi and its fulfilment is essentially impaired.11

9 St. Gregory the Great (Moral., l. XXXIII, c. 22, n. 43) says: “Although also by this, that words of power and composed for supplication are uttered, the emptiness of prayer is openly shown. For truly to pray is to resound with bitter groans in compunction and not with composed words.”

10 Is. XXIX, 13; Matt. XV, 7 sq.—St. Isidore, Sent., l. III, c. 7, n. 4: “Prayer belongs to the heart, not to the lips. For God does not attend to the words of one supplicating, but looks upon the heart of one praying. But if the heart prays silently, and the voice is still, although it may be hidden from men, it cannot be hidden from God, who is present to the conscience. It is better, moreover, to pray in the heart with silence and without the sound of the voice, than with words alone without the attention of the mind.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 672).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 13, ad 3: “If anyone intentionally wanders in mind in prayer, this is a sin and impedes the fruit of prayer. . . . But wandering of the mind which occurs apart from intention does not take away the fruit of prayer.”

11 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 253: “It is asked, how does one who is voluntarily distracted in prayer sin? Answer: Of itself he sins venially whenever he is voluntarily distracted without a just reason, even if the prayer is made without obligation, because he offers some irreverence to God.” This view is not shared by all; cfr. Noldin (Vol. II, p. 152), Lehmkuhl, Sabetti, etc.—Cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 402 sqq.

p. 127III. Prayer must furthermore be devout. Devotion is a sincere surrender of the will to God.12 It is not merely a matter of the intellect (thinking of God), but also, nay mainly, of the will. Devotion may exist without any sensible emotion. All that is necessary for true devotion is that we have an earnest desire to please and serve God.13 Hence devotion can co-exist with insensibility or aridity of mind (ariditas mentis), whereas, on the other hand, it may be absent even though the heart overflows with emotion.

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 82, art. 1; Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 386 sqq.; P. Birger, Unterweisungen über die christl. Vollkommenheit, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1905, pp. 457 sqq.

13 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXVIII, s. 29, n. 1: “The cry to the Lord which is made by those praying, if it is made by the sound of the bodily voice while the heart is not intent upon God, who doubts that it is made in vain? But if it is made by the heart even while the bodily voice is silent, it can be hidden from any other man, but not from God. Therefore, whether with the voice of the flesh when that is needed, or with silence when we pray to God, we must cry out with the heart. Now the cry of the heart is a great intensity of thought; when this is present in prayer, it expresses the great affection of one desiring and asking, so that he does not despair of the effect.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1585).—IDEM, Serm., 56 (al. 48, de Div.), n. 5: “What you say with your actions, say in your hearts. Let there be the affection of one praying, and there will be the effect of One hearing.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 379).

p. 128Aridity is absence of emotion, or, more properly, desolation during prayer. It is a state in which, notwithstanding our efforts, we are unable to elicit either pious thoughts or right sentiments. The trial sometimes arises from purely natural causes, which it is in our power to remove or diminish, e. g., a dissipated life, which fills the imagination with frivolities; religious indifference; the lack of direct preparation for prayer; fatigue proceeding either from ill-health or too many occupations, etc.14 Sometimes aridity is a temptation or a punishment inflicted by God. But a man may pray efficaciously even during a state of aridity. It is the intention of the will, not emotion, that constitutes the value of prayer. To be sincerely sorry because one has no sensible devotion, is in itself a prayer.15 Hence it would be a serious mistake to omit one’s prayers because one feels no devotion.16 Fr. Poulain says we must pray to be delivered from this trial, “for otherwise we should not be making use of all the means within our power. The one that we neglect—prayer, is precisely the most powerful amongst them; still more, without it all the other remedies will generally be inefficacious, for consolation and success in prayer are graces. Now, God has ordained that prayer should be the almost necessary means of obtaining all graces.”17

14 Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 423 sq.—Cfr. St. Gregory the Great, Moral., l. XXXIII, c. 22, n. 43: “For there are some within the holy Church who have lengthy prayers to the Lord, but do not have the life of those who pray; for they seek heavenly promises with petitions, but flee them by their works. They also sometimes receive tears in prayer, but when pride has struck their mind after the times of prayer, at once they swell up in the haughtiness of elation; when avarice incites, immediately they burn through the fires of greedy thought; when lust tempts, they straightway pant after unlawful desires; when anger persuades, immediately the flame of madness consumes the gentleness of the mind. Therefore, as we have said, they both begin weeping in prayer, and yet, when their prayers are finished and they are struck by the suggestion of vices, they in no way remember that they had wept from a desire for the eternal kingdom. . . . Prayer has no weight of virtue when the perseverance of continual love does not sustain it.” (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 700).

15 St. Augustine, De Divers. Quaest. ad Simplic., l. I, n. 21: “Is not our prayer itself sometimes so lukewarm, or rather cold and almost nothing, indeed sometimes altogether so nothing, that we do not even notice this in ourselves with sorrow? For if we at least grieve over this, we are already praying.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 127).

16 Ps. XXXIII, 2; Jas. V, 13.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., XXXIII, s. 2, n. 3: “When the Lord gives these things, bless Him; and when He takes these things away, bless Him. For He gives, He takes away, but He does not take Himself away from one who blesses Him.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 309).—Thomas à Kempis, Brevis Admonitio Spirit. Exerciti, “De Vigil. Matut.”: “If you do not have devotion in choir, sing with an even mind and await the grace of the Lord from heaven. Often the Lord gives at the end what He justly denied before. He wills that we labor, He wills that we wait patiently. He wills that what He has determined to give be pleasing and great to us. He wills us truly to recognize that we have nothing good from ourselves, but that the whole consists for us of His grace and mercy.” (Ed. Pohl, Vol. II, p. 424).

17 The Graces of Interior Prayer, p. 425.

p. 129According to St. Philip Neri, “The best remedy against aridity and against the torpor which paralyzes the soul, is to present ourselves before God and the saints like a poor little beggar, who humbly asks for spiritual alms.”18

18 Bolland., May 26, 2nd Life, No. 189, quoted by Poulain, l. c.

“This prayer for deliverance,” comments Fr. Poulain, “should, of course, be accompanied, like all others, by a complete abandonment to the divine will. While waiting to be heard, we must continue in a state of joyful resignation. St. Teresa says: ‘The soul which begins to walk in the way of mental prayer with resolution, and is determined not to care much, neither to rejoice nor to be greatly afflicted, whether sweetness and tenderness fail it or Our Lord grants them, has already travelled a great part of the road.’19 There are two opposite extremes to be avoided here: one, to desire so fervently that we lose our peace and conformity to God’s will; the other, to be so resigned that we no longer do anything ourselves or unite our own action to that of divine grace.”20

19 Life, ch. XI, 20.

20 Poulain, op. cit., p. 425.

p. 130Forcing oneself to pray when one is tired and feels no devotion, is a proof that one is well disposed, and the will power put into such an act renders it supernaturally meritorious. God never denies His aid to those who sincerely seek Him.

It is the constant teaching of the Church that the decisive factor of prayer, as in fact of all religious exercises, is resignation to the will of God. “God hears not the voice,” says St. Cyprian, “but the heart.”21 A famous fifteenth-century preacher, P. John Herolt, O.P., whom we have quoted several times before, says: “You must pray with sorrow for your sins and with devotion, because one Paternoster said devoutly and with a contrite heart, is more pleasing to God than ten thousand recited without devotion.”22 This is in perfect accord with the teaching of St. Thomas, that “the effect of prayer depends chiefly on devotion.”23

21 De Dominica Orat., 4: “God is a hearer not of the voice, but of the heart.” (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat. Vindob., III, I, 269).

22 Serm. de Tempore, 123: “You must pray with contrition and devotion, because one Paternoster said with a contrite heart and devoutly pleases God more than ten thousand Paternosters without devotion.”

23 Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 72, art. 2: “The effect of prayer depends chiefly on devotion.”

p. 131IV. Prayer must moreover be inspired by confidence (fiducia) in the omnipotence and goodness of God and the infinite merits of Jesus Christ, who is the only Mediator between God and men, through whom we approach the Father, and in whose name alone we can be saved.24 It is His express command that we should offer all our prayers to the Father in His name, i. e., with special reference to His merits and in the firm confidence that we shall be heard through Him and for His sake.25

24 Matt. IX, 28 sq.; Mark XI, 22, 24; Luke XI, 9 sq.; John XIV, 1; Acts IV, 12; Rom. V, 2; Eph. II, 18; III, 20; 1 Tim. II, 5; Heb. IV, 16; Jas. I, 6; V, 15.—St. Isidore, Sent., l. III, c. 7, n. 15: “So great must be the affection of one praying toward God that he does not despair of the effect of the prayer. But we pray in vain if we do not have the confidence of hope. Therefore let each person ask, as the Apostle says, in faith, doubting nothing (Jas. i, 6), for he who doubts is like a wave of the sea which is borne and scattered by the wind.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 674).—St. Bernard, Serm. de Annunciat., III, n. 3: “With Thee hope alone obtains a place for mercy, nor dost Thou put the oil of mercy except in the vessel of confidence.” (P. L., CLXXXIII, 394).—IDEM, Serm. in Ct., XXXII, n. 8: “Great faith merits great things, and as far as thou shalt have extended the foot of confidence in the good things of the Lord, so far shalt thou possess.” (P. L., CLXXXIII, 950).—Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 368 sqq.

25 John XIV, 13 sq.; XVI, 23 sq.; Rom. V, 21.

In praying with confidence, therefore, we must not rely on our own merits. They do not give us a strict right to be heard, though, on the other hand, whatever merits we have will undoubtedly help to recommend our prayer to God. A life led in obedience to the divine commandments and a clear conscience justify a higher degree of confidence in God’s mercy. “If our heart do not reprehend us,” says St. John, “we have confidence towards God, and whatsoever we shall ask, we shall receive of him because we keep his commandments and do those things which are pleasing in his sight.”26 Confidence based on “God our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ,”27 and rooted in the theological virtues of faith and hope, gives to prayer great value and power, so that we may surely expect to obtain that for which we ask. It is “the confidence which we have towards Him [God], that, whatsoever we shall ask according to his will, he heareth us, and we know that he heareth us whatsoever we ask: we know that we have the petitions which we request of him.”28

26 1 John III, 21 sq.

27 1 Cor. I, 2 sq.; Gal. I, 3.

28 1 John V, 14 sq.

p. 132Opposed to confidence, in point of faith, is doubt and want of faith, and in point of hope, distrust and lack of courage.29

29 Matt. XIV, 31; XXI, 21; Mark XI, 22, 24; Jas. I, 6–8.

V. Prayer, to be pleasing to God, must proceed from an humble heart. Therefore we should pray with submission to the will of God and with a clear realization of our own poverty and unworthiness.30 Humility excludes the sinful passions of pride, anger, violence, hatred, etc.31 Pride in particular, and the self-righteousness to which it gives rise, prevent prayer from being efficacious and render it sterile.32 “God resisteth the proud,” says Holy Writ, “and giveth grace to the humble.”33 St. Isidore writes: “If one prays boastfully, desirous of human praise, his prayer not only does not wipe out sin, but is itself changed into sin.”34 “When we have a favor to ask of the mighty,” says the Rule of St. Benedict, “we approach them humbly and reverently; how much more should we direct our supplications to God, the Lord of the world, with humility and with a pure, undivided devotion!”35

30 Gen. XVIII, 27; Ex. III, 5 sq.; Is. VI, 2; Luke XVIII, 9–14.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 15, ad 2: “Humility is necessary on the part of the petitioner himself, because he recognizes his own need.”—St. Isidore, Sent., l. III, c. 7, n. 20: “Culpably does he extend his hands to God who boastfully discloses his deeds while praying, just as the Pharisee prayed boastfully in the temple and wished himself rather than God to be praised for his just works.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 676).—Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 377 sqq.

31 Matt. V, 23 sq.; VI, 10, 14 sq.; XVIII, 23 sqq.; XXVI, 39, 42; Mark XI, 25 sq.; Luke VI, 36 sq.; 1 Tim. II, 8.

32 Matt. VI, 5; Luke XVIII, 9–14.

33 Jas. IV, 6, 10; 1 Pet. V, 5.

34 Sent., l. III, c. 7, n. 21: “The prayer of some is turned into sin, as is written of Judas the traitor (Ps. cviii, 7). For he who prays boastfully, seeking human praise, not only does not have his sin wiped out by his prayer, but the prayer itself is turned into sin.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 676).

35 Regula S. Benedicti, c. 20.

p. 133VI. Prayer must, finally, be persevering, that is to say, we must pray persistently, with un- swerving purpose and unceasing effort. If we wish to be admitted to God’s presence, we must “continue knocking.”36 We must pray always and never grow faint.37 We must “pray without ceasing.”38

36 Luke XI, 5–10.

37 Luke XVIII, 1 sqq.; XXI, 36; Rom. XII, 12; Eph. VI, 18; Col. IV, 2.

38 1 Thess. V, 17; cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 442 sqq.

p. 134To repeat the same words frequently in praying is not identical with the practice of the Pharisees which our Lord censured, saying: “When you are praying, speak not much, as the heathens; for they think that in their much speaking they may be heard. . . . Woe to you . . . hypocrites, because you devour the houses of widows, praying long prayers.”39 What Christ condemns is the heaping up of words without sense or meaning in the belief that “much speaking” is the essential thing.40 “Our Lord first censured much speaking,” says St. Augustine, “lest you bring many words to God, as if you would teach Him by the use of many words. Therefore, when you pray, you must employ piety, not verbosity. . . . Do not speak much because God knows your needs.”41 And St. Isidore: “Not in much speaking are men heard by God, as if trying to persuade Him by means of many words; it is not the wordy speech of the man who prays that conciliates Him, but a pure and sincere intention.”42

39 Matt. VI, 7; XXIII, 14; cfr. Mark XII, 40.

40 Cfr. Is. I, 12, 15; 1 Kings XVIII, 26 sq.; Ecclus. V, 1 sq., 6; Eccles. VII, 15.

41 Serm., 56 (al. 48, de div.), n. 4: “Our Lord first cut off much speaking, lest thou offer many words to God, as though thou wished by many words to teach God. Therefore when thou askest, there is need of piety, not verbosity. . . . Therefore do not speak much, because [God] knows what is necessary for you.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 378 sq.).

42 Sent., l. III, c. 7, n. 29: “Not in much speaking are men heard by God, as though by very many words they attempt to bend Him. For it is not the manifold speech of the one praying that conciliates Him, but the pure and sincere intention of prayer.” (P. L., LXXXIII, 678).

p. 135The correct view of the subject can be briefly stated in the words of St. Augustine, to wit: “Beware of much speaking when you pray, but pray much and with a fervent and constant intention.”43 In laying down this rule the Saint points to the example of Christ, to which may be added that of the Apostolic Church.44

43 “Let much speaking be absent from prayer, but let not much praying be absent, if a fervent intention perseveres.” Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 10, n. 19 sq.

44 Acts I, 4, 13 sq.; XII, 5, 12; cfr. Luke XXIV, 49.

Opposed to perseverance in prayer is lack of confidence and, in particular, that lukewarmness which, according to Sacred Scripture, in certain circumstances is worse than sin itself.45

45 Apoc. III, 15 sq.; cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 477 sqq.; Vol. II of this Handbook, p. 83.

The oft-quoted text, Ecclus. VIII, 15: “Be not full of words in a multitude of ancients, and repeat not the word in prayer,” means according to the Hebrew original: “Do not engage in conversation in the presence of princes and repeat not the word in thy prayer.” The idea is not to warn against “vain repetitions” in praying, but against showing disrespect to God. This interpretation is confirmed by the manifest parallelism between the first and the second lines. The wise Preacher evidently wishes to say: The same respect that you would show in a meeting of princes, you must show towards God when you pray. The repetition of words is mentioned merely as a sign of inattention or distraction.46

46 See the Theol. Quartalschrift, of Tübingen, 1906, p. 623.

On the subject of “vain repetitions” Cardinal Newman says: “Prayer consists in the intercourse between the intelligent soul and Almighty God. It is essentially an act of the mind, and not of the body; except so far as the body supplies the organs by which the words of spoken prayers are framed. Words alone do not constitute prayer, nor are they necessary to prayer, which may exist without the intervention of any human language at all. And words without the direct action of the soul, speaking through them, are not prayer at all, but ‘vain repetitions.’ If Protestants imagine that Catholics believe that words uttered by the lips, and not accompanied by the actual aspirations of the heart to God, can possibly be acceptable as prayer, we have only to request them to put the question to any Catholic of any class or any country, and they will speedily be undeceived. Such a notion was never heard of in the Church. When Catholics are guilty of these ‘vain repetitions,’ they are not praying. You must pray from the heart, or you cannot pray at all.”47

47 J. H. Newman, Vain Repetitions, reprinted from The Rambler, Vol. IV, No. 21 (Sept., 1855), St. Louis 1910, pp. 13 sq.

p. 136All the properties of a good prayer are contained in the petition that is directed to God in the name of Jesus. “Whatever you shall ask the Father in my name,” says our Lord, “that will I do, that the Father may be glorified in the Son.”48 We pray in the name of Jesus when we address the Father according to the intention and in the spirit of Jesus, in conformity with His will and with reference to the kingdom of celestial charity and liberty established by Him. The fact that we belong to this kingdom, that we are citizens of Heaven, gives us a claim to be heard. Every prayer that is addressed to the Heavenly Father in the name of Christ is certain of being heard. But the very condition that we must pray in the name of Jesus limits the scope of our prayers. Whatever we ask for in the name of Jesus we shall receive; but there are many things for which we may not ask in His name. Hence there are prayers and petitions which of their very nature can not and will not be heard. In the name of Jesus, says St. Augustine,49 we may not pray for anything that is opposed to salvation. All prayers that run counter to the spirit of Christ, or do not fully agree with that spirit, will remain unheard in the kingdom of Heaven.

48 John XIV, 13 sq.; cfr. John XV, 7; XVI, 23; 1 John V, 14 sq.

49 Tract. in Ioa., 73, n. 3; 102, n. 1 (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1825, 1896).

p. 137Midway between the prayers that cannot be heard because of their very nature, and those that are certain of being heard, is a third class that hovers as it were between Heaven and earth, and may be addressed to God only in a conditional way, i. e., with due subordination of man’s earthly to his heavenly interests and with absolute submission to the divine will.50

50 Cfr. Odilo Rottmanner, O. S. B., Predigten und Ansprachen, Vol. II, 2nd ed., p. 217.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 15.—Catechismus Romanus, P. IV, c. 1, qu. 2–4.—G. Tillmann, Das Gebet nach der Lehre der Heiligen, Vol. I, Freiburg 1874, pp. 366 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, Freiburg 1881, pp. 65 sqq.—Th. H. Simar, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, 3rd ed., pp. 251 sqq.—Cardinal Newman, “Vain Repetitions,” Reprinted from Vol. IV, No. 21, of The Rambler, St. Louis 1910.


Chapter IV: Kinds of Prayer

p. 139The distinction between different kinds of prayer is based partly on their form and partly on their substance.1

1 1 Tim. II, 1.




	With regard to substance we distinguish prayers of adoration or praise, prayers of thanksgiving, and prayers of supplication or petition. However, this distinction is a purely abstract one; in reality each of these species of prayer presupposes or includes the others, because, on the one hand, all prayer per se serves to praise or glorify God, while, on the other, no prayer is offered to Him, at least here on earth, that does not somehow partake of the character of a petition.



a) The prayer of those who enjoy the beatific vision of God (the angels and saints) consists in adoration (adoratio, laudatio) and thanksgiving (gratiarum actio).2 These two kinds of prayer are the most perfect and the sublimest of all. Through adoration, in particular, the Church Militant unites herself by anticipation with the Church Triumphant.

2 Is. VI, 1 sqq.; Deut. VII, 10; Apoc. IV, 7 sqq.—St. Augustine, Serm., 159 (al. 17 de Verbis Apost.), n. 1: “In the [heavenly] fatherland there will be no place for praying, but only for praising. Why will there be no place for praying? Because nothing is lacking. What is believed here is seen there; what is hoped for here is possessed there; what is asked for here is received there.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 868).

p. 140The prayer of thanksgiving flows naturally from the heart of man as he perceives God’s favors and graces.3 Christ frequently gave thanks to His Heavenly Father.4 Prayers of thanksgiving were inculcated and practiced by the Apostles.5 The Church offers such prayers to God particularly through the Mass, which is essentially a sacrifice of thanksgiving.6

3 Rom. XI, 36; XVI, 25–27; Gal. I, 4 sq.; 1 Tim. I, 17; 2 Tim. IV, 18.

4 Matt. XV, 36; XXVI, 26; Mark VI, 41; VIII, 6; Luke IX, 16; XXII, 19; John XI, 41; 1 Cor. XI, 24.

5 Acts IV, 24–31; Eph. V, 20; Col. I, 12; II, 6 sq.; III, 15, 17; IV, 2; 1 Thess. V, 18.

6 “It is truly worthy and just, right and salutary, that we should always and everywhere give thanks to Thee. . . .” Cfr. 1 Thess. I, 3; II, 12.

b) Petition (precatio, postulatio, preces) is preëminently the prayer of those who believe and hope as wayfarers. It is an expression of bodily and spiritual indigence and may therefore be fitly termed “the prayer par excellence.”7 As long as man has not yet attained the object of his hope, his prayer is necessarily one of petition, and the more clearly he perceives his helplessness in this “vale of tears,” the more readily will he direct his eyes towards Heaven and beg God to deliver him from evil and bless him.8 Ps. XXX, 1, 2: “I have lifted up my eyes to the mountains, from whence help shall come to me. My help is from the Lord, who made heaven and earth.”

7 Cfr. St. John Damascene, De Fide Orth., l. III, c. 24: “Prayer is . . . the asking from God of those things which it is fitting to ask.” (Migne, P. G., XCIV, 1089).

8 Matt. VII, 13; Jas. I, 17; cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, Vol. I, pp. 62 sqq.

p. 141c) Special kinds of petition are the prayer for forgiveness of sins (deprecatio) or propitiation, and the prayer of intercession (intercessio), in which man asks God’s grace for others.

The prayer of intercession is founded upon the divine economy of salvation. Man stands before God not as an isolated individual, but as part of an organism, viz.: humanity and the Church (communio sanctorum). To pray for our fellowmen is an important duty which we owe alike to those who are members of the mystical body of Christ, and to those who are destined and able to become such. Christ and His Apostles admonish us to pray for all men without exception,9 but especially for our superiors, our brethren in the faith, and our enemies.10

9 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XXIII, 34; John XVII, 20 sq.; 1 Tim. II, 1–5; Jas. V, 16.

10 Matt. V, 44; Luke VI, 28; Eph. VI, 18 sq.; Col. IV, 2 sq.; 1 Tim. II, 2.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Epist., 231, n. 6 (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 1026).—Gury, Compendium, Vol. I, n. 254: “It is asked, for whom must one pray? Answer: 1. For ourselves (according to the first rule of charity);—2. For all men who are wayfarers, even unbelievers;—3. For souls detained in Purgatory. This is inferred, first, from the general law of charity;—secondly, from the words of St. Paul (1 Tim. ii, 1–2). . . . Nor are enemies to be excepted, as is clear from the words of Christ, Mt. v, 44.”

To pray for others is a duty prescribed by the law of charity, which varies in proportion to the needs of our fellowmen and our individual relations to each.11

11 Cfr. St. Augustine, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 12, n. 23: “These things must be prayed for both for ourselves and for our own and for strangers and for enemies themselves, without any wavering of doubt, although for one person one affection and for another another affection may arise or excel in the heart of the one praying, according as relationships are near or remote.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 503).

p. 142The “poor souls” in Purgatory have a special claim to our intercession because they need prayer most of all and are unable to help themselves.12 After them come the impenitent sinners and those who are separated from the Church of Christ.

12 2 Tim. I, 16–18.

Our social relations oblige us to pray, first of all for parents, children, brothers and sisters; secondly, for more distant relatives, friends, and benefactors, and thirdly, for those in authority in Church and State.

To pray for our enemies is an act of heroic virtue and therefore specially meritorious. Generally speaking it is only a matter of counsel, but there are times when it becomes a strict duty.

The above enumeration shows that we are bound to pray for all men without exception, unless indeed God should manifest to us by a private revelation that some particular person was irretrievably lost.13

13 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 8: “To love enemies in general is under precept, but to love them in particular is not under precept, except according to the preparation of the mind, so that, namely, a man would be prepared even in particular to love an enemy and to help him in an occasion of necessity or if he were to ask pardon. But to love enemies absolutely in particular and to help them belongs to perfection. But similarly it is of necessity that we not exclude enemies in our common prayers which we make for others. But that we pray for them in particular belongs to perfection, not necessity, except in some particular case.” (Cfr. art. 7, ad 3).—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 390 sqq.

The opinion that “the world,” or certain individuals, may be excluded from our intercessory prayers, is untenable. Yahweh’s command to Jeremias,14 which is sometimes quoted in support of this view, does not refer to eternal salvation, for which man may and should always pray, but to the prophet’s petition that God might avert the temporary punishments He was about to inflict upon the Israelites for their sins.

14 Jer. VII, 16.

p. 143When Our Lord said to His disciples: “I pray not for the world, but for them whom thou hast given me,”15 He merely meant to assure His disciples that they were the particular object of His solicitude. This interpretation is borne out by verse 20 of the same chapter of St. John’s Gospel, where Christ says: “And not for them [the disciples] only do I pray, but for them also who through their word shall believe in me, that they all may be one, as thou, Father, in me, and I in thee; that they also may be one in us; that the world may believe that thou hast sent me.”16

15 John XVII, 9.

16 John XVII, 20 sq.; cfr. Matt. 5, 44; Luke XXIII, 34. See, however, J. McRory, The Gospel of St. John, 4th ed., Dublin 1914, p. 286; J. Knabenbauer, S.J., Commentarius in Evang. sec. Ioannem, 2nd ed., Paris 1906, pp. 505 sq.

A difficulty might arise from 1 John V, 16, were it not evident from the context that the Apostle means to say, not that it is useless to intercede for those who commit mortal sin, but merely that prayers said for them are not easily heard.17

17 J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 62 sqq.

d) As it is permissible to ask the saints in Heaven to intercede for us, provided, of course, that our confidence in their help does not become to us an occasion of sloth or false security,18 so it is entirely in accord with the dogma of the Communion of Saints to ask the living faithful for their intercession here below. St. Paul repeatedly requests his fellow-Christians to pray for him and assures them that he will pray for them.19

18 St. Jerome, Contra Vigilant., n. 6: “If the apostles and martyrs, while still constituted in the body, can pray for others, when they must still be solicitous for themselves, how much more after crowns, victories, and triumphs?” (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 344).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 11: “Since prayer made for others proceeds from charity, the more perfect in charity the saints who are in the fatherland are, the more they pray for wayfarers who can be helped by prayers; and the more closely they are joined to God, the more efficacious their prayers are. For the divine order has this, that the excellence of superiors should flow down into inferiors, as the air is illuminated by the brightness of the sun.”

19 Rom. XV, 30 sqq.; 2 Cor. I, 11; Eph. I, 15 sq.; VI, 18 sq.; Phil. I, 19; Col. IV, 2 sqq.; 1 Thess. I, 2; 2 Thess. I, 11; III, 1 sq.; cfr. Heb. XIII, 18 sq.

p. 144


	In regard to its form, prayer may be either vocal (oratio vocalis) or mental (oratio mentalis).20



20 G. Tillmann, Das Gebet nach der Lehre der Heiligen, Vol. I, pp. 73 sqq., 85 sqq.; Vol. II, pp. 6 sqq., 203 sqq. Cfr. Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 7 sqq.

A man prays orally when he expresses his interior devotion by means of words or formularies. The essential thing, of course, is the interior devotion, for purely external or vocal prayer without a corresponding interior disposition would be no prayer at all.21

21 Is. XXIX, 13; Matt. XV, 7 sq.; Mark VII, 6.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXIX, s. 29, n. 1.

In vocal prayer at Mass, as prescribed by the Church, the words should be uttered so that the one who is praying can hear them, unless there be an obstacle.22 Each word must, moreover, be pronounced correctly and according to the manner prescribed (rite ac recte). If one syncopates or mutilates his words, or corrupts their meaning, he does not satisfy his obligation, unless there be a parvitas materiae.23 It is not regarded as a corruption to swallow the final syllables.24 Those who suffer from a defect of speech or who have unfortunately contracted a habit of inattention, are obliged to do the best they can and should try to correct their evil habit.25 In saying the Divine Office or any other prescribed prayer in common with others, it is sufficient to listen with attention to those parts which are recited by others.26

22 V. Croix, Theol. Mor., IV, 1294, who calls this opinion “communis.” (Cfr. Bonacina, De Hor. Can., P. I, qu. iii, P. 2, § 1, n. 24; Salmant., XVI, 3, 5).—St. Alphonsus seems to contradict this view when he says that one who is unable to hear himself can satisfy this obligation. But the contradiction is apparent only. The Saint does not mean one who cannot hear himself because the sound his vocal organs make is inaudible, but for some other reason, e. g., because of great noise or deafness. (St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., IV, 163; VI, 414).

23 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., IV, 165.

24 Croix, Theol. Mor., IV, 1302.

25 St. Alphonsus, op. cit., IV, 165.

26 Laymann, De Hor. Can., c. V, 8; Salmant., XVI, 5, 6.

p. 145In order that vocal prayer be meritorious, it is necessary that it be recited in the state of grace, for if one is in the state of mortal sin, prayer can bring him only the graces absolutely necessary for conversion.27 The theologians distinguish a threefold power of prayer: that of acquiring merit (meritoria), that of making satisfaction for sin (satisfactoria),28 and that of procuring favors for others (impetratoria). In as far as it is meritorious, prayer is based upon justice; in as far as it is impetratory, it is based upon the divine mercy;29 in as far as it is satisfactory, it is based upon justice in regard to the living and mercy in regard to the dead.30 In as far as it is based upon justice, it produces its effects infallibly; in as far as it is based upon the divine mercy, it produces its effects conditionally, i. e., if and in as much as it pleases God. Prayer, in as far as it is meritorious, profits only the person who prays, whereas impetratory and sat- isfactory prayer may also profit others. Satisfactory prayer profits the living per modum solutionis, and therefore infallibly;31 the dead, per modum suffragii, i. e., by the power of impetration,32 if and to the extent in which it pleases God to grant the favor requested.33

27 Cfr. Jas. V, 16; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 16.

28 St. Thomas, Suppl., qu. 15, art. 3, ad 1.

29 IDEM, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 16, ad 2.

30 Suarez, De Poenit., dist. 23, sect. 1; De Lugo, De Poenit., disp. 26, sect. 1; Cat. Rom., “De Sacr. Poenit.,” n. 51.

31 Suarez, l. c., and De Lugo, l. c.

32 Cfr. Leo X, Bull “Exsurge Domine.”

33 S. R. C., July 28th, 1840.—Cfr. J. D’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., Rome 1908, pp. 17 sq.

p. 146Interior prayer is a devout communion of the soul with God effected without the aid of external words or formularies. Vocal and interior prayer do not exclude, but, on the contrary, include each other, as the former is the beginning and foundation of the latter and can never be entirely dispensed with even in the highest stages of the spiritual life.34

34 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 12: “The voice is joined to prayer for a threefold reason: first, indeed, to arouse interior devotion, by which the mind of the one praying is raised to God, because through exterior signs, whether of voices or even of certain deeds, the mind of man is moved according to apprehension and consequently according to affection. Hence Augustine says [Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 9, n. 18], ‘that by words and other signs we arouse ourselves more keenly to increase holy desire.’ And therefore in private prayer voices and signs of this kind should be used only so far as they help to arouse the mind interiorly. But if the mind is distracted by this or hindered in any way, such things should be discontinued; this happens especially in those whose mind without signs of this kind is sufficiently prepared for devotion. . . . Secondly, vocal prayer is joined as though for the payment of a debt, so that, namely, man may serve God according to the whole of that which he has from God; that is, not only with the mind, but also with the body, which especially belongs to prayer insofar as it is satisfactory. . . . Thirdly, vocal prayer is joined from a certain overflow from the soul into the body arising from vehement affection, according to Ps. xv, 9.”

Interior prayer in its higher forms is called meditation and contemplation.

a) Meditation may be defined as the application of the three powers of the soul to prayer— the memory proposing a religious or moral truth, the understanding considering this truth in its application to the meditating individual, the will forming practical resolutions and asking for grace to keep them.35

35 Addis and Arnold, Catholic Dictionary, 9th ed., London 1917, p. 573.

p. 147Meditation differs from the theoretical consideration of religious truths or the study of theology in this, that it aims at the immediate application of the truths perceived by the understanding to one’s personal needs and strives to elicit the corresponding religious emotions.36

36 Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm., 302 (al. 112 de Temp.), n. 3: “Let there be no delay in doing what you understand inwardly by comprehending. And he is most blessed who turns the divine Scriptures into works.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 2324).

The essential constituents of meditation are the preparatory prayer, realization of the divine presence, a lively consideration of the truths proposed, application of the same to one’s personal needs, the making of practical resolutions with regard to them (e. g., to apply them to-day, or in this or that concrete case, etc.), and the final prayer (colloquium), which should include thanksgiving, self-oblation, and a petition for the graces necessary to keep the good resolutions made.

Meditation is an important means of moral perfection, and though not strictly necessary for salvation, is indispensable to all who wish to lead a truly spiritual life, especially those who are called to a state of higher perfection.37

37 Cfr. Pius X’s Encyclical Letter to the Catholic Clergy.

p. 148On the uses of meditation St. Bernard of Clairvaux says: “It purifies the source from which it flows, namely, the mind. It directs the affections,38 guides a man’s acts39 and omissions, corrects his mistakes, regulates his habits, and makes life honorable. In fine, it introduces a man to the science of divine and human things. It clears up confusion, unites the things that are separated, collects those that are scattered, brings to light that which is hidden, and follows the footsteps of truth.40 It examines probabilities and uncovers semblance and error. It provides due consideration of that which is to be done, does not lose sight of that which is completed, and tolerates nothing in the mind which is unregulated or in need of correction.41 In prosperity it reckons beforehand with misfortune and in adversity scarcely feels that which is contrary, thus performing the task of courage together with that of prudence.”42

38 “Affectus.”

39 “Actus.”

40 “Vera vestigat.”

41 “He reviews deeds, so that nothing may remain in the mind either uncorrected or in need of correction.”

42 De Consideratione, l. I, c. 7 (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 737).

b) Contemplation43 or effective prayer is the final act (actus completivus) of meditation, by which the soul flies straightway into the presence of God and beholds Him directly,44—not by intuition, as the pure spirits behold Him in Heaven, but discursively, i. e., by means of the truths and principles suggested by the preceding meditation. Hence the three stages of cogitation, meditation, and contemplation.45

43 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 179 sq.—For the literature of the subject see Readings, infra, p. 54 sq.

44 Rom. I, 20; cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 179, art. 1, ad 3.

45 Op. cit., qu. 180, art. 3.

p. 149Contemplation is called ordinary or acquired (ordinaria sive acquisita) if it is the result of one’s own endeavor, aided by divine grace; infused, passive or extraordinary (infusa sive passiva) when directly infused by God. Extraordinary (passive or infused) contemplation is a charism which God usually gives as a reward to those who cultivate the interior life. It is identical with the mystic state. In its higher forms it is sometimes accompanied by extraordinary manifestations of divine grace, such as ecstasies, visions, and revelations,46 and culminates in the mystic union of the soul with God (also called mystic betrothal, spiritual marriage, mystic death or annihilation). These form the subject matter of Mystical Theology.47 They represent a higher stage, being more perfect than the ordinary prayer, either mental or vocal, first, because they proceed from a higher principle i. e., a mind directly enlightened by God; secondly, because acts of prayer performed in these states are more intensive, and, thirdly, because they result in a more intimate union with God.

46 Matt. V, 8.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 180, art. 2: “Something can pertain to the contemplative life in two ways: in one way essentially, in another way dispositively. Indeed, the moral virtues do not pertain essentially to the contemplative life, because the end of the contemplative life is the consideration of truth. . . . But the moral virtues pertain dispositively to the contemplative life. For the act of contemplation, in which the contemplative life essentially consists, is impeded both by the vehemence of the passions, by which the intention of the soul is drawn away from intelligible things to sensible things, and by exterior disturbances. But the moral virtues impede the vehemence of the passions and calm the disturbances of exterior occupations. And therefore the moral virtues pertain dispositively to the contemplative life.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 3: “The virtue of chastity especially renders man fit for contemplation, insofar as venereal pleasures most greatly depress the mind toward sensible things.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 5: “The highest degree of contemplation in the present life is that which Paul had in rapture, according to which he was in an intermediate condition between the state of the present life and the future life.”—Cfr. ibid., qu. 173, art. 3 (visio prophetica); qu. 175 (raptus).—Tillmann, Das Gebet, II, 423 sqq.—For other literature on the extraordinary phenomena of the higher spiritual life see Readings, infra.

47 Gal. II, 20.—Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 59 sqq., 200 sqq. On the literature of mystical theology see Readings, infra.

p. 150Visions and revelations are not without danger and unless accompanied by suffering and humiliation are apt to lead not to God but to self-exaltation. St. Paul, one of the greatest masters of the spiritual life, has expressed this truth in clear terms. Compelled to defend himself against attacks upon His Apostolic dignity, he calls attention to the ecstasies and visions accorded to him, but immediately adds: “Lest the greatness of the revelations should exalt me, there was given me a sting of my flesh, an angel of Satan, to buffet me.” After he had thrice besought the Lord to take this burden from him, he was told: “My grace is sufficient for thee, for power is made perfect in infirmity,” whereupon he exclaimed: “Gladly will I glory in my infirmities, that the power of Christ may dwell in me. For which cause I please myself in my infirmities, in reproaches, in necessities, in persecutions, in distresses, for Christ. For when I am weak, then I am powerful.”48 The ways of salvation have not changed since the days of St. Paul, no more than human nature has changed, or the destiny of the soul.

48 2 Cor. XII, 7 sqq.—Cfr. V. Weber, Der Galaterbrief, Ravensburg 1901, pp. 255 sqq.—The Vulgate rendition “stimulus carnis” for σκόλοψ τῇ σαρκί is obscure and inexact, and, in the words of Father F. Prat, S.J., “a fini par accréditer une opinion sans grande probabilité intrinsèque, inconnue à toute l’anti- quité et peu conciliable avec le texte original. Le σκόλοψ τῇ σαρκί, ‘l’épine dans la chair’ ou ‘l’aiguillon pour la chair’ désignerait un penchant aux voluptés charnelles, source de pénibles et humiliants combats. Ni la vieillesse dont il approchait, ni le don de continence qu’il dit avoir reçu ne le mettaient absolument à l’abri de la tentation, et il est impossible de prouver qu’il ait été exempt de cette épreuve. Mais on peut affirmer sans crainte que rien dans ses paroles n’autorise cette explication. Supposé même que σκόλοψ τῇ σαρκί pût avoir ce sens, Paul ne ferait-il pas le jeu de ses adversaires en leur révélant l’existence d’une pareille lutte connue de lui seul et de Dieu? Comment pourrait-il s’y complaire et la mettre au nombre des infirmités dont il se fait gloire? Laissant de côté les tentations charnelles, nous nous trouvons en présence de deux interprétations qui partagent les commentateurs anciens: les persécutions et les maladies. Mais il est difficile de comprendre que les persécutions extérieures puissent s’appeler une épine dans la chair, et on conçoit moins encore que l’Apôtre s’en trouve humilié. Ces persécutions sont tellement le lot du chrétien, elles sont si expressément annoncées à quiconque veut vivre pieusement dans le Christ Jésus, qu’on ne voit pas à quel titre il les regarderait comme un préservatif personnel, surtout contre les tentations d’orgueil. Et arrivera-t-on à se persuader que Paul en ait demandé trois fois la délivrance? Reste la maladie: ‘On dit qu’une douleur physique le faisait cruellement souffrir; les douleurs du corps sont très souvent dues aux anges de Satan, mais non pas sans la permission divine.’ Ainsi parle saint Augustin, et presque tous les modernes sont de son avis. De quelle maladie s’agit-il? On a nommé la migraine, la podagre, l’ophtalmie, le haut mal, diverses espèces de fièvre. Cette variété d’opinions prouve qu’un diagnostic sûr est impossible. Supposé que, dans l’Épître aux Galates, Paul fasse allusion à la même infirmité [Gal. IV, 13 Paul appelle la maladie qui l’oblige à rester parmi les Galates contre son dessein ἀσθένεια τῆς σαρκός, πειρασμὸς ἐν τῇ σαρκί. Il félicite les Galates de ne l’avoir pas repoussé (non sprevistis, neque respuistis, οὐδὲ ἐξεπτύσατε): de là certains critiques ont conclu qu’il était attaqué du haut mal, la coutume étant de cracher sur les épileptiques par dégoût ou par superstition. Il les remercie de s’être intéressés à sa guérison au point d’être prêts à lui donner jusqu’à leurs yeux: d’où la conclusion tirée par d’autres critiques encore plus subtils qu’il souffrait d’une ophtalmie] nous obtenons les symptômes suivants: 1. Le mal dont souffrait l’Apôtre devait être aigu et cuisant puisqu’il le désigne métaphoriquement par une épine ou un aiguillon enfoncé dans la chair. 2. Il devait avoir quelque chose de répugnant, car il remercie les Galates de ne pas s’être détournés de lui avec horreur. 3. Il devait être humiliant, car il le considère comme un antidote à la vaine gloire et comme un soufflet de Satan. 4. Enfin, il devait sembler faire obstacle à son apostolat puisque à trois reprises il supplia Dieu de l’en délivrer et ne cessa pas que sur cette assurance: ‘Ma grâce te suffit.’ Ulcère des yeux, malaria ou attaques nerveuses, le terme pathologique nous importe assez peu. Cf. Menzies Alexander, St. Paul’s Infirmity dans The Expository Times, juillet et sept. 1904. Après avoir critiqué les hypothèses de ses prédécesseurs: 1. Ophtalmie aiguë (Howson, Lewin, Farrar, Plumptre, etc.); 2. épilepsie (Holsten, Ewald, Klöpper, Lightfoot, Schmiedel, etc.); 3. malaria (Ramsay), l’auteur propose la sienne. Il s’agirait de la fièvre de Malte, connue à Gibraltar, à Naples, à Constantinople et répandue un peu partout sur le littoral méditerranéen. Les preuves ne sont pas très fortes, mais la critique des diverses opinions est intéressante.” (La Théologie de Saint Paul, Vol. I, Paris 1908, pp. 216 sqq.).

p. 151“Whoever tries to reach the summit of perfection,” says St. Gregory the Great, “and wishes to stand upon the peak of contemplation, must first prove his mettle by practicing good works.”49

49 Moral., l. VI, c. 37, n. 59: “Those who strive to apprehend the summit of perfection, when they desire to hold the citadel of contemplation, must first prove themselves in the field of works through exercise.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 60: “For the time of action is first, the time of contemplation last. Hence it is necessary that every perfect man first exercise his mind in virtues and afterward store it in the granary of rest.” (Migne, P. L., LXXV, 763).

p. 152Richard of St. Victor says that good works, meditation, and prayer are the three means by which man may attain to contemplation.50

50 De Praeparatione Animi ad Contemplationem, c. 79 (Migne, P. L., CXCVI, 56).

Seneca51 writes: “We are wont to say that the highest good is to live according to nature. Nature has adapted us to both meditation and action. . . . Nature desires that I should do both—be active52 and devote myself to contemplation.53 I do both, because even meditation is not without action.”

51 De Otio, V, 1, 8.—Cfr. St. Gregory the Great, Moral., l. VI, c. 37, n. 61: “What is expressed by Mary, who sat hearing the words of the Lord, if not the contemplative life? What is signified by Martha occupied with exterior services, if not the active life? But Martha’s care is not rebuked, while Mary is even praised, because the merits of the active life are great, but those of the contemplative life more excellent.” (Migne, P. L., LXXV, 764).

52 Agere.

53 Contemplationi vacare.

Father Poulain summarizes the teaching of the most prudent ascetics by laying down seven rules for spiritual directors in regard to revelations and visions, and six rules for those who believe that they have received such extraordinary favors. The rules for the spiritual director are briefly:

p. 153(1) To resign himself to slow progress and be on his guard against his own precipitation and that of his penitent in judging of extraordinary occurrences.

(2) Not to display admiration for visions and revelations, even if they appear to him to be real.

(3) To be gentle in his treatment of the person. If the visions appear to him suspicious, not to show his distrust harshly, but strive with prudence to enlighten the supposed visionary.

(4) To bear in mind the end to which the visions, and especially the revelations, tend, exhibiting a proportionately stronger mistrust if it is a matter having consequences of greater magnitude.

(5) To strive after supernatural aims, always coming back to the question: What spiritual profit have you derived from the words you think you have heard or the things you imagine you have seen?

(6) To avoid the danger of allowing himself to be dominated by some one else or being carried away by sentimentality.

(7) To pray much and to make the person directed pray, in order to obtain the necessary illumination.

The rules for those who believe that they have received or are receiving revelations and visions are the following:

(1) Submit everything to a prudent spiritual director and be guided by his advice.

(2) Mistrust revelations, in general, and remember that this way is subject to illusions of the imagination or the devil. Even if a vision appears to be divine, mistrust the interpretation that is given.

p. 154(3) Do not ask or desire this kind of grace because it is very conducive to illusions.

(4) In the beginning, at any rate, gently do your utmost to repel the revelations and turn your thoughts away from them.

(5) If you believe a corporeal apparition of Our Lord or of the saints to be the work of the devil, do not go to the length of insulting or treating it with contempt, any more than you would a sacred picture that had been painted by a scoundrel.

(6) If, in spite of yourself, you have visions, be chiefly concerned in making them serve your progress in virtue; for if they come of God, you will thus have attained the sole end that is desired, whereas in the contrary case they cannot harm you.54

54 Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 380 sqq.
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Chapter V: Various Forms of Prayer

p. 156Though every true prayer is a prayer “in spirit and in truth,” the use of set forms or formulas in conversing with God is by no means forbidden. On the contrary, the Old Testament contains at least the rudiments of several such formulas,1 and in the New, Christ Himself gave us a model in the Our Father.2 That this and other forms of prayer were employed by the early Christians is evident from the Acts of the Apostles.3

1 Deut. XXVI, 5 sqq., 13–15.

2 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XI, 2 sqq.

3 Acts I, 24; IV, 24–30.

The use of set forms of prayer corresponds to a deep-rooted need of human nature. Most men could not comply with the duty of praying and satisfy their spiritual needs without employing definite sets of words.

We proceed to a brief consideration of some of the most important formulas in use in the Catholic Church, such as the Lord’s Prayer, the Ave Maria, the Rosary, the Creed, etc.




	THE LORD’S PRAYER.—The Pater Noster (Our Father) was inculcated by Our Divine Lord Himself and is therefore fittingly called the Lord’s Prayer (oratio dominica or dominicalis).4 It is the most beautiful and the most sacred of all known prayers, because of its origin and because it includes all the various objects of prayer (praise, thanksgiving, propitiation, and intercession) and the necessities of the Christian wayfarer; is replete with the true spirit of devotion (consciousness of being one with God, reverence for Him as the Ruler of Heaven and earth, resignation to His will, unselfish participation in the prosperity of the entire human race, the feeling of guilt) and, finally, combines a wealth of sublime ideas with brevity and simplicity of diction.5



4 Matt. VI, 9–13; Luke XI, 1–4.

5 The Latin term oratio dominica is of early date. The phrase Lord’s Prayer, according to Fr. Thurston (Cath. Encycl., IX, 356), “does not seem to have been generally familiar in England before the Reformation. During the Middle Ages the ‘Our Father’ was always said in Latin, even by the uneducated. Hence it was then most commonly known as the Pater noster.” With regard to the English text now in use among Catholics, the same author says: “We may note that this is derived not from the Rheims Testament but from a version imposed upon England in the reign of Henry VIII, and employed in the 1549 and 1552 editions of the ‘Book of Common Prayer.’ From this our present Catholic text differs only in two very slight particulars: ‘which art’ has been modernized into ‘who art,’ and ‘in earth’ into ‘on earth.’ The version itself, which accords pretty closely with the translation in Tyndale’s New Testament, no doubt owed its general acceptance to an ordinance of 1541, according to which ‘His Grace perceiving now the great diversity of the translations [of the Pater noster etc.] hath willed them all to be taken up, and instead of them hath caused an uniform translation of the said Pater noster, Ave, Creed, etc., to be set forth, willing all his loving subjects to learn and use the same and straitly commanding all parsons, vicars, and curates to read and teach the same to their parishioners.’ As a result the version in question became universally familiar to the nation, and though the Rheims Testament, in 1581, and King James’s translators, in 1611, provided somewhat different renderings of Matt. VI, 9–13, the older form was retained for their prayers both by Protestants and Catholics alike” (l. c.).—Tertullian, De Orat., c. 1: “Jesus Christ, our Lord, determined for us, the disciples of the New Testament, a new form of prayer. . . . And what is not heavenly that belongs to Christ the Lord, as also this discipline of praying? Let us consider, therefore, O blessed ones, His heavenly wisdom, first of all in the precept of praying secretly, by which He both demanded the faith of man, so that he might trust that both the sight and the hearing of Almighty God are present under roofs and even in hidden places, and desired the modesty of faith, so that he who trusted Him to hear and see everywhere would offer his religion to Him alone. Wisdom follows in the next precept: although this likewise pertains to faith and the modesty of faith, if we think that the Lord, whom we are certain provides of His own accord for His own, is not to be approached with a host of words. Yet this brevity, insofar as it makes for the third degree of wisdom, is supported by the substance of a great and blessed interpretation, and as much as it is compressed in words, so much is it diffused in meanings. For it has embraced not only the proper offices of prayer, the veneration of God or the petition of man, but almost every discourse of the Lord, every remembrance of discipline, so that truly a summary of the whole Gospel is comprehended in the prayer.”—IDEM, ibid., c. 9: “In the compendia of a few words how many edicts of the prophets, the evangelists, and the apostles are touched upon, how many discourses of the Lord, parables, examples, precepts! How many duties are discharged at the same time! The honor of God in the Father, the testimony of faith in the name, the offering of obedience in the will, the commemoration of hope in the kingdom, the petition of life in the bread, the confession of debts in the deprecation, anxiety about temptations in the request for protection. What wonder? God alone could teach how He wished to be prayed to. Therefore the religion of prayer, ordained by Him and animated by His spirit even then, when it was brought forth from the divine mouth, ascended by its own privilege into heaven, commending to the Father what the Son taught.” (Ed. E. F. Leopold, P. II, pp. 1 sq., 6).—St. Cyprian, De Dominica Orat., c. 9: “What mysteries of the Lord’s Prayer there are, how many, how great, briefly collected in speech but spiritually abundant in power, so that nothing at all is omitted which is not comprehended in our petitions and prayers by a summary of heavenly doctrine.” (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., Vol. III, 1, 272).—Innocent III, Expositio Orat. Domin., n. 1: “This prayer is privileged in three things: in dignity, because composed by Christ; in brevity, so that it may be learned more quickly, retained better, and said more frequently; in fecundity, because it contains all petitions and embraces the necessities of both lives.”—St. Bonaventure, De Sacro Altaris Mysterio, l. V, c. 16 (Opera Omnia, VII, 652): “This prayer excels other prayers for many reasons: by the authority of the teacher, the brevity of the discourse, the sufficiency of the petitions, and the fecundity of the mysteries. By the authority of the teacher, because it was uttered from His own mouth (Is. i, 20). By brevity of discourse, because it is easily said and pronounced (Mt. vi, 7). By the sufficiency of the petitions, because it contains the necessities of both lives (1 Tim. iv, 8). By the fecundity of the mysteries, because it contains immense mysteries (Deut. xii, 4).” (Migne, P. L., CCXVII, 897).—Cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, II, 18 sqq.

p. 158In prescribing this prayer, however, our Lord did not mean to forbid the use of others. If this were not evident from Sacred Scripture, it could be legitimately concluded from the practice of the Apostles and the Apostolic Fathers, who employed other prayers besides the Pater Noster.6 Nevertheless, it is true that the Lord’s Prayer is preëminently the prayer of Christians and constitutes both the norm and the basis of all others.7

6 Acts I, 24–30; IV, 24; Eph. III, 14–21.—St. Justin Martyr, Apol., I, c. 65; Dial. c. Tryph., c. 35 (ed. de Otto, Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 155).—Cfr. Constit. Apost., l. VII, c. 24 sqq., 33 sqq., 47 sqq. (ed. Funk, I, 408 sqq.).—St. Chrysostom, Hom. in Matth., 55 (Migne, P. G., LVIII, 561).

7 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XI, 1 sqq.—St. Augustine, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 12, n. 22: “Whatever other words we may say, which the affection of the one praying forms beforehand so that it may be clear, or attends to afterward so that it may increase, we say nothing other than what has been set down in this Lord’s Prayer, if we pray rightly and fittingly. . . . If you run through all the words of holy petitions, as far as I judge, you will find nothing which is not contained in this Lord’s Prayer. Hence it is free to say the same things in prayer in these and in other words, but it ought not to be free to say other things.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 502 sq.).—IDEM, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Div.), c. 3, n. 4: “The words which our Lord Jesus Christ taught in prayer are the form of desires. Thou art not permitted to ask anything other than what is written there.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 379).

p. 159“In the Lord’s Prayer,” says Aquinas, “we pray not only for all the things we may licitly desire, but also in the order in which we must desire them,” and consequently this prayer is the standard and rule of human conduct.8

8 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 9: “In the Lord’s Prayer not only are all the things which we can rightly desire asked, but also in the order in which they are to be desired; so that this prayer not only instructs us to ask, but is also formative of our entire affection. Now it is manifest that first in our desire comes the end, and then those things which are directed to the end. But our end is God, toward whom our affection tends in two ways: in one way, insofar as we desire the glory of God; in another way, insofar as we desire to enjoy His glory; the first of these pertains to the love by which we love God in Himself; the second pertains to the love by which we love ourselves in God. And therefore the first petition is placed: ‘Hallowed be Thy name,’ by which we ask the glory of God; but the second is placed: ‘Thy kingdom come,’ by which we ask to arrive at the glory of His kingdom. Now something orders us to the aforesaid end in two ways: in one way through itself, in another way accidentally; through itself, in- deed, the good which is useful for the end. Now something is useful for the end of beatitude in two ways: in one way directly and principally, according to the merit by which we merit beatitude by obeying God; and to this pertains: ‘Thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven.’ In another way instrumentally, and as if assisting us to merit; and to this pertains what is said: ‘Give us this day our daily bread’: whether this is understood of the sacramental bread, the daily use of which benefits man, and in which all other sacraments are also understood; or it is understood of bodily bread, so that by bread is understood every sufficiency of food, as Augustine says to Proba, because both the Eucharist is the principal sacrament and bread is the principal food; hence in the Gospel of Matthew is written ‘supersubstantial,’ that is, ‘principal,’ as Jerome explains, superior. Accidentally, however, we are ordered to beatitude by the removal of what hinders it. Now there are three things which hinder us from beatitude; first, indeed, sin, which directly excludes us from the kingdom, according to 1 Cor. 6, 9: ‘Neither fornicators nor servants of idols, etc., shall possess the kingdom of God’; and to this pertains what is said: ‘And forgive us our debts.’ Secondly, temptation hinders us, which especially prevents the observance of the divine will; and to this pertains: ‘And lead us not into temptation,’ by which we do not ask that we not be tempted, but that we not be conquered by temptation, which is to be led into temptation. Thirdly, the present penal condition, insofar as it hinders the sufficiency of life; and as to this it is said: ‘Deliver us from evil.’”

p. 160St. Augustine taught us to distinguish in the Lord’s Prayer seven petitions, three of which are directed to the glory of God, while the remaining four have reference to our own salvation.9

9 For an elaborate commentary upon the Lord’s Prayer see the Catechism of the Council of Trent (English tr. by J. Donovan, Dublin, 1908, which we use throughout this work wherever we quote from the Cat. Rom.). This quasi-official commentary, as Fr. Thurston points out (Cath. Encycl., IX, 356), forms the basis of the analysis of the Our Father found in all Catholic catechisms. “Many points worthy of notice are there emphasized, as, for example, the fact that the words ‘on earth as it is in Heaven’ should be understood to qualify, not only the petition ‘Thy will be done,’ but also the two preceding, ‘hallowed be Thy name,’ and ‘Thy kingdom come.’ The meaning of this last petition is also very fully dealt with. The most conspicuous difficulty in the original text of the Our Father concerns the interpretation of the words ἄρτος ἐπιούσιος, which in accordance with the Vulgate in St. Luke, we translate ‘our daily bread.’ St. Jerome, by a strange inconsistency, changed the pre-existing word quotidianum into supersubstantialem in St. Matthew, but left quotidianum in St. Luke. The opinion of modern scholars upon the point is sufficiently indicated by the fact that the Revised Version still prints ‘daily’ in the text, but suggests in the margin ‘our bread for the coming day,’ while the American Committee wished to add ‘our needful bread.’ Lastly may be noted the generally received opinion that the rendering of the last clause should be ‘deliver us from the evil one,’ a change which justifies the use of ‘but’ instead of ‘and’ and practically converts the two last clauses into one and the same petition.” The doxology, “for Thine is the Kingdom,” etc., which appears in the Greek textus receptus and has been adopted into the later editions of the “Book of Common Prayer,” is an interpolation of ancient but uncertain origin. The words “because Thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory” are found in many ancient codices, both Greek and Latin, of St. Matthew’s Gospel, in the writings of St. John Chrysostom, and in those of St. Gregory of Nyssa. Hence, if there is an interpolation, it cannot be charged against the editors of the King James or any other Protestant version, because the incriminated passage antedates Protestantism by more than a thousand years. Our best authorities hold that the phrase is a liturgical addition, which at an early period slipped into the sacred text through some copyist’s error. Such doxologies were recited in the early days after every prayer and sermon. Knabenbauer (Comment. in Matt., Vol. I, ed. alt., p. 280, Paris 1903) traces this custom to St. Paul. The meaning attached to the phrase, “Thine is the kingdom,” etc., by the Fathers was: “Thou, O Lord, art able to grant us the things we have asked for in this prayer, because thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, forever.” “Kingdom,” St. Thomas explains, refers to the first and second petitions of the Lord’s Prayer, “power” to the third, and “glory” to the rest. (Quoted by Knabenbauer, l. c.). (Cfr. the Catholic Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXII [1915], pp. 494 sq.).

p. 161As the Pater noster comprises everything for which man may and should pray, and the arrangement of its petitions indicates the correct order in which these blessings should be asked for, this prayer has from the earliest days, according to the testimony of Tertullian, been regarded as “the legitimate and ordinary prayer,” “the public and common prayer” of the faithful.10

10 St. Augustine, De Sermone Domini in Monte, l. II, c. 4–11 (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 1275 sqq.); IDEM, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Div.), c. 4–14 (P. L., XXXVIII, 379 sqq.); Tertullian, De Orat., c. 9; St. Cyprian, De Dominica Orat., c. 8; cfr. O. Rottmanner, O. S. B., Predigten und Ansprachen, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 3 sqq.




	THE HAIL MARY.—The Hail Mary, or Ave Maria, also called the “Angelical Salutation,” is as a rule recited immediately after the Our Father. It is the most familiar of all the prayers used by the Universal Church in honor of the Blessed Virgin Mary and consists of three parts.



p. 162The first, “Hail [Mary], full of grace, the Lord is with thee, blessed art thou amongst women,” embodies the salutation of the Angel Gabriel at the Annunciation.11 The second, “and blessed is the fruit of thy womb [Jesus],” is borrowed from the divinely inspired greeting of St. Elizabeth.12 The third is a petition: “Holy Mary, Mother of God, pray for us sinners now and at the hour of our death, Amen.” This petition dates no farther back than the fifteenth century.13

11 Luke I, 28.

12 Luke I, 42.

13 “At the close of the fifteenth century,” says Fr. Herbert Thurston, S.J., “there was not any officially approved conclusion, though a form closely resembling our present one was sometimes designated as ‘the prayer of Pope Alexander VI’ (see Der Katholik, April, 1903, p. 334), and was engraved separately on bells (Beissel, Verehrung Marias, p. 460). But for liturgical purposes the Ave down to the year 1568 ended with ‘Jesus, Amen,’ and an observation in the Myroure of Our Lady, written for the Bridgettine nuns of Syon, clearly indicates the general feeling. ‘Some saye at the begynnyng of this salutacyon Ave benigne Jesu and some saye after ‘Maria mater Dei,’ with other addycyons at the ende also. And such thinges may be saide when folke saye their Aves of theyr own devocyon. But in the servyce of the chyrche, I trowe it to be moste sewer and moste medeful [i. e., meritorious] to obey the comon use of saying, as the chyrche hath set, without all such addicions.’ We meet the Ave as we know it now, printed in the breviary of the Camaldolese monks, and in that of the Order de Mercede, c. 1514. Probably this, the current form of Ave, came from Italy, and Esser asserts that it is to be found, written exactly as we say it now, in the handwriting of St. Antoninus of Florence, who died in 1459. This, however, is doubtful. What is certain is that an Ave Maria identical with our own, except for the omission of the single word nostrae, stands printed at the head of a little work of Savonarola’s issued in 1495, of which there is a copy in the British Museum. Even earlier than this, in a French edition of the ‘Calendar of Shepherds,’ which appeared in 1493, a third part is added to the Hail Mary, which is repeated in Pynson’s English translation a few years later in the form: ‘Holy Mary moder of God praye for us synners. Amen.’ . . . The official recognition of the Ave Maria in its complete form, though foreshadowed in the words of the Catechism of the Council of Trent, . . . was finally given in the Roman Breviary of 1568.” (Cath. Encycl., VII, 112). The custom of engraving the Ave Maria on bells, referred to by Fr. Thurston, arose from its connection with the Angelus.

p. 163By adding the Hail Mary to the Our Father we intimate that we expect God to hear our prayers through the powerful intercession of His Blessed Mother.14

14 In the Middle Ages the Ave Maria often became so closely connected with the Pater noster, that it was treated as a sort of farsura, or insertion, before the words et ne nos inducas in tentationem, when the Pater noster was said secreto. (See H. Thurston, S.J., in The Month, Nov., 1901, p. 490).




	THE ANGELUS.—A triple Hail Mary recited in the evening was the origin of our modern Angelus, which is closely associated with the ringing of a bell.15



15 See H. Thurston, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, I, 487. The tolling of the Ave bell was not identical with the ringing of the curfew, as has been asserted. The former took place at the end of the ecclesiastical office of Compline and perhaps coincided with the prayers for peace, said in choir; whereas the curfew was the signal for the close of day and for the general bedtime. (Thurston, ibid.).

The Church does not oblige her children to say the Angelus, but merely expresses the wish that they should recite the usual prayer when they hear the bell ringing in the morning, at noon, and at night. This is a pious and salutary custom, calculated to sanctify the workaday life of the Christian in its three principal stages,—the beginning, the continuation, and the end. Thrice daily the Angelus bell calls upon man amid his cares and worries to raise his heart to God, thereby sanctifying his daily life. “Evening and morning, and at noon I will speak and declare, and he shall hear my voice.”16 The Angelus bell reminds us of the magnum pietatis mysterium, the Incarnation of the Son of God, and exhorts us to honor with a grateful heart the Saviour and His Blessed Mother, that they may protect us from the dangers that threaten us,—in the morning, from “the arrow that flieth in the day”;17 at noon, from the “invasion of the midday devil,”18 and in the evening, from the danger that lurks in the dark.19

16 Ps. LIV, 18.

17 “A sagitta volante in die” (Ps. XC, 6).

18 “Ab incursu et daemonio meridiano” (ibid.).

19 “A negotio perambulante in tenebris” (ibid.).

p. 164


	THE ROSARY.—The Rosary (Rosarium, Psalterium Marianum) is a form of prayer consisting in the recitation of fifteen decades of Hail Marys with an Our Father between each ten, while at each of the fifteen decades we recall successively in pious meditation one of the mysteries of our Redemption.20 The characteristic mark or essence of this form of prayer lies in the meditations. Oral prayer and meditation are here combined like matter and form.



20 Breviarium Romanum.

The name Rosary originated in the idea that the sacred mysteries of the Redemption constitute for the Blessed Virgin Mary a constantly new source of honor and happiness, symbolized in ancient times by the rose. The frequent repetition of the Angelical Salutation resembles a wreath wound about the head of the glorious Queen, who crushed the head of the serpent. The meditations are as roses inserted in this wreath.

The connection of the so-called mysteries with the Hail Mary arose from the consideration that the graces which Christ merited for us by His life, Passion, and death are communicated most effectively through the intercession of His Virgin Mother, who is to be thought of as coöperating in all these mysteries. Through this association of ideas the Rosary becomes perfectly in- telligible for the unlearned layman, while, on the other hand, even the most learned theologian cannot exhaust its mysteries. The Rosary is a devotion that is suitable for all conditions of life, and satisfies all needs of the human heart. It is a most excellent accompaniment for the ecclesiastical seasons. The ease with which it leads the faithful to meditate, and the necessity of meditation for spiritual progress, render it invaluable for all. The frequent repetition of the same prayer does not weary the mind, because the mysteries meditated upon bring variety into what might otherwise be a monotonous practice. On the contrary, by repeating the Hail Mary, we increase and intensify our devotion.

p. 165These considerations explain the popularity of this beautiful devotion.21 There can be no doubt that the Rosary, rightly recited, is a veritable wellspring of pious aspirations.

21 Kirchen-Lexikon, Vol. X, col. 1275 sq.—Cfr. Leo XIII’s Encyclical letters: “Supremi Apostolatus,” Sept. 1, 1883; “Octobris mense adventante,” Sept. 22, 1891; “Adiutricem populi christiani,” Sept. 5, 1895; “Fidentem piumque animum,” Sept. 20, 1896.

We do not, of course, mean to deny that this devotion involves the danger of thoughtlessness and routine, but to condemn the Rosary because of the real or possible abuses to which it gives rise, would be unjust. The danger of its becoming a matter of mechanical routine can be easily averted by proper instruction on the nature of prayer and the meaning of the sacred mysteries.

It was long a pious belief among the faithful that when the Albigensian heresy was devastating the country of Toulouse, St. Dominic earnestly besought the help of Our Lady and was instructed by her to preach the Rosary among the people as an antidote to heresy and sin. From this time forward, the Breviary informs us,22 this manner of prayer “was most wonderfully published abroad and developed by St. Dominic, whom [different] supreme pontiffs have in various passages of their Apostolic letters declared to be the institutor and author of the same devotion.” In matter of fact neither the thirteenth nor the fourteenth century knew anything of St. Dominic’s alleged relation to the Rosary. Not a single authentic passage can be cited from the historical, ascetical, or homiletic writings of Dominican authors during these two centuries that could be construed into a reference to the Rosary, whereas since the beginning of the fifteenth century whole cycles of Rosary sermons occur. “It would be difficult to understand,” says a learned Franciscan historian, Fr. Heribert Holzapfel, “why the Rosary is never even mentioned in the most ancient constitutions and decrees of the Dominican Order in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, if it were really a form of devotion recommended and inculcated by the holy founder. The Constitutiones Primae of 1228 contain so many detailed instructions regarding prayers and devotions to the Blessed Virgin Mary, that one is compelled to assume that the Rosary would surely have been mentioned had it been a part of the regular practice of the Order.”23

22 Office for the Feast of the Most Holy Rosary, Oct. 7, second nocturn.

23 Heribert Holzapfel, O. F. M., St. Dominikus und der Rosenkranz, Munich 1903, pp. 11 sq., 14, 26; see, however, R. Devas, O. P., in Am. Cath. Quarterly Rev., Jan. 1916 and Cath. Fortnightly Review, 1920, Vol. XXVII, No. 23.

p. 166“The Bollandists, on trying to trace to its source the origin of the current tradition,” says Fr. Thurston, “found that all the clues converged upon one point, the preaching of the Dominican Alan de Rupe, about the years 1470–75. He it undoubtedly was who first suggested the idea that the devotion of ‘Our Lady’s Psalter’ was instituted or revived by St. Dominic. Alan was a very earnest and devout man, but, as the highest au- thorities admit, he was full of delusions, and based his revelations on the imaginary testimony of writers that never existed.24 His preaching, however, was attended with much success. The Rosary confraternities, organized by him and his colleagues at Douai, Cologne, and elsewhere,25 had great vogue, and led to the printing of many books, all more or less impregnated with the ideas of Alan. Indulgences were granted for the good work that was thus being done, and the documents conceding these indulgences accepted and repeated, as was natural in that uncritical age, the historical data which had been inspired by Alan’s writings and which were submitted according to the usual practice by the promoters of the confraternities themselves. It was in this way that the tradition of Dominican authorship grew up. The first Bulls speak of this authorship with some reserve: ‘Prout in historiis legitur,’ says Leo X in the earliest of all, ‘Pastoris aeterni,’ 1520; but many of the later popes were less guarded.”26

24 Quétif and Echard, Script. O. P., I, 849.

25 Cath. Encyclopedia, XIII, 188 sq.

26 H. Thurston, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 184.

p. 167“That the Rosary is preëminently the prayer of the people,” says the same writer, “adapted alike for the use of simple and learned, is proved not only by the long series of papal utterances by which it has been commended to the faithful, but by the daily experience of all who are familiar with it. The objection so often made against its ‘vain repetition,’ is felt by none but those who have failed to realize how entirely the spirit of the exercise lies in the meditation upon the fundamental mysteries of our faith.27 To the initiated the words of the Angelical Salutation form only a sort of half-conscious accompaniment, a bourdon which we may liken to the ‘Holy, Holy, Holy’ of the heavenly choirs and surely not in itself meaningless. Neither can it be necessary to urge that the freest criticism of the historical origin of the devotion, which involves no point of doctrine, is compatible with a full appreciation of the devotional treasures which this pious exercise brings within the reach of all.”28

27 Cfr. J. H. Newman, “Vain Repetitions,” reprinted from The Rambler, Vol. IV, No. 21 (Sept. 1855), St. Louis 1910.

28 Thurston in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 187.

p. 168


	THE SALVE REGINA.—The Salve Regina, the most celebrated of the four Breviary anthems in honor of the Blessed Virgin Mary, is usually ascribed to St. Bernard of Clairvaux, but is probably the work of Hermannus Contractus.29 The use of this anthem at Compline was begun by the Dominicans about 1221, and before the middle of the thirteenth century the Salve Regina was incorporated with the other anthems of the Blessed Virgin in the “modernized” Franciscan Breviary, whence it made its way into the Roman Breviary. The Salve Regina figured largely in the evening devotions of the confraternities and guilds which were formed about the beginning of the thirteenth century. In France it was known as Salut, in the Netherlands as the Lof, in England and Germany simply as the Salve. Fr. Thurston has made it seem certain that our present Benediction service has resulted from the general adoption of this evening singing of canticles before the statue of Our Lady.30



29 On Hermannus Contractus see H. P. Schlager in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, p. 266.

30 Cfr. H. T. Henry in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 40 sqq., with bibliography.




	THE CREED.—The so-called Apostles’ Creed is a formula containing in brief statements or “articles” the fundamental doctrines of Christian belief. Tradition ascribes it to the Twelve Apostles; hence the name. The legend dates back to the sixth century and is foreshadowed still earlier in a sermon attributed to St. Ambrose.31 About the year 400 Rufinus gives a detailed account of the composition of the Creed, which he professes to have received from earlier ages.32 Recently Harnack and other Protestant critics have assigned to the Creed an origin much later than the Apostolic age. Semeria, Battifol, Thurston and other Catholic authorities hold that while the Apostolic composition of the Creed cannot be proved, to deny the possibility of such origin is to go further than our data at present warrant.33



31 Migne, P. L., XVII, 671.

32 Migne, P. L., XXI, 337.

33 Thurston in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 631.

p. 169While the recitation of the Creed is essentially an act of latreutic worship, namely, confession and adoration, it also partakes of the character of an impetration, and consequently is really and truly a prayer.34 For as faith itself is a gift of divine grace, and can be professed only with the help of God, so the act of faith which consists in the devout recitation of the Creed undoubtedly is a means of obtaining additional graces.

34 St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 7: “Behold, thou hast the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer. What is heard and read more briefly? What is more easily committed to memory? For since the human race was oppressed by the grave misery of sin and needed the divine mercy, the prophet, foretelling the time of God’s grace, said: ‘And it shall be: everyone who shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved’ (Joel ii, 32); on account of this, the prayer. But the Apostle, when he had recalled this prophetic testimony in order to commend that grace itself, immediately added: ‘How then shall they call upon Him in whom they have not believed?’ (Rom. x, 14); on account of this, the Creed. In these two behold those three things: faith believes, hope and charity pray.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 243).

p. 170As the so-called Apostles’ Creed has a place in the canonical hours, and in the rites of the Sacraments of Baptism and Holy Orders, so the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed is used in the ritual of the Mass, and the so-called Athanasian Creed in the Roman Breviary.

The Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed is substantially the symbolum of Nicaea as approved in amplified form by the Council of Constantinople, A. D. 381. The Council of Chalcedon (451) designated it as “The Creed of the Council of Constantinople of 381” and inserted it in its acts. It is the profession of Christian faith common to the Catholic Church, to all the Eastern churches separated from Rome, and to most Protestant denominations.35 The schismatic Greeks cherish it with almost superstitious reverence as their inviolable and sole norm of faith.36

35 J. Wilhelm in the Cath. Encyclopaedia, Vol. XI, pp. 49 sq.

36 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Divine Trinity, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 129 sq.

The Athanasian Creed (“Quicunque”), so called because its authorship was attributed to St. Athanasius, is of uncertain origin, but was probably compiled in the fourth century under Atha- nasian influences. It not only states clearly what the Catholic faith is concerning the important doctrines of the Trinity and the Incarnation, but asserts with equal plainness and precision what will happen to those who do not faithfully and steadfastly believe these truths.37

37 Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 33 sq.

p. 171


	THE ORATIO COMMUNIS.—The general prayers said publicly in many churches on Sundays and holydays of obligation for the peace and prosperity of Christendom are based upon the admonition of St. Paul “that supplications, prayers, intercessions, and thanksgivings be made for all men, for kings and for all that are in high station: that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all piety and chastity; for this is good and acceptable in the sight of God our Saviour, who will have all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth.”38 This common prayer corresponds to the idea of the Church of Christ as the one institution destined to lead all men without distinction of nationality to Heaven, and is therefore believed to have special power. “If the prayer of one or two of us has such might,” says St. Ignatius of Antioch, “how much more has that of the bishop and of the whole Church?”39



38 1 Tim. II, 1–4; cfr. Acts II, 42; Rom. X, 12.

39 Epist. ad Eph., c. 5: “For if the prayer of one or two has such power, how much more that of the bishop and of the whole Church?” (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 216; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers (Loeb Classical Library), Vol. I, London 1912, p. 178).—Cfr. Tertullian, Apol., c. 39: “We assemble in a company and congregation, so that, as though with a band formed, we may surround God with petitions as we pray. This force is pleasing to God. We pray also for emperors, for their ministers and authorities, for the condition of the world, for the tranquility of affairs, for the delay of the end.” (Ed. Leopold, P. I, 110).

p. 172


	LITANIES.—The word Litany (λιτάνεια) is derived from λιτή, i. e., an entreaty, or a supplication, and designates a form of united prayer by alternate sentences, in which the clergy lead and the people respond. These sentences embody petitions directed to God, or to the Saints, chiefly for the purpose of obtaining the divine assistance in important matters affecting either the Church or the faithful, or of appeasing God’s just wrath in calamities.40



40 F. Mershman, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 286 sq.

There are five litanies approved by the Holy See for use in public worship, viz.:

a) THE LITANY OF THE SAINTS (Litaniae Sanctorum), so called because in it Saints of every class and rank are either nominally or by implication asked for their intercession. This Litany is of great antiquity and has served as a model for all others.

Three forms of the Litany of the Saints are at present in liturgical use. The longer form, as given in the Roman Ritual, is prescribed for the laying of the cornerstone of a new church, at the blessing or reconciliation of a church or cemetery, in the rite of blessing the people and fields by virtue of a special papal indult, for the major and minor Rogation days, in the procession and prayers to obtain rain or fine weather, to avert storms and tempests, in time of famine or war, to escape mortality in time of pestilence, in any tribulation, during the translation of relics, in solemn exorcisms, and at the Forty Hours’ Devotion, on which latter occasion certain verses are added. The Roman Pontifical, besides the occasions given in the Ritual, orders the recitation of the Litany of the Saints in the conferring of major orders, in the consecration of a bishop, the benediction of an abbott or abbess, the consecration of virgins, the coronation of a king or queen, the consecration of a church, the expulsion and readmission of public sinners on Maundy Thursday, and in the “Ordo ad Synodum.”41

41 IDEM, ibid., IX, 292.

p. 173An abbreviated form of this Litany is given in the Roman Missal for Holy Saturday and the Vigil of Pentecost.

A third form occurs in the “Commendatio” of the Roman Ritual, in which the invocations and supplications are specially chosen to benefit the departing soul about to appear before its Maker.

b) THE LITANY OF THE BLESSED VIRGIN, popularly known as the LITANY OF LORETO (Litaniae Lauretanae B. Mariae Virginis), in which titles expressive of the transcendent dignity and the various privileges of the Mother of God, as well as of the love, trust, and veneration of her children toward her, are woven into a chain of animated supplications which have been the subject of endless panegyrics.

p. 174This Litany came into general use from having been sung in the Holy House of Loreto, whence pilgrims carried it into all Christian lands. It was definitely approved by the Church in 1587, but a considerable portion of it is undoubtedly much older than the foundation of the Loreto sanctuary, which dates only from the thirteenth century.

“The first Marian litanies must have been composed to foster private devotion, as it is not at all probable that they were written for use in public, by reason of their drawn-out and heavy style. But once the custom grew up of reciting Marian litanies privately, and of gradually shortening the text, it was not long until the idea occurred of employing them for public devotion, especially in cases of epidemic, as had been the practice of the Church with the litanies of the Saints, which were sung in penitential processions and during public calamities.”42

42 A. de Santis, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, p. 288.

c) THE LITANY OF THE HOLY NAME OF JESUS (Litaniae Sanctissimi Nominis Iesu) enumerates a list of praises referring to Jesus as God and man, and begs Him to deliver us from whatever is apt to keep us from attaining our last end, i. e., from sin and the divine wrath, from the snares of the devil and the spirit of uncleanness, from eternal death and the neglect of God’s inspirations, and adjures Him by the mystery of His Incarnation, His nativity and infancy, His divine life and labors, His agony and Passion, His Cross and dereliction, His languor, His death and burial, His Resurrection and Ascension, His joys and glory, to have mercy on His children.

p. 175This Litany probably owes its origin to the two celebrated preachers of the Holy Name, SS. Bernardine of Siena and John Capistran, at the beginning of the fifteenth century. It was approved by Pius IX, in 1862, and by Leo XIII, in 1899.43

43 F. Mershman, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 290 sq.

d) THE LITANY OF THE SACRED HEART OF JESUS (Litaniae Sacratissimi Cordis Iesu) consists of thirty-three invocations in honor of the years of our Lord’s life upon earth, with special reference to His corporeal heart, which is most intimately united with His soul and His godhead. This Litany was approved by Leo XIII, in 1899.44

44 S. R. C., 27th June, 1898; April 2nd, 1899. Cfr. Ch. G. Kanders, Le Cœur de Jésus, Vol. I, Bruxelles 1926.

e) THE LITANY OF ST. JOSEPH (Litaniae in Honorem Sancti Patriarchae Ioseph), is modelled upon the Litany of Loreto. It consists of twenty-four titles in honor of the foster-father of Our Divine Lord, and was approved by Pius X, in 1909.45

45 S. R. C., March 18th, 1909.

These Litanies, and these only, may be recited publicly and liturgically; but the bishops may sanction the printing of others for private use.46

46 Addis and Arnold’s Cath. Dictionary, 9th ed., revised by T. B. Scannell, London 1917, p. 526.

p. 176The discussion of the psalms and Biblical canticles (cantica) underlying the liturgical prayers of the Church must be left to liturgiology.47

47 Cfr. Cardinal Wiseman, Miscellaneous Essays, On Prayers and Prayerbooks.—V. Thalhofer and P. Schmalzl, Erklärung der Psalmen und der im röm. Brevier vorkommenden biblischen Cantica, 7th ed., Ratisbon 1904.—M. Wolter, O.S.B., Psallite Sapienter, 3rd ed., Freiburg 1904.—N. Gihr, Die Sequenzen des röm. Missale, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1900.—A. Schulte, Die Hymnen des Breviers nebst den Sequenzen des Missale, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1906.

We will close this Section with a few words about that popular and edifying form of devotion known as Stations of the Cross.




	THE STATIONS OF THE CROSS.—By Stations of the Cross (Via Crucis, Via Calvarii) is meant a series of images or pictures representing the different events in the Passion of Christ, each Station corresponding to a particular event. Each picture is surmounted by a cross, which is indeed the essential feature, the pictures not being necessary to gain the indulgences attached to this devotion. Usually the crosses or pictures are ranged round the church, the first placed on one side of the high altar, the last on the other.



The Stations of the Cross are among the most popular Catholic devotions and are to be found in almost every church. Sometimes they are erected in the open air, especially on roads which lead to a church or shrine standing on a hill.48

48 Catholic Dictionary (cfr. note 46 supra), pp. 788 sq.

The devotion of the Stations or Way of the Cross began in the Franciscan Order, but did not become general before the end of the seventeenth century. The ob- ject is to help the faithful to make in spirit, as it were, a pilgrimage to the chief scenes of Christ’s Passion and death. When the devotion is performed publicly, a stanza of the “Stabat Mater” is usually sung while passing from one Station to another. The devotion is richly endowed with indulgences.49

49 G. C. Alston, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 569 sq.

p. 177READINGS.—On the Lord’s Prayer: Origen, περὶ εὐχῆς (Migne, P.G., XI, 416 sqq.).—Tertullian, De Oratione (Migne, P.L., I and II); Engl. tr. by Alex. Souter, London 1919 (S. P. C. K.’s “Translations of Christian Literature,” Series II, pp. 1–45).—St. Cyprian, De Dominica Oratione (Migne, P.L., IV; ed. G. Hartel, Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., III, 1–3; Vienna 1868–71).—St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P. V., c. 10 (ed. 2a, Vicetia, pp. 434 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Expositio in Orat. Dominicam, (H. Hurter, S.J., SS. Patr. Opuscula Selecta, Vol. II, 2nd ed., Innsbruck 1879, pp. 80 sqq.).—J. C. Vives, Doctorum Angelici, Seraphici, Melliflui, Extatici in Orationem Dominicam et Salutationem Angelicam Expositiones, Rome 1902.—F. Probst, Lehre und Gebet in den drei ersten Jahrhunderten, Tübingen 1871, pp. 175 sqq.—J. von Führich, Das Vater Unser in Bild und Wort, Ratisbon 1884.—L. Glötzle and A. Knöpfler, Das Vater Unser im Geiste der ältesten Kirchenväter in Bild und Wort, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1902.—J. M. L. Monsabré, La Prière Divine (Le “Pater”), 5th ed., Paris 1909.—Herbert Thurston, S.J., art. “Lord’s Prayer,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 356 sq.—Chase, The Lord’s Prayer in the Early Church, Cambridge 1891.

On the Hail Mary: Herbert Thurston, S.J., art. “Hail Mary,” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 110 sqq.—IDEM, in The Month, London, Nov. 1901, pp. 483–499.—“Zur Geschichte des Ave Maria,” in the Katholik, Mayence, May, 1903, pp. 333 sqq.—Waterton, Pietas Mariana Britannica, London 1879, P. I, pp. 143–169.—S. Beissel, S.J., Geschichte der Verehrung Marias in Deutschland während des Mittelalters, Freiburg 1909, pp. 228 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, Freiburg 1881, pp. 114 sqq.

p. 178On the Angelus: Rocca, De Campanis Commentarius, Rome 1612.—Gerberon, Dissertation sur l’Angelus, Paris 1675.—Herbert Thurston, S.J., art. “Angelus” and “Angelus Bell,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 486 sqq.—Thos. Esser, O.P., “Das Ave Maria-Läuten und der Engel des Herrn in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung,” in the Historisches Jahrbuch, Vol. XXIII (1902), pp. 22 sqq., 247 sqq., 775 sqq.—Rock, The Church of Our Fathers, 2nd ed., London 1904, Vol. III, pp. 245 sqq.—P. Boudinhon, “L’Angelus,” in the Revue du Clergé Français, Vol. XXXI (1902), pp. 24 sqq.

On the Rosary: M. Chéry, La Théologie du Saint Rosaire, Paris 1869.—G. Patiss, Der heilige Rosenkranz, Innsbruck 1881.—Th. M. Leikes, Rosa Aurea, Dülmen 1886.—J. M. Meister, Die soziale Bedeutung des hl. Rosenkranzes, 2nd ed., Münster 1889.—Thos. Esser, O.P., Unsrer Lieben Frauen Rosenkranz, Paderborn 1889.—D. Chapotin, Quelques Notes Historiques sur le Saint Rosaire, Paris 1901.—W. Schmitz, Das Rosenkranzgebet im fünfzehnten und im Anfange des sechszehnten Jahrhunderts, Freiburg 1903.—S. Beissel, S.J., Geschichte der Verehrung Marias in Deutschland während des Mittelalters, Freiburg 1909, Ch. XIII.—H. Thurston, S.J., art. “Rosary,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 184 sqq.—Proctor, The Rosary Guide, London 1901.—H. Holzapfel, O.F.M., Der hl. Dominikus und der Rosenkranz, Munich 1903.

On the Salve Regina: Pseudo-Bernard, Sermones in Antiph. Salve Regina, IV (Migne, P.L., CLXXXIV, 1059).—E. Krebs, “Das Salve Regina,” in the Theol. Quartalschrift, Tübingen 1906, pp. 74 sqq.—H. T. Henry, art. “Salve Regina,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 409 sq.—S. Beissel, Geschichte der Verehrung Marias in Deutschland während des Mittelalters, Freiburg 1909, pp. 122 sqq., 202 sqq., 214, 253, 272, 290, 353, 546.—IDEM, Geschichte der Verehrung Marias im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert, Freiburg 1910, pp. 494 sqq.—P. Wagner, “Eine bisher nicht veröffentlichte Legende über die Entstehung des Salve Regina,” in the Theol. Revue, Münster, Vol. II (1903), pp. 214 sq.

On the Apostles’ Creed: S. Bäumer, O.S.B., Das apostolische Glaubensbekenntnis, Mayence 1893.—Cl. Blume, S.J., Das apostolische Glaubensbekenntnis, Freiburg 1893.—F. Kattenbusch (Prot.) Das apostolische Symbolum, Vol. I, Leipsic 1894; Vol. II, 1900.—B. Dörholt, Das Taufsymbolum der alten Kirche, Vol. I, Paderborn 1898.—F. Wiegand, Die Stellung des apostolischen Symbols im kirchlichen Leben des Mittelalters, Vol. I, Leipsic 1899.—V. Ermoni, Histoire du Credo, Paris 1903.—A. Vacandard, Études de Critique et d’Histoire Religieuse, 2nd ed., Paris 1910.—A. Seeberg (Prot.), Der Katechismus der Urchristenheit, Leipsic 1903, pp. 138 sqq.—H. Thurston, S.J., art. “Apostles’ Creed,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 629 sqq.—Batiffol and Vacant in the Dictionnaire de Théologie, s. v. “Apôtres, Symbole des.”—Burn, Introduction to the Creeds, London 1897.—Swete, Apostles’ Creed, 3rd ed., London 1889.

p. 179On the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed: G. Rietschel, Liturgik, Vol. I, Berlin 1900, pp. 371 sqq.—J. Wilhelm in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 49 sq.—Lumby, History of Creeds, 2nd ed., London 1880.—Hort, Two Dissertations, Part II, Cambridge 1876.

On the Athanasian Creed: K. Künstle, Antipriscilliana, Freiburg 1905, pp. 204 sqq.—G. Morin, O. S. B., Le Symbole d’Athanase, in the Revue Bénédictine, 1901, pp. 337 sqq.—H. Brewer, Das sogenannte athanasianische Glaubensbekenntnis ein Werk des hl. Ambrosius, Paderborn 1909.—J. J. Sullivan, S.J., art. “Athanasian Creed,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 33 sqq.—Burn, “The Athanasian Creed,” in Robinson, Texts and Studies, Cambridge 1896.

On the Oratio Communis: St. Clement of Rome, Epist. I ad Cor., c. 59–61 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 175 sqq.).—St. Justin Martyr, Apol., l. I, c. 65 (ed. de Otto, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 155 sqq.).—Constitutiones Apost., VIII, c. 6 (ed. Funk, Vol. I, pp. 478 sqq.).

On the Litanies: A. J. Binterim, Die vorzüglichsten Denkwürdigkeiten der christ-katholischen Kirche, Vol. IV, 2nd ed., Mayence 1838, I, 572 sqq.—K. A. H. Kellner, Heortology, A History of the Christian Festivals from their Origin to the Present Day, London 1908, pp. 189 sqq.—F. Mershman, O.S.B., art. “Litany,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 286 sq.

On the Litany of the Saints: H. Samson, Die Allerheiligenlitanei, Paderborn 1894.—F. Mershman, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 291 sq.

On the Litany of the Blessed Virgin Mary: Decree of the S. Congr. of Rites, April 22, 1903.—J. Sauren, Die lauretanische Litanei, Kempten 1895.—A. de Santi, S. J., Le Litanie Lauretane, 2nd ed., Rome 1897 (tr. into French by Boudinhon, Les Litanies de la Sainte Vierge, Paris 1900; into German by Nörpel, Die Lauretanische Litanei, Paderborn 1900).—IDEM, art. “Litany of Loreto,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 287 sqq.—J. E. Zöllner and J. Assmann, Die lauretanische Litanei, Ratisbon 1906.—A. M. Lepicier, The Fairest Flower of Paradise: Considerations on the Litany of the Bl. Virgin, N. Y. 1922.

p. 180On the Litany of the Holy Name of Jesus: J. Rachberger, Die Litanei vom heiligsten Namen Jesus, Passau 1881.—F. Frank, Die Litanei vom süssen Namen Jesu, Paderborn 1906.—B. Maréchaux, Les Litanies du Saint Nom de Jésus, Paris 1907.—F. Mershman, O.S.B., art. “Litany of the Holy Name,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 290 sq.

On the Litany of the Sacred Heart of Jesus: Decrees of the S. Congr. of Rites, June 27, 1898, and April 2, 1899.—P. Hagg, S.J. and M. Hagen, S.J., Die Herz-Jesu-Litanei, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1905.—A. Drive, Litanies du Sacré-Coeur, Tournai 1905.—Ch. Sauvé, Les Litanies du Coeur de Jésus, Paris 1907.—J. M. Donnell, S.J., The Litany of the Sacred Heart, New York, s. a.

On the Litany of St. Joseph: Decree of the S. Congr. of Rites, March 18, 1909 (Acta Apostolicae Sedis, I [1909], p. 290).—Richard, St. Joseph, sa Vie et son Culte, Lille 1896.

On the Stations of the Cross: N. Nilles, S.J., Der schmerzhafte Kreuzweg Christi, 4th ed., Innsbruck 1895.—P. W. von Keppler, Die XIV Stationen des hl. Kreuzweges, 4th ed., Freiburg 1904.—H. Thurston, S.J., The Stations of the Cross, London 1906.—G. C. Alston, O.S.B., art. “Way of the Cross,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 569 sqq.—K. A. Kneller, S.J., Geschichte der Kreuzwegandacht, Freiburg 1908.


Chapter VI: The Sins Opposed to Prayer

p. 181The sins opposed to prayer, as an act of divine worship, are blasphemy and the irreverent use of the names of God and His saints.

Opposed to prayer, as an act of intercession for others, are cursing and calling down maledictions upon one’s fellow creatures.




	BLASPHEMY.—Blasphemy (from βλάπτω, I damage, and φήμη, reputation, character), is a speech or an act which contains within itself a calumny (calumnia) or a contumely (contumelia) against Almighty God,—either immediately against His Person, being, essence, or providence (blasphemia immediata), or mediately against revealed religion, the Church, or the saints (blasphemia mediata).



Blasphemy may, therefore, be briefly defined as an imprecatory or contumelious speech against God.1

1 “An insulting utterance against God.” Cfr. Matt. IX, 2 sqq.; XXVI, 60–65.—St. Augustine, De Moribus Eccl. Cath., l. II, c. 11, n. 20: “Commonly blasphemy is understood as nothing other than speaking evil words about God.” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1354).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 288: “Blasphemy is speech injurious to God. Speech, however, can be made not only by an explicit word, but also in thought and deed.”

p. 182Blasphemy is direct if dishonor to God is intended; indirect, if dishonor to God is not intended, though foreseen as a consequence.2 Blasphemy is called heretical (haeretica) if it involves heresy; imprecative (imprecativa) if it involves an imprecation or threat; ordinary (probrosa) if it contains a mere contumely or insult.3

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art. 1, ad 2: “Just as God is praised in His saints, inasmuch as the works which God effects in the saints are praised, so also blasphemy which is committed against the saints consequently redounds against God.”—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, 4th ed., p. 238.

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 288: “Blasphemy is distinguished chiefly: 1. Direct or indirect, according as insult is directly intended against God by the blasphemer, or is only implicitly contained in his words or gestures; 2. Immediate or mediate, according as it immediately affects God Himself, or only indirectly, namely, by dishonoring the saints or profaning sacred things; 3. Heretical, imprecative, and merely insulting, according as it contains heresy, an imprecation, or a mere insult.”

Blasphemy may be committed in thought (mente vel corde), word (verbo)—spoken, written, or printed,—or deed (opere),4 and is by its very nature (ex genere suo) a mortal sin; in fact, being a deliberate insult offered to the Lord God of Heaven and earth, it is a crimen laesae maiestatis, the most grievous sin a man can commit,5 assuming, of course, that he acts with full advertence and consent.6

4 Ps. XIII, 1: “The fool hath said in his heart: There is no God.”—Cfr. Tertullian, De Idolol., c. 23: “He speaks with the stylus, he is heard in the wax; the hand is clearer than every sound, the letter more vocal than every mouth.” (Ed. Leopold, I, 52).

5 Lev. XXIV, 16; Matt. IX, 2 sq.; XXVI, 65; 2 Thess. II, 3 sqq.; Apoc. XIII, 1, 5 sq.; XVI, 11.—St. Jerome says (In Is. Proph., l. VII, c. 18): “Nothing is more horrible than blasphemy, which sets its mouth on high.... For every sin compared with blasphemy is lighter.” (Migne, P. L., XXIV, 247).—St. Augustine (Contra Mendac., c. 19, n. 39): “It is worse to blaspheme than to swear falsely, since by swearing falsely God is employed as witness to a false matter, but by blaspheming false things are said about God Himself.” (P. L., XL, 545).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art. 2: “Blasphemy by its kind is opposed to divine charity, because it detracts from the divine goodness, which is the object of charity, and therefore blasphemy is a mor- tal sin by its kind.”—Ibid., ad 2: “He takes the name of God in vain more who asserts something false about God than he who confirms something false by the name of God.”—Ibid., art. 3: “Blasphemy is opposed to the confession of faith, and therefore it has in itself the gravity of unbelief; and the sin is aggravated if detestation of the will supervenes, and still more if it breaks out into words, just as the praise of faith is increased by love and confession. Hence, since unbelief is the greatest sin according to its kind, it follows that blasphemy also is the greatest sin belonging to the same kind and aggravating it.”—Ibid., ad 1: “If homicide and blasphemy are compared according to the objects against which the sin is committed, it is manifest that blasphemy, which is directly a sin against God, outweighs homicide, which is a sin against one’s neighbor. But if they are compared according to the effect of harming, then homicide outweighs it; for homicide harms one’s neighbor more than blasphemy harms God. But because in the gravity of a fault the intention of the perverse will is regarded more than the effect of the deed, therefore, since the blasphemer intends to inflict harm upon the divine honor, simply speaking he sins more gravely than the murderer. Homicide nevertheless holds the first place [in punishments] among sins committed against one’s neighbor.”—Ibid., ad 2: “It is worse to blaspheme than to swear falsely. For he who swears falsely does not say or think something false about God as does the blasphemer, but employs God as witness to falsehood, not as judging God to be a false witness, but as hoping that God will not testify concerning this by some evident sign.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 289.

6 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Mendac., c. 19, n. 39: “Each one is the more inexcusable, whether a perjurer or a blasphemer, the more he knows or believes to be false those things which he asserts by swearing falsely or blaspheming.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 546).

p. 183“There are two ways in which blasphemy may be committed unawares and without deliberation,” says St. Thomas. “In the first way, by a man failing to advert to the blasphemous nature of his words, and this may happen through his being moved suddenly by passion, so as to break out into words suggested by his imagination, without paying heed to their meaning: this is a venial sin, and not blasphemy properly so called. In the second way, by adverting to the meaning of his words and to their blasphemous nature: in which case he is not excused from mortal sin, any more than is he who, in a sudden movement of anger, kills one sitting beside him.”7

7 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art. 2, ad 3: “Blasphemy can proceed without deliberation and by surprise in two ways: in one way, when someone does not advert that what he says is blasphemy; this can happen when someone, suddenly moved by some passion, breaks out into imagined words whose meaning he does not consider, and then it is a venial sin and does not properly have the character of blasphemy; in another way, when he adverts that this is blasphemy, considering the meaning of the words, and then he is not excused from mortal sin, any more than he who, from a sudden movement of anger, kills someone sitting beside him.”

p. 184To utter blasphemous words by force of an inveterate habit which one is trying earnestly to break, is not a grievous sin.8

8 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 290: “They do not sin gravely who, carried away by anger or some passion, utter words of blasphemy without adverting to their meaning. Nor do those who from an inveterate habit of blaspheming, although earnestly renounced, break out into the same words.”

Blasphemy, as a rule, is an outbreak of anger against God. The temptation and an almost irresistible inclination to commit this sin often accompany, even in pious souls, certain abnormal conditions (doubts regarding the faith, internal darkness, scrupulosity), which generally originate in serious disturbances of the physical organism.9

9 Cfr. B. Schön, Mitteilungen aus dem Leben Geistesgestörter, Vienna 1859, p. 84.

It is blasphemy to say: “May the Blood of Christ destroy thee,” or “May you perish by the Sacraments,” because the Blood of Christ and the Sacraments are means of grace ordained for the salvation of men, and not for their destruction. A fortiori it is blasphemy to show contempt for Almighty God by expectorating in the direction of heaven or gnashing one’s teeth at the mention of that place. It is blasphemy to say: “God has forgotten me,” or to ask: “Why did God create me?”—unless such ex- pressions are used (modo humano) inconsiderately or as signs of pain or discouragement. It is never allowed to say that God is unjust, that He punishes goodness or rewards wickedness, etc.10

10 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 290; cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 517 sq.

p. 185We sometimes hear it said that blasphemy is most common where faith is strongest. Father Slater thinks this may be a reason why real blasphemy is not so frequent in ordinary conversation with us as with some other nations.11 Yet there is a great deal of profanity, and we can not but commend the efforts of the Holy Name Society directed against this vice.

11 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 239.

Even the ancient pagans felt that man should never blaspheme, but always think and speak of the deity with becoming respect.12

12 Homer, Iliad, V, 406 sq.; XXI, 193.—Seneca, Epist., 95: “The first worship of the gods is to believe in the gods; next, to render to them their majesty, to render goodness, without which there is no majesty.”—Quaest. Natural., l. VII, c. 30: “Aristotle excellently says that we ought never to be more reverent than when the gods are under discussion. If we enter temples composedly, if, when about to approach a sacrifice, we lower our countenance and draw our toga close, if we fashion ourselves to every token of modesty, how much more ought we to do this when ... we discuss the nature of the gods, lest rashly, lest shamelessly, we either affirm anything in ignorance or knowingly lie!”




	THE IRREVERENT USE OF THE NAME OF GOD.—God’s holy name is taken in vain whenever it is used as an exclamation of fear, wonder, or impatience; or merely as an interjection, e. g., in such phrases as “Good God,” “My Lord,” “By God,” “For Christ’s sake,” etc.



The phrase vana usurpatio divini nominis technically includes the irreverent use of other sacred words, such as “sacrament,” “holy cross,” and the names of the Saints. To use these words as mere expletives is not, as a rule, grievously sinful. Still, the habit of pronouncing the names of holy persons or sacred objects without due reverence is reprehensible and may easily lead to mortal sin.13 The use of certain locutions which were originally blasphemous, but are now considered harmless, may become sinful by the intention of the user or because of scandal given; at best, the habit is incompatible with the dignity of a Christian.14

13 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 289: “Vain use of the most holy name of God of itself does not exceed a venial sin, because it does not gravely injure the reverence due to God. Indeed it is often free of fault because of inadvertence, good faith, etc. Nevertheless, they are not to be excused who from habit always have the name of God on their lips.”

14 Cfr. Ex. XX, 7; Ecclus. XXIII, 10.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 290: “He does not sin gravely who pronounces words in themselves blasphemous, but shortened or corrupted, so that he does not attend to the true meaning. For these no longer have the character of blasphemy.”

p. 186Apart from scandal (which is apt to arise especially in the case of a priest) and apart from the danger of blasphemy, the irreverence involved in taking God’s holy name in vain is not grave, and therefore, as a rule, only a venial sin. This statement applies even when the name of God or the names of saints are used as exclamations of anger, provided the outburst is not directed against, and does not involve formal contempt of, God Himself or the sacred persons or things mentioned.

Göpfert, following the example of many older authors, warns preachers and confessors not to be too quick in assuming mortal sin when the name of God has been used irreverently, lest penitents acquire false notions and thereby be led to commit mortal sin. On the other hand, there is no denying the fact that the habitual use of sacred names always involves the danger of blasphemy.15

15 Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p. 515.

p. 187


	CURSING.—To curse means to invoke evil or to call down maledictions upon one’s fellowmen. This act, when dictated by anger and irreverence towards God, is per se a grievous sin. Though thoughtlessness, inadvertence, and haste may render it merely a venial transgression, every one who has acquired the habit of cursing is in duty bound to fight it, because it easily leads to blasphemy.16 Deliberate and habitual cursing has justly been called the language of hell.



16 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 1, n. 7: “He who has the habit of such words is bound under mortal sin seriously to strive to remove it. But if he does this and nevertheless slips, he can sometimes be excused, because those oaths poured forth by natural impulse are not voluntary, either in themselves or in their cause, since they have been revoked by an efficacious purpose. If he does not strive, and the confessor observes this, let him prudently deny him absolution.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 8: “Meanwhile very many are excused because of inadvertence in a sudden commotion, although what certain persons say does not seem to excuse sufficiently, namely, that by these words they intend nothing else than to use them as interjections expressive of their anger, both because they can equally accustom themselves to other words expressive of anger and serious will, and because, even if they could not do this, nevertheless it does not seem lawful to use words which in the common apprehension of others are dishonoring to God.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 9: “But if anyone, in anger against a man, not being indignant at God but merely at the man, merely names the death of God, the seven sacraments, e. g., O death of God! wounds, etc., without scandal and without those circumstances by which contempt is imported, these are not blasphemies, but the vain use of the divine name, prohibited by this [second] precept, and a grave sin among venial sins. Although, because of the danger of falling into blasphemies, and because scandal is rarely absent and nevertheless God and His sacred things are considered dishonored among the hearers, men are rarely excused and are deservedly deterred from similar expressions.”

Directly opposed to the duty which every Christian has of praying for his fellowmen (benedicere) is the sin of uttering imprecations or maledictions against them.17 When directed against creatures that bear a special relation towards God, they involve blasphemy. To utter imprecations against brute beasts or against lower creatures which stand in no special relation to God, is not blasphemy and, ordinarily, does not exceed a venial sin.18

17 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 76, art. 3: “Malediction is that by which evil is pronounced against someone, either by command or by wish. But to will evil for another, or by command to move to another’s evil, considered in itself is opposed to charity, by which we love our neighbor while willing his good; and thus by its kind it is a mortal sin, and so much the graver, the more we are bound to love and reverence the person whom we curse. Hence it is said (Lev. XX, 9): ‘He who curses his father and mother shall die.’ Yet it happens that a word of cursing uttered may be a venial sin, either because of the slightness of the evil which one invokes upon another by cursing, or also because of the disposition of him who utters words of cursing, when from a slight movement, in jest, or by surprise he utters such words, because sins of words are weighed especially from the disposition.”—Cfr. H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 1, n. 10: “In anger to invoke upon others the devil, hail, lightning, etc., although many confuse it with blasphemy, nevertheless is not blasphemy but a dire imprecation, which very often (at least when it is said against those loved by the angry person) because of sudden emotion and inadvertence and lack of serious will is only venial, because when men reflect, they affirm that they feel and felt far otherwise, so that such words seem to be merely certain interjections for signifying anger, although it little befits Christians to use such absurd interjections.... It is grave, however, if subjects thus curse superiors, children parents (even if only materially), especially to their face, because it is contrary to the reverence owed.”

18 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 239.

p. 188Malediction (maledictio), as this sin is commonly called by moralists, may be either formal or material. It is formal (formalis) if inspired by the wish that the injury called down upon one’s fellow creatures may really happen; it is material (materialis) if no such wish or intention exists.

According to the common teaching of theologians material malediction (sine pravo affectu) is but a venial offence, whereas formal cursing is ex genere suo a grievous sin, and becomes venial only when the evil wish is uttered without full deliberation or the evil is but slight.19

19 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. V, n. 83: “Malediction, by which one wishes or invokes evil upon another under the character of evil, is by its kind mortal.... For malediction to be mortal, three things are required: 1. That the evil uttered be truly wished; 2. That it be wished with perfect deliberation; 3. That the evil wished be grave.” (Ed. Gaudé, II, 766).

p. 189It goes without saying that to curse and utter maledictions is unworthy of a good Catholic and opposed to both charity and religion.20

20 Matt. V, 44–47; Luke IX, 52–56.—Tertullian, De Idolol., c. 21: “I know a certain man (may the Lord forgive him!), when it had been said to him publicly during a quarrel: ‘May Jupiter be angry with you,’ to have replied, ‘Rather with you.’ What differently would a heathen have done, who believed Jupiter a god? Even if he had not returned the curse by the same one, nor by any like Jupiter, he had affirmed Jupiter as a god, through whom he showed that he had resented being cursed, by cursing in return. For why would you be indignant at being cursed by him whom you know to be nothing? For if you rage, you thereby affirm that he exists, and your profession of fear will be idolatry: how much more, when you curse back by that very one, do you pay honor to Jupiter by the same act as he who provoked you! But a believer in such a case ought to laugh, not rage; indeed, according to the precept, he ought not even to curse back by God, but plainly to bless by God, so that you may both destroy idols and proclaim God and fulfil discipline.” (Ed. Leopold, P. I, 51).—Cfr. St. John Chrysostom, Hom. in II Cor., V, 4 (Migne, P. G., LXI, 433 sq.).—A. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 208 sqq.

Plutarch relates that the pagan priestess Theano refused to call down maledictions upon Alcibiades because, she declared, it was her business to bless and not to curse.21

21 Plutarch, Alcibiades, c. 22: “She had become a priestess of prayers, not of curses.”

Profane words and vulgar expressions like “damn,” “bloody,” “go to hell,” and so forth, are commonly used without definite purpose, and are venial sins, because they are unbecoming, shock others, or manifest anger and impatience.22

22 Slater, Manual of Moral Theology, I, 239.

The frequent and unnecessary use of the devil’s name is not sinful, but very unbecoming, especially for priests and religious.23

23 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 216.

p. 190READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, 76.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 121–123 (ed. Gaudé, I, 439).—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, Freiburg, 1881.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, 4th ed., Vol. I, pp. 237 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 7th ed., pp. 516 sqq.—J. W. Melody, art. “Blasphemy,” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 395 sq.—J. H. Fisher, art. “Cursing,” ibid., Vol. IV, pp. 573 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 215 sqq.


Part II: The Duty of External Worship


Chapter I: Sacrifice

p. 191


	SACRIFICE AS A RELIGIOUS ACT.—Sacrifice (oblatio, sacrificium) is an element of natural religion that is as old as humanity itself. It is an essential part of divine worship and, together with prayer and adoration, constitutes the most ancient and universal form of latria.



Broadly speaking, a sacrifice is a religious act by which we segregate a material gift from the rest of our possessions and alter it for the purpose of relinquishing its use and returning it to God.

Every sacrifice is inspired by the conviction that we are indebted to God for whatever we are and possess and by the intention of showing Him the homage and reverence due Him.1

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85, art. 1: “Natural reason dictates to man that he should be subject to some superior because of the defects which he feels in himself, in which he needs to be assisted and directed by some superior; and whatever that may be, this is what among all is called God. Just as in natural things inferiors are naturally subject to superiors, so also natural reason dictates to man, according to his natural inclination, that he should exhibit sub- jection and honor, according to his manner, to that which is above man. Now it is a manner suited to man that he use sensible signs to express certain things, because he receives knowledge from sensible things. And therefore it proceeds from natural reason that man should use certain sensible things, offering them to God as a sign of due subjection and honor, after the likeness of those who offer certain things to their lords in acknowledgment of dominion. But this belongs to the nature of sacrifice. And therefore the offering of sacrifice belongs to the natural law.”

p. 192Sacrifices therefore, can be offered only to God, to whom man owes his being and in whom he has his last end.2

2 St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. X, c. 4: “Of those things which belong to the service of religion by which God is worshipped, there is surely no man who would dare to say that sacrifice is owed to any but God.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 281).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85, art. 2: “The offering of sacrifice is made to signify something. Now the sacrifice offered outwardly signifies the inward spiritual sacrifice by which the soul offers itself to God (Ps. L, 19), because outward acts of religion are ordered to inward acts. But the soul offers itself to God in sacrifice as to the principle of its creation and as to the end of its beatification.... And therefore, just as we owe the offering of spiritual sacrifice to the supreme God alone, so also to Him alone ought we to offer outward sacrifices.” Cfr. 1a 2ae, qu. 102, art. 3.

The primary and essential object of sacrifice is the acknowledgment of God’s supreme dominion over His creatures. Since the Fall there is also a secondary object, namely, to appease the divine wrath. This secondary object, though in itself purely accidental, has become inseparable from the notion of sacrifice in consequence of the sin of our first parents.3

3 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, p. 287.

“Man has need of sacrifice for three reasons,” says St. Thomas. “First, to obtain forgiveness of his sins, which separate him from God.... Secondly, in order that he may persevere in the state of grace by always adhering to God.... Thirdly, that his soul may be perfectly united with God.”4

4 Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 22, art. 2: “Man has need of sacrifice for three reasons: first, to obtain remission of sin, by which he is turned away from God.... Secondly, that man may be preserved in the state of grace, always adhering to God.... Thirdly, for this, that the spirit of man may be perfectly united with God.”

p. 193That the human race was always conscious of being in a state of grievous sin, appears from the fact that precious objects, such as the blood of beasts, and even of men, were offered as sacrifices to God at a very early date. Human sacrifices were no doubt a terrible aberration, but they clearly indicate that even before Christ appeared on earth, man felt that he could atone for his guilt only by sacrificing himself or his fellowmen.5

5 A. Stöckl, Das Opfer nach seinem Wesen und seiner Geschichte, Mayence 1861; A. H. H. Kamphausen, Das Verhältnis des Menschenopfers zur israelitischen Religion, Leipsic 1896; E. Mader, Die Menschenopfer der alten Hebräer, Freiburg 1909.

The acknowledgment of God’s supreme dominion over His creatures culminates in adoration; the effort to appease His wrath centres in contrite expiation, for the purpose of obtaining forgiveness of sin. Hence the distinction between sacrifices of praise and sacrifices of propitiation. And since man is indebted for many benefits to God, sacrifices have the additional purpose of thanksgiving and petition.

The imperfect sacrifices of the Old Testament were merely types foreshadowing the one perfect sacrifice of the New Dispensation, which was offered by Jesus Christ upon the Cross. “Being in themselves imperfect and inefficacious,” says Pohle, “the sacrifices of the Levites could effect ‘a legal cleansing of the flesh,’ but no remis- sion of sins. Their very insufficiency made them prophetic types of the perfect sacrifice of the New Law. If sins were forgiven in the Old Testament, it was not by the blood of goats or calves, but by the blood of the promised Redeemer. Hence the variety of the Levitic sacrifices and their incessant repetition. They were mere types, expressing the constant need of propitiation through the bloody sacrifice of the Cross.”6

6 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 291 sq.

p. 194Hence sacrifice may be adequately defined as the external offering of a sensible gift, which is destroyed, or at least submitted to an appropriate transformation, by an authorized minister, in recognition of God’s supreme dominion and in order to appease His anger.7

7 Op. cit., p. 286.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85, art. 3, ad 2: “Man’s good is threefold. The first is the good of the soul, which is offered to God in a certain interior sacrifice through devotion and prayer and other interior acts of this kind, and this is the principal sacrifice. The second is the good of the body, which in a certain way is offered to God through martyrdom and abstinence or continence. The third is the good of external things, concerning which a sacrifice is offered to God, directly indeed when we immediately offer our possessions to God, but mediately when we communicate them to our neighbors for God’s sake.”—Ibid., ad 3: “Sacrifices are properly so called when something is done to things offered to God, as animals were killed and burned, and bread is broken and eaten and blessed. And the name itself signifies this, for sacrifice is so called from the fact that man makes something sacred. But an oblation is directly so called when something is offered to God, even if nothing is done to it, as coins or loaves are said to be offered on the altar, concerning which nothing is done. Hence every sacrifice is an oblation, but the converse is not true.”—Cfr. qu. 86, art. 1; 1a 2ae, qu. 102, art. 3; 3a, qu. 22, art. 2; qu. 48, art. 3, where St. Thomas says: “Sacrifice is properly said of something done in the honor properly due to God in order to appease Him.”

There is but one such sacrifice under the New Dispensation, namely, the perfect sacrifice offered by Jesus Christ. “By one oblation he hath per- fected for ever them that are sanctified.”8

8 Heb. X, 14.—St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. XVIII, c. 20, n. 2: “For by all the sacrifices and oblations [of the Old Testament] His [Christ’s] body is offered and is ministered to the participants.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 556).

p. 195“Christ,” says St. Thomas, “in His human capacity, as man, was not only a priest, but also a perfect gift or victim, i. e., a sacrificial gift for sin, a peace offering, and a burnt offering.”9

9 Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 22, art. 2: “Christ Himself, inasmuch as He was man, was not only a priest, but also a perfect victim, being at once a victim for sin, a peace offering, and a holocaust.”

His whole life was a continuous sacrifice of humiliation and self-abasement (exinanitio),10 which reached its climax when He died on the Cross.11 It is by this supreme act that He redeemed the human race from sin.

10 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, Christology, pp. 95 sqq.

11 Phil. II, 8; Col. II, 14; Heb. X, 5–10.

This sacrifice is continued in the Mass, which is intrinsically and essentially a representation and commemoration of the Sacrifice of the Cross,12 the pivot and centre of Catholic worship, and the only liturgical act in which every member of the Church is in duty bound to participate at regular intervals.

12 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 332 sqq.—Conc. Lateran. IV, c. 1: “In which [the Church] the same One is both priest and sacrifice, Jesus Christ, whose body and blood are truly contained in the sacrament of the altar under the appearances of bread and wine.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridion, n. 430).—Conc. Trident., Sess. 22, c. 1, can. 1–4.—N. Gihr, The Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, 4th ed., St. Louis 1914.—J. Grimault, La Doctrine de la Sainte Messe, Paris 1905.—For additional literature on the Mass see Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 273 sq.

Sacred Scripture censures the heathen, not because they offered sacrifices, but because they sacrificed to idols instead of to the one true God, and says their sacrifices were rejected because they were inspired by a wrong intention and therefore could not be pleasing to God. To perform acts of external worship without due regard to the moral law of nature, is not to honor God, but to dishonor Him.13

13 1 Kings XV, 22; Ps. XXXIX, 7; L, 18; Os. VI, 6; Am. V, 21–27; Mich. VI, 6 sqq.; Is. I, 10–17; Matt. IX, 13; 1 Cor. X, 19 sq.; Heb. X, 5.—M. Wiener, Die Anschauungen der Propheten von der Sittlichkeit, Berlin 1909.

p. 196


	THE MORAL SIGNIFICANCE OF SACRIFICE.—Christ offered Himself as a sacrifice for men, and spiritual self-immolation is the essence and climax of every Christian’s life. External gifts, even though they consist of the very life-blood of the giver, are worthless if unaccompanied by interior contrition and penitence. To participate in the benefits of the Redemption, the individual must add to the objective sacrifice offered once for all by Jesus Christ on the Cross, a subjective and interior sacrifice, by entering into and adopting as his own the intention and purpose for which our Lord laid down His life.14



14 Gen. IV, 4; 1 Cor. XI, 26; XIII, 1–8.

This interior union with the sacrificial intention of Christ may manifest itself in various external acts, which are called sacrifices in a figurative sense, but partake of the true sacrificial character only in so far as they are consciously referred to the Sacrifice of the Cross.

In this sense, sacrifice consists in humbly sub- mitting to the will of God and patiently accepting the sufferings and tribulations of everyday life, which are not inappropriately called the “daily cross” of the Christian believer.

p. 197If one has this disposition, it is not sinful for him to wish conditionally that a certain thing may or may not happen in some particular case,15 and the expressions of pain or impatience that sometimes escape the lips of even pious persons, when sorely tried, are signs of weakness rather than sins. Resignation to God’s will is a duty, and to refuse it deliberately, or wilfully to entertain feelings of positive repugnance, is a mortal sin.

15 Matt. XVI, 24; XXVI, 38 sq.; Luke XXIV, 27; Heb. XII, 1 sq.

The sacrificial intention which every Christian must harbor in his soul manifests itself, secondly, in voluntary works of self-denial and humiliation, submission to the will of God, abstention from licit pleasures, in various works of mercy, and, generally, in doing good. These are all sacrifices acceptable to God, provided they come from a pure, or at least from a contrite heart, and are inspired by charity for one’s fellowmen.

One of the noblest sacrifices a man can offer to God is a meek and grateful disposition even in adversity. The verbal manifestation of this disposition has fittingly been called the language of the Saints and it ought to be in the mouth of every Christian without exception.16

16 Tob. II, 10, 14; Matt. V, 23 sqq.; Eph. IV, 2; V, 20; Col. III, 15, 17; 1 Thess. V, 18.—St. Jerome, Comment. in Epist. ad Ephes., l. III, c. 5.

The oft-repeated dictum: It is the Mass that matters! was coined by Augustine Birrell, a Baptist. “The Mass,” he says, “is a mystery so tremendous, so profoundly attractive, so intimately associated with the keystone of the Christian faith, so vouched for by the testimony of Saints ... If the Incarnation be indeed the one divine event to which the whole creation moves, the miracle of the altar may well seem its restful shadow cast over a dry and thirsty land, for the help of man who is apt to be discouraged if perpetually told that everything really important and interesting happened once for all, long ago, in a chill, historic past. It is the Mass that matters. It is the Mass that makes the difference, so hard to define—so subtle is it, yet so perceptible—between a Catholic country and a Protestant one, between Dublin and Edinburgh, between Havre and Cromer.”17

17 Nineteenth Century, Apr., 1896; quoted by H. T. Henry, Catholic Customs and Symbols, N. Y. 1925, pp. 133 sq.

p. 198On the duty of attending the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, on Sundays and holydays of obligation, see infra, pp. 336 sqq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85–87.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1904, pp. 325 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, Freiburg 1881, pp. 478 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 277 sqq.


Chapter II: Vows

Section 1: Definition of a Vow

p. 199


	A vow (εὐχή, votum) is a free and deliberate promise made to God to do something that is good and possible, and better than its omission.1



1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 1: “A promise proceeds from a purpose of doing. But a purpose presupposes some deliberation, since it is an act of the deliberate will. Thus, therefore, three things are necessarily required for a vow: first, deliberation; secondly, a purpose of the will; thirdly, a promise, in which the nature of a vow is perfected.”—Cfr. Codex Iuris Can., can. 1307, § 1.

A vow is essentially an act of divine worship (cultus latriae) because it is, so to speak, a contract which a man makes with God and by which he deliberately assumes a new obligation that binds him in conscience.2

2 St. Thomas, ibid., art. 5: “A vow is a certain ordination of the things which one vows to divine worship or service. And thus it is clear that to vow is properly an act of latria or religion.”

As a rule the taking of a vow is accompanied by prayers and sacrifices offered for the purpose of obtaining some particular grace. Pious persons wishing to be relieved from evil, or to secure the divine assistance in circumstances of particular difficulty or danger, have long been wont to add to their prayers the promise of some sacrifice, e. g., to perform a work of charity or self-denial, in order to make the appeal to God’s mercy stronger and more efficacious. The vows of which we read in the Old Testament were all hypothetical, i. e., subject to the fulfilment of some condition.3

3 Gen. XXVIII, 20–22; Numb. XXI, 2; Judg. XI, 30 sq.; 1 Kings I, 10 sq.; 2 Kings XV, 7 sq.—Cfr. A. Aust, die Religion der Römer, pp. 29 sq., 126.

p. 200Being a formal promise, a vow differs from the mere purpose of doing or omitting something, because a purpose does not per se oblige in conscience, whereas a vow does.4

4 Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., l. II, p. 12, c. 3 says: “A vow is a certain attestation of a spontaneous promise, which is more properly referred to God alone and to those things which are God’s. For to vow is, by the attestation of a spontaneous promise, to bind oneself to God and constitute oneself His debtor. For he who promises simply pledges that he will do something; but he who vows solemnly affirms his promise and confirms the promise itself. Where it is a promise, he is held; where it is an attestation, he is bound.” (Migne, P. L., CLXXVI, 521).

The mere intention of making a vow is not sufficient to constitute a vow, and involves no obligation. The essential constituent of a vow is an obligation assumed in conscience. This is a matter in regard to which the faithful ought to be instructed in confession, lest they erroneously believe that the mere resolve of making a vow or performing some virtuous act entails the same obligations as the vow itself. To fail to keep a good resolution may be a sin, if the failure results from carelessness, sloth, or sensuality; but it is a sin (usually venial) only per accidens, because the sinful character of the omission lies in the cause, not in the act itself.5

5 Cfr. F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p. 464.

p. 201


	To deny the religious and moral character of vows is to doubt or deny the value of prayer and the significance of sacrifice. To promise God to do something one is not obliged to do, is manifestly a religious act, which derives its moral quality from the fact that it may be made a powerful means of acquiring virtue. By a vow the will, which is so easily moved, is directed toward goodness, i. e., toward God, and thus a fruitful source of heroic virtue is opened.6



6 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 6: “For three reasons to perform the same work with a vow is better and more meritorious than to perform it without a vow. First, because to vow is an act of latria, which is chief among the moral virtues. But the work of a nobler virtue is better and more meritorious.... Secondly, because he who vows something and performs it subjects himself more to God than he who only performs it. For he subjects himself to God not only as to the act, but also as to the power, because thereafter he cannot do otherwise; just as he would give more to a man who gave him a tree with its fruits than one who gave him only the fruits. And thence it is that thanks are also given to those who promise. Thirdly, because through a vow the will is immovably confirmed in good. But to do something from a will confirmed in good belongs to the perfection of virtue.”—Ibid., qu. 189, art. 2.

It is true that a vow binds the will, but this very fact constitutes it a positive instrument for the acquisition of true Christian liberty, which is the result of self-control, and thus makes a vow a powerful aid to human frailty.

Christ never made a vow because he was God and confirmed in goodness.7 But for men vows are expressly approved alike in the Old and in the New Testament.8 We read in the Acts of the Apostles that St. Paul and other early Christians shore their heads in pursuance of a vow.9 St. Ambrose,10 St. Augustine,11 and others of the Fathers warmly recommended the practice of making vows.12

7 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 4, ad 3: “To Christ, considered in Himself, it was not fitting to vow, both because He was God and also because, inasmuch as He was man, He had a will confirmed in good, as one possessing comprehension.”

8 Gen. XXVIII, 20; Lev. XXVII, 2 sqq.; Ps. XLIX, 14 sq.; LX, 9; LXXV, 12.

9 Acts XVIII, 18; XXI, 23 sqq.—Cfr. J. E. Belser, Die Selbstverteidigung des hl. Paulus, pp. 141 sqq.; and the same author’s Beiträge zur Erklärung der Apostelgeschichte, pp. 89 sqq.

10 De Offic., l. III, c. 12, n. 76–81 (Migne, P. L., XVI, 137 sqq.).

11 Enarr. in Ps., 75, n. 16: “Let each one vow and render what he can. Do not vow and fail to render, but let each one vow and render what he can. Do not be slow to vow. For you will not fulfil it by your own powers.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 967).—IDEM, ibid., 131, n. 3: “Let no one presume to render by his own powers what he has vowed; He who exhorts you to vow, Himself helps you to render.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1717).

12 J. B. Wirthmüller, Über das Sittengesetz, pp. 52 sqq.; Kirchberg, De Voti Natura, pp. 167 sqq., 195 sqq.

p. 202That abuses have arisen in connection with vows proves nothing against their legitimacy.13

13 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 189, art. 2, ad 3: “To vow entrance into religion is a certain confirmation of the will toward better things, and therefore, of itself, it does not give man an occasion of falling, but rather removes it. But if one who transgresses a vow falls more gravely, this does not detract from the goodness of a vow, just as the fact that some sin more gravely after baptism does not detract from the goodness of baptism.”—Cfr. H. Denifle, O. P., Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 61 sqq. (English ed. by Volz, I, 73 sqq.); A. Schulze, Das Gelübde in der neueren theologischen Ethik, Gütersloh 1906.

The Church by esteeming and recommending vows imposes no yoke on any one. The vowing individual imposes a yoke upon himself, and this act of self-denial, if prudently and deliberately performed, is truly moral. The Church by her legislation on vows and the binding force thereof does not impair liberty; on the contrary, her laws are liberty’s best guarantee, for, in the first place, they prevent the faithful from binding themselves thoughtlessly and without a divine call; and, secondly, they interpret the obligations incurred by vows leniently and dispense from them when fulfilment would prove harmful. This is a great advantage, especially when we consider that, had not the Church the power to interpret vows, individual Christians would often be sorely troubled in conscience when they wished to withdraw from such an obligation merely on the strength of their own private judgment.14

14 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 331.

p. 203READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 38.—IDEM, Summa Contra Gentiles, III, c. 138.—F. Suarez, De Religione, tr. VI, l. 1–6.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 194–262 (ed. Gaudé, I, 495).—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 538 sqq.—C. Kirchberg, De Voti Natura, Obligatione, Honestate, Münster i. W., 1897, pp. 5 sqq.—Marsot, Traité Pratique des Voeux, 9th ed., Paris 1919.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Moralis, Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 273 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., 27th ed., pp. 229 sqq.—H. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 222 sqq.—Th. Bouquillon, De Virtute Religionis, Part II, Bruges 1880, n. 302–502.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 170 sqq.—J. d’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 5th ed., pp. 178 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 321 sqq.

Section 2: Division of Vows

p. 204Vows may be divided according to substance, form, or effect.




	With regard to substance vows are (a) personal, real, or mixed; (b) perpetual or temporary.



a) A personal vow is a promise of some act to be performed, e. g., fasting, nursing the sick, going on a pilgrimage.

A real vow is one by which a thing (e. g., a sum of money) is dedicated to God.

A mixed vow combines the qualities of both personal and real vows. Such a mixed vow would be a promise to fast for the purpose of being able to give alms to the poor.1

1 Codex Iuris Can., can. 1308, § 4.

b) In respect of time, vows are secondly divided into perpetual and temporary. They are called perpetual if the obligation is assumed for life; temporary, if it is assumed for a limited time only.




	With regard to form, vows are (a) absolute or conditional; (b) explicit or implicit.



a) An absolute vow (votum absolutum) is one that has no condition attached to it; a conditional vow is one that has.

p. 205In conditional vows the fulfilment of the promise is made to depend upon some definite event, e. g., a prayer being heard. Consequently there is no obligation to keep the vow until that event has happened. To this class belongs the so-called penal vow (votum poenale), which is a promise made to God to perform a definite penance if one should have the misfortune to commit, or fall back into, a certain sin.

b) An explicit vow (votum explicitum) is one in which the promise is clearly expressed. An implicit vow (votum implicitum) implies an act necessarily connected with the act expressly promised, as, for instance, according to a theological opinion, the vow of chastity is implied in major orders.




	With regard to their canonical effects, vows are divided into solemn and simple (vota solemnia et simplicia). The basis of this distinction is not the greater or less measure of solemnity wherewith the vow is taken, but solely the positive law of the Church.2



2 Codex Iuris Can., can. 1308; cfr. Wernz, Ius Decretalium, III, 572.

The classification of vows into temporary and perpetual, simple and solemn, in reference to religious profession, is comparatively new. In the middle of the sixteenth century the only acknowledged form of profession was the solemn vow, which was supposed to be taken after the novitiate. With the exception of the Society of Jesus, this practice was followed by all religious orders until 1858, when the S. Congregatio super Statu Regularium enacted3 that, after the novitiate, the members of male religious institutes should take simple vows, which were to be continued for three years from the date of simple profession, or longer, according to the prudent judgment of the superiors, but not beyond twenty-five years. Leo XIII4 extended this decree to nuns with solemn vows. Yet up to a few years ago it was always the opinion of canonists and the practice of the Roman Congregations to consider these simple vows as perpetual. Lately the Roman Court commenced to regard them as temporary (triennial), and this view has been embodied in the new Code.5

3 Decree “Neminem latet.”

4 “Perpensis,” May 3, 1902.

5 Cfr. P. Augustine, O.S.B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. III, p. 254, St. Louis 1919.

p. 206Solemn vows are those recognized by the Church as such. They are perpetual and are made only in religious orders properly so called. They include the three essential elements of the religious life,—poverty, chastity, and obedience.

Temporary profession does not involve such an absolute and lasting contract as perpetual profession. In regard to the latter the difference between simple and solemn vows is most important. Simple perpetual profession implies no absolute and irrevocable covenant, whereas solemn per- petual profession, by its very nature, spells irrevocable consecration to God and acceptance of the act by a religious superior in the name of the Church.6

6 Op. cit., III, 259.

p. 207The distinction between reserved and non-reserved vows belongs to Canon Law rather than to Moral Theology. Of private vows, the only ones reserved to the Holy See under the New Code are that of perfect and perpetual chastity and that of entering a religious institute with solemn vows, provided the vow has been taken unconditionally after the eighteenth year of age completed.7

7 C. I. C., can. 1309.

A public vow is defined by the Code as one accepted by a legitimate religious superior in the name of the Church. All vows not thus accepted are private.8 A solemn vow is always public, but not vice versa.

8 C. I. C., can. 1308, § 1.

READINGS.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., p. 273.—IDEM, Las Religiosas, com. IV, n. 1 sq.—P. Chas. Augustine, O.S.B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. VI, St. Louis 1920.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 224 sqq.

Section 3: Object of Vows

p. 208By the object of a vow we understand its matter, or, in other words, that which is promised to God.

This object must be good, nay something better than its opposite.1 It may be something that is not a matter of duty, but merely of counsel, or something which is a duty, as, e. g., patience in suffering or chastity corresponding to one’s state of life.2 Vows of the last-mentioned kind are often made with the intention of insuring special fervor in the fulfilment of one’s duties. To the original obligation arising from the law a vow adds the additional one resulting from the promise made. The so-called baptismal vow, or a promise made in the confessional to avoid the occasion of sin, to keep the holydays of obligation, etc., are in themselves mere resolutions, but partake of the nature of vows if they are accompanied by a solemn promise to employ extraordinary means of grace.

1 Ths. Slater, S.J., Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 247.

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 189, art. 2: “One and the same work done by vow is more praiseworthy than if it were done without a vow.”—Cfr. qu. 88, art. 6.

Nothing that is sinful, unjust, incompatible with one’s higher duties, or physically or morally impossible, can be made the object of a vow.

p. 209The matter of a vow, by its very nature, must be something which is physically and morally possible, for no one can reasonably assume an obligation which it is beyond his power to fulfil.3

3 Cfr. Matt. XV, 5 sq.; Mark VII, 11–13.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 315: “I. The matter of a vow must be a morally good thing, indeed a better good, because God is not worshipped by an indifferent or less good action; for by a vow special worship is promised to God, which cannot be given except in the promise of a better thing. But a better good is understood not only absolutely in itself, but also relatively to various circumstances. II. The matter of a vow must be a morally possible thing, because a vow is a promise made to God with the intention of binding oneself; but no one can bind himself to something morally impossible for him. But if the thing is divisible and possible in part, the vow is valid for that part; it is not valid, however, if it is morally indivisible.”

If a vow can be kept only in part, and the matter is capable of being divided (materia divisibilis), the vovens is bound to do as much as he can, unless he has promised different acts as parts of one inseparable whole. Thus if a husband or wife had vowed to observe chastity, he or she would at least have to refrain from demanding the debitum. If one had made a vow to give a certain sum to the poor, and found that he was unable to give all he had promised, he would have to give as much as he could.

A similar rule governs all circumstances which may enter into the substance of a vow. Thus, if one has vowed to make a pilgrimage on foot, and finds himself unable to walk, he must go on horseback, or by train, or in some other way, if he can.4

4 F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p. 471.

p. 210A vow to avoid all, even the slightest venial sins, would be invalid because the matter promised is impossible. The case would be different if the vow referred to mortal sins, or to deliberate venial sins, or to venial sins of a determined species. Such vows are valid, though on account of the difficulty involved in keeping them, they are not expedient for all.5

5 Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 277; cfr. Mazzella, De Gratia, disp. 2, art. 5.

A vow to marry or get married would be, per se, invalid, even if it referred to some poor and pious person. The reason is that, for the vovens, the celibate state would be bonum maius. If, however, marriage is necessary for any individual, either to remove scandal or to escape the danger of incontinence, it would be for that person a bonum melius and hence a fit object for a vow. The same is true if one who had already made up his mind to enter the matrimonial state, would vow to marry a poor girl in order to rescue her from poverty.6

6 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 231.

To vow absolutely never to make a vow would be invalid, because it is better to vow than not to vow. To vow never to make a vow except with the permission of one’s confessor, on the other hand, would be valid, because it is better to make a vow without danger of imprudence than with that danger present. If one who has vowed never to make a vow except with the consent of his confessor would afterwards break his promise by making a vow without consulting his confessor, the act would be sinful indeed, but the vow would be valid, unless the vovens had expressly stipulated that any future vow thus taken should be invalid.7

7 Ibid.; cfr. P. Laymann, S.J., Theol. Mor., l. IV, tr. 4, c. 2, n. 5.

p. 211READINGS.—Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 315–318.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 549 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., Paderborn 1909, pp. 471 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 276 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 229 sqq.

Section 4: Conditions of Validity

p. 212The conditions required to make a vow valid and licit, are the following:




	He who makes a vow must have the serious and deliberate intention (animus vovendi) of binding himself by his promise under pain of sin, because every vow is a kind of particular law which the vovens takes upon himself before God.1



1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 310: “For the validity of a vow there is required both a true and deliberate intention of making the vow, or a true promise made to God under pain of sin, because a vow is a kind of particular law which the vower imposes upon himself before God. However, the will and deliberation required for mortal sin suffice.”




	He must have sufficient knowledge and be free to make or not to make the promise in question. Hence the following classes of persons are incapable of making a valid vow: a) Minors; b) Those entirely or partly intoxicated; c) Those who have not the full use of reason; d) Those who act under the influence of substantial error concerning the nature or purpose of the vow; e) Those impelled by grave fear caused unjustly and with reference to the vow;2 f) Those under special obedience, as children, religious, scrupulous persons, in matters falling within the sphere of parental power, religious obedience, or special direction, unless they act with the knowledge and consent of their parents or superiors.



2 Op. cit., I, 323: Question: Is a vow made under fear valid? Answer: 1. No, if the fear is grave, unjust, and instilled with reference to the vow. The reason is that God is not deemed to accept such a promise as an honorable man would not accept. 2. Yes, if the fear arises intrinsically or from a necessary cause, unless it deprives the vower of the use of reason, because then that vow is simply voluntary. Likewise, if the fear comes from a slight cause, because that fear is not deemed efficaciously to influence the act and is rather the occasion than the cause of the vow.”—Cfr. Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 252–256.

p. 213A vow made without the serious and deliberate intention of binding oneself (sine animo vovendi) is called votum fictum. It is, per se, a venial sin, unless it involves contempt of God, grave scandal, or serious deception, in which case it is a mortal sin.

A vow is invalid if made in complete or partial ignorance of the obligation which it involves; but it is valid if the subject has at least a cognitio plena habitualis, even though actual advertence be lacking, or implicita, as, for instance, when one vows to do this or that according to common usage or custom.

A substantial error affects either the substance of the matter vowed, or some inherent circumstance of such importance that if the vovens knew of it, he would not make the vow.

The purpose of a vow is the causa motiva or finalis that inspires it. Note that a religious vow always binds unless the error affects the substance, because of the firmitas status religiosi; the religious state being precisely that which one intends to vow primarily and absolutely.3

3 St. Alphonsus explains this seeming inconsistency by saying that if the Church did not insist on the validity of such vows, the commonweal would be injured by many scandals, etc. The vow to enter the religious state, moreover, as Göpfert points out, involves a sort of bilateral contract, analogous to matrimony, and consequently involves a similar obligation.

p. 214Grave fear is fear that disturbs reason. To make a vow invalid such fear must be unjustly caused and constitute the motive of the vow. It is plain that a vow taken in this state of mind lacks the essential element of freedom.

A vow of chastity made about the age of puberty is ordinarily valid. So are all vows made in order to obtain the divine help in danger of death, no matter whether this danger arises from sickness, accident, or some other cause.




	The object of the vow, as we have already seen in a previous section, must be something good and lawful, and subject to the power of the vovens.



A vow, the object of which were physically or morally impossible, would be invalid, as would also a vow by which one tried to obligate another without his consent. Thus a child that has been dedicated to the religious state by a vow of his parents, is not bound to embrace that state unless he has made the parental promise his own. A vow made by a husband without the consent of his wife or by a wife without the consent of her husband (absque pari consensu), in regard to matters over which neither party has exclusive control (e. g., common property or the debitum), does not bind the other party, and binds the party making it only in so far as its fulfilment is not hindered by the other party.4 For the same reason, i. e., because a vow binds only him who has made it validly, the heirs of a testator are bound to fulfil a vow made by him, not by reason of the vow itself (ratione voti), but as a matter of justice, inasmuch as, by accepting the inheritance, they have assumed the moral and legal obligations connected therewith.

4 Cfr. Numb. XXX, 3–17; 1 Cor. VII, 4–5.—Tertullian, Ad Uxorem, l. I, c. 6: “How many there are who immediately after the laver seal their flesh! How many likewise who by equal consent remove between themselves the marriage debt, voluntary eunuchs for desire of the kingdom of heaven.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 67).—St. Jerome, Epist., 148 (al. 14), n. 28: “I have learned that you [the matron Celantia], kindled with a wondrous love of faith, proposed continence some years ago and consecrated the remaining time of your life to chastity. It is a sign of a great soul and an indication of perfect virtue suddenly to renounce experienced pleasure, to flee the familiar enticements of the flesh, and to quench the flames of an age still warm with the love [al. ardor] of faith. But I learned at the same time something else which troubles and pricks me no little: namely, that you began to preserve so great a good without the consent and agreement of your husband, although apostolic authority absolutely forbids this, which in this cause alone subjects not only the wife to the husband but also the husband to the wife’s power (1 Cor. VII, 4). But you, as though forgetful of the nuptial covenant and unmindful of the agreement of law, vowed chastity to the Lord without consulting your husband. Yet that which is still in another’s power is promised dangerously. And I do not know how pleasing the gift is if one offers the property of two. Through ignorance of this kind we have already heard of and seen many marriages torn apart and, what it grieves me to recall, adultery committed on the occasion of chastity. For while one party abstains even from lawful things, the other falls into unlawful things. And I do not know in such a case who should be accused more or who should be blamed more: whether he who, rejected by his spouse, commits fornication, or she who, by repelling her husband from herself, in a certain manner exposes him to fornication. And that you may recognize what the truth holds concerning this matter, a few things must be set down for me from divine authority. The rule of apostolic doctrine neither, with Jovinian, equates the works of continence with marriage, nor, with Mani, condemns marriages. Thus the vessel of election and teacher of the Gentiles walks temperately and in the middle between the two, so that he grants a remedy to incontinence and calls continence to its reward. His whole meaning in this matter is that chastity be proposed by the agreement of both or at least that the common debt be remitted by both.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 1217).—IDEM, Epist., 123 (ult. 11), n. 11 (P. L., XXII, 1053).—St. Augustine, Epist., 262 (al. 199), n. 2: “I omit the fact that I learned that she had undertaken that very continence while he was not yet willing, contrary to sound doctrine.”—Ibid., n. 3: “What you had both vowed to God by equal consent, you both ought to have rendered perseveringly to the end; if he has fallen from that resolution, at least do you persevere most steadfastly. I would not exhort you to this unless he himself had consented to it for you.” (P. L., XXXIII, 1078).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 64, art. 6,
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Section 5: The Obligation of Vows

p. 217


	Every valid vow entails the obligation of keeping the promise made to the best of one’s ability.1



1 Numb. XXX, 3 sqq.; Deut. XXIII, 21–23; Eccles. V, 3 sq.

“It pertains to the fidelity of a man,” says St. Thomas, “that he keep that which he has promised.... Above all man owes fidelity to God, both because of His overlordship and on account of benefits conferred, and consequently man is in a very special manner obliged to keep the vows he makes to God.”2

2 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3: “It pertains to the fidelity of a man that he render what he has promised. . . . Above all, however, man owes fidelity to God, both by reason of His dominion and by reason of the benefit received; and therefore man is especially obliged to fulfil vows made to God, for this pertains to the fidelity which man owes to God.”

“A vow obliges per se,” says Gury, “like a law or a commandment of the Church; that is to say, gravely in an important matter, and lightly in unimportant ones. For a vow is, as it were, a private law, which a man imposes upon himself.”3

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 319: “A vow obliges of itself like a law or precept of the Church, and consequently gravely in grave matter and lightly in light matter; for a vow is, as it were, a certain private law which one imposes upon oneself.”

p. 218Failure to keep a vow involves faithlessness towards God and a violation of the reverence and respect due to Him by His creatures. It is a sin against the virtue of religion, and consequently a mortal sin, unless the matter involved is of no importance (parvitas materiae).4

4 For judging parvitas materiae in regard to vows, Noldin gives the following rule: “For judging smallness of matter in vows whose matter is promised after the manner of one whole, the matter omitted must be considered not absolutely but in relation to the whole thing promised, so that only a third or fourth part of the whole is to be considered a notable thing which cannot be omitted without grave fault. Thus one who promised to attend morning devotion for an entire month does not sin so gravely because he omits the devotion once or twice, even though the individual devotions, considered absolutely (if they last half an hour), constitute grave matter, but because he omits eight or ten attendances.” (Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 233).

In gauging the obligation involved in a vow, the first and most important thing to be considered is the intention.

“Ordinarily,” says Fr. Slater, “it will be presumed that in a grave matter, such as the Church considers to be sufficient for a precept to bind under mortal sin, a vow also binds under pain of grave sin, for the intention of him who took the vow is presumed to accommodate itself to the matter. Nothing, however, prevents him from limiting the obligation of a vow even in a grave matter, so that transgressions of it will be only venial sins, if he expressly intends it.”5

5 A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 249.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 3: “The obligation of a vow is caused by one’s own will and intention.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 319: “A vow obliges according to the intention of the vower, if he determines the quantity of the obligation in the act of vowing, so that he can bind himself under light obligation only in matter however grave. The reason is that, just as a legislator or superior can in grave matter bind under light obligation only, so also one who vows concerning a grave thing can impose upon himself a light obligation only. He cannot, however, conversely bind himself gravely in a light matter, because light matter is not capable of a grave obligation.”

p. 219In case of doubt it may be presumed that the obligation binds sub gravi. If the matter of the vow is something commanded by law (e. g., chastity, temperance), failure to keep it would be a twofold sin, either mortal or venial according as the law in question obliges under pain of mortal or of venial sin.




	If it is either physically or morally impossible to keep a vow, the latter ceases to bind; nor is he who made it obliged to do something which is a mere accessory to the substance of the vow, even if this were possible. If the matter is capable of being divided, as said above, the vow should be lived up to as far as possible.6 Fr. Slater illustrates this rule as follows: “One who should vow to fast for a week, if he found this impossible, would not be excused from fasting on the days that he could do so. But if he had vowed to build and decorate a church, and afterwards found this to be impossible, he would not be bound to build a portion of it, nor to decorate some other church.”7



6 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 2: “If that which someone has vowed is rendered impossible by any other cause, he ought to do what is in his power, so that he may at least have a ready will to do what he can. Hence one who has vowed to enter a certain monastery ought to make every effort he can to be received there. And if his intention was principally to bind himself to entrance into religion, and as a consequence he chose this religious institute or this place as though more suitable to him, he is bound, if he cannot be received there, to enter religion elsewhere. But if he principally intended to bind himself to this religious institute or this place because of a special pleasure in this institute or place, he is not bound to enter another religious institute if they are unwilling to receive him there.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 315.

7 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 251.

p. 220If a vow is unlimited as to time, it should be kept as soon as possible and not be postponed without grave reason, especially if, through carelessness or later impossibility of fulfilment, the delay is likely to result in complete nonfulfilment or to render the object of the promise illusory. A merely temporary impossibility does not annul the obligation, which, on the contrary, revives as soon as the obstacle is removed. The term assigned for the fulfilment of a vow should be adhered to, but if it has passed, the neglected duty cannot be validly complied with later.8 Violation of a permanent vow (e. g., of virginity) does not annul the obligation,9 but may become an im- portant inducement for the ecclesiastical superior to grant a commutation or a dispensation.

8 Deut. XXIII, 21 sqq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 3: “If it is in the intention and will of the vower to bind himself to render it immediately, he is bound to render it immediately; but if for a certain time or under a certain condition, he is not bound to render it immediately, yet neither ought he to delay beyond that to which he intended to bind himself.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, 321: “Question: What delay is to be considered grave? Answer: 1. Every delay of a gravely binding vow which is attached to a determined time is grave of itself, as is a vow of fasting on a certain vigil, etc., because when the time has elapsed, the obligation of the vow ceases and cannot be compensated. 2. But if no determined time was fixed, or if it was fixed only to urge execution of the vow, a notable delay in a grave matter will be a grave sin; what delay is notable, however, must be judged from the nature of the thing promised, from the end, and from other circumstances. Generally speaking, less delay is required for a grave sin where there is danger of forgetfulness or inability, or a notable diminution of the vow, as in those things which are undertaken for one’s whole life.”—Ibid., n. 323: “A vow indeterminate as to the cessation of time, for example, concerning a daily rosary or a fast to be made every Saturday, obliges perpetually unless something else is gathered from the circumstances. In doubt whether the vow is temporary or perpetual, or for a month or a year, the minimum must be held.”

9 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 2: “If [he who vowed to enter a certain monastery ] falls into an impossibility of fulfilling the vow through his own fault, he is bound in addition to do penance for his own past fault, just as a woman who vowed virginity, if she is afterward corrupted, not only ought to preserve what she can, namely perpetual continence, but also to repent for what she lost by sinning.”

p. 221Conditional vows take effect only after the postulated condition has set in. Arbitrarily and maliciously to prevent the condition from being verified, either by intrigue, force, or malice, is forbidden.10

10 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 3.—Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 4, n. 11: “Conditional vows do not oblige when the condition ceases, even if the vower himself was the cause that the condition was not fulfilled, provided he did not prevent it by deceit, force, or malice; for example, you vowed a pilgrimage if Peter approves it, and then you send someone to persuade him not to approve it; therefore, when he does not approve it, you are not bound.”

A personal vow binds him who makes it and no one else. A vow conditioned upon the consent of another takes effect only after that consent has been given.

A “real” vow (votum reale) falls upon the heirs of him who made it, if the matter involved is one of justice, but it never obliges ultra vires haereditatis. The legal obligations of a testator sub titulo iustitiae always take precedence of any vows he may have made.11

11 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 4, n. 5–9; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 323.

In regard to doubtful vows, Archbishop Simar lays down the following rules: a) If it is doubtful whether a vow has been made, it may be regarded as not binding. The same rule holds with regard to any circumstance of which it is uncertain whether or not it formed part of the vow.

p. 222b) If insuperable doubts arise as to the validity of a genuine vow, or if it is uncertain whether the vow has been fulfilled or not, the obligation remains.

c) If there is doubt as to the qualities or extent of the obligation incurred, this doubt must be solved with due regard to current views regarding such matters, and according to the commonly accepted meaning of the terms employed.12

12 H. Th. Simar, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, 3rd ed., p. 284; cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p. 323.

The interpretation of vows is subject to the same rules as the interpretation of laws.13 The decisive factors are: the intention, the nature of the object, and common sense. Consequently, if a man has vowed to make a donation for some religious or charitable purpose, without determining the amount, he may give as much or as little as he pleases, provided, of course, the gift be not so small as to appear a mockery of God rather than the fulfilment of a vow. If one has vowed to give something without reference to quality, it is sufficient to follow common usage or custom. A vow unlimited as to duration (for instance, to recite the Rosary every day) is regarded as perpetual, unless the circumstances of the case indicate a contrary intention.

13 See this Handbook, Vol. I, pp. 177 sqq.; cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 238 sq.

On account of the responsibility and obligation involved, a Catholic should never make a vow without having consulted his father confessor or some other prudent and experienced guide.

Priests should exercise great caution in regard to vows, especially those intended to be perpetual or to last for a long time. In many cases it may be advisable to impose a period of probation, say one year, after the expiration of which the vow may be renewed.

p. 223The so-called pledge (to abstain from intoxicating drink) is no vow, but merely a good resolution made known to a priest, and hence does not oblige sub gravi. Sabetti rightly admonishes the clergy to “use great prudence and discretion in receiving such promises.”14

14 Comp. Theol. Mor., § 150; cfr. Irish Eccl. Record, May, 1883, pp. 338 sqq.
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Section 6: Cessation of Vows

p. 224A vow ceases to bind when the time for which it was taken expires, or if a substantial change occurs in the object promised, or if a condition upon which the vow depends is not complied with, or its final cause fails, or, lastly, by irritation, dispensation, or commutation.1

1 C. I. C., can. 1311.




	A vow ceases to oblige per cessationem if the circumstances under which, or the principal motive or purpose for which the vow was made (motivum principale), cease or change. An effect stops with its cause. Thus, if a person for whose recovery I vowed a pilgrimage, should die, or if I can not keep my promise because of changed conditions, or if circumstances supervene which at the outset would have prevented the vow from being taken, the obligation ceases.



In case of a conditional vow no obligation arises if the condition is not complied with. If it is complied with only in part, the obligation becomes modified accordingly.

Substantial error concerning the matter in- volved invalidates a vow, for a substantial mistake hinders consent of the will: consent is given to something which is not there, and hence there is no real consent.2

2 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 247.

p. 225


	Cessatio per irritationem or annulment is a declaration of nullity or suspension made by some one who has authority over the will of the vovens or the object of the vow.



An annulment is direct if the person who has made the vow is subject to the annulling authority, as a child to his parents, a religious to his superior, etc. “Those who are placed in such a state of dependency on their superiors cannot undertake any absolute obligation; they can only bind themselves conditionally, supposing that their superior consents. If he does not consent, the obligation falls to the ground.”3

3 IDEM, ibid., I, 251; cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, pp. 241 sqq.

By indirect annulment the obligation can be suspended by any one who has authority over the matter of the vow; for, as the same author says, “it is not just that an obligation should be undertaken which interferes with the rights of some one else.”4

4 Slater, ibid., I, 252.

The vows of minor children, therefore, and those of religious, can be directly annulled, i. e., declared to be perpetually null and void, by their parents or superiors. The only exception is the vow whereby a religious has promised to enter a stricter order.

p. 226The vows of children who have attained majority but remain under the tutelage of their parents; the vows of spouses with regard to their marital rights and duties; the vows of ecclesiastical subjects in so far as they affect the personal or “real” rights of their superiors,—all these can be annulled indirectly, i. e., temporarily suspended.5 As soon as the person who has made a vow is able to dispose freely of the matter of the promise, the obligation takes effect.6

5 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, 324: “The obligation of a vow can cease: 1. From intrinsic causes, namely, by the cessation of the motivating cause, by a substantial change of the matter, and by physical or moral impossibility; 2. From extrinsic causes, namely, by annulment, dispensation, and commutation. . . . Annulment of a vow is its cancellation or suspension made by the one to whose power the will of the vower or the matter of the vow is subject. It is: 1. direct, if it falls directly upon the person of the vower; 2. indirect, if it falls only upon the matter of the vow.” Cfr. n. 325–327; also Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 243.

6 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 6, a. 2, n. 8: “Vows annulled only indirectly revive and oblige when they cease to prejudice another.”

To annul a vow arbitrarily, without sufficient reason, is valid but illicit.7

7 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 328: “Question: Can annulment be made without a cause? Answer: Yes as regards validity, because a master validly disposes of his own thing; but no as regards liceity, because spiritual progress is thus unreasonably impeded, etc.”




	Cessatio per commutationem takes place when some other good work is substituted, under the same obligation, for a good work promised.8 To commute a vow validly and lawfully requires a just cause. The substituted good work may be better than the one originally promised, or of equal or less merit. The person who is under vow may commute it by his own authority into some good work which is evidently better than the one originally promised. This is called commutatio in melius. When there is doubt as to the quality of the good work substituted for the one promised, or when the latter turns out to be a work of merely equal (bonum aequale) or of less merit (minus bonum), the commutation must be made by the competent superior.9 But the self-chosen commutation of a vow into something which is of equal merit is morally permissible, and even in regard to the commutation of a vow into something relatively easier or of less value, the confessor should not decide adversely, since the value of the deed depends not so much upon the external good work actually performed, as upon the intention with which it is done and the intrinsic value of the work itself.10



8 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 332: “Commutation of a vow is the substitution of some work in place of the work promised. It can be made in three ways, namely: into a better good, into an equal good, or into a lesser good.” Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 251 sqq.

9 Gury, op. cit., I, n. 333: “Except vows reserved to the Pope, unless the change is made into the religious state.”—Ibid., n. 334: “One who has made a vow cannot commute it into a lesser good by his own authority, for he ought to give God whatever he promised. . . . Indeed, he cannot even change his vow into an equal good, because once the promise has been made, it is rightly deemed more pleasing to God that he perform the very thing promised out of fidelity than substitute another equal thing in its place according to his own judgment.”

10 Gury, op. cit., n. 334: “A priest delegated to commute vows cannot commute them into a notably lesser work, because otherwise he would dispense in great part and thus exceed the faculty received. Nevertheless, the faculty of commuting vows is not to be interpreted so strictly as to be restricted to a work altogether equal, but is to be accepted in a broad sense; otherwise it would be subject to innumerable difficulties and scruples, since it is most difficult to find equality in things altogether disparate. Moreover, the commutation ought to be made for the relief of the one who has bound himself by the vow.”

p. 227The rule, however, is that in all cases of com- mutation, even when the object of the vow is changed into some thing seemingly better than that originally promised, the individual should not follow his own opinion or inclination, but consult with his confessor or spiritual director.

p. 228A vow made on behalf of, and accepted by another, can be commuted only with that other’s consent.

One whose vow has been commuted is always free to return to his original promise (materia voti),11 for the original good work is supposed to be better than, or of equal merit as, the one substituted therefor, and the commutation was a favor that may be freely renounced.12

11 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 7, n. 5: “If he whose vow has been changed should afterward prefer to fulfil the first work, he can do so, both because it is better or equal and because the change was made in his favor under the tacit condition, if it should please him.”

12 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 248: “Although the vower has returned to the first work, he can nevertheless return again to the second work substituted. And furthermore, if commutation into different works has been made several times, the vower can choose whichever of them he prefers.” (Ed. Gaudé, I, 532).

When a vow has been commuted by ecclesiastical authority, its obligation is extinguished, or transferred to the new work, and does not revive even if the performance of the substituted good work is found to be impossible or useless. On the contrary, when the substitution has been made by private authority, and the performance of the substituted work is found to be impossible, the original obligation revives.13

13 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla, l. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 7, n. 6: “If the matter or work of a vow legitimately commuted by a superior becomes impossible or indifferent, one is not bound to return to the former work, because the obligation has been extinguished.”—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 249: “Once a vow has been commuted, even if the substituted thing becomes impossible through the fault of the vower, or if he has not fulfilled it, he is not bound to the first thing; for example, a fast on a certain day was substituted for alms: if you then could not or would not fast, you sinned, but you are not bound to the alms, because through commutation the first obligation is extinguished. This does not hold, however, if the commutation is made by one’s own authority; for then, if the second work is not fulfilled, the first must be fulfilled, because the first obligation is not then extinguished, but is satisfied through a superabundant or at least equivalent fulfilment.”—Slater, A Manual of Mor. Theol., I, 256.

p. 229


	A vow ceases per dispensationem if it is condoned in the name of God by one who has spiritual jurisdiction in the external forum.14 Such a dispensation can be granted only by legitimate authority and for a just cause. As examples of a just and sufficient cause theologians give the following: the public good or the private spiritual advantage of him who is dispensed; unusual difficulty in the observance of the vow; the fact that the vow was taken with insufficient deliberation or at an immature age.15



14 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 328: “Dispensation from a vow is its absolute remission, made in the name of God by a legitimate superior.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 10–12.—Slater, A Manual of Mor. Theol., I, 253.

15 Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 8, resp. 1: “For this [dispensation] to be valid, a just cause is required, such as, for example: 1. The good of the Church or the common good of the republic; 2. Notable difficulty in observing the vow; 3. Imperfection of the act, or the levity and facility from which the vow proceeded.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 329: “For the validity of a dispensation a just cause is always required; because, since vows are made to God alone, a man cannot dispense from them except as a delegate; but a delegate cannot validly dispense without a sufficient reason.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 250–253 (ed. Gaudé, I, 533); Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 245 sqq.

p. 230Dispensation is a subject that properly belongs to Canon Law. We will only note that the Church claims and possesses the power of dispensing from vows;16 that she exercises this power through the Pope, the bishops, and the superiors of religious orders; and that parish priests and confessors have no jurisdiction in the external forum and, therefore, can dispense from vows by delegated authority only.

16 Wernz, Ius Decretalium, Vol. III, n. 584.
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Chapter III: Sacrilege

p. 231Opposed to sacrifice and vow are sacrilege and simony.




	Sacrilege (sacrilegium) may be defined as the actual desecration or irreverent treatment of sacred persons, places, or things. It is the exact counterpart of sacrifice and vow because through sacrifice and vow persons or objects are dedicated to God, whereas sacrilege desecrates and withdraws them from His service;—robs, as it were, the Almighty of that which rightfully belongs to Him; hence the German name “Gottesraub.”






	Sacrilege, as indicated, may be personal, real, or local. a) Personal sacrilege (sacrilegium personale) is committed by laying violent hands upon, or robbing, clerics or religious; by sins of impurity committed, either in deed or intention, by or with persons consecrated to God by the vow of chastity or by the law of celibacy (sacrilegium carnale); or by violating the privilege of clerical immunity from civil jurisdiction, as far as this immunity is still in force.



A violation of the simple vow of chastity, ac- cording to a probable opinion, is not a sacrilege in the proper sense of the term.

p. 232b) A real sacrilege (sacrilegium reale) is committed by abusing or treating with irreverence sacred things, such as the Sacraments, sacramentals, sacred images, relics, Holy Scripture, sacred vessels or vestments; by stealing an object dedicated to God; by plundering or secularizing convents and pious foundations, etc.1

1 Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Mor. Theol., Vol. I, pp. 228 sq.

c) Local sacrilege (sacrilegium locale) is committed by polluting a church, public oratory, or cemetery, i. e., performing therein certain unbecoming actions or committing certain sins which, by their nature, or by special disposition of the law, are particularly repugnant to the reverence due to sacred places. Such sins are, e. g., the unjust shedding of human blood, consummated sins against chastity, and other indecent and irreverent acts.

“It is probable that only external, apparent, and consummated sins against chastity contract the grievous malice of sacrilege from being committed in a church; internal and secret or not consummated sins against purity, which do not pollute the church, probably do not contract the grave malice of sacrilege if they are committed there.”2

2 Ibid. Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 189 sq.: “The illicit emission of human seed, which can take place either by voluntary pollution, by fornication, or by conjugal intercourse, which without necessity is unlawful in a church; necessity arising from danger of incontinence, however, renders it lawful even in a church; consequently, the church is not polluted by this intercourse. Other external sins of lust (touches, looks, filthy speech), although grave, are probably not grave sacrileges. But grave internal sins (impure thoughts and desires) are certainly not grave sacrileges, unless there is a desire for an act by which a church is polluted and that desire is conceived for committing the act within the church.”

p. 233


	Of itself (ex genere suo), sacrilege is a mortal sin, because directly opposed to the virtue of religion, but on account of the smallness of the matter sometimes involved (parvitas materiae) admits of leniency. The most grievous species of sacrilege is the conscious and deliberate profanation of the Blessed Sacrament.3



3 1 Cor. XI, 27.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 99, art. 3: “The sin of sacrilege consists in this, that someone behaves irreverently toward a sacred thing. Reverence, however, is due to a sacred thing by reason of its sanctity. And therefore, according to the different character of the sanctity of sacred things toward which irreverence is shown, the species of sacrilege must be distinguished. For sacrilege is so much the graver, the greater the sanctity possessed by the sacred thing against which the sin is committed. . . . And therefore the sacrilege which is committed against this sacrament [the Eucharist] is the gravest of all.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 275–281.—The New Code says that whoever “throws away the consecrated species, or carries them away or retains them for an evil purpose, is suspected of heresy; he incurs an excommunication latae sententiae reserved in a most special manner to the Apostolic See; he is infamous by the fact itself, and if a cleric he is furthermore to be deposed.” (Can. 2320.)

The very notion of sacrilege imports an act that is illicit and therefore sinful. To employ for profane purposes an object dedicated to the service of God, is not necessarily always a sacrilege. A church may, in case of necessity, be used as a storage house, or hospital, or dwelling without profanation, and even when the law requires that the ceremony of reconciliation be performed because of pollution, it is not always necessary to assume that a sacrilege has been committed. Similarly, any object dedicated to the service of God may be withdrawn from its proper use and employed for profane purposes without a sacrilege, as long as there is no evil intent.

p. 234To quote words from Sacred Scripture for other than immediately religious purposes can be regarded as sacrilegious only if it is done with lascivious intent, or in order to mock God or hurt the feelings of others.4

4 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 337.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 99.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 33 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, I, 390 sqq.).—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 337 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 598 sqq.—H. Spelmann, Der Gottesraub, Ratisbon 1878, pp. 173 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 211 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 249 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 186 sqq.


Chapter IV: Simony

p. 235Simony is opposed to sacrifice and vow in so far as man, by offering sacrifice or making a vow, relinquishes a part of his property or a right by dedicating it to the service of God, whereas in committing simony he attempts to use that which belongs to God for his own benefit.1

1 Acts VIII, 18 sqq.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 100, art. 1.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, 282–287.




	Simony may therefore be defined as the serious endeavor to buy or sell for a temporal advantage something which is spiritual, or which is annexed to what is spiritual.2



2 St. Thomas, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 25, art. 1: “A deliberate will to buy or sell something spiritual or annexed to something spiritual.” Cfr. Prop. damn. sub Innocent. XI, n. 45–46 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1195 sq.).

The expression “serious endeavor” (studiosa voluntas) in St. Thomas’ definition, which has been embodied in the new Code of Canon Law, emphasizes the fact that, even though no explicit contract exists between the parties concerned, there may still be simony involved.3

3 Slater, A Manual of Mor. Theol., I, 231.

p. 236Simony exists only where a material gain is sought or obtained from a spiritual object or function, contrary to natural or positive law.

To collect the revenues of a spiritual office and to accept juridically determined emoluments or fees for spiritual functions, such as the so-called iura stolae, is in no sense simoniacal, for “the laborer is worthy of his hire,”4 and “they that serve the altar partake with the altar.”5

4 Matt. X, 10; Luke X, 7. Cfr. 1 Tim. V, 18.—O. Link, Messstipendien, Ratisbon 1901; Bishop Alex. McDonald in the Ave Maria, Notre Dame, Ind., New Series, Vol. X (1919), No. 25.

5 1 Cor. IX, 4 sqq.

But the collection of the revenues of a spiritual charge and the acceptance of legitimate fees may become simoniacal if the office was sought mainly because of its emoluments or if the spiritual rights are exercised principally for the sake of the pecuniary revenues attached thereto.




	Simony is called purely mental when no express contract exists between the parties concerned.



It is purely conventional if a contract has been expressly entered into between the parties, but not yet executed by either.

It is partly conventional when the contract has been executed by one of the parties.

It is real when the contract has been executed by both parties.6

6 Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Mor. Theol., I, 233.

Simony is called “of divine law” (iuris divini) when the transaction is against the law of God; “of ecclesiastical law” (iuris ecclesiastici) when it runs counter to the prohibition of the Church, who in her Code forbids certain contractual dealings in spiritual things.7

7 Ibid.; C. I. C., can. 727, 728 sq., 730, 1446, 1465, 2371, 2392.

p. 237


	Simony is a grave sin in all its species and does not admit of parvitas materiae.



Simony is opposed to justice as well as to religion because by committing it man puts spiritual on a level with material things, conducts himself as though he were in control of divine things, and disobeys the express command of Christ: “Freely have ye received, freely give.”8

8 Matt. X, 8; Acts VIII, 20; 1 Cor. IV, 1.

As it is damnable in itself, so simony is detrimental in its effects, because it destroys order and discipline and undermines the respect and obedience due to ecclesiastical authority. The grievously sinful character of this crime is indicated in the words which St. Peter spoke to Simon Magus, when the latter promised to give him a sum of money if he would impart to him the power of the Holy Ghost. “Keep thy money to perish with thee,” said the Prince of the Apostles, “because thou hast thought that the gift of God may be purchased with money.”9

9 Acts VIII, 20.—Tertullian, Apol., c. 39: “The most approved elders preside, having obtained that honor not by a price but by testimony; for no thing belonging to God has a price. Even if there is a sort of treasury, it is not amassed from an honorary sum as though from a purchased religion.” (Ed. Leopold, P. I, 110).

p. 238Not far removed from simony is the practice of bestowing ecclesiastical offices or benefices upon relatives or favorites, without regard to their qualifications and the general fitness of things, even though there be no desire of material gain (nepotism). The same may be said of unbecoming and improper efforts and means employed for the purpose of obtaining an office or a benefice.10

10 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 338.

“There are some,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “who betake themselves to this state of life [the priesthood] in order to procure a livelihood; so that, like worldlings generally in some kind of sordid occupation, they seem to look to nothing in the priesthood but gain. For although the natural and divine law command that, according to the saying of the Apostle, he who serves the altar should live by the altar; yet, to approach the altar for gain and lucre is sacrilege of the worst kind.”11

11 Catech. Rom., P. II, c. 7, qu. 4.

“As he who serves the altar should live by the altar,” says Bishop Linsenmann, “the hope of procuring a livelihood in an ecclesiastical office is not in itself simony, any more than the exchange of a poor benefice for a rich one, because it is essential to ecclesiastical administration that every priest should have an income corresponding to his station in life and his social position.... But the Church owes it to herself to prevent even the semblance of commercialism in the appointment of her ministers. The prosperity of a society depends largely upon the honesty and integrity of its officials. An ecclesiastical superior who would knowingly and willingly permit his subjects to degrade themselves by employing improper and ignoble means in seeking office, would be guilty of immoral conduct.”12

12 Linsenmann, op. cit., p. 339.

p. 239From what we have said it is evident that simony is a sin against religion and may in the last analysis be reduced to “real” sacrilege.13

13 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 197.

There is a subspecies of simony that occurs only in connection with ecclesiastical benefices. It is called confidential and consists in this that a man in some way (by election, presentation, bestowal, resignation, etc.) procures an ecclesiastical benefice for another sub certa confidentia, i. e., with the obligation on the latter’s part to resign the benefice in favor of the grantor or of a third person, or to pay him a pension or part of the income from the revenues. This form of simony, too, may be mental, conventional or real, and it may be committed in different ways.14

14 Ibid., p. 207.




	THE DUTY OF RESTITUTION.—An obligation of making restitution of the money or valuables received from a simoniacal transaction may arise from the natural law, from ecclesiastical law, or from both. The natural law demands restitution only if commutative justice has been violated; the ecclesiastical law obliges to restitution if religion alone has been violated. If the simoniacal transaction entailed a violation of commutative justice, the restitution must be made before judicial sentence has been rendered; if there was no violation of justice, restitution need be made only when it is imposed as a penalty and upon conviction by an ecclesiastical judge.



p. 240Commutative justice is violated, (a) if a purely spiritual thing which has no material value is given in lieu of a temporal gift; (b) if a charge is made for something which one’s office obliges one (ex iustitia) to bestow gratis. Hence restitution must be made if one has accepted money for a blessing or a dispensation, for the consecration of a church, etc., or if a pastor has taken pay for catechetical instruction, or a bishop for the bestowal of a benefice.

The ecclesiastical law imposes restitution for simoniacal acts committed, (a) in connection with a benefice, and (b) in connection with entrance upon the religious state.

It follows from what we have said that one who would sell a blessed rosary or holy oils would not be bound to make restitution, unless, of course, the amount received (propter spirituale adnexum) exceeded the material value of the object.15

15 Ibid., p. 208.

If the price agreed upon in a simoniacal transaction has not yet been paid, or if restitution of the same has been made, the spiritual thing bargained for must, if possible, be restored to its original owner, unless the latter relinquishes his right. If the price has been paid, but restitution has not yet been made, the spiritual object under consideration, even though it be susceptible of being restored to its original owner, need not be restored unless restitution is enjoined as a penalty for the crime. Hence one who has simoniacally acquired a sacred relic or the ius patronatus to a benefice, is not bound to restore the same, because the title of ownership has passed over to him and the Church does not require restitution. But if one has simoniacally obtained a benefice, he must return the same and make restitution of the revenues he has derived therefrom, because the Church has rendered such acquisition invalid under pain of restitution.

p. 241If the duty of restitution arises from a violation of commutative justice, the object acquired by simoniacal means must be restored to the person who sold it, unless it be an ecclesiastical benefice. If, on the other hand, the duty of making restitution is based solely upon ecclesiastical law, restitution must be made according to the terms of the latter, which are briefly as follows: a) If the spiritual thing that formed the object of the simoniacal transaction has not yet been delivered, restitution must be made to him who paid the price, for he is the one who suffered the loss. b) If the object has changed hands, in case of an ecclesiastical benefice, the purchase price must be restored to the Church with which the benefice is connected, even though no violation of justice was involved; if the object is not a benefice, restitution must be made in favor of the poor.16

16 Ibid., p. 209.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 25, art. 1.—IDEM, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 100.—Suarez, De Religione, l. IV.—A. Leinz, Die Simonie, Freiburg 1902.—P. Laymann, Theol. Mor., l. IV, tr. 10, c. 8.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 231 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 194 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, pp. 525 sqq.—La Croix, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 57.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 270 sqq.—J. d’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 90 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 297 sqq.—N. A. Weber, art. “Simony” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 1 sq.—IDEM, A History of Simony in the Christian Church, Baltimore 1909.


Chapter V: Oaths

Section 1: Definition and Division of Oaths

p. 242


	An oath (iuramentum, iusiurandum) is the act of calling on God to witness that a statement is true, or to make the fulfilment of a promise binding under a more solemn obligation*.1



1 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, dub. 1: “This invocation consists in this: that one who swears, so far as lies in him, desires or wills God to attest and manifest that which he swears (if and when, of course, it shall please Him, whether in this life or in the other), as something known by God Himself and true.”

The invocation of the divine name means that he who takes an oath calls upon God to testify to the truth of his statement or the sincerity of his promise, under penalty of forfeiting the divine help and grace if he swears falsely. For this reason an oath is an act of extraordinary divine worship (actus religionis secundarius.)

In taking an oath we may call on God expressly or tacitly. We do so expressly (iuramentum explicitum) if we mention Him by name; we do so tacitly (iuramentum implicitum) when we swear by some creature which stands in a special relation to God, such as the angels and saints, the cross of Christ, the Gospels or the Sacraments.

p. 243


	With regard to its purpose an oath is either assertory or promissory. a) In an assertory oath (iuramentum assertorium) we call upon God to witness that what we say is true and not otherwise. This kind of oath is employed chiefly in law courts. In its more solemn form (adiuratio) it differs from a simple oath in this that the taker does not call upon God as a witness, but merely uses His name in order to ascertain the truth by an appeal to the reverence due to His Divine Majesty and to sacred persons and things.2 b) A promissory oath (iuramentum promissorium) is one in which God is called upon as a witness to the fulfilment of a future promise or event. Such an oath is, e. g., that taken at a solemn betrothal or by a soldier on the flag.



2 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 295: “An oath is to be distinguished: 1. as assertory or promissory, according as truth alone is asserted by it, or a promise or agreement is confirmed; 2. as solemn or simple, according as it is made in a form required by law or with solemn ceremonies, or privately with those excluded; 3. as explicit or implicit, according as God is expressly invoked as witness of the truth, or creatures in whom divine attributes especially shine forth are employed in testimony. There is also an imprecatory oath, by which God is invoked at once as witness and avenger of perjury.”—Ibid., n. 305: “Adjuration is an authoritative and entreating demand, made by interposing the name of God or of the saints or of a sacred thing, in order that another may be induced to do or omit something. It differs, therefore, from an oath in this, that it does not introduce God as witness but only interposes His name in order to obtain the desired thing more efficaciously because of the reverence due to the divinity or to sacred things.”

A subspecies of the promissory oath is that called iuramentum comminatorium, when God is called upon as a witness that the person who takes the oath has the present intention of injuring his neighbor and as a guaranty that this purpose will be carried out some time in the future.

p. 244


	With regard to form an oath may be (a) verbal, real, or mixed; (b) solemn or simple. a) A verbal oath (iuramentum verbale) is one clothed in words. A real oath (iuramentum reale) takes the form of an action, e. g., raising the right hand. A mixed oath (iuramentum mixtum) is one in which words are combined with actions, as in touching the book of the Gospels while pronouncing the usual formula.



In the Middle Ages persons when swearing often touched the Blessed Sacrament, relics of the Saints, sacred vessels, etc. Such an oath was called corporal (iuramentum corporale), a term which has nothing to do with the corporal or linen cloth on which the Sacred Host is laid, but simply refers to corporal or bodily contact with the sacred object.3

3 Catholic Dictionary, 9th ed., p. 617, London 1917.

b) A simple oath (iuramentum simplex) is one taken without ceremonies. A solemn oath (iuramentum solemne) is one clothed with the ceremonies prescribed by law, such as holding up the right hand or kissing the Bible.

These differences are all formal and do not affect the substance of an oath nor do they pro- duce various degrees of obligation. A simple oath is just as binding as a solemn oath, and one made interiorly is as valid as if it were clothed in words or manifested by actions. But the use of symbols and ceremonies is calculated to emphasize the sacredness of the act and consequently has a salutary effect on the minds of men.

p. 245Sometimes an imprecation is added to an oath, as, e. g., “So help me God.” In this case we have an imprecatory oath; others are called invocatory.4

4 Thos, Slater, S.J., 4 Manual of Moral Theology, I, 240.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89–90.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39.—St. Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39 (Opera Omnia, III, 861 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 133–193 (ed. Gaudé, I, 460).—F. Suarez, De Religione, tract. V.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 445 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 380 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Der Eid, Mayence 1883.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 240 sqq.—Thos. Bouquillon, De Virtute Religionis, Part III, Bruges 1880.—Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 3rd ed., n. 532–601.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 253 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 308 sqq.

Section 2: Lawfulness of Oaths

1. the Teaching of Sacred Scripture

p. 246That oaths are lawful cannot simply be deduced from the fact that they are acts of divine worship, for they are not usually taken for the purpose of honoring God. The lawfulness of oaths was denied by some of the Church Fathers and ecclesiastical writers, by certain ancient and medieval sects which pretended to restore Christianity to its pristine purity, and by sundry Protestant denominations. All of them maintain that oaths are forbidden by the Bible. The principal texts which they cite in support of their contention are the following: a) Christ says: ‘You have heard that it was said to them of old, Thou shalt not forswear thyself: but thou shalt perform thy oaths to the Lord. But I say to you not to swear at all, neither by heaven, for it is the throne of God: nor by the earth, for it is his footstool: nor by Jerusalem, for it is the city of the great king. Neither shalt thou swear by thy head, because thou canst not make one hair white or black.

p. 247But let your speech be yea, yea: no, no: and that which is over and above these, is of evil (from evil).”1 b) St. James writes: ‘Above all things, my brethren, swear not, neither by heaven, nor by earth, nor by any other oath. But let your speech be, yea, yea: no, no: that you fall not under judgment.”2

1 Matt. V, 33–37.

2 Jas. V, 12; cfr. Ex. XX, 7; Lev. XIX, 12; Numb. XXX, 3.




	These texts, it is asserted, not only forbid wanton, false, and unjust swearing, or swearing by creatures instead of by the Creator, or cursing (which is not really swearing at all, rather a mere profanation of the divine name),3 but oaths as such (non iurare omnino). However, the prohibition contained in our Lord’s utterance and in that of St. James is plainly not absolute. If it were, Sacred Scripture would contradict itself, for not only has God repeatedly guaranteed His veracity by an oath, but oaths were an acknowledged part of the legal system of the Old Testament.4 Christ acknowledged the adjuration addressed to Him by the high priest, for He replied to his query.5 St. Paul repeatedly calls God to witness in a most solemn manner to the truth and sincerity of his preaching,6 and in his Epistle to the Hebrews expressly declares that “an oath for confirmation is the end of all controversy.”7



3 Cfr. St. Jerome, In Evangelium Matth., l. I, c. 5: “The Jews are known always to have this very bad custom of swearing by the elements. . . . Consider that here the Saviour did not forbid swearing by God, but by heaven and earth and Jerusalem and your head.” (Migne, P. L., XXVI, 39).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 2, ad 1.

4 Deut. VI, 13; Ps. CIX, 4; Luke I, 73.

5 Matt. XXVI, 63 sq.

6 Rom. I, 9; 2 Cor. I, 23; XI, 31; Gal. I, 20; Phil. I, 8.

7 Heb. VI, 16.

p. 248


	The apparent contradiction between the two series of texts which we have cited can be easily solved. Both our Lord and St. James state it as a moral principle that in the kingdom of God oaths are not necessary, since all men would be honest and veracious if they lived up to His teaching. The disciples are forbidden to swear because oaths are incompatible with the perfect constitution of Christian society. In matter of fact, however, men are not perfect. They lie, they mistrust and cheat one another in consequence of the Fall, and whenever important interests are at stake, demand that God be called as a witness, “to whose eyes all things are naked and open” and to whom all men are responsible.8 By being asked to swear, a man is reminded of Him who is the author and avenger of the law, and his sense of duty is thereby sharpened.



8 Heb. IV, 13; Gen. XXV, 33; Matt. XXVI, 63.

An oath, therefore, is the highest and securest guarantee of human veracity, but it is at the same time a necessary evil, the last resource of society in sustaining law and order. It is, as the Ro- man Catechism truly says, “a remedy of human frailty and a necessary means of proving the truth of what we advance,” and “has been instituted on account of human weakness and really proceeds from evil” (i. e., from the depravation of human nature), as “‘it indicates either the inconstancy of him by whom, or the contumacy of him for whom it is taken, because he cannot otherwise be induced to believe.”9

9 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 3, qu. 7, 19.

p. 249If taken under the conditions set forth in our next section, an oath is good and lawful because it presupposes, both in him who demands and in him who takes it, belief in an omniscient, truthful, and just God, and in this sense may be regarded as a solemn profession of faith.10 This explains why the Church has condemned it as erroneous to deny the lawfulness of oaths.11

10 Profession of Faith Prescribed to the Waldenses by Innocent III: “We do not condemn an oath; rather, we believe with a pure heart that it is lawful to swear with truth, judgment, and justice.” (Denz.-Bannwart, n. 425).—St. Augustine, De Serm. Dom. in Monte, l. I, c. 17, n. 51: “If you are compelled to swear, know that this comes from the necessity of the weakness of those whom you are persuading of something; and that weakness is certainly an evil. . . . Accordingly He did not say, ‘Whatsoever is more is an evil,’ but ‘is of evil.’ For you do no evil when you make good use of an oath, which, though not good, is nevertheless necessary, so that you may persuade another of what you usefully advise; but it is from the evil of him by whose weakness you are compelled to swear.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 1255).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 2: “An oath in itself is lawful and honorable. This is plain from its origin and its end: from its origin, because an oath was introduced from faith, by which men believe that God possesses infallible truth and knowledge and providence concerning all things; from its end, because an oath is introduced to justify men and to end controversies, as is said in Heb. VI, 16. But an oath turns to evil for someone from the fact that he uses it badly, that is, without necessity and due caution. For he seems to have little reverence for God who introduces Him as witness for a slight cause, something he would not presume to do even concerning an honorable man. There is also imminent danger of perjury, because man easily offends in word (Ecclus. XXIII, 9, 12; Jas. III, 2).”—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 3, qu. 6, 7, 15, 16,

11 Errors of John Wyclif condemned by Martin V, n. 43; Questions to Be Proposed to Wyclifites and Hussites, n. 12 sq.; proposition of Quesnel condemned by Clement XI, n. 101: “Nothing is more opposed to the spirit of God and the teaching of Jesus Christ than to make oaths common in the Church, because this is to multiply occasions of perjury, to spread snares for the weak and simple, and to cause the name and truth of God sometimes to serve the counsel of the impious.”—Cfr. proposition of the Diocesan Synod of Pistoia condemned by Pius VI, n. 75 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 623, 662 sq., 1451, 1575).

p. 250


	Oaths being justified only as a necessary means of human intercourse, as an antidote to untruth and dishonesty, and as a corrective of the unreliability of human testimony, their very nature demands that they be administered only in important cases, such as legal proceedings and trials, that no individual take an oath except at the demand of legitimate authority, and that the occasions on which it is demanded be restricted as much as possible, in order that what is in itself a sacred function be not cheapened to the detriment of society and sink to the level of an empty ceremony.12 The too frequent swearing of oaths diminishes their value and the respect in which they are held by the people.



12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 5.—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 3, qu. 19.—F. A. Göpfert, Der Eid, pp. 221 sqq.

An oath should be demanded only when it can be made with proper regard to truth and the reverence due to God. No man should be compelled to swear to the truth of a complicated or obscure statement.

It is entirely just and consistent to debar per- sons who are notoriously unreliable or immoral, such as profligates, drunkards, usurers, and those convicted of perjury, from taking oaths. But it would be unjust, on the other hand, to demand an oath of the members of religious sects who in good faith reject swearing as immoral. American legislation generally allows such persons to “affirm” the truth of their statements and accepts this affirmation in lieu of an oath. If they “affirm” what is false they are liable to be prosecuted for perjury.

p. 251It goes without saying that atheists are incapable of taking an oath; to admit or, a fortiori, to compel them to take an oath would be contrary to the very nature of the oath as a religious act.13

13 Wisd. XIV, 28.—Göpfert, Der Eid, pp. 158 sqq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 2.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, 4th ed., Vol. I, pp. 39 sqq.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 195 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 265 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 254 sqq.—E. Hubrich, Konfessioneller Eid oder religionslose Beteuerung, Leipsic 1900.—N. Cecchini, Del Carattere Religioso del Giuramento e della Soppressione, Pistoia 1903.

Section 3: Conditions of Validity and Licitness

p. 252St. Jerome, basing on a passage in the prophecies of Jeremias, lays down three conditions which make an oath lawful. These conditions are often called “the companions of an oath.” They are: (1) truth, (2) judgment, (3) justice.1 “And thou shalt swear,” the prophet says, “As the Lord liveth, in truth, and in judgment, and in justice.”2

1 In Ierem. Proph., l. I, c. 4: “At the same time it must be observed that an oath should have these companions: truth, judgment, and justice; if these are lacking, it will by no means be an oath but perjury.” (Migne, P. L., XXIV, 706).

2 Jer. IV, 2: “And you shall swear: The Lord lives, in truth and in judgment and in justice.”




	Truth in an oath is the agreement of the assertion made with the mind and conviction of him who swears; or, in other words, an honest intention to state what is so (when the oath is assertory) or to keep the promise made (when the oath is promissory). Conformity of the statement or promise made with the intention of him who makes it is the essential thing, not the actual correctness of the statement itself.3



3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 298: “Truth, that is, conformity of the assertion with the intention and knowledge of the one swearing. It therefore excludes every lie, but not every error. In an assertory oath truth regards the existence of the fact; in a promissory oath, the existence of the intention.”

p. 253Truth requires also that he who swears should use words in the sense in which they are understood by others, or in which others have a right to understand them.4 This rule excludes intentional equivocation and secret reservation or mental restriction, as these subterfuges would contravene the purpose of an oath, which is to offer a guaranty of truth to others.5

4 “The oath must be understood according to the mind of the judge who imposes it.”

5 Ps. XIV, 1–4; XXIII, 3–6; Heb. VI, 16.—Proposition condemned under Innocent XI, n. 25: “With a cause it is lawful to swear without the intention of swearing, whether the matter is light or grave.”—Ibid., n. 26: “If anyone, either alone or before others, whether questioned or of his own accord, whether for recreation or for any other end, swears that he did not do something which in fact he did, understanding within himself some other thing which he did not do, or another way than that in which he did it, or any other true addition, he does not in fact lie nor is he perjured.”—Ibid., n. 27: “A just cause for using these amphibologies exists whenever it is necessary or useful for the health of the body, the protection of honor or family goods, or for any other act of virtue, so that concealment of the truth is then deemed expedient and deliberate.”—Ibid., n. 28: “One who through a recommendation or gift has been promoted to a magistracy or public office can with a mental restriction take the oath which by the king’s command is customarily required of such persons, without regard to the intention of the one requiring it, because he is not bound to confess a hidden crime.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1175 sqq.). All these propositions were condemned. Cfr. further on this subject, H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla, l. III, tr. 3, c. 2, dub. 4: “To swear with equivocation, when there is a just cause and the equivocation itself is lawful, is not evil, because where there is a right to conceal the truth and it is concealed without a lie, no irreverence is done to the oath.”—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 151 sq., 170.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 299: “Question: Is it lawful to swear with a mental restriction? Answer: No, if it is purely mental; but yes, if it is broadly mental and there is a grave cause.”—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 918, 4: “When I lawfully employ a restriction that is not purely mental, it is generally also lawful, in proportion to the gravity of the cause, to swear with such a restriction. But if the questioner has a right to the full truth, to swear with a restriction is altogether perjury; if the other has no right, but the speaker swears with a restriction for a slighter cause, it must be judged from the circumstances of the harms whether it ought to be regarded as perjury or whether he should be said merely to have sworn rashly.”—According to Lehmkuhl the theses quoted at the beginning of this note were condemned by the Holy See for two reasons: first, because not everything contained therein constitutes a legitimate cause, and, secondly, because not everything is understood of mental reservation in the broad sense of the term (de restrictione late mentali). St. Alphonsus and other moralists take also prop. 28 to refer to the restrictio pure mentalis, and others say that it applies to the restrictio non pure mentalis, because there is question here of one of those cases in which mental reservation is absolutely excluded. Cfr. F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., p. 332; IDEM, Der Eid, pp. 211 sqq.; F. Kössing, Über die Wahrheitsliebe, Paderborn 1893, pp. 145 sq.; Jos. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and Its Antagonists, pp. 113 sqq., New York 1914; Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, pp. 215 sqq., London 1902.

p. 254An attempt has been made to apply the doctrine of mental restriction to oaths by distinguishing between the animus iurandi and the animus se obligandi. “The many points of view,” says Dr. Mausbach, “which oaths, and especially promises confirmed by oath, permitted, appealed to the Scholastic desire of making distinctions and admitted of much logical analysis. It was sought to distinguish the interests of truth, religion, loyalty, and justice, which are all interwoven in such an oath, and the question was asked, how far they belonged to the essence of the oath or were separable from it. The larger works on casuistry contain investigations into the relation of the intentio iurandi, the intentio se obligandi (ex religione, ex iustitia, etc.), and the intentio implendi, which are marvels of ingenuity and almost bewilder an ordinary reader, yet are specially designed to avert all misunderstanding. The short summaries of them, however, given in compendia of casuistry, are more open to criticism.

One of the most dangerous of these statements is said to be the assertion that an oath is not valid if the man taking it has an inward intention not to take an oath before God. In this way, we are told, the trustworthiness of the oath is undermined and public confidence deeply shattered.”6

6 Jos. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching, pp. 108 sq.

Dr. Mausbach proceeds to show at some length that this objection is not justified by the actual teaching of Catholic moralists, who all agree that such a fictio or simulatio is sinful, because it involves a misuse of the name of God, and a lie, since the spoken words contradict the inward thought. We are never allowed to commit even a venial sin. If it is said that the horror of venial sin is not nearly so deterrent in its effect as the dread of committing perjury, and the moralists, by questioning the validity of an oath when it has apparently been taken in all seriousness, favor a distortion of the truth and imperil public confidence, the answer is that the same moralists regard simulation as a very grievous sin when the declaration apparently made under oath is false, no matter whether it concerns an important or a trivial matter, and they do the same whenever the declaration, even if true, is received in a court of law or in any legal proceeding as made upon oath.

p. 255The case is similar when, in a promissory oath, the intention of fulfilling the promise is defective. Here the question of the venial nature of the sin committed refers only to the simulation as such. It affects a statement that is true and a promise that is seriously meant, and it does so under circumstances in which neither the State nor the individual has any right to require an oath. “As soon as there is any violation of the truth, the invocation of the name of God, made apparently in earnest, becomes, in spite of the reservation, a grievous insult to God’s honor, about equivalent to perjury. Moreover, just as soon as public or private rights require a declaration to be made under oath, even a true declaration failing to be under oath is to be regarded as a grievous sin. This guards against all abuse of the principle. According to this exposition, a man with an honest intention had better take an oath seriously, for thus he is free from sin; whereas simulatio is in any case a venial sin, and in cases where an oath can legally be required, it is a mortal sin. A man who intends to lie, need not hope to escape grievous sin by means of simulatio; whether he is guilty of perjury in the strict sense of the word is, after all, only a matter of words.”7

7 Ibid., p. 110 sq. Dr. Mausbach adds in a note (l. c.): “Lugo describes the sin simply as periurium. He says: ‘Nor would he be excused from perjury who, without the intention of swearing, outwardly swore to something false by words which here and now determinately and altogether signify the intention of swearing and of invoking God as witness.’ (De Iust. et Iure, disp. 23, n. 12). The non-fulfilment of a promise made sub ficto iuramento must also be considered equivalent to perjury. For if contempt of God is shown by apparently calling upon Him to witness a lie, it is certainly a great insult to Him to be false to a pledge placed under His authority. There are some moralists who have not made this latter point sufficiently clear.”

p. 256To the question, why the moralists did not simply admit that an oath was really an oath, unless some external circumstances plainly showed it to be fictitious or taken in jest, the same writer replies that they did not do so because, according to their ideas of religion and justice, it would have injured the true character and value of an oath. “They recognized the fact that an oath devoid of inward intention must still be treated as a real oath, but that an oath unaccompanied by a serious act of the will should be called a true oath seemed to them as inadmissible as to call a corpse a human being; the soul is wanting in both cases. It was not a lax, but rather a profound, appreciation of the dignity of an oath that caused this view to be adopted. An oath was regarded as an act of the religious life or cultus. Now it was well known that the performance of sacramental rites, though externally perfect, was null and void without the inward intention. Absence of consent in the Sacrament of Matrimony nullifies the mutual pledge and destroys the validity of a marriage, even though the external forum may maintain its validity until evidence to the contrary is supplied. If, in a case like this, where one human being directly confronts another, it is the interior intention that decides the question of validity, this appeared to be still more true in the case of an oath, where a human being stands up before God and invokes Him as a witness and a surety. The specific character of an oath and its quasi-sacramental dignity could not, it was thought, exist if the will did not consent to this specific moral obligation.”8

8 Ibid., pp. 110 sqq. Cfr. F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 450 sq.

p. 257By the omission of several essential remarks from statements made by St. Alphonsus, Gury, and other moralists, their teaching on the subject of oaths and contracts has been seriously distorted. When they deny the “validity” of a fictitious promise, they do so on the strength of the principle so forcibly pointed out by Dr. Mausbach, and, as a rule, with all the reservations demanded both by a sense of justice and by regard for public security.9

9 J. Mausbach, ibid., p. 112.

St. Alphonsus, who has been criticized with particular severity for his teaching, on account of a brief reference to the question, says in another place, to which he expressly refers the reader: “In order that human intercourse may remain duly regulated, the natural law requires for the public welfare that there should be no deception with regard to contracts, and therefore it binds those who have recourse to simulatio, in punishment for their deception, to indemnify the deceived party exactly as if no deception had taken place.”10

10 Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 709; cfr. Mausbach, op. cit., pp. 112 sq.




	A man swears with judgment (iudicium in iurante, iudicium discretionis ex parte iurantis) when he has a just cause for invoking the testimony of God, and performs the act with due attention and reverence.11 Judgment presupposes maturity of mind, understanding, and careful consideration of the statement or promise made, together with the full use of reason and will-power and calmness at the time the oath is taken. For this reason minors, weak-minded persons, and those who are insane or under the influence of liquor or drugs, are unable to take an oath. Physical compulsion, essential error, and violent fear which excludes deliberation, make an oath invalid, whereas purely moral compulsion or ordinary fear do not entail invalidity, but merely constitute a ground for dispensation.



11 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 298: “Judgment, that is, discretion or a reasonable cause for swearing; for an oath, since it is a most holy thing, ought not to be employed indiscriminately, but with piety and great reverence.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3, ad 1: “Judgment is not taken here for the execution of justice, but for a judgment of discretion. Nor is truth taken here as it is a part of justice, but as it is a certain condition of speech.”—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39, art. 2, qu. 3, ad 1–2.

p. 258Since an oath can be taken only with due care and deliberation, a man who wishes to swear, or is compelled to do so, is strictly obliged to consider the matter and the circumstances of the case, and must not allow himself to be moved by love, hatred or any other emotion, but solely by the importance and necessity of the oath he is taking, for without careful consideration an oath will nearly always be hasty or indiscreet.12

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3, ad 2: “Devotion and faith and all things of this kind which are required for the due manner of swearing are understood in judgment.”—Ibid., art. 7: “If the thing is such that it was not in his power, the judgment of discretion is lacking to the oath, unless perhaps that which was possible when he swore is rendered impossible for him by some event.”—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39, art. 2, qu. 3, ad 4: “In judgment, which is the discretion of the one swearing, are included the due form, event, and time, and all the things which occur for consideration on the part of the one swearing.”—Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 3, qu. 13.—F. A. Göpfert, Der Eid, pp. 219 sqq.

p. 259“A just cause [iusta causa iurandi] will be any matter of some importance for the welfare of either soul or body, whether it be public or private. We are not, therefore, justified in swearing to every assertion which we believe to be true; there must be some special reason for employing the name and authority of God to confirm what we say. However, provided that the other conditions are not wanting, the defect of judgment in swearing will not be more than a venial sin, for it is no more than the idle use of the name of God.”13

13 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 242.—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 299: “Question: What is a sufficient cause for swearing? Answer: Any honorable cause of some weight, for example, peace to be confirmed in families, greater security in contracts, etc.”—St. Thomas, Comment. in Hebr., c. VI, lect. 3: “The causes in which it is lawful to swear are these: to confirm peace, as Laban swore (Gen. XXXI, 48); secondly, to preserve one’s reputation; thirdly, to keep fidelity, as feudatories swear to their lords; fourthly, to fulfil obedience, if something honorable is commanded by a superior; fifthly, to provide security; sixthly, to attest the truth.”




	By justice in swearing (iustitia in obiecto) is meant the moral permissibility or becomingness (honestas) of the matter concerning which an oath is taken.14 Justice requires that the matter of an oath should be in conformity with the moral law and Christian duty. Thus in an assertory oath the assertion should not be sinful, and in a promissory oath that which is promised must be morally good and lawful.15 Therefore an obligation assumed by oath to commit an act of injustice or a sin is always null and void.16 An oath so taken would, of course, be doubly sinful. To this class of invalid and unlawful oaths belong those taken by conspirators in crime, members of forbidden societies, such as anarchists, Freemasons, etc.



14 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 298: “Justice, that is, that the oath concern a lawful and honorable thing; thus he would swear against justice who by an oath bound himself to something harmful to his neighbor or forbidden from another source, or who detracted from his neighbor.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3, ad 2: “The other two [justice and truth] pertain to the thing about which the oath is made, although it could be said that justice pertains to the cause for which the oath is made.”

15 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 242.

16 Cfr. Matt. XIV, 7; Mark VI, 22 sqq.; Acts XXIII, 12.—Reg. Iuris in Sexto Decr. Bonifat. VIII, n. 58: “An oath made against good morals is not binding.”—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. III, c. 12, n. 76: “Let [a Christian] promise nothing dishonorable; and if he has promised it, it is more tolerable not to do what was promised than to do what is shameful.”—Ibid., n. 77: “Herod shamefully promised the dancer a reward and cruelly paid it. It is shameful that a kingdom is promised for dancing; it is cruel that the death of a prophet is bestowed for the sanctity of an oath. How much more tolerable in such a case would perjury have been than fulfilment of the oath? If, nevertheless, it could be called perjury that he swore when drunk amid wine and promised when emasculated amid the dancers’ choruses. The prophet’s head is brought in on a platter, and this was judged to be a matter of fidelity which was a matter of madness.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 167).

p. 260


	Of the formulas employed in swearing some certainly involve an oath, either explicitly or implicitly, whereas others are doubtful, while still others signify no oath at all. a) Explicit forms of swearing are the following: “God be my witness,” “I swear by God or Christ,” “May God punish me if I do not tell the truth,” etc. Even the simple phrase: “I swear,” suffices to constitute an oath if the intention of calling upon God as witness is manifest. b) Implicit forms of swearing are the following: “I swear by the Blessed Virgin,” “by the cross,” or “by the Sacraments,” etc. He who swears thus may justly be supposed to invoke God as a witness to the truth of what he affirms. Ordinarily, however, those who habitually use such expressions as “by God,” “by heavens,” etc., do not think of God, and therefore these phrases as a rule do not imply an oath because the intention is lacking. c) Ambiguous formulas are: “Upon my word,” “Upon my oath,” “Upon my faith,” “As God lives,” “God knows that...,” etc. These phrases indicate a real oath when there is an evident intention to swear, or when they are uttered in court in lieu of an oath. But if there is no intention of taking an oath, such words may be taken simply enuntiative, i. e., as a means of creating confidence, not invocative, i. e., as calling God to witness. Hence, in ordinary conversation, the phrase “I swear that I will do this or that,” or “Upon my oath I will do so and so,” does not, as a rule, indicate the intention of taking a real oath, but merely that of making a solemn affirmation. d) Such expressions as “truly,” “surely,” “certainly,”



17 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 258 sq.

p. 261“As surely as I live,” “I will die on the spot,” “Let my ears be cut off,” “May the devil get me if this is not true,” etc., are mere exaggerations and imply no invocation of God. Therefore if an untruth is affirmed by means of these and similar phrases, this manner of affirmation in itself constitutes merely a venial sin, though the lie may be mortal. Only when the formula contains mention of a punishment to be inflicted by God, as, “May lightning strike me if this be false,” can there be question of a genuine oath.

If a priest asserts something upon his honor as a priest, he does not swear an oath, but simply affirms in a solemn manner.

Certain expressions in which the truth of an assertion is compared to the dogmas of religion, e. g., “It is as true as that there is a God in Heaven,” “I am as innocent as the Blessed Virgin Mary,” etc., are held by some theologians to be genuine oaths involving blasphemy; but we prefer to hold with Noldin that they neither constitute an oath, because God is not invoked as a witness, nor involve blasphemy (provided the assertion made is true), because the person who uses such an expression intends merely to assert a similarity between the certainty of his assertion and that of the revealed truth, not their equality. However, those who employ such phrases sin venially by taking the name of God in vain, and if the assertion made is false, they also commit objective blasphemy.

p. 262READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39, art. 1–3.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 450 sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 241 sq.—F. A. Göpfert, Der Eid, Mayence 1883, pp. 221 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 257 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 266 sqq.

Section 4: Sins Committed in Connection with Oaths

p. 263Whenever any one of the conditions required for the lawfulness of an oath is wanting, he who swears it commits a sin.

If the condition lacking is truth, the sin committed is called perjury (periurium); if judgment, the sin is called unjustifiable swearing; if justice, we say that the vovens swears unjustly.




	PERJURY.—Perjury (periurium, peieratio, iuramentum falsum) may be defined as calling on God to witness the truth of an assertion which we know to be false, or in confirmation of a promise which we do not intend to keep.1



1 Peter Lombard, Sent., III, dist. 39, n. 1: “Perjury is a lie confirmed by an oath.”—Ibid., n. 2: “He also is believed to perjure himself who swears falsely with the will to deceive; and he who, thinking false what is true, swears; and he who, thinking true what is false, swears.” (Migne, P. L., CXCII, 835).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98, art. 1: “Moral acts receive their species from the end. Now the end of an oath is the confirmation of a human statement, to which confirmation falsity is opposed. For a statement is confirmed by showing that it is firmly true, which cannot occur concerning that which is false. Hence falsity directly destroys the end of an oath, and for this reason the perversity of an oath, which is called perjury, is specified chiefly by falsity. And therefore falsity belongs to the essence of perjury.”

a) The moral guilt of perjury is measured, not by the importance of the matter involved, i. e., the assertion or promise made under oath, but solely by the perjurer’s knowledge of its untruth. This applies to simple (periurium simplex) and also, a fortiori, to solemn perjury (periurium solemne), when the false oath is taken after due instruction and admonition and with the ceremonies prescribed by law.

p. 264Perjury is ex toto genere suo a grievous sin, being not merely a qualified lie, an attack upon the highest guaranty of veracity, and a criminal profanation of the name of God, but likewise a public scandal and a sin against religion,2 which even the civil law punishes severely.3 As a rule this sin involves a gross violation of justice against one’s neighbor and against society.

2 Zach. VIII, 17; Mal. III, 5; 1 Tim. I, 8–10.—Proposition condemned under Innocent XI, n. 24: “To call God as witness to a light lie is not so great an irreverence that He would or could condemn a man because of it.”—Ibid., n. 25: “With a cause it is lawful to swear without the intention of swearing, whether the matter is light or grave.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1174 sq.)—Cfr. the Bull “Inter cunctas,” of Pope Martin V, n. 14 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 664).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98, art. 2: “To swear is to invoke God as witness. But it pertains to irreverence toward God that someone invoke Him as witness to falsity, because by this he gives it to be understood either that God does not know the truth or that He is willing to testify to falsity. And therefore perjury is manifestly a sin contrary to religion, whose office it is to show reverence to God.”—Ibid., art. 3: “Whatever by its own nature pertains to contempt of God is a mortal sin. But perjury by its own nature implies contempt of God; for from this it has the character of guilt, because it pertains to irreverence toward God. Hence it is manifest that perjury by its own nature is a mortal sin.”

3 Cfr. F. Bittner, Lehrbuch der kath. Moraltheologie, pp. 376 sq.

All sins of perjury are of the same moral species as the various oaths themselves. This holds even of the so-called periurium exsecratorium, which involves cursing one’s neighbor, though we do not, of course, mean to deny that if the evil is wished seriously, it entails an additional sin against charity.4

4 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 268.

p. 265The alarming increase of perjury in our time is no doubt largely attributable to the decline of religious faith and the growing carelessness in matters of morals. Another, minor cause is the unnecessary multiplication of oaths and the frivolous manner in which they are often administered by public officials. This abuse should be cured by the State, but the Church can aid powerfully by influencing the consciences of men. “We are forbidden to take the divine name in vain,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent; “for he who is led to make oath, not by deliberation, but by rashness, evidently involves himself in grievous sin. That this is a most grievous crime, these very words declare: ‘Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain,’ words which, as if to assign the reason why this is so grievous an enormity, namely, because the majesty of Him is abased whom we profess to be our Lord and our God. By this commandment, therefore, it is forbidden that men swear falsely; for he who shrinks not from the enormity of calling God to witness falsehood, offers a signal injury to God, branding Him either with ignorance, as though the truth of anything could be hidden from Him, or at least with improbity and depravity, as though He would by testimony confirm falsehood.”5

5 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 3, qu. 20.

In some dioceses perjury committed in a court of law is a reserved case in both the internal and the external forum. (Cfr. C. I. C., can. 2323.)

b) Akin to perjury is the wilful breaking of a valid oath or the intentional nonfulfilment of a promise given under oath (fractio iuramenti promissorii). The sinfulness of this act depends not only on the degree of malice inherent in the will, but likewise on the extent to which the oath is actually broken. To neglect to keep a promissory oath is, therefore, ex genere suo a grievous sin because the obligation imposed by such an oath is grievous. It permits, however, of parvitas materiae. “He who binds himself by an oath to the performance of something, not intending, however, to fulfil his promise, or having had the intention, really neglects its performance, is guilty of the same sin [as he who commits perjury ]; and this applies also to those who, having bound themselves to God by the covenant of a vow, fulfil it not.”6

6 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 3, qu. 23: “He is to be deemed guilty of the same sin who promises under oath that he will do something, although either he did not have the intention of fulfilling the promise, or, if he did, he does not in fact perform what he promised.”

p. 266The validity and binding force of a promissory oath may not be presumed, either morally or legally, but must be proved, for the principal factor is the promise, the oath being merely an accessory to the principal. Hence if the promise was invalid, because of physical or moral inability to keep what was promised, it remains invalid even if an oath was taken to confirm it, and if it becomes invalid later, the obligation arising from the oath ceases, according to the axiom, “Cessante principali cessat accessorium.”

p. 267


	Unjustifiable or careless swearing (iuramentum vanum sive incautum) is not grievously sinful unless it involves formal contempt of God,7 but it easily leads to perjury and should therefore be avoided.8 To this class of acts belong the oaths of those who habitually call upon God in trivial matters, such as buying and selling, though they really have no intention of taking an oath.9



7 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 2, dub. 3, n. 1: “As to judgment, if this alone is lacking, the sin is for the most part only venial, as if someone swears without necessity, whether from a certain levity of mind or from habit.”—Ibid., n. 2: “Nevertheless, even here one can sin mortally or venially according to the amount of negligence which the one swearing admits in investigating the truth or removing the habit.”—Ibid., n. 3: “And thus the state of those is mortal who do not remove the habit of swearing without attention as to whether that which they are accustomed to swear is true or false.”

8 Ecclus. XXIII, 9.—St. Augustine, Epist., 157 (al. 89), c. 5, n. 40: “Avoid swearing as much as you can. For it is better that not even the truth be sworn than that through the habit of swearing one often falls into perjury and always draws near to perjury. . . . Because the Apostle [Paul], a man most firm in truth, swore in his letters, swearing ought not on that account to be a game for us. For it is much safer, as I have said, so far as concerns us, that we never swear. . . . Not because it is a sin to swear to the truth, but because it is a most grave sin to swear falsely, into which he who is accustomed to swear falls the more quickly.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 693).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3, ad 3: “In an oath there is great danger, both because of the greatness of God, whose testimony is invoked, and also because of the instability of the human tongue, whose words are confirmed by an oath. And therefore these things [justice, judgment, and truth] are more required for an oath than for other human acts.”

9 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 3, qu. 13: “Of this kind also is the irreligious affirmation of those who swear in a most trivial matter and without any reason or judgment, but from a certain evil habit. We see this done commonly every day by sellers and buyers.”




	To swear unjustly (iuramentum iniustum) means to affirm under oath something that is false or promise something that is forbidden. It is a grievous sin because it involves an abuse of God’s holy name for the purpose of doing evil.10 To keep such an iniquitous oath would, of course, be an additional sin.11



10 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98, art. 2, ad 1: “He who swears that he will do something unlawful incurs perjury by swearing because of the defect of justice.”—Cfr. H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 2, dub. 3, n. 4: “As regards justice, he sins mortally who swears that he will do a mortally evil thing, such as that he will kill someone, because it is a grave irreverence to bind oneself, as it were, to mortal sin by divine authority, so that here two kinds of malice concur: one, that he wills evil; the other, that for this purpose he abuses the authority of God, who hates every evil.”—Ibid., n. 5: “But he sins venially who swears to do a venially evil, vain, useless, or frivolous thing, since only light irreverence is deemed present there.”—Ibid., n. 6: “Likewise, he sins venially who swears something contrary to the evangelical counsels, as that he will not enter religion or give alms or a loan.”

11 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 304: “One who has sworn to do an evil thing is never bound by the oath; indeed, he sins twice if he fulfils the oath, namely against religion and against the virtue to which the matter of the oath is opposed.”

p. 268READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39, art. 4.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 429 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Der Eid, pp. 365 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 267 sqq.


Chapter VI: Superstition

Section 1: Nature of Superstition

p. 269


	DEFINITION.—Superstition (δεισιδαιμονία, superstitio, falsa religio) is the vice of excess in religious worship. Not as if it were possible to give God too much honor, but we may honor Him in the wrong way (modo indebito) or give to other persons (or to things) the worship due to Him alone (cultus falsus).1



1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 92, art. 1: “Superstition is a vice opposed to religion according to excess, not because it offers more in divine worship than true religion, but because it offers divine worship either to whom it ought not or in a manner in which it ought not.”

St. Thomas divides superstition into four classes, namely: worshipping God in the wrong way, idolatry, divination, and vain observance.2

2 Ibid.

Superstition, therefore, not only involves a false religious belief, but adds to that belief (vana opinio) a misdirected act (vana observantia). In other words, it substitutes for the true faith and the right worship of God a false belief and a wrong worship. Therefore supersti- tion is directly opposed to the virtue of faith, like heresy and unbelief, and more generally, to the virtue of religion (virtus religionis),3 and is consequently called the false imitator of true piety (verae pietatis falsa imitatrix).4

3 Supra, Part I.

4 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXII, Decr. de Observand. et Evitand. in Celebrat. Missae.—On the derivation of the word “superstition” see Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 11 sq.

p. 270


	NATURE OF SUPERSTITION.—Superstition as a false belief and a wrong worship is both an intellectual aberration and a moral fault. It is a grievous sin because it runs counter to true faith and right reason. It surrenders the substance of the true faith (fides quae creditur) as well as its theological motive (fides qua creditur) by substituting its own notions for the revealed truth and by rendering obedience, not to the legitimate divine authority, but to irrational human opinion.



Superstition, moreover, entails many evil consequences. Under the influence of fear and terror it produces fanaticism and fatalism, makes men hard and cruel, and thereby corrupts individuals and endangers society.

Superstition, when complete, that is, when consciously harbored and allowed to influence one’s moral and religious life, is ex genere suo a mortal sin because it contravenes the faith, religious practice, and reason.

However, not every kind or degree of superstition is eo ipso destructive of the Catholic faith and of the true worship of God, more particularly if, as is often the case, the false belief arises from invincible ignorance.5

5 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 257: “Vain observance is a grave sin of its kind, because it gives divine honor to a creature by expecting from it what ought to be expected from God alone, and because it rests upon an implicit pact with the demon. Nevertheless, it can often be venial because of the imperfection of the act, simplicity, some ignorance, or timidity, as happens especially among the uneducated in the observance of events.”

p. 271Pastors are in duty bound to acquaint themselves with the different forms of superstition current among their people. Superstition fears the light and is, therefore, hard to combat. The most effective weapon against it is instruction on the nature and operation of God, for the purer man’s knowledge of God, the less chance has superstition to grow in the soul. We must show that superstition is both foolish and dangerous.6 It is folly to assume that superstition, because it leads people to believe too much, is apt to strengthen religion and piety. Superstition means not merely to believe too much, but to believe what is false, and therefore is essentially inimical to true piety. On the contrary, the firmer the grasp a man has on his religion, the more energetically will he reject every kind of superstition and unhealthy craving for miracles.7

6 2 Kings I, 2–4; Acts XIII, 8–11.

7 C. Krieg, Die Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, pp. 248 sq., Freiburg 1904.

Faith does not engender superstition; contrariwise, superstition is a child of unbelief. As Pascal justly observes, “Unbelievers are the most credulous of men.” We have all known persons who boasted of their unbelief, yet were scared to death if they happened to be one of a group of thirteen sitting at table.8

8 J. H. Graf, Ueber Zahlenaberglauben, insbesondere die Zahl 13, Bern 1904.

p. 272Superstition may manifest itself in the natural, in the preternatural, and in the strictly supernatural sphere.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 92 sq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 1–11, 14–28.—Ferraris, Prompta Bibliotheca, s. v. “Superstitio.”—H. Th. Simar, Der Aberglaube, 2nd ed., Cologne 1879.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 608 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 493 sqq.—F. Walter, Aberglaube und Seelsorge, Paderborn 1904.—W. Fischer, Aberglaube aller Zeiten, Paderborn 1906.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 163 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 275 sqq.—J. Wilhelm, art. “Superstition” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 339 sqq.

Section 2: Superstition in the Natural Order

p. 273


	ORIGIN.—The varied and mysterious processes and phenomena of nature place man before a multitude of riddles. Science has succeeded in clearing up some of these, but many more remain unexplained and give rise to superstitious notions and fears. Instead of awaiting further reliable information, credulous persons are prone to attribute the things they cannot understand to preter- or supernatural causes. They honor and revere these mysterious powers, endeavor to obtain their aid, try to fathom them in order to turn them to their own advantage, either by obtaining remedies or preventives for disease or by peering into the future.






	DIFFERENT KINDS OF SUPERSTITION.—The principal species of superstition in the natural order are the following: a) Ordeals (iudicia Dei sive divina), a form of superstition wherein supernatural aid is invoked in the place of evidence, as in trial by fire, water, poison, or battle. This was formerly conceived as an immediate appeal to the judgment of God. There were various forms of ordeal. The hand was plunged into boiling water, a red-hot iron was carried nine paces, etc. If no injury appeared after three days, the accused was declared innocent.1



b) Divination (divinatio) is the pretended forecasting of future events by means of the stars (astrology), or the lines of the hand (chiromancy, palmistry), or the bumps of the skull (phrenology), by signs or omens (augury), the laying of cards, the study of meteorological conditions, and the interpretation of dreams.2

1 Knight, England, Vol. I, ch. 8, p. 33; A. Franz, Das Rituale von St. Florian, pp. 180 sqq.; IDEM, Die kirchlichen Benediktionen, Vol. II, pp. 307 sqq.

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 95, art. 1: “If anyone presumes in any manner to foretell or foreknow future things of this kind, unless God reveals them, he manifestly usurps for himself that which belongs to God. . . . Therefore it is not called divination if someone foretells those things which happen by necessity or for the most part and which can be foreknown by human reason, nor even if someone knows other contingent future things through God’s revelation; for then he does not himself divine—that is, do what is divine—but rather receives what is divine. But then alone is he said to divine when he unduly usurps for himself the foretelling of future events. This is established to be a sin. Hence divination is always a sin. And for this reason Jerome says (In Mich., l. I, c. 3) that ‘divination is always taken in a bad sense.’”—Cfr. 2a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 3, ad 2; Slater, II, 220 sq. Frequently divination, express as well as tacit, is only a venial sin on account of the ignorance of those who indulge in it, or because they do not entirely believe that the future can be known by such methods and use them in joke or out of curiosity. In this way young people who consult astrologers or palmists are ordinarily excused from grave sin.

p. 274Astrology is nearly as old as the human race.* At all times there have been men who believed that the “stars,” particularly the planets, not only foretell, but also influence the future. The astrologer gives his judgment by finding the position of the planets at a given moment (for instance, at birth). The child born when Mars was in the ascendant will be of a warlike temperament, and so forth. All the planets, they say, have an influence on human life and must be taken into account. But several planets, e. g., Uranus and Neptune, were unknown when astrology was in flower. Thus all past horoscopes must have been wrong. And yet astrologers have their clients to-day.

* B. C. A. Windle, “Astrology,” in the Cath. World, N. Y. 1922, Vol. CXVI, No. 691, pp. 76–81; F. O. Wedel, The Medieval Attitude toward Astrology, Yale University Press, 1920.

p. 275Palmistry does not confine itself to the comparative study of hands, which would be harmless, but proceeds to divination from the lines or marks of the palm. Here, again, we are in touch with an ancient superstition of the East. In China palmistry is said to have existed three thousand years before Christ. The gypsies brought it to Europe in the sixteenth century. As the marks on the hand are caused by the mechanical arrangement of the bones and sinews, it is hard to see how people can be led astray by the claims of the palmists, who in some countries are punishable under the law as vagabonds.* As to phrenology, while it is true that the brain is the organ of the mind, we know very little about their mutual relations. Modern medical science condemns phrenology as quackery and tells us that the grey matter on the surface of the brain cannot be mapped out into thirty or forty areas corresponding to mental or moral qualities, such as intellectual acumen, benevolence, veneration, etc. The outer table of the cranial bones does not accurately represent the contour of the brain surface; the thickness of the skull varies in different individuals; in short, the “brain bumps” mean nothing. An expert on the brain sums up the case against phrenology in these words: “Psychology, physiology, and experience alike contribute to discredit the practical working of phrenology and to show how worthless the so-called diagnoses of character really are.”*

c) Magic is the pretended art of producing preternatural effects by bringing into play the action of supernatural beings, of departed spirits, or of the occult powers of nature. To this category belong the supposed arts of witches, the use of amulets, magic salves and lotions, talismans, “chain-prayers,” etc. d) Another form of superstition is belief in the efficacy of occult remedies and so-called sympathetic cures by means of mysterious personal or moral influences, etc.3

* J. Nestler, Lehrbuch der Chiromantie, Leipsic 1922.

* G. E. Smith, The Old and the New Phrenology, London, 1924.

3 A. Hartung, Die Sympathie als Heilmittel, 3rd ed., Leipsic 1900; E. M. Zimmer, Kräutersegen, 2nd ed., Donauwörth 1902.

p. 276We do not, of course, mean to say that the use of so-called secret remedies is always superstitious and therefore forbidden. Nature contains curative powers which Science has not yet fully investigated and cannot explain. The intimate connection existing between the soul and the body gives rise to a personal influence of one man over another which can be utilized for the benefit of the sick. So also the application of prayers and sacramentals for the healing of diseases is not necessarily superstitious. The belief or practice becomes superstitious only when there is a tendency to ape the doings of the Church, or an attempt to influence the patient by mock ceremonies, etc.

p. 277Divination in all its forms is per se mortally sinful, because, in the words of Father Slater, “it is a great insult to God to hold intercourse with, and seek aid from, the devil, His bitter enemy,” who is invoked either expressly or tacitly whenever men try, by inordinate means, to find out what is secret and hidden.

The same writer pertinently recalls a remark which St. Thomas makes after St. Augustine, and which should always be borne in mind when there is question of the practices with which we are here dealing. It is said that the devil wishes to excite among men a greater curiosity about occult matters, “so that, being implicated in these observances, they may become more curious and get themselves more entangled in the manifold snares of pernicious error.”4

4 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 2 sq.; Slater, I, 220 sq.

e) Among the abnormal conditions that invite superstitious practices are somnambulism, magnetic sleep, and hypnosis.5 These states generally involve an increase of intellectual acumen on the one hand and a dangerous limitation of will-power on the other. Their nature is not yet sufficiently cleared up, though Science has shown that they need not be traced to supernatural or diabolical causes. Hence it is superstitious and therefore sinful to assume such causes and by means of them to try to obtain supernatural effects, elicit revelations, or pry into the future.

5 E. L. Fischer, Der sogenannte Lebensmagnetismus oder Hypnotismus, Mayence 1883; L. Haas, Ueber Hypnotismus und Suggestion, Augsburg 1894; A. Moll, Der Hypnotismus, 3rd ed., Berlin 1895; L. Schütz, Der Hypnotismus, Fulda 1897; Th. M. Coconnier, O.P., L’Hypnotisme Franc, 2nd ed., Paris 1898; O. Stoll, Suggestion und Hypnotismus, 2nd ed., Leipsic 1903; J. Lapponi, Ipnotismo e Spiritismo, 2nd ed., Rome 1906 (Engl. tr. Hypnotism and Spiritism, N. Y. 1915); K. Hasert, Gedankenlesen, Hypnotismus und Spiritismus, 2nd ed., Graz 1906; A. Forel, Der Hypnotismus, 5th ed., Stuttgart 1908; G. v. Doss, Der Hypnotismus, Halle 1907.

p. 278£) Hypnorism.—The question has been raised whether it is permissible to put a person into a hypnotic sleep even when no superstition is involved and the danger of abuse is reduced to a minimum. The hypnotic state is a partial sleep of the motor side of the nervous system and of portions of the sensory nerves. While certain of the higher intellectual powers are quite awake, liberty of action is diminished, if not entirely suspended. Granting that no one can be hypnotized against his will, the further question arises whether one may give his consent to be put into this state, which is but another way of asking whether a man:is allowed to renounce his will and place it completely under the control of another. There can be no doubt that such an experiment may be justified by an exalted and important purpose, such as scientific research, provided, of course, all danger of abuse is excluded and no injury is to be feared for one’s health. The same rule applies to attempts at curing disease by means of magnetism and hypnotic suggestion, as long as the necessary moral precautions are ob- served and the danger of abuse is excluded. A conscientious physician, in applying these means, will, in his own interest, if for no other reason, insist upon the presence of reliable witnesses.

p. 279It goes without saying that a priest, on account of the seal of confession, may not allow himself to be hypnotized or magnetized or put into any state in which he loses the full control of his will.

The use of hypnotism or hypnotic suggestion for the purpose of reforming moral perverts has not yet been sufficiently explored to enable the moralist to declare it permissible.6 Pierre Janet, Fére, Grasset, Binswanger, and other competent writers are sceptic on the subject. It is quite generally admitted that organic diseases cannot be cured by hypnotism, but that its influence extends only to functional diseases of the nervous system. Even these hypnotism does not cure radically, but merely alleviates certain particularly unpleasant symptoms, and that only for a time. It can offer no guarantee against their recurrence. Moreover, its effects upon the nervous system are not entirely devoid of danger. The intellectual dependence of the patient and his suggestibility are apt to be increased. The firmness with which he will resist immoral suggestions depends, as in the dream state, upon the character and self-control exercised when awake. Re- peated hypnotizing increases the suggestive power of the influence proceeding from the hypnotizer.7

6 A. Forel, Der Hypnotismus und die suggestive Psychotherapie, 4th ed., Stuttgart 1902; F. Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 242 sqq.—A decision of the S. Congr. of the Holy Office, of June 23, 1840, and July 28, 1847, says: “With every error, divination, and explicit or implicit invocation of the demon removed, the use of magnetism—namely, the mere act of employing physical means otherwise lawful—is not morally forbidden, provided it does not tend to an unlawful or in any way evil end. But the application of purely physical principles and means to truly supernatural things and effects in order that they may be explained physically is nothing but an altogether unlawful and heretical deception.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1653).

7 See the famous Jesuit review, Stimmen aus Maria-Laach, Vol. LXX (1906), pp. 457 sq.

p. 280g) SPIRITISM.—Closely allied with animal magnetism and hypnotism is Spiritism, which is therefore commonly treated under the same general heading by theologians and in the decisions of the Roman Congregations. Spiritism may be defined as the belief that the living can and do communicate with the spirits of the departed and receive certain information from them. Though Fr. Thurston has recently tried to justify the use of the name Spiritualism for this movement, we agree with Dr. Pace that Spiritism “should be carefully distinguished from Spiritualism, which is the philosophical doctrine holding, in general, that there is a spiritual order of beings no less real than a material, and, in particular, that the soul of man is a spiritual substance.”8

8 Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 221.

a) This is not the place to describe the phenomena of Spiritism or to give an account of its history. In some form or other it is as old as the human race.9 Modern Spiritism dates from the year 1848, when the Fox family, at Hydesville, N. Y., first began to hear strange “knockings,” and then received messages. Catherine and Margaret Fox were the first “mediums.”10 Since then the phenomena have multiplied and there are hundreds, nay thousands of mediums in all civilized countries receiving “messages from the other world.” Modern Spiritism has passed beyond the limits of a merely popular movement and challenges the attention of scientists, among whom it has brought about serious divisions. For those who denied the existence of a soul distinct from the body it was a foregone conclusion that there could be no communication between the dead and the living. This view derived plausibility from the innumerable cases of fraud which were brought to light upon closer examination of the methods employed and of the mediums themselves.11

9 W. R. (“Dean”) Harris, Essays in Occultism, Spiritism, and Demonology, St. Louis, 1919; Catholic Encyclopedia, art. “Necromancy,” Vol. X, pp. 735 sqq.

10 On Horace Greeley’s view of their doings (he knew them well), see H. Thurston, S.J., A Sober Condemnation of Spiritualism, London 1920 (C. T. S. pamphlet).

11 Dr. Pace in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 222.

p. 281β) The phenomena of Spiritism are partly physical and partly psychical. The physical phenomena appear as effects produced in physical substances and often occur in connection with external objects. They may be divided into two groups, one of which includes mainly such effects as locomotion, counteraction of gravitation, and percussion, or, in general, the application of a seemingly physical force to objects, while the others embrace phenomena suggesting a more profound alteration in physical nature or implying the conveyance of intelligence by physical means.12 The phenomena of the first group consist of movements of inanimate objects, apport, change in weight, levitation, touches and sounds, while the second group includes elongation, ability to touch burning substances, production of inanimate substances, materialization, impressions, spirit-photography, direct spirit messages, spirit voices, etc.

12 J. Liljencrants, Spiritism and Religion, p. 45, New York 1918,

p. 282The psychical phenomena show a different aspect. They are of the mental order and can be verified only from the accounts of those who claim to have experienced them. Automatic writing and speaking constitute the main and most interesting phenomena of this group. γ) That some of the physical as well as psychical phenomena of Spiritism are real, admits of no doubt. Even Dr. Liljencrants, who tries to explain most of them by an appeal to automatic activity, secondary personality, subliminal memory, telepathy, and so forth, acknowledges it to be “possible that in individual cases there has actually been present an influence from a spirit world,” and that this element must be diabolical, since “the assumption that God would allow departed human beings, whether in a probationary state or after they have attained their super- natural end, to cause the phenomena presented by Spiritism, is . . . preposterous.”13 That the devil, with the permission of God, can produce such phenomena is a thesis which can be theologically demonstrated. All Catholic theologians who have treated of the subject uphold the view that where a preternatural element is found in Spiritism, it is to be referred to evil spirits and not to departed human souls.14

13 Op. cit., pp. 268 sq.

14 Op. cit., p. 269.

p. 283δ) This unfavorable view is confirmed by the character of the alleged spirit messages and by the fact that such eminent modern Spiritistic writers as Sir Oliver Lodge and Sir Arthur Conan Doyle herald these messages as a “New Revelation,” which contradicts the old in all its vital points. Mr. J. Godfrey Raupert summarizes the content of this “New Revelation” from the writings of its principal prophets as follows: The New Revelation claims to be divine and authoritative. It asserts that man has not fallen into sin; that the Incarnation and death of Jesus Christ were in no sense an atonement; that death does not fix man’s destiny, but the undeveloped soul, after being separated from the body, passes into a temporary penal state, which becomes a means of its development and education.15 These teachings, as the same writer points out, are wholly subversive of historical Christianity and therefore must come from some one who is a liar and a deceiver.16

15 The New Black Magic and the Truth about the Ouija-Board, New York 1919, pp. 19 sqq.

16 Op. cit., pp. 24 sq.

p. 284ε) The evil tendency of modern Spiritism was perceived from the beginning by the Church authorities. As early as June 25, 1840, the Congregation of the Inquisition, having animal magnetism in mind, decreed as follows: “Where all error, sorcery, and invocation of the demon, implicit or explicit, are excluded, the mere use of physical means which are otherwise lawful, is not morally forbidden, provided no unlawful or evil results are intended. But the application of purely physical principles and means to things or effects that are really supernatural, in order to explain these on physical grounds, is unlawful and heretical.”17 This decision was reiterated on July 28, 1847. A further decree, issued on July 30, 1856, after mentioning discourses about religion, evocation of departed spirits, and “other superstitious practices,” exhorted the bishops to put forth every effort for the suppression of these abuses, “in order that the flock of the Lord may be protected against the enemy, that the deposit of faith may be safeguarded, and that the faithful may be preserved from moral corruption.”18 On March 30, 1898, the Holy Office condemned Spiritistic practices, even when intercourse with the demon was expressly disavowed and communication sought with good spirits only.19 On April 24, 1917, the same sacred Congregation forbade even passive assistance at Spiritistic séances.20 A little later the question was proposed, whether it was permissible to take part in any Spiritistic communications or manifestations, even of a genuine and reverential nature, either by interrogating “souls” or spirits, or by listening to their answers, or as a simple spectator, tacitly or expressly protesting that one wishes to have nothing to do with malign spirits. The answer was, “Negative in omnibus.”21

17 Cfr. Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 224.

18 Ibid.

19 Liljencrants, Spiritism and Religion, p. 280.

20 Op. cit., p. 281.

21 Text of the decree in the Ecclesiastical Review, August, 1917, p. 186, and in Liljencrants, op. cit., p. 281.

p. 285Whether this decree forbids laboratory work with entranced persons, if conducted without reference to spirits of any kind, is doubtful.22

22 Liljencrants, op. cit., p. 281.

The basic malice of Spiritism is to be found in its opposition to the virtue of religion. It explicitly attributes to creatures what belongs to God. ‘There is another and secondary objection to Spiritistic practices, and that is, that they presuppose explicit or implicit commerce with the devil.23

23 J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 247 sq.

h) THE OUIJA BOARD.—This is a simple con- trivance, by means of which messages are obtained that have the appearance of coming from the spirits of the dead. According to Mr. Raupert,24 who is thoroughly familiar with its workings, the ouija board (also called planchette), in the beginning, before the mind of the experimenter has attained any great degree of passivity, gives out messages which are wholly normal and drawn from the slightly awakened subconscious mind. Sometimes the messages appear to come from an independent personality, such as the spirit of a deceased friend or relative. But so long as the statements made contain no matter foreign to the mind of the experimenter, and no answer to a question that might not have been projected from the subconscious storehouse of his own mind, there is no valid reason for assuming the presence of an outside intelligence. In proportion, however, as the mind becomes more passive and lethargic, the phenomenon begins to change its character, and imperceptibly passes from the natural into the preternatural. Here and there a message is jerked in, which is startling and seen at once not to be a part of the experimenter’s mental outfit. Events happening at a distance are accurately reported and commented upon, disclosures are made respecting the character and doings and intimate personal af- fairs of persons not known to the experimenter. Messages are given, clearly and conclusively indicating knowledge and information beyond the reach of the writer’s own mind, and they are conveyed in a form and manner suggesting the presence of a critical and observant mind and of a judgment quite at variance with that of the experimenter. When further questions are asked, the answer generally is that the spirit of some departed friend or relative is present, that he has discovered this simple means of communication, and is eager to cultivate intercourse with the living for the benefit of the experimenter and of the human race at large.

24 The New Black Magic, pp. 207 to 234.

p. 287The experimenter, fascinated by these communications, and convinced that he has come upon a great and valuable discovery, readily adopts the advice given and resorts to the ouija board habitually and systematically. . When trust and confidence have been secured, the spirit will slowly begin to undermine the Christian belief of the experimenter, deny the divinity of Christ, the authority of conscience, and the reality of the judgment to come. It will feed the mind with empty platitudes, very acceptable to the natural man, but ultimately in contradiction with the fundamental truths of the Christian religion.

Perhaps the most conclusive proof that the spirits communicating through the ouija board are evil is to be found in the physical, moral, and mental effects which the practice has upon the experimenter. Mr. Raupert sums up the testimony of many scientific students of the subject in a series of paragraphs of which the following is the gist: Persons habitually and systematically using the ouija board, or planchette, or similar automatic devices for obtaining spirit messages, after a time experience a peculiar condition of lassitude and exhaustion, often accompanied by severe pain at the top of the spine and gradually spreading over the entire brain. This state of prostration is attributable to the fact that in order to obtain the movements of the board, vital or nerve energy is withdrawn from the organism of the experimenter, often out of all proportion to his or her physical health and constitution. In professional mediums, who practice their power incessantly and for pecuniary gain, this prostration is apt to be so great that they become complete nervous wrecks after a time. The inexperienced experimenter scarcely ever attributes this condition to the true cause, and it is difficult to convince him that a practice seemingly so harmless, could be attended by such bad effects. If the experiments are continued, the general health begins to fail, there manifests itself a kind of apathy and weariness which unfits the person for the ordinary duties of life, deprives him of all interest in them, and is only relieved by the ouija board. Communication with the “friends” in the unseen world now becomes the one exciting and all-absorbing interest and occupation to which all other duties and interests are subordinated. In proportion as physical vigor, and with it the power of resistance, decline and passivity and apathy increase, the “spirit” gains closer access to the mind, directs and influences its operations, and, in course of time, obtains complete control of it. The mind becomes more and more susceptible to suggestion and less and less able to discriminate and resist. The messages come with greater regularity, but their moral tone declines. They become distinctly immoral and mischievous in aim and character. The Christian law is ridiculed and Christian customs and practices are declared to be old-fashioned and out of date. As the “psychic development” advances, the entire mental and moral nature of the experimenter becomes disordered, and he discovers to his cost that, whilst it was an easy thing for him to open the mental door by which the mind could be invaded, it is difficult if not impossible to expel the invader and shut that door. The final result is a pitiable condition of mental and moral collapse, which often terminates in suicide or insanity.

p. 290Mr. Raupert merely echoes the warning of such truly scientific and thoroughly well informed scholars as Dr. Mercier in London, Dr. Viollet in France, and the late Dr. Lapponi in Italy, when he cautions against these practices as dangerous to mental and moral health.25

25 Ibid., p. 233.—Father Hubert Gruender, S.J., the well-known psychologist, author of An Introductory Course in Experimental Psychology (Chicago, 1920), explains the first stages of the workings of the ouija board as follows in an article contributed to The Queen’s Work, St. Louis, Mo., August, 1920, Vol. XII, No. 8, pp. 198 sqq.: “In the first stage the person handling the ouija board has no intention to spell out a definite answer to a given question, but he expects a definite answer or he is afraid that a certain answer will be given. In other words, the writing is involuntary but conscious. Under these conditions the heart-shaped table or planchette on the ouija board moves apparently of itself and pulls the hand along. As a matter of fact, however, the hand really pushes the planchette, and invariably in the direction of those letters or signs which are in accord with the expectations or fears of the operator. Involuntary movements of this kind are due to what may be appropriately called the ‘motor power’ of images. What is meant by the phrase is simply: When we imagine a familiar movement of our body—that is, if we recall how such a movement feels, or how it looks, or how it sounds, these images tend to produce the movement itself. I say they tend to do so; for by an act of the will we can inhibit the gross movement. But the initial movement—the first beginnings of the movement—will occur in spite of ourselves. These initial movements are so slight that they cannot be detected by an ordinary observer. Under laboratory conditions, however, they can be detected with precision. . . . When persons have become accustomed to the use of the ouija board they develop gradually another form of automatic writing. They write not only involuntarily but unconsciously, or, more correctly, subconsciously. In other words, persons in an advanced stage of passivity and mental lethargy communicate by means of the ouija board thoughts which exist only in the subconscious background of their minds and which they could not communicate under normal conditions. . . . There are always a foreground and a background in our conscious experience.” The thousand objects of sense which we see, hear, and feel without being aware of the fact (as the ticking of a clock while we are reading or conversing) “are lost to us as far as our normal conscious experience is concerned,” but “they are not entirely lost. They make an impression on our brain. However faint the traces may be which such impressions leave on the brain, the record is there. And under favorable conditions these experiences can be brought to light again just as truly as a phonographic record can be used to reproduce the musical sounds which made the record. It is particularly under abnormal conditions that such subconscious experiences are revealed. . . . In the case of the second form of ouija-board writing . . . there is a brain record of experiences which never reached the focus of attention; there is the abnormal lethargic condition of the operator of the ouija board, made habitual by long continued dabbling in the mysterious; there is the motor power of images; the neural current discharges into the motor tracts, which lead in the first case to the muscles of the vocal organs, and in the other case to the muscles of arm and hand. . . . Sometimes for persons in this stage of ouija-board writing the images of the words to be spelled out become so vivid as to amount to real hallucinations. Such persons then hear voices. What they write is dictated to them by some mysterious agency. They experience an irresistible impulse to write, and then the ouija board works overtime. When it comes to this, such persons are ripe—or will soon be ripe—for the insane asylum. And this is another danger connected with operating the ouija board. Many of its victims do actually end in the insane asylum.”—See also H. Carrington, The Problems of Psychical Research, N. Y., 1921, pp. 247 sqq.

p. 291i) The rarer phenomena of clairvoyance, by which scenes and events passing at a great distance are seen, or by which an ignorant medium shows knowledge not possessed in the normal state, is by most theologians attributed to preternatural causes. “It seems impossible,” says Fr. Slater, “that natural forces should be able to produce effects altogether beyond their range.”26

26 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 223.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 92–93; 95–96.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 1–11; 14–28.—H. Th. Simar, Der Aberglaube, 2nd ed., Cologne 1879.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 608 sqq., Freiburg 1881.—F. Walter, Aberglaube und Seelsorge, Paderborn 1905.—W. Fischer, Der Aberglaube aller Zeiten, Paderborn 1906.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 235 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 164 sqq.

On ORDEALS: F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, p. 516.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., I, p. 292.—J. P. Kirsch, art. “Ordeals” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 276 sqq.—A. Franz, Die kirchl. Benediktionen im Mittelalter, Freiburg i. B., Vol. II, pp. 307 sqq.—Vacandard, Études de Critique et d’Histoire Religieuse, Paris 1905, pp. 19 sqq.—Patetta, Le Ordalie, Turin 1890.

p. 292On Divination: H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 166 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 237 sqq.—J. P. Graham, art. “Divination” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 48 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, pp. 507 sqq.—E. Müller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 242 sqq.

On MAGIC: Suarez, De Religione, l. II, c. 14.—P. Laymann, Theol. Mor., l. IV, tr. 10, c. 4.—J. von Görres, Die christliche Mystik, Ratisbon 1842, Vol. IV, 9th book.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 177 sqq.—J. Diefenbach, Der Hexenwahn, Mayence 1886.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 239 sq.—J. P. Arendzen, art. “Occult Arts” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 197 sqq.—Andrew Lang, Magic and Religion, London 1910.—Habert, La Magie, Paris 1908.—Kiesewetter, Geschichte des neueren Okkultismus, Leipsic 1891.—Thorndyke, The Place of Magic in the Intellectual History of Europe, New York 1905.

On HYPNOTISM: L. Haas, Ueber Hypnotismus und Suggestion, Augsburg 1894.—A. Moll, Der Hypnotismus, 3rd ed., Berlin 1895.—L. Schütz, Der Hypnotismus, Fulda 1897.—T. M. Coconnier, O.P., Le Hypnotisme Franc, 2nd ed., Paris 1898.—A. Forel, Der Hypnotismus, 5th ed., Stuttgart 1908.—G. v. Doss, Der Hypnotismus, Halle 1907.—G. Surbled, art. “Hypnotism” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 604 sqq.—Gregory, Animal Magnetism, 4th ed., London 1896.—Wetterstrand, Der Hypnotismus und seine Anwendung in der praktischen Medizin, Vienna 1891 (tr. New York 1897).—J. Lapponi, Ipnotismo e Spiritismo, 2nd ed., Rome 1906 (Engl. tr. Hypnotism and Spiritism, New York 1915).—G. Surbled, La Morale dans ses Rapports avec la Médecine, Vol. IV, Paris 1891.—IDEM, Pour ou contre l’Hypnotisme, Paris 1898.—O’Malley and Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, New York 1906, pp. 120 sqq.—A. E. Sanford, Pastoral Medicine, ed. by W. Drum, S.J., New York 1905, pp. 155 sqq.—J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, 4th ed., Vol. II, pp. 18 sqq., Rome 1920.—E. B. Barrett, S.J., “The Meaning and Use of Hypnosis” in The Month, Vol. CXLI, No. 705 (March, 1923), pp. 209–218.—IDEM, S.J., The New Psychology, London 1925, pp. 265 sqq. mus und das Christentum, Ratisbon 1881.—C. Gutberlet, Der Spiritismus, Cologne 1882.—IDEM, Der Kampf um die Seele, 2nd ed., Mayence 1903, pp. 498 sqq.—W. Schneider, Der neuere Geisterglaube, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1895.—J. Dippel, Der neuere Spiritismus, Munich 1897.—E. Meric, L’Autre Vie, 14th ed., Paris 1920.—F. Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 301 sqq.—G. Dumesnil, Le Spiritualisme, Paris 1905.—E. Meric, L’Imagination et les Prodigés, Paris 1906.—A. R. Wallace, Miracles and Modern Spiritism, London 1897.—G. Surbled, Spiritualisme et Spiritisme, Paris 1898.—IDEM, Spirites et Médiums, Paris 1901.—Bennett, Spiritualism, New York 1907.—H. Carrington, The Physical Phenomena of Spiritism, Boston 1907.—A. Ph. F. von Schrenck-Notzing, Materialisationsphänomene: Ein Beitrag zur Erforschung der mediumistischen Teleplastie, Munich 1914 (English by E. E. Fournier D’Abbe, under the title, The Phenomena of Materialization: A Contribution to the Investigation of Mediumistic Phenomena, London 1920).—W. Whately Smith, The Foundations of Spiritualism, London 1920.—Hudson Tuttle, Arcana of Spiritualism: A Manual of Spiritual Science and Philosophy, Manchester 1900. —F. Podmore, Modern Spiritualism, 2 vols., London 1902.—IDEM, The Newer Spiritualism, London 1910.—E. A. Pace, art. “Spiritism” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 221 sqq.—J. G. Raupert, Modern Spiritism, St. Louis 1912—IDEM, Dangers of Spiritualism, London 1914.—IDEM, The New Black Magic, New York 1919.—J. Liljencrants, Spiritism and Religion, New York 1918.—Elliott O’Donnell, The Menace of Spiritualism, London 1920.—W. R. (“Dean”) Harris, Essays in Spiritism, Occultism, and Demonology, St. Louis 1918.—Jos. Sasia, S.J., A Safe View of Spiritism for Catholics, San Francisco 1920.—T. J. Hardy (Anglican), Spiritism in the Light of Faith, London 1920 (to be used with caution on account of its bias against the Catholic Church).—A. M. Lépicier, O.S.M., The Unseen World: An Exposition of Catholic Theology in its Relation to Modern Spiritism, 2nd ed., London 1909.—J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. II, 4th ed., Rome 1920, pp. 1 sqq.—A. T. Schofield, Modern Spiritism, Philadelphia 1920.—Hereward Carrington, The Problems of Psychical Research, N. Y. 1921.

Section 3: Superstition in the Preternatural Order

p. 294Superstition in the preternatural order, which we have to some extent already anticipated in the last Article, is of a twofold kind, according as it concerns man’s relation to the demons or to the souls of his departed fellowmen.




	SUPERSTITION IN REGARD TO MAN’S RELATION TO THE DEMONS.—a) Undoubtedly this form of superstition draws sustenance from the theological belief in the existence of demons, from the possibility and reality of their influence upon mankind, and from the deep-seated conviction existing in the minds of men that evil spirits exercise extraordinary power. Nevertheless it is not true to say that this kind of superstition is a by-product of Christian angelology; rather is it an unconquered relic of paganism,1 and consequently, like superstition itself, much older than the Christian Church. Wherever Christianity has not yet penetrated, this particular kind of superstition takes the form of a distortion of Catholic teaching. For this reason it is a mistake to try to eradicate it by simply denying the existence of the devil and his kingdom. Only by propagating the undiluted truth concerning Satan and his work can this spiritual malady be overcome.



1 Cfr. Döllinger, Heidentum und Judentum, pp. 181 sqq., 617 sqq.

p. 295The Catholic Church teaches: (1) that the evil spirits, like the angels, are entirely subject to God and can do nothing without His concurrence and permission; (2) that they can work no miracles, but by means of their superior insight and of a certain control over the powers of nature, are able to produce what seem to us extraordinary phenomena; (3) that they are, by themselves, incapable of producing any good effects, but, on the contrary, habitually practice falsehood and deception.2

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 8; qu. 114; Cat. Rom., P. IV, c. 15.

From these truths it follows that it is superstitious and foolish to attribute exaggerated power to the evil spirits, to ascribe extraordinary happenings to them too readily, to invoke their help in order to injure others, and, in general, to attempt with the aid of the devil and his fallen angels to do things which transcend the order of nature.

b) The principal forms of this species of superstition are sorcery and witchcraft. These and other practices, by which disproportionate means are employed to procure a certain effect, are embraced by theologians in the technical term vana observantia.

p. 296α) Sorcery, in the broad sense (also called natural, artificial, or white magic), is defined as the art of working apparent wonders by the help of natural causes. In a stricter and more limited sense sorcery means the art of producing effects which, though not supernatural, exceed the powers of man and, consequently, can be wrought only by the help of the devil, explicitly or implicitly invoked for that purpose.3

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 264: “Magic broadly taken, or natural or artificial magic, which is called white magic, is the art of doing wonderful things, at least apparently, through natural causes or human skill without any ministry of a demon. Magic strictly so called is the art of doing wonderful things which, although they are not supernatural, nevertheless surpass the powers of man and consequently can be done only by the aid of a demon explicitly or implicitly invoked.”

There is only an accidental difference between these kinds of superstition and divination; for while divination uses disproportionate means to discover, by the help of the devil, what is hidden, witchcraft and magic employ disproportionate means to obtain certain and wonderful effects by the same agency. Morally, therefore, the two practices are equally reprehensible.

β) Witchcraft, like divination, may imply an express or a tacit compact with the devil. If the compact is express, it always involves mortal sin. If it is merely tacit, ignorance, good faith, or lack of confidence in the effect will frequently be a cause of leniency. Moreover, there must be ad- vertence to the total inadequacy of the means to produce the desired effect, and to the danger of diabolic intervention, otherwise there will be no sin of superstition.4

4 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 221 sq.

p. 297Belief in malevolent witchcraft (maleficium) is based upon the idea that certain persons, especially of the female sex, in virtue of a formal compact with the devil, command diabolical powers, by means of which they can produce preternatural effects for the purpose of injuring their fellow-creatures.5

5 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 264: “Magic broadly taken, or magic involving the intervention of a demon, is distinguished into two kinds, namely, amatory and harmful. Amatory sorcery, or a philter, is a diabolical art by which lustful love or hatred toward another person is violently aroused in someone. Harmful sorcery is precisely the art of injuring one’s neighbor in various ways with the aid of a demon, for example, by diseases, dullness, etc. Harmful sorcery is commonly called sortilege, because through it an evil lot is cast upon those against whom vengeance is exercised by a diabolical operation. Hence in canon law and ecclesiastical history male and female magicians are called sorcerers.”—Ibid., n. 265: “Magic does not differ from vain observance except in that its effects are more wonderful, for example, the transformation of bodies, etc. It does not differ in moral species either from vain observance or from divination, because it matters little whether knowledge of hidden things or wonderful effects are sought from a demon. Harmful sorcery, however, differs in species from other superstitions because, besides the sin opposed to religion, it inflicts injury on one’s neighbor. Amatory sorcery does not necessarily induce one to commit a sin of lust; for it does not take away freedom but only violently excites lust toward some determined person by altering and more vividly arousing the imagination, presenting more beautiful appearances, and stirring the humors lustfully.”—Cfr. A. Stöckl, Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Vol. III, pp. 424 sqq., 450 sqq.

Though the possibility of a mystic union between man and Satan is admitted by Catholics, the epidemic occurrence of witchcraft and the persecution of alleged witches in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries is not traceable to this theoretical belief, but finds its explanation, partly at least, in the religious, political, and social conditions of the time, in the introduction of narcotics and alcoholic liquors, and in the low state of theology and the natural sciences.6 We say, “partly at least,” because from the Catholic point of view there can be no doubt that the devil has a hand in exploiting the superstitions and prejudices of men.

6 See the works on witchcraft cited in the bibliography infra, p. 303.

p. 298“The possibility of human intercourse with Satan,” says Pohle, “cannot be denied in view of the many instances recorded, or assumed as true, in the New Testament. The medieval witch-baiters sinned grievously by exaggerating the power of the devil, by neglecting the most elementary principles of sound psychology, and by proceeding with unpardonable carelessness and inhuman cruelty in the trial of persons accused of witchcraft. No period of the world’s history is characterized by so many insane superstitions and such a radical want of common sense as the terrible time during which thousands of supposed witches were tried, tortured, and executed for practicing sorcery.7 Of course, the theological principle that there are demons, and that they have power to injure men in body and soul, is no more disproved by these medieval excesses than by the all too ready credence which in our own time thousands of well-meaning Catholics gave to the bogus revelations of Leo Taxil and his fictitious Diana Vaughan.”8

7 See J. Janssen, Geschichte des Deutschen Volkes seit dem Ausgang des Mittelalters, Vol. VIII (English tr. by A. M. Christie, Vol. XVI).

8 Pohle-Preuss, God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 348 sq.

It is pleasing to remember that the principal opponent of witchcraft was a Catholic and a Jesuit, the renowned Friedrich von Spee. He was born at Kaiserwerth on the Rhine, Feb. 25, 1591, and died at Treves, Aug. 7, 1635. His famous “Cautio Criminalis,” written in elegant Latin, is a powerful arraignment, based upon the author’s own awful experiences, of trial for witchcraft. The book was printed anonymously in 1631, although Spee was undoubtedly known to many as its author. He describes in thrilling language and with cutting sarcasm the horrible abuses in the prevailing legal proceedings, particularly the inhuman use of the rack, and demands measures of reform. Several generations passed before the persecution of witches ceased in Germany, the classic land of these outrages, but the “Cautio Criminalis” finally brought about its abolition in Mayence and a number of other places and led the way to its general suppression.9 Christian Thomasius († 1728), the leading opponent of witchcraft among the legal profession, confesses that it was the Jesuit theologian, Spee, who turned him against the inhuman practice of persecuting women as witches. The abuse was strongly defended by the famous jurist Benedict Carpzov († 1666), whose teaching was endorsed as late as twenty years after the death of Thomasius by the Protestant jurist Bechmann,10 of Saxony. Bechmann advocated the burning of “witches” even when no damage could be proved, and does not even mention Spee and Thomasius. In view of these facts it is unjust to blame the theologians for the survival of this barbarous superstition.11

9 H. Cardauns in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 213 sq.; B. Diel and B. Duhr, S.J., Friedrich Spee, Freiburg 1901.

10 Discursus Iuridicus de Crimine Maleficii, Halle 1749.

11 Cfr. B. Duhr, S.J., “Zur Biographie des P. Friedrich Spee,” in the Historisches Jahrbuch, 1905, pp. 327 sqq.

p. 299The Bull “Summis desiderantes affectibus,” of Pope Innocent VIII is not, as many older writers have asserted, responsible for the witch mania of the two succeeding centuries. Innocent may have personally believed in the actual existence of illicit intercourse between evil spirits and human beings; but he does not say so in his Bull. What he says is that he had heard such evil practices charged against witches in Germany; for example, intercourse with incubi and succubi.12 To judge his attitude correctly, we must consider that, in the words of Fr. Thurston, S.J., “not only had an active campaign against most forms of sorcery already been going on for a long period [before the publication of the Bull “Summis desiderantes affectibus”] but in the matter of procedure, of punishments, of judges, etc., Innocent enacted nothing new. The direct purport of his Bull was simply to ratify the powers already conferred upon Henry Institoris and James Sprenger, inquisitors, to deal with persons of every class and with every form of crime (for example, with witchcraft as well as heresy), and it called upon the Bishop of Strasburg to lend the inquisitors all possible support.”13

γ) It may be advisable to add a few words on the so-called magic wand or divining rod, a forked twig, generally of witch-hazel or witch-elm, used to discover springs of water, mineral deposits, oil wells, etc. The rod is held by the tips, and the larger end is supposed to bend toward the earth when the spring or deposit is reached. The divining rod is sometimes used also to find lost articles and to detect criminals. This latter use is clearly illicit be- cause superstitious. To employ the rod for discovering water, oil, or mineral deposits is permissible only if all superstitious beliefs are excluded. There can scarcely be a doubt that the divining rod in the hands of some persons aids in the discovery of water, oil, and minerals. The reason for this has not yet been satisfactorily explained. Fr. Slater thinks that “particular individuals may be very sensitive to the presence of water or minerals, even when hidden under the surface of the earth,” and that a power of detecting the presence of underground water from the vegetation or other surface indications may be developed.14

12 “Indeed, it has recently come to our hearing, not without immense distress, that in certain parts of Upper Germany . . . many persons of both sexes, forgetful of their own salvation and deviating from the Catholic faith, abuse themselves with incubi and succubi demons. . . .” (Bull, “Summis desiderantes affectibus,” 1484).—On incubi and succubi cfr. St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. XV, c. 23; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 51, art. 3, ad 6; St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 475 (ed. Gaudé, I, 697); J. Hansen, Zauberwahn, Inquisition und Hexenprozess, pp. 25 sqq., 185 sqq., Leipsic 1900.

13 Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, p. 676.

14 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 220. Noldin says (Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 172): “He will scarcely err who attributes the movement of the rod placed in the hand of a certain determined person to natural magnetic or electrical forces, which are contained more copiously in the bodies of certain persons, in the branches of certain trees (for example, peach trees), and in certain bodies (water, metals), provided the rod moves independently of the intention of the one using it, only toward certain bodies (water, metals), and always in an equal manner toward those bodies.”—A correspondent of the Scientific American (Vol. 108, No. 15) recently suggested an explanation of the modus operandi of the divining rod which was favorably received by a number of journals (cfr. the Catholic Fortnightly Review, Vol. XX, No. 9). It may be termed the theory of mental expectancy. The whole secret, this writer thinks, “is in the way the rod is held. Get a forked stick, with each limb about fifteen inches long, and small enough, so as to bend easily. Take a firm hold of both limbs, one in each hand, with the palm up, so the limbs will enter the hand under the little finger and go out under the thumb. Now begin to explore for water. My first experiment was to walk over a water pipe about six feet under ground. Just as I passed the pipe, the end of the stick rose in the air, came over toward me, and pointed down and back in the direction of the running water, but the pull was too strong to be accounted for by any action of the water. The rough knots would have cut the skin of my hand if I had not loosened my grip. I crossed the pipe repeatedly, always with the same result, until I tried it with my eyes closed, so as not to know when I passed the pipe. In this case it failed to work at all. I also found that when the stick is held in any other way, it will never move. Held in the way directed, the muscles of the hands and arms are in a strained position, and the limbs are bent outward, so that a very slight movement of the ends of the limbs will cause the end of the stick to move a long distance in either direction.” In the opinion of this writer the natural efforts of the muscles to relieve the strain, and the automatic action of the mind, account for the working of the divining rod. This theory is not quite satisfactory, but so much is certain that the effect of the virga divinatoria is nowadays commonly explained by natural powers and therefore St. Alphonsus’ condemnation of its use is no longer sustained by moralists. (Cfr. Ad. Tanqueray, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II, Tournai 1905, p. 522; Revue du Monde Invisible, Paris, Oct. 15, 1898; Surbled, “Le Secret des Sorciers” in the Science Catholique, Paris, Sept. 1902).

p. 302The use of the divining rod in the belief that a stick of a particular shape, cut from a particular kind of tree or bush, will point out hidden treasures, or mines, or springs of water, is superstitious and sinful for the reason that “there is no natural force which acts in the arbitrary manner in which the divining rod is said to act under the circumstances.”15

15 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 218 sq.




	SUPERSTITION IN REGARD TO MAN’S RELATION TO THE SOULS OF THE DEPARTED.—This species of superstition owes its existence to a perversion of the Catholic dogma of purgatory and of the revealed teaching that the living can aid the souls of the dead by prayer and sacrifice. It was an ancient belief that the souls of departed criminals were confined to the place where the crime was committed, or compelled to watch over the treasure they had unjustly obtained, and that these souls could be cited and forced to give up their hidden riches by the use of magic formulas and the performance of certain acts which atoned for their crimes. To this class of superstitions belong, e. g., the so-called sacrifices for the dead, the invocation of spirits, digging for treasure, etc. They are one and all sinful, first, because they are opposed to the truth that God’s vindictive justice works itself out fully, not in this world, but in the next,16 and, secondly, because they evince an unwholesome desire for unearned wealth.



16 Cfr. John III, 17.

p. 303On Spiritism proper, see supra, pp. 280 sqq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 96.—IDEM, Summa contra Gent., l. III, c. 103–108.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 355 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmüller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 622 sqq.—F. Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 265 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 171 sqq.

On WITCHCRAFT in particular: J. Diefenbach, Der Hexenwahn, Mayence 1886; IDEM, Der Zauberglaube des 16ten Jahrhunderts, Mayence 1900; S. Reizler, Besessenheit, Zauberei und Hexenfabeln, Francfort 1893; B. Duhr, S.J., Die Stellung der Jesuiten in den deutschen Hexenprozessen, Cologne 1900; B. J. Diel and B. Duhr, S.J., Friedrich Spee, Freiburg 1901; J. Hansen, Zauberwahn, Inquisition und Hexenprozess, Munich and Leipsic 1900; H. L. Strack, Das Blut im Glauben und Aberglauben der Menschheit, 7th ed., Munich 1900; F. Frank, Der Ritualmord, Ratisbon 1901; IDEM, Nachträge zu “Der Ritualmord” etc., Ratisbon 1902; K. Mommert, Der Ritualmord bei den Talmud-Juden, Leipsic 1905; B. Duhr, S.J., Jesuiten-Fabeln, 4th ed., pp. 342, 488, 879; K. Binz, Dr. Joh. Weyer, Der erste Bekämpfer des Hexenwahns, 2nd ed., Berlin 1896; W. H. Roscher, Ephialtes, Leipsic 1900; L. Günther, Ein Hexenprozess, Giessen 1906; O. Syell, Hexenprozesse und Geistesstörung, Munich 1891; H. Thurston, S.J., art. “Witchcraft,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 674–677; J. Janssen, History of the German People (English tr., Vol. XVI); Kittredge, Notes on Witchcraft, Worcester, Mass., 1907. (For additional bibliographical data see Thurston, l. c.)

Section 4: Superstition in the Supernatural Order

p. 304In regard to the strictly supernatural order there are two additional forms of superstition, namely, superstitious Naturalism and exaggerated Mysticism.




	SUPERSTITIOUS NATURALISM.—The Church teaches that grace is ordinarily (modo ordinario) communicated to men by means of external signs, i. e., Sacraments, sacramentals, and prayer. This truth is distorted by those who believe that these divinely appointed means of grace produce their effect by magic, and especially that, under certain definite conditions or external circumstances, this effect is absolutely certain; for instance, that a definite number of masses said for some poor soul will infallibly release that soul from purgatory, or that a determined number of Pater nosters recited in a certain place or at a certain time will surely procure the desired favor, or that the intercession of the Saints will follow upon the recitation of certain prayers or is assured by invoking them in some particular place. Thus the grace of God is, as it were, materialized.



p. 305The superstition consists in the wrong belief that certain prayers or formulas operate infallibly, that some masses are of greater value than others, or that a definite number of them, said in a particular place, possess a special power, etc.1

1 P. Laymann, Theol. Mor., 7th ed., l. IV, tr. 10, c. 4, n. 4: “For although God confers upon certain persons the grace of healings, which is numbered among the graces freely given, He nevertheless confers it in such a way that it is a personal grace and is not infallibly annexed to a certain thing or action which any man can employ and thereby produce a miraculous effect.”—Cfr. K. Eberle, Der Tricenarius des hl. Gregorius, Ratisbon 1890; A. Franz, Die Messe im deutschen Mittelalter, Freiburg 1902, pp. 87 sqq., 244 sqq.

One curious form of superstitious Naturalism which has become very popular of late years is faith-healing, especially in the shape of “Christian Science.” Christian Science does not owe its alleged successes to prayer, because its foundress, Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy, expressly rejected the dogma of the efficacy of intercessory prayer. This deluded woman and her followers deny the existence of disease and reject all the knowledge of curative agencies which the human race has accumulated in the course of many generations. They exclude physicians from the sick-room, deny that drugs have any power to heal, and reject, those that are consistent, opiates and anesthetics, the greatest boon medical science has conferred on man. Their anodyne for the agony that finds expression in the heart-rending cry of the sick is the formula: “There is no disease,” “Pain is imaginary,” “Think of God not as a person, but as a principle,” “Get rid of this nonsense about being sick, and you will be as well as anybody.” The Christian Scientists and other “faith healers” reject the things which God has endued with healing power and which even the brute beasts instinctively seek when ill. Their exaggerated trust in “faith” is a superstition that is apt to entail very dangerous consequences.2 Aside from its unreasonableness and heretical tendency, faith-healing is sinful because it is apt to produce an effeminate type of character which shrinks from pain and concentrates attention upon itself. It sets up false grounds for determining whether a person is or is not in the favor of God. It opens the door to many superstitious practices, such as attaching undue importance to dreams and signs, opening the Bible at random, expecting the Lord so to influence the thoughts and minds of men that they can gather His will from the first Bible text their eyes accidentally fall upon; impressions, “assurances,” etc. By violating reason this superstition often leads to mental derangement.3

2 J. M. Buckley, Christian Science and Other Superstitions, p. 45, New York 1899.

3 G. M. Searle, C.S.P., The Truth About Christian Science, New York 1916, p. VII.

p. 306Of all delusions in the matter of religion, which have ever gained support among apparently intelligent people, “Christian Science” is perhaps the most surprising. It has been justly remarked that this system is “neither Christian nor science.” For, as Father George M. Searle, C.S.P., points out, in what is probably the best refutation of this modern heresy, “a doctrine professing to be Christian should (as is evident) be one founded on the words of Christ as a whole, which the person holding such a doctrine endeavors to explain in their genuine sense, rather than on theories which he himself has elaborated, and supports, here and there, by such words of Christ as he can manage to fit to suit his purpose. Also, a system professing to be scientific should rest on a solid basis of fact, and be stated clearly and distinctly, not in vague generalities, which are either truisms or have no precise meaning whatever. A scientific system should in some way be a contribution to our knowledge. But the most favorable criticism on the lucubration known as ‘Christian Science’ would be that it contains ‘some things which are new, and some things which are true; but the things which are true are not new, and the things which are new are not true.’” Despite its absurdity, “Christian Science” is a dangerous and soul-destroying error, which has deceived and is deceiving thousands of well-meaning persons. It strikes at the very root and foundation of all the Christian virtues, and substitutes for humility an overweening pride, which calls it a delusion to think that we are not as just and as good as God Himself. It is dangerous also for the reason that it has, superficially, a specious appearance of good and presents in its poor dupes a fair-seeming counterfeit of the joy and peace which Christ promised to give to His true followers.4

4 1 Cor. XII, 9.—Searle, ibid., p. 209.

p. 308Father Noldin gives the following criteria for distinguishing superstitious practices from the scriptural “grace of healing,” of which St. Paul speaks in his first Epistle to the Corinthians (xii, 9), and which it is reasonable to believe that God even now occasionally bestows upon saints and other individuals for the common welfare. We should inquire, he says, (1) Whether the healer is the only one who is able to produce the effect in question, or whether it can be produced by others with the same means, and whether he has learned his art from others; (2) Whether the means employed are silly and inappropriate; because if God makes a cure dependent upon external signs, as He sometimes does, these signs will never be silly or inept; (3) Whether the healer believes that his power of curing disease inheres in the words or signs employed, because God gives the grace of healing to persons and does not attach it to external signs.5

5 See note 1, supra.

Those who go about healing diseases in man or beast should be subjected to the following tests: a) Inquiry should be made whether the means or remedies employed produce their effect by virtue of their natural power. If this can be affirmed with any degree of probability, their use may be permitted, but protestation should be made against the possible influence of the devil. b) If the effect produced can by no probable conjecture be ascribed to the powers of nature, the whole thing need not be rejected a priori as superstitious and illicit, but a careful examination of each case should be made with all its attending circumstances. c) If this examination shows that the method employed is not positively superstitious, if the prayers and invocations used by the healer contain nothing wrong or inept, and if the healer himself is in good faith and does not attribute infallible efficacy either to the remedies he prescribes or to the formulas he employs, it will not be necessary to forbid the practice, though it is always prudent to advise those who submit to such ministrations that they should make a formal intention of rejecting any and all effects that might possibly be produced by the intervention of the evil one.6

6 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 176 sq.

p. 309


	SUPERSTITIOUS MYSTICISM.—The Church teaches, and history attests, that the religious life in its higher (mystic) stages is characterized by extraordinary signs or states, such as visions, ecstasies, raptures, stigmata, mystic espousals, miracles, revelations, and prophecies.7 This truly Christian belief becomes superstitious when purely natural phenomena, or phenomena produced by diabolic power, are proclaimed to be miraculous effects of divine grace, or when apparent or fictitious miracles or revelations are incautiously and credulously accepted as genuine. The Church, to prevent such aberrations, im- poses upon her children the strict duty of exercising reserve and caution when confronted with such dubious phenomena, that is, not to form an opinion on them according to their own subjective notions, but to be guided by the judgment of the legitimate ecclesiastical authority. The reason is because, even in extraordinary states or phenomena of genuine mysticism, the personal element is always very pronounced, and it is therefore difficult to distinguish purely natural or diabolical from supernatural effects. In such cases the following rules will be found helpful: a) All phenomena and statements which run counter to the faith, to sound piety, or to approved Catholic custom, or which in form or substance contain anything equivocal, unbecoming, or ludicrous, are undeserving of belief because the circumstances of the case absolutely exclude supernatural revelation. b) Persons whose behavior does not fully conform to the strict requirements of Christian morality, or who are physically or mentally abnormal, or obviously eager to create a sensation or to derive some advantage from their condition, or claim special consideration or favors on account of it, or are extremely sensitive to criticism or to doubts expressed by others in their good faith or honesty, or who proudly raise themselves above and criticize others, nay, attempt to reform the Church itself, must be suspected of simulation or fraud. c) Even when the phenomena are undoubtedly genuine and there is evidence of a divine revelation, not everything is to be accepted as equally supernatural, because every private revelation is dependent more or less on the subjective views and the individuality of the medium, and it is easy for purely human opinions and even errors to become mixed with genuine communications from above. For this reason private visions and revelations need not be received with divine or theological, but can claim only human faith (fides humana), and it is strictly forbidden to publish miracles and private revelations as such before the Church has pronounced upon their genuineness through her legitimately constituted authorities.8



7 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 171–178; E. Amort, De Revelationibus, Visionibus et Apparitionibus Privatis Regulae Tutae, Aug. Vindel., 1744; J. v. Bonniot, Wunder und Scheinwunder, Mayence 1889; J. H. Newman, Two Essays on Biblical and Ecclesiastical Miracles, new impression, London 1911.

8 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXV, De Invocat., Venerat. et Reliquiis Sanctorum et Sacris Imaginibus.

p. 311How strenuously the Church has always combatted superstition appears from the many laws she has made against it in the course of centuries and from the punishments she has at various times inflicted upon those who transgressed these laws.

p. 312READINGS.—F. Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 373 sqq.—P. Laymann, Theol. Mor., 7th ed., l. IV, tr. 10.—K. Eberle, Der Tricenarius des hl. Gregorius, Ratisbon 1890.—A. Franz, Die Messe im deutschen Mittelalter, Freiburg 1902, pp. 87 sqq., 244 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II, pp. 519 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 174 sqq.—Berardi, Praxis Confessariorum, Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 433 sqq.—Jas. J. Walsh, art. “Psychotherapy” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 549 sqq.—Cutten, Three Thousand Years of Mental Healing, New York 1911.

On “CHRISTIAN SCIENCE”: J. M. Buckley, Christian Science and Other Superstitions, New York 1899.—G. M. Searle, C. S. P., The Truth About Christian Science, New York 1916.—The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Vol. X, pp. 288–297 (contains a copious bibliography, pro and con).—L. A. Lambert, Christian Science before the Bar of Reason, New York 1908.—C. Van der Donckt, Mrs. Eddy and Bob Ingersoll, or Christian Science Tested, Pocatello, Ida., 1901.—V. Krull, C.PP.S., A Common Sense View of Christian Science, Collegeville, Ind. 1908.—C. Buotich, O.F.M., Christian Science, an Apostasy from Science and Christianity, San Francisco 1917.—J. Goggin, Christian Science and Catholic Teaching, Notre Dame, Ind. 1912.—Thos. F. Coakley, Christian Science and the Catholic Church, Pittsburgh 1912.—T. J. Campbell, S.J., The Delusion of Christian Science, Brooklyn, 1906.—R. H. Benson, Christian Science, London (C.T.S.), s. a.—J. M. Logan, Christian Science Expounded and Exposed, London 1923.—A. Bellwald, S.M., Christian Science and the Catholic Faith, New York 1922 (the best Catholic work on the subject, with an extensive bibliography).—Jas. J. Walsh, The Educated Classes and Bogus Religions, N. Y. 1923.—C. R. Brown, Faith and Healing, N. Y. 1924.—H. Thurston, S.J., Christian Science, N. Y. 1925.—W. Riley, F. W. Peabody and C. E. Humiston, The Faith, the Falsity, and the Failure of Christian Science, N. Y. 1925.
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Part III: The Commandments of the Church


Chapter I: Object, History, Number, and Obligation of the Commandments of the Church

p. 313


	Opyect.—Among the many ecclesiastical precepts contained in the Canon Law a few are preéminently called Commandments of the Church (praecepta seu mandata Ecclesiae) because they bind every Catholic who has attained the age of discretion. These commandments are but corollaries drawn from the precepts of the natural and positive divine law,1 determining more accurately the manner or time of their observance.2



1 F. Suarez, De Legibus, l. IV, c. 1, n. 10: “These [precepts] for the universal Church . . . are only certain determinations of divine law morally necessary for men, as is plain concerning the precept of annual confession and Communion, fasts and feast days, and the payment of tithes.” (Opera Omnia, V, 330).

2 St. Augustine, Epist., 36 (al. 86), c. 11, n. 25: “Revolving this in my mind in the evangelical and apostolic writings and in the whole instrument which is called the New Testament, I see that fasting has been commanded. But on what days one ought not to fast and on what days one ought to fast, I do not find determined by a precept of the Lord or of the apostles.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 147).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 3: “Just as it pertains to secular princes to hand down legal precepts determining the natural law concerning those things which pertain to the common advantage in temporal matters, so also it pertains to ecclesiastical prelates to command by statutes those things which pertain to the common advantage of the faithful in spiritual goods. . . . It has been said [art. 1] that fasting is useful for the destruction and restraint of fault and for the elevation of the mind to spiritual things. But everyone is bound by natural reason to employ only so much fasting as is necessary for him for the aforesaid purposes. And therefore fasting in general falls under the precept of the natural law, but the determination of the time and manner of fasting according to the convenience and advantage of the Christian people falls under the precept of positive law instituted by the prelates of the Church; and this is the fast of the Church; the other is the fast of nature.”

p. 314As the worship of God by faith, hope, and charity cannot be left to the arbitrary judgment of the individual, the Church has formulated certain precepts for the purpose of inducing her children to obey the will of God and instructing them how to obey it. The character and purpose of these so-called Commandments of the Church is, therefore, essentially moral and ascetic. They refer partly to divine worship, partly to the reception of the Sacraments, and partly are directed against concupiscence and the pursuit of pleasure.




	History.—The list of Commandments of the Church as it appears in our catechisms, is of comparatively recent origin. The Catechism of the Council of Trent does not even allude to them, though collections of these precepts had been compiled before that time. Three years before the appearance of the Catechismus Romanus, as it is generally called, the French Jesuit Edmund Auger published a Catéchisme et Sommaire de la Réligion Chrestienne, in which it is stated that, besides the Ten Commandments of God, there are five other ancient precepts which every Catholic must observe. These five “Commandments of the Holy Catholic Church” seem to have been transcribed from the Small Catechism of Bl. Peter Canisius, first published in Germany in 1556. The Summa Casuum. Conscientiae of Angelo de Clavasio, which appeared at Venice, in 1486, contains two separate and distinct lists of Church Commandments, which, though differing slightly from each other, are substantially identical with those now in force. Before Angelo de Clavasio these precepts had been catalogued by St. Antoninus, and consequently Villien is probably right when he dates the collection, as we have it, from the second third of the fifteenth century. Successive catechisms did not adhere closely to the earlier list, but since the second half of the seventeenth century catechisms everywhere give in a few precise numbers a summary of the obligations imposed by the Church on every Christian.3



3 A. Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 2 sqq., St. Louis 1915.

p. 315


	NUMBER.—Angelo de Clavasio’s Summa contains two lists of Church Commandments.



The first enumerates five precepts, referring to (1) the celebration of feasts; (2) the obligation of hearing Mass; (3) fasting during Lent and on the vigils of holydays; (4) the duty of confession; (5) the reception of the Holy Eucharist; (6) the paying of tithes; and (7) the obligation of avoiding excommunicated persons. This is the longest and most complete of the older lists so far as known. The second is even more detailed. St. Antoninus’s list runs as follows: (1) To observe the feast days; (2) to keep the fast on the days appointed by the Church, as throughout Lent; (3) to abstain from flesh meat every Friday; (4) to hear Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation; (5) to go to confession at least once a year; (6) to communicate annually on Easter Sunday; (7) to pay the tithes; (8) to abstain from all acts prohibited under pain of excommunication; (9) to avoid excommunicated persons at divine worship and even at other times, in conversation, at table, etc., when association with them might be construed as contempt of the Church; (10) to stay away from Mass and divine office when celebrated by clerics who publicly live in concubinage.4

4 Villien, op. cit., pp. 9 sqq.

p. 316Later the number of these commandments was reduced to five, and this division is maintained up to the present day. These five commandments are enumerated as follows in the Catechism approved by Pope Pius X for the Province of Rome:

p. 317(1) To hear Mass on Sundays and all other holydays of obligation; (2) To fast during Lent, on Ember Days, and on the appointed vigils, and not to eat meat on forbidden days; (3) To confess at least once a year and to receive holy Communion at Easter time, each one in his own parish; (4) To pay tithes to the Church according to usage; (5) Not to celebrate weddings in prohibited seasons, that is, from the first Sunday of Advent to the feast of Epiphany, and from the first day of Lent to the octave of Easter. (This law has been modified by the new Code.)

To these general precepts some diocesan, provincial or national catechisms added one or more particular ones, imposed by local bishops or councils. Thus the German-English Catechism of Deharbe, edited for the United States of America, contains under number six the following precepts: Not to contract marriage without the presence of a priest and witnesses; not to solemnize weddings in forbidden times; not to espouse non-Catholics or those related within a prohibited degree, or to contract marriage in any way forbidden by the Church. Father Färber’s Catechism, which is also widely used in this country, gives under number four the prohibition of affiliating with condemned secret societies.

In French Canada the bishops, on whom it everywhere rests to decide what teaching is most necessary for the faithful of their respective dioceses, emphasize the precept of paying tithes. Certain American catechisms have adapted this precept to domestic conditions as follows: “Thou shalt contribute to the support of the Church and of the pastor according to thy means.”5

5 Villien, op. cit., pp. 20 sqq.

p. 318The catechism in common use in the Greek Catholic Church enumerates nine general precepts.

It has been contended that, from the moral point of view, it would be preferable to leave the observance of the precepts embodied in the so-called Commandments of the Church to the free-will of the faithful. This objection carries no weight if we consider the frailty of human nature after the fall. Even if every citizen knew what had to be done to protect the country against its enemies, it would still be necessary to have laws compelling all to do their duty. Human nature is weak and corrupt, and between knowing a thing to be right and doing it, there is a vast gulf, which the law endeavors to bridge by urging and, if necessary, compelling each individual to do what he perceives to be right. Even though every Catholic were firmly convinced that he must receive the Holy Eucharist at least once a year, in order to comply with our Saviour’s wish and the purpose for which He instituted this Sacrament, many would disobey if the Church did not enjoin annual communion as a strict duty. This statement applies with even greater force to practices of mortification. How many Catholics would do penance if the Church did not oblige them to? Thus the Commandments of the Church influence both the intellect and the will by convincing the former and moving the latter to act. In other words, the Church compels us, as it were, to perform our Christian duties.6

6 Wilmers, Lehrbuch der Religion, 6th ed., by Lehmkuhl, Vol. III, pp. 463 sq.

p. 319The Commandments of the Church are, and are intended to be, means of sanctification or instruments of perfection (media sanctificationis sive instrumenta perfectionis).

4. Obligation

The Commandments of the Church oblige strictly, i. e., in conscience and under pain of mortal sin, unless the unimportance of the matter involved or inability or inadvertence excuses.7 To transgress any one of them, therefore, is a mortal sin, not only when it is done habitually, or in open contempt of ecclesiastical authority, or when accompanied by grave scandal, but as often as it is done without sufficient reason or legitimate excuse in an important matter.

7 Matt. XVIII, 17; Luke X, 16. Cfr. Conc. Trid., Sess. VI, can. 20; Sess. VII, De Bapt., can. 7–8.

A sufficient excuse is physical or moral impossibility arising from sickness or from notable danger to one’s health, honor, or temporal possessions.

That the Commandments of the Church entail a strict obligation appears (1) from the importance of their subject matter, (2) from the common teaching of theologians, (3) from the custom of faithful Catholics, and (4) from certain explicit decisions of the Roman authorities.8

8 Proposition condemned by Alexander VII, n. 23: “One who breaks the fast of the Church to which he is bound does not sin mortally unless he does this from contempt or disobedience, namely, because he does not wish to subject himself to the precept.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1123).—Proposition condemned under Innocent XI, n. 52: “The precept of observing feast days does not bind under mortal sin, scandal set aside, if contempt is absent.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1202).

p. 320The question, at what age the Commandments of the Church begin to bind, was long disputed among theologians. The Lateran Council declared that every faithful Catholic must confess and communicate “after he has arrived at the years of discretion.” This law has been adopted into the New Code of Canon Law.9 According to the common teaching of theologians the age of discretion is reached when reason is sufficiently developed to distinguish good from evil; which means, on the average, at seven years.10 The law of abstinence binds all who have completed the seventh year; the law of fasting, all who have completed the twenty-first and not yet entered upon the sixtieth year.11

9 Can. 906; 859, § 1.

10 Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 170.

11 Can. 1254.

In the early days of Christianity the faithful began to fast as soon as they were able. Some fasted at the age of fifteen, while others waited until they were twenty-one. Alexander of Hales, for canonical and physiological reasons, fixed the beginning of the obligation at eighteen, which was the age designated by the Church for admission to the religious state. St. Thomas held that the juridical obligation of fasting began at the age of twenty-one, because at this age, which marks the end of the third septenary, bodily growth ceases and there is less need of food, as a rule.12

12 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 4, ad 2; Villien, op. cit., pp. 267 sq.

p. 321READINGS.—St. Antoninus, Summa Theol., P. I, tit. xvii, p. 12.—Th. Tamburini, Tractatus Quinque in Quinque Ecclesiae Praecepta, Dillingen 1697.—A. Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church, St. Louis 1915.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 563 sqq.—J. W. Melody in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 154 sq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 382 sqq.


Chapter II: The Observance of Sundays and Holydays of Obligation

I. Meaning and Purpose of This Commandment

p. 322Man, being dependent upon God every moment of his life, and constantly enjoying His blessings, naturally owes Him supreme worship and adoration always. The devout Catholic must, therefore, make his whole life, as it were, an act of uninterrupted divine service. But since it is impossible for him to worship His Maker actually at every moment, without interruption, the divine and the ecclesiastical law has set aside certain seasons in which he is bound to serve God more assiduously and to worship Him in a special manner.

“By this [the third] precept of the Law,” says the Roman Catechism, “‘is prescribed in due order that external worship which is due by us to God; for this is as it were a fruit of the preceding precept. Led by the faith and hope that we repose in Him, to worship Him piously in our inmost souls, we cannot but adore Him with external worship and thanksgiving. And as this is a duty which cannot be easily discharged by those who are detained by the occupations of human affairs, a fixed time has been appointed, when it may.be conveniently performed.”1

1 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 1: “By this [third] precept of the law that external worship which is owed by us to God is rightly and orderly prescribed; for it is, as it were, a certain fruit of the preceding precept, since we cannot but venerate with external worship and give thanks to Him whom we piously worship in our inmost affections, moved by faith and by the hope which we have placed in Him. And since these things cannot easily be performed by those who are occupied with human affairs, a certain time has been established in which they may conveniently be accomplished.”

p. 323The sanctification of the days and seasons thus appointed by the Church constitutes an essential part of divine worship. “To this it will materially conduce,” says the same authority, “if the people be given to understand and see clearly, how just and reasonable it is that we have some certain days which we should devote entirely to the divine worship, and on which we should acknowledge, adore, and venerate our Lord, from whom we have received supreme and innumerable blessings.”2

2 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 26: “It is of very great value that the people should understand and plainly perceive how just and consonant with reason it is that we should have certain days which we devote wholly to divine worship, and that we should acknowledge, worship, and venerate our Lord, from whom we have received the greatest and innumerable benefits.”

And again: “The worship of God and the practice of religion, which are expressed in this precept, exist in the law of nature, since it is ordained by nature that we should spend some hours in those things that belong to the worship of God, a proof of which is that we find among all nations certain fixed public festivals, which were consecrated to the performance of sacred and divine things.”3

3 Ibid., qu. 6: “The worship of God and religion which is expressed by this [third] precept has its origin in the law of nature, since nature has arranged that we should occupy some hours in those things which pertain to the worship of God. As proof of this, we see that among all nations there have been certain fixed and public feast days which were consecrated to sacred and divine things.”

p. 324


	Under the New Dispensation Sunday takes the place of the ancient Jewish Sabbath. The commandment which bade men to keep holy the Sabbath day was partly moral and partly ceremonial. It was moral in so far as man is obliged by the moral law of nature to devote some time exclusively to the worship of God; it was purely ceremonial in so far as it fixed the time to be devoted to this service. As a ceremonial precept, the law was susceptible of being changed, and was actually changed for prudent reasons by the Apostles.4 Whereas the Jewish observance of the Sabbath served as a reminder of the creation of the world, which was the first creative act of God, the celebration of the Christian Sunday is intended to remind us of the second or higher creation, namely, the redemption of the human race by the Son of God, more especially His Resurrection and the sending of the Holy Ghost, the seal and assurance of redemption. The true meaning of the commandment is that man shall set aside a certain period of time during which he refrains from bodily labor and devotes himself to divine worship.5



4 Acts XX, 7; 1 Cor. XVI, 2; Apoc. I, 10.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 122, art. 4, ad 4: “The observance of the Lord’s day in the New Law succeeds the observance of the Sabbath, not by force of the precept of the law, but by the institution of the Church and the custom of the Christian people.”—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 18.

5 Gen. II, 3; Ex. XX, 8–11; XXXI, 17; Deut. V, 12 sqq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 103, art. 3, ad 4: “The Sabbath, which signified the first creation, is changed into the Lord’s day, on which the new creation begun in the resurrection of Christ is commemorated.”—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 1: “The true and proper sense of this precept tends to this, that man should apply both mind and body to this care: that, at a certain appointed time, free from business and bodily labors, he piously worship and venerate God.”—J. Winkler, Der Sonntag, Lucerne 1847, pp. 46 sqq.; G. Müller, Sabbat und Sonntag, Bremen 1898; J. Hehn, Der Israelitische Sabbat, Münster 1909.

p. 325


	Besides Sunday, the Church has set aside certain festival days, known as holydays of obligation. This was done with a twofold purpose, first, to recall to the faithful particular mysteries of the Redemption and to induce them to venerate the Saints,—men and women in whom the grace of Jesus Christ has proved itself extraordinarily effective; secondly, to spur them on to insure their own sanctification by following the example of Christ and His Saints. The feasts of the Saints are in the last analysis, feasts of our Lord Himself, who has given them the grace to conquer sin, death, and the world. These feasts should serve primarily to glorify God, through whom the Saints were able to practice virtue; secondarily, to thank Him, the Giver of all good things, for the graces and favors by means of which He has chosen them for His fa- vorite children and made them co-heirs of Heaven. These festivals should, moreover, serve to remind us of our own helplessness. Being unworthy sinners, who have no right to be heard by God, we ask the Saints to intercede for us at the throne of mercy.6



6 1 Cor. XV, 57; 1 John V, 4.—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 19: “Other feast days, however, were instituted from the beginning of the Church and then in subsequent times by the apostles and our holy Fathers, so that we might piously and holily cultivate the memory of God’s benefits. Among them those days are held most celebrated which are consecrated by religion because of the mysteries of our redemption; then those which are dedicated to the most holy Virgin Mary, then to the apostles and martyrs and the other saints reigning with Christ, in whose victory the goodness and power of God are praised, due honors are paid to them, and the faithful people are incited to their imitation.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art. 1, ad 2: “God is praised in His saints insofar as the works which God effects in the saints are praised.”—On the relation of the Old Testament holydays to those of the New Testament see St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 103, art. 3, ad 4.

p. 326Holydays of obligation must be kept in the same way as Sundays.

II. in What Sunday and Holyday Observance Consists

The commandment to keep holy the Sundays and holydays of obligation involves a twofold duty, namely, to abstain from servile work and to participate in certain prescribed acts of worship.




	Abstaining from servile labor and attending religious services are integral constituents of the one and eternal idea that has found expression in the Decalogue, and can no more be separated than body and soul in man. The body honors God by resting, the soul by participating in divine worship. In both respects the sanctification of the Sunday corresponds to a necessity of human nature and is to be regarded as part of the natural law, which has merely been determined in a more precise way by positive law.7



7 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 370 sq.

p. 327The ethical, economic, and hygienic importance of the Christian observance of Sundays and holydays is now pretty generally acknowledged, and there is hardly a civilized State that does not consider it part of its duty to enforce Sunday rest and the observance of such additional holidays as it officially recognizes.8

8 G. Uhlhorn, Ueber die Sonntagsfrage in ihrer sozialen Bedeutung, Leipsic 1870; P. Niemeyer, Die Sonntagsruhe vom Standpunkte der Gesundheitslehre, Berlin 1876; R. Engelbert, Der Sonntag, Leipsic 1898; P. Engelmann, Le Repos du Dimanche dans l’Industrie, Paris 1899; Jos. Husslein, S.J., The World Problem, New York 1918, p. 82.




	Sunday is not only a day of prayer, it is also a day of rest. As man requires a certain number of hours daily for sleep, so he needs a periodical respite from work. That the observance of Sunday as a day of rest corresponds to a deep-seated need of human nature is evident from the venerable age of this institution, as well as from the fact that, when the French government, at the time of the Revolution, attempted to substitute the tenth for the traditional seventh day, the people refused to accept the change.



The universal experience of mankind shows that servile work on Sunday is unhygienic and economically unprofitable. Sunday observance increases the laboring man’s capacity for work and tends to lengthen his life.9

9 Cfr. P. Barth, Schlaf und Sonntag, Basle 1899.

p. 328


	Sunday is also a day of recreation and innocent amusement, by which men may recuperate from their labors and regain some of the lost joy of life.



“The prospect of one day of rest frequently intervening,” says Andrew Carnegie, “gives a toiler something bright to look forward to, without which his life must stretch before him as one unceasing, unvarying drag. In this one blessed day his slavery ceases, the shackles fall. He is no longer a brute—fed and clothed solely because of his physical powers, his capacity to bear burdens—but a higher being, with tastes, pleasures, friends. Life becomes worth living. The man puts on his best clothes—and there is much in this—the woman gives her cottage an extra brushing up. Something extra is prepared for dinner—there is a great deal in this, too—and, in short, the day is marked by a hundred little differences from those of labor—a stroll in the fields, a visit to relatives, or a meeting with neighbors at church, all in their best; and then the swelling organ and the choir—these things lie closely at the root of all improvements; and if ever the race is to be lifted to a higher platform—and who shall dare doubt it?—the weekly day of rest will prove itself an agency in the good work.... The best mode of improving its most precious hours for the toiling masses is therefore a question of infinite moment, apart altogether from the question of its divine character, and viewed only as a human enactment of the highest wisdom. It would seem clear that to make this only respite from manual labor a day exclu- sively set apart for the mournful duty of bemoaning our manifold shortcomings—which must at best give rise to gloomy thoughts—would defeat the purposes I have indicated. I want a compromise—church service in the morning, with a sermon ‘leaning to the side of mercy,’ as Sidney Smith suggested, which meant that it should not exceed twenty minutes, for, as one wit says, ‘a minister who can’t strike ile [oil] in twenty minutes should quit boring’—and then the fields and streams for the toilers who are cooped up in factories and workshops all the week long, or a visit to picture galleries, or to musical concerts of a high order,... to anything that would tend to brighten their existence. I am now convinced that there is an important change to be made in the mode of keeping our Sundays—the cessation of labor as far as it is possible, to remain a cardinal point, but better facilities to be provided for cultivating the higher tastes of our poor workers, that the day may be to them indeed ‘the golden jewel which clasps the circle of the week.’”10

10 Andrew Carnegie, Round the World, New York 1884, pp. 326 sq.

p. 329“The old privileges,” says Bishop von Keppler, “which came from no over-lord, but were due simply to God and the sun, were called ‘sun-rights.’ In the same sense, Sunday may be called the people’s ‘sun-right.’ What rights and what joys are lacking in the individual life when Sunday counts as nothing, when servile work burdens the Lord’s Day or debauchery dishonors it! The day is made a day of real joy through a wonderful combination of the natural and supernatural pleasures contributed by godly rest, the loosening of labor’s yoke, the united worship of God, the sermon at high mass, the outing in the fields and woods, and the hours of quiet enjoyment at the family hearth. In the Hymelstras11 Brother Stephen gives a charming description of the father of a family taking ‘his little folk’ to the sermon and afterwards asking them what they have heard, supplementing their observations with his own. Then he gets his little drink and sings his good little song, and ‘thus he and his little flock were happy in the Lord.’”12

11 Published at Augsburg, Germany, in 1484.

12 P. W. von Keppler, More Joy, tr. by Jos. McSorley, C.S.P., St. Louis 1914, p. 93.

p. 330In his Book of Childhood, Bogumil Goltz has described the fascination of Sunday for the child mind: “Ah! on this day nothing was the same as on school days and work days. We felt the difference in the air we breathed and the soil we trod; we drank it in with the very water. The sunbeams flashed it into the soul; the sparrows twittered it among the notes of the church organ; the trees told it to one another with rustling leaves. Before sunrise, in the grey dawn, the coming hours of happiness were borne on the wings of the morning wind to this chosen day. O Lord, my God, in very truth it was Sunday, —Sunday in every hour and minute, in every twinkling of an eye, in every flash of a sunbeam, in every throb of the pulse, in every drop of blood, in all the body and all the soul. One could hear and see nothing, be aware of nothing, will nothing, think nothing, but just that it was Sunday, the sacred day. All that one looked at or experienced, was different from that on other days,—the same and yet not the same, for it was illumined, hallowed, and invested with the mysterious radiance of Sunday.”13

13 Quoted by Keppler, op. cit., pp. 93 sq.




	In regard to Sunday rest the Church forbids:



a) Servile labor (opera servilia), i. e., the rough and harder sort of manual work which is ordinarily done by common workmen and which used to be done by slaves. This prohibition is based on the very object for which the Sunday observance was instituted. The day could not be devoted to the service of God were men to engage in their usual pursuits.14

14 Lev. XXIII, 25; Ex. XX, 8 sqq.—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 21: “By these words we are first instructed altogether to avoid whatever things can hinder divine worship. For it can easily be perceived that every kind of servile work is prohibited, not indeed because it is shameful or evil in its own nature, but because it draws our mind away from divine worship, which is the end of the precept.”

p. 331Any work that is in itself servile, retains this characteristic even if performed for pleasure or to while away the time.’ Contrariwise, any occupation that is not in itself servile, does not become such if performed for material gain or accompanied by bodily fatigue, for the intention of the doer does not change the nature of the work.15

15 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 3, c. 1, dub. 1, resp. I, n. 1: “Whether it is done for profit or recreation, with this or that intention—pious, vain, or shameful—is irrelevant to the nature of servile work.”—Ibid., n. 2: “It is likewise irrelevant whether it is done with fatigue and labor or not, whether for a short or a long time, etc., because none of these things changes the nature of the work.”

Opposed to servile labor, and consequently permitted on Sundays, are (1) the so-called opera liberalia or artes liberales, i. e., all work predominantly intellectual and aiming at the development of the mind, such as reading, writing, instructing others, etc.; (2) the so-called opera media sive communia, mixed work which serves both the bodily and the spiritual interests of man, such as traveling, fishing, hunting, etc.; (3) do- mestic labors (opera domestica) that cannot be postponed or performed in advance, such as cooking food, feeding cattle, and so forth.

p. 332Among the causes which excuse a man from the observance of the law forbidding servile labor on Sundays and holydays of obligation are: dispensation, legitimate custom, necessity, charity (nursing the sick, burying the dead, etc.), piety (the erection of altars, decoration of streets and houses for religious ceremonies, etc.), and the public welfare or security (postal service, running the railroads, etc.).

In determining what is servile work and therefore forbidden, says Fr. Slater, “we must consider not only the nature of the work itself, but also the way in which it is done, the light in which it is commonly regarded, and other circumstances. Thus it is usually held that although the rougher work of the sculptor is servile and unlawful, the more delicate is liberal and may be done on a Sunday. Similarly, fishing with rod and line is not unlawful, but going out to sea with a fishing smack and plying the trade in the ordinary working-day way is forbidden. In the same way one who lives by photography should not ply his trade on a Sunday, but it would not be wrong for an amateur to do the same work on that day by way of recreation and amusement.”16

16 A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 264 sq.

p. 333The exercise of the barber’s trade is generally regarded as licit on Sunday because it appertains to the necessary care of the body. Barbers are not, however, on that account dispensed from hearing Mass. One compelled to stay away from Mass would be bound in conscience to look for another position and meanwhile would be excused from hearing Mass only in case obedience to the law of the Church would be likely to cost him his job.

It is to be regretted that so many men are now-a-days compelled to work on Sunday, often under conditions which make it impossible for them to go to church. Thus the Lord’s Day is withdrawn from its sublime purpose and degraded to profane and worldly uses.

The inhabitants of large cities should by all means be given an opportunity to get out into the open and enjoy nature, and the farmer has the right occasionally to visit the city on Sunday without incurring loss of time or money. Traveling is a biological necessity that does not, in itself, contravene the commandment of keeping holy the Sabbath day.

b) The Church further forbids business and court proceedings (opera forensia), such as public sales, the hearing of witnesses, etc., in so far as they disturb the public peace and are thus opposed to the sanctification of the Lord’s Day. Annual fairs that are customarily held upon a holyday of obligation had better be transferred to another day. Theatrical performances, baseball games, and similar entertainments may be permitted on Sundays and holydays of obligation for the reason that, as St. Alphonsus says, “such dem- onstrations of joy are morally necessary to the common weal.”17

17 Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 304: “The reason is that such signs of joy are morally necessary to the commonwealth and are therefore permitted by custom.” (Ed. Gaudé, I, 567).

p. 334The prohibition of servile labor and of business and court proceedings obliges, generally speaking, under pain of mortal sin, but admits of parvitas materiae (operis seu temporis). According to a more probable opinion, now held by most theologians, it is not a mortal sin to work, say, two or two and one-half hours on Sunday, provided the work engaged in is not extremely servile in character and does not exhaust the body. Scandal or disturbance of the peace may render even a shorter period mortally sinful. In regard to opera forensia the determining factor is not the duration of the proceedings (quantitas temporis), but the nature or character of the work done (qualitas operis).




	The religious observance of Sundays and holydays of obligation implies: a) The performance of works of piety and charity, e.g., praying, listening to the word of God, spiritual reading, reception of the Sacraments, visiting the sick, etc. The main purpose for which we are commanded to abstain from bodily labor and business on Sundays and holydays of obligation, is that we may be able to devote ourselves more freely to the worship of God and to works of mercy. “We observe the Sabbath fully and perfectly,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “when we render to God the duties of piety and religion; and this is evidently the ‘Sabbath’ which Isaias18 calls ‘delightful,’ for festivals are, as it were, the delight of God and of pious men. If, then, to this religious and holy observance of the Sabbath are added works of mercy, the rewards proposed to us in the same chapter are indeed very great and numerous.”19



18 Is. LVIII, 13.

19 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 10; cfr. qu. 25–28.

p. 335To hear the word of God on Sundays and holydays of obligation is not contained in the letter, but is certainly demanded by the spirit of the commandment with which we are dealing. The Church, by compelling her ministers to preach on Sundays and holydays20 clearly expects that the faithful will listen with fervor and devotion. Attendance at the sermon is demanded, first, by the reverence we owe to the word of God, and, secondly, by the duty we have of informing ourselves about the truths of our holy religion.21 To miss the sermon purposely and habitually indicates lukewarmness and dislike of God.22

20 Conc. Trid., Sess. V, De Ref., c. 2; Sess. XXII, De Sacrif. Missae, c. 8; Sess. XXIV, De Ref., c. 4.

21 Cfr. Matt. XXVIII, 19 sq.; Luke X, 16; Acts II, 37–41; IV, 4; VIII, 5 sq.; Rom. X, 14, 17.

22 Cfr. H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 3, c. 1, dub. 3: “Attendance at a sermon is commanded, but not under mortal sin, except insofar as each person is bound to learn the things necessary for salvation. I said, except insofar, etc., because more uneducated men who are ignorant of the principal mysteries of faith, especially those which it has been said they are bound to know under grave obligation, are bound by the law of charity (if otherwise they cannot conveniently learn them) under grave sin to attend a sermon, or rather catechesis. Bonacina adds that in that case even a sermon is to be preferred to Mass.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 308 (ed. Gaudé, I, 569).—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 4, qu. 25: “The sacred sermon must be heard attentively and diligently by the faithful; for nothing is less tolerable or so truly unworthy as to despise the words of Christ or to hear them negligently.”

The word of God should be listened to earnestly, rever- ently, and with an ardent desire to utilize it for the good of the soul.23

23 Matt. XIII, 1 sqq.; Luke VIII, 4 sqq.

p. 336It has been asserted that towards the end of the Middle Ages the sermon ceased to constitute an integral part of divine service. This is an error. The medieval confession books, issued for the instruction of the faithful, inculcate the hearing of the sermon on Sundays and holydays as a strict duty, neglect of which is on a level with failure to hear Mass. Bernardine of Busti, an Italian Franciscan, who died in the year 1500, in a sermon declares that every Catholic is obliged under pain of sin to hear the word of God and that those who are uninstructed in the fundamental truths of salvation commit a mortal sin if they neglect to hear an occasional sermon. To the question what would be more meritorious,—to attend Mass or to hear the word of God, he replies that on week-days it is better to hear a sermon, whereas a distinction should be made in regard to Sundays and holydays of obligation: he who is familiar with the truths necessary for salvation must attend Mass in order not to violate the express commandment of the Church; but he who is not well instructed in these truths, must hear the sermon rather than attend Mass, because the latter is enjoined by a precept of the Church only, whereas the former is commanded by a positive law of God.24

24 Cfr. Der Katholik, Mayence 1899, I, 95 sq.

b) To hear Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation is a strictly binding precept.25

25 Cfr. Vol. II of this Handbook, p. 133.

α) It implies assisting at a whole Mass. He who is unable to hear a whole Mass, should try to be present at least at the essential and integral parts of the Holy Sacrifice, i. e., consecration and communion. Should he be legitimately prevented from assisting at these essential portions, however, he is under no obligation to assist at the remaining ceremonies, which are merely accidental.26

26 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 278; Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., II, n. 781.

p. 337Wilfully to miss any part of the Mass on Sundays or holydays of obligation is a sin,—either grave or light, according to the nature and length of the part missed. The more important parts of the Mass which may not be missed without grave sin are: (1) from the point of view of duration (ratione durationis), the part extending from the psalm Iudica to the offertory, inclusive; (2) from the point of view of dignity (ratione dignitatis), the part from the preface, exclusively, to the consecration; the part from the consecration to the Pater noster; the consecration and communion taken together, and the consecration alone, though not (probabiliter) the communion alone. One who leaves the church before and returns immediately after consecration, does not, strictly speaking, satisfy the precept.27

27 Suarez, De Eucharistia, qu. 88, sect. 2, n. 6; Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 278 sq.

To determine the guilt of those who come late to Mass, says Noldin, we must look, not so much to the part missed, as to the degree of negligence of which they are guilty and their awareness of the danger of not hearing the whole Mass. He who fails to hurry to church because he thinks he will miss only a small part of Mass, commits a venial sin, even if he arrives after the offertory, whereas he who is in doubt, or anticipates that he will miss an important part of the holy Sacrifice, sins grievously, even if he should arrive in time for the Gloria.28

28 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 279.

p. 338Does one who hears one-half each of two different Masses comply with the law of the Church? If he hears the two halves simultaneously, he does not comply with his duty, because the Mass, by its very nature, consists of successive parts.29 If he hears the two halves successively, one after the other, and the consecration and communion form part of the same Mass, he satisfies his obligation, because he hears one complete Mass; but if the consecration and communion do not form part of the same Mass, he does not satisfy his obligation because the parts at which he attends do not constitute an integral sacrifice.30

29 Innocent XI condemned the following proposition (n. 53): “He satisfies the precept of the Church concerning hearing Mass who hears two parts of it, indeed even four, at the same time from different celebrants.”

30 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 279.

From what we have said it follows that if one has not heard a complete Mass, he is bound, if possible, to supply the defect (obligatio supplendi), under pain of mortal sin if the parts omitted were important, under pain of merely venial sin if they were small and unimportant.31

31 Ibid.

β) The duty of hearing Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation implies a bodily presence which is both moral and continuous (praesentia moralis et continua). A person is morally present at Mass, (1) if he is morally united with the celebrant, (2) if he kneels, stands or sits somewhere within the church or near it in a place from which he is able either to see or hear the celebrant, or at least to follow the sacred rite by watching those who can see or hear the priest at the altar.

p. 339Therefore Mass may be lawfully attended anywhere within the church, including the choir, even behind the organ, or in some side chapel, from which the celebrant can be neither seen nor heard, provided the hearer can follow the sacred ceremony by attending to the ringing of the bells or watching others who are able to see what is going on.

Mass may be lawfully heard also in the sacristy or some other place near the altar, from which the celebrant can be seen or, if the door is closed, can at least be heard.

Those who leave the church for a brief space to ring the bells or fetch the wine, remain morally present because they are participating in the sacrifice and their withdrawal from it is but temporary and for the purpose of co-operation.

One may also hear Mass outside the church, near the door, even though it is closed, provided the ceremonies can be followed by means of the sense of hearing.

The same is true of one who stands some distance away from the church and cannot approach closer because of the attending multitude.32

32 Ibid., p. 280.

The precept of hearing Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation may be satisfied in any church, in any public or semi-public oratory, and also in private chapels on cemeteries, but not in other private chapels, unless a privilege to this effect has been expressly granted by the Holy See.33

33 C. I. C., can. 1249; cfr. can. 1190.

Does one satisfy the obligation of hearing Mass if he goes to confession while the Holy Sacrifice is being of- fered? Since going to confession does not exclude a certain degree of external attention, Ballerini-Palmieri, Génicot, Noldin, and other authors hold that one who goes to confession in the course of one Mass need not assist at another in order to comply with his Sunday duty.34

34 Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., 2nd ed., II, n. 773; Génicot, Theol. Mor. Inst., 7th ed., Bruxelles 1909, Vol. I, n. 431; Noldin, op. cit., II, p. 278.

p. 340γ) Mass must be heard with a right intention and with due attention.

(1) One need not have the formal intention of complying with the commandment of the Church; it is sufficient to attend religiously, i. e., with a view to worship. Therefore, one who would go to church merely to hear the singing would not comply with his obligation, whereas a boy who went to Mass because he was compelled to go by his parents, would satisfy the ecclesiastical precept.

(2) Attention is internal or external, according as it excludes distraction from within or from without. External attention negatively consists in avoiding every outward activity incompatible with internal attention; positively, in a certain vague consciousness that one is assisting at the holy Sacrifice. External attention at least is necessary to hear Mass, because without external attention the act would be neither human nor religious. Therefore one does not satisfy his obligation if he reads profane books or attentively studies paintings or inscriptions while assisting at Mass. The moral law of nature and the virtue of religion furthermore require that internal attention which is part of the reverence man owes to God. The ecclesiastical precept does not demand internal attention, and, consequently, one would satisfy his obligation under the law even if he were (either voluntarily or involuntarily) distracted during Mass.

p. 341As the Church merely requires assistance at Mass, but does not prescribe any particular prayers to be recited during the ceremony, the question what kind of attention is necessary to satisfy the obligation resolves itself into this: whether an act of divine worship can be performed with a distracted mind. Opinions differ on this head; but, as Noldin points out, the opposing groups are not so far apart as it may seem, since those authors who insist on the necessity of internal attention require such a small degree thereof35 that it really does not amount to much more than what the authors of the opposing group mean when they speak of purely external attention.36 Therefore, he says, a man does not satisfy his obligation if he sleeps during a considerable portion of the Mass and is thus unable to realize what is going on upon the altar. But he who dozes so lightly as to be aware, at least in a confused manner, of what is going on, even though he nods during a considerable part of the Mass, satisfies his obligation. The same is true of one who gossips with another, because this act does not preclude that confused kind of attention which is sufficient to satisfy the law.

35 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 313.

36 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, p. 277.

p. 342Those who play the organ, sing, take up the collection, serve as ushers, and so forth, satisfy their obligation even though they are occupied throughout the whole Mass, because the acts they perform do not exclude the required attention. For the same reason one who would assist at the holy Sacrifice in a half-wake or semi-drunk condition would satisfy at least the letter of the law.37

37 Noldin, op. cit., p. 277.

c) It remains to deal with the reasons that excuse men from attending Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation. As this precept does not belong to the graviora, any really weighty reason will excuse one from compliance with it. The more common reasons may be conveniently grouped under four heads:

(1) Moral impossibility; (2) charity; (3) office or occupation; (4) custom.

(1) By reason of moral impossibility are excused: (a) Those who live too far away from church. According to St. Alphonsus all, even those in good health, are excused from hearing Mass on Sundays if they have an hour and a quarter’s walk to church, or even less, if the weather is bad or the person weak. Those who are able to ride or drive are not excused, unless the distance is at least twice that which a man can walk in an hour and a quarter. Busembaum adds that due regard should be paid in this matter to the custom of the country or neighborhood.

p. 343(b) Those who are afraid of losing their honor or reputation either because they lack becoming clothes, or girls who have become pregnant in consequence of secret fornication, unless they have an opportunity to attend early in the morning. (c) Those who are compelled to travel or are unable to interrupt a necessary journey already begun. (d) Those who have reason to fear a notable loss of worldly goods; but this loss must be considerable, measured by the status and condition of the owner. (e) The sick and convalescent, who cannot attend Mass except with grave danger to their health or a notable retardation in their recovery. Whether such danger is really to be feared, does not necessarily require the decision of a physician or a priest, but may be determined by the patient himself, provided he is capable of forming a prudent judgment. Generally speaking, one is excused from attending Mass if his condition is such that he omits other important affairs involving an equal effort for fear of injury or relapse.38

38 Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol, Mor,., I1,-n. 803,

Not a few persons in delicate health find the air in church oppressive. If it affects them seriously, for instance, by causing difficulty in breathing or fainting spells, they are excused from assisting at Mass.39 (f) Those who work in offices or factories, and whose occupation is such that they cannot get away without grave inconvenience or danger. When there is no real necessity, however, the employer is in duty bound to give his employees time enough to attend Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation. (g) Wives and children who cannot comply with their duty because it would excite the husband or father to furious anger; also soldiers who would incur vexations on the part of their officers or subject themselves to continuous and intolerable slurs on the part of their fellow soldiers.

39 Capellmann, Medicina Pastoralis, pp. 90 sq.

p. 344(2) The demands of charity excuse the following persons from hearing Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation: (a) Those in charge of the sick and infirm. (b) Those who assist others in case of fire or flood. (c) Those who have reason to hope that by their presence elsewhere they will be able to prevent sin.

(3) By reason of their office or occupation the following are excused from hearing Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation: (a) Soldiers on duty; watchmen in cities and villages; shepherds in care of flocks; the custodians of buildings in places where but one Mass is celebrated, etc. The superiors of all such persons, however, are in duty bound to permit their subjects or employees to hear Mass whenever possible. (b) Mothers and nurses who can neither leave their charges nor take them along to church. (c) Servants who cannot get away because of urgent duties. These are, however, obliged to hear Mass if they can do so without great inconvenience, e. g., by rising earlier in the morning. In case they are prevented by their employers, they may acquiesce if they have reason to fear serious consequences, but if the inconvenience to be apprehended is light, they should do their duty and bravely make the sacrifice which it involves. If they are regularly or frequently prevented from going to church on Sundays, servants should seek another position. (d) Those who have to prepare food or provide other necessaries of life; but where there are several Masses, such persons, with a modicum of good will, ought to be able to attend one of them.

p. 345(4) Custom in some countries or places ex- cuses certain classes of persons from attendance at Sunday Mass. Among these classes we will mention: (a) Women for a month or six weeks after childbirth. (b) Widows who remain secluded at home for a month after the death of their husbands. (c) Brides in countries where it is not customary for them to attend Mass on the Sundays when the banns of marriage are proclaimed.40

40 In the above we have followed Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, pp. 282 sqq.

p. 346This is an appropriate place to add a few words about the so-called holy or closed seasons, during which the Church wishes her children to eschew noisy celebrations and festivities. They are Advent, until Christmas inclusively, and Lent, i. e., the time from Ash Wednesday to Easter Sunday, inclusively. During these seasons known as tempora clausa the solemn nuptial blessing is forbidden, though under the new Code the Bishop may allow it to be given for a grave reason.41

41 C. I. C., can. 1108, § 2.

With the so-called Easter duty, i. e., the obligation of confessing one’s mortal sins, if one has had the misfortune to commit such, and receiving holy Communion once a year, during the paschal season, we shall deal infra, pp. 388 sqq.42 The Easter duty binds all the faithful who have reached the age of discretion, and was imposed to remind them of the institution of the Holy Eucharist and to prevent them from starving their souls. “I am the living bread which came down from heaven,” says the Lord; “if any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever.”43

42 See also Vol. II of this Handbook, pp. 125, 152.

43 John VI, 51 sq.; cfr. Rom. VI, 4 sqq.; Col. III, 3.
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Chapter III: The Law of Fasting and Abstinence

Section 1: Definition and Significance of Fasting

p. 348


	DEFINITION.—To fast, broadly speaking, means to abstain from sensual pleasure or to mortify the senses from a virtuous motive. In a narrower sense it means to abstain from food and drink as a means of penance and moral perfection. Fasting, therefore, is an essentially virtuous act (actus virtutis abstinentiae).1



1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 1 sq.; cfr. qu. 141, art. 1; qu. 146, art. 2.

The theologians distinguish a fivefold kind of fasting: (a) ieiunium spirituale, which consists in refraining from sin; (b) ieiunium naturale, which consists in abstaining from food and drink before the reception of the Holy Eucharist (also called ieiunium Eucharisticum);2 (c) ieiunium morale, which consists in the moderate use of food and drink; (d) ieiunium ecclesiasticum, i. e., the bodily fasting (ieiunium corporale) enjoined by the third commandment of the Church; (e) ieiunium poenale, i. e., fasting for penitential reasons over and above the measure imposed by the Church.

2 Cfr. this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 128 sqq.

2. the Significance of Fasting

p. 349Fasting has a twofold signification, (a) moral-ascetical and (b) social. a) As a moral and an ascetical practice, fasting was known among the ancient heathen, and is partly recommended and partly enjoined by Divine Revelation3 for the reason that to abstain from permissible pleasures of the palate, if done as a matter of duty and for the purpose of strengthening the spiritual powers of the soul, is an excellent means of suppressing lustful appetites, doing penance for one’s sins, and advancing in grace and virtue. The angel said to Tobias “Prayer is good with fasting and alms more than to lay up treasures of gold.”4 Jesus declared that a certain kind of evil spirits “is not cast out but by prayer and fasting.”5 The Apostles and disciples are often described as fasting.6 The Church prays in her Lenten Preface: “O God, who by means of bodily fasting dost restrain the evil passions, uplift the heart and freely bestow virtue with its reward. . . .”7 St. Ambrose calls fasting “the food of the mind,” “the life of the angels,” “the death of sin,” “the root of grace,” and “the foundation of chastity.”8 In a sermon formerly attributed to St. Augustine fasting is described as “cleansing the mind, elevating the senses, and subjecting the flesh to the spirit.” It “disperses the mists of concupiscence, extinguishes the fires of lust, and kindles the light of charity.”9 St. Leo the Great says that nothing is more efficacious for bringing us nearer to God and resisting the blandishments of sin, than fasting. “Fasting has always been the food by which virtue is nourished.”10

3 Cfr. Deut. IX, 18 sq.; 2 Kings XII, 16; Jud. IV, 8; VIII, 6; Joel II, 12; Matt. IV, 2; 2 Cor. VI, 5.—St. Leo the Great says (Serm., XV [al. XIV], c. 2): “Among the number of these [duties of piety] is also the solemn fast of this tenth month, which is not therefore to be neglected because it was taken from the observance of the Old Law, as though it were among those things which have ceased among distinctions of foods, among differences of baptisms, and among sacrifices of birds and cattle. For when those things which bore figures of future things were fulfilled, the things which they signified came to an end. But the grace of the New Testament has not removed the usefulness of fasts and has embraced with pious observance continence of body and soul as always profitable.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 175).

4 Tob. XII, 8.

5 Matt. XVII, 20.

6 Acts XIII, 3; XIV, 22.

7 Miss. Rom., Praef. in Quadrag.: “O God, who by bodily fasting repress vices, elevate the mind, and bestow virtue and rewards.”

8 De Elia et Ieiunio, c. 3, n. 4: “What is fasting but the substance and image of heaven? Fasting is the refreshment of the soul; fasting is the food of the mind; fasting is the life of angels, the death of fault, the destruction of sins, the remedy of salvation, the root of grace, and the foundation of chastity.” (Migne, P. L., XIV, 699).

9 Pseudo-Augustine, Appendix Serm., 73 (al. 230, De Temp.), n. 1: “Fasting purifies the mind, raises the sense, and subjects the flesh to the spirit. Fasting makes a contrite and humbled heart, which God does not despise. Fasting disperses the clouds of concupiscence, extinguishes the fires of lust, and kindles the light of chastity.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1887).

10 St. Leo M., Serm., XII (al. XI), c. 4: “There are three things which especially pertain to religious actions, namely, prayer, fasting, and almsgiving. . . . For by prayer God’s propitiation is sought; by fasting the concupiscence of the flesh is extinguished; by alms sins are redeemed (Dan. IV, 24); and at the same time through all of them the image of God is renewed in us, if we are always ready for His praise, unceasingly solicitous for our purification, and continually intent upon the support of our neighbor. This threefold observance, dearly beloved, embraces the effects of all the virtues. It attains to the image and likeness of God and makes us inseparable from the Holy Spirit. For in prayers right faith remains; in fasts, an innocent life; in alms, a kindly mind.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 171).—IDEM, Serm., XVII (al. XII), c. 1: “What can be more efficacious than fasting, through whose observance we draw near to God and, resisting vices, overcome alluring sins? For fasting has always been the food of virtue. From abstinence proceed chaste thoughts, reasonable wills, and more wholesome counsels. Through voluntary afflictions the flesh dies to concupiscences and the spirit is renewed in virtues.” (P. L., LIV, 172).

p. 351In the ideal sense, says Bishop Linsenmann,11 to fast means to abstain from sin.12 It has never been the wish of the Church that abstinence from material food and drink should supplant fasting in this ideal or spiritual sense, but she regards bodily fasting, both in its ascetic aspect (mortification) and from the religious and mystical point of view (sadness, penance) as a condition of sanctification, its beginning and means, because it is only by religious exercises and bodily abstinence that men are enabled to appropriate the fruits of the atonement and thereby attain forgiveness of sin.13

11 Moraltheologie, p. 383.

12 Cfr. Is. LVIII, 2 sqq.; Pastor Hermae, Simil. V, c. 1, 4–5; c. III, 5–6 (Funk, Patres Apostolici, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 530, 535; Kirsopp Lake’s ed. in The Apostolic Fathers [Loeb Classical Library], Vol. II, pp. 153, 159 sq.)—St. Augustine, Tract. in Ioann., XVII, n. 4: “The great and general fast is to abstain from iniquities and from the unlawful pleasures of the world, which is a perfect fast.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1529).

13 St. Jerome, Epist., 130 (al. 8), n. 11: “You ought so to fast that you do not palpitate or can scarcely breathe and are carried or dragged by the hands of your companions, but so that, with the appetite of the body broken, you do no less than usual in reading, in the Psalms, or in vigils. Fasting is not a perfect virtue but the foundation of the other virtues; and sanctification and chastity, without which no one will see God, furnish a step for those ascending to the heights; nevertheless, if it is alone, it will not be able to crown a virgin.” (P. L., XXII, 1116).—IDEM, Epist., 148 (al. 14), n. 22: “Take care lest, if you begin to fast or abstain, you think yourself already holy. For this virtue is an aid, not the perfection of holiness. . . . Then, I say, is abstinence illustrious; then is chastisement of the body beautiful and magnificent, when the soul fasts from vices.” (P. L., XXII, 1214).—St. Leo the Great, Serm. XIX (al. XVIII), c. 2: “Since all vices are destroyed by continence, and whatever avarice thirsts for, whatever pride aspires to, whatever luxury desires, is overcome by the firmness of this virtue, who does not understand how great a protection is bestowed upon us through fasts? In them it is commanded that we be temperate not only from foods, but also from all carnal desires. Otherwise it is superfluous to undertake hunger and not put away an unjust will, to be afflicted by cutting off food and not draw back from a sin conceived. It is a carnal, not a spiritual, fast where the body alone is not spared, while perseverance continues in things more harmful than all delicacies. What does it profit the soul outwardly to act as mistress and inwardly to serve as captive, to command its own members and lose the right of its own liberty? And deservedly it very often suffers a rebellious servant, since it does not render due service to the Lord. Therefore, while the body fasts from foods, let the mind fast from vices and judge earthly cares and desires by the law of its King.” (P. L., LIV, 187).

p. 352Bodily abstinence (ieiunium corporale) is a means of spiritual or perfect abstinence, as may be gathered from the liturgical prayers of the Church, who again and again during the Lenten season declares: “as we abstain from food in the body, so may we abstain from sin in the mind.”

“Bridle gluttony,” says Thomas à Kempis, “and thou shalt the more easily restrain all carnal inclinations.”14

14 De Imit. Christi, l. I, c. 19 (ed. Pohl, II, 34). Cfr. Stöhr-Kannamüller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedizin, 5th ed., pp. 530 sqq.; Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. II, 3rd ed., Rome 1909, pp. 487 sqq.

“At all times and every day during this our earthly life,” observes St. Leo the Great, “fasting makes us stronger in combatting sin; it conquers the carnal inclinations, drives away temptations, curbs pride, softens anger, and aids the will in striving after virtue, provided that it is accompanied by benevolence and charity and wisely exercises itself in works of mercy.”15

15 St. Leo the Great, Serm., XV (al. XIV), c. 2 (Migne, P. L., LIV, 175).

b) The social value of fasting consists not merely, nor even principally, in the substitution of almsgiving for abstention from food, but in supplementing that act of mortification by works of corporal and spiritual mercy. Already in the Shepherd of Hermas the faithful were exhorted to give to the poor and needy what they saved by fasting.16 “Let the refreshment of the poor be the abstinence of the one fasting,” says St. Leo.17 The Church has always taught that fasting without almsgiving, i. e., without the simultaneous exercise of charity, is an act of covetousness rather than of self-denial. “Let our fasting be rich in fruits of liberality,” says Pope St. Leo, “and fertile in generous donations for Christ’s poor. In this even those who are not wealthy should not grow careless, thinking that what they might be able to save would be but little. The Lord knows the ability of each and, seeing through everything in justice, knows how great or how small is the measure with which each one gives. Inequality of possessions prevents equality in giving, but in most cases the unequal gifts are equalized by merit, for the intention may be the same, even though the means differ.”18

16 Past. Herm., Simil. V, c. 3, 7 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 534).

17 St. Leo the Great, Serm., XIII (al. XII), c. 1: “Because the salvation of our souls is not acquired by fasting alone, let us supplement our fasting with mercies toward the poor. Let us devote to virtue what we withdraw from pleasure. Let the refreshment of the poor be the abstinence of the one fasting. Let us devote ourselves to the defense of widows, the advantage of orphans, the consolation of mourners, and the peace of those at variance. Let the stranger be received, the oppressed be helped, the naked be clothed, the sick be cherished, so that whoever of us has offered to God, the Author of all goods, the sacrifice of this piety from his just labors may deserve to receive from Him the reward of the heavenly kingdom.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 172).

18 Cfr. St. Leo the Great, Serm., XV (al. XIV), c. 2: “For fasting without almsgiving is not so much the purification of the soul as the affliction of the flesh, and is to be referred more to avarice than to continence when someone so abstains from food that he also fasts from piety. Therefore, dearly beloved, let our fasts abound in fruits of generosity and be fruitful in kindly gifts to the poor of Christ. Nor let men of moderate means be delayed in this work because what they can take from their resources is little. The Lord knows the powers of all, and the just Inspector knows from what measure each gives what he can. Dissimilar fortunes cannot have similar expenditures, but what differs in expenditure is often equaled in merit, because an intention can be equal even where the property is unequal.”—IDEM, Serm., XLIX (al. XLVIII), c. 6: “With the supreme Father, he who has not been in the charity of his brethren will not be counted among the sons. In the distribution of alms and the care of the poor let Christian fasts also grow rich, and let each spend upon the weak and needy that which he withdraws from his own sins.” (P. L., LIV, 175, 305).

p. 354If the law of fasting and abstinence were obeyed in the right spirit by all, its enforcement would undoubtedly exercise a wholesome economic influence by causing men to use the good things of this earth with greater moderation and thereby preventing extreme and wide-spread poverty. The example of self-denial given by the rich would induce the poor to bear with greater patience and fortitude the privations imposed on them by bitter necessity. If the law of fasting oppresses the poor, instead of alleviating their lot by almsgiving and the decreased consumption of utilities, and still more, if it can be evaded by the rich through the use of substitutes or purchased dispensations, then it does not fulfil the social purpose for which it was imposed.

The Church expects the individual Christian, impelled by love and the spirit of penitence, to do more than the letter of the law commands. The rich man is in duty bound to give alms even aside from the requirements of the law of fasting, whereas the poor man is not required to give that which he saves by fasting to others who are no needier than he.19

19 Cfr. F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 388 sq.

p. 355To the evangelical commandment which bids us pray for those who persecute us,20 the Didaché adds the exhortation to fast in their stead.21 This precept, which is mentioned nowhere else, is hardly to be interpreted in the sense of Hermas, who recommends that the food saved by fasting be given to the poor, or in the sense of the ninth beatitude which Origen says he read “in some book” and credits to the Apostles, namely, “Blessed is he that fasts in order to feed the poor.” What the unknown author of the Didaché probably meant was that fasting is useful for strengthening the prayers a man offers for those who persecute him on account of his religion.22

20 Matt. V, 44.

21 Doctr. XII Apost., c. 1, 3: “Bless those that curse you, and pray for your enemies, and fast for those that persecute you.” (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 4; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers, Vol. I, p. 309).

22 Cfr. J. H. Kurtz, Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte, Vol. I, 13th ed., Leipsic 1899, p. 179.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 146 sq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 389 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 697 sq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. II, pp. 631 sq.

Section 2: The Subject-Matter of the Ecclesiastical Fast

p. 356The subject-matter or content of the ecclesiastical law of fasting (ieiunium ecclesiasticum), or, in other words, the thing it commands, is twofold, viz.: (a) abstention from food both with regard to quantity and to quality (ieiunium, i. e., fasting proper) and (b) abstinence from certain kinds of food, particularly flesh meat (abstinentia), on certain prescribed days.

Article 1: Days of Fasting and Abstinence




	The days of fasting and abstinence (ieiunium cum abstinentia, ieiunium plenum) are:



a) ASH WEDNESDAY AND THE FRIDAYS AND SATURDAYS OF LENT.—This is a modification of the former law, which made all the days of Lent, from Ash Wednesday to Easter, with the exception of Sundays, days of fasting and abstinence.1

1 F. X. Funk in Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen, Vol. I, pp. 241 sqq.; Kellner, Heortology, pp. 88 sqq.; Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 254 sqq.

p. 357The early Christians seem to have fasted on all Wednesdays and Fridays throughout the year.

This pious custom is mentioned in the Didaché2, in the Shepherd of Hermas3, and in the writings of Tertullian.4 That fasting should form an essential feature of the commemoration of the Passion was indicated in Christ’s words: “Can the children of the bridegroom mourn, as long as the bridegroom is with them? The days will come, when the bridegroom shall be taken away from them, and then shall they fast.”5 The days when the Divine Bridegroom was taken away were held from the first to be those in which Jesus lay in the grave,—Good Friday and Holy Saturday. These days were nearly everywhere kept as obligatory fast-days of the strictest kind.6 About the middle of the third century in many places men fasted the entire Holy Week on water, bread, and salt, while on the last two days they ate nothing whatever. Soon the fast came to be extended over several weeks. In the fourth century the forty days’ fast is a well-established institution. The fifth canon of the first Nicene Council mentions Lent as a common observance, though the Festal Letters of St. Athanasius bear witness that it was not yet kept everywhere. The fare on fast-days consisted of water and broth made with flour, fruit, oil, and bread. The Lenten fast must have commenced on the Monday after Sexagesima.7 St. Leo the Great in his sermons explains the object and significance of the Lenten fast. He says Lent was appointed in order to prepare the souls of the faithful for a fruitful commemoration of the mystery of Easter. It was to be a time for purification and sanctification,—a time, first of all, for doing penance for past sins and breaking off sinful habits; a time also for the exercise of all virtues, especially almsgiving, and reconciliation. Fasting was to form only a part, though the most essential part, of this penitential preparation, and Leo declares it to be incumbent upon all, not only the clergy, but the laity as well. He regarded the forty days fast before Easter as an Apostolic institution.8 The term became fixed, no doubt for the reason that Jesus had fasted forty days in the desert.9

2 Doctr. XII Apost., c. 8.

3 Past. Herm., Simil. V, c. 1.

4 De Ieiunio, c. 1, 10, 14.

5 Matt. IX, 15.

6 Tertullian, op. cit., II, 13, 14.

7 Villien, op. cit., pp. 261 sqq.

8 St. Leo, Serm., XLVII (al. XLVI), c. 1; Serm., XLIV (al. XLIII), c. 1 (Migne, P. L., LIV, 294, 285, 287).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 8, ad 3.

9 Kellner, Heortology, pp. 88 sqq., 94 sq.

p. 358Originally, it seems, the forty days’ fast (quadragesima) was taken to mean the days before Easter as a whole, Sundays excluded. This gave for a period of six weeks only thirty-six fast-days, and, where Saturday was not kept, only thirty. To rectify this mistake, the number of actual fast-days was increased to forty, with the result that, in the West, the beginning of Lent (caput ieiunii) was put back four days. In the East, where only five days in each week were fast-days, it had to be put back still further. There Lent began eight weeks before Easter, and since the Saturdays (Holy Saturday excepted) were not fast-days, extended actually over forty-one days instead of forty. Abstinence from flesh meat began on the Monday after the eighth Sunday before Easter, corresponding to the Latin dominica sexagesima, which is called “the Sunday of Abstinence from Flesh Meat.” From the following Sunday, called “the Sunday for Eating Cheese,” milk products (lacticinia) were forbidden.10

10 Kellner, Heortology, pp. 95 sq.

p. 359b) The Ember Days are days of sacred fasts (angariae), dedicated to the Lord every three months, and corresponding to the four seasons of the year, from whence they derive their Latin name, Quattuor Tempora. The Ember tides are peculiar to the Western Church. In Rome they were observed from the earliest times, so that Leo the Great was inclined to regard them as of Apostolic origin. He connects them with the four seasons of the year11 and says that during these days we should give due honor and praise to God for the gifts He bestows on us to support our bodily life, abstain from luxuries, and be generous to the poor. The Ember tides in general, especially that of December, St. Leo connects directly with agriculture and the harvest,12 and the earliest liturgies contain prayers for a good crop.13 Dr. Kellner thinks that these indi- cations give us the clue to the origin of the Ember fasts, and says they were most likely heathen practices, which were taken over by the Church and given a Christian form and character.14

11 Serm., XIX (al. XVIII), c. 2: “The [fasts] have been distributed through the circuit of the whole year so that the law of abstinence might be assigned to all seasons.”

12 Serm., XVI, c. 2: “And when the gathering of all the fruits has been completed,” etc.

13 Morin quotes passages from the Leonine and Gelasian sacramentaries; see Migne, P. L., LV, 153 sqq.

14 Heortology, p. 184.

p. 360Pope Gelasius commanded that ordinations of priests and deacons should be held on all Ember tides and in the middle of Lent, whereas in St. Leo’s time ordinations took place at Easter only.

In the earliest service books, the Ember fasts were called, respectively, ieiunium primi, quarti, septimi et decimi mensis, and fell in March, June, September, and December. It does not appear that the original object of the Ember days was to petition God to raise up worthy priests in His Church, for this purpose is not mentioned until after the popes had appointed the Ember days as fixed times for ordinations.15

15 Ibid., p. 186.

For a long time it remained uncertain in which week of the months in question the Ember days should be observed. At Rome they were kept in the first week of the month.16 Elsewhere the practice differed, until Gregory VII17 put an end to all doubts and variations by establishing the present usage, which is as follows: Ember Days are the Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday after the third Sunday of Advent (ieiunium hiemale); the Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday after the first Sunday of Lent (ieiunium vernum), the Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday after Pentecost (ieiunium aestivum); the Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday after the feast of the Exaltation of the Holy Cross, which falls on the third Sunday in September (ieiunium autumnale). This arrangement may be remembered by means of the following verses:

16 Ibid., p. 189.

17 Micrologus, c. 24; cfr. Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 234 sqq.

p. 361


After Lucy, Ashes, after the Holy Spirit and the Cross,
the following Wednesday gives the four seasons.



c) THE VIGIL FASTS are those kept on the days preceding Pentecost, the Assumption of the B. V. Mary, All Saints, and Christmas.18

18 C. I. C., can. 1252, § 2.

A vigil originally was the watch vigiliae which used to be kept on the nights before important feasts. The practice of spending such nights in public prayer is at least as old as Christianity itself. Vigils are mentioned by Tertullian,19 and the Apostolic Constitutions20 tell of one maintained till “cock-crow” on Holy Saturday. St. Jerome21 defends the custom against Vigilantius, admitting, however, that the watches were sometimes accompanied by gross immoralities. It was probably these and other abuses which led to the discontinuance of the practice.

19 Ad Uxorem, II, 5.

20 Const. Apost., V, 10.

21 Epist., CIX; Adv. Vigilant., n. 9.

The obligation of fasting on the vigils did not begin till later. Villien says it would be difficult to give the precise date of its origin.22 Perhaps the linking of the fast with the vigil is an extension of the ancient fast by which the faithful prepared themselves for the celebration of Easter. Both the discipline of the watch and the motive of the fast are indicated in a synodal decree of Auxerre, adopted in the last third of the sixth century. The principal object of the vigil, says this decree, is prayer in preparation for the approaching feast; the fast is its necessary accompaniment, so to speak. The fast is observed because the watch is kept in church and to enable the faithful to communicate at Mass.23

22 History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 236.

23 Op. cit., p. 241.

p. 362For quite a while the tendency was to increase the number of vigils on which fasting was obligatory. Besides the vigils of Easter, Christmas, Pentecost, and the Assumption, there were those for most of the feasts of the Apostles.24 To them custom or episcopal constitutions in course of time added other diocesan or provincial vigils. It is likely that the feast of the patron saint was everywhere preceded by a vigil. To the feasts of the Apostles were ultimately added those of St. Lawrence, and St. John the Baptist, and, in the Frankish countries, that of St. Martin of Tours.

24 Op. cit., p. 247.

Of late the tendency has been rather to diminish the vigils. In the United States only four were observed (before Christmas, Pentecost, the Assumption, and All Saints), the same that have now been made universal by the New Code.25

25 C. I. C., can. 1252, § 2.




	The law of abstinence from flesh meat (abstinentia, ieiunium semiplenum) obliges on all Fridays of the year except when Christmas or some other holyday of obligation falls on that day.26



26 C. I. C., can. 1252, § 3.

p. 363Formerly Wednesday and Friday were widely observed as days of fasting and abstinence in commemoration of the death and burial of Christ. Regino of Prim inserted into his canonical collection a text of Rufinus, which says that the fasts of Wednesday and Friday must not be dispensed with except in case of grave necessity,—Wednesday, because it is the day on which Judas decided to betray our Lord; Friday, because on that day Christ was crucified.27

27 De Eccl. Disc., Append. I, c. XVII; Villien, op. cit., p. 283.

Later the practice declined. Fagnani, following the teaching of Innocent IV, affirms that, according to the common opinion, the Friday fast is merely of counsel, not of precept, like abstinence from flesh meat on Wednesday.28

28 In c. “Consilium,” n. 23; Villien, op. cit., p. 276.

The discipline of the Saturday abstinence outside of Lent, which survived in some countries until the promulgation of the New Code, began in the West at a comparatively late date.29 The Code marks its end.

29 Villien, op. cit., p. 287.

Abstinence from flesh meat on Friday is obligatory upon all Catholics who are not excused by sickness, by the nature of their work, or by a dispensation, as granted, e. g., in the “Bula de Cruzada.”30

30 For an account of the privileges of the Bulla Cruciata see Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 771 sqq. and the same author’s book, La Nueva Bula de Cruzada Española y sus Extraordinarios Privilegios, 3rd ed., Madrid 1915.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 5 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 1004 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 384 sqq.).—A. Linsenmayer, Entwicklung der Kirchl. Fastendisziplin, Munich 1877.—F. X. Funk, “Die Entwicklung des Osterfastens” in Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen, Vol. I, pp. 241 sqq.—V. Ermoni, Le Carême, 2nd ed., Paris 1907.—K. A. H. Kellner, Heortology, London 1908, pp. 88 sqq.—G. Berthelet, Traité Historique et Moral de l’Abstinence, Rouen 1731.

Article 2: In What Fasting and Abstinence Consists

p. 364


	The law of fasting (ieiunium plenum) involves three points.



a) With regard to quantity, it permits but one full meal a day (unica per diem comestio).1

1 C. I. C., can. 1251, § 1.

The taking of but one full meal a day constitutes the essence of the strict fast. Were one to take several meals a day he could not be said to be fasting.

However, the law of fasting does not forbid the taking of some food in the morning and again in the evening, provided approved local custom be observed with regard to the quantity and quality of the food taken.2 Legitimate custom permits a collation (collatio vespertina) in the evening and a light breakfast (frustulum matutinum, ientaculum) in the morning. The noon and evening meals, i. e., the prandium and the collatio, may be reversed ad libitum.3

2 C. I. C., can. 1251, § 1.

3 C. I. C., can. 1251, § 2.

The fast is not broken by liquids which, per se, serve to satisfy thirst rather than hunger; but to consume excessive quantities of liquids, or to drink with a view to circumvent the law (in fraudem legis) would be sinful and contrary to the mind of the Church.4

4 J. B. Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 507: “The fast is not broken by a drink of water, wine, and other beverages which of themselves are ordered and commonly employed to quench thirst, although according to the first discipline of the Church Christians abstained altogether from wine and similar liquors. Hence the axiom: Liquid does not break the fast. By liquid, however, is understood only that which according to common usage is taken after the manner of drink, not after the manner of food, as milk,” etc.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 6, ad 2: “That [fast of the Church] is broken only by those things which the Church intends to forbid in instituting the fast. But the Church does not intend to forbid the taking of drink, which is taken more for the alteration of the body and the digestion of foods consumed than for nutrition, although it nourishes in some way; and therefore those fasting are permitted to drink several times. But if someone uses drink immoderately, he can sin and lose the merit of his fast, just as if he consumes food immoderately in one meal.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 3: “Electuaries, even if they sometimes nourish, are nevertheless not principally taken for nourishment but for the digestion of foods. Hence they do not break the fast, just as neither does the taking of other medicines, unless perhaps someone fraudulently takes electuaries in a large quantity after the manner of food.”—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 15, qu. 3, ad 4, dub. 1, n. 17.

p. 365The moralists are not agreed as to what constitutes a collation. Some permit the fourth part of an ordinary meal, whereas others allow but three or four ounces of food. St. Alphonsus5 permits from eight to ten ounces (an ounce being equal to thirty grains). To us it seems that no definite and universal rule can be set up in a matter of this kind, where so much depends on climate, temperament, physical constitution, and other factors, which vary in different persons and regions.6 Some men ordinarily eat two and three times as much as others and naturally find it more difficult to keep the fast. St. Thomas says: “The quantity of food can- not be the same for all men because of the difference of bodily constitution, on account of which one needs more food than another.”7

5 Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 1025 (ed. Gaudé, II, 405).

6 Cfr. A. Koch, “Zur kasuistischen Behandlung des Fastengebotes” in the Theologische Quartalschrift, Tübingen 1904, pp. 60 sqq.

7 Loc. cit.

p. 366The duration of the time for which fasting is prescribed must also be taken into consideration, and consequently a larger collation is permitted in Lent than on Vigils or Ember days.

As regards the amount of food permitted for the collation, those who are obliged to fast may eat as much as they deem necessary to enable them to fulfil their obligations, with due regard to bodily infirmity, exhaustion, and the nature of their work. No doubt, other things being equal, a priest who ministers to the spiritual needs of a large congregation may, even without a dispensation, take more food than one who works but little.8 To fasting, too, may be applied the words of St. Paul: “Who also hath made us fit ministers of the New Testament, not in the letter, but in the spirit. For the letter killeth, but the spirit quickeneth.”9 In this sense a recent author justly observes: “As regards fasting we must be guided not only by the letter, but also by the spirit of the law, and beware against scrupulously weighing the amount of food permitted as well as against adopting the superficial view of those who put all the emphasis on the spirit and neglect the letter. The law should be observed both in letter and in spirit. As the letter killeth without the spirit, so the spirit departeth where obedience is not practiced.”10

8 Cfr. Th. M. J. Gousset and J. N. P. Oischinger, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, Schaffhausen 1851, pp. 126 sq.

9 2 Cor. III, 6.

10 J. Schmid, Lehrbuch der kath. Moraltheologie, 2nd ed., Ratisbon 1872, p. 362.

p. 367The interpretation and application of the law of fasting must be based upon the teaching of the Didaché: “Concerning food, bear what thou canst,”11 which, according to the common interpretation, means that every Christian should practice abstinence according to his ability and the circumstances under which he lives.12

11 Doctr. XII Apost., VI, 3 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 16; Lake, The Apost. Fathers, I, 319).

12 K. Böckenhoff, Das apostolische Speisegesetz, pp. 22 sq.

It would be a useful undertaking, says Bishop Linsenmann, to determine the duration of the principal meal, the measure of the collation permitted, and the limits of the parvitas materiae; but it is impossible because the conditions of living and nutrition differ so greatly from house to house and from country to country. It would be too materialistic to gauge the value of different foods solely by the percentage of nourishment they contain. Eating is not merely the taking in of food, and fasting means something more than to endure hunger.13

13 Linsenmann, Lehrb. der Moraltheologie, pp. 384 sq.

To prevent misunderstanding, however, it is well to add that the speculations of casuists to determine the exact quantity of food permitted to those who are obliged to fast, if intended to serve not as a legal norm, but as a guide to the correct interpretation of the law, are unobjectionable, nay, may prove decidedly useful.14

14 A. Koch in the Theol. Quartalschrift, Tübingen 1904, pp. 60 sqq.

b) In regard to the quality of food, the law prescribes abstinence from flesh meat. Formerly the Church was much more exacting. The law of abstinence originally seems to have comprised all food-stuffs ministering to the maintenance of vigor. The so-called Apostolic Constitutions and the Didaché limit the Lenten diet to bread, salt, vegetables, and water. In course of time the pristine severity was relaxed. From the fifteenth century on, general indults were more frequently granted, and in the second half of the nineteenth century they were extended to almost every country.15 The New Code abolishes the so-called maigre strict by defining that “the law of abstinence forbids the eating of flesh meat and meat juice, but not of eggs, nor of milk products (lacticinia) and whatever condiments, even those made from the fat of animals.”16 This is a noteworthy departure from the ancient discipline, for many are the texts to show that the prohibition of flesh meat and of meat juice, blood, and grease always went hand in hand. On this point, too, as on others, the pia mater Ecclesia saw fit to introduce mitigations into her discipline at a comparatively early date. “For many centuries,” says Villien, “flesh meat and its by-products, juice, lard, and grease, have been differently treated. Many are the minute discussions of theologians on this matter; the most divergent opinions appealed to custom, until at last the Church restored peace and calm of conscience by many gracious indults.” Canon 1250 completes the development.”17

15 Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 309 sq.

16 C. I. C., can. 1250.

17 Villien, op. cit., p. 304.

p. 369As for milk and eggs, they were excluded from the cibi quadragesimales until the ninth century, when a very sensible relaxation was made. A council of Angers (1365) tolerated the use of milk and butter in regions where fish and oil could not be easily obtained. While the great bulk of Christians still continued more or less faithfully to observe the prescribed abstinence from eggs and milk, at least in Lent, means were found to obtain legitimate dispensation for many. When, towards the end of the nineteenth century, the respective indults were extended almost throughout the Church, exemption was made in the case of butter and milk, not only for the principal meal, but also for the collation.

In regard to the quantity and quality of the food allowed for the collation, even under the New Code, local custom is decisive.18 The ancient prohibition of flesh meat and fish at the same meal (in eadem refectione) no longer exists.19

18 C. I. C., can. 1253, § 1.

19 C. I. C., can. 1251, § 2.—A marked distinction was made as early as the fifth century, in point of view of abstinence, between the flesh of fish and that of other animals. The reason for this difference was found in the mystical order. “The use of flesh and wine,” says St. Isidore of Seville, “was granted to man only after the deluge, and Jesus Christ said by the mouth of His Apostle: ‘It is good not to eat flesh and not to drink wine,’ and to be satisfied with vegetables.” But “since our Lord Himself used fish after His resurrection, we can eat of it, for neither the Saviour nor the Apostles have subsequently forbidden it.” (De Eccles. Officiis, l. I, c. XIV; Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 777). On the strength of this reasoning the use of fish on fast-days and during Lent was formally permitted. The only point in doubt for some time was whether fish could be eaten at the collation. Would not this food give to the collation the character of a true meal? Under the influence of this consideration the first moralists who permitted the use of fish for the collation allowed only small fish, because their delicate flesh was considered as less nourishing. However, the distinction was too fine not to succumb to practice. To-day most moralists admit that the flesh of large fish taken in small quantities at the collation is no more opposed to the observance of fasting than the same quantity of small-sized fish. (Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 311 sq.).

p. 370The distinction made between different foods from the point of view of fasting and abstinence, is based on the assumption that the forbidden foods contain more nourishment than the others and consequently heat the blood and incite the sensual inclinations more strongly than the so-called Lenten foods. This consideration also explains why the laws of the Church attribute greater importance to the act of abstention itself (continentia) than to the kinds of food upon which it is exercised (abstinentia) and why liquid beverages, as such, are not forbidden.20 Modern physiologists agree with their brethren of a bygone age that liquids, particularly spirituous liquors, contain but little nutriment, and therefore cannot be regarded as a substitute for solid food, except in a secondary sense, namely in so far as they aid in the assimilation of the coarser Lenten foods and render the pangs of hunger less acute. Consequently, the mild practice of the Church in regard to beverages does not run counter to the spirit of the law, provided, of course, that liquors are not used to excess, either absolutely or relatively, because they incite to sensuality.

20 “Liquidum non frangit ieiunium.”

The Council of Baltimore and many diocesan regula- tions counsel abstention from spirituous liquors where observance of the fast is impossible.

p. 371Besides liquid beverages (liquida) properly so called (water, wine, beer), there are the semiliquida, such as tea, coffee, chocolate, and what Italians call sorbetti, i. e., lemonade, fruit ices, etc. Most authors regard the latter as permissible because they are taken for their refreshing rather than for their nourishing qualities. The case is different with the fruits themselves, which are generally regarded as food.

The distinction between warm-blooded and coldblooded animals offers some difficulty. Fish, oysters, turtles, crabs, are not forbidden, and in some countries other animals which have some connection with water, are allowed.21

21 Sabetti-Barrett, Compendium Theol. Mor., p. 318.

In determining the quantity of food which constitutes materia gravis, moralists vary. Noldin estimates it at more than four ounces (120 grains), regardless of whether this quantity is consumed at one sitting or at different times in the course of a day, because several light lunches taken during the day coalesce into a full meal and thus constitute materia gravis, as is evident from proposition number 29 condemned by Alexander VII. According to this view, therefore, a sin is committed not only by taking more than one meal, but likewise by taking more than four ounces of food, either at breakfast, or at the evening collation, or at any other time of the day out- side the principal meal.22

22 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 698.

p. 372What about the practice of taking a bite of solid food with a drink in order to prevent possible harmful effects (“ne noceat potus”)? Diana, Leander, and other authors regard this practice as permissible, but Ferreres observes that it cannot be allowed unreservedly because frequent snatches of food (toties quoties) would render the law of fasting nugatory and an object of mockery. But it is permissible to take a bite once or twice a day.23

23 Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 395; cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., n. 1018.

c) The unica comestio, i. e., the full meal allowed once every twenty-four hours on days of fasting and abstinence, is commonly taken after twelve o’clock. Though it should not be eaten until about noon24 no definite hour is prescribed. The collation is usually taken in the evening, but for any good reason may be taken in the morning and the ientaculum postponed till evening.25 The chief point to be kept in mind is that fasting essentially consists in taking but one full meal a day.

24 “Circa meridiem.”

25 C. I. C., can. 1251, § 2.

The mitigation of the ancient law in favor of a collation resulted from the increase of agricultural and industrial workers among the faithful. The full meal, which was originally taken at sundown, was now frequently served at noon, and this made it necessary to permit a light luncheon in the evening.

The custom of consuming a little dry bread with tea, coffee, or chocolate in the morning (ientaculum) and the occasional eating of a small quantity of food with liquid beverages, was long frowned upon by the ecclesiastical authorities, and they finally permitted it only out of consideration for those whom a weak constitution or poor health did not permit to fast rigorously. Now it has become a privilege granted to all.

p. 373


	The law of abstinence (abstinentia sine ieiunio) forbids the use of flesh meat and meat juice on all Fridays of the year, except when Friday coincides with a holyday of obligation.26



26 V. supra, Art. 1, no. 2.

In the olden time, abstinence, extended to a number of other foods besides flesh meat,27 was deemed not only an effective means of mortification, but suitable for purifying the soul and keeping it free from sin.28

27 Supra, p. 370.

28 Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 301.

Flesh and wine were considered impure by the Gnostics and Manichaeans. Against these heretics the Church maintained that, in the words of our Divine Saviour, “not that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man, but what cometh out of the mouth,”29 and, in the words of St. Paul, “every creature of God is good, and nothing [is] to be rejected that is received with thanksgiving.”30 She vigorously combatted the false asceticism of the above-mentioned sects, which was based on the belief that flesh meat and wine are bad in themselves because they are produced by a Bad Principle. That the laws of abstinence were not the result of superstition or error is plain from the fact that they originated with the Apostles, who, at the Council of Jerusalem, commanded the faithful to abstain from “things sacrificed to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled.”31

29 Matt. XV, 11; cfr. Mark VII, 15.

30 1 Tim. IV, 4.

31 Acts XV, 28 sq.

p. 374The saying of our Lord, “Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man,” etc., has often been adduced as an argument against the ecclesiastical law of abstinence. This is a mistake. It is not the eating of forbidden food, as such, that is sinful, but the spirit of disobedience or gluttony or impenitence that inspires the act. “I do not fear the uncleanness of the food,” says St. Augustine, “but the unclean cupidity.”

Another Scriptural passage that is sometimes alleged against the law of abstinence is 1 Cor. X, 25–28, to wit: “Whatsoever is sold in the shambles, eat; asking no question for conscience’s sake. The earth is the Lord’s, and the fullness thereof. If any of them that believe not invite you, and you be willing to go; eat of anything that is set before you, asking no question for conscience’s sake. But if any man say: This has been sacrificed to idols, do not eat of it for his sake that told it, and for conscience’s sake.” The passage is somewhat obscure, but its meaning seems to be that the eating of meat that was offered as a sacrifice to idols is not sinful per se, because it does not necessarily entail a participation in heathen worship. Where such participation is involved, however, and scandal is given to others, it is forbidden to eat the meat.32

32 Cfr. J. McRory, The Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians, Dublin 1915, pp. 150 sqq.

Section 3: Obligation of the Law of Fasting and Abstinence

p. 375


	The law of fasting proper (ieiunium) binds the faithful only after they have attained the age of twenty-one and until the beginning of the sixtieth year.1 This law renders it grievously sinful not only to take more than one full meal a day, but also to take small quantities of food at frequent intervals, so that the total amount is considerable (say, four ounces).



1 C. I. C., can. 1254, § 2.

When one who is obliged to fast has taken two full meals, he has broken the fast, and the law of fasting no longer binds him; whereas the precept of abstinence may be broken again and again, and a new sin is committed every time the forbidden act is repeated.

Many who are per se bound to fast are excused by virtue of a dispensation, or on the ground of inability (impotentia), or because they are engaged in important work (labor), which cannot be omitted without serious inconvenience and to do which they need ample nourishment, or because they would be hindered in their works of piety (pietas) if they fasted. a) A dispensation, to be valid, must be based upon a truthful statement of the case. If the reason for which the dispensation is asked, is certain and undeniable, no express permission is required, particularly if legitimate custom can be adduced or there is difficulty in reaching the competent superior. Confessors and physicians can declare that there is sufficient reason in this or that case to exempt one from the law, but they have no power per se to dispense.

p. 376Dispensations from fasting as well as abstinence may be obtained for any good reason from the bishop, or the pastor, or some other priest having ordinary, quasi-ordinary, or delegated jurisdiction.

Those who are dispensed from fasting are not eo ipso dispensed from keeping the law of abstinence.

b) Inability to fast may be physical or moral. It excuses the sick, convalescents, pregnant and nursing women, all who are in delicate health, the poor who cannot obtain enough food at any time to eat a full meal, as well as those who are obliged to perform hard bodily labor in fields, mines or workshops, or severe mental work, such as teaching, frequent preaching or hearing confessions; also physicians, judges, travellers (un- der certain circumstances), and those whom fasting would hinder in the performance of pious and charitable works. The Church imposes fasting and abstinence as a means of furthering good works, and therefore does not wish this law to stand in the way of anything that is better or more necessary.

p. 377The exception made in favor of those who are under twenty-one or over sixty, is based on the fact that the very young as well as those advanced in years require more frequent nourishment, the former because they are still in process of physical development, the latter because they are usually weak and infirm. The exemption is general because laws are made for the generality of men, not for those who are exceptionally situated.

Some moralists hold that women are probabiliter exempt from fasting at the age of fifty, as they age more rapidly than men, and usually take less food—a view which, in praxi, would seem to justify certain mitigations.




	The law of abstinence binds all Catholics who have completed their seventh year, except those who are duly excused.



This law binds per se under pain of mortal sin because its matter is objectively important; but it admits of parvitas materiae.

One is exempt from keeping the law of abstinence by a valid dispensation or by inability to live up to the Church’s command. This exemption applies to the poor who have no choice of foods, to all who cannot sufficiently regain their strength without the use of flesh meat, to the sick and convalescent, to those who are in delicate health and cannot digest Lenten foods, to those who are dependent upon others for the preparation of their meals (e. g., travellers, soldiers, servants, apprentices, etc.). But those so exempted should substitute for fasting some other work of penance or mortification to show their willingness to obey the law.2

2 Cfr. Thos. Slater, S.J., Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 575.

p. 378The United States has been favored with three separate indults regarding the law of abstinence.

a) The first, called the Quadragesimal Indult, permitted the faithful to continue, or, more strictly, said they need not be prevented from continuing, the practice of eating eggs, milk, butter, etc., at the collation in Lent, and permitted the use of drippings and of flesh meat on Holy Thursday.

b) The second indult permitted soldiers and sailors in actual service to eat flesh meat on any day of the year except Ash Wednesday, the vigils of Christmas and of the feast of the Assumption, and the last three days of Lent. Holy Saturday afternoon has since been exempted by the New Code.3 This privilege extends also to the families of soldiers and sailors, while living with them, but not if they live apart.

3 C. I. C., can. 1252, § 4.

c) The third indult was granted in favor of workingmen. It gives each bishop the faculty to permit workingmen and their families the use of flesh meat on all days of abstinence, except Fridays, Ash Wednesday, the last week in Lent, and the vigil of Christmas. This indult even permits flesh meat to be used more than once a day by those who are not bound to fast, but its application is left to the discretion of the Ordinary. Many bishops in the exercise of this faculty do not permit the use of flesh meat more than once a day even to those who are excused from fasting.

p. 379The question who are operarii in the sense of the indult is controverted. Fr. Michael Martin, S.J., who contributed the notes on American legislation to Slater’s Manual of Moral Theology, says on this point: “Does it [the term operarii] mean only those who are usually designated by the English word workingmen, i. e., general laborers, mechanics, etc., or does it include also those engaged in the liberal professions, physicians, lawyers, etc.? Sabetti holds the former view, arguing from the intention of those who petitioned for the faculty and from the purpose of the concession itself. The other opinion is defended by a writer in the American Ecclesiastical Review, Vol. XIII, pp. 295 sqq., where he says: ‘Under the term working people (operarii) seem here to be included all classes of people who cannot observe the abstinence laws on account of the labor they are obliged to perform, whatever may be the character of that labor. Lex non distinguit.’ This second interpretation may, it seems, be followed so long as there is no decision of the Holy See restricting the meaning of the word operarii. While the intention of the archbishops in presenting the petition was very probably limited to those who are usually called working people, and while the Holy See is to be presumed to grant the petition according to the mind of the petitioners (the archbishops of the United States), still the word operarii employed in the response of the Sacred Congregation is frequently taken to signify others besides working people. When, however, in the Lenten regulations, which usually make reference to this indult, the bishop employs the term workingmen or working people, he would seem to indicate his intention that the privilege could be used only by those commonly designated by the term, and not by others who might be included under the word operarii. From the words of the indult itself it is manifest that a bishop has authority to make such a limitation, even if operarii be capable of bearing a wider meaning. It may be noted that, in order to share in this indult, it is sufficient that any member of the family, male or female, belong to the class in whose favor the bishop may extend the faculty.”4

4 Slater, Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 571 sq.

p. 380READINGS.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 697 sqq.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 566 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II, pp. 633 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 393 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 326 sqq.


Chapter IV: The Precept of Annual Confession and Communion

p. 381We have adverted to the ecclesiastical precept of annual confession and Easter Communion in Volume II of this Handbook. The importance of the matter justifies the insertion of an extra chapter on the subject here. We shall treat of it in two Sections: (1) The Annual Confession; (2) The Easter Communion.

Section 1: The Annual Confession

p. 382


	The precept of annual confession is stated in the New Code of Canon Law as follows: “Every Catholic of either sex, after having arrived at the years of discretion, that is, after having attained the use of reason, is bound to confess all his sins truthfully at least once a year.”1



1 C. I. C., can. 906.

a) The subject of this law is omnis utriusque sexus fidelis, i. e., every baptized Catholic who has arrived at the age of discretion. The age of discretion, as the law itself explains, is that at which a child begins to use his reason, i. e., about the seventh year. Pastors are consequently obliged to prepare the children entrusted to their care for the reception of the Sacrament of Penance, hear their confession, and give them absolution if they have committed a mortal sin, when they approach their seventh year, nay, even earlier if they enjoy the use of reason before that age.2 Pope Pius X, in his famous decree “Quam singulari,” condemns the custom of not admitting children to confession, or not absolving them, when they have arrived at the age of discretion.3

2 Cfr. A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Moralis et Pastoralis, Vol. I, p. 29.

3 “Quam singulari,” Aug. 8, 1910; cfr. J. B. Ferreres, S.J., The Decree on Daily Communion, tr. by H. Jimenez, S.J., London 1909.

p. 383b) The object of this precept is stated in the phrase, “omnia peccata sua.” It is the common opinion of theologians that this law affects only those who have fallen into mortal sin, as there is no precept, human or divine, which makes it obligatory to confess venial sins. The divine law does not impose this obligation, as the Council of Trent explains,4 and the Lateran law, transcribed by the Code, merely determines the divine law.5

4 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, c. 5.

5 Slater, Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 576 sq.

Hence a Catholic who has committed no mortal sin in the course of a year is not strictly bound to go to confession. It is advisable, however, that those too, who are conscious of venial sins only, go to confession at least once a year, lest, deprived of the grace of the Sacrament of Penance, they fall more easily into mortal sin.6

6 Tanquerey, op. cit., I, 29.

Some theologians hold that the precept of annual confession is not satisfied by confessing venial sins only and that, therefore, if one has gone to confession, say, at the beginning of the year, or of the paschal season, with none but venial sins, and afterwards, before the end of the year, has had the misfortune of falling into a mortal sin, he is obliged to go again, in order to comply with the law of the Church. Others (Palau, Victor, Reginald, Coninck, Laymann, Bonacina, Ballerini, Génicot, Tan- querey, etc.) hold that the ecclesiastical precept is fulfilled by any valid confession. In practice, therefore, it will be prudent to advise, but not to compel, penitents to make another confession.7

7 Op. cit., I, 30.

p. 384c) The manner in which the faithful should confess their sins is described by the word “fideliter,” which means that the confession must not be voluntarily invalid. “He who makes a sacrilegious or voluntarily invalid confession does not satisfy the law.”8 Voluntarily to make an invalid confession is to commit a sacrilege, and the law of the Church cannot be satisfied by a sacrilege.9

8 C. I. C., can. 907.

9 Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. I, p. 30.

d) The frequency with which confession should be made is determined by the words, “saltem semel in anno.” The year within which the obligation must be complied with may be reckoned variously, e. g., from Easter to Easter, or from one confession to the next, or from the first of January to the thirty-first of December.10 However, as the Easter time is expressly assigned for the annual Communion, the two precepts are in practice generally fulfilled together within the time appointed for the Easter duty.11 “Hence one who in the beginning of the year foresees that he will probably not be able to go to confession before the year ends, if conscious of mortal sin, must receive the Sacrament of Penance when the opportunity presents itself; for as the precept obliges “once a year,” it must be satisfied when it is morally possible to do so.

10 Cfr. J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 386; J. Bucceroni, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 1558.

11 Cfr. Slater, Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 577.

p. 385One who is conscious of mortal sin, but has neglected to go to confession during the prescribed period, must do so as soon as the opportunity presents itself, because the law assigns the time for satisfying the obligation ad determinandam, not ad finiendam obligationem. This is the opinion of most theologians, though a few eminent authors hold that the obligation ceases when the time appointed for its fulfilment has expired.12 No difficulty is likely to arise on this head, however, as St. Alphonsus teaches13 that one who has neglected the duty of annual confession one year, and comes to confession the next, accusing himself of the mortal sins he has committed in both years, satisfies his duty and is not, therefore, bound to confess twice, and the penitent, whether he knows of the theological discussion or not, will not consider himself guilty of a multiplication of sins for not having confessed quam primum or whenever an opportunity offered after the year had elapsed.

12 Cfr. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. I, p. 30.

13 Theol. Mor., n. 669.

e) According to the present discipline it is no longer necessary to make the annual confession to one’s pastor, or to some priest authorized by him, for the Code says: “Every Catholic is free to confess his sins to any legitimately approved confessor, even of a different rite, as he may prefer.”14

14 C. I. C., can. 905.

p. 386f) A few historical notes on the precept of annual confession may be welcome. The canon “omnis utriusque sexus” of the fourth Lateran Council (1215), which has been received into the new Code, is the first universal law imposing annual confession in the Latin Church. It was preceded by many particular or local laws, which made the practice all but general throughout the West several centuries before that council was held. How far back the origin of this discipline goes cannot be determined with any degree of certainty. In the early days of Christianity the faithful probably went to confession only when they had committed “grave and mortal sins,”—sins of which St. Augustine says that, unlike the daily faults which God Himself pardons, they can be ordinarily remitted only through the power of the keys.15 A synodal statute of Rheims (perhaps of the seventh century) designates Lent as the time of the year when the pastor should hear the confessions of his people. But the authenticity of this law is doubtful. Towards the middle of the eighth century annual confession appears to have been a common practice.16 Later it became customary to go to confession three times a year,17 and laws to this effect were passed in various dioceses.18 But they were poorly observed. In 1215, the fourth Lateran Council finally issued its twenty-first canon, which still governs ecclesiastical discipline on this point.19

15 Serm., 278 (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 2273 sqq.).

16 Cfr. A. Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 158.

17 Ibid., pp. 162 sqq.

18 Ibid., pp. 166.

19 Text of the whole canon in the Corpus Iuris Canonici, l. V, tit. XXXVIII; analysis in Villien, op. cit., pp. 167 sqq.

READINGS.—Ths. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 576 sq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. I, pp. 27 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 713 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 386 sq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 838 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 328 sqq.

p. 387On the history of the precept see A. Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church (English tr.), St. Louis, 1915, pp. 151-188.

Section 2: The Easter Communion

p. 388


	The precept of the Easter Communion is formulated as follows in the new Code of Canon Law: “Every Catholic of either sex, who has reached the age of discretion, that is, attained the use of reason, must receive the Sacrament of the Eucharist once a year, at least during Easter time, unless he should deem it his duty to abstain therefrom temporarily on the advice of his pastor and for some reasonable cause.”1



1 C. I. C., can. 859, § 1; cfr. P. Chas. Augustine’s Commentary, Vol. IV, pp. 237 sqq.

This precept is divine so far as its substance is concerned, but purely ecclesiastical in regard to the time appointed for its fulfilment. In other words, it is a divine commandment to receive the Body of Christ, aye, to receive it frequently as a nourishment of the soul; and an ecclesiastical precept to receive it at least once a year during Easter time.




	The time within which the Easter Communion must be made, is the paschal season, which is reckoned from Palm Sunday to Whitsunday, but may be prolonged by the diocesan Ordinaries so as to embrace the period from Laetare to Trinity Sunday.2 In this country the bishops still enjoy the privilege of extending the time to the first Sunday in Lent. (See Appendix, p. 418.)



2 C. I. C., can. 859, § 2.

p. 389This precept is a grave one, both in itself and with regard to the time appointed for its fulfilment, and hence a Catholic who culpably neglects to receive holy Communion within the Easter season, commits a sin which is per se mortal.

The determination of the time within which this precept must be fulfilled was made not ad finiendam, but ad urgendam obligationem; consequently, if one has not received holy Communion during the paschal season, he is bound to do so afterwards, though it is not necessary that he do so as soon as he can;3 for, as De Lugo observes, “when the paschal Communion is impossible, all that remains is the precept to communicate once a year, which can be satisfied at any time.”4

3 C. I. C., can. 859, § 4.

4 De Lugo, De Euch., disp. XVI, n. 69. Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 717. Others take a stricter view.

No one is bound to fulfil this precept as long as the paschal season has not yet commenced, even though he may foresee that he will be prevented from making his Easter duty later. But if the paschal season has commenced, he is bound to communicate as soon as possible in case he anticipates an impediment, nay, to remove the impediment, even though it be grave (because the precept is divine and grave), and he should, therefore, communicate once more during the Easter season if he can, even though he has done so already by anticipation.5

5 Cfr. C. I. C., can. 861.

One who has received holy Communion during the paschal season as viaticum (per modum viatici), has complied with his Easter duty and need not go to Communion again because the intention to fulfill the law is not required by the law.

p. 390This precept is not satisfied by a sacrilegious communion.




	The place where the Easter Communion should be received is one’s parish church; those who comply with their Easter duty in some other parish are advised to notify their pastor of the fact.6 There is no longer a strict command, therefore, to communicate in one’s parish church.



6 C. I. C., can. 859, § 3.

Can. 859, § 3 says: “Who satisfies the precept in some other parish.” This seems to make it obligatory to receive the Easter Communion either in one’s own or in some other parish church, to the exclusion of churches that are not strictly parochial, and of public oratories. However, in Fr. Ferreres’ opinion, this is not the mind of the legislator. “As there is no obligation, but merely a counsel to receive the Easter Communion in one’s own parish,” he says, “there can, a fortiori, be no obligation to receive it in some other parish church.”7

7 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., n. 207; Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 388 sq.




	The question at what age children should be admitted to first Communion has given rise to many controversies and considerable differences in practice. The matter was definitely decided by a decree of the S. C. of the Sacraments, Aug. 10, 1910, which says that children should be ad- mitted to confession and Communion as soon as they have arrived at the age of discretion, which generally happens about the seventh year. Of course, they should first be duly instructed. The fitness of a child to be admitted to first Communion in forma privata is to be judged by the confessor and the parents. Children who are not able to grasp the elementary truths of the Catholic religion are not permitted to receive holy Communion.8 If confessors and parents neglect their duty, the pastor is obliged to see to it that the children are admitted to the Holy Table as soon as they have attained the use of reason and are properly disposed. For this purpose he may hold an examination if he sees fit.9 But to admit children to first Communion is not strictly a parochial right, and all synodal decrees or particular customs treating it as such are abrogated by the new Code.10



8 C. I. C., can. 854, § 1, n. 1; cfr. P. Chas. Augustine, Commentary on the New Code, Vol. IV, pp. 226 sqq.

9 C. I. C., can. 854, § 5.

10 Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 241; P. Chas. Augustine, Commentary, Vol. IV, p. 228.

p. 391Parents, confessors, teachers, and pastors are in conscience bound to see to it that all minors entrusted to their care comply regularly with their Easter duty after they have been admitted to first Communion.11

11 C. I. C., can. 860.




	The history of this precept has been traced at length by Villien.12 In the early days of Christianity no law was required to induce the faithful to receive holy Communion frequently. But already in the time of St. Augustine the practice of communicating on certain days, or at certain periods, was imposed either by custom or by a law or precept.13 The Council of Agde, in Gaul (506), treated those who did not communicate on the three great festivals of Christmas, Easter, and Pentecost, as apostates.14 This ruling was substantially adopted by other councils, and finally through divers collections of canons and capitularies found its way into Gratian’s Decretum and thereby became, so to speak, a universal law.15 In course of time some churches succeeded in inducing the faithful to receive Communion every Sunday in Lent, but the main obligation, the minimum below which no one was allowed to fall without being cut off from Christian fellowship, was annual communion.16 The fourth Lateran Council rendered the discipline uniform by requiring nothing more than the minimum universally accepted. Its famous twenty-first canon, “Omnis utriusque sexus,” has substantially found its way into the new Code.



12 History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 189–223.

13 Villien, op. cit., p. 193.

14 Ibid., p. 194.

15 Ibid., pp. 195 sq.

16 Ibid., p. 203.

p. 392READINGS.—Ths. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 578 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 716 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 387 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 330 sqq.

Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, English ed., pp. 189 sqq.


Chapter V: The Precept of Contributing to the Support of Church and Pastor

p. 393


	The Church claims the right, independently of the civil power to exact from the faithful whatever is necessary for divine worship, for the decent support of the clergy, and for all other purposes implied in her divine mission.1



1 C. I. C., can. 1496.

To this right corresponds, on the part of the faithful, the duty of paying public worship to God and of providing the means necessary for that worship and for the support of those engaged in it. “Know you not,” says St. Paul, “that they who work in the holy place eat the things that are of the holy place; and they that serve the altar, partake with the altar? So also the Lord ordained that they who preach the gospel, should live by the gospel.”2

2 1 Cor. IX, 13 sqq.

“As there was special provision made by God for the support of the priests and the maintenance of religion under the Old Law, so under the New Law our Lord commanded that His ministers should be supported by those to whom they ministered. The faithful then are bound by divine precept to contribute according to their means to the support of their pastors.”3

3 Thos. Slater, S.J., Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 580.

p. 394


	The manner in which this obligation must be met is determined by the Church for every age and country.



The historians of ecclesiastical discipline trace the custom of paying tithes to the very beginning of the Christian era. Thomassin finds its first recorded manifestation in the conduct of those among the early Christians who sold their property and gave the proceeds to the Apostles for their own support and that of the poor.4 Origen derived the precept from Holy Writ.5 St. Caesarius of Arles admonished his diocesans to “give the tithes of their harvest each year to the Church and to the poor,” adding that good Christians should not be content with obeying this precept, but should dedicate the surplus of the remaining nine-tenths of their crops to the needy.6 The law enjoining the payment of tithes can be traced back to the Council of Macon (585), which decreed a revival of the “ancient custom” according to which the tithe was paid by all under pain of excommunication.7 Under the Carolingian régime the tithe attained its full development as a fiscal obligation. Gratian’s Decretum, published about the middle of the twelfth century, contains some twenty texts on the subject. In course of time, however, the tithe as a legal tax became odious and was no longer enforced. In France it was suppressed after the Revolution by a series of laws, beginning with that of Sept. 21, 1789.8 In the countries where it is still enforced as a true tax of obligation, says Villien, “when one gives what he can, no more is demanded.”9

4 Ancienne et Nouvelle Discipline de l’Eglise, P. III, l. 1, c. 1.

5 See Migne, P. G., XII, 640 sqq.

6 Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 327.

7 See the text in Villien, op. cit., pp. 329 sq.

8 Villien, op. cit., p. 355.

9 Op. cit., p. 355.

p. 395The new Code of Canon Law provides that, “so far as regards tithes and the payment of tithes and first-fruits, the peculiar statutes and praiseworthy customs of each country should be observed.”10

10 C. I. C., can. 1052.

Regarding statutes, can. 1507 says: “The taxes to be paid throughout each ecclesiastical province for the various acts of voluntary jurisdiction, or for the execution of Apostolic rescripts, or on the occasion of the administration of the Sacraments or sacramentals, should be determined by a provincial council or at a meeting of the bishops of the province; but no decision taken by them shall go into force until it has been approved by the Holy See.”




	The obligation, then, of contributing to the support of church and pastor is a dictate both of religion and of justice, and consequently grave; but it is not easy to determine when a mortal sin is committed in particular cases by failure to comply with this duty. Archbishop Kenrick says: “All must be convinced that each individual Catholic is in duty bound to contribute something on his part towards the necessary support of the clergy; but as long as this obligation is not enjoined and defined by any definite law, we would not venture to condemn any one as guilty of mortal sin who neglects to contribute a fair share, provided there is no danger that the clergy suffer want and provided others are not unduly burdened on this account. However, those who, in the circumstances just described, refuse to give anything out of avarice, seem to be guilty of grave fault and unworthy of sacramental absolution, because they transgress the law of Christ our Lord concerning the support of the ministers of the gospel and endanger their own salvation and that of others.”11



11 F. P. Kenrick, Theol. Mor., 2nd ed., Malines 1860, p. 142: “But all ought to be persuaded that it is necessary for each person to contribute something for his part, lest priests lack necessary support; but so long as the burden is not imposed and defined by any certain law, we do not dare to condemn of mortal sin one who omits to contribute a fair portion, whenever there is no danger that the priests lack it for this reason or that the other faithful are burdened excessively. Those, however, who through avarice refuse to give anything in the circumstances which we have indicated seem gravely guilty and unworthy of sacramental absolution; for they violate the law of Christ the Lord concerning the support of the ministers of the Gospel and expose themselves and others to the danger of salvation.”

p. 396This passage from Kenrick is quoted in Sabetti-Barrett’s Compendium Theologiae Moralis, the manual of moral theology now most widely used in our seminaries, with the following statute of the Third Plenary Council of Baltimore appended as a warning to the clergy not to be too exacting in their demands: “Rumor has it (oh, that it were groundless and false!) that in some places are found priests who, when no grave fault is apparent, deny the benefit of sacramental absolution to those of the faithful who refuse to contribute to collections a share to which it is not clear that they are obliged under pain of mortal sin, nay, who even (what is far more contemptible) refuse to assist the sick and the dying and to bring them the Sacraments.”12

12 Conc. Plen. Balt. III, n. 292; Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., 27th ed., p. 333. The passage reads as follows in the original: “Report has it—would that it were groundless and false!—that in some places priests are found who, where grave fault does not appear, deny the benefit of sacramental absolution to the faithful who are unwilling to give an offering to collections to which it is not established that they are bound under grave sin; indeed, they even refuse—what is far more detestable—to assist the sick and those near death and to provide the sacraments. . . .”

p. 397“Much depends,” says Father Slater, “on the degree of necessity in which a pastor is placed, and on the means of the parishioner.”13 Entrance into the church during divine worship should be absolutely free to all, regardless of any contrary custom existing before the promulgation of the Code.14 No priest is justified in refusing the consolations of religion to the dying on the ground that they have neglected the duty of supporting their pastors during life. The priest is bound to his flock by such exalted ties that his actions must not even be suspected of material motives.

13 Slater, Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 581.

14 C. I. C., can. 1181.




	Sabetti-Barrett’s Compendium in this connection asks and answers two practical questions, to wit: a) May priests who do not receive sufficient support from their parishioners collect alms outside the limits of their parishes? Answer: No, unless they have obtained permission from their own bishop. For the Baltimore Council says: “Since grave inconveniences may arise from the practice of unattached and unknown priests going about collecting alms from the faithful, it has pleased us strictly to forbid any priest, without the written permission of his Ordinary, to collect alms outside the congregation entrusted to his care, or in any other diocese without the permission of the Ordinary of the same.”15



15 Conc. Plen. Balt. II, n. 119; III, nn. 294 sqq.

p. 398b) The question whether a priest may leave the altar during Mass to take up a collection, is answered by the same authors negatively, in view of the prohibition contained in the decrees of the Second and Third Plenary Councils of Baltimore.16

16 Sabetti-Barrett, Compend. Theol. Mor., p. 333; Conc. Plen. Balt. III, n. 293: “Most grave are the words of the preceding Council by which it condemned the perverse manner of acting of those priests who withdraw from the altar during the very solemnities of Mass and go around the sacred building asking alms from each of the faithful. But such obstinacy of some and such sloth in observing even the strictest laws appears that we, who have been appointed guardians of ecclesiastical laws, are constrained to promulgate anew and inculcate with a loud voice the decree of our predecessors. Therefore, we reprove the noted most shameful abuse, injurious to the Church and her sacred rites, which provokes the blush and indignation of Catholics but the derision and contempt of non-Catholics, and we decree that it is to be utterly rooted out. In this matter the conscience of each bishop is burdened.”

In collecting the customary revenues from the faithful the clergy should carefully avoid anything and everything that might arouse a suspicion of avarice or render the Catholic religion odious to the faithful or contemptible to non-Catholics.17

17 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 749.

READINGS.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 580 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 748 sq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 382 sq.—J. Wernz, S.J., Ius Decretalium, Vol. III, nn. 142, 214.—Sabetti-Barrett, Compendium Theol. Mor., pp. 332 sqq.—F. P. Kenrick, Theologia Moralis, 2nd ed., Vol. I, Malines 1860, pp. 140 sqq.

A. Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 320–356.


Chapter VI: The Law of the Church Concerning Books

p. 399


	The legislation of the Church concerning books is partly preventive and partly repressive.






	Its underlying principle is stated thus in the new Code: “The Church has the right to demand that the faithful should not publish books which she herself has not previously examined, and also, for a just cause, to forbid books, by whomsoever published.”1



1 C. I. C., can. 1384, § 1.

The laws now in force, both in regard to preventive censorship and the prohibition of books, are contained in Book III, Title XXIII, can. 1384 to 1405, of the Code. All previous legislation is expressly abrogated, but the Index of Forbidden Books, as last edited and published in the year 1900, remains in force.2

2 See infra, pp. 415 sq.




	The laws of both censorship and prohibition affect not only books properly so called,3 but also periodical publications, in fact all published writings, except where the contrary is evident from the text of a law. Hence, generally speaking, this legislation does not apply to manuscripts, type-written or lithographed sheets, etc., unless they are issued in considerable numbers and sold like books; nor does it apply to non-periodical publications of very small size and insignificant content.4



3 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 701.

4 C. I. C., can. 1381, § 2; cfr. J. B. Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 625 sqq.; Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 726 sq.

p. 400


	Though all laws referring to the censorship and prohibition of books may be interpreted leniently, yet, as St. Alphonsus says, in matters of this kind it is ordinarily better to follow the stricter opinion.5



5 A. M. Arregui, S.J., Summarium Theol. Mor., 4th ed., p. 256.

No prohibitive law on this subject ceases to bind except when it would miss its purpose by being obeyed, as when one is obliged to refute a forbidden book and cannot obtain timely permission to read the same. The reason is that such laws are based upon the general presumption that the thing prohibited constitutes a universal danger.6

6 Ibid., p. 256.

Section 1: The Preventive Censorship of Books

p. 401I. The preventive censorship of books consists in an examination made before they are published, followed by a judgment of approbation or condemnation.




	The previous permission of the Holy See is required for the publication of a) Any authentic collection, in whatever language, of prayers and pious works to which the Holy See has attached indulgences; and of b) Any list of Apostolic indulgences, or summary of indulgences, whether collected at some former time and never approved, or newly collected from diverse documents;1 also of c) Any vernacular translation of Holy Scripture without notes drawn from the writings of the holy Fathers and of Catholic theologians;2 with the possible exception of certain devotional parts of the Bible, which are apt to kindle the piety of the faithful, such as the Psalter, the Sunday gospels, etc.; these, according to a probable opinion,3 the bishop can permit without notes.



1 C. I. C., can. 1388, § 2.

2 C. I. C., can. 1391.

3 Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 632.

p. 402


	The permission of the Sacred Congregation of Rites is required for the publication of anything and everything pertaining to the beatification and canonization of saints.4



4 C. I. C., can. 1395 sq.




	The permission of the prefects of the various Roman congregations is necessary for reprinting the decrees of the respective congregations in new editions.5



5 C. I. C., can. 1389.




	The permission of the diocesan Ordinary, that is, the bishop of the diocese in which the author lives, or in which the book is printed or published, is required for the publication of a) Any book, pamphlet, summary or leaflet containing indulgences,6 and of b) All books of Holy Scripture, or notes or commentaries on the same,7 or translations or paraphrases of such books in the vernacular with notes from the Fathers and approved theologians,8 or books which treat of Sacred Scripture, revealed or natural theology, Church history, Canon Law, ethics, and other religious and moral disciplines;9 and of c) Books or pamphlets containing prayers, devotions or instructions on religious, moral, ascetical, mystical or similar subjects, even though they appear to promote piety;10 and of d) Any other writings having special reference to, or involving the interests of, faith or morals;11 and of e) Sacred images or pictures, no matter how manifolded, with or without prayers attached.12



6 C. I. C., can. 1388, § 1.

7 C. I. C., can. 1385, § 1, n. 1.

8 C. I. C., can. 1391.

9 C. I. C., can. 1385, § 1, n. 2.

10 Ibid.

11 Ibid.

12 Can. 1385, § 1, n. 3.

p. 403


	No cleric may publish books on profane subjects, or write for newspapers or magazines, or edit any periodical publications, without the permission of his Ordinary.13



13 C. I. C., can. 1386, § 1.




	Religious, besides the permission of the diocesan Ordinary, must have also that of their major superior in order to publish any of the things listed under n. 5 and n. 4, b, c, d, and e.14



14 C. I. C., can. 1385, § 3; can. 1386.

Except for a just and reasonable cause, approved by the Ordinary of the diocese, neither clerics nor laymen are allowed to write for newspapers, reviews, or magazines that habitually attack Catholic faith or morals.

The permission of the Bishop (imprimatur) must be printed in the beginning or at the end of the book or picture thus approved, and must contain the name of the Ordinary or his representative, together with the place and date when the permission was granted.15

15 C. I. C., can. 1391, § 1.

A new imprimatur is required for the translation of an approved book into some other language and for each new edition of the book itself, but not for articles or excerpts reprinted from periodicals.16

16 C. I. C., can. 1392.

p. 404No episcopal imprimatur is necessary for reprinting liturgical books or any parts thereof, or litanies approved by the Holy See, but the Ordinary of the diocese where they are printed or published must certify that the text conforms to the originals.17

17 C. I. C., can. 1390.

Section 2: The Prohibition of Books

p. 405


	The right and duty to forbid books for a just cause belongs:



a) For the universal Church, to the Supreme Pontiff and to ecumenical councils; b) For their respective subjects, α) To the diocesan Ordinaries and particular councils; β) To the abbots of independent monasteries and to the highest superiors of exempt institutes of religious clerics, acting together with their chapter or council; or, γ) When delay would be dangerous, to the other major superiors, acting with the advice of their consultors; but in this case the highest superior must be informed of the matter as soon as possible.1

1 C. I. C., can. 1395.




	Laws prohibiting books do not affect:



a) Cardinals, bishops (diocesan and titular), and other Ordinaries,2 including the major superiors of exempt clerical orders,3 all of whom, however, must apply the necessary precautions.

2 C. I. C., can. 1401.

3 C. I. C., can. 198, § 1.

p. 406When issued by the Roman Pontiff or by his authority, these laws do affect.

b) All other members of the Church, no matter where they live or into what language the forbidden books are translated; when issued by an inferior prelate, they bind all his subjects.4

4 C. I. C., can. 1395 sq.




	The common law of the Church, as laid down in the Code, forbids:



a) All editions of the original text and the ancient Catholic versions of Sacred Scripture, including those of the Eastern Church, when published by non-Catholics; also all translations of the Bible or any part thereof, into whatever tongue, when made by non-Catholics or edited by them.5

5 C. I. C., can. 1399.

The use of such editions of Holy Scripture and vernacular translations as lack the required approbation is permitted to those who are engaged in theological or scriptural studies, provided, however, that the editions are faithfully and completely edited and do not attack the doctrines of the Catholic Church, either in their prolegomena or notes.6

6 C. I. C., can. 1400.

b) The common law further forbids all books, pamphlets, leaflets, and periodicals, no matter by whom composed, that defend heresy or schism, or in any way strive to undermine the foundations of religion.7

7 C. I. C., can. 1399, n. 2.

p. 407This prohibition, in the opinion of competent theologians, includes all writings which in word or picture (caricature) ridicule religion and aim at subverting its foundations. But it does not include encyclopedias compiled by Catholics and non-Catholics in collaboration, even though the articles contributed by the latter may contain heresies or champion materialism and other grievous errors.8

8 Cfr. Arregui, Summarium Theol. Mor., p. 260; Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 636.

c) The common law of the Church also forbids all books that purposely or professedly attack religion or morals.9

9 C. I. C., can. 1399, n. 3.

d) Also all books written by non-Catholics, which treat ex professo10 of religion, unless it is certain that they contain nothing against the Catholic faith.11

10 On the meaning of this phrase see Timothy Hurley, A Commentary on the Present Index Legislation, Dublin 1907, pp. 84 sqq.

11 C. I. C., can. 1399, n. 4.

e) Likewise, unapproved editions of, or commentaries upon Sacred Scripture, or translations into the vernacular, whether with or without notes; also those mentioned supra, as well as all books describing new apparitions, revelations, visions, prophecies, or miracles or introducing new devotions, even though it be under the pretext that they are private, if published without canonical approbation.12

12 C. I. C., can. 1385, § 1, n. 1; can. 1391; can. 1385, § 1, n. 2; cfr. Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 638.

f) The common law also forbids books which impugn or deride any Catholic dogma, or defend errors that have been condemned by the Holy See, or detract from divine worship, or attempt to subvert the discipline of the Church, or purposely (data opera) malign the ecclesiastical hierarchy or the clerical or religious state.

p. 408g) All books that teach or recommend any form of superstition, witchcraft, divination, magic, the evocation of spirits, or other similar practices.

h) All books that represent duelling, suicide or divorce as permissible, or defend Freemasonic or other societies of the same kind as useful and not pernicious to Church and society.

i) Also all books which treat ex professo of lascivious or obscene things.

j) Also any and all editions of approved liturgical books in which anything has been changed, so that they no longer agree with the authentic originals approved by the Holy See.

k) Also all books containing spurious indulgences or such as have been proscribed or revoked by the Holy See.

l) Also images or pictures, no matter how manifolded, of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Blessed Virgin Mary, the angels and saints or other servants of God, depicted contrary to the mind and the decrees of the Church.13

13 C. I. C., can. 1399; cfr. Ferreres, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 637.

p. 409The last-mentioned prohibition does not affect statues, coins, or paintings.




	The effects of the prohibition of a book by the ecclesiastical authorities are indicated in canon 1398, as follows:



a) The prohibition of a book has the effect that it cannot, without due permission, be published, or read, or retained, or sold, or translated into another language, or in any way communicated to others.14

14 C. I. C., can. 1398, § 1.

b) A book which has been in any way forbidden, may not be republished except after the necessary corrections have been made and permission has been obtained from him who forbade it, or from his superior or successor in office.15

15 C. I. C., can. 1398, § 3.

To publish a book (edere) means to cause it to be manifolded and disseminated, either at one’s own expense, or at the expense of somebody else.16

16 A. Vermeersch, S.J., De Prohibitione et Censura Librorum, 4th ed., Rome 1906, n. 49, 127.

To read a book means to peruse it understandingly, not merely to listen to its being read, or gaze at the letters without comprehending their significance.

To retain a book means to keep it in one’s house, or to entrust it to another, without relinquishing one’s ownership. This prohibition does not affect book-binders and librarians.

A forbidden book may not be sold, either publicly or in private, nor may it be given or loaned to any one who has not permission to read forbidden books.

p. 410


	The laws of the Church on books bind per se under pain of mortal sin, but admit of parvitas materiae.



It is a mortal sin to retain a dangerous book that has been forbidden by the Church, for more than a month, or to read any considerable part of it, or to read any passage in it which is apt to cause serious danger to faith or morals. It is also grievously sinful to read habitually forbidden newspapers or magazines, or any sizeable pamphlet or article directly opposed to faith or morals.




	Permission to read and retain books forbidden by the common law of the Church or by decree of the Apostolic See, can be obtained for a just and reasonable cause from the Supreme Pontiff, either personally or through the Roman Congregations.



The diocesan bishop can give permission to individuals to read single forbidden books in urgent cases. If he has obtained the necessary faculty for this purpose from the Holy See, he may also give a general permission, but should not do so except for a just and reasonable cause.

The general faculty to read forbidden books does not extend to books specially forbidden by the Ordinaries, unless the respective papal indult contains the clause “a quibuslibet damnatos,” or something to the same effect.17

17 C. I. C., can. 1402 sq.

p. 411No permission, from whomsoever obtained, excuses a person from obeying the precept of the natural law which forbids the reading of books that constitute a proximate occasion of sin, and commands that forbidden books be properly safeguarded, so that they do not fall into the hands of those who are not allowed to read them.18

18 C. I. C., can. 1405, § 1; can. 1403, § 2.

Catholic booksellers are forbidden to sell, loan or retain books that treat ex professo, i. e., of set purpose, of obscene things, and they should not sell prohibited books unless they have permission to do so from the Holy See, and even then, should sell them only to those of whom it may be prudently presumed that they are authorized to read and keep them.19

19 C. I. C., can. 1404; cfr. A. M. Arregui, S.J., Summarium Theol. Mor., of which we have made liberal use in compiling this section.




	To denounce dangerous books is a duty incumbent upon all Catholics, but especially upon clerics and ecclesiastical dignitaries, and among these more particularly upon the delegates of the Apostolic See, the diocesan Ordinaries, and the rectors of Catholic universities.20 Denunciation may be made either to the Ordinary of the diocese, or directly to the Holy See, and should contain not only the title of the book, but also, if possible, a statement of the reasons why it is considered dangerous.21 Those who receive such a denunciation are bound in conscience to keep the name of the accuser secret.22 Local Ordinaries should, either personally or through reliable priests, watch over the books published and sold within their territories.23



20 C. I. C., can. 1397, § 1.

21 C. I. C., can. 1397, § 1 and 2.

22 C. I. C., can. 1397, § 3.

23 C. I. C., can. 1397, § 4.

p. 412Books that demand a more careful examination or call for action on the part of the supreme authority, should be submitted by the Ordinaries to the judgment of the Holy See.24

24 C. I. C., can. 1397, § 5.

To decide whether this or that particular book is forbidden by the general laws of the Church is left to the judgment of the individual, unless a special declaration exists on the subject. Hence, when one is in doubt as to the character of a book, whether it belongs to the category of forbidden books or not, one is allowed to read as much of it as may be necessary to form an opinion. Those who are unable to form a judgment for themselves, should consult learned men, especially their pastor or confessor.25

25 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 747.

Generally speaking, the law of nature forbids the reading of any book that one feels to be dangerous to faith or morals. Nor does that law make any distinction between bad books of one kind or another, or between the manner of reading, whether a book be read in the ordinary way or by listening to others. The prohibition ceases with the danger. Consequently, the same book may be prohibited to one person and permitted to another.

p. 413The gravity of the sin committed by reading a book forbidden by the law of nature depends, not on the quality or size of the volume, but simply and solely on the danger arising to the reader from its perusal. If there is proximate danger of mortal sin, the act of reading such a book is mortally sinful; but if the danger of mortal sin is remote, or there is danger of committing a venial sin only, the act of reading is venially sinful. Hence it is permitted, for a proportionately grave reason, to read books from which only a slight or remote danger of sin is to be feared.26

26 Noldin, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 736 sqq.

READINGS.—A. M. Arregui, S.J., Summarium Theol. Mor., 4th ed., Bilbao 1919, pp. 250–263.—Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., 28th ed., New York 1920, pp. 334–342.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., 9th ed., Barcelona 1918, pp. 404–419.—Joseph Hilgers, S.J., art. “Censorship of Books,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 519 sqq.—T. Hurley, Commentary on the Present Index Legislation, Dublin 1907.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., De Prohibitione et Censura Librorum, 4th ed., Rome 1906.—J. Hollweck, Das kirchliche Bücherverbot, 2nd ed., Mayence, 1897.—Alb. Sleumer, Index Romanus, 6th ed., Osnabrück 1915.—Ph. Schneider, Die neuen Büchergesetze der Kirche, Mayence 1900.—G. Péries, L’Index, Paris 1898.—A. Boudinhon, La Nouvelle Législation de l’Index, Paris 1899.—J. Wernz, Jus Decretalium, Vol. III, Rome 1901, n. 95–131.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 722 sqq.—J. Hilgers, S.J., Der Index der verbotenen Bücher, Freiburg i. B. 1904.—Art. “Index of Prohibited Books” in the Catholic Dictionary, 9th ed., London 1917, pp. 449 sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 459 sqq. (contains the full text, in English, of Leo XIII’s Constitution “Officiorum et munerum”).

Section 3: The Index of Forbidden Books

p. 415


	The whole of the Church’s organization against pernicious literature is generally called the Index. In this organization there are three principal parts—(a) the laws governing the censorship and prohibition of books, as set forth in the preceding two Sections, (b) the Congregation of the Index, which has lately been combined with the Congregation of the Holy Office, and (c) the Index of Forbidden Books, i. e., a list or catalogue of books which are expressly forbidden to Catholics. This list forms the second and larger part of the volume entitled “Index Librorum Prohibitorum,” which, up to the publication of the new Code, contained the entire ecclesiastical legislation relating to books. The general laws have now been superseded by the respective canons of the Code, but the list or catalogue remains in force, as revised under Leo XIII and re-edited under Pius X, and is being added to at irregular intervals.






	The Church has always exercised the greatest vigilance in protecting her children against the dangers that lurk in unregulated reading. Lists of dangerous and therefore forbidden books were drawn up in various dioceses or provinces at a very early date. Pope Pontianus condemned the heretical writings of Origen. Leo the Great suppressed the books of the Priscillianists. Leo IX condemned the writings of Scotus Eriugena and Berengarius on the Holy Eucharist. The Council of Constance ordered all the books of John Hus to be publicly burnt. Leo X, in the Bull “Exsurge” (1520), condemned the earlier heretical writings of Luther.



p. 416The first Roman “Index of Prohibited Books” was published in 1559, under Paul IV. Each succeeding edition contained new titles. Leo XIII reorganized the ecclesiastical legislation in regard to forbidden books and revised the catalogue known as “Index,” giving it the form it still retains. A few dozen titles have been added since this revision (1900).




	It is a mistake to assume that all forbidden books are on the Index. In matter of fact only a very small portion of the books proscribed by the natural law and by ecclesiastical decrees are mentioned in that catalogue. Nor does it contain the worst books in their respective classes, as some people imagine, but merely those which were at one time or another reported to the Holy See and formally condemned.



p. 417The clause “opera omnia” includes only those books of an author which treat of religious subjects or are forbidden by a general or a special decree of the Holy See, e. g., on account of their obscenity.1 It does not include books published by the same author after the promulgation of the “opera omnia” decree, though they may justly be regarded as suspect and presumed to fall under some general decree, unless the writer has given signs of a change of mind.2

1 See the Preface to the Index. If there is question of a Catholic and “it is established concerning some certain book of his that it is prohibited neither by any general decree nor by another special one, you would not rashly judge this book to be exempt from that general prescription.” (Ed. 3a, Rome 1911).

2 Ibid.

The clause “donec corrigatur” has reference only to the manner of the prohibition, not to its effect.3

3 Ibid.




	Laymen should guide themselves by the advice of their confessor in all matters pertaining to dangerous books and newspapers.4



4 S. C. Inquis., 1832, ad Episc. Helvet. The bishops of Switzerland had inquired: “Whether the faithful, with a safe conscience, can read newspapers or books which have not undergone the censorship of the Ordinary?” The answer was: “Let them have recourse to their confessor.” (Cfr. Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 418).

The confessor himself should follow the directions of the bishop and always remember the admonition of St. Alphonsus that in matters of this kind it is ordinarily safer to follow the stricter in preference to the more lenient opinion.5

5 “In this matter it is ordinarily expedient to follow the safer opinions.” Cfr. Ferreres, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 418.

p. 418READINGS.—J. B. Ferreres, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 417 sqq.—G. Péries, L’Index, Paris 1898.—J. Hilgers, S.J., Der Index der verbotenen Bücher, Freiburg i. B. 1904 (the opus classicum on the subject).—F. X. Betten, S.J., The Roman Index of Forbidden Books, 6th ed., St. Louis 1920 (a useful summary in popular style).—J. Hollweck, Das Kirchliche Bücherverbot, 2nd ed., Mayence 1897.

Appendix

The Fathers of the First Provincial Council of Baltimore, in 1829, petitioned the Holy See for a prolongation of the Paschal season from the first Sunday of Lent to Trinity Sunday, inclusive. The petition was granted by the S. C. de Propaganda Fide, Sept. 26, 1830.1 The concession reads: “granted the requested faculty,” without a time limit. It entered the Second Plenary Council of Baltimore, in 1866,2 and thus became a particular law for the United States. As such it would have to go according to can. 6, n. 1 of the new Code; but as the grant was originally made in the form of a faculty or an indult, and particular privileges and indults remain in force even after the promulgation of the Code, unless expressly revoked, our bishops may, and some of them do, continue to make use of this privilege of extending the Paschal season.

1 Coll. Lac. Conc., t. III, col. 36.

2 Coll. cit., t. VI, col. 464.
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Part I: Man’s Duties to his Fellowmen Individually


Chapter I: The Fundamental Virtues Governing Man’s Relations with his Fellowmen

Section 1: Respect

p. 1I. DEFINITION.—The respect which a Christian owes to his fellowman may be defined as a due acknowledgment of that fellowman’s dignity as a human being and a Christian, and a just regard for the good qualities he possesses, especially those of the moral order.

True respect for one’s fellowmen, like true self-knowledge and self-love, is based on supernatural Revelation.1

1 Matth. VI, 26, 30; VIII, 5 sqq.; X, 29 sqq.; XII, 12; XVI, 26; Mark II, 17; VII, 24 sqq.; Luke XIII, 16; XV, 4 sqq.; XIX, 1 sqq.; Gal. III, 27 sqq.; Col. III, 11.

2. the Duty of Respecting One’s Fellowmen.—

p. 2The precept commanding us to respect our fellowmen is frequently inculcated by the New Testament. Thus we are commanded to “love one another with the charity of brotherhood”2 and to treat one another “with honor.”3 We are assured that whatever we do to any one of our brethren, even the least, we do to the Lord Himself.4 The “new commandment” which Christ gave is that we should love one another as He loves us.5 This commandment He repeated over and over.6 We are to make no distinction between the strong and the weak, the rich and the poor.7 “If you have respect to persons, you commit sin, being reproved by the law as transgressors,”8 says St. James.

2 Caritas fraterna, φιλαδελφία.

3 Rom. XII, 10.

4 Matth. XXV, 40.

5 John XIII, 34; 1 Pet. II, 17.

6 John XV, 12, 17.

7 Jas. II, 1–9.

8 Jas. II, 9.

Mutual respect between men, and especially between Christians, is a necessary foundation of true charity. To a considerable extent, of course, the respect we pay to our neighbor is gauged by his personal ability and his virtues, particularly by his honesty and fidelity. The external manifestation of this respect forms an important element of what is known as public opinion.

Nature demands that we honor our fellowmen in proportion to their worth and dignity. This precept is enforced by Divine Revelation. We will quote but two passages. “Render therefore to all men their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due; custom to whom custom; fear to whom fear; honor to whom honor.”9 “Let the priests that rule well be esteemed worthy of double honor: especially they who labor in the word and doctrine.”10

9 Rom. XIII, 7.

10 1 Tim. V, 17.—Cfr. F. von Holtzendorff, Wesen und Wert der öffentlichen Meinung, Munich 1879; A. Stöckl, Das Christentum, Vol. II, pp. 327 sqq.

p. 3The respect we owe our fellowmen need not and should not blind us to their faults, much less to their moral unworthiness if they are wicked. Christ publicly condemned the scribes and Pharisees because of their hypocrisy and want of charity.11 St. Paul says: “If any man love not our Lord Jesus Christ, let him be anathema, maranatha,”12 i.e., let him be cut off from Christian fellowship,13 and the same Apostle admonishes the Thessalonians: “If any one obeyeth not what we say by this letter, take note of him, and hold no intercourse with him, in order that he may be ashamed.”14 He adds, however: “Do not regard him as an enemy, but admonish him as a brother,”15 meaning that the social and religious ostracism inflicted upon a contumacious Christian should be tempered by zeal for his eternal salvation.16

11 Matth. XXIII, 13 sqq.

12 1 Cor. XVI, 22.

13 Cfr. C. Lattey, S.J., in the Westminster Version, III, 2, p. 33, note 3: “In the New Testament he is ‘anathema’ who is cut off from the Christian community (1 Cor. XVI, 22; Gal. I, 8–9), from Christ (Rom. IX, 3), or, as here [1 Cor. XII, 3], from God, and so under His curse. No one speaking thus of Christ can be moved by the Holy Ghost.”

14 2 Thess. III, 14 sqq.

15 2 Thess. III, 15.

16 C. Lattey, Thess., Westm. Version, p. 15.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Epist., 153 (al. 54), n. 5: “I do not think that the heavenly Teacher commands us to love impiety when He commands us to love our enemies, . . . since without doubt, if we piously worship God, we can have no enemies roused against us with the bitterest hatred and no persecutors except the impious. Are the impious therefore to be loved? Are good deeds to be done to the impious? Are prayers also to be offered for the impious? Certainly. For it is God who commands this; yet by this means He does not join us to the society of the impious, with whom He Himself is surely not associated when He spares them and grants them life and salvation.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 655).

p. 4If a person whose conduct we are in duty bound to condemn holds an office in Church or State, we must distinguish between the office and its unworthy occupant;—no matter how deeply we may be disgusted with the latter, we must never lose respect for the former. This applies particularly to ecclesiastics. “Petri dignitas etiam in indigno herede non deficit,” says a medieval adage.

We violate the respect due to our fellowman if we despise him, or employ him as a means to a wicked end, or withhold from him the personal rights or prerogatives to which he is in justice entitled. The grievousness of the sin thus committed is gauged by the character of the right or prerogative involved, e.g., liberty of conscience.

A particularly offensive sin against the precept here under consideration is involved in the grosser forms of slavery. It is true that the treatment of slaves is usually softened by natural compassion and kindliness on the part either of the master or of public opinion, or by the precepts of religion; that the law has in some instances granted the wretched slaves a certain measure of protection, and that it is not necessary to assume that every slaveholder is a cruel tyrant. Yet the status of a slave is by its very definition not that of a person, but rather that of a brute beast or an inanimate object that is bought and sold according to the whims of its owner. Dr. Devas is undoubtedly right when he says that “slavery by its very nature encourages immorality, hinders proper family life among the slaves, gives the master an arbitrary power with which no man can be trusted, fosters the scorn of manual labor, as a degradation for the freeman, and thus is always a social evil, any incidental advantages which it may give being attainable by serfdom.”17

17 Political Economy, 3rd ed., pp. 529 sq.—Cfr. Leo XIII, Epist. ad Episc. Brasil., 5 Maii 1888; P. Allard, Art. “Slavery,” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 36 sqq.; J. J. Fox, ibid., pp. 39 sqq.; A. Ebeling, Die Sklaverei von der ältesten Zeit bis auf die Gegenwart, Paderborn 1899; J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, N.Y. 1919, p. 328.

p. 5Though slavery, at least in its cruder forms, has for the most part been abolished, it unfortunately still persists in an applied sense as an attribute of twentieth-century industrialism.

p. 6"In modern times," writes Archbishop Simar, "the working classes live under conditions similar to those of pagan antiquity. All too frequently the laborer is degraded to the level of a mere tool for money-making, and no regard is paid to his bodily health, his social and economic welfare, and his spiritual, religious, and moral development. The evils and dangers which threaten humanity in consequence of this social injustice have their fountain-head in un-Christian views and principles, and therefore cannot be successfully and permanently abolished unless Christianity is again allowed to govern all social relations. The fundamental postulate of reform is respect for the personal dignity of every man as a man and as a Christian, for in no other soil can true charity and its concomitant spirit of self-sacrifice thrive." 18 The keynote of the famous Labor Encyclical of Leo XIII, "Rerum Novarum," is the principle that conditions of labor shall be made more human and less servile, and that the worker be placed in a condition of greater economic freedom both as regards his security against want and the conditions of his labor. The worker is to be regarded as a human agent, not as a mere tool; and as one who has the right by means of his labor to achieve a wholesome human existence, since, as the Pope says, it is only by his labor that he can preserve and develop himself. His necessity gives him the right to such conditions of labor as will enable him to achieve a thoroughly human existence. Moreover, the same necessity demands that he should claim this right; since, as Leo XIII declares, "a man cannot give up his soul to servitude." Yet that is just what he is required to do under the system now largely prevalent in modern industry.

18 Simar, Moraltheologie, 3rd ed., p. 372.—Cfr. Th. Meyer, S. J., Die christlich-ethischen Sozialprinzipien und die Arbeiterfrage, 4th ed., Freiburg i. B. 1906; Reuter-Lehmkuhl, S. J., Neoconfessarius, pp. 214 sqq.; J. Biederlack, S. J., Die soziale Frage, 7th ed., pp. 206 sqq.

p. 7Furthermore, as Fr. Cuthbert points out in a recent brochure, the laborer is not "relieved of that servitude merely by receiving a higher wage; he simply sells his soul at a higher rate, unless the essential conditions of servitude are abolished. To continue to blunt his mind and soul by excessive bodily labor, to go through the continuous monotony of a machine-existence, to be perpetually harassed by the insecurity of labor dependent on the arbitrary will of an employer; to have to work in circumstances degrading to body and soul-under such conditions labor cannot but be demoralizing, however high the rate of wage might be. The new conscious aim in labor organization, which puts human personality in the foreground and explicitly regards wages and material advantages as mere means to an end, has undoubtedly a higher human and ethical quality than was found in the purely materialistic schools of economics: and for that reason deserves the sympathetic attention of all Catholics. The fact that this new purpose on the part of the labor organizations is associated among certain sections with a policy of expropriation, hardly distinguished, if at all, from confiscation of the capitalist's property, must not blind us to the justice of the main purpose itself: nor is it helpful to the cause of the Catholic Church to regard merely the extravagances and more violently revolutionary forms of the movement and to ignore the saner teaching of those who regard an economic revolution as inevitable, but believe that, with reasonableness on all sides, a just and peaceful solution of the problem is possible. That the economic system must be radically changed in many ways, few will be found to doubt, who have given any serious attention to the subject. Capitalism in the forms in which it has hitherto dominated the industrial world, is bound sooner or later to give way before the growing unity and consciousness of power among the workers; just as in the latter Middle Ages, feudalism had to give way before the growing power of the commercial class. The only question to-day is whether this radical economic change can be brought about peacefully by a mutual recognition of reasonable claims on the part of the employer and the worker, or whether a violent solution is inevitable. If either party refuses to treat with the other in a spirit of reasonableness and with intent to recognize the fundamental principles of justice underlying the situation, then violent revolution, in the opinion of sane and impartial observers, will surely come: and unfortunately on both sides there are those who are prepared to stake their all upon a violent issue. If that issue is to be avoided, it is needful that all who wish for a peaceful solution should unite in a careful and sympathetic consideration of the ethical questions involved. For, after all, the problem as it presents itself to-day, is primarily and ultimately an ethical problem. 'It is not merely discontent as to wages,' says H. S. Furniss, 19 'but dissatisfaction with their lives as wage-earners, that lies at the heart of the trouble'" 20 READINGS.—H. Th. Simar, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, PP. 371 sqq.—Grimm, Die Ethik Jesu, Pp. 74 sqq.—I. Döllinger, Heidentum und Judentum, pp. 665 sqq.—A. Stöckl, Das Christentum, Vol. II, pp. 327 sqq.—P. Allard, Les Esclaves Chrétiens depuis les Premiers Temps de l’Église, 3rd ed., Paris 1900.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 658 sqq-- A. Ebeling, Die Sklaverei von der ältesten Zeit bis auf die Gegenwart, Paderborn 1899.-V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, 5th ed., Vol. II, pp. 444 sqq.—P. Schanz, Apologie des Christentums, Vol. III, 3rd ed., Pp. 618 sqq., 635 sqq.—A. Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Pp. 145 sqq.-Th. Meyer, Institutiones Iuris Naturalis, Vol. II, Freiburg i. B. 1900, pp. 71 sqq.—IDEM, Die christlich-ethischen Sozialprinzipien und die Arbeiterfrage, 4th ed., Freiburg 1906.- Reuter-Lehmkuhl, Neo-Confessarius, Pp. 214 sqq.—H. Biederlack, S. J., Die soziale Frage, 7th ed., Pp. 206 sqq.-Fr. Cuthbert, O.S.F.C., The Ethics of Labor, N. Y. 1922.

19 The Industrial Outlook, Intr., p. 16.

20 Fr. Cuthbert, O.S.F.C., The Ethics of Labor, N. Y. 1922, Pp. 5 sqq.

Section 2: Justice

p. 10I. DEFINITION.—The respect we owe our fellowman refers immediately to his person, whilst justice (iustitia) is concerned with the rights which belong to him by nature.1

1 Cfr. Walter, Naturrecht, PP. 66 sqq.; J. Haring, Der Rechts- und Gesetzesbegriff, Graz 1899.

Justice may be defined as a habitual and constant disposition which inclines the will to give to every man his due or right (suum cuique) and, if necessary, to sacrifice ones own interests in favor of the common welfare.2 Justice is essentially a virtue that governs man's relations to others (virtus ad alterum).

2 M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, N. Y. 1917, pp. 81 sqq.—St. Ambrose, De Offic., I, c. 24 (n. 115): "Justice is that which gives to each his due, claims nothing belonging to another, and neglects its own advantage in order to preserve the common equity." (Migne, P. L., XVI, 57).—St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. XIX, c. 21, n. 1: "Iustitia ea virtus est, quae sua cuique tribuit." (P. L., XLI, 649).—St. Bernard, De Diversis, s. 102, n. 1: "Iustitia est virtus, quae suum cuique reddit." (P. L., CLXXXIII, 728).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 58, art. 1: "Iustitia est virtus, qua quis constanti et perpetuâ voluntate ius suum unicuique tribuit."




	DIVISION.-In view of the various relations of justice existing in society we may distinguish three species of this virtue: 3



3 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 61, art. 1-2. * Cfr. Rom. XIII, 1-2, 5-7; 1 Pet. II, 13-16.

p. 11a) Legal justice, which defines the duties of the individual in relation to the social order. It is called legal (iustitia legalis) because these duties are generally determined by positive law.* b) Distributive justice, which regulates the distribution by the State of burdens and rewards among its subjects (iustitia distributiva secundum proportionalitatem).5 c) Commutative justice, which governs the relations between men as private individuals (iustitia commutativa). This species of justice demands a perfect adjustment of rights and prescribes that they be duly observed and respected.6 Commutative justice is the most perfect species of justice, and its violation not only involves moral guilt, but in addition entails the duty of restitution.

5 Jer. XXI, 12; XXII, 3; Prov. VIII, 15 sq.; Wisd. VI, 1-8.

6 Cfr., for instance, Ex. XX, 15, 17; Tob. IV, 15 sq.; Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 341 sq.; M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 81 sqq.

A subspecies of distributive justice is vindictive justice, which metes out condign punishment to those who commit crimes and thereby injure the common weal.7 Vindictive justice (iustitia vindicativa) may be reduced to legal justice, in so far as the superior who punishes or the subject who is punished promotes the common weal, or to commutative justice, in so far as every judge is supposed to punish by virtue of his office and in accordance with the law.

7 Rom. XIII, 4; 1 Pet. II, 14.

p. 12It is objected that this conception of justice unduly stresses the demand of suum cuique and thus, by favoring selfishness, runs counter to the social ethos. This is a mistake. Egotism is absolutely excluded by the principle of giving to every one that which is his due or right. Commutative justice, in a sense, interferes with the freedom of the individual; however, legal and distributive justice counteract this effect by reuniting the separated members. One-sided insistence on commutative justice leads to extreme individualism, whilst undue emphasis on legal and distributive justice is apt to entail extreme Socialism. Here, as everywhere, it is necessary to stick closely to the golden mean.8 3. Justice in all its forms is a duty inculcated both by the moral law of nature and by Divine Revelation.9 It is not only one of the so-called fundamental virtues, but a general virtue. "As the will of God directed to the creature, regarded in its total content, constitutes right, i.e., that which directs and governs human actions, so the totality of the free actions corresponding • to the divine will is justice, as virtus generalis. "> 10 "Justice," says St. Bonaventure, 'is said to surround all the powers of man, for it is not only a cardinal virtue, but likewise a general virtue, comprehending the entire rectitude of the soul, because it is defined as the right governance of the will. Hence it comprehends not only those virtues which control man's relations to his fellowmen, as, for example, equity and liberality, but also those that govern his relations to himself, for example, penance and innocence, as well as his relations towards God, e. g., worship, piety, and obedience." 11 That which is due to a man according to the dictates of justice is called his right. Every man has a right to live, to enjoy a good name, to hold property, etc. Whoever deprives him of any of these rights is guilty of an injustice (iniuria), which is a mortal sin ex genere suo, because it destroys charity, though it admits of smallness of matter (parvitas materiae).12

8 F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 75 sq.

9 Cfr. S. Lueg and B. Mairhofer, Bibl. Realkonkordanz, Vol. I, 5th ed., Ratisbon 1900, pp. 534 sqq. 10J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, und von der Gerechtigkeit, I, 5.

11 Breviloquium, P. V. c. 4: "Prudence rectifies the rational power, fortitude the irascible power, and temperance the concupiscible power; justice, however, rectifies all these powers in relation to another. And because that other may determinately be one's neighbor, the same man may also be related to himself as to another, and the other may also be God Himself. Hence justice is said to encompass all the powers, for it is not only a cardinal virtue but also a general virtue, comprehending the rectitude of the whole soul, since it is itself called rectitude of the will. Therefore it comprehends not only the virtues ordering one toward one's neighbor, such as equity and liberality, but also those ordering one toward oneself, such as penance and innocence, and likewise toward God, such as worship, piety, and obedience."—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 58, art. 5.

12 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 59, art. 1-4; J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, Pp. 45 sqg. 18 Slater, Mor. Theol., I, 343г

p. 13Rights, then, are the subject-matter of justice.

A right may be defined as the moral power of having, doing, or exacting something.! Justice and right, therefore, are by no means synonymous terms. A right is a claim inhering in the human personality; whereas justice regulates the proper distribution of rights. A right is something definite and concrete, whereas justice is that which defines, determines, or guides. Rights, strictly speaking, appertain to jurisprudence, whereas justice belongs to ethics. The virtue of justice may be derived and developed from the principles of moral science. Christian revelation, containing within itself the highest and most perfect system of morality, also furnishes the most complete notion of justice. But the knowledge of what is "right" must be gathered from the science of jurisprudence, and in discussing the "rights" of men, theology is as dependent upon jurisprudence as jurisprudence in its turn is dependent upon the fundamental truths of Christianity for the correct notion of justice. We have a divine revelation concerning justice, but none concerning rights. 14 It is easy to be a jurist, but it is difficult to practice justice.

14 Cfr. Linsenmann, Moraltheol., P. 408.

p. 14READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 58-61 (Jos. Rickaby, S. J., Aquinas Ethicus, or the Moral Teaching of St. Thomas, Vol. II, London 1896, pp. [11 sqq.]).-J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, Freiburg 1873.-A. Van Gestel, De Iustitia et Lege Civili, 2nd ed., Gröningen 1896, pp. 9 sqq., 46 sqq.—V. Cathrein S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 5th ed., pp. 355 sqq.-Thos. Slater, S. J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, PP. 340 sqq.- V. Cathrein, S.J., Recht, Naturrecht und positives Recht, Freiburg 1901.- A. Vermeersch, S. J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, Bruges 1901, pp. 6 sqq.-J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht und von der Gerechtigkeit, Vol. I, Ratisbon 1857, Pp. 5 sqq.—J. Kiefer, Die Tugend der ausgleichenden Gerechtigkeit, 2nd ed., Eichstätt 1908. -J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, New York 1916.-J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, Pp. 241 sqq., New York 1919.-M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, Dublin 1917, pp. 80 sqq. -H. Woods, S. J., A First Book in Ethics, N. Y. 1923, pp. 71 sqq.

Section 3: Charity

p. 15I. DEFINITION.—Charity, as here understood, is a virtue by which we love God above all things for His own sake and our neighbor because of God. In this part of our treatise we deal with charity only in relation to our neighbor.

We love our neighbor if we wish him well (bene velle) both in regard to his temporal and eternal destiny, and if we aid him to the best of our ability in attaining that destiny (bene facere).

Charity, therefore, includes both the benevolent disposition which the Scholastics term amor affectivus and that constant inclination to do good which is known as amor effectivus.1

1 Tob. IV, 16; Matth. VII, 12; I Thess. IV, 9; 1 John II, 10; III, 18, IV, 12.

In the form of philanthropy or humanity, charity as a moral virtue was known and to some extent practiced by the ancient pagans.2

2 Cfr. F. Bittner, Lehrbuch der kath. Moraltheologie, Pp. 420 sqq.




	CHARITY AS A DUTY.—Whilst the Mosaic law3 limited the exercise of charity to the mem- bers of the Jewish nation, Christianity proclaims it as a universal duty, the fulfilment of which forms a distinctive badge of the true Catholic.4 For the precept inculcating love of neighbor virtually contains all the other commandments, even the "first and greatest," which is to love God above all things, and if we disobey this law, the observance of the others is unavailing for salvation, because sanctifying grace cannot dwell in the soul without charity.5 It follows that both as amor affectivus and as amor effectivus charity is a sacred duty. "What shall it profit, my brethren, if a man say he hath faith, but hath not works? Shall faith be able to save him? And if a brother or sister be naked, and want daily food, and one of you say to them: Go in peace, be ye warmed and filled, yet give them not those things that are necessary for the body, what shall it profit?"6 "My little children, let us not love in word, nor in tongue, but in deed and in truth."7 Christ called the precept of charity which He gave to His disciples "a new commandment." He explained its meaning more fully, revealed its chief motives, and gave us a perfect model of its exercise in His own appearance and conduct, and, in re-creating man by means of grace enabled him for the first time since the Fall to observe the law of charity in its perfection.8 3. THE RULE OF CHARITY.—The rule or norm of charity is Christian self-love,9 its principal motive is the love of God.10 We must love our neighbor first of all because he is a child of God, redeemed by Jesus Christ, and as such an object of divine love; and, secondly, because such is God's will, revealed to us in Sacred Scripture and by the example of our Divine Saviour.11 God has created all men in His own image and likeness; all rational creatures form one great family under Him, as their common Father; all are capable, through grace, of attaining eternal happiness with Him in Heaven.12



3 Lev. XIX, 18, 34; Matth. V, 43; Luke X, 36 sq.

4 Matth. XXII, 39; John XIII, 34 sq.; XV, 12, 17; I John II, 10.

5 Matth. XXII, 40; Rom. XIII, 8-10; 1 Cor. XIII, 1-3; x John III, 14 sq.; IV, 7 sq., 20 sq.

6 Jas. II, 14 sq.: "What shall it profit, my brethren, if a man say that he hath faith, but hath not works? Shall faith be able to save him? And if a brother or sister be naked and lack daily food, and one of you say to them, ‘Go in peace, be ye warmed and filled,’ but you give them not those things that are necessary for the body, what shall it profit?"

7 1 Ioa. III, 18: "My little children, let us not love in word nor in tongue, but in deed and in truth." Cfr. Prop. damn. sub Innoc. XI, n. 10: "We are not bound to love our neighbor by an internal and formal act"; n. 11: "We can satisfy the precept of loving our neighbor by external acts alone." (Denz.-Bannwart, Enchiridion, n. 1160 sq.)

8 Simar, Moraltheol., ard ed., pp. ta 375 sq.

9 See this Handbook, Vol. III, qu pp. 4 sqq.

10 See this Handbook, Vol. IV, pp. 71 sqq.—Cfr. Tob. IV, 16; Matth. VII, 12.—St. Augustine, De Vera Relig., c. 46, n. 87: “This is the rule of love: that whatever good things he wishes to happen to himself, he should also wish for the other, and whatever evil things he does not wish to happen to himself, he should not wish for the other. He maintains this disposition toward all men.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 161).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 25, art. 1.

11 Mal. II, 10; Matth. XXII, 39; hn XIII, 34; XV, 12, 17; Rom. V, 8 sq.; Eph. IV, 1-6.

12 Slater, Mor. Theol., I, 179,

p. 17


	THE QUALITIES OF CHARITY.—Christian charity must of its very nature be religious, that is to say, it must have its motive and purpose in God;13 and, in the second place, universal, i. e., it must embrace both the physical and the spiritual needs of our fellowmen and extend to all without exception, even to personal enemies.14 Finally, charity must be effective, i.e., it must not consist in mere sentimentality or empty words, but manifest itself in deeds and sacrifices.15



13 Luke XIV, 26; I John III, 17 sq.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 44, art. 7.

14 Matth. V, 43-47; VI, 12, 15; XXII, 39; Luke XXIII, 24; Rom. XII, 14-21.—Cfr: St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 25, art. 8 sq.; Randlinger, Die Feindesliebe, pp. 79 sqq., 10I sqq.

15 John XIII, 34; XV, I2; Rom. V, 6-8; Jas. II, 15 sq.; = John III, 16-18.

p. 18The characteristic notes of charity are summed up by St. Paul in a famous passage as follows:

"Charity is patient, is kind; charity envieth not, 1s not pretentious, is not puffed up, behaveth not amiss, seeketh not her own, is not provoked, regardeth not evil; rejoiceth not over wickedness, but rejoiceth with the truth; beareth all things, believeth all things, hopeth all things, endureth all things." 16 a) The purest form of charity is that by which the Christian believer loves his enemies. All other kinds of charity may have an admixture of selfishness, but to love one's enemies requires complete self-denial for God's sake. The precept by which we are bound to love our en- emies is an essential characteristic of the Christian religion, and in obeying it charity attains its loftiest heights.17

16 1 Cor. XIII, 4-7: "Charity is patient, is kind; charity envieth not, dealeth not perversely, is not puffed up, is not ambitious, seeketh not her own, is not provoked, thinketh no evil, rejoiceth not in iniquity, but rejoiceth with the truth; beareth all things, believeth all things, hopeth all things, endureth all things."-Cfr. Phil. II, 1-4.

17 St. Augustine, Enarrat. in Ps., XCIII, n. 28: "When God does this (Heb. XII, 6–7), He trains us for an eternal inheritance, and He often bestows this benefit on us through evil men, in whom He exercises and perfects our love, which He wills to extend even to enemies. For Christian love is not perfect unless it fulfills what Christ commanded (Matt. V, 44): Love your enemies, do good to those who hate you, and pray for those who persecute you." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1214).—IDEM, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Divers.), c. 10, n. 14: "You have enemies; for who lives in this world without an enemy? Attend to yourselves; love them. A raging enemy can in no way harm you as much as you harm yourself if you do not love your enemy. He can harm your farm, or your livestock, or your house, or your manservant, or your maidservant, or your son, or your wife, or at most, if power has been given him, your flesh. Can he harm your soul as you can? Extend yourselves to this perfection, dearly beloved; I exhort you." (P. L., XXXVIII, 383).—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 199–202; Capitaine, Die Moral des Klemens von Alex., PP. 347 sq.; Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 183 sqq.

p. 19How must we love our enemies? We must love them both positively and negatively. b) First and above all we are forbidden to hate them, i. e., we must put out of our hearts all ill will and revenge against those who dislike and wrong us, and show them those common marks of Christian charity which are due to all and may be refused to none.181s What those marks are depends largely on the usages of time and place and of the society to which the parties belong.191º This friendly disposition does not, of course, forbid the use of legal means to protect one's rights, if they have been violated, or to forestall future violations. c) The offender must take the first step towards reconciliation. He must show that he has changed his mind by asking for forgiveness and offering to make due reparation. The offended or injured person, on the other hand, is permitted to await the approaches of the offender, unless there be danger that, if he failed to act, recon- ciliation would become impossible, or grave scandal would arise, or important duties would be neglected, or unless he himself has retaliated by committing an additional injury against the offender. d) Reconciliation can be effected by showing to one's enemy the ordinary signs of charity which are due to all men. Extraordinary signs of charity (familiar intercourse, visits, etc.) are due only to the members of one's family and to neighbors of equal social standing, but not to strangers or persons of lower social position.202º There are circumstances, however, in which we are bound to show special signs of charity even to our enemy; for instance, when they cannot be withheld without scandal to others, who will ascribe the refusal to hatred; or when they are required to prevent our enemy from falling into grievous sin, for example, by conceiving a more intense hatred for us.21 "If thy enemy be hungry, give him to eat; if he thirst, give him water to drink: for thou shalt heap hot coals upon his head, and the Lord will reward thee.' 22 Different virtues manifest themselves in social inter- course, according as it is narrow or broad, but one thing is always necessary, and that is politeness, based upon that good will which every man owes every other man. Politeness in itself may embody respect, but as a rule it is little more than a manifestation of external deference. Natural ethics demands that we treat all our fellowmen with benevolence.23 Christianity requires even more, namely, that we sincerely love them, one and all.

18 Cfr. Slater, Mor. Theol., Vol. I, p. 186.

19 Ibid.

20 Ibid.

21 Op. cit., p. 187; cfr. St. Bernard, Epist., I, n. 13: "An adversary pursues you more gladly when you flee than he withstands you when you resist; and he presses more boldly from behind than he resists to your face." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 78 sq.).

22 Prov. XXV, 21 sq.: "If your enemy is hungry, feed him; if he is thirsty, give him water to drink; for you shall heap live coals upon his head, and the Lord will repay you."→ Cfr. Rom. XII, 20 sq.: "But if your enemy is hungry, feed him; if he is thirsty, give him drink; for in doing this you shall heap coals of fire upon his head. Be not overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good." -Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXLIII, n. 3: "In nothing is an enemy so thoroughly overcome as when we are merciful." (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1860).—IDEM, Serm., CXLIX (al. XXVI De Divers.), n. 19: "When anyone does good to his enemy and, not overcome by his evil, overcomes evil with good, he will generally repent of his enmities and be angry with himself because he has injured so good a man. But the burning itself is repentance, which consumes his enmities and malice like coals of fire." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 807).—IDEM, Epist., CLIII (al. LIV), c. I, n. 3: "It is easy and natural to hate the wicked because they are evil; but it is rare and pious to love the same persons because they are men, so that in one and the same person you both condemn the fault and approve the nature, and thus hate the fault more unjustly because the nature which you love is defiled by it." (Ibid., XXXIII, 654).—Cfr. Randlinger, Die Feindesliebe, p. 86.

23 M. Cronin, The Science of thics, Vol. I, PP. 317 sqq.

p. 21Against this precept some have objected that it is impossible to love those whom we do not know and who, perhaps, inspire us with a natural antipathy. This objection is based upon a misunderstanding. All that is demanded of us is that we wish our fellowmen well and be willing to help them in case of need. Mutual benevolence is the necessary basis of social intercourse. He who does not wish his fellowmen well, will associate with them solely for his own selfish purposes and thereby make truly social relations impossible, because he denies to others what he demands for himself.

The matter lies somewhat differently with regard to trust and confidence. As long as I do not know a man, I must suppose that he entertains a feeling of benevolence for his fellowmen, and therefore 1 have no right to treat him with suspicion, much less to harbor enmity against him. But I may and should practice prudent reserve until I have had an opportunity to know the stranger more intimately. This prudent reserve is all the more neces- sary for the reason that I do not know whether the stranger wishes to enter into closer relations with me or not. Men are differently constituted, and a hasty friendship often changes into enmity when the dissimilarity of natures becomes manifest, whereas a prudent reserve need not disturb mutual good will.

p. 22One of the principal difficulties connected with social intercourse is to determine the degree of intimacy one should cultivate with others. As this is largely a matter of character and taste, it must be left to the choice of each individual.24

24 Dorner, Individuelle und soziale Ethik, pp. 137 sq.; cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 15 sqq.

The commandment to love all men does not exclude, but, on the contrary, includes a certain order in the practice of this virtue, for the due ordering of charity appertains to the concept of virtue, in as much as a truly virtuous man will have due regard for the proper relations between charity and its object.25

25 St. Augustine, De Doctrina Christ., l. I, c. 27, n. 28: "He lives justly and holily who is an impartial appraiser of things; he is the one who has an ordered love, so that he neither loves what ought not to be loved, nor fails to love what ought to be loved, nor loves more what ought to be loved less, nor loves equally what ought to be loved either less or more, nor loves less or more what ought to be loved equally." (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 29).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 44, art. 8.

The moral value of friendship, when it is founded in God, is clearly indicated by Sacred Scripture. "A faithful friend is a strong defence, and he that hath found him, hath found a treasure. Nothing can be compared to a faithful friend, and no weight of gold and silver is able to countervail the goodness of his fidelity. A faithful friend is the medicine of life and im- mortality: and they that fear the Lord shall find him." 26 St. Augustine says that amicitia derives its name from amor, and no one can be a faithful and constant friend except in Christ.27 Cicero declares that true friendship can flourish only among the virtuous.28

26 Ecclus. VI, 14-16; cfr. Prov. XVII, 17; XVIII, 19; Ecclus. XXXVII, 1 sqq.; John XV, 13-15.

27 St. Augustine, Contra Duas Epist. Pelag., l. I, n. 1: "What else is friendship, which has received its name from nothing other than love and is faithful nowhere except in Christ, in whom alone it can also be eternal and happy?" (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 551). Cfr. the same Saint's Epistolae, LXXXII (al. XIX), c. 3, n. 36 and CLV (al. LII), n. 1; CCLVIII (al. CLV), n. 1–4 (P. L., XXXIII, 291, 667, 1071).

28 Laelius sive de Amicitia, c. 5: "First of all I hold this: that friendship cannot exist except among the good."—Ibid., c. 6: "Friendship is nothing other than the highest agreement concerning all divine and human things, together with benevolence and charity."—Ibid., c. 11: "Since an opinion of virtue has been the conciliator of friendship, it is difficult for friendship to remain if you depart from virtue."—Ibid., c. 12: "This law shall be established in friendship: that we neither ask for shameful things nor do them when asked."—Ibid., c. 13: "Let this first law of friendship be established: that we ask honorable things of friends and do honorable things for the sake of friends."—Ibid., c. 18: "The foundation of the stability and constancy which we seek in friendship is fidelity. For nothing that is faithless is stable.... Thus what I said at the beginning becomes true: friendship cannot exist except among the good."—Ibid., c. 22: "He who removes modesty from friendship removes its greatest ornament. Thus pernicious is the error of those who think that license for lusts and all sins lies open in friendship. Friendship was given by nature as an aid to virtues, not a companion of vices."

p. 23Clement of Alexandria distinguishes three kinds of friendship. The first, he says, is based upon equality of virtue and character and is the most excellent and the strongest. The second results from acts of mutual benevolence, and is useful for everyday life. The third is little more than habitual kindness based upon mutual good will. True friendship, he adds, cannot co-exist with injustice and dishonesty, much less with flat- tery, which is its worst enemy.29 Dear to me are my friends, but my enemies, too, have a claim on my good will and assistance. "My friend shows me what I can do," says Schiller, "my enemy, what I ought to do." Lucky is the man who has many friends, but woe to him who places too much reliance upon them. "A true friend proves his friendship when things grow uncertain," says Quintus Ennius.30 Saint Jerome writes: "A friendship which ceases was never a true friendship." 31 There are many who stick to a friend as long as he shares their foibles and approves of their doings, but deny him as soon as he ventures to have opinions of his own.

29 Capitaine, Die Moral des Klemens von Alexandrien, pp. 345 sq.—Seneca, De Benefic., l. VII, c. 25: "Admonition among friends is so beautiful a thing."—Cicero, Laelius sive de Amicitia, c. 25: "Therefore, just as it is proper to true friendship both to admonish and to be admonished, and for the one to do this freely, not harshly, and for the other to receive it patiently, not resentfully, so it must be held that no plague in friendships is greater than adulation, flattery, and servile assent. For although this vice of frivolous and deceitful men, who say everything for pleasure and nothing for truth, must be marked by many names, yet since pretense in all things is vicious—for it takes away the judgment of truth and corrupts it—it is especially opposed to friendship, for it destroys truth, without which the name of friendship cannot have force. For since the power of friendship lies in this, that one mind, as it were, is made from many, how can this come about if not even in each one there is one and always the same mind, but one that is variable, changeable, and manifold? For what can be so pliant, so wandering [variant: tender], as the mind of him who turns himself not only toward another's opinion and will, but even toward his look and nod? Does someone say no? I say no. Does he say yes? I say yes. In short, I have commanded myself to assent to everything, as the same Terence says, but he speaks in the character of Gnatho: to employ this kind of friend is altogether a mark of frivolity. Yet many who resemble Gnatho are superior in position, fortune, and reputation; their flattery is troublesome when authority has been added to vanity." Cfr. Terentius, Eunuch., 252 sq.

30 Quoted by Cicero, De Amicitia, а-C. 7.

31 Epist., III (al. XLI), n. 6: "I beseech you, do not let the mind lose, together with the eyes, a friend who is long sought, scarcely found, and kept with difficulty. Let gold shine for anyone, and let gleaming metals from loads glitter upon splendid dishes. Charity cannot be compared. Love has no price. Friendship that can cease was never true."—Cfr. St. Ambrose, De Offc., l. II, c. 21, n. 123–137 (P. L., XVI, 179 sq.).—Ovid., Trist., I, 9, 5 sq.: "As long as you are fortunate, you will count many friends. If the times become cloudy, you will be alone."

p. 25


	What should be considered special or common manifestations of charity depends much on the established customs of a locality or community. In a general way it may be said that ordinary signs of charity are those that citizen commonly shows to citizen, relative to relative, neighbor to neighbor, friend to friend; special signs of charity are unusual marks of good will, such as are not ordinarily shown to all within a particular class. If acquaintances are accustomed to exchange greetings when they meet, if near relatives are always invited to family festivities, if friends visit one another, such courtesies are ordinary signs of charity in the places where they are customary. But it would be a special mark of charity to pay a social call to a mere acquaintance or to invite a friend to a gathering of one's relatives.32



32 Homiletic and Pastoral Reiew, Vol. XX (1920), No. 10.




	Opposed to charity are: contempt, hatred, envy, jealousy, vengefulness, cruelty, joy at the misfortunes of others, unwillingness to be reconciled, and every form of injustice.



READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 25-27 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 359 sqq.).—F. Dupanloup, La Charité Chrétienne et ses Œuvres, Paris 1863 (Germ. tr., Die christliche Nächstenliebe und ihre Werke, Ratisbon 1864).-V. Cathrein, Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., PP. 77 sqq.—-S. Randlinger, Die Feindesliebe, PP. 79 sqq., I0I sqq., Paderborn 1906.—Steinmüller, Die Feindesliebe, pp. 6 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., PP. 15 sqq.-J. Mausbach, Die Ethik des hl. Augustinus, Vol. I, Pp. 27 sqq.—E. M. Ommer, L'Amitié, Paris 1895—M. Lazarus, Das Leben der Seele, Vol.

p. 26III, and ed., Berlin 1882, PP. 251 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 66 sqq.-H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 86 sqq.


Chapter II: Man's Duties with Regard to the Spiritual Welfare of his Fellowmen Section I the Spiritual Works of Mercy

p. 27Apart from the special duties imposed by one's vocation (for instance, as pastor, teacher, parent, etc.), every man has certain general duties with regard to the salvation of his fellowmen. These are dictated partly by charity and partly by justice, and are commonly known as spiritual works of mercy.1 They are briefly:

1 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 32, art. 2: "Seven spiritual alms are set down, namely: to teach the ignorant, to counsel the doubtful, to console the sorrowful, to correct the sinner, to forgive the offender, to bear those who are burdensome and troublesome, and to pray for all; these are also contained in this verse: Counsel, chastise, console, forgive, bear, pray." The memorial verse referred to has another form, namely: "Consule, carpe, doce, solare, remitte, fer, ora."

I. THE DUTY OF PRAYING FOR OTHErs, both the Living and the Dead.—Through the Communion of Saints the faithful on earth, especially those who are in the state of sanctifying grace, have a share in all the Masses, prayers, and good works offered to God by the Militant Church and in turn can and should on their part aid the living as well as the poor souls in Purgatory by prayers, indulgences, alms, etc.,2 especially by having the holy Sacrifice of the Mass offered for their benefit.3

2 2 Tim. I, 16–18.—St. Augustine, Serm., CLIX (al. XVII De Verb. Apost.), c. I, n. 1: "Prayer is offered for the other departed; for it is an injury to pray for a martyr, to whose prayers we ourselves ought to be commended." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 868).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 71, art. 1–6.—Pohle-Preuss, Mariology, Pp. 142 sqq.; Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, PP. 376 sqq.

3 Pohle-Preuss, Eschatology, Pp. 92 sqg.; Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 159. * Matth. V, 16.

2. the Duty of Giving a Good Example.-

p. 28Christ exhorts His hearers: "Let your light shine before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father who is in heaven." * St. Paul admonishes the Romans: "Let every one of you please his neighbor unto good, to edification." 5 And the Corinthians: "Giving no offence to any man, that our ministry be not blamed, but in all things let us exhibit ourselves as the ministers of God, in much patience, in tribulation, in necessities, in distresses, in stripes, in prisons, in seditions, in labors, in watchings, in fastings, in chastity, in knowledge, in long-suffering, in sweetness, in the Holy Ghost, in charity unfeigned, in the word of truth, in the power of God."6 To the Thessalonians he writes: "Comfort one another, and edify one another." And to Timothy: "Let no man despise thy youth: but be thou an example of the faithful in word, , in conversation, in charity, in faith, in chastity." 8 This duty must be performed the more faithfully because, as experience teaches, the power of example is very strong. "Verba movent, exempla trahunt, Words move, but examples draw," says an ancient proverb. Equally wellknown perhaps is Seneca's famous saw:

5 Rom. XV, 2.

6 2 Cor. VI, 3 sqq.: "Giving no offence to anyone, that our ministry be not blamed; but in all things let us exhibit ourselves as the ministers of God, in much patience, in tribulations, in necessities, in distresses, in stripes, in prisons, in seditions, in labors, in watchings, in fastings, in chastity, in knowledge, in long-suffering, in sweetness, in the Holy Ghost, in charity unfeigned, in the word of truth, in the power of God...." Cfr. C. J. Callan, O.P., The Epistles of St. Paul, Vol. I, N. Y. 1922, Pp. 506 sqq. 7 1 Thess. V, 11: "Comfort one another and edify one another."

8 I Tim. IV, 12: "Let no one despise your youth; but be an example to the faithful in word, in conduct, in charity, in faith, and in chastity."

p. 29"Longum iter per praecepta, breve et efficax per exempla, Long is the way through precept, but short and sure through example." Nor does the force of a good example depend entirely upon the station, or the social position, or the learning of him who gives it. On the contrary, every man, no matter how humble or illiterate, can and should promote the salvation of his fellowmen and the glory of God by giving a good example. Virtue must be practiced soberly, yet joyously and without pharisaic ostentation.9

According to the Acts of the Apostles, Christ first "began to do" and then "to teach." 10 He told His disciples: "I have given you an example, that as I have done to you, so you do also."11 "Christ suffered for us," says St. Peter, "leaving you an example that you should foilow his steps." 12 St. Paul exhorts the Corinthians:

9 Seneca, Epist., VI, 5: "The living voice and companionship will benefit you more than a discourse. You ought to come into the presence of the thing itself. First, because men trust their eyes more than their ears; then, because the road through precepts is long, but through examples short and effective."—Cfr. Tit. II, 7;

1 Pet. II, 9, 12, 15; Matth. 6, 16; Phil. IV, 4.—Seneca, De Ira, l. II, c. 6, n. 2: "To rejoice and be glad is proper and natural to virtue; to be angry is not consistent with its dignity, any more than to mourn."

10 Acts I, 1.

11 John XIII, 15.

12 1 Pet. II, 21.

p. 30"Be ye followers of me, as I also am of Christ." 13 Aside from its inherent power, confirmed by innumerable miracles,14 Christianity owed its rapid spread mainly to the good example given by its followers, particularly to the heroism of the martyrs, who courageously laid down their lives for the faith.15 "A good example," says the famous Jesuit pulpiteer, Francis Hunolt,16 "is like a big clock in a church-tower, by which all other clocks and watches of the neighborhood are regulated." Schiller says: "Words will not avail much where deeds do not speak."

13 1 Cor. XI, 1.

14 Mark XVI, 20.

15 Tertullian, Apol., c. 50: "We become more numerous whenever we are mown down by you; the blood of Christians is seed." (Ed. Leopold, P. I, p. 128).

16 On Hunolt, see the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 562 sqg.




	Other spiritual works of mercy are instruction (doctrina, consilium) and fraternal correction (correctio fraterna). a) The duty of instructing the ignorant rests principally upon the learned and educated. b) By fraternal correction is meant a brotherly admonition given to a sinner in order to persuade him to mend his ways.17 Divine Revelation inculcates this as a duty of charity and describes its performance as a highly meritorious work.18 Fraternal correction is a grave obligation, as it forms part of the precept of charity which binds all men.19 Private persons, however, are ordinarily not obliged sub gravi to exercise fraternal correction, except when there is immediate danger to the spiritual welfare of others, that is to say, under the following conditions: (a) The matter involved must be grave (res gravis) and it must be certain (notitia certa) that a grievous sin has been committed or there is real and proximate danger that it will be committed; (B) There must be a reasonable expectation (spes plena) that the admonition will be heeded; (y) He who is about to administer a fraternal correction must be the proper person to do so and have no reason to fear serious inconvenience to himself (grave incommodum) or greater injury than that which he is trying to prevent.



17 St. Thomas, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 19, qu. 2, art. 1: "Fraternal correction is an admonition of a brother concerning the amendment of faults, proceeding from fraternal charity."—Cfr. Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 33.—Slater, Mor. Theol., Vol. I, p. 194.

18 Lev. XIX, 17; Ecclus. XIX, 14; Matth, XVIII, 15 sgq.; Gal, JI, I; 1 Thess. V, 14 sq.; 2 Thess. II, 14 sq.; 1 Tim. V, 20; Jas. V, 9 sq.

19 Slater, Mor. Theol., Vol. I. p. 194.

p. 31With regard to the manner in which the correctio fraterna should be administered, certain rules can be deduced from the utterances of Jesus Christ. "If thy brother shall offend against thee," He says, "go and rebuke him between thee and him alone. If he shall hear thee, thou shalt gain thy brother. And if he will not hear thee, take with thee one or two more, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may stand. And if he will not hear them, tell the church. And if he will not hear the church, let him be to thee as the heathen and the publican." 20 It may not always be wise to carry out this injunction literally, but every correctio fraterna should be dictated by a pure motive, and inspired by charity; it should be fatherly when administered to subjects, mild when addressed to equals, and respectful when addressed to superiors.

20 Matth. XVIII, 15–17: "If your brother sins against you, go and correct him between you and him alone. If he hears you, you have gained your brother. But if he does not hear you, take with you one or two more, so that every word may stand in the mouth of two or three witnesses. If he does not hear them, tell the Church. But if he does not hear the Church, let him be to you as the heathen and the publican."—Cfr. St. Jerome, In Amos, l. II, c. 5: "It is a great sin to hate the one correcting you, especially if he corrects you not out of hatred but out of love: whether alone with you alone, whether after taking another brother, whether afterward in the presence of the Church, so that he may appear to charge you with the fault not from zeal for detraction but for your amendment." (Migne, P. L., XXV, 1044).—St. Augustine, Serm. LXXXII (al. XVI De Verbis Domini), n. 9–10 (P. L., XXXVIII, 510).—Constit. Apost., l. II, c. 38 (ed. Funk, I, 125).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. II, n. 41–42 (ed. Gaudé, I, 334).

p. 32St. Paul earnestly warns the faithful against uncharitable harshness towards the erring when he says in his second Epistle to the Thessalonians: "If any man obey not our word by this epistle, note that man, and do not keep company with him, that he may be ashamed: yet do not esteem him as an enemy, but admonish him as a brother." 21 St. Augustine says that fraternal correciton is an act of charity, of which we must not deprive our fellowman when he is in need of it, for if any one were to die in mortal sin through our failure to administer a fraternal warning, his damnation would be imputable to us.22

21 2 Thess. III, 14 sq.: "But if anyone does not obey our word by this epistle, mark him, and do not associate with him, that he may be ashamed; and do not regard him as an enemy, but correct him as a brother."

22 St. Augustine, Serm., V (al. I ex Sirmond.), n. 2: "Correction is, as it were, love.... As He [God] loves and corrects, so also do you, if you have anyone under your authority: although you preserve the affection of love, do not nevertheless withhold the scourge of correction. For if you withhold it, you will not preserve love, because that man dies in sins which, perhaps, if corrected, he would abandon, and true hatred is imputed rather to you." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 54).

p. 33According to St. Alphonsus 23 bishops and pastors are bound to correct their subjects, even at the risk of life, whenever there is hope of betterment, because their office obliges them to succor their subjects in distress. Those who are ex officio called to preach must censure mortal! sins, even when there is no immediate expectation of amendment; first, because it is their duty to stand up for the divine commandments and to combat evil; secondly, because there is nearly always reason to hope that the word of God, no matter where sown, will bear fruit, some time and in some way. They must do their duty even at the risk of personal inconvenience if there is reason to expect good fruit and no greater evil need be apprehended for the community.

23 Theol. Mor., 1. II, 8. 40, 42.

Private persons, as we have seen, are but rarely obliged under pain of mortal sin to administer fraternal correction, because the conditions enumerated above, as a rule, are not verified in their case. Not to correct those whose state of mind is unknown to us, is a dictate of simple prudence.

p. 34It is the more probable opinion that private persons are not, as a rule, obliged to admonish others for committing a material sin through ignorance or inadvertence, though if harm were apt to follow in case such a sin went unreproved, admonition should, of course, be given, for charity requires that we should prevent harm whenever we can.24

24 Slater, Mor. Theol., Vol. I, p. 197.

Gury excuses scrupulous persons from the duty of administering the correctio fraterna because they usually lack firmness of judgment, being swayed to and fro by uncertainty or fear.25

25 Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 213.

Göpfert says that the duty of administering the correctio fraterna rests in a special manner upon priests in relation to their fellow priests, and adds: "Many a grave scandal could be prevented, many an erring brother could be saved, and much good could be accomplished, were the correcio fraterna promptly applied by clergymen to one another."26 Closely connected with the duty of administering fraternal correction is the obligation of denouncing a delinquent to his superior without first attempting to correct him secretly.27 This duty binds in the following cases: (a) If the sin is public: (B) If a paternal admonition by the superior will in all likelihood prove more effective than fraternal correction by an equal; (y) If harm threatens a community from the conduct of the delinquent and can be effectually warded off only by the intervention of the superior; (8) If the delinquent belongs to a religious community whose members have voluntarily renounced their rights in this matter and agreed that any one who becomes aware of a fault in another may straightway inform the superior.

26 Moraltheologie, Vol. II, p. 45.

27 Matth. VII, 1-5.—St. Augustine, Epist., CCXI (al. CIX), n. 11 (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 962).

p. 35However, even in this case, there must be a good reason for disclosing the fault to the superior; such as, for example, the correction of the delinquent, the good name of the community, or the preservation of discipline.28

28 Slater, Mor. Theol., Vol. I, p. 196.

St. Paul, when informed by members of Chloe's family that contentions had arisen among the Christians of Corinth,292º significantly revealed the source of the "denunciation." The so-called Apostolic Constitutions prescribe that the judge (i. e., the bishop) shall not give credence to those who denounce others, but shall institute a careful examination, because "some falsely accuse their fellowmen out of zelotry or envy." 30 An effective means of denouncing public evils and helping to correct them is the periodical press, which should therefore be granted a rea- sonable measure of liberty. But a journal, to live up to its mission, should be edited by responsible persons, who are willing and able to use their influence at all times for the good of the community. A conscientious editor will not lend his co-operation to the spread of denunciations or scandals and will not publish complaints until he has ascertained that they are justified and that there is good reason to expect that the evil can be cured by publicity. It is wrong to print serious complaints without having made an investigation and still more so to accompany them by offensive or insulting remarks.31 It is worse to publish unfounded rumors for political ends or to satisfy a sensation-loving public, or worst of all, to corrupt the masses and incite them to revolt.

29 1 Cor. I, 11.

30 Const. Apost., l. II, c. 37 (ed. Funk, I, 123).—Of anonymous denunciation Pliny says (Epist., l. X, 63): "To compel unwilling persons to accept something that may perhaps be useless to them is not in keeping with the justice of our times." Again (ibid., 98): "Documents presented without an author ought to have no place in any accusation. For that is both of the worst example and not in keeping with our age."

31 F. X. Linsenmann, Schriftstellertum und literarische Kritik im Lichte der sittlichen Verantwortlichkeit, Tübingen 1884.

p. 36


	It is a duty to exercise toleration towards those whose religious opinions differ from our own. In practicing toleration we must, however, avoid two extremes, namely, on the one hand, undue importunity in propagating our own ideas and beliefs (commonly called religious proselytism) and, on the other, that false tolerance which is synonymous with indifference to error. To pity the erring and treat them charitably is as much of a Christian duty as to hate and combat error.32 “Love the erring,” says St. Augustine in a famous passage, “but kill errors; . . . pray for those whom you refute and convince.”33



32 Zach. VIII, 19; Matth. XIII, 28 sqq.; XXIII, 15; Gal. I, 6–9; VI, 1 sq.; Eph. IV, 15.

33 Enarr. in Ps., II, 31, n. 20: “What is called toleration . . . exists only amid evils.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 271).—IDEM, Contra Lit. Petil., l. I, c. 29, n. 31: “Love men; slay errors; presume upon truth without pride; contend for truth without cruelty; pray for those whom you refute and convince.” (P. L., XLIII, 259).—Cfr. C. Romeis, Das Heil des Christen ausserhalb der Kirche nach der Lehre des hl. Augustin, Paderborn 1908, pp. 116 sqq.

p. 37The great Bishop of Hippo did not betray this principle when he called upon the secular power to proceed against the Donatists on the strength of Luke XIV, 23: “Compel them to come in”; for these heretics, by their violent methods of propaganda, had become a menace to the State as well as to the Church. Personally, St. Augustine was very tolerant, as appears from a passage in one of his letters against the Manichaeans. “Let those rage against you,” he says, “who do not know what an effort it requires to find the truth and how difficult it is to eschew error.”34

34 Contra Epist. Manich. (Fundam.), c. 2, n. 2: “Let those rage against you who do not know with what labor truth is found and how difficult it is to guard against errors. Let those rage against you who do not know how rare and arduous it is to overcome carnal phantasms by the serenity of a devout mind. Let those rage against you who do not know with what difficulty the inner eye of man is healed, so that it may look upon its sun. . . . Let those rage against you who do not know by what sighs and groans it comes about that God can be understood even in the smallest part. Finally, let those rage against you who have never been deceived by such error as they see you deceived by.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 174).—Cfr. Serm., IV (al. XLIV De Divers.), n. 20: “Bear with the sinner, not that you may love the sin in him, but that you may persecute the sin for his sake. Love the sinner, not insofar as he is a sinner, but insofar as he is a man. Just as, if you love a sick man, you persecute the fever—for if you spare the fever, you do not love the sick man. Tell your brother, therefore, what is true; do not be silent. For what else are we doing than telling you what is true? Do not lie; with truth laid open, say what is true; but until he is corrected, let him be borne with.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 43).

p. 38The true notion of tolerance was clearly perceived by the poet Goethe, when he said: "Tolerance really ought to be no more than a transient state of the mind; it should lead to recognition. To tolerate means to insult."

Protestants like to extol Luther as the father of the modern idea of religious toleration, which in reality, as Msgr. N. Paulus has shown, is a product of the Renaissance. Luther and his fellow-"reformers" were extremely intolerant.

READINGS.—-St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 32 sq. (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 383 sqq.).—Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 19, qu. 2.—F. Suarez, De Caritate, disp. 8 (Opera Omnia, XIII, 691 sqq.).-J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, PP. 206 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Pp. 66 sqq.- H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 85 sqq.

On TOLERATION: J. B. Duvoisin, Essai sur la Tolérance, in Migne, Theol. Curs. Compl., VI, 1269 sqq.-J. Perrone, De Tolerantia, ibid., 1255 sqq.—M. Merkle, Die Toleranz nach kath. Prinzipien, Dillingen 1865.-J. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, Pp. 182 sqq.—W. Köhler, Reformation und Ketzerprozess, Tübingen I901.—N. Paulus, Die Strassburger Reformatoren und die Gewissensfreiheit, Freiburg i. B. 1895.—IDEM, Luther und die Gewissensfreiheit, Munich 1905.—G. Diessel, Die wahre Toleranz, Münster i. W., 1905.—A. Matagrin, Histoire de la Tolérance Religieuse, Paris 1905.-A. Vermeersch, S. J., Tolerance, (tr. by W. H. Page), N. Y. I912.


Section 2: Sins Against the Spiritual Welfare of Others

p. 39Against the duties described in the foregoing Section we may sin either directly or indirectly.

I. We sin directly against the spiritual welfare of our fellowman: a) By commanding or compelling him to do wrong ; b) By seducing him to sin, either through inciting his passions by praise or flattery, censure or fear, or by abusing such influence as we may wield over him on account of higher social position or personal superiority; c) By co-operating in sinful acts through accidental or planned meetings (conspiracy), and d) By becoming accessory to anther's sin through silence or concealment, furnishing opportunities for evil, enticing women or girls to places of prostitution or sending them to foreign lands for immoral purposes (white slave traffic), or through the positive furnishing of means for the perpetration of acts of injustice.1

1 See this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 62 sqq.; A. Sleumer, Die Mitwirkung zur Sünde, Bonn 1907.

p. 40There is no such thing as compelling a man to sin, because the human will is free and cannot be coerced by physical force. But the organs of the body may be influenced in such a way as to make compliance almost irresistible, as in the case of rape. Grave authors say that a woman is usually able to resist physical violence when an attack is made upon her chastity; but physical violence is generally accompanied by the dread of being killed, maimed, or exposed to public disgrace, etc. Imagine the case of a good wife and mother who debates with herself whether she shall resist an attack upon her honor by risking death, and you have a concrete case of conflicting duties. To the same class belong cases in which parents force their children to steal or cheat. Here there is a collision between the respect due to parental authority on the one side, and justice and honesty on the other.

A person may become the prey of temptation without being conscious of any outside influence swaying his interior affections. A powerful means of seduction, which scarcely ever fails to attain its end, is flattery. The strongest of all in our day is the public press, when it combats the truth and caters to the base passions of the multitude.2

2 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, pp. 4 London 28 sq.; H. Belloc, The Free Press, 1918.

When there is question of co-operating in the sins of others, we must distinguish (α) between formal and material and (β) between immediate and mediate co-operation. α) Formal co-operation (cooperatio formalis) is that in which the sin itself is willed. It is always illicit, because it involves sharing the sinful intention of the other (cooperatio in malam voluntatem).

p. 41Material co-operation (cooperatio materialis) takes place when a man participates in a wicked deed without sharing the evil intention (cooperatio ad malam actionem) of the principal. Such co-operation is permitted if the act co-operated in is in itself good, or at least objectively indifferent, or when it is dictated by a just cause, e. g., necessity, great utility, avoidance of a serious inconvenience, etc.

β) Immediate co-operation (cooperatio immediata) is a participation in the evil deed itself, not merely in some act preparatory to its commission, which latter would be merely cooperatio mediata.

Immediate co-operation in sin is illicit because it involves conscious assent to the sin itself and therefore is equivalent to formal co-operation. Mediate co-operation may be perfectly licit.

Thus a servant is allowed to perform acts for which he is hired, even though he knows that he is furnishing his master a remote occasion of sin or assists materially in carrying out a sinful plan. But he is never permitted to furnish a proximate occasion of sin, not even for the purpose of avoiding great harm to himself.3 To render a licit service to another may amount to formal co-operation in sin, as, e. g., loaning or selling a gun to a notorious poacher or "boot-legger." If there is no reason for suspecting the intention of the purchaser, it is permissible to sell him dangerous weapons, poison, etc., unless there is a statutory law to the contrary.

3 Prop. Damn. sub Innoc. XI, n. 51: “A servant who with lowered shoulders knowingly helps his master climb to the windows to violate a virgin, and repeatedly serves him by carrying a ladder, opening a door, or cooperating in some similar way, does not sin mortally if he does this through fear of notable harm, for instance lest he be badly treated by his master, looked upon with stern eyes, or expelled from the house.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1201).

p. 42A priest may give holy Communion to a secret sinner if the latter demands it publicly.

It is forbidden to make images which one knows to be intended for idolatrous worship, except for a very grave cause.4

4 S. C. Offic. d. d. Ian. 14, 1818: “Those who build temples of heretics or synagogues of Jews are not to be disturbed, provided scandal is absent and it is not done in contempt of religion.”

A Catholic is never allowed to play the organ, to sing or to direct the choir at religious services in a heretical church,5 or to call in a non-Catholic minister to give the "Lord's Supper" to a sick man.6 But to advise the minister that some one desires his services or to prepare the table for him is an indifferent act.7

5 S. C. Officii, d. d. 19 Iunii 1889.—Cfr. the Theol.-praktische Quartalschrift, of Linz, Austria, 1900, pp. 842 sqq.

6 S. C. Officii, d. d. 15 Mart. 1848: “Is it lawful for nuns caring for the sick in a hospital to summon a heretical minister who is requested for reasons of religion by a sick heretic? Resp.: According to the points set forth, it is not lawful; let them conduct themselves passively.”

7 C. S. Officii, d. d. 31 Ian. 1872; 14. Dec. 1898.

p. 43In deciding whether and to what extent Catholic officials are permitted to co-operate in the enforcement of unjust laws, for instance, a law compelling Catholic children to attend irreligious schools or assisting in a divorce case, we must first of all consider the question whether the act under consideration is one of tolerance or of positive command, and, secondly, whether or not the object directly aimed at is intrinsically evil. If it is evil, official or authoritative co-operation can not be permitted.8

8 Lehmkuhl in the Theol.-prakt. Quartalschrift, 1898, pp. 89 sqq.; P. Schnitzer, Kath. Eherecht, 5th ed., pp. 78 sqq.

There is one kind of cooperatio in malum which deserves special attention in our days, and that is what Fr. Noldin calls the cooperatio ad pravas ephemerides—co-operating with an evil press. This sin is incurred not only by the publishers, editors, and printers of wicked and scandalous newspapers and magazines, but also by their readers. Those who occasionally buy and read such a publication co-operate with the publishers only in a remote manner and may therefore be excused if the offense is not too frequently repeated and there is no danger of scandal. Those, on the other hand, who subscribe to such publications, are guilty of proximate co-operation, and their conduct can be excused only by some grave cause, such as business necessity. If any one has to subscribe to a bad newspaper or magazine for some reasonable cause, let him take due precautions: (a) against the danger of perversion, and therefore read only what he needs to know; (b) against giving scandal to the members of his household or to outsiders. This he can do by letting it be known that he has just reason for keeping the publication in question, but that he disap- proves its general tendency, and by keeping it away from those entrusted to his care.

p. 44The publishers and editors of such sheets are, of course, guilty of formal co-operation in evil. Regular contributors, who do not approve of the publication's tendency, and write only indifferent and harmless articles, can hardly be excused from more or less proximate co-operation, while occasional contributors co-operate only in a remote way, and may therefore be excused more easily.

Catholics must also refrain from supporting anti-Christian and immoral publications by advertising in them.

Those who sell or distribute such publications co-operate proximately in the evil done by them, though less proximately than those who print them; those engaged in such work should try to obtain other employment if they can.9

9 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 141 sq.




	We sin indirectly against the spiritual welfare of our fellowmen by giving scandal.



Scandal (scandalum) is defined by St. Thomas, following St. Jerome, as "something less rightly done or said that occasions another's spiritual downfall."10

10 St. Jerome, In Matth., l. II, c. 15 (Migne, P. L., XXVI, 107); St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, 43, art. 1.

If the "thing less rightly said or done" is immoral, either in itself or at least according to outward appearance, the scandal is called active or objective (scandalum activum). If the act or utterance in question is apt to give scandal merely in an accidental way, and the offense to others, therefore, arises from their own intellectual or moral condition, the scandal is called passive or subjective (scandalum passivum). Subjective or passive scandal, consequently, is identical with the sin caused by the act by which scandal is given (ruina spiritualis).11

11 See Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 214: “A distinction is made between direct or indirect scandal, accordingly as the neighbor’s sin is intended by the agent or only foreseen, at least in general. Direct scandal is also called diabolical when the spiritual ruin of the neighbor is precisely intended. But if the sin of another is intended for one’s own advantage, it is called simply direct. Theologians commonly distinguish active and passive scandal. Active scandal is that to which the given definition applies. Passive scandal is the spiritual ruin of the neighbor itself and therefore is improperly called scandal, and should better be called the effect of scandal.”

p. 45It follows from what we have said that not every active scandal entails passive scandal, while, conversely, passive scandal may exist where no active scandal has been given. The reason for this is the spiritual and moral disposition of men.

If one takes scandal because of his own ignorance or indecision, this is called scandalum pusillorum vel infirmorum; if malice is the cause of the scandal taken, we speak of scandalum pharisaicum.12

12 Matth. XV, 11–20; XVIII, 6 sqq.; John VI, 62; Gal. V, 11; 1 John II, 10.—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 214: “Scandal can be active or given without being passive or accepted, because an action may be posited which is of itself apt to give scandal without the effect following. And conversely, scandal may be accepted without being given; but then the accepted scandal is not properly to be attributed to any action of one’s neighbor, but rather to the ignorance, imagination, or even malice of him who suffers the scandal—or rather admits it without foundation. This is called the scandal of the little ones if it is taken from the weakness or ignorance of one’s neighbor; but it is called pharisaical if it proceeds from the mere malice of the subject.”

p. 46READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 43 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 413 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. II, n. 43–80 (ed. Gaudé, I, 336).—J. P. Gury, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 214–247.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 62 sqq.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 419–445.—A. Sleumer, Die Mitwirkung zur Sünde, Bonn 1907.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 131 sqq., 102 sqq., 116 sqq.—Villada, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 95 sqq.—Chas. S. Devas, The Key to the World’s Progress, London 1906, pp. 161 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 226 sqq., 232 sqq.


Section 3: Duties with Regard to the Giving and Taking of Scandal

p. 47The duties that arise in connection with the giving and taking of scandal may be briefly defined as follows:




	It is a sin to give scandal (scandalum activum) knowingly and wilfully, because by so doing a man violates charity; it is a mortal sin if one knows that by committing the act in question he will become the occasion of mortal sin to another.



The guilt incurred by giving active scandal is measured by the position, reputation, and influence of the person who gives it. The larger the number of those who are injured, and the more grievous the sin they are induced to commit, the greater is the guilt of him who gives scandal. Nor is it necessary that the sin of one's fellowman be directly intended or directly caused by the scandalous act (seduction), but it suffices that his spiritual ruin was foreseen and so at least indirectly willed.

The gravity of this sin can be inferred from our Lord's solemn utterance recorded in the Gos- pel of St. Matthew: "He that shall scandalize one of these little ones that believe in me, it were better for him that a millstone should be hanged about his neck, and that he should be drowned in the depth of the sea. Woe to the world because of scandals! For it must needs be that scandals come: but nevertheless woe to that man by whom the scandal cometh. And if thy hand or thy foot scandalize thee, cut it off, and cast it from thee. It is better for thee to go into life maimed or lame, than having two hands or feet, to be cast into everlasting fire. And if thy eye scandalize thee, pluck it out, and cast it from thee. It is better for thee having one eye to enter life, than having two eyes to be cast into hell fire. See that you despise not one of these little ones: for I say to you, that their angels in heaven always see the face of my Father who is in heaven."1

1 Matth. XVIII, 6 sqq.: “But whoever shall scandalize one of these little ones who believe in me, it is expedient for him that an ass’s millstone be hung about his neck and that he be drowned in the depth of the sea. Woe to the world because of scandals. For scandals must needs come; nevertheless, woe to that man through whom scandal comes. And if thy hand or thy foot scandalizes thee, cut it off and cast it from thee: it is better for thee to enter into life maimed or lame than, having two hands or two feet, to be cast into everlasting fire. And if thy eye scandalizes thee, pluck it out and cast it from thee: it is better for thee to enter into life with one eye than, having two eyes, to be cast into the hell of fire. See that you despise not one of these little ones: for I say to you that their angels in heaven always see the face of my Father who is in heaven.”

p. 48


	In regard to taking scandal (scandalum passivum) it is necessary to make a distinction. No attention need be paid to the scandalum pharisaicum, that is, one need not omit any act dictated by duty or necessity on account of the offence it may give to persons of a hypocritical turn of mind. This rule can be inferred from the conduct of Christ Himself and that of St. Paul.



p. 49When Our Lord declared: "Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man, but what cometh out of the mouth, this defileth a man,"2 and His disciples told Him that the Pharisees were scandalized by what He had said,3 He replied: "Let them alone, they are blind, and leaders of the blind."4 St. Paul informed the Galatians that he would not yield to the false brethren who pretended to be shocked because the converts from paganism were not circumcised.5

2 Matth. XV, 11: “Not that which enters into the mouth defiles a man, but that which proceeds out of the mouth, this defiles a man.”

3 Matth. XV, 12.

4 Matth. XV, 14: “Let them alone: they are blind, and leaders of the blind.”

5 Gal. II, 3 sq.

As for the scandalum pusillorum, even the semblance of injustice should be avoided unless the act to which it attaches is dictated by strict duty.6 Whatever is necessary and a matter of duty may and should be done, but Christian prudence and charity will avoid giving needless offence to the weak and ignorant.

6 Rom. XIV, 13 sqq.; 1 Cor. VIII, 9 sqq.; X, 22 sqq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 43, art. 7 sq.

Regard for the pusilli should not, however, be carried so far as to give scandal to the mature and educated.7 The maxim, “In omnibus caritas,” is correct only when taken in conjunction with, “Ante omnia veritas.”

7 John VIII, 32, 36.—St. Gregory the Great, Hom. in Ezech., l. I, 7, n. 5: “Insofar as we can without sin, we ought to avoid scandalizing our neighbors. But if scandal is taken from the truth, it is more useful to allow scandal to arise than for the truth to be abandoned.” (Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 842).—Cfr. St. Bernard, Epist., 34, n. 2: “It is better that scandal should arise than that the truth should be abandoned.” (P. L., CLXXXII, 140).—IDEM, Epist., 78, n. 10 (P. L., CLXXXII, 197); Apol. ad Guilielm., c. 7, n. 15 (CLXXXII, 908).

p. 50


	We are never allowed to seduce our neighbor to commit a lesser in order to keep him from a greater sin, but we may permit a lesser sin in order to prevent a more grievous one,8 or advise one who is firmly determined to perpetrate a major crime, to commit a minor one.



8 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 78, art. 4: “It is in no way lawful to induce a man to sin; it is lawful, however, to make use of another’s sin for a good, because even God makes use of all sins for some good.”—Ibid., 3a, Suppl., qu. 62, art. 3, ad 4: “Sometimes a man who has a wife suspected of adultery lies in wait for her, so that he may be able to catch her in the crime of fornication with witnesses, and thus may proceed to an accusation.”

The reason is that, in the words of St. Alphonsus, by so acting we do not seek something that is evil, but something that is good, namely, the preference of a lesser to a greater evil,9 which is an actio bona ex obiecto.10

9 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. II, n. 57: “The second, more probable opinion holds that it is lawful to counsel a lesser evil if the other has already been determined to carry out a greater one. The reason is that then the counselor does not seek evil but good, namely, the choice of the lesser evil.” (Ed. Gaudé, I, 353).—St. Augustine, De Coniug. Adult., l. II, c. 15, n. 15: “If he is going to do what is not lawful, let him now commit adultery and not commit homicide, so that while his wife is alive he may marry another and not shed human blood.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 482).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 78, art. 4: “It is lawful for him who falls among robbers to disclose the goods which he has, which the robbers sin by plundering, in order that he may not be killed.”

10 The contrary opinion (non licet suadere minus malum ad evitandum maius) is defended, e. g., by V. Patuzzi, Ethica Christiana, III, 156 sq.—Cfr. this Handbook, Vol. I, p. 213, note 3.

p. 51


	Damage or loss caused by active scandal entails the duty of restitution, to be made either in the form of admonition, or instruction, or good example, or prayer, according to the nature of the case. If the damage done was material, material restitution is a duty, provided the damage was, or could have been, foreseen.



St. Paul's admonition: “Ab omni specie mala abstinete vos”11 means, not that we should avoid the semblance of evil, but that we should abstain from evil in every shape.

11 1 Thess. V, 22: ἀπὸ παντὸς εἴδους πονηροῦ ἀπέχεσθε.

Women in our licentious days have a special duty to avoid giving scandal by an immodest and seductive attire.

The ethics of clothing have been explained in a previous volume of this Handbook.12

12 Vol. III, pp. 27 sqq. On giving scandal by immodest dress see Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., l. II, pp. 123 sqq.

READINGS.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 13th ed., pp. 118–126.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 53–61.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 433–439.—T. Slater, S. J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 198 sqq.


Section 4: The Duty and Virtue of Veracity

p. 52


	DEFINITION.—Veracity or truthfulness (veritas sive veracitas) means habitual regard for the truth, and may be defined for our present purpose as the duty of adhering to the truth in our intercourse with others.



St. James teaches: "If any man offend not in word, the same is a perfect man; he is able also with a bridle to lead about the whole body."1

1 Jas. III, 2: “If anyone does not offend in word, he is a perfect man. For he can lead the whole body about with a bridle.”

Commenting on this passage, Dr. Belser says:

"What does it mean not to offend in word, and to be perfect in speech? It means to tell the truth always, to speak exactly as one thinks, to say neither too much nor too little, to speak in the right place and at the proper time, without anger, bitterness, or exaggeration. It is not enough to be cautious in speech for prudence sake or to observe a diplomatic reticence, but we should habitually control our tongue and employ it exclusively for the honor of God and the edification and salvation of our fellowmen."2

2 J. E. Belser, Die Epistel des hl. Jakobus, Freiburg i. B. 1909, pp. 140 sq.

p. 53


	VERACITY A SOCIAL NECESSITY.—Man is an ethical and a social being. He is made for intercourse with his fellowmen and cannot live without their assistance. Now, community life depends upon mutual fidelity and veracity.3



3 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 2: “Truth is a certain special virtue by which a man arranges his outward things—whether words, deeds, or signs—in due order.”—Ibid., qu. 129, art. 3, ad 1: “Every man needs first divine assistance, and secondly also human assistance, because man is naturally a social animal, since he is not sufficient unto himself for life.”

"Men could not associate with one another," says St. Thomas, "if they did not believe each other."4 This is but another way of saying that the virtue of veracity is one of the fundamental conditions of a well-ordered community life and, therefore, a duty resting upon each individual member of society. "Putting away lying," says St. Paul, "speak ye the truth every man with his neighbor; for we are all members one of another."5

4 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 3, ad 1: “Because man is a social animal, one man naturally owes another that without which human society could not be preserved. Men, however, could not live together unless they believed one another as persons manifesting truth to one another. And therefore the virtue of truth in some way bears the character of a debt.”—Cfr. Hirscher, Die christliche Moral, Vol. III, pp. 274 sqq.

5 Eph. IV, 25: “Putting away lying, speak ye the truth every man with his neighbor; for we are all members one of another.”—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 114, art. 2, ad 1: “Because man is naturally a social animal, he owes to other men, from a certain honorableness, the manifestation of truth, without which human society could not endure.... Man could not live in society without truth.”




	VERACITY A DUTY.—Faith and mutual confidence, without which human society could not exist, are essentially conditioned upon vera- city, which consequently is a postulate of the moral order or, in other words, a natural duty. But it is more than that: it is also a supernatural duty, enforced by Revelation.6



6 Ex. XX, 16; Lev. XIX, 11; Ps. XIV, 3; XXX, 24; Zach. VIII, 16, 19; Prov. VI, 16 sq.; XII, 22; Ecclus. IV, 30; Matth. V, 37; 2 Cor. VI, 7; Eph. IV, 25; VI, 14.

p. 54Veracity as a duty has a positive as well as a negative side. Positively, it obliges a man to tell the truth; negatively, it obliges him not to lie. a) As a positive duty veracity obliges not absolutely, but merely in a conditional way; that is to say, we are not bound to tell our fellowmen all we know, but to reveal our thoughts to them only when obliged to do so by strict justice (as when questioned by legitimate authority) or by charity (as when it becomes necessary to uncover a harmful error or to aid an innocent man in obtaining his release from prison).

We are allowed to withhold the truth when we are not under positive obligation to reveal it and when to speak out would cause harm and inconvenience to ourselves. It is permitted to feign sleep or death in order to escape being murdered, to disguise oneself to avoid danger, and to dress poorly in order to conceal one's wealth or to avoid inconvenience or annoyance. By such acts one merely withholds facts or conditions which one is not obliged to reveal and allows others rather to deceive themselves. Even when asked by legitimate authority, one who is accused of a crime may refuse to confess if he can do so without being guilty of positive or negative untruth and without violating commutative justice, i. e., without seriously injuring his fellowmen, for instance, by causing an innocent person to be condemned.

p. 55Finally, there is the duty of not revealing to others what has been entrusted to us as a secret, or which we have bound ourselves by a promise or by the assumption of an office to keep to ourselves. Thus priests, physicians, counsellors-at-law, and editors are not allowed to divulge secrets they have learned in the exercise of their profession.

Besides this there is the general duty binding every Christian to guard his tongue at all times and to avoid useless or frivolous gossip, mindful of the fact that on the day of judgment he shall have to give an account of every word he has uttered.7

7 Matth. XII, 36; Jas. I, 19; III, 5 sqq.

A higher degree of veracity is frankness or simplicity of heart (simplicitas), which consists in habitually saying what one thinks, without reserve, exaggeration, or ulterior motive.8 Sim- plicity differs from veracity only in concept (in ratione), as the former has reference to the agreement between a sign and that which it signifies, while the latter aims at harmonizing the internal intention with its external expression.9 It is simplicity that constitutes the childlike disposition so highly extolled by our Divine Lord in conjunction with prudence. Simplicity renders the soul receptive to the influence of grace, fills the heart with joy, and is a mark of supernatural perfection.10

8 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 2, ad 4: “Simplicity is named by opposition to duplicity, namely, whereby someone has one thing in his heart and shows another outwardly; and thus simplicity pertains to this virtue [truth]. It makes the intention right, not indeed directly (because this pertains to every virtue), but by excluding duplicity, whereby a man pretends one thing and intends another.”

9 Ibid., qu. 111, art. 3, ad 2: “The virtue of simplicity is the same as the virtue of truth, but differs only in concept, because truth is said according as signs agree with the things signified, whereas simplicity is said according as it does not tend to diverse things, namely, that one should intend one thing inwardly and pretend another outwardly.”

10 Prov. XI, 20; XXVIII, 18; Matth. X, 16; XVIII, 3.

p. 56The vice opposed to simplicity is duplicity, i. e., deceitfulness in character, speech, or conduct, more commonly called double-dealing. b) On the negative side the duty of veracity or truthfulness binds absolutely,—that is to say, we are not permitted, under any circumstances and for any reason, to lie, i. e., knowingly to tell an untruth in order to deceive others. Ecclus. VII, 14: "Be not willing to make any manner of lie: for the custom thereof is not good."11

11 Ecclus. VII, 14. Cfr. Ex. XXIII, 7; Eph. IV, 25; Col. III, 9.

READINGS.—Hugh of St. Victor, Summa Sent., tr. 4, c. 5 (Migne, P. L., CLXXVI, 122 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 109 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 212 sqq.).—St.

p. 57Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 38 (Opera Omnia, III, 836 sqq.).—Kössing, Über die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 1 sqq., 55 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 124 sqq.—H. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 647.—Jos. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and Its Antagonists (tr. by A. M. Buchanan; N. Y. 1914, pp. 113 sqq.).—Jos. Rickaby, S.J., “The Catholic Doctrine of Lying and Equivocation,” in Political and Moral Essays, N. Y. 1902, pp. 215–233.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 60 sqq.


Section 5: The Sin of Lying

p. 58


	DEFINITION.—To lie is knowingly to tell an untruth in order to deceive others.1



1 St. Augustine, De Mendacio, c. 4, n. 5: “Whether one who has no will to deceive lies . . . and whether anyone who wishes to state what is true for the sake of deceiving lies can be doubted. But no one doubts that he lies who willingly states what is false for the sake of deceiving; therefore it is manifest that a false statement uttered with the will to deceive is a lie.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 491).—IDEM, Contra Mendac., c. 12, n. 26 (P. L., XL, 537).—IDEM, Enchirid., c. 22: “Everyone who lies speaks contrary to what he feels in his mind, with the will to deceive.” (P. L., XL, 243).—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 453: “A lie is speech contrary to the mind, with the will to deceive.”—Cfr. P. Ch. Kierkegaard, De Notione atque Turpitudine Mendacii, Göttingen 1829.

To constitute a lie, the false declaration, whether made in word or deed, must be opposed to the interior conviction or belief of him who makes it (enuntiatio contra mentem), and further, it must be inspired by the intention (voluntas fallendi) of deceiving and misleading others, especially those who have a right to know the truth.

The matter of a lie (materia), therefore, is the untruth uttered,—not objectively, however, but subjectively, i.e., as opposed to that which one knows or believes to be true.

Consequently, an objectively false statement which one believes to be true is no lie, and, vice versa, an objectively true statement which one believes to be false, is a lie. It is the intention that constitutes a lie (ream linguam non facit nisi mens rea).2 One who makes a false statement which he believes to be true, does not wish to deceive others, but is himself deceived.3

2 J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching, pp. 108 sqq.—St. Augustine, Serm., 180 (al. 28 De Verbis Apost.), c. 2, n. 2 (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 973); De Mendacio, c. 3, n. 3: “He lies who has one thing in his mind and states another in words or by any other signs. Hence the liar is also said to have a double heart, that is, a double thought: one concerning the thing which he knows or thinks to be true and does not state, and another concerning the thing which he states in its place, knowing or thinking it to be false. Thus one may state what is false without lying, if he thinks it is as he says although it is not; and one may state what is true while lying, if he thinks it false and states it as true although in fact it is as he states. For a man must be judged a liar or not a liar according to the judgment of his own mind, not according to the truth or falsity of the things themselves. Therefore one who states as true what is false, yet believes it to be true, may be called mistaken and rash, but he is not rightly called a liar, because when he states it he does not have a double heart and does not wish to deceive, but is himself deceived. The liar’s fault, however, is his mind’s desire to deceive in making a statement, whether he does deceive when his false statement is believed, or does not deceive, either when he is not believed or when he states what is true with the will to deceive, not believing it true. When such a statement is believed, he certainly does not deceive, although he wished to deceive—except insofar as he deceives by being thought to know or believe as he states.” Ibid., n. 4: “Although it is most subtly asked whether, when the will to deceive is absent, there is no lie at all.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 488).—IDEM, Enchir., c. 22: “Every lie is therefore to be called a sin, because a man ought to state what he bears in mind not only when he himself knows what is true, but also if he sometimes errs and is deceived, as a man may be, whether that thing be true or only thought true and is not so.” (P. L., XL, 243).

3 Ibid., c. 18: “No one is to be judged a liar who says what is false while thinking it true, because, so far as he is concerned, he does not deceive but is deceived.” (P. L., XL, 240).

p. 59Substantially false statements which are not inspired by the intention of deceiving others (e.g., symbolic or figurative locutions, fables, fairy tales, novels, dramas, riddles, etc., in fact poetry in general) do not partake of the formal character of lies because they are designed merely to veil, sugar-coat or elucidate, not to misrepresent, the truth.

p. 60Materially untrue phrases and expressions of which everybody knows that they are not to be taken literally, or the true sense of which is sufficiently revealed by the context or the accompanying circumstances, are not properly lies. To this category belong the complimentary phrases customary in polite society, figurative or metaphorical locutions, such as hyperboles, irony, etc., as well as stratagems and deception in war, at games, and on the theatrical stage.

St. Thomas teaches that the intention to deceive does not belong to the essence of a lie, but rather to its perfection.4 Others hold a different view.5 According to the Angelic Doctor all that is required to constitute a lie is the intention of telling an untruth. A common example adduced by the defenders of this theory is that of the convicted criminal who denies his guilt. But what is it that inspires his persistent lying if not the intention of deceiving others? Purposely telling an untruth always includes, at least indirectly, the intention to deceive. If the object is not achieved, this is not owing to the liar or his false statement, but solely to the will of the hearer. A lie, therefore, is more correctly defined as telling an untruth with the intention of deceiving others. It must be admitted, at any rate, that the indirect or interpretative intention to deceive is practically always present in the mind when a man lies, because deception is the natural result of lying, though the actual accomplishment of this purpose is not required for the essence of lying, so that he who knowingly tells an untruth is guilty of lying even though he accidentally finds no credence among his hearers.6

4 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 1: “It does not belong to the species of a lie, but to a certain perfection of it.” On the controverted question whether the purpose to deceive belongs to the essence of lying, the student may consult J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 133 sq., and Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, N. Y. 1902, pp. 215 sqq.

5 “A statement of the false (a false statement) uttered with the will to deceive.”—Cfr. Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, p. 166.—St. Augustine, De Mendac., c. 3, n. 3: “He certainly does not deceive, although he wished to deceive.” (P. L., XL, 489).

6 M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 67 sqq.—Lehmen, S. J., Lehrbuch der Philosophie, Vol. IV, 2nd ed., p. 170.

p. 61The notion of a lie, therefore, in contradistinction to that of error, includes (a) the conscious telling of an untruth and (b) the intention to deceive. In popular parlance even objective untruths which are not intended to deceive, are often called lies, e. g., historical lies. But such phrases are misleading. A statement may be an untruth without being a lie. The so-called lies of history are for the most part merely errors and blunders.




	DIVISION.—a) A lie may either be uttered in words or indicated by signs. A verbal lie consists either in the denial of a truth (falsiloquium) or the assertion of an untruth with the will to deceive (mendacium).



Other species of lying are simulation (simulatio) and hypocrisy (hypocrisis),7 which may be defined as the act of assuming a false form, appearance, character, or condition in order to deceive others as to one’s real thoughts or intentions, and especially in regard to one’s true character. Simulation frequently takes the form of sanctimony, an assumed or outward show of probity,8 exemplified by the kiss with which Judas betrayed Christ.9

7 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 63, n. 11: “Simulated innocence is not innocence; simulated equity is not equity, but twofold iniquity, because it is both iniquity and simulation.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 765).—IDEM, Serm., 355 (al. 49 de Divers.), c. 3, n. 6: “It is evil to fall away from a purpose of holiness, but it is worse to feign such a purpose.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1575).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 111, art. 1: “Just as it is opposed to truth for someone by outward words to signify something other than what he has within himself, which pertains to lying, so it is also opposed to truth for someone by certain signs of deeds or things to signify something contrary to what is in him, which is properly called simulation. Hence simulation is properly a kind of lie consisting in outward signs of deeds.”

8 Matth. VI, 1–6, 16; cfr. 2 Cor. XI, 13–15.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 111.

9 Matth. XXVI, 48–50; Luke XXII, 47 sq.

p. 62A subspecies of hypocrisy is flattery, which consists in giving insincere, false, or exaggerated praise to others with a view to influencing their future conduct. As a rule flattery is inspired by purely egotistic motives, and partakes of the malice of such motives.10 b) According to the purpose for which they are uttered, or the effect which they produce, lies are divided into several categories. There is, for instance, the jocose lie (mendacium iocosum); the officious or courtesy lie (mendacium officiosum), inspired by a desire to ward off injury or incon- venience, and the damaging or pernicious lie (mendacium damnosum sive perniciosum), dictated by a desire to injure others in life, property, or good name, perhaps even to prevent them from attaining eternal salvation.11 In lies of this kind the predominant note is not the intention to deceive, but the will to injure others, spiritually or materially.

10 Prov. XXIX, 5; Acts XXIV, 1 sqq.

11 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 2.

p. 63


	THE SINFULNESS OF LYING.—a) No statement or act that deserves the name of a “lie” in the formal and proper sense, can be justified by the end for which it is uttered or performed, be that end ever so noble or innocent. Consequently, all kinds of lies, including those told in jest, are strictly forbidden. This is the plain teaching of both the Old and the New Testament. Even if the eighth commandment: “Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbor,” referred only to false testimony in the narrower sense of the word, it is more widely applied in Lev. XIX, 11: “You shall not lie, neither shall any man deceive his neighbor.”12 Again and again Holy Scripture warns men not to lie13 and threatens divine vengeance upon those who commit this sin.14 Among the “six things which the Lord hateth,” the Book of Proverbs mentions “a lying tongue.”15 The same book declares that “lying lips are an abomination to the Lord.”16



12 St. Augustine, Enchir., c. 22: “Nor is any lie therefore to be thought not a sin, because we can sometimes benefit someone by lying.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 242).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 3: “Every lie is a sin.”—Ibid., ad 4: “A lie has the character of sin not only from the harm inflicted upon one’s neighbor, but from its own disorder. It is not lawful, however, to use any illicit disorder to prevent the harms and deficiencies of others. . . . And therefore it is not lawful to tell a lie in order that someone may free another from any danger whatsoever.”

13 Ex. XX, 16; cfr. Matth. XXVI, 59 sqq.

14 Ps. V, 7.

15 Prov. VI, 17 sq.

16 Prov. XII, 22; cfr. Ecclus. VII, 14; XX, 26–28; XXV, 3 sq.

p. 64Jesus Christ condemns lying, attributes it to the devil as the “father of lies,”17 and challenges His enemies to convict Him of any sin against the truth.18 St. Paul admonishes the Ephesians to “put away lying and to speak the truth.”19 St. James says: “Be not liars against the truth.”20 St. John says that liars shall have their portion with whoremongers, sorcerers, and idolaters “in the pool burning with fire and brimstone, which is the second death.”21 The story of Ananias and Saphira, who brazenly lied to St. Peter and were struck dead on the spot, is too well known to require repetition.22 b) The sinfulness (malitia) of lying arises principally from the fact that a lie, being a contradiction between thought and speech, constitutes an abuse of language, which is the principal means of intellectual intercourse and was divinely bestowed upon men to enable them to communicate their thoughts to one another.

17 John VIII, 44; cfr. J. E. Belser, Das Evangelium des hl. Johannes, pp. 291 sqq.

18 John VIII, 46.

19 Eph. IV, 25; cfr. Col. III, 9.

20 Jas. III, 14.

21 Apoc. XXI, 8; cfr. XXII, 15.

22 Acts V, 1 sqq.

p. 65Untruthfulness counterfeits this spiritual medium of exchange and, by making it impossible for men to live together in mutual trust and confidence, violates the divinely established order of things and the law of nature. Therefore the Apostle exhorts the Ephesians to “put away lying and to speak the truth,” because “we are members one of another.”23

23 Eph. IV, 25. Cfr. St. Augustine, Enchir., c. 22: “And indeed words were instituted for this purpose, not that through them men might deceive one another, but that through them each might convey his thoughts to the knowledge of another. Therefore to use words for deception, not for that for which they were instituted, is a sin.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 243).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 3: “A lie is evil by its kind; for it is an act falling upon undue matter. For since words are naturally signs of thoughts, it is unnatural and undue for someone to signify that which he does not have in mind.”

Lying is sinful also for the reason that it violates or destroys the true dignity of man, which consists in his being an image of God. God is “the God of truth,”24 and if we lie, we become dissimilar to Him, or rather like to the devil, who is a liar from the beginning and has not the truth.25

24 Ps. XXX, 6.

25 John VIII, 44; cfr. John XIV, 6; XVII, 17; Apoc. III, 7, 14.

Finally, lying is sinful because it is opposed to charity or love of neighbor. It robs men of a good to which they have a just claim,—viz.: the truth,—and substitutes for that good an evil, i. e., error. Even if in some cases the truth is not esteemed as a real good, and error is not regarded as an evil, but rather as a service rendered to another, this does not change the nature of truth or of its contrary. Lying always embodies a violation of charity and involves contempt of others.

p. 66“You ask what costs you more dearly, falsehood or the truth? I answer: falsehood, because falsehood costs you your very ego, whereas the truth can at most rob you of happiness,” says the poet Hebbel. The well-known anecdote told of St. Thomas is purely legendary, but it conveys an important lesson. “Do you see that ox flying up there?” cried one of his fellow students. When St. Thomas strained his eyes to espy the strange phenomenon, his companion scoffed at his simplicity. The Saint censured him and said: “I would rather believe that an ox could fly, than that a Catholic would tell a lie.”26 But St. Thomas might have known that it was a hoax. To test another’s wit is not deception. c) Though every lie is a sin, not every lie is a mortal sin.27 The gravity or guilt of a lie is to be gauged by the general criteria of mortal and venial sin, by its subject-matter, by the objective and subjective importance of the truth involved, by the end or object aimed at, and by the circumstances of the case.

26 A. Scherer and J. B. Lampert, Exempellerikon, Vol. III, 2nd ed., Freiburg i. B. 1908, p. 191.

27 St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 4. Cfr. Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 167 sqq.

As regards the subject-matter, the denial of a revealed truth of great importance for the eternal or temporal welfare of man is always a mortal sin because it involves serious dishonor to God and a grave violation of charity and justice.

p. 67The end or purpose for which a lie is told may be serious or trivial. A jocose lie, or one told to get out of a scrape, may generally be classed as a venial sin.28 But there are cases in which the objective and particularly the subjective momenta weigh heavily in the scale. A lie may be inspired by a totally corrupt motive and, aside from the scandal given, may have incalculable consequences. There are jocose lies that hurt keenly and others which partake of blasphemy, and though not every joking prevarication is a lie, yet every jocose lie, no matter how harmless it appears to be, is incompatible with the dignity of a Christian and the respect he owes the truth. It must also be taken into consideration that many of the “little white lies” of social intercourse are apt to cause grave temporal and spiritual damage to others. The motive of charity by which these lies are often inspired, may diminish their guilt, yet pious frauds can never promote the cause of truth or justice, the welfare of Church or State, or the true ends of scholarship or science.29

28 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., V, n. 7: “There are altogether two kinds of lies in which the fault is not great, but which nevertheless are not without fault: when we either joke or lie in order to benefit someone. The former, in joking, is therefore not most harmful, because it does not deceive. For the one to whom it is said knows that it was said for the sake of a joke. The latter, however, is milder because it retains some benevolence.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 86).

29 Cicero, De Orat., II, 15: “Who does not know that the first law of history is that it dare say nothing false, and then that it not dare leave anything true unsaid? that there be no suspicion of favor in writing, no simulation?” These words were quoted by Leo XIII in his letter of Aug. 18, 1883, to Cardinal Hergenröther et al., as a norm for all Catholic writers of history.

Luther excused “fat lies” if the cause of the Gospel could be promoted thereby. Who invented the maxim: The end justifies the means?

Let us always remember the query of St. Paul: “Shall we do evil that there may come good?”30 and the pious exclamation of holy Job: “Hath God any need of your lie, that you should speak deceitfully for him.”31 A Catholic must ever be firmly convinced that no lie can be of real advantage and that God will turn the damage which one fears from the truth into an advantage. “We know that to them that love God, all things work together unto good.”32

30 Rom. III, 8.

31 Job XIII, 7.

32 Cfr. Rom. VIII, 28.

p. 68When a conflict arises between duty and truth on the one side and various other interests on the other, the injury done to the soul by a lie cannot be compared to any temporary disadvantage. In a conflict between truth and charity, e. g., in the case of a sick person or a lunatic, a conscientious man will always, if necessary, find a way to disguise the truth so that it will not bear the character of a lie. In such cases it should be considered that, on the one hand, by lying to the sick we are apt to undermine their confidence in the physician and those who have them in charge, hinder a correct treatment, and run the danger that the patient may die unprepared, while, on the other hand, persons who have not the full use of reason are rendered suspicious and distrustful if those in whom they have confidence lie to them, and are thus often impeded in their progress towards recovery.

There is a well-known story told by the younger Pliny of the Roman matron Arria, who, having lost her son by sickness, and all but lost her husband, used to tell the latter in his convalescence, when he enquired about the boy: “Oh, he has slept well; he has had quite an appetite.” Then she would rush out of the room to hide her tears. Father Rickaby, commenting on this story, says: “I will not vouch for the objective morality of these replies: they may or may not be justified as broad mental reservations. But they are much more easily justified, if the whole harm of lying consists in the hearer’s unwillingness to suffer a deception rendered necessary by the state of his health. The same doctrine would justify other speeches of a much more objectionable character. It would, in fact, contain the reaffirmation of the old Greek position, that deceit is a medicine and a drug, and may be administered ἐν φαρμάκου εἴδει, especially by persons in authority, wherever they judge that it will work a wholesome effect, and wherever the person deceived is not unwilling, or at least ought not to be surprised or complain, considering the circumstances. But this would be to throw the door open wide to the whole crowd of official, officious, and jocose lies. Untruths told for a purpose to enemies, to children, to subjects, to servants; pleasant fictions to gratify a friend; hoaxes unlimited, where we think the victim ought not much to mind,—these will be withdrawn from the category of lying, or will be registered as white lies and lawful. Worst of all, if the whole harm of lying is in the unpleasant effect wrought upon the deceived hearer, or in the scandal and bad consequences to society at large, it is not clear that lying is impossible to God; and our faith, based on the divine veracity, is shaken to the foundation. God, as Master, might bid the deceived listener bear the mortification and shame of being duped. He might by His providence prevent any scandal or general bad consequences to society; or, as Sovereign, He might impose or permit such consequences, as He sends or permits a pestilence. The Lord of life and death, who commanded Isaac to be slain, and who daily ‘taketh away the spirit of princes,’ is not to be restrained from being a deceiver by the mere reluctance of His creatures, unless there be some element in the divine nature itself which makes it utterly impossible for God to deceive and speak false. Undoubtedly there is such an element. It lies even at the root of the sanctity of God. God is holy in that, being by essence the fullness of all Being and all Goodness, He is ever true to Himself in every act of His understanding, of His will, and of His power. By His understanding He abidingly covers, grasps, and comprehends His whole Being. With His will He loves Himself supremely. His power is exercised entirely for His glory—entirely, but not exclusively, for God’s last and best external glory is in the consummated happiness of His creatures. Whatever God makes, He makes in His own likeness, more or less so according to the degree of being which He imparts to the creature. And as whatever God does is like Him, and whatever God makes is like Him, so whatever God says is like Him. His spoken word answers to His inward word and thought. It holds of God, as of every being who has a thought to think and a word to utter:— “‘To thine own self be true,
And it must follow, as the night the day,
Thou canst not then be false to any man.’”33

33 Rickaby, Political and Moral Essays, pp. 227 sqq.

p. 70Lies told for the purpose of injuring others are, as a rule, grievous sins, though subject to parvitas materiae. The guilt in such cases is not to be measured by the damage calculated or foreseen, but primarily and above all by the malice or lack of charity which inspired them. Even a slight injury may be done with great malice.

The principal circumstances to be considered in weighing the guilt of a lie are the scandal given and the importance of veracity as a pillar of social intercourse.

p. 71d) By frequent lying a man forms the habit of mendacity, which consists in the inclination and a certain aptitude to tell lies. This vice gradually entails not only absolute indifference to truth, but a real love of lying for its own sake, which sometimes results in a sort of obsession of the soul by the evil spirit. “Why dost thou glory in malice, thou that art mighty in iniquity? All the day long thy tongue hath devised injustice, as a sharp razor thou hast wrought deceit. Thou hast loved malice more than goodness, and iniquity rather than to speak righteousness. Thou hast loved all the words of ruin, O deceitful tongue.”34

34 Ps. LI, 3–6.

St. Augustine calls the controversy that was waged in his time concerning the ethics of lying “magna quaestio, latebrosa nimis,” and treats it as a problem for the solution of which the most learned men have labored in vain.35 It follows that at the time when the Saint wrote, this part of Catholic moral teaching had not yet been fully developed. In practice, however, lying had been condemned absolutely and unreservedly by Clement of Rome, the Shepherd of Hermas, Justin Martyr, Lactantius, and St. Basil.36

35 De Mendac., c. I, n. 1; c. XVIII, n. 38.—IDEM, Contra Mendac., c. XV, n. 33 (Migne, P. L., XL, 487, 513, 541).—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 82 sqq.—Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 174 sqq.

36 On the veracity of God, cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, pp. 236 sqq.; Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 186 sqq.

p. 72READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110–111, 115 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, Vol. II, pp. 13 sqq.).—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 55 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 433 sqq.—Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 161 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 82 sqq.—G. Sodeur, Luther und die Lüge, Leipsic 1904, pp. 5 sqq.—H. Grisar, Luther (tr. by Lamond, London 1913 sqq.), Vol. I, pp. 335 sq.; II, 15 sqq., 49, 385 sqq., 392; IV, 28 sq., 41, 80–178; V, 537 sqq.; VI, 513 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 649 sqq.—Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, N. Y. 1902, pp. 215 sqq.—IDEM, Moral Philosophy, 4th ed., London 1918, pp. 224 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, N. Y. 1919, pp. 141 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., in the Gregorianum, Rome, Jan., 1920.—J. Brodie-Brosnan, “Father Vermeersch on the Malice of Lying,” in the Irish Ecclesiastical Record, Sept., 1921, No. 645, pp. 266–274.


Section 6: The Duty of Keeping Secrets

p. 73Neither the duty of telling the truth nor the virtue of veracity, demand that we disclose everything that we know always or to all men. On the contrary, we are sometimes bound to withhold knowledge or information from others.1 This brings us to the consideration of secrets.

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 40, art. 3: “A will would be disordered if someone wished nothing to be concealed from him by others.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 484: “A secret is knowledge of some matter which by its own nature or by a special contract must be kept hidden.”




	A secret (secretum) is something hidden or concealed, or, more properly, knowledge or information which we are in duty bound to keep from others.



There are various kinds of secrets. a) A secret is called natural (secretum naturale) if a man has accidentally or inadvertently or purposely through his own efforts (secretum extortum) obtained a knowledge of something which he may not reveal to others without violating justice or charity, or which the one concerned has a right to hide. The latter category includes everything that cannot be revealed without injury to the honor, reputation, or property of others. If a crime can be prevented, or an injustice righted by the revelation of a secret, it may be revealed, but only to those who are in a position to act effectively, for instance, parents and superiors. b) The duty of keeping a secret sometimes rests upon positive grounds, as when a secret has been communicated or entrusted to one in an official capacity, or for safe-keeping under promise of silence. To the former class (secreta commissa) belong the so-called official or professional secrets, i. e., communications made to a man solely because of his official station or office, or communications made because of knowledge he has obtained by means of official functions or by participation in debates or trials. c) The promised secret (secretum promissum) arises from the fact that one has, through one’s own efforts, obtained a knowledge of a secret and then bound himself by a promise to keep it from others.

p. 74If a man comes for professional advice to another, as to a lawyer or a doctor, or simply to a friend for moral counsel, and in order thereto imparts to him natural secrets, those secrets, as they are received and held by the person consulted, are called secrets of trust or privileged secrets, be- cause, in contradistinction to natural secrets and secrets of promise, they need not be delivered up at the demand of an authority empowered to inquire in the department in which the secret lies.

p. 75The highest kind of privileged secret is that called sacramental. It is protected by the seal of confession (secretum sacramentale, sigillum confessionis) and arises from the Sacrament of Penance.2

2 Cfr. this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 167 sqq.—J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 485, 488; Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. V (1910), No. 17; Vol. VIII (1913), No. 29, No. 31.




	The duty of keeping secrets needs to be more accurately circumscribed. a) Broadly speaking, a man is bound to keep every secret of which he has knowledge. To divulge a secret of any kind without urgent reason is a sin against both charity and justice, the guilt of which is measured, first, by the malice involved in the act, and, secondly, by the importance of the secret divulged and the injury inflicted by its revelation.



It is sinful to induce others to violate the duty of secrecy, especially if it is done maliciously or by force.

More particularly, the obligation of secrecy is gauged by the nature of the secret. The seal of confession by its very nature binds absolutely and always. So-called natural secrets are based upon the obligation of justice, which man owes his fellowmen, and which admits of exceptions for just reasons, and does not exclude silent reservation.

p. 76Silent reservation is admissible also in regard to committed or entrusted secrets, nay, even in regard to secrets promised under oath.3

3 J. P. Gury, op. cit., I, n. 486: “Question I: What are the just causes for disclosing a secret? Answer: (1) The rightly presumed consent of the person whose interest it is to conceal the secret; (2) disclosure of the matter made from another source; (3) harm that would follow from the secret to the commonwealth or to private persons; indeed, a grave obligation to reveal the secret sometimes presses, especially by reason of the public good. Question II: Can you reveal a secret if you have promised to keep it even at the cost of your life? Answer: (1) Affirmatively, if the common good demands it, because a promise made against the common good is null; (2) negatively, if it concerns your own merely grave harm, because it is better to keep the secret promised by this special contract. More probably negatively even if it concerns your own extreme harm, because you expressly renounced your right, and it is not unlawful to omit the preservation of life in order to keep your promise. Nevertheless St. Alphonsus [l. III, n. 971, ed. Gaudé, II, 361] rightly says that the contrary is sufficiently probable.”—Reg. Iuris in VI° Decr. Bonifacii VIII, n. 69: “In evil promises it is not expedient to keep faith.”—Cfr. this Handbook, Vol. IV, p. 260, n. 16.

The obligation of keeping professional or official secrets rests upon fidelity, without which the social order could not exist, and can therefore be modified only by the exigencies of public welfare. b) Apart from the seal of confession, which, as we have said, binds absolutely and at all times, the obligation of keeping a secret ceases whenever there is a just cause or excuse for disclosing the same, that is to say, when the secret has become publicly known without the co-operation of him who knows of it, and the welfare of any of the parties concerned in it or the public interest require that it be revealed. This would be the case, for instance, if an innocent man were to suffer serious injury unless a secret were disclosed or if a criminal could be reformed by divulging it.

p. 77Generally speaking, the obligation of keeping a secret does not hold before the law if the secret involves matters which may not be legitimately concealed, e. g., unjust plots against others or against the commonwealth, abuses and faults which cannot be corrected without publicity, etc.

In such cases it makes no difference whether an oath is involved or not.

Parents, guardians, teachers, and other legitimate superiors are allowed, by opening letters or by other means, to procure a knowledge of things which their children or subjects illegitimately wish to conceal from them.4 The public authorities may, for reasons strong enough to justify the use of force, examine the correspondence of suspected persons.

4 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 487: “The question is whether one sins gravely by opening or reading another’s letters. Answer: Affirmatively in itself. The reason is that by natural law and the law of nations there is an obligation to leave the secrets of letters inviolate; otherwise human intercourse would be ruined. Except the following cases: 1. If there is the tacit or presumed consent of the one who writes or of the one to whom the letters are sent; 2. if it is known or presumed that the letters contain matters of lesser importance; 3. if it is done for a just cause, e. g., to avert public or private harm; 4. if the letters are opened from levity or mere curiosity.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. V, n. 70 (ed. Gaudé, II, 755).

Much has been said of late against "secret diplomacy," and justly so: but the fact remains that every government is allowed, nay obliged, to keep secret certain things which cannot be divulged without danger to the common weal. But those in authority may not employ such secrets to cover dishonest transactions, or to create false opin- ions, or to spread lying reports, or to engage in mendacious propaganda either at home or abroad, nor, in general, use any means apt to injure or undermine the public confidence.

p. 78For the individual it is not only a command of natural, and especially of Christian, prudence, but it may even be a grave duty to refuse to be made the repository of secrets which do not concern him, or to pry into the secrets of others.

“The main art of keeping a secret is not to talk about it. If a man is asked an awkward question, and sees no alternative but to let out or lie, it is usually his own fault for having encouraged the questioner up to that point. A wise man lets drop in time topics of conversation which he is unwilling to have pressed. He is never the first to introduce such topics. It is said of the ploughman in Ecclesiasticus, that his story is of the sons of bulls—enarratio eius in filiis taurorum. After all, cattle have no secrets, but men and women have.”5

5 Joseph Rickaby, S. J., Political and Moral Essays, p. 221.

Without strict necessity, letters should not be opened, nor should family secrets be exposed, or if necessity demands that it be done, the duties enjoined by truth and fidelity should be strictly adhered to.

Parents, guardians, and superiors should be cautious in making use of their right to pry into the secrets of their subjects, for if this is done without a just cause, it will encourage rather than stop underhand dealing.6

6 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 440.

For the rest it is well to remember that, in the words of a famous German poet, “two things are a detriment to him who wishes to ascend the ladder of happiness: namely, keeping silence when it is time to speak, and speaking when it is time to be silent.”7

7 Fr. Bodenstedt.

3. the Means of Keeping a Secret.—

p. 79A positively untrue statement or denial is illicit, and mere silence often creates unjustifiable suspicion. Consequently, as it is often necessary to keep a secret, both for the sake of individuals and of society at large, moralists have devised ways and means by which illegitimate or curious questions can be evaded without lying or dissimulation. Of these ways and means the principal ones are: a) Amphiboly (ἀμφιβολία, doubt) or equivocation (aequivocatio), i. e., the use of equivocal or ambiguous expressions with the intention of being misunderstood by others. Usually in an expression of this kind the words reflect the thoughts of the speaker in such a way as to admit of a meaning different from the one that lies on the surface. Hence the speaker is not really the author of the ensuing deception, but the deception is the fault of the hearer, who could have perceived the true meaning had he paid closer attention to the words employed. b) Mental reservation or interior restriction (reservatio sive restrictio mentalis) may be subdivided into two species, namely: α) Pure mental reservation (restrictio sive reservatio pure seu stricte sive proprie mentalis) is the restriction of one’s meaning to the proposition as modified by some addition made to it within the mind of the speaker, the literal sense of which, therefore (verbum oris), is true only under the conditions retained in the mind (verbum mentis),—as if one, on being asked whether he did a certain thing, were to answer “No,” meaning, “Not in the way in which the questioner thinks, or at the time he means, or under the conditions he imagines, etc.,”—modifications which cannot be gathered either from the tenor of his words or the circumstances of the case.

p. 80Such pure or strict mental reservations are downright lies, because they aim at deception and effectively undermine the mutual confidence without which society can not exist.8

8 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 457: “It is never lawful to use a purely or properly mental restriction, nor an amphibology not perceptible in a human manner; much less is it lawful to swear with them, because it is simply a lie.”—Cfr. the propositions condemned by Innocent XI, supra. Joseph Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching, pp. 79 sqq.; New York 1914; A. Meyenberg, Die katholische Moral, 2nd ed., pp. 180 sqq.; A. Adloff, Katholische Moral und Sittlichkeit, Strasbourg 1901, pp. 22 sqq.

β) Mental reservation in a broader sense (reservatio non pure sive late seu improprie mentalis aut sensibilis) is practiced if words are employed which are capable of being understood in different senses, either because they are in themselves ambiguous, or because they derive a special meaning from the circumstances of time, place, or person in which they are spoken, or, to put it somewhat differently, if the speaker really means what he says, but expresses himself so guardedly that the person addressed can gather his true intention only by taking his words in connection with the circumstances of the case. Thus when a servant says that his master is “not at home,” the words may mean either that he is absent or that he does not wish to receive visitors.9 With this kind of reservation, therefore, the true meaning of the speaker is not contained in the bare words, but may and must be gathered from the meaning which the words acquire from the circumstances in which they are spoken. Consequently, broad mental reservation is merely a species of equivocation, which, though by some authors called internal reservation, is in reality not such, because nothing is concealed.10

9 Slater, Moral Theology, I, 468.

10 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 456: “Equivocations or amphibologies are also referred to restriction; these are expressions having a twofold principal sense, but one more obvious and the other less so, or even one spiritual and the other literal.”

p. 81In English, which is not the language of a Catholic people, and in which words mean, not what we would have them mean, but what they commonly mean in educated non-Catholic society, equivocation denotes a practice which is certainly wrong, and carries all the guilt of lying. “What ordinary Englishmen call equivocation,” says Fr. Rickaby, “corresponds to that which Catholic divines know as pure mental reservation, and that is a cowardly fashion of lying. Where aequivocatio is mentioned with approval in a page of Latin casuistry, the word ought to be translated, broad mental reservation. To render it equivocation is to create confusion, just as much as if one should render the canonical appeal, peto apostolos, “I ask for the Apostles,” or the old French, entre chien et loup, “between a dog and a wolf.”11

11 Political and Moral Essays, pp. 217 sq.

p. 82Examples of aequivocatio are pointed out in Holy Scripture. Thus Abraham and Isaac represented their wives as their sisters,12 Jacob deceived his father to obtain the paternal blessing, and Judith gained admittance to Holofernes’ tent by means of a ruse.13 But the statements concerned, with the exception perhaps of those attributed to Abraham and Isaac, though literally mendacia, are to be regarded rather as mysteria,14 and therefore prove nothing either pro or con with regard to the question under discussion.

12 Gen. XII, 11–19; XX, 2, 11 sqq.; XXVI, 7; XXVII, 1–35.

13 Judith X, 12 sqq.

14 St. Augustine, Contra Mendac., c. XI, n. 24: “What Jacob did with his mother as instigator, so that he seemed to deceive his father, if it is considered diligently and faithfully, is not a lie but a mystery. If we call these things lies, all parables and figures signifying any things whatsoever, which are not to be taken literally but in which one thing is to be understood from another, will also be called lies—which be altogether far from us.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 533).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 3, ad 3.

In the New Testament, Christ Himself repeatedly employed broad mental reservation, as when He called John the Baptist “Elias,”15 when He said that the daughter of Jairus was “not dead but sleeping,”16 and when He declared that if the Jews would destroy “this temple” (meaning His body), He would raise it up again in three days.17 It sounded like a mental reservation when He said that “the Father is greater than I”;18 that neither the angels nor the Son know the day or the hour of the Last Judgment;19 or when He declared that He would not go up to Jerusalem, and then went up anyhow.20 It is obvious, however, that by employing such ambiguous language, our Lord did not wish to conceal the truth, or to mask His real intentions, but merely to indicate that His words bore a deeper meaning than that which lay on the surface. All that can be concluded from the passages in question is that ambiguous language is not per se forbidden. Broad mental reservation, therefore, must not be unreservedly condemned as illicit.21 However, it is not allowable under all circumstances, but only when (a) it does not embody a positive untruth, as is supposed; (b) when the true nature of the statement is recognizable, and (c) when there is a morally justifiable reason for keeping a secret.22 Whenever, on the other hand, there is a positive duty to tell the truth, e. g., in taking an oath, testifying in court, making a contract, or instruct- ing others, and when there is no obligation of keeping a secret, equivocation or mental reservation may not be employed.23

15 Matth. XI, 14.

16 Matth. IX, 24.

17 John II, 19.

18 John XIV, 28.

19 Mark XIII, 32.

20 John VII, 8–10.

21 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., V, n. 7: “Since it is one thing to lie and another to conceal the truth—indeed, one thing to speak falsehood and another to keep truth silent—if someone perhaps does not wish to betray a man even to this visible death, he ought to be prepared to conceal the truth, not to speak falsehood, so that he may neither betray nor lie, lest he kill his own soul for the body of another.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 85).—St. Jerome, In Ezech., l. IV, c. 14: “He who questions fraudulently does not deserve to hear the truth, but is to be caught by his own heart.” (P. L., XXV, 118).—St. Bernard, Serm. in Ct., XLII, n. 6: “For the most part it is not expedient that everything we know about ourselves become known to everyone, and by the very charity of truth and truth of charity we are forbidden to wish that what would harm the one who learns it be made public.” (Migne, P. L., CLXXXIII, 900).

22 “‘What news, my Lord, from France?’ some one asked of a cabinet minister. ‘I don’t know,’ was the reply, ‘I have not read the papers.’ The story is Cardinal Newman’s. Here the sense of the I don’t know is restricted and reserved, internally in the mind of the speaker, and externally by the words added about the newspapers. It is a mental reservation of the broadest, such as no Pharisee could call a lie. Now suppose the reference to the papers omitted. It would still be very hard to call the I don’t know a lie. The reservation of official knowledge is still sufficiently apparent: no sensible man would expect that to be communicated by way of ordinary chitchat. Above all, when a topic has been forced upon one, and questions put that admit of no evasion, by an enquirer who has no right to ask, then surely any denial or disclaimer, however direct the form of words, must be qualified by the outward circumstances in which it is spoken. This qualification, unspoken, but not unsignified, will be, ‘secrets apart.’” (Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral Essays, pp. 222 sq.)

23 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 457: “It is sometimes lawful for a grave cause to use restriction in a broad sense, that is, improperly mental restriction, and equivocal words from which the sense intended by the speaker can easily be understood. The reason is that this is not evil in itself, since one’s neighbor is not properly deceived, but his deception is permitted for a just cause; moreover, the good of society requires that there be a means of lawfully concealing a secret of great importance; sometimes no other means is available except equivocation or restriction in the broad or improperly mental sense. I said, for a grave cause, because if such restrictions were used without a grave and proportionate cause, no one could or would be willing to believe another; and this would result in the greatest harm to human society.”—Cfr. Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 112 sqq.

p. 84READINGS.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 970–971 (ed. Gaudé, II, 360); l. III, n. 151–171 (ed. Gaudé I, 467 sqq.).—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 438 sqq.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 972 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 334 sqq.—Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 106 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 96 sqq.—P. Hötzel, Jakob und Esau, Munich 1881.—E. Recejac, De Mendacio quid senserit Augustinus, Paris 1897.—W. Protopopoff, Biblische alttestamentliche Fakta nach Beleuchtungen der hl. Väter und Kirchenlehrer, Kasan 1897.—J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, pp. 113 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 77 sqq.—Jos. Rickaby, S. J., “The Catholic Doctrine of Lying and Equivocation,” in Political and Moral Essays, N. Y. 1902, pp. 215 sqq.—IDEM, Moral Philosophy, pp. 232–237.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 264 sq., 140 sqq., N. Y. 1919.—J. H. Newman, Apologia, pp. 274 sqq., 349 sqq., 359 sqq.—J. Brodie-Brosnan, “Mental Restriction and Equivocation,” in the Irish Ecclesiastical Record, Dec., 1920, No. 636, pp. 461–469.


Section 7: The Duty and Virtue of Fidelity

p. 85


	DEFINITION.—Closely related to veracity is fidelity. Veracity consists in speaking the truth or expressing one’s mind without deceit; fidelity (πίστις, fides, fidelitas), in keeping a promise or in performing that to which one is obliged.1



1 Cfr. Matth. XXIII, 23.

Fidelity is a most important virtue both morally and socially. Without mutual confidence there could be no social intercourse and society would fall to pieces. He who can be always trusted and relied upon to do his duty, is not only highly respected among men, but, as Holy Scripture says, worthy of entering into the joys of Heaven.2

2 Prov. XXVIII, 20; Matth. XXV, 21.—Cfr. J. de Lugo, De Iust. et Iure, II, disp. 23, s. 1, n. 13: “Just as truthfulness inclines one to conform outward words to the mind, so fidelity inclines one to conform deeds to previous statements; fidelity obliges one to conform deeds to words signifying a promise.”—Horace, Carm., I, 24, 6: “Iustitiae soror, incorrupta fides nudaque veritas.”—Ibid., III, 3, 1: “Iustum et tenacem propositi virum non civium ardor prava iubentium,” etc.




	The duty of fidelity, which is based upon the same grounds as veracity, may originate:



a) In a promise, i. e., a declaration of willingness to undertake a certain task or to live up to a certain obligation.3 A lawful and valid promise must be kept in the sense in which it was made by one and received by the other, that is, without equivocation or restriction, and it makes no difference whether he to whom it was given is an orthodox believer or a heretic (fides haereticis habenda).4

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 758: “A promise is a contract by which someone freely and spontaneously binds himself gratuitously to perform or omit something in another’s favor. The conditions required for the obligation of a promise are: (1) That there be a will to bind oneself, at least virtual and implicit, which he is judged to have who seriously wishes to promise, even if he does not advert to the obligation. (2) That the promisor’s consent be fully free and spontaneous, and therefore that all error and deceit concerning the substance and final cause, and all compulsion or unjust fear, be absent. (3) That the promise itself be manifested outwardly and accepted; for every agreement must consist in the mutual consent of two or more persons upon the same object, and, moreover, no one is judged to wish to bind himself toward another unless the latter accepts.”

4 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 1: “According to moral rectitude [i. e., in conscience and before God], a man is bound to another man by any promise whatsoever, and this is an obligation of natural law.”—St. Augustine, De Doctr. Christ., l. IV, c. 18, n. 35: “What is least is least, but to be faithful in the least is great.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 105).—IDEM, Epist., 189 (al. 205), n. 6: “When faith is pledged, it must be kept even with an enemy against whom war is waged; how much more with a friend for whom one fights.” (P. L., XXXIII, 856).

p. 86If a promise forms the foundation of a legal relation (e. g., a contract, as in a betrothal) it constitutes a serious obligation, the non-fulfilment of which entails the duty of restitution.5 The obli- gation ceases when its fulfilment becomes morally impossible or injurious to the person to whom the promise was given (not so, however, if it would merely injure him who made it), or if the one to whom it was made lifts the obligation or fails to keep his part of the agreement, or, finally, if the promise has become useless or futile, or the circumstances of the case have so completely changed that if they had been foreseen, the promise would never have been made.6

5 Cfr. Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 835: “A wholly gratuitous promise of itself binds from fidelity alone, and not under grave sin but only under venial sin, unless special circumstances are added.”—Ibid., n. 837: “A promise can bind in justice, and this actually occurs: 1. If an obligation of justice is expressly undertaken; 2. if it is tacitly undertaken, namely by knowingly allowing the risk that the promisee may suffer harm from the promise’s nonfulfilment. In that case the obligation of justice is either to fulfil the promise or to repair the loss caused. Otherwise there would be a harmful deception.”

6 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 760: “It is asked, when does the force of an accepted promise cease? The answer is: 1. If the promisee voluntarily remits it or yields his right; 2. if the thing promised becomes unlawful or useless; 3. if the promisee does not stand by his own promises; 4. if the state of affairs or persons changes in such a way that the promise does not appear to have been intended to include that event; 5. if something was promised for a reason that does not exist.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 110, art. 3, ad 5: “If [someone] does not do what he promised, he then seems to act faithlessly by changing his mind. Yet he may be excused in two ways: first, if he promised something that is manifestly unlawful, because he sinned in promising it, but does well in changing his purpose; secondly, if the conditions of persons and affairs have changed.”—Seneca, De Benefic., l. IV, c. 35: “All things must remain the same as they were when you promised, in order that you be held to the promisor’s pledge.”

p. 87The oft-quoted axiom, “Haereticis fides non est servanda,” says Dr. Linsenmann, could be justified only on the supposition of the medieval law that a heretic was an enemy of the public order and incapable of entering into legal relations with the faithful, in other words, that whoever espoused heresy knew that, as one denying an important truth of Christian Revelation, he would have no legal standing in the community and no right to expect fidelity from others. To-day, in civil society, we place the heretic on the same plane with the loyal Catholic, and therefore any promise made to him must be faithfully kept. It would not be permissible to break one’s word even to a robber or a murderer who had surrendered himself on the promise of immunity, provided, of course, no positive violation of the moral law were involved. A mere advantage to be gained for the commonwealth never justifies the breaking of a promise.7

7 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, pp. 443 sq.

p. 88b) The duty of fidelity may originate, secondly, in the confidential relation existing between members of the same social group. Every social relation freely entered into, whether of superiority or inferiority, as between husband and wife, master and servant, etc., entails the obligation of mutual fidelity, which in some instances is solemnly vowed, in others silently assumed. Fidelity is a mutually binding duty, which must be observed in the spirit and meaning of each relation. It is opposed, on the one hand, to compulsion and slavish servility and, on the other, to a mere desire for remuneration, and forms the one and only ethically effective bond of all relations resting on mutual confidence and of all contracts. Only he who is faithful to his vocation will live up to its duties and make the sacrifices demanded by it, even though they be unforeseen. The duty of fidelity has no limit except when it conflicts with the irreducible demands of the moral law.

Fidelity, says Linsenmann, does not demand slavish obedience, but presupposes a spiritual distinction. A servant will often be able to serve his master more faithfully by using his own judgment than by obeying orders literally. . . . Fidelity’s closest ally is honor. Where fidelity is not esteemed, where conscientious compliance with duty is not gratefully acknowledged, where honest servants are not protected, where services rendered in confidential positions are rewarded with money only, there the spiritual bond which should connect master and servant is missing, and society is in danger of disruption.8

8 IDEM, ibid., pp. 444 sq.

p. 89


	Opposed to fidelity is infidelity or perfidy. If the promise was confirmed by an oath, infidelity becomes perjury. The guilt of perfidy is gauged by the subjective malice and the importance of the matter involved, and it may, therefore, be either a venial or a mortal sin according to circumstances. Perfidy dishonors a man, places him in opposition to God, who, as St. Paul says, is faithful,9 and destroys mutual confidence among men. The Apostle enumerates this sin among the vices on account of which God delivered the gentiles up to shameful affections.10



9 2 Tim. II, 13; 1 Cor. X, 13.

10 Rom. I, 31; I, 26. On perjury, see this Handbook, Vol. IV, pp. 256, 264 sqq.

A particularly grievous sin of infidelity is that committed by a soldier who deserts his flag, especially when his conduct involves injury to the bonum commune, as it usually does in time of war. A deserter is bound to return to his allegiance, not only ex titulo oboedientiae et iustitiae legalis, but also, if he took an oath to uphold the flag, ex titulo fidelitatis et religionis, unless the punishment he would have to undergo were entirely too severe.11

11 Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, p. 148.

p. 90READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 80, art. 1, ad 3; qu. 88, art. 3.—Lessius, De Iust. et Iure, l. II, c. 47, n. 29 sqq.—Kössing, Ueber die Wahrheitsliebe, pp. 29 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 443 sqq.—Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 835 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, pp. 361 sq.


Chapter III: Duties with Regard to the Ideal Possessions of Others

Section 1: The Duty of Respecting the Honor and Good Name of Others

p. 91The good name of a man, that is to say, the high opinion which others have of him (fama bona), and the external honor which they pay him (honor, aestimatio), are important possessions both from the individual and the social point of view. On the one hand, they afford internal satisfaction and, on the other, they exercise a considerable influence upon the position and activity of a man by giving him authority and influence among his fellows. Thus the good name and honor of men constitute an ethical possession of great social importance, which must be duly respected for the same reasons which oblige the Christian to protect his personal reputation and honor. The duties towards one’s fellowmen with regard to good name and honor are twofold, positive and negative.1

1 St. Bernard, Epist., 122, n. 1: “In this life a certain reward of virtue is conspicuous and immortal testimony. She obtains this for herself; this she herself preserves. Its splendor is not diminished by envy, nor assisted by external efforts. Indeed, just as the esteem of the good cannot be taken away by false accusations, so neither can it be acquired by flattering favors.” (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 267).—See this Handbook, Vol. III, pp. 164 sqq.

p. 92


	Positive Duties. a) Above all, man must give to his fellowman the honor that is his due, readily acknowledge his excellencies or merits, promote their acknowledgement by others, and defend him against unjust attacks. In doing so the human heart conquers the radical vice of envy, for “charity envieth not, . . . seeketh not her own, . . . rejoiceth not in iniquity, but rejoiceth with the truth.”2



2 1 Cor. XIII, 4–6; cfr. Rom. XII, 10; XIII, 7; 1 Pet. II, 17; 1 Tim. VI, 1.—On envy, see this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 55, 65, 77 sqq., 94.

b) The duty of defending the honor of others against unjust attacks binds particularly towards those who have a special claim on a person, e. g., parents, teachers, superiors, friends. Towards others than these it binds only when there is danger of serious injury, which might be wholly or in part prevented by a proper defence, but not when it is probable that any attempt at defence will prove ineffective or cause serious damage to the defender.

As regards the manner in which a man is bound to defend the honor of others, we may say that in most cases an expression of disapproval or dissatisfaction with the conduct of the offender, e. g., by breaking off conversation with him, or leaving his company, or rendering exceptional honors to the person attacked, is apt to prove more effective than any attempt to defend him in a formal way.

p. 93The duty of honoring a fellowman ceases when he has forfeited his claim to respect by his own conduct.

c) Opposed to this duty are: undue praise, flattery, and toadyism. These vices are mean and destructive because they are designed to create false notions of dignity, authority, and power, and in matter of fact but too often succeed in this nefarious attempt.3 True politeness (urbanitas), which, without trenching upon modesty, gives honor to whom honor is due and, above all, never violates the truth, is a moral virtue, whereas intentional rudeness may be called a moral defect, because Sacred Scripture exhorts us: “Let every one of you please his neighbor unto good, to edification.”4

3 Cfr. Horace, Sat., I, 6, 15 sqq.: “[The people], who foolishly often give honors to the unworthy and, inept, are slaves to reputation, who stand amazed at titles and images.”—Tacitus, Annal., l. I, c. 7: “At Rome the consuls, senators, and knights rushed into servitude.”—Seneca, De Benefic., l. VI, c. 30: “Do you not see how extinguished liberty and fidelity submitted to servile compliance drive them headlong, while no one advises or dissuades from the judgment of his own mind, but there is a contest in flattering, and the one duty of all friends, the one rivalry, is who may deceive most flatteringly?”—Cfr. Cicero, Laelius sive de Amicitia, c. 25.

4 Rom. XV, 2; cfr. Phil. IV, 5.—On politeness, see this Handbook, Vol. III, p. 70.—St. Augus- tine, De Civ. Dei, l. XXII, c. 30, n. 1: “There true glory will be, where no one will be praised through the error or flattery of the one praising. True honor, which will be denied to no one worthy and bestowed on no one unworthy; nor will any unworthy person seek it, where no one will be permitted to be except the worthy.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 801).—IDEM, Epist. CCXXXI (al. CCLXIV), n. 4: “When the good are praised, it benefits not those praised, but those praising. For the former, so far as concerns themselves, it is enough that they are good; but those for whom it is expedient to imitate the good are to be congratulated when the good are praised by them, since they thus indicate that those whom they praise truthfully are pleasing to them.” (P. L., XXXIII, 1024).

p. 94In everyday life politeness is often made to serve as a cloak for flattery and hypocrisy, and conventional courtesy is largely unreal. The consequence is that many unspoiled natures rebel against the hollowness of civilization. This rebellion is justified when it is directed against really immoral excrescences and so long as it does not go to the extreme of opposing boorishness to conventionality. It is always a gain if nature, which is selfish in its crudeness, is subdued to the yoke of good manners, even though they be but conventional. “Suaviter in modo” is a necessary complement to “fortiter in re.”5

5 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 456.

We can easily understand, says a recent writer, why biassed men, who see nothing but the abuse involved, protest against every form of superior culture and wish to substitute for politeness the frank, unveiled expression of personal opinion. These contemners of the finer forms of social intercourse forget that true charity and veneration must not be displaced by hypocrisy and that, on the other hand, even those who have no claim to respect, may and should be treated with charity. True charity, like the sun, shines upon good and bad alike and sheds its blessings upon the wicked as well as the just. It is patient and kind, not easily provoked to anger, thinketh no evil, but beareth all things and endureth all things.6 Charity does not inquire after merit and value, but lends value to that which it loves. It eschews hypocrisy and flattery and treats all men with benevolence and good will.

6 Cfr. 1 Cor. XIII, 4 sqq.

p. 95We do not, of course, mean to intimate that there are not cases in which regard for higher interests may compel us to express our innermost convictions openly and without reserve. Regard for the feelings of others must never be permitted to inspire a lie. Flattery is incompatible with truth and with charity. It dishonors him from whom it comes as well as him by whom it is accepted. We really show contempt for our neighbor when we flatter him.7

7 Rottmanner, O. S. B., Predigten und Ansprachen, Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 178 sqq.—Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., 148 (al. 14), n. 17: “Flee also the assent of flatterers and the harmful blandishments of deceit as certain plagues of the soul. Nothing corrupts the minds of men so easily; nothing strikes the soul with so sweet and gentle a wound. Among many, especially in this age, this vice reigns and—what is most grievous—is regarded in place of humility and benevolence. Hence it happens that one who does not know how to flatter is thought either envious or proud. It is indeed a great and sublime artifice to praise another to one’s own commendation and, by deceiving him, to bind the deceived person’s mind to oneself; and, what especially is commonly done through this vice, to sell feigned praises at a fixed price. What is this great lightness of mind, what great vanity, to abandon one’s own conscience and follow another’s opinion, and that a fictitious and feigned one? To be carried away by the wind of false praise (flattery), to rejoice in one’s own circumvention, and to accept mockery as a benefit? Therefore, if you truly desire to be praiseworthy, do not seek the praise of men.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 1212).




	Negative Duties. For the negative duties which we have in regard to the honor and good name of our fellowmen see the next section of this treatise.



READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 73.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 453 sqq.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 658 sq.—A. Tanquerey, S. S., Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. III, pp. 17 sq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 110 sqq.

Section 2: Sins Against the Honor and Good Name of Others

p. 96The sins against the honor we owe our fellowmen are partly internal and partly external. They differ in degree according to the nature of the attack and the relation existing between the offender and the offended.

The legal axiom that every man must be considered honorable until the contrary has been proved, embodies a truly Christian principle, for the essence of Christianity is charity, which “thinketh no evil.”1 Whoever disregards this maxim, has either lost charity, or is about to lose it. Merely to entertain unfounded suspicion internally is an injustice to others and an act of infidelity to God.2

1 1 Cor. XIII, 5.

2 Matth. VII, 1; Luke VI, 37; John VII, 24; 1 Cor. IV, 5; Jas. IV, 13.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 60, art. 4: “By the very fact that someone holds a bad opinion of another without sufficient cause, he injures and despises him. But no one ought to despise another or inflict any harm whatever without compelling cause. And therefore, where manifest indications of someone’s malice do not appear, we ought to regard him as good by interpreting what is doubtful in the better part.”—Ibid., ad 2: “It is one thing to judge things and another to judge men. For in a judgment in which we judge things, . . . each person ought to strive to judge things according as they are. But in the judg- ment in which we judge men, . . . we ought rather to tend toward judging a man good, unless a manifest reason to the contrary appears.”—Hence the moral and legal axiom: “Nemo praesumitur malus, nisi probetur.”

p. 97


	The internal acts by which we violate the duty of honoring our neighbor, in so far as they influence our conduct towards him and thus cause him injury, are: groundless suspicion and rash judgment.



a) We are guilty of groundless suspicion against our fellowman if we doubt his virtue for altogether insufficient reasons (levia indicia). This sin usually begins with an unfounded doubt (dubitatio temeraria), which, if it is not promptly suppressed, engenders rash suspicion (suspicio temeraria).3

3 St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 60, art. 3: “There are three degrees of suspicion. The first degree is when a man begins to doubt another’s goodness from slight indications; and this is a venial and slight sin, for it belongs to human temptation, without which this life is not lived. The second degree is when someone holds another’s malice as certain from slight indications; and this, if it concerns some grave matter, is a mortal sin, inasmuch as it is not without contempt of one’s neighbor. The third degree is when a judge proceeds from suspicion to condemn someone; and this pertains directly to injustice, whence it is a mortal sin.”—St. Augustine, Tract. in Ioa., 26, n. 2: “Noli velle iudicare, si non vis errare.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1607).

Unfounded suspicion of others usually comes from corruption in one’s own heart. If we were better men ourselves, says a modern writer, we should not consider others capable of so much evil. “He who is himself wicked,” says St. Ignatius of Loyola, “easily suspects others, just as he who suffers from vertigo, imagines that everything about him is moving round and round.”

b) Rash judgment (iudicium temerarium) consists in thinking ill of others without sufficient warrant. It differs from groundless suspicion only in degree: the former implies hesitation, whereas the latter does not.4 Holy Scripture tells us, and experience confirms it, that unfounded suspicion and rash judgment both originate as a rule either in malice, which sees nothing but wickedness in others, or in envy or hatred, which inspire ill will towards others. In some men these vices result from the bitter disappointments of a life-time. When they spring from malice, envy, or hatred, unfounded suspicion and rash judgment are invariably sinful, because they involve a lack of charity. The gravity of this sin may be gauged by the importance of its object and the degree of pleasure which the sinner takes in his uncharitable act.

4 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 481: “1. A rash judgment is a true assent, conceived from slight indications, concerning some sin or defect of one’s neighbor; 2. rash suspicion is a weak assent concerning one’s neighbor’s evil, or an assent concerning another’s stain conceived with fear of the opposite; 3. doubt is a suspension of the mind determining itself toward neither side.”

p. 98Merely to harbor a momentary and spontaneous (or involuntary) doubt regarding the virtue of another is, of course, no sin at all. Such judgments frequently flash through the mind—we are so quick and prone to judge ill of others without sufficient reason. All this is merely a temptation. But from the temptation we pass on to sin if, knowing the insufficiency of our reasons, we nevertheless deliberately form an unfavorable judgment regarding another’s virtue. “Suspicion,” says the Angelic Doctor, “denotes evil thinking based on slight indications, and this may arise from three causes. First, from a man’s being evil in himself, and from this very fact, as though conscious of his own wickedness, a wicked man is prone to think evil of others. . . . Secondly, it is owing to a man’s being ill-disposed towards another; for when a man hates or despises another, or is angry with or envious of him, he is led by slight indications to think evil of him, because everyone easily believes what he desires. Thirdly, it may arise from long experience, wherefore the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii) that old people are very suspicious, for they have often experienced the faults of others. The first two causes of suspicion evidently connote perversity of the affections, whilst the third diminishes the nature of suspicion, in as much as experience leads to certainty, which is contrary to the nature of suspicion. Consequently, suspicion denotes a certain amount of vice, and the further it goes, the more vicious it is.”5

5 St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 60, art. 3: “Suspicion denotes an opinion of evil when it proceeds from slight indications, and this happens in three ways: first, from the fact that someone is evil in himself and, from this very fact, as though conscious of his own malice, readily thinks evil of others. Secondly, it arises from the fact that someone is ill-disposed toward another; for when someone despises or hates another, or is angry with or envious of him, he thinks evil of him from slight signs, because everyone readily believes what he desires. Thirdly, it arises from long experience. The first two causes of suspicion manifestly pertain to perversity of affection; but the third cause diminishes the nature of suspicion, inasmuch as experience advances toward certainty, which is contrary to the nature of suspicion. And therefore suspicion denotes a certain vice, and the farther suspicion proceeds, the more vicious it is.” (Vide supra, n. 3).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Moral., I, n. 482: “A rash judgment concerning a neighbor’s fault is by its kind a mortal sin against justice; for each person has a right to his good reputation in the judgment of individuals. . . . Often, however, it is venial because of the slightness of the matter or the imperfection of the act. Rash suspicion and doubt concerning a neighbor’s stain are only venial by their kind. The reason is that, because of their weak and readily changeable adherence, they ordinarily inflict only slight harm on one’s neighbor, since they do not destroy his reputation but only diminish it and render it doubtful.”

p. 99To entertain a sort of general distrust towards strangers or to reserve one’s judgment regarding their honesty or disinterestedness, in consequence of having had one’s goodness repeatedly imposed upon, is no sin, because there is some reason for such a general distrust. Still, we must always remember that Christian charity commands us to think good rather than evil of our neighbor.6 The Talmud lays down a prudent rule of conduct when it says: “Judge no one unless you have been in his place.”

6 Cfr. Is. XI, 3; Luke VI, 37; John VIII, 15 sq.; 1 Cor. IV, 5.—St. Augustine, De Agone Christ., c. 27, n. 29: “In that passage [Mt. vii, 1], where [the Lord] forbids judging, He admonishes us not to condemn anyone whose thought is not open to us, or of whom we do not know what sort of person he may afterwards become.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 395).

p. 100“Frequently there is a greater sin involved in judging rashly of another than in the act that is so judged. The wise men of the world (sapientes mundi) warn us not to outdo the sins of others by passing rash judgment upon them; how much more carefully ought we to consider our own conduct, lest we condemn petty faults in others and at the same time incur grievous sins ourselves.”7

7 Pseudo-Ambrose, Apol. II David, c. 2, n. 5 (Migne, P. L., XIV, 889).

“To have a low opinion of oneself and always to think well and commendably of others,” says Thomas à Kempis, “is great wisdom and perfection. If thou shouldst see another openly sin, or commit heinous crimes, yet thou oughtest not to esteem thyself better, because thou knowest not how long thou mayest remain in a good state. We are all frail; but do thou think no one more frail than thyself.”8

8 De Imitatione Christi, l. I, c. 2 (ed. Pohl, II, 8).




	The chief external sins against the honor of our fellowman are contumely, calumny, and slander.



p. 101a) Contumely (contumelia) means casting a man's faults in his face to detract from his dignity. This may be done either in his physical or in his moral presence. Moral presence is assumed when the insult is uttered before those who know the victim and to whose respect he attaches weight.9 This includes publication in the press.

9 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 478: "A person can be present either personally or physically, or morally through an image or through something else in which he is represented to some extent."

Contumely implies insult. An insult is any remark or expression by which another is denied the dignity of a human being, or accused of a moral defect, or charged with a crime or an offense. It is not necessary that the utterance in question actually contain an expression of contempt or disrespect, but the intention of injuring the other (animus iniuriandi) suffices.

The seriousness of the sin of contumely is measured by the intention of the offender, the importance of the matter involved, and the dignity of the person injured. No contumely is committed by parents and superiors when they censure the sins and faults of their children or subjects, even if this is done in a humiliating way, though they should, of course, always remember that even just reproaches must be kept within proper limits and that brutality and unnecessary harshness often produce a contrary effect.

p. 102The ancients took cognizance of real contumely, but not of verbal, and the Roman law did not punish the latter, probably for the reason that in former times men were less sensitive in regard to verbal insults than they are now, but especially because the spoken word did not then enjoy the publicity now given to it through the press.10 St. John the Baptist and Jesus Christ Himself severely censured the Scribes, Pharisees, and Sadducees.11 St. Polycarp, when asked by the heretic Marcion whether he knew him, answered: "Certainly I know the first-born of Satan!"12

10 Homer (Ilias, I, 210 sqq.) describes Athene as intervening between Achilles and Agamemnon with the words: "Do not engage in combat nor draw the sword, for you can insult him in words as much as you please."—Linsenmann, Moraltheol., p. 457; W. S. Lilly, On Right and Wrong, London, 1892, Ch. VII, "The Ethics of Journalism," pp. 150–173.

11 Matth. III, 7; XII, 34, 39; XVI, 4; XXIII, 13–33; Mark VIII, 38; Luke III, 7; XI, 42–45; cfr. Matth. XV, 26; XVI, 23; Mark VII, 27; Luke XIII, 32; Acts XIII, 10; XXIII, 3; Gal. III, 1, 3; Phil. III, 2; Tit. I, 12 sq.

12 Irenaeus, Adv. Haer., III, 3–4; cfr. Polycarp, Epist. ad Philipp., c. 7; Funk, Patres Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 304; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers (Loeb Classical Library), Vol. I, p. 293.

Contumely, says Fr. Slater,13 is of itself a grave sin against justice and charity, for it injures a man in what he values more than wealth, and as a rule an insult wounds the reputation as well as the feelings of him who is insulted. Christ shows how grievous a sin is committed by contumely when He says: "Whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council. And whosoever shall say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire."14 Like most sins against justice and charity, contumely may be a venial sin only, if the matter involved is slight. Chaff or banter, which is not intended to wound or irritate others is, of course, harmless, so long as it keeps within due bounds.15

13 Slater, Mor. Theol., I, 462.

14 Matth. V, 22.

15 Slater, ibid.

p. 103We insult a neighbor not only in words, but also by sending him abusive, immoral, or frivolous cards, a custom which exists in some countries and constitutes a serious abuse of the practice, in itself unobjectionable, of sending tokens of congratulation or remembrance at certain seasons of the year. The exhibition and circulation of offensive cards seriously menaces the morals of the young and promotes the world-wide movement against sound ethics.

b) Calumny (calumnia) or slander is committed by falsely imputing to another something which injures or destroys his reputation. This usually consists in accusing him falsely or exaggerating his faults or denying his good qualities or wilfully misinterpreting his intentions,16 and may be done in speech or in writing; in the latter case is called libel or pasquil.

16 Deut. I, 27; Mark VII, 22. On Matth. XII, 36 ῥῆμα ἀργόν, verbum otiosum, cfr. E. Nestle, Philologica Sacra, Berlin, 1896, pp. 58 sq.

Calumny involves three distinct acts; namely, first, a wilful lie, which is aggravated by the fact that it is told in secret and the injured person cannot defend himself against it; secondly, a sin against charity, and thirdly, a violation of justice (iustitia commutativa), because the injured person frequently suffers damage in his social position or good name.

p. 104If calumny is committed in general terms, i. e., if we declare our neighbor to be entirely bad without a redeeming trait, it is a mortal sin. If we impute to him only one fault, or several faults, the gravity of the sin committed varies according to the seriousness of the faults imputed, the consequences of the imputation, and the malice with which the calumniator strives to effect the moral or social ruin of his victim. The lighter the unjust accusation and the less intentional the imputation of evil, the smaller will be the guilt incurred.

In its worst form calumny is little less than spiritual murder and must be reckoned among the sins that cry to Heaven for vengeance.17

17 Cfr. Ps. C, 5; Jas. IV, 11; 1 Pet. II, 1.—St. Jerome, Epist. 54 (al. 10), n. 13: "It is impossible for anyone to pass through the course of this life without being bitten by men, and it is the consolation of the wicked to carp at the good, while they think the guilt of sins is diminished by the multitude of sinners. Yet the fire of stubble soon subsides, and the overflowing flame gradually dies when nourishment fails."—Epist., 108 (al. 27), n. 19: "A slanderous tongue is accustomed to carp at saints as a consolation for the offender."—Epist., 148 (al. 14), n. 16: "Never detract from anyone at all, nor wish to appear praiseworthy by censuring others; learn rather to adorn your own life than to carp at another's. There are very few who renounce this vice, and rarely will you find those who wish to present their own life as blameless without willingly censuring another's. So great a lust for this evil has invaded men's minds that even those who have withdrawn far from other vices nevertheless fall into this one as though into the devil's final snare. But do you so flee this evil that not only do you yourself not detract, but you do not even at any time believe another who detracts. Nor by agreeing give authority to detractors, lest by nodding assent you nourish their vice. . . . Indeed, this vice is such that it should be extinguished among the first, and should be wholly excluded by those who wish to train themselves in holiness. For nothing so disturbs the mind; there is nothing that makes the mind so changeable and frivolous as readily to believe everything and to follow the words of detractors with the mind's rash assent. Hence frequent dissensions arise, hence unjust hatreds. This it is that often makes enemies even of the closest friends, when a malicious tongue separates souls that are indeed harmonious but credulous. On the other hand, it is great tranquility of mind and great steadiness of character not rashly to hear anything adverse about anyone. Blessed is he who has so armed himself against this vice that no one dares detract in his presence. But if there were in us this diligence not to believe detractors indiscriminately, everyone would now fear to detract, lest in detracting they make not others so much as themselves contemptible. But this evil is notorious for this reason, and this vice flourishes in many for this reason: because it is willingly heard by almost everyone." (Migne, P. L., XXII, 557, 896, 1211).

p. 105The varieties of this sin are described in the old memorial verse:

"Imponens, augens, manifestans, in mala vertens, Qui negat aut minuit, reticet laudatque remisse."

If one is calumniated, he should recall that it is not the worst fruit that is attacked by the wasps, as the German poet Bürger says, or, as an Arabian proverb puts it: "People do not throw stones at a tree unless it bears fruit."

Some men resemble bees, not by their diligence, but by their sting.

c) Detraction, or backbiting (diffamatio, detractio)18 is committed when one unjustly deprives another of his good name by revealing his real but secret faults in his absence. This is a sin against justice as well as charity, because every man has a strict right to his good name. The more uncharitable the disposition of the detractor or slanderer, the more unfavorable the light in which he places his neighbor, the more widely the detraction circulates, the more the victim's position or activity depends on his good name, and the worse the results of the detraction, the more serious is the sin committed. Another factor to be taken into consideration here, as in all sins of defamation, are the consequences resulting from detraction in the case of those who hear of it.

18 The older Scholastics designated both calumny and detraction with one word: detractio.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 73, art. 1.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 459, says: "Detraction is a secret and unjust violation of another's reputation, or the unjust blackening of the reputation of an absent neighbor. Reputation is the good estimation that others have of someone's life and morals. Detraction is called simply such if the neighbor's reputation is violated by reporting a true crime; it is called calumny if the violation follows from imputing a false crime."

p. 106Unsophisticated persons are apt to lose their good opinion of others generally (odium generis humani) and their reverence for virtue. Hence a sin of this kind, aside from the malice it involves, is more grievous when committed by persons in whose veracity and judgment one has great confidence.19

19 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 460: "The gravity of detraction is to be taken chiefly from the gravity of the harm that one's neighbor is foreseen to suffer from it, and not precisely from the gravity of the defect or crime related about him. Hence, to determine the gravity of detraction in a particular case, attention must be paid to the character: 1. of the detractor—whether he is serious and discreet, or talkative and frivolous; 2. of the injured person—whether he enjoys a good or bad reputation, etc. The reason is that greater or lesser credence will be given according as the speaker is worthy of greater or lesser trust; likewise, greater or lesser injury to reputation will follow in proportion to the greater or lesser esteem enjoyed by the injured person."

Like calumny, detraction can be committed against an entire community or class, and not only by word of mouth, but also in writing. To defame others in writing is a more grievous sin than to do so by word of mouth. Writings enjoy a certain permanency and therefore are able to exercise their influence not merely in the present, but likewise in the future.20

20 Cfr. St. Paul's judgment of the Cretans (Tit. I, 12), and the sayings: "Litera scripta manet" and "Literae non erubescunt"; i. e., one writes more boldly than one speaks.

p. 107Mendacity and detraction are the primary vices of the modern newspaper press. "Journalism is conducted under conditions which tend to nourish this vice. The newspaper is, by its very nature, an ephemeral production, read for an hour and then cast aside, and probably never looked at again. Its assertions have done their work before an opportunity of correcting them is presented. Besides, it rests with editors whether contradictions of false and misleading allegations, which their journals may contain, shall appear in them or not. And it is manifest to all men that the considerations by which this question is determined are, in a vast majority of instances, wholly unethical. Again, the conditions under which the newspaper publicist works are extremely unfavorable to the cultivation of the virtue of veracity. He is called upon suddenly to expound views which shall strike his readers as profound, well-considered, or original, about subjects of which, very likely, he knows nothing truly or exactly. Or he is summoned to essay the defense of 'principles' to which he is wholly indifferent. Or he is bidden to attack some institution, some interest, some work, which whatever there may be of good left to him confesses to be worthy of respect and support. A very few years' practice in a calling of this kind is apt to render him as indifferent to the goal whither his pen conducts him, as is a cab-horse to the destination whither the driver's 'fare' is conveyed. And the worst of it is that, in time, he comes to glory in his shame. Aristotle, in the Nicomachean Ethics, distinguishes between two kinds of liars; there is 'the liar who loves a lie for its own sake,' and 'the liar who lies to win reputation or to make money.' But many a journalist who, at first, belongs to the latter of these classes, and is perhaps a little ashamed, for a while, at finding himself there, passes pretty swiftly into the former. Thus does he anticipate in this life, the doom which Dante ascribed to the damned; he is in the miserable estate of those 'genti dolorose' who have lost 'il ben del intelletto.' And then, by a fatal and necessary law, his chief object, next to the provision of the means of 'agreeable feeling' for himself, is to bring down as many as possible to his own level. Nor does he find any surer way of effecting this, than by the persistent denial of those moral excellences which he has ceased to strive after, or even to venerate. Is a man the object of reverence and admiration, for patriotism, philanthropy, piety? Your newspaper censors, with due protestations of hatred of hypocrisy, will strip off the veneer which imposes on the unsuspicious; will show their readers that these pretended virtues are a mere cloak for some base or sordid end; will demonstrate conclusively that 'old Cato is as great a rogue as you.' And their efforts are only too successful. I think I may truly say that the newspaper press, during the last quarter of a century, has done more than anything else to de-ethicize public life; to lay the axe to the root of duty, self-devotion, self-sacrifice, the elements of the moral greatness of a nation, which is its true greatness."21

21 W. S. Lilly, On Right and Wrong, pp. 171 sqq.

p. 108Formal detraction differs from material in that it is intentional. Formal detraction, or, a fortiori, slander, be- ing contrary to justice and charity, which bind under a grave obligation, is of itself a grievous sin, though frequently only venial on account of the smallness of the matter involved. Material detraction usually proceeds from carelessness, lack of caution, love of gossip, or a desire to be entertaining and, therefore, as a rule, is a venial sin only, unless indeed it seriously injures the good name of others.22

22 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 73, art. 2: "Verbal sins are to be judged chiefly from the intention of the speaker. Detraction by its nature is ordered to blackening someone's reputation. Hence, strictly speaking, he detracts who speaks ill of someone in his absence for the purpose of blackening his reputation. Now, to take away someone's reputation is very serious, because among temporal goods reputation seems to be more precious, through the loss of which a man is hindered from doing many good things (Eccli. 41, 15). And therefore detraction, strictly speaking, is a mortal sin. Yet it sometimes happens that someone says certain words by which another's reputation is diminished, intending not this but something else. This, however, is not detraction strictly and formally speaking, but only materially and, as it were, accidentally. And if someone utters words by which another's reputation is diminished for the sake of some necessary good, with the due circumstances observed, it is not a sin and cannot be called detraction. But if he utters them from levity of mind or for some unnecessary cause, it is not a mortal sin, unless perhaps the word spoken is so grave that it notably injures someone's reputation, especially in matters pertaining to uprightness of life, because from the very kind of words it has the character of a mortal sin."

p. 109Note that the guilt of detraction, aside from the underlying intention, is measured by the amount of injury done (gravitas damni), and that, consequently, attacks upon the good name of others are grievously sinful in proportion to the dignity or social position of the persons attacked. To attack the good name of a priest or superior, therefore, is more grievous than to attack the reputation of an ordinary citizen.

While it is never permissible falsely to impute a crime to another,23 it may be licit, nay a strict duty, to reveal his true faults for a higher purpose. This is the case, for instance, when it becomes necessary to inform legitimate superiors, to warn inferiors, children, etc., or to protect oneself or others against serious injury, or if the faults revealed are already known in consequence of a public trial or the culprit's own admission (notorietate iuris) through the confession of confederates (notorietate facti) or through rumor (notorietate famae). Whenever the revelation of the sins or faults of another seems necessary as a means of reforming him or of averting a greater evil, it is morally licit, nay a duty, for the reason that the sinner has lost the right to his good name because he can not preserve it except to the detriment of others and to his own injury.24 But even though his faults and crimes are notorious, charity commands us not to reveal them to persons to whom they would otherwise probably remain unknown. Besides rumors must never be represented as facts.

23 Prop. damn. sub Innoc. XI, n. 44: "It is probable that one who imputes a false crime to someone in order to defend his own justice and honor does not sin mortally. And if this is not probable, scarcely any opinion in theology will be probable." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1194).

24 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 461: "It is never permissible to impute a false crime to another. . . . It is permissible, however, for a just cause to reveal a hidden crime even with the loss of his reputation, because sometimes the public or a private good requires this, and then the neighbor's right to the preservation of his reputation ceases. The causes for which another's crime may lawfully be revealed are the following: 1. A notable advantage to the revealer himself, e. g., to seek advice or assistance in a grave matter, provided, however, that every disposition to detraction is excluded; 2. The advantage of the offender, namely, for his instruction or correction, etc.; 3. The public advantage, as for preventing evils threatening the state, religion, or some community; 4. A grave private advantage, either of the hearers or of others, e. g., that they may guard against evils, losses, or inconveniences that otherwise will certainly or probably befall them. The reason for these cases is that one who then reveals another's sin injures neither justice nor charity. 1. He does not injure justice, because the neighbor does not have so strict a right to his reputation that others are bound to conceal the truth when its disclosure is necessary to avoid grave harm, whether to oneself or to others. 2. He does not injure charity, because charity does not bind at so great a loss. For if you are not bound to prevent harm to your neighbor, even greater harm, at grave loss to yourself, neither are you bound in that case to conceal your neighbor's hidden crime." Cfr. ibid., n. 465–466.

p. 111Detraction comprises all evil speaking and criticizing of others through the spreading of tales to the disadvantage of their good name. This applies especially to suspicions cast upon the internal motives of our fellowmen.

A special kind of detraction is known as tale-bearing (susurratio), and consists in mischief-making between friends by telling tales to the disadvantage of one of them, with the object of sowing or promoting discord.25 This sin is particularly detestable if it is directed to the destruction of mutual confidence between husband and wife.

25 Prov. VI, 16 sqq.; XXVI, 20, 22; Ecclus. V, 16 sq.; XXVIII, 15.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 74, art. 2: "A sin against one's neighbor is graver in proportion as greater harm is inflicted on the neighbor through it. Harm, however, is greater in proportion as the good taken away is greater. Among the remaining external goods, however, a friend is preeminent (Ecclus. vi, 15). Reputation itself, which is taken away by detraction, is especially necessary for this, that a man be held fit for friendship. Therefore tale-bearing is a greater sin than detraction and even than contumely, because a friend is better than honor and to be loved than to be honored."

By listening wilfully or with pleasure to a detractor, or encouraging him by asking questions or applauding his tales, or not hindering them if we are able, we formally coöperate in his sin.26

26 Prov. XXV, 23.—Cfr. St. Bernard, De Consid., l. II, c. 13: "Whether to detract or to listen to a detractor—which of these is more damnable I would not easily say." (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 756).

Mockery or derision (derisio, irrisio, illusio, subsannatio) makes sport of another's honor. It sometimes runs counter to charity also by employing the faults or infirmities of others in order to make them a butt of laughter or contempt. The most grievous sin of this kind is the mockery of God and sacred things; next in order come mockery of parents, superiors, and virtuous persons.27

27 Is. XXXVII, 23; Prov. XXX, 17; Job XII, 4.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 75, art. 2.—Possidius, Vita Sti. Augustini, c. 22 (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 52): "Whoever loves to gnaw at the life of the absent with words, let him know that this table is unworthy of him."

p. 112READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 60, art. 3–4; qu. 73 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 18 sqq., 82 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 962–977 (ed. Gaudé, II, 355 sqq.).—Jocham, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, pp. 400 sqq.—Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 77 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 110 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. III, pp. 156 sqq.—J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 259 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 659 sqq., 678 sq.

Section 3: The Duty of Restitution Arising From Calumny and Detraction

p. 113Detraction, calumny, and other like sins violate justice, and therefore involve the duty of making restitution, as far as possible, for the damage inflicted, and of seeking reconciliation with the person injured.




	An insult or contumely wilfully committed against a fellowman calls for an apology (deprecatio). However, a formal apology is, as a rule, demanded only of subjects; among equals an act of extraordinary benevolence will serve the same purpose; on the part of superiors in their relation to inferiors, a special sign of good will or amiability will suffice.1



1 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 986–987 (ed. Gaudé, II, 373).—St. Augustine, Epist., 211 (al. 109), n. 14: "Whichever nun has injured another by abuse or cursing or even by charging her with a crime, let her remember to take care as quickly as possible, by making satisfaction, of what she has done, and let the one who was injured forgive without dispute. But if they have injured each other, they ought mutually to forgive the debts owed to each other, on account of your prayers, which you certainly ought to have holier in proportion as you have them more frequently. Better is she who, although often tempted by anger, nevertheless hastens to obtain forgiveness from the one whom she acknowledges that she has wronged, than she who is slower to become angry and is more reluctantly inclined to ask forgiveness. She who does not wish to forgive her sister should not hope to receive the effect of prayer; but she who never wishes to ask forgiveness, or does not ask it from the heart, is in the monastery without cause, even if she is not cast out from it. Therefore, for your part, refrain from harsher words; but if they have issued from your mouth, do not be ashamed to bring forth remedies from the same mouth from which the wounds were made. When, however, the necessity of discipline compels you to speak harsh words in restraining those younger than you, even if you feel that in those very words you have exceeded due measure, it is not required of you that you ask forgiveness from them, lest, while excessive humility is observed toward those who ought to be subject, the authority to govern be broken; nevertheless, forgiveness must be sought from the Lord of all, who knows with how much benevolence you love even those whom perhaps you rebuke more than is just." (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 964).

p. 114If the insult was committed in actions, it should not merely be apologized for, but restitution must be made for the material damage inflicted.

The duty of making restitution ceases when the victim has obtained satisfaction either by a judicial sentence or by self-help, e. g., by returning the insult.




	A calumny can be repaired by an unconditional retraction of the falsehood uttered (retractatio). This must be made orally or in writing in a way which men of good judgment deem sufficient. Public calumnies,—such as have appeared in newspapers, for instance,—must be publicly retracted by him who started them and in the same manner (verbo vel scripto) in which they were circulated. This obligation admits of no exception, and the claim of inability does not avail against it. The calumniator must ascribe all injurious consequences of his act to himself and, consequently, is bound to make restitution even when his own honor is at stake, for "melior est conditio innocentis quam nocentis," that is to say, the right of the innocent goes before that of the guilty. Besides, to retract a calumny, is not only a confession of the wrong committed, but likewise a proof that the sinner recognizes his fault and is willing to correct it.



p. 115The duty of retracting a calumny rests also upon those who have helped to spread it. In the event of their failure the obligation devolves upon the originator of the calumny. The latter is bound also to make good all the temporal or material damage arising from his sin, even that which results from the fact that the calumniated person can regain the confidence of his fellowmen only for a considerable time after the retraction of the calumny.

A person guilty of calumny may be excused from the duty of retraction for one or other of several reasons: (a) the unimportance of the matter involved; (b) the voluntary renouncement on the part of the victim of his right to a retraction;—this reason will hold, if the victim is in a position freely to dispose of his honor and good name, as, for example, members of a religious community are not;—(c) if the victim has in the meantime regained his good name by other means, as, for example, by a judicial sentence; (d) if, in consequence of the length of time that has elapsed, the matter has fallen into oblivion or those influenced by the evil report can no longer be reached.

p. 116


	In case of detraction restitution may be made indirectly by excusing the faults of the victim as much as possible and emphasizing his good qualities, in order to enable him to regain the good reputation necessary for his social position, and by accusing oneself of having made unwarranted or unconsidered statements. In regard to the material damage done, the same rules apply as in the case of calumny. Though a retraction cannot always be strictly demanded, it will as a rule go far towards effecting a reconciliation.



The duty of restoring the good name of an injured neighbor is personal; that of making restitution for material damage caused by calumny or detraction falls also upon the heirs.2 To protect one's good name, as has been explained in a previous volume, is a duty, especially when a whole class of persons is involved. When this is not the case, a man may go far in humbling himself for Christ's sake,3 whose noble example encourages us not only to forgive our enemies, but also to suffer detraction and calumny in silence.4

2 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 473.

3 1 Cor. VI, 7; IX, 13–15; 1 Pet. IV, 14–16.

4 Matth. XVIII, 21–35; XXVI, 62 sq.; XXVII, 12; John XVIII, 19–21; cfr. Ps. CVIII, 14; Prov. XII, 16; Matth. V, 44; XXIII, 34.—Seneca, Epist., 94, 28: "Iniuriarum remedium est oblivio."

"There are those who deem it weakness to forgive insults," says a modern writer; "if this view were correct, God would be the weakest Being in Heaven and on earth, for no one forgives as much as He."

p. 117The saintly Bishop Sailer said: "I would rather allow myself to be innocently calumniated for ten years, than spend one day in defending my honor."

READINGS.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 986 sq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 373 sqq.).—J. Kutschker, Die Lehre vom Schadenersatz, Olmütz 1851, pp. 521 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 672 sqq., 680.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 245 sqq.


Chapter IV: Duties with Regard to the Material Possessions of Others


Section 1: The Right to Life

p. 118As every man is strictly bound to provide for his bodily welfare, that is, his life, health, and liberty, so he is also obliged, both in justice and charity, to respect the bodily welfare of his fellowmen by protecting and promoting their life, health, and liberty, and abstaining from whatever might unjustly endanger or injure these possessions.1

1 See this Handbook, Vol. III, 11 sqq., 21 sq., 24 sqq., 29, 33, 36, 57, 97.—Cfr. St. Augustine, De Moribus Eccl. Cath., l. I, c. 28, n. 56 (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1334).

This general obligation assumes special form in the duties known as proper to one's state of life, e. g., those which bind parents in relation to their children, superiors in relation to their subjects, employers in relation to their employees, and so forth.

But life, health, and liberty are not supreme blessings, and may consequently be sacrificed whenever higher interests require or permit it. In other words, it is morally permissible, for the sake of some higher good,—for example, the public welfare,—to employ compulsion toward one's neighbor, to deprive him of minor goods, to subject him to bodily suffering, or to take away his liberty. Such higher goods are, for instance, education, life, health, and the public order.2

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 65.—IDEM, Contra Gent., III, 146, n. 3: "That which is necessary for the preservation of good cannot be evil in itself. But for the preservation of concord among men it is necessary that punishments be inflicted on the wicked. Therefore to punish the wicked is not evil in itself"; n. 4: "Likewise, the common good is better than the particular good of one person. Therefore the particular good must be taken away so that the common good may be preserved"; n. 5: "Furthermore, just as a physician in his operation intends health, which consists in the ordered harmony of the humors, so the ruler of a city in his operation intends peace, which consists in the ordered concord of the citizens. But a physician cuts off a putrid member well and usefully if corruption of the body threatens through it. Therefore the ruler of a city justly and without sin kills pestilential men, lest the peace of the city be disturbed."—Cfr. Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, pp. 462 sqq.

p. 119


	A father in raising his child may apply bodily force by inflicting pain or curtailing liberty, provided he does not endanger the child's life, health, or morals. But the application of such means must always proceed from morally good motives (causae correptionis et disciplinae) and not exceed reasonable bounds (correptio moderata).3



3 St. Augustine, Serm., 13 (al. 94 De Tempore), n. 8: "Let punishments be applied—I do not refuse them, I do not forbid them—but with the mind of one who loves, the mind of one who cherishes, the mind of one who corrects."—Ibid., n. 9: "For you do not fail to instruct your son. And first you act so that, if it can be done, he may be instructed by generosity, and may blush to offend his father, and not fear him as a severe judge. You rejoice in such a son. But if perhaps he despises those measures, you also apply blows, inflict punishment, bring pain upon him, but you seek his salvation. Many have been corrected by love, many by fear, but through the trembling of fear they have arrived at love." (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 111).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 65, art. 2.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 405.

p. 120


	With the consent of the patient a competent physician may perform operations on his bodily organs, mutilate him or amputate a limb for the purpose of preserving his life and health, and, providing no danger arises therefrom to health or good morals, employ narcotics (opium or chloroform) in order to deaden or ease pain. In the case of children or mental defectives the necessary consent may be given by the parents or guardians; in the case of unconscious or seriously injured patients consent may be reasonably presumed.4



4 A. v. Gschmeidler, Der ärztliche Versuch am lebenden Menschen, Vienna 1906.




	In the interest of the public welfare, the civil authorities have the right and the duty to employ compulsory measures in order to curb immorality and prevent the spread of opinions or views dangerous to society, for instance, to forbid the sale of obscene books and pictures. But this duty binds only when there is a political or moral necessity of taking such measures, i. e., when they are demanded by the common welfare and it is likely that they will produce the desired results. Since spiritual actions cannot be imposed or prevented by physical force, it is advisable at first to employ moral rather than physical means. The truth is strong enough to hold its own against any error.



p. 121“Take unto you the helmet of salvation and the sword of the spirit, which is the word of God,” says St. Paul.5 On the other hand, whatever does not come from God must die for want of vitality, for “if a council or a work be of men, it will come to nought”; but if it be of God, no human agency can overthrow it.6

5 Eph. VI, 17.—Cfr. The profession of faith prescribed for the Waldensians by Innocent III: “We believe that by disputing and exhorting in every way according to God we ought to confound them and oppose them with the word of the Lord . . . with unfettered brow even unto death.” (See Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 426).—H. Roeren, Die öffentliche Unsittlichkeit und ihre Bekämpfung, Cologne 1906.—Marx, Der Kampf gegen die öffentliche Unsittlichkeit, Freiburg i. B. 1907.

6 Acts V, 38.

It must be admitted that physical force used against a man ill accords with his dignity as a human being, and is apt to dull his sense of honor. Nevertheless there may be circumstances in which corporal punishment appears as the only adequate means of retribution, for instance, for brutal crimes. Corporal punishment cannot abolish these crimes, but it usually acts as a deterrent on the criminals, for experience shows that even the most brutal criminals can be accustomed to some sort of order and discipline by whipping or imprisonment. The right of those in authority to inflict corporal punishment, nay, if necessary, even death, corresponds to their duty of protect- ing and defending the community against criminals, as well as to the right of self-defense.

p. 122In regard to punishment it is well not to lose sight of the fact, which modern humanitarianism endeavors to obscure, that punishment is primarily and essentially retributive in character, and corrective or deterrent only in a secondary way. Its effect is retrospective rather than prospective, and whatever other function may belong to punishment depends upon and presupposes the retributive or retrospective function. M. Guyau and others, therefore, err in maintaining that if punishment were not corrective, it would be as blameworthy as the crime for which it is inflicted.7

7 For a discussion of this question see M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 555 sqq.

The milder discipline prevailing in our prisons is undoubtedly a credit to modern civilization, because in inflicting punishment for crime, even though that punishment be primarily retributive and administered in social self-defense, the reformation of the criminal should likewise be kept in view. Besides, it is being recognized that many persons who would formerly have been considered as criminals, are in reality mental defectives and should be treated in special institutions. However, Dr. Ross is undoubtedly right in warning against excessive sentimentality in dealing with criminals. “While humane standards are gratifying,” he says, “there is a danger of sentimentality. There are some vicious criminals who will not respond to kindness, and there are also some men who need to be deterred from committing crimes by fear of condign punishment. Such criminals, whatever their intellectual status, are moral defectives, and if found incorrigible and not amenable to teaching or helping, should be made life prisoners.”8

8 Christian Ethics, p. 409.—Cfr. Stade, Gefängnisbilder, pp. 205 sqq.; F. Berolzheimer, Die Entgeltung im Strafrecht, Munich 1903, pp. 449 sq., 460.—F. Auer, Zur Psychologie der Gefangenschaft, Munich 1905, pp. 11, 50.—R. Wrede, Die Körperstrafen bei allen Völkern von den ältesten Zeiten bis auf die Gegenwart, Dresden 1899.

p. 123READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 108, art. 1, 4; 1a 2ae, qu. 87.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 353 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 266 sqq., 409 sqq.—J. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 202 sqq., 359 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. I, pp. 554 sqq.; Vol. II, pp. 109 sq.


Section 2: The Right of Self-Defense

p. 124


	DEFINITION.—By self-defense (defensio naturalis sive necessaria) we mean protecting one's person or property against unjust aggression. It implies the application of physical force to the extent of slaying the aggressor, if necessary, for necessity knows no law.1



1 Regula Iuris in VIto Decr. Gregorii IX, n. 4: “Quod non est licitum in lege, necessitas facit licitum.”—C. 11 de Consecr.: “Necessitas non habet legem.”—Cicero, Pro Milone, c. 4: “Silent leges inter arma.”




	The conditions under which this right may be exercised can easily be deduced from the definition given above.



a) We are allowed to employ physical force in self-defense only when we are actually attacked and have no other means (such as flight, calling for help, etc.) to protect our person or property from serious harm.2 It is not necessary, how- ever, to wait until the damage begins to be inflicted, but one may forestall a threatened attack.

2 Among the Propositions condemned by Alexander VII are these:—No. 17: “It is permissible for a religious or cleric to kill a calumniator who threatens to spread accusations of crimes about himself or his religious order, when no other means of defense is available: as none seems to be available if the calumniator is prepared to cast the aforesaid charges publicly and before very grave men against the religious himself or his religious order, unless he is killed.”—No. 18: “It is permissible to kill a false accuser, false witnesses, and even a judge from whom an unjust sentence certainly threatens, if the innocent person cannot avoid the harm by another way.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1117 sq.)

p. 125b) The attack must be wrongful and unjust, that is to say, the aggressor must not be justified in his conduct by his office or some real obligation. For there is no right of self-defense against a merited punishment.

c) The right of applying physical force in self-defense extends no farther than is necessary to repel an immediate and unjust attack upon oneself or another (moderamen inculpatae tutelae). Accordingly, manslaughter is not justified if inflicting a wound is sufficient to repel the aggressor; nor is wounding justified if disarming will do. In thus qualifying the right of self-defense it is, of course, supposed that one has the time and opportunity to choose the milder in preference to the severer method. Exceeding the moderamen inculpatae tutelae is a grievous sin only when done with full knowledge and of set purpose.

d) The use of physical force is permitted not only in defending one's life against direct attacks, but also in defending or safeguarding one's possessions, e. g., health, integrity of the body, chastity, property. If this were not the case, the right of self-defense would be illusory. Note, however, that killing or wounding another in an attack upon one's honor or good name is not allowed because reparation is possible in other ways, e. g., by court proceedings, etc. Nor is a husband allowed to kill his wife if he catches her in the act of adultery.3

3 Prop. damn. ab Innoc. XI, n. 30: “It is lawful for a man of honor to kill an assailant who attempts to inflict a calumny, if this disgrace cannot otherwise be avoided; the same must also be said if someone strikes him with a slap or beats him with a stick and, after inflicting the slap or blow of the stick, flees.” Ibid., n. 31: “As a rule I may kill a thief to preserve a single gold coin.” Ibid., n. 32: “It is permissible to defend by lethal defense not only those things which we actually possess, but also those to which we have an inchoate right and which we hope to possess.” Ibid., n. 33: “It is permissible both for an heir and for a legatee to defend himself in this way against one who unjustly prevents either an inheritance from being entered upon or legacies from being paid, just as it is for one having a right to a chair or benefice against one who unjustly prevents possession of them.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1180 sqq.)

p. 126e) The use of physical force is permitted not only in defending one's own person or property, but also in defending the person or property of one's neighbors. But we are under no strict obligation to defend others at the risk of life, unless they happen to be very near and dear to us, as parents, children, husband or wife, brother or sister.

f) In exercising the right of self-defense one must be guided by no other intention than that of warding off harm and injustice. It would be wrong, therefore, to harbor a feeling of hatred or revenge against the aggressor.4

4 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 411: “It is not permissible to kill an aggressor after the deed, because that would be vengeance, not defense. An exception is the case in which the aggression effectively, as they say, continues in the flight of the aggressor carrying away the stolen thing. It is not permissible for a girl to kill the assailant of her honor after the violation. She may, however, strike him, provided she does not gravely injure him, because unless she shows her steadfastness and displeasure in this way, the wicked man will not readily leave or may readily be able to return to solicitation.”

The civil law in some countries does not pun- ish excesses in the exercise of the right of self-defense if they are committed under the influence of fear or fright; but from the moral point of view such excesses are not always blameless.

p. 127


	The right of self-defense is based on social ethics. Man, as a member of society, has a claim to be protected in the exercise of his rights against illegitimate interference by others, and since public authority cannot always be promptly invoked, this right in such cases passes to the individual, who, representing as it were, the whole community in his person, acts in its name. Thus he at the same time safeguards an important social interest, namely, public safety and the protection of life and property against unjust aggression and violence. In this consideration lies the reason why the use of physical force in self-defense may be carried to the extreme of manslaughter, if necessary, even in the protection of goods which are in themselves inferior to human life, because these goods in case of necessity have attached to them the bonum commune, i. e., the great and general boon of public security and the protection of law and order. To forbid the use of force in such cases would endanger the safety of all and encourage criminals to rob and murder their fellowmen. The right of self-defense is confirmed by an instinct, deeply implanted in hu- man nature, which moves every man to resist attacks upon himself and his own.5



5 Cicero, Pro Milone, c. 4: “This law is not written but born with us; we have not learned, received, or read it, but have seized, drawn, and expressed it from nature itself; for it we have not been taught but made, not instructed but imbued: so that if our life should fall into any ambush, into violence, or into the weapons of robbers or enemies, every honorable means of securing safety would be available.”—Cfr. J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 267 sq.

p. 128Against the doctrine here set forth the opponents of Catholic moral teaching raise many objections. Space permits us to consider only a few of them.

a) The first is based on Matt. V, 38, where our Lord says: “You have heard that it hath been said, an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth; but I say to you not to resist evil [i. e., evil men who would injure you]; but if one strike thee on thy right cheek, turn to him also the other, and if a man will contend with thee in judgment, and take away thy coat, let go thy cloak also unto him.”

But this command does not refer to the right of self-defense, but to retribution inspired by hatred and revenge. The most that can be concluded from our Lord's utterance is that men should refrain from exercising the right of self-defense when the good imperilled is merely an individual and not a social good. Christ Himself, who gave us the most beautiful example of patient suffering, keenly resented injustice on the part of those who were commissioned to dispense justice,6 and St. Paul censured the magistrates who had thrust him into prison.

6 John XVIII, 23; Acts XVI, 37; XXIII, 3.

b) From the standpoint of ethics and jurisprudence it is asserted that homicide committed in self-defense is a grievous wrong for two reasons. First, because none of the things one means to defend ranks as high as the life of the aggressor, and, secondly, because by killing a man we rob him not only of his physical, but likewise of eternal life, because we send him to the tribunal of the heavenly Judge in a state of mortal sin. Hence, it is argued further, it is a duty of justice as well as of charity, at least for him who is in the state of sanctifying grace, to sacrifice his own life rather than to endanger or destroy the life of an unjust aggressor. To this argument we reply: It is true that the things threatened or endangered by an unjust aggressor are of less worth than the life of the aggressor. But higher even than the life of the aggressor stand the social order and public security, and, secondly, if the aggressor loses his life and forfeits eternal salvation, this is not the fault of him who makes use of the right of self-defense when attacked, but the effect of the aggressor's own sin, as he has it entirely in his power to save himself by omitting the attack or desisting from it. Finally, the one who thus defends himself can cite in his behalf the juridical axiom: “Scienti et volenti non fit iniuria.” He who simply makes use of his rights injures nobody. It would not even be advisable to sacrifice one's own life for that of an unjust aggressor, because a man's duty of preserving his life for his own sake and that of his dependents may be more binding than any consideration for the life of a scoundrel, who probably would commit other crimes if he were spared.

p. 129Some writers have carried the principles underlying the doctrine just explained so far as to justify the assassination of tyrants. They argue that it is possible for a whole nation to be in a similar predicament towards an unjust usurper (tyrannus tituli s. usurpationis) or towards a le- gitimate ruler who shamefully abuses his power (tyrannus regiminis s. potestatis abusu), as an individual citizen is towards an unjust aggressor and that, as the individual in time of need represents the right of the entire community and is entitled to exercise that right in the name of all, so, too, an individual may be allowed to kill an unjust ruler in order to safeguard the life and property of the whole people. But the assumptions underlying this contention are untenable. In the first place, the right of using physical force in self-defense embraces only those cases in which the personal and private right of the individual is threatened, though that right may, of course, coincide with the interests of society; secondly, no individual citizen is allowed to pose as the delegate or mandatory of the people against the ruler when the latter acts in his official and public capacity. The case would be different if the ruler privately assaulted the life or property of a citizen; then the latter could claim and exercise the right of self-defense. Thus a woman criminally assaulted by a ruler would be allowed to kill him in order to preserve her chastity.

p. 130The doctrine of the lawfulness of killing tyrants is often ascribed to the Jesuits, but unjustly. “The Jesuit moralists, even in the 16th century, before the assassination of the French King, Henri III, and the work of Mariana evoked a deluge of pamphlets on the subject, never did teach the doctrine of the lawfulness of tyrannicide, permitting, that is, the assassination by a private individual of a monarch who, though a usurper and a tyrant, was actually in possession of the throne. As Duhr and others have shown by copious citations, Salmeron, Lessius, Gregory de Valentia, Becan, Gretser, Sat, Azor, Escobar, etc., in a word all the great Jesuit casuists of that period, maintained precisely the contrary.”7

7 Herbert Thurston, S.J., in the Catholic Times, London and Liverpool, Sept. 16, 1922, p. 8: “A single exception there was, the Spanish Father Mariana, who in his book, De Rege et Regis Institutione, owing to strong political sympathies which also brought him into conflict with the General of the Society, expressed enthusiastic approval of the murder of Henri III by Jacques Clément. The censor who gave his nihil obstat to the book admitted he had not read it, the General of the Jesuits, when it was brought to his notice, condemned it in the strongest terms, and the non-Catholic historian, von Ranke, fully allows that ‘Mariana’s doctrine cannot be regarded as the teaching of his Order or of the Catholic Church.’” (Werke, xxiv, 236). No Jesuit writer in subsequent times has ever identified himself with the views of Mariana, though in the following century such great names in the world of Protestant thought as Hugo Grotius, John Milton, and Leibnitz went quite as far as he did.

p. 131READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 39 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 380–391 (ed. Gaudé, I, 631).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 407–411.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 465 sqq.—V. Cathrein, Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 4th ed., pp. 99 sqq.—O. von Alberti, Das Notwehrrecht, Stuttgart 1901.—M. Lossen, Die Lehre vom Tyrannenmord, Munich 1894.—R. Böhme, Der Tyrannenmord, Munich 1905.—F. Heiner, Die Jesuiten und ihre Gegner, Munich 1906, pp. 79 sqq.—H. G. Schmidt, Die Lehre vom Tyrannenmord, Tübingen 1901.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 694 sqq.—B. Duhr, S.J., Jesuitenfabeln, 4th ed., pp. 694 sqq.—T. Parkinson in The Month, March 1873.


Section 3: The Moral Principles Involved in War

p. 132


	LAWFULNESS OF WAR.—What self-defense is for the individual, that war (bellum) is for society or the State, namely, the act of warding off unjust attacks or of asserting important rights by force of arms.1



1 J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 418: “War is the struggle of a multitude against an external multitude for the purpose of defending or vindicating the commonwealth. Hence it differs: 1. From a brawl, which is a fight of a few against a few; 2. From sedition, which is a disturbance or conflict of a multitude against political society.”

The purpose of war, therefore, is to protect the material, moral, and spiritual possessions of a nation, such as religion, liberty, independence, honor, good name, its right and power to conclude treaties, etc. When war is waged within the limits of a just self-defense, that is, after all other means to preserve the peace2 (such as diplo- matic negotiations, arbitration, reprisals, blockade, etc.) have proved ineffective, and the sword has become the final and inevitable arbiter, and if the moderamen inculpatae tutelae is duly observed, war is not only morally lawful, but may be a social duty, and participation therein may become a highly meritorious act.3

2 Cfr. Deut. XX, 10.—Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 419: “For a just and lawful war the following are required: 1. Public authority, that is, supreme authority acknowledging no other superior in civil matters. The reason is that where a higher authority exists, it must judge the dispute; 2. A just and grave cause which outweighs the disadvantages that will follow from the war, e. g., a kingdom or province to be recovered, or a grave injury done to the commonwealth to be repelled, or a rebellion of subjects to be suppressed, etc.; 3. The proper manner of waging war, namely, that before war adequate satisfaction be demanded from the opposing party, and if it is offered, it must be accepted as a matter of justice; for where war ceases to be necessary, it also ceases to be just.” N. 424: “A prince, once the justice of a war has been recognized, must present it to the opposing party and cannot begin the war, if adequate satisfaction is offered to him; indeed, even a war already begun he is bound to abandon when adequate satisfaction is offered, if not from the rigor of justice, at least generally from charity, provided the other party is willing to compensate all expenses already incurred and it is not necessary for the public good that it be repelled.”

3 Cfr. Judg. XI, 27.—Gury, op. cit., Vol. I, n. 419: “War is of itself permissible either to repel an injury or to vindicate one's right. The reason is that every society independent of another society must have a means of protecting itself against injury and vindicating its right. Sometimes, however, no other means is available for obtaining this end except war. For since higher authorities to whom nations or princes might have recourse are lacking, they may wage war to obtain satisfaction from another society.”

p. 133God repeatedly commanded His Chosen People to wage war against their enemies and lent them His special assistance and co-operation.4 St. John baptized soldiers, but neither he nor Christ Himself required of them that they renounce their profession;5 all they asked of them was, to “do violence to no man,” i. e. abstain from injustice.6 St. Paul says that the civil authority, as the representative of God, has the right of wielding the sword in order to protect law and order against domestic evil-doers and foreign enemies.7

4 Ex. XIV, 13 sq.; Deut. I, 29 sq.; III, 21 sqq.—Cfr. F. Schwally, Semitische Kriegsaltertümer, Leipzig 1901, 1. Heft, pp. 3 sqq.

5 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Faustum Manich., l. XXII, c. 74: “Otherwise John, when soldiers came to him to be baptized, saying, ‘And what shall we do?’ would have answered them: ‘Cast away your arms, abandon this military service, strike no one, wound no one, lay no one low.’ But because he knew that when they did these things as soldiers they were not murderers but ministers of the law, and not avengers of their own injuries but defenders of the public safety, he answered them: ‘Do violence to no one,’” etc. (Migne, P. L., XLII, 447.) IDEM, Epist. 189 (al. 205), n. 4: “Do not think that no one who serves under arms in war can please God. Holy David was among them, to whom the Lord bore such great testimony; among them also were very many righteous men of that time. . . . John certainly did not forbid those soldiers to serve under arms whom he instructed that their own pay ought to suffice.” (P. L., XXXIII, 855).

6 Luke III, 14; Acts X, 1 sqq.

7 Rom. XIII, 1–5; cfr. John XIX, 10 sqq.

p. 134If some of the Church Fathers objected to Christians serving as soldiers, they did so for the reason that the life of a soldier in their days was full of danger to faith and morals, and that the ancient State, with its emperor-worship, was essentially pagan. There is sufficient evidence to show that the early Christians acknowledged legitimate warfare as morally licit.8 The canonical law exempting clerics from military service was based upon the supernatural and pacific character of their office.9 The Church not only admits that war may be just, but she admonishes her children to fight for their highest and most sacred possessions.10

8 Cfr. Ch. Lupus, De Antiqua Disciplina Christianae Militiae, XI (Opera Omnia, Venice ed., 1729), pp. 94 sqq.—Hefele, Beiträge zur Kirchengeschichte, Vol. I, pp. 20 sqq.—K. Künstle, Zwei Dokumente zur altchristlichen Militärseelsorge, Mayence 1900, pp. 3 sqq.—A. Bigelmair, Die Beteiligung der Christen am öffentlichen Leben, Munich, 1902.—A. Harnack, Militia Christi, Tübingen 1905, pp. 46 sqq.

9 Syllabus Errorum, n. 32 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1732).—C. Richert, Die Anfänge der Irregularitäten, Freiburg 1901, pp. 114 sqq.

10 Errores M. Lutheri damn. a Leone X, n. 34 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 774).




	GUIDING PRINCIPLES.—a) Every just war is by its very definition defensive (bellum defensivum), because war is permitted only as an extreme means of self-help or to protect a na- tion's legitimate rights or interests. It does not, however, follow that when a State is unjustly menaced in its vital interests,—be they material, moral, or spiritual,—it is not permitted to make use of its right per modum praeventionis, i. e., to forestall a threatening attack, for instance, by occupying foreign territory, compelling enemy troops to lay down their arms, cutting off their supplies, destroying fortifications, and so forth. Such a war, though seemingly offensive, would in reality be defensive, for the justice of a war depends not upon its physical, but upon its moral authorship. It is also licit and therefore just, nay, it may even be a duty for a nation to assist another, especially an allied nation, in warding off an unjust attack.



p. 135The socalled principle of non-intervention, that is, non-interference of a State in hostilities between other States, unless its own territory or rights are attacked, may be justifiable from a purely political point of view, but not morally,11 because if a nation unjustly attacks another, all others are threatened in their very existence, and under the law of nations every State is in duty bound to protect right and justice. Intervention, if exercised in accordance with the principles of morality, constitutes an effective support of international law and order. For the rest, its exercise in most cases will not entail war, but merely lead to diplomatic negotiations.

11 Syllabus Errorum, n. 62: “The principle which they call that of non-intervention must be proclaimed and observed.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1762).—Cfr. M. Pachtler, S. J., “Das Prinzip der Nichtintervention,” in the Stimmen aus Maria-Laach, Vol. I (1871), pp. 107 sqq., 196 sqq.—A. Stöckl, Das Christentum, Vol. II, pp. 353 sqq.; Vol. III, pp. 22 sqq.

p. 136b) The moderamen inculpatae tutelae must be kept inviolate even in a just war. Consequently, war may not be continued longer than is necessary to accomplish its object, that is, until full satisfaction or reparation has been obtained and peace secured. Disregard of this principle would be a violation of the moral law of nature and involve the duty of restitution. To undertake or continue a war solely for the acquisition of territory or as a preventive of internal dissensions would be positively criminal.12

12 Osee V, 13.—St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. IV, c. 6: “To bring wars upon neighboring peoples and thence proceed against others, and from mere lust for dominion to crush and subjugate peoples who do not trouble one—what else should this be called but grand robbery?” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 116 sq.).—Contra Faustum Manich., l. XXII, c. 74: “What is blamed in war? Is it that those who will die sometime die, so that those who will live in peace may be subdued? To censure this belongs to the timid, not to the religious. The desire to harm, the cruelty of vengeance, an unpacified and implacable spirit, the savagery of rebellion, the lust for domination, and anything similar—these are the things rightly blamed in wars.” (P. L., XLII, 447).

Secondly, not all is fair in war. Absolutely damnable and illicit means of warfare are: lying, perjury, the intentional dissemination of false reports, e. g., of faked victories. Among the licit means are: espionage, stratagems, ambuscades, etc.; these are allowed because they are not based on lies pure and simple, but merely furnish the enemy an occasion for drawing false conclusions.

Third, the means employed in warfare must not be more cruel than is necessary for the successful termination of the bloody struggle.

p. 137It goes without saying that the direct slaying of innocent and unarmed persons, such as women, children, and old men, or the dishonoring of women can never be justified under any pretext.13

13 St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 40, art. 3: “It is permissible in war to prepare ambushes and employ stratagems, so that enemies may be deceived by ruses and cast into various dangers. For these things are not reckoned lies, because the adversaries are deceived by their own fault, since such means are customarily employed in war; thus it is permissible to feign flight, to use the enemy's standards, etc. But those deceptions are illicit which cannot be guarded against by any prudence, e. g., to poison wells and springs, etc. For these things, in common judgment, conflict with the laws of war.”

Fourth, the right to kill the enemy or damage his property belongs to individual soldiers or single divisions of an army only in so far as they have been authorized to proceed by legitimate authority. Therefore, if an army, or any single division thereof, marches through enemy territory plundering and robbing the populace, without the express or at least implicit authorization of its commander, it is no better than a band of marauders and its members are bound to restitution. Officers bearing a flag of truce are inviolable.

c) In addition to these general principles, derived from the moral law of nature, the so-called international law has laid down others which deserve mention. One of these is that the laws of war apply only to active combatants, i. e., persons actually wielding or entitled to wield arms. Hence it is not allowed to kill a disarmed or captured soldier. Non-combatants engaged in the service of an army, such as chaplains, physicians, nurses, etc., may not be killed, but they may be made captives. Prisoners of war should be treated humanely, but not better than the soldiers of one's own army, lest cowardly members of the latter be tempted to surrender. Weapons which render war more cruel without hastening the decision are forbidden. To this class belong explosive hand guns, poisoned arrows, poison substances, the poisoning of wells, etc. Those living peaceably in enemy territory should not be treated harshly and their property should be spared unless it is needed to enable the invading army to live. The retention of hostages, the devastation of the country, the destruction of crops, the burning of dwelling houses and other necessities of life are permissible only in exceptional cases, when necessary for the carrying out of an important operation or to overcome the hostile attitude of the populace. Wounded soldiers who are no longer able to fight should be protected against attacks upon their person.14

14 Of the barbarities of war Fr. Ross justly says: “Once the dogs of war are let loose, it is difficult to keep them within the bounds of civilized Christian custom. The records of Sherman's march to the sea, of English conduct in the Sepoy rebellion, of our water cure and other tortures in the Philippines, of the international intervention in China during the Boxer rebellion, do not make us very proud of humanity. There is an old saying, ‘Scratch an Englishman and you find a barbarian,’ and this is equally true of the Germans, French, Italians, and Americans.” (Christian Ethics, pp. 426 sq.).

p. 139Under the Geneva Convention, of August 22, 1864, all military hospitals and ambulances with their attendants, physicians and nurses, when carrying the Red Cross, as well as all buildings containing wounded soldiers who display the Red Cross flag, are neutral and must not be attacked or molested. Citizens who receive wounded war victims into their houses shall be excused from quartering troops and also, partially, from paying war contributions.15

15 H. Dunant, Un Souvenir de Solférino, Geneva 1862; 2nd ed., Paris 1871; C. Lueder, Die Genfer Konvention, Erlangen 1876; H. Lammasch, Die Fortbildung des Völkerrechts durch die Haager Konferenz, Stuttgart and Vienna 1900; A. Zorn, Das Kriegsrecht zu Lande in seiner neuesten Gestaltung, Berlin 1906; J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 430 sq.; Lawrence, Principles of International Law, Boston 1909.

The use of savages or convicted criminals is morally objectionable, because they are apt to disregard the laws of war. Attempts to induce enemy soldiers to break their oath of loyalty or to rebel against their superiors are likewise inadmissible.

d) Voluntary participation in a war which one regards as unjust is sinful. Since, however, the individual citizen is rarely in a position to form a reliable judgment concerning the justice or injustice of a war, and since, moreover, a soldier employed or drafted by the government (miles subditus) has not the right to question the justice of an international quarrel, he must obey his supe- rior officers even though he doubts the justice of the cause. But he is never permitted to co-operate in manifest injustice or criminal acts of violence, e. g., the maltreatment of peaceful non-combatants or the killing of soldiers who have unconditionally surrendered. Mercenaries (milites conducti), who have been hired before the outbreak of a war, may take part therein even if they doubt its justice. The case is different with those who volunteer their services after the war has started (milites nondum conducti); if they are in doubt as to the justice of the cause in which they intend to enlist, they are in duty bound to obtain certainty, for no man is permitted to co-operate in an unjust cause.16

16 Rom. XIII, 1 sqq.—St. Augustine, Contra Faust. Manich., l. XXII, c. 74: “And for this purpose taxes are paid (Mt. 22, 21), so that, because of wars, pay may necessarily be furnished to the soldier.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 447).—IDEM, ibid., c. 75: “When a just man happens to serve as a soldier under a king who is even a sacrilegious man, he can rightly wage war at that king's command while preserving the order of civic peace: either it is certain that what is commanded of him is not contrary to God's precept, or it is not certain whether it is; so that perhaps the injustice of commanding makes the king guilty, while the order of serving shows the soldier innocent.” (P. L., XLII, 448).—J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 421: “It is asked whether soldiers may wage war while in doubt about the justice of the war. The answer is: 1. If the question concerns a subject soldier, he is bound to obey where the war is not evidently unjust, because it does not belong to him to examine the reasons of his superiors. 2. If the question concerns a soldier hired before war was declared, he may obey; for he is hired for this, and therefore must conduct himself almost as if he were a subject. 3. If the question concerns a soldier not yet hired, he is bound to inquire into the justice of the war and cannot place himself in doubt about its justice. The reason is that no one can co-operate in despoiling another of a thing which he possesses unless he is certain that it is possessed by him unjustly.”

p. 140The causes of war are as a rule hidden to the ordinary citizen, nay ofttimes even to the better informed and more sensitive organs of public opinion. Ordinarily, the private citizen may and should presume that his country is right. The question how far his duty of obedience goes, and for what acts of violence he may allow himself to be used, are answered by the ius belli, but its provisions are of little practical importance, because in case of doubt every citizen will naturally submit his subjective opinion to the supposedly more enlightened judgment of the authorities.17

17 Cfr. F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 469 sqq.; Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 440.

p. 141


	MORAL ESTIMATE OF WAR.—a) Just war is not only permissible as an act of self-defense, but it may be useful for the punishment of injustice, the restoration of law and order, and as an instrument of correction in the hands of God.18



18 Judg. II, 20 sqq.; III, 1 sqq.; Is. X, 5 sqq.; 2 Macch. V, 17 sq.

Nor can it be denied that a number of noble virtues, e. g., loyalty, courage, self-sacrifice, fidelity to duty, are developed by and in war, and that bloody conflicts with other nations often strengthen the moral and religious fibre of a nation and promote patriotism. A war waged against savage tribes, may, moreover, serve the purpose of genuine culture and the legitimate needs of colonization.19

19 Cfr. Horace, Epist., l. II, 1, 156 sq.: “Graecia capta ferum victorem cepit et artes intulit agresti Latio.”

b) On the other hand, though a just war may prove a moral blessing for a nation or for humanity at large, even the justest war is in- variably accompanied by so many horrors and barbarities, and entails so much material and moral destruction that it must be regarded as an evil and a terrible scourge. Though the Bible acknowledges the legitimacy of war and of the military profession, there are many passages in both Testaments which point to lasting peace as the final goal for the human race to strive after.20 War does not fit into the ideal picture of international intercourse. Its existence and relative necessity is merely a sad proof how little even Christian nations are actuated by the spirit of charity, peace, and justice. The highest good of the State, the ideal political condition of a people, is that “rest from all enemies round about” described in Deuteronomy,21 and permanent peace must be the first and foremost aim of every real statesman. Kant's idea of a universal peace22 has no prospect of realization because it is based for the most part upon purely worldly interests or upon so-called humanitarian or philanthropic considerations and motives, which are at bottom utopian, instead of seeking the peace of Christ which the world cannot give.23 Nevertheless every attempt to settle international difficulties and quarrels by means of arbitration should be hailed with joy. An international tribunal of arbitration might not prevent war entirely, but it would postpone the outbreak of hostilities and thus give reason instead of passion an opportunity to speak the last word. Even though war were abolished, it would still be “sweet and meet to die for one's fatherland,”24 and every citizen would have sufficient opportunities to prove his patriotism by faithfully performing his duties towards God and the legitimate civil authorities.

20 Ps. 67, 31; Is. II, 4; Mich. IV, 1 sqq.; Matt. XXIV, 6; Mark XIII, 7; Luke XXI, 9 sq.

21 Deut. XII, 9 sq.; XXV, 19. St. Augustine, Epist., 189 (al. 205), n. 6: “The will ought to have peace, necessity war, so that God may free us from necessity and preserve us in peace. For peace is not sought so that war may be stirred up, but war is waged so that peace may be acquired.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 856).—IDEM, Epist., 229 (al. 262), n. 2: “Great indeed are not only the bravest warriors, and they have their own glory, but also—and this is a truer kind of praise—the most faithful warriors, by whose labors and dangers, with the aid of God who protects and helps, the untamed enemy is conquered and tranquility is procured for the commonwealth and the pacified provinces. But it is of greater glory to kill wars themselves with a word than men with the sword, and to acquire or obtain peace by peace, not by war. For even those who fight, if they are good, undoubtedly seek peace, but nevertheless through blood.” (P. L., XXXIII, 1020).

22 I. Kant, Zum ewigen Frieden, Königsberg 1795 (edited by K. Kehrbach, Leipsic 1881).—Cfr. F. von Holtzendorff, Die Idee des ewigen Völkerfriedens, Berlin 1882.—L. Stein, Das Ideal des ewigen Friedens, Berlin 1896.—Ch. Richet, Les Guerres et la Paix, Paris 1901. K. F. Küster, De Treuga et Pace Dei, Cologne, 1902.—P. Meyer, Die Idee des ewigen Friedens bei Kants Zeitgenossen, Berlin 1903.—K. Geissler, Der Krieg und die sozialen Sünden, Jena 1905.

23 John XIV, 27; cfr. Judith XVI, 3: “The Lord putteth an end to wars.”—St. Leo the Great, Serm., 82 (al. 80), c. 1: “Although [the city of Rome], enlarged by many victories, extended the jurisdiction of your empire by land and sea, nevertheless what military toil subjected to you is less than what Christian peace subjected to you.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 423).

24 Horace, Carm., III, 2, 18: “Dulce et decorum est pro patria mori.”—Cfr. Homer, Ilias, XII, 243.

p. 143In striving for international peace it is well for us to realize that there are many strong “interests” that must be vigorously opposed. First of all come the war traders. “Those who en- gage in the sale of materials of war know that it is to their advantage to foster the military spirit. The more one nation spends on preparation, the more the others are forced to spend. It is an endless chain. A few individuals are enriched, but the vast majority suffer from such enormous expenditure in unproductive ways. Perhaps the problem could be partly solved by the various governments taking over the munition factories. But the solution is problematical and at best would be merely partial. For only a completely socialized State could take over all the industries directly and indirectly depending upon war. A hardly less important expression of commercialism versus peace is found in yellow journalism. Newspapers recognize that in order to sell large editions they must exaggerate. As a consequence they are absolutely conscienceless in dressing up reports of differences between nations. Again, there arises in the popular mind induced by this irresponsible journalism a certain spread-eagleism, an attitude that sees no fault in one's own nation, but faults innumerable in others—a loud-mouthed patriotism [rectius: jingoism] that is ready to call every man a traitor who happens to advocate peaceful methods. . . . This evil of yellow journalism tends to grow worse and worse. New forms of exaggeration, new appeals to this false patri- otism must be constantly devised; for as one form grows stale, it becomes useless from a journalistic standpoint. And so one fosters the other. The public, weary of the drab dullness of everyday life, demands of the newspapers a certain amount of sensationalism and grows more rampant the more it gets.”25

25 J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 436 sqq.

p. 145READINGS.—St. Augustine, Contra Faust. Manich., l. XXII, c. 74–78.—IDEM, Epist., 189 (al. 205), n. 4 to 6.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 40 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, I, 407 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 402–411 (ed. Gaudé, I, 659 sqq.).—H. Grotius, De Iure Belli et Pacis, Amsterdam 1712.—J. Walter, Naturrecht und Politik, pp. 462 sqq.—A. Stöckl, Das Christentum, Vol. III, pp. 417 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 468 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 741 sqq.—F. Kattenbusch, Das sittliche Recht des Krieges, Giessen 1906.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 663 sqq.—Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 191 sqq.—Chs. Macksey, S.J., art. “War” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 546–550.


Section 4: Capital Punishment
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	DEFINITION.—Capital punishment (poena mortis, occisio malefactoris) is the violent destruction of a human life by legitimate authority as an atonement for a grievous crime and a means for the preservation of the public order and security. The right to inflict this penalty is known as “the right of the sword” (cfr. Rom. XIII, 4). We call it the power of life and death.






	MORAL ASPECTS OF CAPITAL PUNISHMENT.—Capital punishment can be justified from reason, Sacred Scripture, tradition, and from the common conviction and practice of men in all ages.1



1 J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 404: “It is permissible to kill malefactors by public authority. The reason is that God necessarily gave this power to public authority as a means necessary for defending and procuring the existence and common good of civil society, which generally cannot be obtained except by the death of wicked men. This is also established by the practice of every system of legislation, by Sacred Scripture, and by the universal consent of all nations.”

a) The Old Testament not only carried capital punishment in its penal code, but expressly prescribed it for certain crimes, according to the divine command to Noë: “Whosoever shall shed man's blood, his blood shall be shed.”2

2 Gen. IX, 6; cfr. Ex. XXI, 12, 14, 23; Lev. XX, 1 sqq.; XXIV, 17, 21; Deut. XVII, 6; XIX, 11.

p. 147Although the judiciary laws of the Old Testament are abolished under the New, capital punishment has not been done away with. On the contrary, Christ Himself expressly admits the right of public authority to put criminals to death3 and St. Paul not only declared that he would not refuse to die if he had “committed anything worthy of death,”4 but that the evil-doer has every reason to fear public authority, because it is “God's minister, an avenger to execute wrath upon him that doth evil.”5 The public authority, therefore, has power over life and death, i. e., the right to inflict the death penalty (gladii ius et potestas). This right, of course, entails a corresponding duty. The context of Rom. XIII, 4, which we have just quoted, shows that the Apostle not merely had in view some definite or concrete State or political system, but that he wished to describe the ideal Christian regimen. Consequently, the power of life and death flows from the very nature of public authority. Had Christ wished to forbid capital punishment in opposition to the Mosaic law, He would no doubt have formulated this prohibition in express terms. In reality the New Testament presupposes the death penalty as an integral constituent of the penal law.6

3 John XIX, 10 sq.

4 Acts XXV, 11.

5 Rom. XIII, 4.

6 Matt. XXVII, 22 sq., 26, 35; Luke XIX, 27.

p. 148From the undeniable fact that Divine Revelation teaches the lawfulness of capital punishment, it does not, however, follow, as the Calvinists and Puritans contend, that the public authority is strictly bound to inflict this penalty as the morally necessary and solely admissible atonement for certain heinous crimes, e. g., murder. For, in the first place, the Old Testament palliated the severity of the law by admitting the right of asylum, and substituted exile for death in the case of the first murderer (Cain), merely demanding that he be expelled from the society of men.7 Secondly, the idea that an angry God is pacified by the execution of a criminal is not Biblical, but pagan, and incompatible with the Christian dogma that through the blood of “the one mediator of God and men, the man Christ Jesus, who gave himself a redemption for all,”8 the sins of the whole human race have been wiped out and all men have been redeemed. Divine Revelation, therefore, and in particular the religion of Jesus, while it acknowledges the right of the State to inflict capital punishment, does not demand its infliction. For this reason the Church used to recommend condemned criminals to the mercy of the king; for the same reason she inflicts canonical irregularity upon those who co-operate in the infliction of the death sentence. As the old saying is: “Ecclesia non sitit sanguinem,” that is, the Church does not represent the principle of strict justice, but rather of charity and mercy.

7 Gen. IV, 16 sqq.

8 1 Tim. II, 2, 5 sq.; cfr. Rom. III, 24 sq.; Eph. I, 7.

p. 149b) Ecclesiastical tradition definitely teaches that neither the infliction nor the execution of the death penalty violates the fifth commandment of the Decalogue. The contrary view of the Waldensians and the Anabaptists, that capital punishment is forbidden by divine law, is rejected by Catholic theologians as contrary to the spirit of the Church.9

9 Professio Fidei praescripta Waldensibus ab Innocentio III: “Of the secular power we assert that it can exercise the judgment of blood without mortal sin, provided that in inflicting punishment it proceeds not from hatred but from judgment, not rashly but advisedly.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 425).—Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm., 13 (al. 94, De Temp.), n. 8: “If you hear your neighbor in the same way as you hear yourself, you persecute sins, not the sinner; and if perhaps anyone, turned away from the fear of God, is hardened against the correction of his sins, you persecute this very thing in him, this very thing you will try to correct, this you will labor to destroy and remove, so that the man may be preserved when the sin has been condemned. For there are two names, man and sinner: God made the man; the man made himself a sinner. Let what man made perish; let what God made be set free. Do not, therefore, go as far as death, lest, while you persecute the sin, you destroy the man. Do not go as far as death, so that there may be someone to repent: let the man not be killed, so that there may be someone who can be amended. Keeping this love of man for men in your heart, be a judge of the earth, and love to terrify, but cherish. If you are proud, be proud against sins, not against the man. Rage against that which displeases you in yourself, not against him who was made as you were. You came from one workshop, you had one craftsman, one clay is your material. What do you destroy by not loving the one whom you judge? Because you destroy justice, [you destroy it] by not loving the one whom you judge. Let punishments be applied—I do not refuse, I do not forbid—but with the mind of one who loves, the mind of one who cherishes, the mind of one who corrects.” (Migne, Patr. Lat., XXXVIII, 110).

The strict canonical precept forbidding clerics to co-operate in the application of the death penalty and inflicting irregularity upon all who co-operate in the administration of capital punishment, does not prove that the Church denies the right of the State to inflict this punishment, but is merely a logical deduction from her exalted conception of the clerical profession.10

10 C. I. C., Can. 138; P. Augustine, O. S. B., Commentary on the New Code, Vol. II, p. 87.

p. 150c) The teaching of the Church on this head is confirmed by the consensus gentium. Surely men would not have so willingly admitted the right of their rulers to deprive them of their most precious possession, i. e., life, for certain grievous crimes committed against the public order, had not this right been universally regarded as a corollary of the natural law and a postulate of right reason. In matter of fact all nations have always admitted the right of the State to inflict capital punishment, and wherever rulers or public opinion were by specious arguments induced to restrict it, the people soon demanded its restoration. The fact that certain classes of persons (e. g., soldiers) and certain conditions (for instance, a state of war) have always been excepted when laws were passed to abolish capital punishment, proves that the public authorities wished to reserve to themselves the right of inflicting the death penalty in circumstances under which it appeared to them necessary.

d) Philosophically, the right of the State to inflict capital punishment can be demonstrated by both juridical and sociological arguments. Not everything, however, that has been brought forward by writers on the subject is entirely convincing. To prove the intrinsic justifiability or the necessity of capital punishment from the notion and purpose of punishment in general, or to base it upon reasons of social utility, is beside the point. For, in the first place, all the essential objects of punishment can be attained just as well by other methods; nay, the infliction of the death penalty may frustrate the true purpose of punishment without in the least repairing the injury done. The arguments taken from sociology, namely, that, on the one hand, a murderer has forfeited his human dignity and rights by his crime and must consequently be cast out as a worthless member of society, and that, on the other hand, society must be protected against dangerous or injurious members, really presuppose capital punishment as the sole means for obtaining the ends in question, and therefore involve a petitio principii.

p. 151The right of the State to inflict capital punishment can be convincingly proved only from its right of self-defense. As a State or community may be threatened in its material and ideal existence by enemies from without, so also by enemies from within,—those who attack discipline or, worse still, commit violence or crime and thereby undermine the very foundations of the social order. Against these,—radical Socialists, anarchists, Bolsheviki, or whatever else they may be called,—the authorities frequently have no other effective means of preserving or restoring law and order and securing peace, than capital punishment.

“Another kind of slaying,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “is permitted, which belongs to those magistrates to whom is given the power of condemning to death, by the legal and judicial use of which they punish guilty and protect innocent men [Rom. xiii, 4]; in which function, provided they act justly, they are not only not guilty of murder, but eminently obey this law which prohibits murder; for as the proposed end of this law is to provide for the life and safety of men, to the same end also tend the punishments inflicted by magistrates, who are the legitimate avengers of crimes, giving security to life by punishing and thus repressing audacity and outrage. Wherefore David says: ‘In the morning I put to death all the wicked of the land, that I might cut off all the workers of iniquity from the city of the Lord.’”11

11 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 6, qu. 4.

p. 152“Every part [of an organism],” says St. Thomas, “is directed to the whole, as imperfect to perfect, and therefore every part is naturally for the sake of the whole. For this reason we observe that if the health of the whole body demands the excision of a member, on account of its being decayed or infectious to the other members, it is both praiseworthy and advantageous to have it cut away. Now every individual person is to the whole community as a part to the whole. Therefore, if a man be dangerous and infectious to the community, on account of some sin, it is praiseworthy and advantageous that he be killed, in order to safeguard the common good. . . .”12

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 2: “Every part is ordered to the whole as the imperfect to the perfect, and therefore every part is naturally for the sake of the whole. And for this reason we see that if the health of the whole human body requires the cutting off of some member, for example when it is putrid or corruptive of the other members, it is praiseworthily and beneficially cut off. But each individual person is related to the whole community as a part to the whole. And therefore, if any man is dangerous to the community and corruptive of it because of some sin, he is praiseworthily and beneficially killed, so that the common good may be preserved.”—Ibid., ad 1: “When no danger threatens the good from the killing of the wicked, but rather protection and safety result, then the wicked may lawfully be killed.”

p. 153Capital punishment, therefore, like war, is the exercise of a nation's right of self-defense against the danger arising to its very life from putrid or infectious members, which threaten to infect and corrupt others and thereby imperil the very existence of the State.13 Whenever there is need of exercising this right of self-defense, when capital punishment has been established by law for certain grievous crimes, the magistrates exercising the proper authority are permitted, nay, obliged to put malefactors to death.14 If society is not in a state of necessary self-defense against internal enemies and the dangerous elements can be rendered innocuous by other means, such as incarceration, banishment, or deportation, or if certain crimes do not imperil law and order and public peace, the death penalty should not be inflicted. A temporary abolition of capital punishment may be morally justified. Even where capital punishment is legal, it need not be inflicted in every case; for it is but a relative law, and as such involves no absolute obligation. In matter of fact the supreme representative or bearer of civil authority has at all times in the world's history exercised the right to pardon condemned criminals. It goes without saying that this prerogative must be exercised prudently, lest the non-infliction of capital punishment in flagrant cases create contempt for authority.15

13 Ibid., art. 3: “It is lawful to kill a malefactor insofar as this is ordered to the welfare of the whole community.”

14 Ibid., art. 7: “It is not lawful to kill a man except by public authority for the common good.” Cfr. Contra Gent., l. III, c. 146, n. 3–5.

15 Cfr. F. X. Linsenmann, Moraltheol., p. 473; V. Cathrein, Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 675 sq.

p. 154Some hold that capital punishment is a violation of the Fifth Commandment,16 contradicts a certain dictum of the prophet Ezechiel,17 and is incompatible with Our Lord's teaching in the parable of the wheat and the cockle.18 But, as St. Thomas explains, “the slaying of a man is forbidden in the Decalogue [only] in so far as it bears the character of something undue, for in this sense the precept contains the very essence of justice. Human law cannot make it lawful for a man to be slain unduly. But it is not undue for evil-doers or foes of the common weal to be slain, and hence this is not contrary to the precept of the Decalogue, and such killing is no murder as forbidden by that precept.”19

16 See Ex. XX, 13.

17 Ez. XXXIII, 11.

18 Matt. XIII, 24–30.

19 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 100, art. 8, ad 3: “Killing a man is forbidden in the Decalogue insofar as it has the character of what is undue, for thus the precept contains the very principle of justice. But human law cannot grant that a man may lawfully be killed unduly. But for malefactors or enemies of the commonwealth to be killed is not undue. Hence this is not contrary to the precept of the Decalogue, nor is such a killing homicide, which is forbidden by the precept of the Decalogue.”

It is correct, however, to say that Christianity aims at establishing an ideal condition of society in which capital punishment could be safely dispensed with.

From the juridical standpoint the chief argument advanced against capital punishment is the possibility of its infliction upon innocent persons,—an injustice which can never be repaired. It is vain to deny that cases of “judicial murder,” as the execution of an innocent man is called, have occurred and still occur, and that the injustice thus inflicted is in a sense irreparable.20 But this does not disprove the lawfulness of capital punishment. For in a certain sense every punishment is “irreparable.” If a man is innocently condemned to a term in the penitentiary, and later found to be innocent, the wrong cannot be undone. The argument, therefore, proves too much, because if it were valid, all punishment would have to be abolished, which is absurd. Secondly, it should be considered that if, in spite of all the safeguards with which capital punishment is surrounded by an orderly and conscientious jurisprudence, it does occasionally happen that an innocent man is put to death, there is a higher justice in the next world, and the victim of earthly injustice may, by the exercise of patience and resignation, convert the evil into good, nay, make it the means of meriting an imperishable crown.

20 John XIX, 6. Cfr. J. Schaber, Mord oder Justizmord? Zurich 1896; N. Paulus, Ein Justizmord an vier Dominikanern, Frankfort 1897; R. Steck, Der Berner Jetzerprozess (1507–1509), Bern 1902; Id., Die Akten des Jetzerprozesses nebst dem Defensorium, Basle 1904.

p. 155


	The following conditions are essential for the lawful infliction of capital punishment:



a) Capital punishment may be inflicted only upon those who are a peril and a detriment to the community in which they live, and who have actually committed a grave crime with complete freedom and deliberation.

Hence society is not allowed to kill an innocent member to preserve its own existence, for ex- ample, to placate a tyrant threatening city or country with destruction unless an innocent person is put to death.21

21 Ex. XXIII, 7.—Saint Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 6; St. Alphonsus de' Liguori, Theologia Moralis, l. III, n. 393, 398 (ed. Gaudé, I, 643, 654); J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 412: “Never is it lawful directly to kill an innocent person, whether by private or public authority, even to procure the public good; for it is an action intrinsically evil and forbidden by divine law. It is lawful for a grave cause to posit an action good in itself, from which the death of an innocent person follows apart from the intention.”—Ibid., n. 413: “It is not lawful to kill an innocent person to satisfy a tyrant demanding his head, even under penalty of the city's overthrow—indeed, even if he consented to his own death, since he has no dominion over his own life. More probably, however, he could be compelled to hand himself over to the tyrant for the public good.”

p. 156b) The accused must, in accordance with the axiom, “Audiatur et altera pars,” be given an opportunity to defend himself in court, and the judge, “with an upright heart,”22 free alike from sympathy and antipathy, should pronounce sentence in conformity with the facts of the case and the law. The Lord is no respecter of persons, neither should earthly judges allow themselves to be unduly influenced.23

22 Wisd. IX, 3.

23 Prov. XVIII, 5; Ecclus. XX, 24; John VII, 50 sq.; Rom. II, 11; Eph. VI, 9; Col. III, 25; Jas. II, 1; 1 Pet. I, 17.

“Judgment,” says St. Thomas, “is an act of justice, in as much as the judge restores to the equality of justice those things which may cause an opposite inequality. Now respect of persons involves a certain inequality, in so far as something is allotted to a person out of that proportion to him in which the equality of justice consists. Therefore, it is evident that judgment is rendered corrupt by respect of persons.”24

24 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 63, art. 4: “Judgment is an act of justice, insofar as the judge reduces to the equality of justice those things which can produce the opposite inequality. But respect of persons has a certain inequality, insofar as something is attributed to some person beyond his proportion, in which the equality of justice consists. And therefore it is manifest that judgment is corrupted by respect of persons.”

p. 157An important legal maxim says that the escape of a guilty criminal is preferable to the unjust execution of an innocent man.25

25 “Maius malum est, quod innocens pereat, quam quod reus impunitus evadat.”

c) A criminal condemned to death should be given ample time to make a sincere act of contrition and to employ the means of grace held out to him by the Church, particularly the sacraments of Penance and the Holy Eucharist, and this respite should be granted even when there is danger that he may be freed by force. If he obstinately refuses to receive the Sacraments within a reasonable period, this is no reason for not inflicting the punishment at the appointed time.26

26 St. Thomas, Summa contra Gentiles, l. III, c. 146, n. 5: “The fact that the wicked can be amended as long as they live does not prevent their being justly put to death, because the danger that threatens from their life is greater and more certain than the good that is expected from their amendment. They also have, at the very moment of death, the opportunity to be converted to God through repentance. But if they are so obstinate that even at the moment of death their heart does not withdraw from malice, it can be judged with sufficient probability that they will never recover from malice.”

d) The legitimate authority,—in our country the legislature,—may and shall determine which crimes are punishable by death. Positive laws on this subject, should be kept within the bounds set by the moral law for the infliction of this supreme penalty. No government can renounce the right of inflicting capital punishment. Its abolition by law only makes the power of inflicting it latent in the State, but does not and cannot wholly eradicate it.27

27 Rickaby, Moral Philosophy, pp. 323, 347.

p. 158Some have held that only such crimes are subject to capital punishment as were expressly punishable by death under the Mosaic law.28 But this is a mistake. Christ completely abolished the Old Law. The view just stated is opposed to the common teaching of Catholic theologians.

28 D. Scotus, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 15, qu. 3, a. 2.

The question is sometimes asked: Is there no hope that, if humanity goes on improving as it has done, capital punishment will become wholly unnecessary? Fr. Rickaby answers that, “waiving the question of the prospect of improvement,—in a State mainly consisting of God-fearing, conscientious men, the infliction of capital punishment would rarely be necessary, but the power to inflict it could never be dispensed with. If men ever become so ideally virtuous, the right of the State to visit gross crimes with death cannot hurt them, and it will strengthen their virtue, as all human social virtue will ever need strengthening. The abiding necessity of this right of the sword is argued from the strength and frequency of the provocations to deeds of bloodshed and violence that must ever be encountered in human society. What these provocations are, how many and how strong, may be left to the reflection of the student who reads his newspaper, or even his novel. Not the least appalling thing about crime, atrocious crime especially, is the example that it gives and the imitators whom it begets. It is not merely that it sets the perpetrator himself on the downward path, so that, unless detected and punished, a man's first deed of blood is rarely his last: it draws others after him by a fatal fascination. Like the images which the Epicureans supposed all visible objects to slough off and shed into the air around them, such phantoms and images of guilt float about a great crime, enter into the mind of the spectator and of the hearer, and there, upon slight occasion, turn to actual repetitions of the original deed. The one preventive is to append to that deed a punishment, the image of which shall also enter into the mind, strike horror, and disenchant the recipient. This is not to be done by mere banishment of the criminal, nor by his perpetual incarceration. Exile and prison—particularly in view of the humanity of a modern penitentiary—do not sufficiently strike the imagination. One sweet hour of re- venge will often appear cheap at the price of ten years' penal servitude. There is nothing goes to the heart like death. Death is the most striking of terrors; it is also the penalty that most exactly counterpoises in the scales of justice the commission of a murderous crime. All States need this dread figure of the sword-bearer standing at the elbow of the sovereign.”29

29 Rickaby, Moral Philosophy, pp. 347 sqq.

p. 160e) A criminal condemned to death should not be compelled to execute himself. No one is allowed to commit suicide, and no one should be compelled to do so, though, according to a more common opinion, if a criminal were by law condemned to execute capital punishment on himself, he would be allowed to do so.30 Although the dignity of manhood is inviolable only as long as the individual respects it in himself and does not, in the words of St. Thomas, “fall, as it were, into the slavish state of beasts,”31 it nevertheless remains true that human nature must be respected even in the worst criminal, because by and through it he is still superior to the brute.32

30 See Vol. III of this Handbook, p. 99.

31 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 2, ad 3: “By sinning, man withdraws from the order of reason and therefore falls from human dignity, insofar as man is naturally free and existing for his own sake, and falls, as it were, into the servitude of beasts. . . . And therefore, although to kill a man remaining in his dignity is evil in itself, nevertheless to kill a sinful man can be good, just as to kill a beast. For a bad man is worse than a beast and does more harm.”

32 St. Augustine, Tract. in Ioa., I, 8, n. 8: “God gave you to be above the beasts, that is, to be better than the beasts. This you have by nature; you will always be better than a beast.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 2040).—IDEM, Serm., 255 (al. 1 De Diversis), n. 3: “Both [good and evil] are men. Even a bad man is better than every beast.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 1187).

p. 161Here it may not be amiss to add a few words about lynching. Fr. Rickaby, in the work from which we have so copiously quoted in this Section, says: “There is in every human breast a strong sense of what the learned call lex talionis, and children tit for tat. ‘If a man has done to him what he has done to others, that is the straight course of justice’; so says the canon of Rhadamanthus, quoted by Aristotle.33 We have argued the fundamental correctness of this rule.34 It appears in the divine direction given to Noë: ‘Whoso sheddeth a man’s blood, his blood shall be shed.’35 It appears in that popular sentiment, which in some parts of America displays itself in the lynching of murderers, who have unduly escaped the hands of the law; and which, under a similar paralysis of law in Corsica, broke out in blood-feuds, whereby the nearest relative of the deceased went about to slay the murderer. Such taking of justice into private hands is morally unlawful. . . . It is a violent outburst of natural and reasonable sentiment deprived of its legitimate vent.”36

33 Eth., V, v, 3.

34 Rickaby, Moral Phil., p. 169.

35 Gen. IX, 6.

36 Rickaby, Moral Philosophy, pp. 346 sq.

Fr. Ross, who lives and teaches in the South, thinks that if the regular procedure of the law is so slow that its deterrent effect is lost, and the whole community, including the sober-minded and conservative, feel that swift punishment is necessary to protect society against indefinite repetition of such acts, then the community may act directly, for the reason that the law derives its authority from the community. But he admits that this theory “is open to such grave abuses, there is so much danger of acting through passion without sufficient evidence, and the multiplication of lynching in itself constitutes such a serious menace to the peace of the community, that it should be used only as a last resort.” Hence “whatever may be the theory by which it can be allowed abstractly, the moralist will be very slow to sanction lynching in the concrete.”37

37 Christian Ethics, pp. 409 sq.

p. 162READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 2.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theologia Moralis, Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 243–255.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 677 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 353 sqq.—J. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 343–350.—J. W. Willis, art. “Punishment, Capital” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 365–369 (with bibliography).—E. Bowen-Rowlands, Judgment of Death, London 1924 (traces the history of capital punishment from 2000 B. C. until the present time and affords reliable premises on which to base arguments either for its retention or its abolition).


Section 5: Man’s Right to the Necessities of Life

p. 163


	THE RIGHT TO EXISTENCE.—The goods of the earth are destined for the support and maintenance of the whole human race, and hence every man has a right, based upon the law of nature, to lead an existence worthy of a human being. But since in matter of fact some members of society are deprived of the necessaries of life by misfortune, by unjust social conditions, by insufficient earnings, by unemployment, by disease, by weakness, or by old age, Moral Theology teaches that these persons possess a right or claim to receive from others the necessary means of sustenance.



This undeniable right is circumscribed by certain definite limits, which shall now be briefly explained.

a) The right to be aided by others belongs only to those who are poor and needy because unable to make a living, not to those who are in want simply because they will not work, for St. Paul says, “if any man will not work, neither let him eat.”1 Consequently only he who is unable to make a living has a claim to the aid of his fellowmen, individually as well as collectively.

1 2 Thess. III, 10 sqq.—On the duty of labor see Vol. III of this Handbook, pp. 124 sqq.

p. 164b) This right extends only to what is absolutely necessary for a man to live like a human being, and does not entitle him to an equal share in the goods and luxuries of this world.2

2 Acts IV, 35; 2 Cor. VIII, 14.

c) The duty of supplying the necessaries of life to the needy does not directly bind every individual, but society as a whole, in particular those of its organs designated for this purpose. Only in case of extreme necessity may the claim be enforced against individuals, under two conditions, viz.: (1) That only so much is taken as is necessary to preserve life, etc., (2) that the one from whom it is taken be not reduced to the same extreme necessity. The proposition: “It is allowable to steal not only in extreme, but likewise in grave necessity,” has been condemned by Innocent XI.3

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 204: “1. In extreme necessity one’s neighbor must be assisted even from goods simply necessary for one’s state. For thus the right order of charity requires, since the life of one’s neighbor must prevail over our far inferior good; 2. In grave necessity one’s neighbor must be assisted from goods in some way necessary for one’s state, or with a slight detriment to one’s state, for the same reason; 3. In common necessity one’s neighbor must be assisted from goods superfluous to one’s state, even with some deprivation of pleasures, because if the obligation of the rich were removed, the poor would no longer be able to live.”—Ibid., n. 600: “1. A man may in extreme necessity use another’s goods, as much as is sufficient to free himself from such necessity. The reason is that the division of goods, however it was made, cannot derogate from the natural right belonging to each person to provide for himself while he labors under extreme necessity; 2. For someone to be able to take another’s goods, grave necessity, and a fortiori common necessity, is not sufficient, because otherwise owners would reasonably be unwilling and an easy avenue to plunder would lie open. Hence the following proposition was condemned by Innocent XI under n. 36: It is permissible to steal not only in extreme necessity but also in grave necessity.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1186).

p. 165d) The right of which we are speaking is lost by him who grievously violates his duties to society, be it in a negative way by extravagance, criminal carelessness, habitual drunkenness, sloth, etc., or positively by the commission of some gross crime. Of course, the absolute necessities of life may not be denied even to the evil-doer, so long as he has not forfeited life itself.

For the rest, it is incredible on how little a man can support himself and how happy he can be if he seeks contentment within himself, or, better still, in God.




	THE RIGHT TO WORK.—Lately it has been contended that all men have a claim to an equal share in the goods of this world. This demand has been clothed in the formula: Every man has a right to work. Experience teaches that there are always unemployed persons who would gladly work if they were given an opportunity and who could answer the question: “Why stand you here idle?” by truthfully saying: “Because no man hired us.”4 Unemployment, which has been particularly wide-spread and serious since the World War, is a frequently recurring social symptom and has its principal causes in the multiplication of machinery, the drift of population from country to city, the undue increase of female laborers, and certain defects inherent in the capitalistic system under which we live. The “right to labor” was acknowledged in the Catholic Middle Ages when the guilds limited the number of manufacturers and merchants and protected them against competition.



4 Matt. XX, 1–7.—Cfr. F. Meffert, Arbeiterfrage und Sozialismus, Mayence 1901, pp. 11 sqq.

p. 166“Every man,” says a recent Catholic writer, “has a right as well as a duty to some sort of useful employment: it is a condition of an honorable human existence. But in the case of the worker whose only honorable means of subsistence depends upon marketable labor, the rightful claim to employment and security against unemployment has a specific significance. But his ethical right in this matter of security is further derived from the fact that without a reasonable certainty of being able to maintain himself and those dependent on him, the anxiety about merely material things must take away his due liberty in the cultivation of his mental and spiritual interests. A normal healthy cultivation of mind and soul can with difficulty be achieved without a reasonable security against material want.

“Indeed, there can be hardly any question as to the moral right underlying the worker’s claim to security against unemployment. Less clear, perhaps, is the determination as to the incidence of the obligation to provide such security. There are those who would put the entire obligation upon the State; others would share the obligation between the State and the employer. But to put the entire obligation on the State is to assume a sphere of activity and responsibility on the part of the State towards the individual, which logically leads to Paternalism. The wider the responsibility taken over by the State in the ordering of the individual’s life, the less individual liberty there will be. In a free community ethical responsibilities must fall in the first place upon the individuals concerned, and only secondarily upon the State as the protector of the rights of the community and of the freedom of individuals. Doubtless in a matter which affects the general well-being of the community so vitally as does the labor problem, the State must necessarily intervene very largely, especially during a transitional period. That necessity of State intervention, however, will be less in proportion as employers of labor regard security against unemployment not merely as a matter of national expediency, but as a principle of inherent justice in the status of the worker which directly enters into the moral character of the contract between employer and worker.

p. 167“The worker, dependent as he is upon his work, has a moral claim to security against unemployment, and that claim must enter into the contract between himself and his employer. . . . Arbitrary dismissal, which takes into consideration merely the convenience or advantage of the employer without consideration for the well-being of the worker, is thus a real injustice. We are, of course, assuming that the worker is fulfilling his part of the ‘national bargain’ by honestly discharging the duties he has undertaken; as otherwise he himself has broken his contract and has forfeited his claim upon the employer. Cases may indeed arise in which, through no fault of his own, the worker may be incapable of continuing in the service of the employer through a change of conditions which are of general advantage, as well as to the employer’s interest: as, for instance, when new machinery or methods of higher scientific value are introduced into a manufactory. Yet in such cases there can be no doubt that the employer is under an obligation to do what he can to secure new employment to the honest worker; he cannot, without a violation of justice, dismiss him with no regard for the future: just because in the worker he is dealing with a human life and not with a mere tool.

p. 168“But if this is true, then the worker has surely a right to take due measures that his just claim shall be safeguarded against the employer’s arbitrary decision and, if need be, to invoke the intervention of the State. . . . At the same time the duty of safeguarding the worker against unemployment does not rest with the employer alone. The worker himself has his coördinate share in the responsibility. Everyone will admit that no employer is obliged to keep in employment an idle or dishonest worker: nor can any individual employer be justly forced to employ or to retain in employment the inefficient who is incapable of earning his wage, at least when the incapability is not brought about by the employer’s own act. These limitations of the employer’s responsibility point to a corresponding duty on the part of the worker and of those upon whom the worker is naturally dependent. It is at once clear that if the worker has an ethical right to employment, he has a duty to fit himself for employment and to do what in him lies to justify his claim to be employed. Not only must he be honest and willing to work: he must also do his part in fitting himself for the work demanded of him by the needs of the community. This is a duty he owes at once to himself and to the community at large: he owes it to himself since work is an essential necessity in his life; he owes it to the com- munity, since otherwise he runs the risk of becoming a mere burden upon his fellow-men, and of fulfilling no useful part in the life of the community upon which he must ultimately fall back for his maintenance.”5

5 Fr. Cuthbert, O.S.F.C., The Ethics of Labor, N. Y. 1922, pp. 11–14.

p. 169The right to work is not treated by St. Thomas and the older moralists, because it was purely hypothetical in their time. Even for St. Alphonsus de' Liguori it was not a practical question. Father Noldin deals with the subject in his usual clear and trenchant fashion.

“Every man,” he says, “has a right to work, that is, he has a right by just means to seek labor which is lawful for him and to perform that labor, and hence he has a right to demand that others shall not hinder him in the exercise of this right. This right is founded in another right, namely, that of preserving and perfecting life, to which economic labor is ordinarily necessary.”6 His qualification: “No one has a right to work, that is, to demand that some one else (whether a private individual or the State) should offer or procure him work, even though he be in need of the necessaries of life,” really means nothing more, as Fr. Ross shows, than that the laborer has not a strict right in commutative justice.

6 Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 13th ed., pp. 83 sq.

“In the same way,” says the last-mentioned author, “the right of property is opposed to the obligation of actually giving one’s possessions to another; yet all theologians agree that a person in extremest need has a right to take what he needs, and that the possessor has a duty in charity to give. To prevent the disorders that would result from asserting these rights, however, there is a duty of legal justice incumbent upon the State to furnish work to such as cannot otherwise find it.7 When a government allows such a private appropriation of property as to close all opportunity of employment to any large class, it becomes responsible for affording to each man some reasonable return for the opportunities that would otherwise be his.”8

7 Noldin admits this when the number of unemployed is so great as to endanger the good of the community. (Ibid., p. 84).

8 J. E. Ross, C.S.P., The Right to Work, N. Y. 1917, pp. 32 sqq.

p. 170The State’s duties with regard to the employable, according to Fr. Ross, are briefly these: (a) It should aim at co-ordinating industries so that the workers can move from one to another without unnecessary loss of time; (b) It should establish employment bureaus and co-ordinate them; (c) It should provide vocational education and vocational guidance and co-ordinate seasonal occupations; (d) It should provide unemployment insurance.9

9 On vocational training see J. A. Ryan, Social Reconstruction, N. Y. 1920, pp. 111 sqq.

The unemployable Fr. Ross divides into two classes: the capable and the incapable. For the self-respecting, capable unemployed, work should be created. Just what that work should be—constructing roads, draining swamps, dredging rivers—is a question of detail. The municipality, the State, and the national government should each share in the responsibility. The incapable, i. e., mentally or morally defective, who cannot be employed in the industrial world, should be taken care of in public institutions that make for character building. The State should provide special institutions where such persons can be employed up to their full capacity, whatever that may be. Most of them could be made at least partially self-supporting. The others will be a charge on public charity. Here the aid of religion and religious should be enlisted, for the problem is one that requires all the forces available for its solution.

p. 171So much for the duties of the State. The individual has no direct duty to furnish work for the unemployed. But is he therefore entirely absolved from all obligation?

Fr. Ross thinks not. “Perhaps in a rigid autocracy,” he says, “the individual citizen may salve his conscience by throwing all the odium upon the government. But in a republic matters are different. No such Pilate-washing of the hands will absolve the voters. For the State will act as the voters dictate, and each one can say, ‘I am the State.’ He is not the whole State, but he is a part of it, and to that extent becomes responsible for the State’s action. Of course, each citizen is not the equal of every other. While no one has more than one direct vote, some have more influence and power than others. In proportion to this power will he be judged. In private conversation, with tongue or pen, or in any other way possible to him, he must endeavor to bring about the fulfilment of this duty to the unemployed. A perpetual passing of the duty will get us nowhere. Each man is his brother’s keeper, and the duty of the keeping cannot be shifted to the world at large. Unemployment is sapping the strength and undermining the efficiency of several millions of our citizens. Mere individual efforts at finding employment or dispensing charity are futile. . . . Even State activity in the form of insurance and employment bureaus will never really get down to the root of the matter. There must be national provision of the opportunity to work. And in this action of the nation we must share. Each in his own measure must help on the formation of the public opinion necessary for such action, so that some day there will be no men standing here all the day idle because no man hath hired them.”10

10 Ross, The Right to Work, 103 sqq.—On different systems of insurance against unemployment, see J. A. Ryan, Social Reconstruction, pp. 99 sqq.

p. 172READINGS.—H. Pesch, S.J., Lehrbuch der Nationalökonomie, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Freiburg i. B. 1914, pp. 9 sqq., 313 sqq.—G. von Hertling, Kleine Schriften, pp. 313 sqq., 328 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 482 sqq.—Fr. Cuthbert, O.S.F.C., The Ethics of Labor, N. Y. 1922.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., The Right to Work, N. Y. 1917.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 83 sq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 328 sqq.—H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, pp. 92, 250 sqq. London 1913.


Section 6: The Duty of Giving Alms

p. 173


	In speaking of alms in this Section we mean corporal almsdeeds. St. Thomas enumerates seven of these, namely: (1) to feed the hungry, (2) to give drink to the thirsty, (3) to clothe the naked, (4) to harbor the homeless, (5) to visit the sick, (6) to ransom the captive, and (7) to bury the dead. This division is based upon the various needs of men.1



1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 32, art. 2: “There are set down seven corporal works of mercy, namely: to feed the hungry, to give drink to the thirsty, to clothe the naked, to harbor the stranger, to visit the sick, to ransom the captive, and to bury the dead, which are contained in this verse: I visit, I give drink, I feed, I ransom, I cover, I gather in, I bury.”—Cfr. Franz, Drei deutsche Minoritenprediger, p. 30: “I gather in, I give drink, I feed, I ransom, I cover, I visit, I bury.”

That almsgiving is of precept the Angelic Doctor proves as follows: “As love of our neighbor is a matter of precept, whatever is a necessary condition to the love of our neighbor is a matter of precept also. Now the love of our neighbor requires that not only should we be our neighbor’s well-wishers, but also his well-doers, according to 1 John III, 18: ‘Let us not love in word, nor in tongue, but in deed, and in truth.’ Now in order to be a person’s well-wisher and well-doer, we ought to succor his needs, and this is done by almsgiving. Therefore almsgiving is a matter of precept.”2

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 32, art. 5: “Since love of one’s neighbor is under precept, all those things without which love of one’s neighbor is not preserved must fall under precept. But it pertains to love of one’s neighbor that we not only wish good to our neighbor, but also do good (1 John iii, 18). Now, in order that we wish and do good to someone, it is required that we come to his aid in his necessity, which is done through the giving of alms; and therefore the giving of alms is under precept.”

p. 174Holy Scripture not only recommends almsgiving as “an acceptable sacrifice pleasing to God,”3 as a “religion clean and undefiled,”4 but emphatically stresses the duty of the rich to succor the poor.5 St. Paul traces this obligation to the teaching of Christ,6 who declared that all men will be judged according to the way in which they have performed the corporal works of mercy and that neglect of these works will entail eternal damnation.7

3 Phil. IV, 18; Heb. XIII, 16.

4 Jas. I, 27.

5 2 Cor. VIII, 14 sq.; 1 Tim. VI, 17–19.

6 2 Cor. IX, 13; cfr. Jas. II, 13; 1 Tim. V, 10; Tob. I, 20 sq.; IV, 17; XII, 12; 2 Kings II, 5.

7 Matt. XXV, 34–46.

To succor the needy is a duty of justice which man owes to God because He is the Father of all men and the proprietor of all temporal goods, whereas man is merely His steward. It is furthermore a duty of charity, because all men are brothers and children of God.8 “If you give to a poor man,” says St. Ambrose, “you do not share with him what belongs to you, but return to him what is his. For you have usurped what was given for the common use of all.”9 And St. Gregory the Great: “When we minister some necessary things to the needy, we do not give them what is ours, but we give them back what is theirs, thus complying with an obligation of justice rather than performing a work of mercy.”10

8 Mal. II, 10; John XV, 12; 1 John III, 17 sq.

9 De Nabuthe Iezrael, c. 12, n. 53: “You do not give to the poor from what is yours, but return to him what is his. For what was given for the common use of all you alone usurp. The earth belongs to all, not to the rich; but those who do not use their own are fewer than those who do. Therefore you return a debt; you do not bestow what is not owed.” (Migne, P. L., XIV, 747).

10 S. Greg. M., De Cura Past., c. 21: “When we minister any necessary things to the needy, we return to them what is theirs, not bestow what is ours; we discharge a debt of justice rather than perform works of mercy.” (P. L., LXXVII, 87).

p. 175The enumeration of seven temporal works of mercy given above goes farther back than the Middle Ages. It occurs in the writings of Lactantius11 and St. Augustine,12 though the latter omits visiting the sick.

11 Epitome Div. Inst., c. 60 (65): “If anyone lacks food, let us impart it; if anyone naked comes upon us, let us clothe him; if anyone suffers injury from one more powerful, let us rescue him. Let our home be open either to strangers or to those in need of shelter. Let our defense not fail orphans, nor our protection widows. To ransom captives from the enemy is a great work of mercy, as is likewise to visit and refresh the sick [and] the poor. If needy persons or strangers die, let us not suffer them to lie unburied. These are the works, these the duties of mercy; if anyone performs them, he will offer a true and acceptable sacrifice to God.” (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., XIX, 746).

12 De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae, l. I, c. 27, n. 53 (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1333).

a) Whoever has an abundance of material possessions (bona superflua statui), that is, more than he requires to live according to his station in life and to support those who depend upon him, is strictly bound to give alms according to his means.13 The exact amount which each one is obliged to give cannot be determined with mathematical accuracy. We may say, broadly, that every Christian is bound to administer his temporal possessions in such a way that his abundant wealth be employed for the benefit of his needy fellowmen, and actual want thus reduced to a minimum.14 If any man is in extreme necessity, i. e., in danger of perishing for want of the necessaries of life, every one who can is bound to give him food, drink, and shelter. This duty binds not only the well-to-do, but likewise the poor, even though its fulfilment may entail actual privation.15 The things required for one’s own immediate necessities, however, need not be given up to succor others.16

13 2 Cor. VIII, 3, 14; IX, 8, 11; cfr. Acts XI, 29.—St. Augustine, Enarrat. in Ps., 147, n. 12: “We have many superfluous things if we keep only what is necessary, for if we seek empty things, nothing suffices. Brethren, seek what suffices for the work of God, not what suffices for your desire. Your desire is not the work of God. Your form, your body, your soul—this whole is the work of God. Seek the things that suffice, and you will see how few they are (Mk 12, 42). . . . Seek how much [God] has given you, and from it take what suffices; the remaining things that lie superfluous are necessary to others. The superfluous things of the rich are the necessary things of the poor. The property of others is possessed when superfluous things are possessed.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1922).

14 2 Cor. VIII, 14.—Prop. damn. sub Innocentio XI, n. 12: “You will scarcely find among secular persons, even among kings, anything superfluous to their state. And thus scarcely anyone is bound to almsgiving when he is bound to give from what is superfluous to his state.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1162).

15 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 32, art. 5 and 7.—V. supra, p. 164, note 3.

16 2 Cor. VIII, 13.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 206: “In grave or extreme necessity, enough must be given here and now to relieve this necessity, unless there are others who are willing to come to their aid. No one, however, is bound to expend a large sum of money to free a poor person from danger of death or to procure costly remedies for him.”

p. 177He who refuses or neglects to give alms according to his means, when appealed to by persons in dire need, commits a grievous sin. The duty of almsgiving binds particularly the clergy, because their income is derived from the possessions of the Church, which, ideally, belong to the poor.17

17 1 Tim. III, 2; Tit. I, 8 (φιλόξενος, hospitalis). Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., 52 (al. 2), n. 6: “It is the glory of a bishop to provide [with resources] for the need of the poor. It is the disgrace of all priests to devote themselves to their own riches.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 533).

The question how large a percentage of one’s income should be devoted to alms, is decided by most theologians thus: We are not obliged to give to the poor more than the fiftieth portion, or two per cent., of what we have left over after defraying the requirements of life according to our particular station in life. Göpfert justly observes that, in view of the constantly increasing inequality of fortunes and the concentration of wealth in the hands of a few, under the capitalistic system, the traditional two per cent. can hardly be regarded as sufficient to-day.18 Moreover, as Linsenmann has pointed out, such mathematical calculations are unsatisfactory because the notion of superfluum, i. e., that portion of a man’s income which he does not need to support himself and his dependents according to his station in life, is extremely variable and therefore difficult to determine.19 “The amount of alms which each must give out of his superfluous means for the benefit of the poor,” says Schindler, “cannot be determined by any rigid formula. Attempts to fix the measure of assistance a man owes to the poor either by the total amount of his income or that which he has left over after defraying his living expenses, are unsatisfactory because they disregard the object of almsgiving, which is to help make the sufferings of the poor bearable. The poor we shall always have with us, but their number and the extent of their needs differ accord- ing to time and place. The larger their number and the greater their necessities, the greater will be the assistance required on the part of the wealthy. Hence it is impossible to lay down any more specific rule than: ‘The greater the need, the more alms we must give.’ Note that one is bound to give liberally only in case of extreme bodily necessity. In all other cases moderate almsgiving is sufficient. To oblige men to give liberally whenever and as often as they are appealed to by the poor, would be too onerous and impossible. For the same reason an individual, no matter how wealthy, is not bound to give to all the poor whom he has an opportunity to succor, but may, with due regard to the dictates of charity, help those whom he chooses, or contribute his share to public or private agencies that make it their business to alleviate want.”20

18 Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 7th ed., p. 40.—On the principle of “station in life” Fr. Ross says (Christian Ethics, pp. 212 sq.): “According to Noldin (II, p. 104), one is not obliged to lose one’s station in life in order to prolong the life of another. At first sight, this seems like a heartless doctrine. Why should not a rich banker whose station in life demands an expenditure of $10,000 a year, be obliged to help a poor laborer, even though the assistance does reduce him to the way of living of prosperous but small merchants? An analysis of the situation will show us why. If he would be obliged to, then logically those in a class below would be similarly bound, and the lowest class of self-respecting and self-supporting workmen would be so bound. This would mean, really, that no one had a right (in the face of a neighbor’s need) to more than what was necessary for his own life. But if that were so, there could be no progress among the working classes, their standard of living would always remain at the minimum. For only the recognition that, when a class has for a reasonable length of time actually attained a standard, that class has a right to this standard, makes us fix a minimum wage for an American laborer as greater than for a Chinese coolie. As far as bare existence goes, the American could probably get along on rice and fish if obliged to do so, but no minimum wage commission would ever say he had a right only to rice and fish. Yet we must admit that this principle can be abused. Extremely fashionable women, for instance, will think it necessary to spend $25,000 a year on dress in order to maintain their station. It is hard to fix a limit logically, yet limit there should be. I do not know of any better way of fixing it than by an application of the principle of social utility. As long as it is socially useful that there should be a station in life requiring a certain expenditure, so long is it justified. Thus a physician whose profession necessitates an office, a conveyance, a certain outlay for books, instruments, and so on; or a gentleman of leisure whose culture adds an invaluable element to a community, though at the same time it represents a certain outlay in money; these should feel no qualms of conscience because they do not give up this expenditure and with it their position in society in order to feed the hungry. In our nation, at least, the need of such sacrifices on their part indicates a social maladjustment for which they are not responsible, and which would not be remedied by these heroic methods. Mere social butterflies, however, have no justification, and they should be ruthlessly reduced—or elevated.”

19 F. X. Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 485.

20 Schindler, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., Vol. II, 2 (1910), p. 449; cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. II, n. 32 (ed. Gaudé, I, 328); Homo Apost., tr. IV, n. 19; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 206.

p. 179b) Society, more particularly the State organized in conformity with the principles of the Christian religion, is in duty bound to make reasonable provision for the poor and needy of every class, the helpless sick, orphans, the mentally defective, the insane, etc., and has the right to impose taxes for public charity. Well-organized co-operation between Church and State would have these important advantages: (1) The means appropriated for charitable purposes could be more efficiently distributed and employed to better purpose; (2) It would be possible to exercise upon the poor and needy a wholesome moral influence by segregating the notoriously unworthy from the worthy and giving the slothful work instead of alms, thereby preventing idleness and vagabondage.

p. 180However, since the worthy poor often hide their needs, even a well-organized system of public charity must be supplemented by private charity, and each individual citizen is bound, with due regard to the public charity administered by Church and State, to participate in “ministering unto the saints,” as St. Paul puts it, by succoring the needy to the best of his ability. We must always remember that charity is not cabined within the limits of strict justice. Add to this the consideration that, in view of the existing class hatred between rich and poor, and in view also of the immense envy, indignation, wrath, and dissatisfaction that have accumulated among the so-called “disinherited,” it is, so to speak, a duty of self-preservation for the wealthy to pacify the needy by kindness and generosity, so that they do not join the radical proletariat.




	Right reason demands that we give alms only from that which legitimately belongs to us. Hence a wife may, with her husband’s consent, give alms from their common property, and she should do so if the husband does not give in accordance with his means; but she may not give away anything that belongs exclusively to her husband.21 “A wife,” says St. Thomas, “who has other property besides her dowry which is for the support of the burdens of marriage, whether that property be gained by her own industry or by any other lawful means, can give alms out of that property without asking her husband’s permission; yet such alms should be moderate, lest through giving too much, she impoverish her husband. Otherwise she ought not to give alms without the express or presumed consent of her husband, except in cases of necessity. . . . For though the wife be her husband’s equal in the marriage act, yet in matters of housekeeping the head of the woman is the man, as the Apostle says.”22



21 Cfr. Tob. IV, 7.—St. Augustine, Epist., 262 (al. 199), n. 7: “A married woman is not permitted to say: I do what I wish with what is mine, since she herself is not her own, but belongs to her head (Eph. 5, 23), that is, to her husband.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 1080).

22 St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, q. 32, art. 8, ad 2: “If a wife has other property besides her dowry that is directed to sustaining the burdens of marriage, whether from her own earnings or from any other lawful source, she may give alms even without having asked her husband’s consent, but moderate alms, lest by their excess her husband be impoverished. Otherwise she ought not to give alms without her husband’s express or presumed consent, except in a case of necessity. For although a woman is equal to a man in the marriage act, nevertheless in matters pertaining to the ordering of the household, the man is the head of the woman.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 207.—On State philanthropy see Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 216 sqq.

p. 181Servants may not give away the property of their masters, nor religious the property of the institute to which they belong, without the consent of their superiors. Guardians or administrators of property belonging to others may give alms out of that property, but only to the extent to which the owner himself would or should do so.

With regard to the manner of giving alms note the following points:

p. 182a) Almsgiving, like every other act of charity, must be inspired by a pure motive, i. e., love of God and of one’s fellowmen,23 not by ambition, vanity, or love of ostentation, nor yet by purely natural sympathy or commiseration, and least of all by the sole desire to rid oneself of beggars and their importunities. Purity of motive does not, however, forbid publicity, for Christ Himself performed charitable works in public, and demanded of His disciples that they follow His example. What He condemned was Pharisaic ostentation, inspired by the desire of gaining applause and praise. The motive of the giver should be so pure that, if it were possible, the heart would remain ignorant of what the hand was doing. “When thou dost an almsdeed, sound not a trumpet before thee, as the hypocrites do in the synagogues and in the streets, that they may be honored by men. Amen I say to you, they have received their reward; but when thou dost alms, let not thy left hand know what thy right hand doth, that thy alms may be in secret, and thy Father who seeth in secret will repay thee.”24

23 Matt. IX, 36; XIV, 14; XV, 32; XVIII, 27; Luke VI, 36; 1 Cor. XIII, 3; Jas. II, 13.

24 Matt. VI, 2 sq.; V, 16; 2 Cor. IX, 11, 13; cfr. 1 Pet. IV, 11.—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. I, c. 30, n. 147: “Nor is that liberality perfect if you give more for boasting’s sake than from mercy. Your disposition gives its name to your work; as it proceeds from you, so it is judged. You see what a moral judge you have. He considers how to receive your work; first he questions your mind. ‘Let your left hand not know,’ he says, ‘what your right hand does’ (Mt. 6, 3). He is not speaking about the body, but that even your kindred spirit, your brother may not know what you do, lest while you seek here the reward of boasting, there you lose the fruit of recompense. But liberality is perfect when one covers one’s work in silence and secretly relieves the needs of individuals: the mouth of the poor, and not one’s own lips, praises him.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 66).

p. 183The social conditions of our day render it particularly advisable that we do not hide our good works under a bushel. Our opponents proudly parade figures, and we must meet their attacks with statistics showing the good we do, thus confuting the enemy and at the same time encouraging our own in their charitable work.

b) We must give alms voluntarily and gladly, not reluctantly and because we are commanded to do so. We must furthermore give them in a spirit of genuine charity and not so as to make the poor ashamed of themselves or hurt their feelings. No act of mercy is pleasing to God and worthy of His blessing unless it is performed for His sake, freely, lovingly, and gladly, for it is the good will of the giver and not the size of the gift that merits celestial reward. A gift exacted by force is not an alms, but a tax or tribute.25

25 Ecclus. XVIII, 15–18; 2 Cor. VIII, 2, 8, 11 sq.; IX, 7; cfr. Mark XII, 42 sqq.—St. Augustine, De Offic., l. I, c. 30, n. 143: “It is not enough to will well, but one must also do well; nor again is it enough to do well unless it proceeds from a good source, that is, a good will: For God loves a cheerful giver (2 Cor. ix, 7). For if you act unwillingly, what reward is yours?” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 65).

The only thing by which the free will of man can be influenced without the loss of liberty, is good example. Our Lord Jesus Christ became poor for our sake, in order that we might become rich. By giv- ing alms to the poor we honor Him who commanded us to be charitable for His sake.26

26 Matt. X, 42; XXV, 40; 2 Cor. VIII, 8 sq.; cfr. Ps. XL, 2.

p. 184c) Private as well as public almsgiving should be guided by a prudent economy, so that it may accomplish its object as effectively as possible. This is but another way of saying that alms should not be given haphazard, but with due regard to the needs of the poor and the fitness of the gifts distributed.27

27 St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. I, c. 30, n. 144: “It is noble to will well and to give with this intention, that you benefit, not harm. For if you think you should give to a luxurious man for the outpouring of luxury, or to an adulterer as the price of adultery, this is not beneficence, where there is no benevolence. For that is to harm another, not benefit him, if you give to one who conspires against the fatherland, who desires at your expense to gather ruined men to attack the Church. This liberality is not commendable if you aid one who prosecutes a grave lawsuit against a widow and orphans or tries by some force to wrest away their possession.” (P. L., XVI, 65).—Ibid., n. 149: “Disposition makes a contribution rich or poor and puts a price upon things. Moreover, God does not wish resources to be poured out all at once, but administered.” (P. L., XVI, 67).—St. Jerome, Epist., 58 (al. 13), n. 7: “What you possess is no longer yours, but an administration has been entrusted to you. Remember Ananias and Sapphira. They timidly kept their own goods; consider lest you imprudently pour out the substance of Christ, that is, lest by immoderate judgment you give the property of the poor to those who are not poor.” (P. L., XXII, 584).—Seneca, De Benefic., l. II, c. 16: “Let proportion be observed with regard to persons and ranks; and since virtue everywhere has a measure, that which exceeds sins just as much as that which falls short.”

The first rule is to give promptly, when the needy person can still be benefitted, for “he gives twice who gives quickly.”

The second rule is to give to the poor according to their actual wants,—much to him who needs much, little to him who needs but little,—food, clothing, or money according to what is most ur- gently required, and always with a view to relieve the spiritual wants of the poor together with their material necessities.28 Quite often the most effective method of relief consists in procuring work for the unemployed, either directly or through public or private bureaus or agencies.

28 Prov. III, 28; Ecclus. IV, 3; Jas. II, 13 sqq.—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. I, c. 30, n. 149: “God indeed is no respecter of persons, because He knows all things. But we owe mercy to all; yet because many seek it by fraud and feign distress, therefore, where the cause is manifest, the person is known, and time presses, mercy ought to pour itself out more abundantly.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 66).—Ibid., l., n. 158: “Age and debility must also be considered in giving, sometimes also modesty, which reveals noble birth, so that you give more to the aged, who can no longer seek sustenance for themselves by labor. Likewise bodily debility is to be helped, and that more promptly. Then if anyone has fallen from riches into want, and especially if he has lost what he had not by his own fault, but by robberies or proscription or calumnies.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 69).

p. 185Christian charity, be it further noted, comprises all men without exception, as God has mercy on all and “maketh his sun to rise upon the good and bad, and raineth upon the just and the unjust.”29 Yet it is not only licit, but advisable, to observe some sort of order in giving alms. Those who are most in need have the first claim upon our charity, and among them parents, children, relatives, friends, and those “who are of the household of the faith should be given preference.”30 We may also make a distinction between those who are in need without their own fault, and those who suffer the penalty of sloth or negligence, so that the latter may be reminded of their guilt and thus benefitted, not only materially, but also spiritually and morally.31

29 Matt. V, 45.

30 Gal. VI, 10.

31 Gal. VI, 1–10; 2 Thess. III, 10–12.—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. I, c. 30, n. 148: “Perfect liberality is commended by faith, cause, place, and time, so that you work first among the household of the faith. It is a grave fault if, with your knowledge, a believer is in need; if you know that he is without resources, endures hunger and suffers distress, especially one who is ashamed to be in need; if he has fallen into a case involving the captivity of his family or calumny, and you do not help; if a just man is in prison and tormented by punishments and tortures because of some debt (for although mercy is owed to all, yet more to the just); if in the time of his affliction he obtains nothing from you; if at a time of danger, when he is being dragged to death, your money counts for more with you than the life of the dying man.”—Id., ibid., n. 150: “This liberality also is to be approved: that you do not disregard those close to you by kinship if you know them to be in need. For it is better that you yourself assist your own, who are ashamed to ask sustenance from others or to request aid from anyone for their need; not, however, so that they may wish to become richer by what you can bestow upon the needy, for the cause, not favor, takes precedence. Nor indeed have you dedicated yourself to the Lord for this reason, that you may make your own relatives rich, but that you may acquire everlasting life for yourself by the fruit of good work and redeem your sins by the price of mercy. Do they think they ask little? They seek your price, they strive to take away the fruit of your life, and they think they act justly. And he complains that you have not made him rich, although he wishes to defraud you of the reward of eternal life.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 66, 67).—Ibid., l. II, c. 16, n. 76: “It is clear that liberality ought to have a measure, lest largess become useless. Sobriety must be maintained, especially by priests, so that they dispense not for display but for justice. Nowhere is there greater greed in petitioning. The able-bodied come, those who have no reason save wandering come, and they wish to drain the resources of the poor, exhaust the fund, and, not content with little, seek greater things, catching the support of a request by the attractiveness of clothing and bidding up increases of gain by pretending noble birth. If anyone readily gives credence to these, he quickly exhausts the resources destined to benefit the nourishment of the poor. Let there be a measure of giving, so that they do not go away empty and yet the livelihood of the poor is not transferred into the spoils of frauds. Therefore let the measure be such that humanity is neither abandoned nor necessity left destitute.”—Ibid., n. 77: “Many pretend debts. Let there be an examination of the truth. They lament that they have been stripped by robberies: let either the injury establish credibility or knowledge of the person, so that they may be helped more readily. Support must be given to those banished from the Church if they lack the means of nourishment. Thus one who observes measure is miserly toward no one but generous toward all. For we ought to offer not only our ears to hear the voices of petitioners, but also our eyes to consider needs. Debility cries louder to a good benefactor than the voice of a poor person. Yet it cannot be that the importunity of those who cry aloud does not extort more; but there should not always be room for shamelessness [imprudence?]. He who does not see you must be seen; he who is ashamed to be seen must be sought out. Let him who is shut in prison also come before you; let him who is afflicted by sickness sound within your mind, though he cannot reach your ears.” (P. L., XVI, 123).

p. 187It is never permitted to give alms in such a way as to encourage idleness and beggary, for sloth is the beginning of all vice, and to support the vicious would be to foment crime and work injury to those really in need.32 Give to the innocent before you give to the guilty, but do not forget that the misery a man brings upon himself through his own fault is also a misfortune.33

32 St. Basil, Hom. in Ps., I, XIV, n. 6 (Migne, P. G., XXIX, 264).

33 Cfr. St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. I, c. 30, n. 159: “But perhaps someone may say: A blind man sits in one place and is passed by, while an able-bodied young man frequently receives. And it is true, because he steals in through importunity. That is not a matter of judgment but of weariness. For the Lord too says in the Gospel (Lk. xi, 8), concerning one who had already closed his door, that if anyone should knock at his door too insistently, he rises and gives to him because of his importunity.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 69).—Cfr. Weber, Armenwesen und Armenfürsorge, pp. 49 sqq.

That charity is often abused is undeniable; but this deplorable fact does not and cannot change the rule that wherever there is real need, we should hasten to give relief, regardless of whether the needy are suffering with or without their own fault. The frequently heard complaint that the poor are unworthy of assistance and ungrateful, quite often has its origin in a wrong method of almsgiving.34 “If you wish those to whom you show favors to be thankful,” says Seneca, “you must not only give, but love.”35 In our day charity has become a sport. Concerts, balls, bazaars, dances and theatrical entertainments are arranged for the ostensible purpose of helping the poor, but mainly for the sake of amusement. This sort of charity, as Ratzinger points out, does not reconcile the poor to their dour lot, but, on the contrary, embitters their minds and thus exercises a ruinous effect, instead of building up.36 Christian charity is a sacred thing and should sanctify those on whose behalf it is exercised.37

34 Seneca, De Benefic., l. I, c. 1: “Nor is it surprising that among very many and very great vices none is more frequent than an ungrateful mind. I see that this happens from several causes. . . . We find many ungrateful people; we make more.”—Ibid., l. II, c. 17: “We generally make people ungrateful, and encourage them to be so.” (Opera Omnia, I, ed. I. Lipsius, Amsterdam, 1672, pp. 585, 586, 633.)

35 Seneca, op. cit., l. II, c. 11: “If you wish to have those whom you oblige grateful, you must not only give, but love. Above all, as I have said, let us spare their ears: admonition causes weariness, reproach causes hatred. Nothing is so much to be avoided in giving a benefit as pride. What need is there of arrogance in one’s countenance? What need of swelling words? The thing itself exalts you. Empty boasting must be removed let the deeds speak while we are silent. A benefit given proudly is not only thankless but hateful.” (Ibid., 626).

36 Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., pp. 477 sq.

37 Cfr. 2 Cor. IX, 5; Jas. I, 27.

p. 188Entertainments and amusements held for charitable purposes, however, may serve a good end and, therefore, should not be unreservedly condemned as anti-social, much less as immoral. Amusements are not per se sinful, but may be ennobled by a good motive and the spirit of sacrifice. By arranging such entertainments for charitable purposes (provided they contain nothing objectionable on other grounds,) the rich show that they have a heart for the poor,38 though it would be a mistake to think that they can acquit themselves of their duty towards the poor solely by attending “charity balls” and similar affairs.

38 Cfr. Gal. II, 1.

It has been asserted39 that the early Church encouraged, nay demanded, indiscriminate and uncritical almsgiving. This is not so. The Didache says: “Let thine alms sweat in thine hands until thou knowest to whom thou art giving,”40 and this saying is quoted approvingly by St. Augustine, St. Gregory the Great, Cassiodorius, St. Bernard of Clairvaux, Abélard, Cardinal Hugh a S.

39 Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums, Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 130; E. Grimm, Die Ethik Jesu, Hamburg 1903, p. 104.

40 Doctr. XII Apost., c. 1, 6: “Let your alms sweat into your hands until you know to whom you give.” (F. X. Funk, Patr. Apost., I, 2nd ed., 6, 7).

p. 189Chiara, and other theologians.41 Not a few ecclesiastical writers expressly warn the faithful against indiscriminate and thoughtless almsgiving and admonish them to exercise prudence and pay due attention to the necessity and worthiness of those whom they succor, and to the circumstances of each case. St. Basil, for example, says that it requires considerable experience to distinguish between greedy and worthy beggars, and that while a good Christian should lend a ready ear to requests for assistance, he should, on the other hand, prudently investigate whether those who ask for help really need it.42 St. Ambrose lays down definite rules for almsgiving, paying due consideration to age, capacity for work, position, guilt or innocence on the part of applicants.43 St. Jerome seems to favor indiscriminate giving,44 yet he expressly warns against foolish extravagance and praises St. Paula for prudently measuring her gifts and distributing her alms according to actual needs.45

41 See the quotations in Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 6.—Cfr. Foerstl, Das Almosen, pp. 39 sqq.; F. Schaub, Die kath. Charitas und ihre Gegner, M. Gladbach 1909, pp. 142 sqq.

42 Epist., 150, n. 3: “For he said that discernment between the person truly in need and the one asking out of greed requires experience. And he who gives to the afflicted gives to the Lord and will receive the reward from Him; but he who provides for everyone who goes about begging has thrown his gift to every dog—burdensomely because of shamelessness, not pitiably because of need.” (Migne, P. G. XXXII, 605); Homil. in Ps., 14, n. 6: “He wishes you, because of love, to be open in simplicity toward those who ask, but again by reason to distinguish the need of each of those who approach.” (P. G., XXIX, 263 sq.).

43 V. supra, p. 185, n. 27; p. 186, notes 28 and 31.

44 In Eccle., c. 11: “He exhorts to almsgiving, because one must give to everyone who asks and do good without discrimination.” (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 1101).

45 Epist., 58 (al. 13), n. 7 (v. supra, p. 184, note 27); Epist., 108 (al. 27), n. 16: “Most matrons are accustomed to bestow gifts upon their trumpeters and, having poured out largess upon a few, to withdraw their hand from the rest: that fault was altogether absent from her [St. Paula]. For she divided her money among individuals according as it was necessary for each, not for luxury, but for necessity. No poor person returned from her empty-handed. She achieved this not by the magnitude of her riches, but by prudence in dispensing.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 892).

p. 190The first clearly developed theory of public poor relief was developed by the famous Spanish humanist and pedagogue Juan Luis Vives (+ 1540), author of a famous treatise, “De Subventione Pauperum,” in which “he proscribes mendicancy, expels poor strangers from the city, obliges the natives to work, recommends apprenticeship for those who have no trade, advocates asylums for the insane, schools for foundlings from the age of six, and provides for the administration of all this by voluntary gifts, the sale of the products of the labor of the poor, the revenues of the hospitals, and taxes on rich ecclesiastical communities. Ypres put these ideas into practice. . . . Other cities followed this example.”46

46 Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 492 sq.




	BLESSINGS AND FRUITS OF ALMSGIVING.—Regarding the matter from the purely economic point of view, it might be expected that almsgiving would diminish a man’s wealth, nay, if indulged in on too large a scale, would even make him poor. But this is not the case. “Almsgiving never yet made a man poor,” says an ancient proverb.47 Holy Scripture in many passages both of the Old and the New Testament teaches that almsgiving brings down blessings upon the giver.48 The true Catholic does not fear or or worry, for he knows from Divine Revelation that God rewards every act of mercy and kindness, and that almsgiving brings not only mediate but also immediate blessings. The poor pray for their benefactors.49 Almsgiving, moreover, belongs to the good works par excellence and is an opus satisfactorium et meritorium, by which a man can make satisfaction to God for his sins,50 and through which he can obtain remission of temporal penalties, innumerable graces, and, finally, a merciful judgment and eternal salvation.51 Nor does it make any difference how large or how small the alms are, for God rewards the cup of cold water given in His name, the mite of the poor widow, nay, even the good will that remains inoperative for lack of means. Thus even the poor can give alms if they but have a good will.52 “If thou have much, give abun- dantly; if thou have little, take care even so to bestow willingly a little.”53 Since, therefore, it is good and meritorious to give alms out of one’s superfluous wealth,54 it is still more meritorious to give away all one’s possessions and become absolutely poor for Christ’s sake, that is, to practice the voluntary poverty recommended in the Gospel.55



47 C. F. O’Leary, Proverbs and Proverbial Phrases, St. Louis 1907, p. 45.

48 Ps. XL, 2; Prov. XI, 24; XIX, 17; Eccles. XI, 1; Matt. V, 7; Luke VI, 35; Acts XX, 35.—St. Cyprian, De Opere et Eleemosyn., c. 9: “But you fear and are afraid that, if you begin to perform many works, when your patrimony has been exhausted by abundant working you may perhaps be reduced to want. In this matter be fearless; be secure. That from which expenditure is made for the uses of Christ, from which a heavenly work is celebrated, cannot be exhausted.” (Corp. Script. Eccl. Lat., III, Vienna 1868, P. 1, p. 380).—Ibid., c. 10: “You fear lest perhaps your patrimony fail if you begin —to work generously from it, and you do not know, wretched man, that while you fear lest your household property fail, life itself and salvation fail; and while you attend to the possibility that anything of your property might be diminished, you do not consider that you yourself are diminished, being a lover of mammon more than of your soul; and while you fear lest you lose your patrimony for your own sake, you yourself perish for the sake of your patrimony.” (C. S. E. L., III, 381).—Ibid., c. 11: “You fear lest perhaps your patrimony fail if you begin to work generously from it? For when has it happened that resources could fail a just man? Elias is fed in solitude by ministering ravens, and for Daniel, shut by the king’s command in the lions’ pit [as prey], a meal divinely appears; and do you fear lest nourishment be lacking to one who works and merits the Lord? . . . God feeds birds and daily nourishment is furnished to sparrows (Mt. vi, 26), and those who have no perception of a divine thing lack neither drink nor food: do you think that anything will be lacking to a Christian, to a servant of God, to one devoted to good works, to one dear to his Lord? Unless you think that one who feeds Christ is not himself fed by Christ, or that earthly things will be lacking to those to whom heavenly and divine things are given?” (C. S. E. L., III, 282).—Lactantius, Divin. Instit., l. VI, c. 12: “He who is rich before God can never be poor.” (P. L., XIX, 531).—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. I, c. 30, n. 151: “No one ought to be ashamed if he becomes poor from having been rich while he gives to a poor person, because Christ became poor when He was rich, that by His poverty He might make all rich.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 67).—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., XLVIII, s. 1, n. 12: “Do not fear: children place things in a treasury and are secure; you place something in the hand of Christ and are afraid? Be prudent and provide for yourself hereafter in heaven.” (P. L., XXXVI, 552).

49 Ecclus. XXIX, 15; 2 Cor. IX, 6–14.—St. Cyprian, De Opere et Eleemosyn., c. 9: “When thanksgiving is directed to God for our alms and works through the prayer of the poor, the wealth of the one who works is increased by God’s recompense.” (C. S. E. L., III, 1, 380 sq.).

50 Dan. IV, 24; Tob. IV, 11; XII, 8 sq.; Ecclus. III, 33.—Lactantius, Divin. Instit., c. 13: “Whenever you are asked, believe that you are being tested by God as to whether you are worthy to be heard. Examine your conscience and, as much as you can, heal its wounds. Yet do not suppose that because sins are removed by largess, license to sin is given to you. For they are abolished if you give generously to God because you have sinned; but if you sin in reliance upon giving generously, they are not abolished.” (Migne, P. L., VI, 684 B).—St. Augustine, Enchir., c. 75: “Certainly those who live most wickedly and do not care to correct such a life and habits, and who do not cease to give frequent alms amid their very crimes and outrages, flatter themselves in vain for that reason.”—Ibid., c. 76: “He who wishes to give alms in an orderly manner ought to begin with himself and give it first to himself. For almsgiving is a work of mercy, and it has most truly been said: Have mercy on your soul by pleasing God (Eccli. XXX, 24). For this reason we are reborn, that we may please God, to whom that which we contracted by being born is deservedly displeasing. This is the first alms that we gave ourselves, because we sought ourselves in our misery through the mercy of the merciful God, confessing His just judgment by which we were made miserable.”—Ibid., c. 77: “Therefore let those not deceive themselves who think that through alms, however abundant, from their produce or from any money, they buy for themselves impunity to remain in the enormity of crimes and the wickedness of outrages. For they not only do these things, but love them so that they always desire to continue in them, if only they can do so with impunity. But he who loves iniquity hates his own soul (Ps. X, 6), and he who hates his own soul is not merciful to it, but cruel; for by loving it according to the world he hates it according to God. If, therefore, he wished to give it alms through which all things would be clean for it (Lk. XI, 41), he would hate it according to the world and love it according to God.” (P. L., XL, 267 sqq.). On Luke XI, 41 see P. Schanz, Lukas-Evangelium, p. 333.—Th. Sommerlad, Wirtschaftslehre, pp. 8 sq.

51 Matt. XXV, 34–46; Luke VI, 38; XII, 33; XVI, 9; Heb. XIII, 16; Matt. V, 7; Jas. II, 13; cfr. Ps. CXI, 5.

52 Matt. X, 42; Mark XII, 42 sqq.; Luke XXI, 1–4.—St. Augustine, Enarrat. in Ps., 103, s. 1, n. 19: “Despise no suppliant, and do not despise the one to whom you cannot give what he asks; if you can give, give; if you cannot, show yourself affable. God crowns the inward will where He finds no means. Let no one say: I have nothing. Charity is not paid out from a purse.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1351).—Ibid., 36, s. 2, n. 13: “Behold want, behold riches. That man receives and will not repay; this man has mercy and lends: abundance belongs to him. What if he is poor? Even so he is rich—Only direct devout eyes to his riches. For you see an empty money-box; you do not see a conscience full of God. He has no means outwardly, but he has charity inwardly. How much he pays out from charity, and it is not exhausted. For if he has outward means, charity itself gives, but from what he has; if, however, he finds nothing outwardly to give, he gives goodwill, offers counsel if he can, offers help if he can; finally, if he can help neither by counsel nor assistance, he helps at least by his desire or prays for the afflicted person, and perhaps he himself is heard more than the one who holds out bread. He whose breast is full of charity always has something from which to give. It is charity itself that is also called good will. God requires no more from you than what He has given you within. For good will cannot be idle. For if you do not have a good will, though you have a coin to spare, you do not hold it out to the poor; the poor themselves furnish one another from good will; they are not unfruitful among themselves.” (P. L., XXXVI, 371).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 125 n. 11: “Sow as much as you can. But you have little—whence will you do so? You have the will? Just as what you have would be nothing if good will were not present, so, because you have nothing, do not be sad if you have good will. For what do you sow? Mercy. And what will you reap? Peace. Did the angels say: Peace on earth to rich men? But ‘peace on earth to men of good will’ (Lk. ii, 14). In Zacchaeus there was great will, in Zacchaeus great charity (Lk. xix, 6–9). . . . Great will; he gave much, he sowed much. Therefore did that widow who put in two mites (Lk. xxi, 1–4) sow little? Rather, as much as Zacchaeus. For she bore fewer means, but had an equal will. She put in two mites from as great a will as that from which Zacchaeus gave half his patrimony. If you attend to what they gave, you find different things; if you attend to that from which they gave, you find equal things: she gave whatever she had, and he gave what he had.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1664).

53 Tob. IV, 9.

54 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 31.—IDEM, Homo Apost., tr. IV, n. 19: “In our neighbor’s grave necessity we are bound to aid him from goods superfluous to our station, but in extreme necessity even from goods superfluous to life; indeed, in extreme necessity we may assist a poor person even from another’s goods, when we lack our own.”

55 Matt. XIX, 21 sqq.—On the evangelical counsels see Vol. I of this Handbook, pp. 236 sqq.—On organised charity and professional charity workers see Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 215 sqq.

p. 194READINGS.—St. Cyprian, De Opere et Eleemosynis (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., Vol. III, 1, 373 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 30–32 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, I, 381 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. II, n. 31–33 (ed. Gaudé, I, 326 sqq.).—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 483 sqq.—W. Roscher and Ch. J. Klumker, System der Armenpflege und Armenpolitik, 3rd ed., Stuttgart 1906.—J. G. Uhlhorn, Die christliche Liebestätigkeit, 3 vols., Stuttgart 1882 sqq., Vol. I, 2nd ed., 1895.—IDEM, Die kirchliche Armenpflege, Göttingen 1892, pp. 10 sqq.—G. Ratzinger, Geschichte der kirchlichen Armenpflege, 2nd ed., Freiburg i. B., 1884.—F. Schaub, Die Eigentumslehre nach Thomas von Aquin, pp. 382 sqq.—J. Lachaud, La Civilisation ou les Bienfaits de l’Eglise, Paris 1890.—L. Lallemand, Histoire de la Charité, 4 vols., Paris 1902 sqq.—J. N., Foerstl, Das Almosen, Paderborn 1909.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 104 sqq.—H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, pp. 231 sqq.—Leo XIII, Encyclical “Rerum Novarum” (The Pope and the People, pp. 192 sq.)


Section 7: Duties with Regard to the Mortal Remains of the Dead

p. 195


	GENERAL REMARKS.—The belief that we owe reverence and respect to the bodies of our departed fellowmen is deeply ingrained in human nature.



a) All nations agree that it is the duty of a dead man’s relatives to provide for the decent burial of his body and that his friends and those indebted to him for favors should join in paying him the “last honors,” i. e., accompany his corpse to its final resting-place.1 From this conviction arose certain burial forms or rites, which differed according to the stage of culture. Equally general is the belief that the denial of the customary burial rites is an act of dishonor towards the dead, his relatives and friends. An honest burial may be denied only to those who at the time of their death had notoriously forfeited every claim to honor and consideration.

1 Cfr. Gen. XLVII, 29; L, 1–13; 1 Kings XXXI, 11–13; 2 Kings II, 5.—Cfr. P. Lex, Das kirchliche Begräbnisrecht, pp. 3 sqq.

b) The Catholic Church has approved and sanc- tified these general notions and customs regarding burial. In the light of Christian belief the mortal remains of the dead are invested with a higher significance. We owe them honor and reverence because they were organs of the spirit, and likewise on account of their participation in the supernatural life of grace and virtue led by the Christian believer, and because they are destined to rise again and become reunited with their souls.2 The Church, therefore, did not abolish the civil funeral ceremonies, but transformed them into a religious and liturgical rite, the essential elements of which are the solemn blessing of the corpse, usually in church, and burial in consecrated soil and the offering up of prayers and sacrifices for the repose of the soul.

2 St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. I, c. 13: “Nevertheless the bodies of the dead, and especially of the just and faithful, are not therefore to be despised and cast away; the Holy Spirit used them as organs and vessels for all good works.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 27). Cfr. also the same author’s treatise, De Cura pro Mortuis Gerenda, c. 7, n. 9 (Ibid., XL, 598).

p. 196The Church denies the “last honors” of Christian burial only to those who, by some definite sinful act, have deprived themselves of honor among their fellowmen. She permits the erection of beautiful monuments to the dead for the reason that exhibition of honors does not cease with death,3 and honors shown to a dead person reflect glory upon his family. But she condemns mere pomp or hypocritical ostentation as unbecoming.

3 Apoc. XIV, 13.

p. 197


	BURIAL OR CREMATION?—The interment of the dead, commonly known as burial (inhumatio), dates back to the beginnings of the human race. The divine sentence: “In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread till thou return to the earth, out of which thou wast taken: for dust thou art, and into dust thou shalt return,”4 was verified among all the nations of antiquity, and even to-day burial is looked upon by all highly civilized peoples as the most becoming method of disposing of the mortal remains of man.



4 Gen. III, 19; cfr. Ecclus. XL, 1.

The custom of burying corpses in the earth, or in sealed coffins in mausoleums above the earth, has entered into the practice and ritual of the Catholic Church. She devotes a special religious cult to the bodies of the dead and surrounds the ceremony of burial (ordo exequiarum), the place of burial, and the monument erected upon the grave with a profound and beautiful religious symbolism.5

5 Rit. Rom., tit. VI, c. 1 and 3; cfr. F. Probst, Die Exequien, Tübingen 1856; C. Krieg, Die Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, pp. 232 sqq.

a) The custom of burning the bodies of the dead (crematio) is of pagan origin and anciently was practiced mostly in connection with fire worship. The Jews never burned, but always buried, their dead.6 Only in exceptional cases, to aggravate capital punishment, in times of war or epidemics, or to prevent dishonoring by pagan enemies,7 were corpses consigned to the flames. Cremation in the Old Testament was regarded either as a disgrace inflicted on the body, or as a sign of extreme necessity. Certain passages which have been quoted to prove that cremation was customary among the Chosen People, refer to the burning of aromatic spices at burials.8

6 Cfr. Gen. XXIII, 19; XXV, 9 sq.; XLVII, 29; XLIX, 30 sq.; L, 2, 25.

7 Gen. XXXVIII, 24; Lev. XXI, 9; Am. VI, 10; 1 Kings XXXI, 12.

8 Jer. XXXIV, 5; 2 Chr. XVI, 14; cfr. J. Benzinger, Hebräische Archäologie, 2nd ed., Tübingen 1907, pp. 127 sqq.

p. 198Christianity followed the Jewish practice of burying the dead, and ever since the earliest days of the Church, inhumation was looked upon as a specifically Christian and cremation as a specifically pagan custom,9 though the New Testament contains no express prohibition of the latter.10

9 Minucius Felix, Octavius, c. 11: “[Christians] both execrate pyres and condemn burials by fire.” (Migne, P. L., III, 267).

10 John XII, 7; cfr. D. A. Petrakakos, Die Toten im Recht, Leipsic 1905.

It is recorded that, in times of persecution, the early Christians risked their lives to recover the bodies of their martyrs, that they might be buried with the sacred rites of the Church. The pagans, to destroy faith in the resurrection of the body, often cast the corpses of martyred Christians into the flames. Minucius Felix thus adverts to their belief that cremation makes resurrection impossible: “Nor do we fear, as you suppose, any harm from [this mode of disposing of the body], but we adhere to the old and better custom of inhumation.”11

11 Octavius, c. 34: “Nor, as you believe, do we fear any harm from burial, but we follow the ancient and better custom of interment.” (Migne, P. L., III, 347).—A council held at Paderborn (Germany), in 785, decreed (can. 7): “Whoever cremates a corpse according to pagan custom, shall be punished with death.” And again (can. 22): “The dead bodies of the Christian Saxons should be brought into the cemeteries of the Church and not buried in the mounds of the heathen.” (Hefele, Konziliengeschichte, Vol. III, 2nd ed., pp. 636 sq.). The Order of the “Teutonic Knights” forbade the Prussians in the peace treaty of 1249 to burn the corpses of their dead. (Voigt, Geschichte Preussens, Vol. II, p. 626).

p. 199It is only of late years that in some countries cremation has been substituted for burial, and crematories with rooms for the storage of urns containing the ashes of the dead have begun to take the place of Christian cemeteries.

b) The reasons given for cremation are partly esthetic, partly psychological, partly economic, and partly hygienic.

α) From the standpoint of esthetics,12 the cremationists contend, it is more becoming to the beauty of the human body to be dissolved by fire, which is a pure and cleansing element, than to rot in the earth, which is unclean and soiled. Cremation furthermore makes it possible to realize the poetic idea of preserving a genuine memorial of the departed in the form of their own ashes, kept in an urn, which serves as a decorative object.

12 Cfr. J. Grimm, “Ueber das Verbrennen,” in Kleinere Schriften, Vol. II, Berlin 1865, pp. 211–313; K. Th. Schulz, Eine neue Bestattungsart, Berlin 1897, pp. 61 sqq.

In answer to this argument we may say that the process of cremation, while it is more rapid than that of natural decomposition, is by no means more attractive or more esthetic. The poetic idea referred to is merely a sentimental apotheosis of human nature, and its object can be more effectively realized by honoring the grave in which the mortal remains of the departed rest.

p. 200β) From the point of view of psychology this argument is advanced: It is repugnant to natural sentiment, and therefore inhuman, to commit the body of a departed relative or friend to a process of decay which cannot be visualized without a shudder. Cremation excludes the horrors of inhumation and is therefore to be preferred.

We answer: Aside from the fact that in a properly constructed grave the corpse does not become the prey of worms, human sentiment is repelled even more by the brutal destruction of the bodily remains of a relative or friend by fire, whereas, on the other hand, it is consoling to be able to visit the grave where a departed relative or friend has found his last resting-place after the labors and trials of life.

γ) In the interest of agriculture it is asserted that inhumation injures the public good by withdrawing a vast amount of soil from cultivation and confining a number of chemical elements indispensable to vegetation in a place where they cannot be utilized, thus gradually bringing about a lack of food, whereas cremation prevents this danger.

This argument is as unconvincing as the other two. The ground devoted to the burial of the dead in any given country is extremely small in proportion to the total area of arable land. Moreover, the chemical elements into which the body is dissolved in the grave are not lost, but for the most part absorbed by the ground water, which redistributes them in every direction.

δ) The principal argument adduced in favor of cremation is that derived from hygiene. It is claimed that cemeteries are a constant menace to the public health because of the poisonous gases they exhale into the atmosphere and the decayed substances with which they infect the ground water, which feeds the wells and springs of the vicinity.

p. 201This specious argument is refuted by the testimony of competent experts, who declare that there is no danger whatever to the public health from properly kept cemeteries. No poisonous gases arise, and if any should arise, they would be instantly dissipated by the fresh air. Poisonous infiltration of the ground water is improbable, and we know of no case where it was ever proved that a well was poisoned by infiltration from a burial ground. Neither has it ever been demonstrated that an epidemic started from a cemetery, or that cemeteries, of which there are so many in or near our cities and towns, are a menace to health.13 If such a danger were ever shown to exist, it could easily be obviated by the proper construction of coffins and tombs and the rational treatment of corpses. The danger of burying apparently dead persons can be avoided by legally enforced autopsy.

13 J. Rochard, “La Crémation,” in the Revue des Deux Mondes, Vol. XCVIII (1890), pp. 916–944; G. Cornet, Die Tuberkulose, Vienna, 1899, pp. 29 sq., 40.

So much for the negative side of the question. Positively, it can be shown that inhumation is the best and simplest means of disposing of the mortal remains of the dead. It has been practiced from most ancient times and appeals to human sentiment as eminently decent and proper. Cremation, on the contrary, runs counter to that sentiment, and is, moreover, impractical. In the first place, crematories and columbaria would withdraw nearly as much soil from agriculture as burial grounds. Second, they are costly to erect and to operate. Third, cremation makes the post-mortem examination of corpses for medical and judicial purposes impossible, or at least extremely difficult, as some crimes cannot be detected by an analysis of the ashes after the corpse is burnt.14 Inhumation has this further advantage over cremation that it makes possible the disinterment of a corpse long after death in case a suspicion of foul play arises where no one thought of it at the time.

14 Cfr. F. Goppelsröder, Ueber Feuerbestattung, Mühlhausen 1890.

p. 202It is asserted that cremation can at least be justified in exceptional cases, for instance, during dangerous epidemics or on the battlefield in time of war. But even this is doubtful. When an epidemic rages, the corpses of the victims can be more rapidly buried than burned, and to compel an army to drag along crematories would be an undue burden.




	The Catholic Church forbids her children to enrol in societies established for the purpose of promoting cremation, or to direct that their own bodies or those of fellow-Catholics be burned after death. She has issued this prohibition for the reason that she looks upon cremation as a detestable abuse.15 This opinion is based, not upon any dogmatic teaching concerning the human body and its resurrection,—for God can collect and revitalize ashes as easily as dust,—16 nor on the impossibility of performing the burial rite over the remains of a burnt corpse, which is quite often done for victims of conflagrations, but mainly on the anti-Christian, anti-ecclesiastical, materialistic, and pagan tendency of the cremation movement, and on the human, and particularly the Christian sentiment towards the mortal remains of man. It is repugnant to human nature to interfere arbitrarily and violently with the natural process of decay which the body undergoes after death, and in the second place the faithful Catholic, who regards Christ’s death and grave as the pattern of his own demise and burial, can ask nothing better than that his mortal remains be buried as the sacred body of the Redeemer was buried, like “a seed sowed in God’s acre, to mature in glory on the day of the resurrection.”17



15 “Detestabilis abusus;” S. C. Offic., d. d. 19 May, 1886; d. d. 15 Dec., 1886; d. d. 27 July, 1892 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1863 sq.).

16 Matth. XXII, 29.—Minucius Felix says (Octavius, c. 34): “Every body, whether it dries into dust, or is dissolved into moisture, or is compressed into ashes, or is attenuated into vapor, is withdrawn from us, but is reserved for God in the custody of the elements.” (Migne, P. L., III, 347). And again

17 “Saat gesäet von Gott, am Tage der Garben zu reifen,” as the poet Klopstock puts it beautifully.—Cfr. Matth. XXVII, 58 sqq.; John V, 28 sq.; XI, 23; XIX, 38 sqq.; 1 Cor. XV, 24 sqq.; 2 Cor. V, 10; Phil. III, 21.—St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. I, c. 13: “These authorities (Matth. XXVI, 10–13; John XIX, 38–42) do not teach that any sensation inheres in corpses, but signify that the bodies of the dead also pertain to God’s providence, to which even such offices of piety are pleasing, in order to build up faith in the resurrection.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 27).—St. Gregory the Great says (Moral., l. IV, c. 27, n. 52): “For what else is it to bury than to conceal?” (P. L., LXXV, 633).

p. 203“What principally determined the Church to forbid cremation,” says Msgr. Meyenberg, “was the observation that the advocates of this practice everywhere employed it as a means to undermine belief in the resurrection of the dead and to de-Christianize public life.”18

16 (op. cit., c. 11): “As though every body, even if it is withheld from the flames, is not nevertheless resolved into earth by years and ages, and as though it mattered whether wild beasts tear it apart, seas consume it, earth covers it, or flame carries it off, since for corpses every burial is good if they feel, and if they do not feel, it is a remedy by the very speed of destruction.” (P. L., III, 267 sq.).

18 Schweizerische Kirchenzeitung, Lucerne, 1909, p. 53.

p. 204The question of cremation does not involve an ecclesiastical dogma, nor is it a purely denominational question, but one in which all Christian churches should be equally interested for the sake of the preservation of an ancient Christian custom which cannot be abolished without grave scandal to the faithful.

It will not do to say that cremation is purely voluntary and must be conceded as a part of that religious freedom of which our age is so proud, for the advocates of cremation aim at making it compulsory, and they are not a religious sect. nor is cremation a religious rite. What they demand is not tolerance, but the enforcement of their impious and un-christian ideas.

The Holy Office has decided19 that if a corpse has been cremated, not by order of the deceased, but at the command of others,20 it may be buried with religious honors, provided the exsequies do not take place at the crematory and no scandal is given. Scandal need not be feared if it is publicly known that the deceased did not wish his body to be cremated. The new Code re-inforces the law that if a Catholic, while living, com- mands his body to be cremated, he is to be denied ecclesiastical burial.21 If any one compelled a priest to give such a person ecclesiastical burial, he would be ipso facto excommunicated.22 Formal co-operation in the act of cremation, be it by command or counsel, is unconditionally forbidden, though material co-operation may be tolerated under certain conditions.23

19 Dec. 15, 1886.

20 “Alienâ voluntate.”

21 C. I. C., can. 1240, 1, 5.

22 Ibid., can. 2339.

23 Decree of the Holy Office, July 27, 1892.

p. 205Lehmkuhl lays down the following rules for the guidance of Catholics:

a) It is not permitted actively to promote cremation, or to render it lawful, even for non-Catholics, by a positive concession, because it is objectively bad, saltem ex adiunctis. It is a rite pertaining to religion and consequently subject to the judgment of the Church, who has declared it illicit.

b) It is, however, permissible, for an adequate cause (ex causa proportionate gravi) to permit cremation negatively, i. e., not to prevent others from performing it.24

24 Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., p. 676, 6.




	The section of corpses for juridical or scientific purposes is permissible because of its importance for the study of medicine and for the benefit of suffering humanity.25 It goes with- out saying, however, that corpses used for this purpose must be properly interred and must not be abused. To treat human remains (whole corpses or portions thereof, bones, skeletons, etc.) irreverently is a sin, nay, under certain conditions, it may even be a sacrilege. The violation and desecration of graves and the scattering of human remains has always been regarded as a crime and severely punished.



25 Cfr. K. Gegenbaur, Lehrbuch der Anatomie, 6th ed., Leipsic 1895; F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 490 sqq.; J. Donat, S. J., Die Freiheit der Wissenschaft, Innsbruck 1910, pp. 214 sq. (English edition, The Freedom of Science, New York 1913).

p. 206Pope Boniface VIII, in his oft-quoted decretal,26 did not forbid the anatomic section of corpses, but only the abuse, which had originated during the crusades, of separating the flesh from the bones in order to make possible the transfer of the latter to the home of the deceased.27

26 Extrav. Com., Cap. I l. 3, tit. 6: “Those who disembowel the bodies of the dead and inhumanly boil them so that, the bones having been separated from the flesh, they may carry them to be buried in their own land, are excommunicated by the fact itself.”

27 Cfr. E. Michael, S. J., Geschichte des deutschen Volkes, Vol. III, p. 433 sq.; Lex, Das kirchliche Begräbnisrecht, pp. 229 sqq.

It has been decided that the hearts of dead persons may be preserved in jars or urns.28 For the honor of humanity let us assume that the horrible crime of the sexual violation of corpses is committed only by insane persons.29

28 S. R. C., d. d. 11 Feb., 1898: “The preservation is carried out in this way: the heart is enclosed in a glass vessel, ordinarily placed in a visible place and among flowers. May this practice be continued? Resp.: Affirmatively, provided that the preservation described does not take place in a sacred place.”

29 Maschka, Handbuch der gerichtlichen Medizin, Vol. III, 192.

READINGS.—J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 790–796.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 487 sqq.—L. Ruland, Die Geschichte der kirchlichen Leichenfeier, Ratisbon 1901, pp. 2 sqq.—L. Henry, L’Inhumation et la Créma- tion, Louvain 1876.—A. Besi and E. Holzinger von Weidich, Die Beerdigung und Verbrennung der Leichen, Ratisbon 1889.—G. Hassl, Gottesacker oder Leichenofen? Augsburg 1898.—P. Winkler, Verbrennen oder Begraben? Innsbruck 1902.—F. Probst, Die Exequien, Tübingen 1856.—E. Berardi, De Crematione Cadaverum, Bruges 1904.—Wm. Devlin, S.J., art. “Cremation” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 481–483.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 742 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 673 sqq.—B. L. Conway, C.S.P., The Ethics and History of Cremation, N. Y. 1923.


Section 8: Duties with Regard to the Bodily Life of Others

p. 208We owe a twofold duty to our fellowmen with regard to their bodily life. The first of these is purely negative, namely, to omit whatever might destroy or injure their life or health, be it directly or indirectly, totally or partially, suddenly or gradually. Hence the prohibition of murder, manslaughter, mutilation, crimes against the life of unborn children, and duelling.




	MURDER or voluntary homicide (homicidium voluntarium sive praemeditatum), is the unjust, intentional, and premeditated killing of an innocent man.1 Sacred Scripture numbers this crime amongst those that cry to Heaven for vengeance.2



1 Ex. XX, 13; XXI, 12; cfr. Matth. V, 21; XIX, 18.—St. Augustine, Epist., 204 (al. 61), n. 5: “That it is not lawful to kill another when no laws or legitimate authorities command it, even one willing and asking for it and now unable to live, is sufficiently shown by the Book of Kings, where King David ordered the killer of King Saul to be killed, although he had said that Saul, already wounded and half alive, had asked him to do this and to release the soul struggling against the bonds of the body and desiring to be set free from those torments by a single stroke of the weapon (2 Kings i, 1–16). Therefore, because everyone who kills a man without any authority of legitimate power is a murderer.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 940).—Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 6, qu. 9: “As regards those who commit killing, plainly no one is excepted—not the rich, not powerful men, not masters, not parents—but, with every distinction and discrimination removed, killing is forbidden to all.”

2 Gen. IV, 10; IX, 5 sq.; cfr. Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 6, qu. 14.

p. 209Murder, like conscious and voluntary suicide, is an act of criminal interference with the supreme prerogatives of Almighty God (crimen laesae maiestatis divinae), a most grievous sin against justice and charity, and a crime against society.3

3 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 100, art. 5, ad 5; cf. 2a 2ae, qu. 73, a. 3; qu. 122, a. 6, ad 4: “Homicide in itself is not something desirable, but rather something horrible, because it does not of itself have the character of any good.”—Ibid., qu. 47, a. 6, ad 3: “He who kills a man does injury not only to the man killed, but also to God and the commonwealth.”—Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 6, qu. 15: “For murderers are the bitterest enemies of the human race, and therefore of nature; insofar as lies in them, they overthrow the whole work of God when they take away man, for whose sake He testifies that He made all things whatsoever that were created; indeed, in Genesis (v, 9), when it is forbidden that a man be killed because God created him in His image and likeness, he who removes His image from the midst does an extraordinary injury to God and seems as though to lay violent hands upon Him.”

Murder may be either simple or qualified.

Simple murder (homicidium simplex) is the killing of a person towards whom one has merely the general obligations of justice and charity. Qualified murder (homicidium qualificatum) is voluntary homicide aggravated by circumstances which alter the nature or degree of the crime.

Such circumstances are: (a) the position or rank of the victim; (b) the latter’s relation towards the murderer, for instance, of husband to wife, father to child or child to father (parricidium), priest to layman (sacrilegium), ruler to subject (regicidium); (c) the conditions under which the crime is committed, for example, its object and purpose (robbery; latrocinium) or the means used in committing the crime, e. g., poison (veneficium), treachery (homicidium proditorium). All these circumstances increase the guilt of the crime, make it more atrocious and deserving of severer punishment.4

4 2 Kings III, 27; 1 Mach. VII, 14–18.

p. 210a) The involuntary killing of a human being (homicidium involuntarium), commonly called manslaughter, is usually committed in a moment of passion and is imputable and punishable in proportion to the measure in which the use of free will was not hindered. Infanticide, i. e., the killing of an illegitimate child by its own mother during or soon after birth, is classed as manslaughter by the criminal law of some countries. But as passion does not always diminish imputability, the moralist must judge each case on its own merits. Morally equal to infanticide is the exposure of an infant, i. e., the intentional abandonment of the same in a helpless condition, unless there is the greatest probability that it will be picked up and cared for.

In regard to the killing of babies by their own mothers it should be remembered that this crime is quite often committed under compulsion, rather than voluntarily, for which reason the civil law usually deals with it le- niently. Great excitement, a delirious condition, bodily weakness, loss of blood, pains, the feeling of being deserted, worry about the future, fear of disgrace,—all these and other circumstances may conspire to create an exceptional state of mind in which the responsibility for the crime is realized either not at all, or but dimly.5

5 Huber, Hemmnisse der Willensfreiheit, 2nd ed., p. 234, note 1.

p. 211b) Accidental killing (homicidium casuale) i. e., homicide not by direct intention, but as a consequence of some dangerous act (voluntarium in causa), is imputable to the agent if he is aware of the danger of killing some one at the time he performs the act, e. g., driving at great speed in a crowded street, handling a gun carelessly, letting dangerous animals run amuck, and so forth. When no such probable danger exists, or when it is not adverted to, casual homicide is not imputable in conscience, although if the act is legally forbidden, even on other grounds than the chance of causing another’s death, and some one is killed by it, the secular law in many countries punishes it as manslaughter.

Accidental killing is committed by physicians, surgeons, and midwives who cause the death of their patients by culpable incompetency or lack of attention; by druggists who through ignorance or carelessness compound deadly medicines; by nurses and attendants who do not give proper care to their patients; by factory owners and mine operators who omit to take reasonable precautions for the protection of their employees and thus become responsible for serious accidents,—in short by all who cause the death of others by acts which, in virtue of their position, profession, or office, they know or ought to know are dangerous to life.6

6 Ex. XXI, 28 sq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 64, art. 8.—P. G. Antoine, Theol. Mor. Universa, t. III, tr. De Iust. et Iure, P. III, c. 2, qu. 12: “Wholly accidental homicide, namely, that which is voluntary neither in itself nor in its cause, is not a sin, indeed not properly homicide, but a simple killing. Because sin is essentially voluntary, therefore that which is voluntary in no way is in no respect a sin. Hence one who kills another in inculpable drunkenness is not guilty of homicide, nor is he bound to restitution, because that killing is not voluntary, either in itself, since the use of reason is absent, or in its cause, namely drunkenness, since this was in no way willed or culpable. It is otherwise if the drunkenness was culpable and the drunk man foresaw or could have foreseen this event, for then the killing is voluntary in its cause and therefore imputable as guilt and damage.”—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 103 sqq.—For an interesting case at law see Pollock, Law of Torts, 8th ed. pp. 48 sqq.

p. 212Midwives or nurses who receive children with the silent understanding that they dispose of them, and then let them starve to death, are guilty of premeditated murder, unless their conduct is attributable to carelessness.




	Mutilating another or injuring his health is sinful if done against his reasonable will. To this class of forbidden acts belong corporeal maltreatment, the infliction of unnecessary pain by beating or wounding, overburdening with work, cruel treatment, handing out insufficient or adulterated and consequently injurious food, etc. Strong emotions, too, such as, for instance, fear, anger, and even excessive joy, can injure the human organism and imperil its existence, nay, destroy it, by causing paralysis of the heart, or psychoses and serious derangements of the nervous system, such as epileptiform or hysterical convulsions, and so forth.7



7 Cfr. Maschka, Handbuch der gerichtlichen Medizin, Vol. I, pp. 809 sqq.

p. 213Any injury unjustly done to the health or members of another against his reasonable will is a violation of justice and a mortal sin, unless passion, previously suffered injury or smallness of matter (parvitas materiae) diminish the guilt. Mutilations which entail the loss of the procreative faculty (castratio, emasculatio) are inspired by greater malice and are therefore more severely punished by the civil law.




	CRIMES AGAINST THE UNBORN.—Every morally forbidden act or omission which results in the death of an embryo or a fetus in the mother’s womb, from the time of conception until or during delivery, is morally equivalent to manslaughter.8 The Catholic Church has always regarded the value and dignity of human life so highly that she never permitted it to be destroyed or injured even in its incipient stages.9 Acts or omissions tending in that direction are imputable in proportion to the guilt involved, and it is owing to the influence of the Church that they are punished also by the civil law. In our neo-pagan age a movement has been started to make feticide legal.



8 St. Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 86: “From the moment a man begins to live, from that moment he is certainly already able to die.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 272).—Cfr. the propositions condemned by Pope Innocent XI, n. 35: “It seems probable that every fetus (as long as it is in the womb) lacks a rational soul and first begins to have one when it is born; and consequently it must be said that no homicide is committed in any abortion.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1185).

9 Doctr. XII Apost., c. II, n. 3: “[You shall not kill] a child by abortion, nor destroy one after it is born.” Funk, Patres Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., VIII, 1; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers, Vol. I, pp. 312 sq.); Epist. Barnab., c. 19, n. 5: “You shall not kill a child by abortion, nor again destroy it after it is born” (Funk, op. cit., p. 90, 22; K. Lake, op. cit., p. 404); Epist. ad Diognet., c. 5 n. 6: “They marry like everyone; they beget children, but they do not cast away those born” (Funk, op. cit., p. 398, 10; Lake, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 360); Tertullian, Apol., c. 9: “But for us, murder having once been forbidden, it is not permitted even to dissolve what has been conceived in the womb, while blood is still being drawn into a human being. To prevent birth is the hastening of homicide; nor does it matter whether one snatches away a soul already born or disrupts one being born. He too is a man who is going to be one; every fruit is already present in the seed.” (Ed. Leopold, Vol. I, p. 68).—Minucius Felix, Octavius, c. 30 (Migne, P. L., III, 333 sq.).

p. 214a) Women who through their own fault, e. g., by an inordinate mode of life, by voluntarily produced or sustained excitement of the passions, or incautious physical exertion, bring about a miscarriage (abortus, i. e., a delivery before the twenty-eighth week of pregnancy) commit a mortal sin. Pregnant women, especially if they are disposed to miscarriage, are bound in conscience to avoid such occasions as hiking, dancing, driving over rough roads, long railroad or automobile rides, lifting or carrying heavy burdens, the abuse of alcoholic liquors, and the use of power machinery.

It is sinful to maltreat a pregnant woman or to overburden her with work, etc., thereby causing a miscarriage or creating a disposition for it.10

10 Ex. XXI, 22 sq.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 380: “Parents are bound to exercise diligent care for their offspring from conception itself, to avert everything that can be harmful to it, and to keep watch lest it be exposed to any danger to life. Hence the following sin gravely of themselves: 1. women who do not take care lest the fetus be destroyed in the womb through disorderly sensuality, dancing, heavier burdens, running or a long journey, excessive anger, or more vehement grief; 2. men who treat their pregnant wives harshly, inflict serious wounds upon them, or impose greater labors upon them.”—Ibid., n. 415, 5: “Those who strike or terrify a pregnant woman so that abortion follows are murderers. Likewise pregnant women who through grave imprudence in various ways posit the proximate cause of abortion, v. g., by devoting themselves to excessive labors, carrying greater burdens, or washing their feet in cold water.”

p. 215b) To procure abortion directly and intentionally, by the ejection of the fertilized ovum or the fetus from the uterus before it is viable, is a grievous crime, whether committed by the mother or by another person. Morally such an act must always be regarded as an intentional destruction of human life, since the distinction formerly made between foetus animatus and foetus inanimatus is physiologically untenable.11

11 Cfr. Prop. 34 among those condemned under Innocent XI: “It is permissible to procure an abortion before the animation of the fetus, lest a girl discovered pregnant be killed or disgraced.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1184).—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 414: “Direct abortion is never permitted, even if the fetus were supposed still unanimated, under any pretext of avoiding death, etc. The reason is that if the fetus is animated, it is homicide properly so called. But if it is not animated, it is anticipated homicide. For the fetus, even unanimated, is ordered toward the formation of a man; therefore its ejection is anticipated homicide.”—Ibid., n. 415, 1: “A pregnant girl may not take a drug to expel the fetus, lest she lose her reputation or be killed by an enraged father, because abortion would be directly procured.”—Cfr. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 190 sqq.; L. Knapp, Theologie und Geburtshilfe, Prague 1908, pp. 50 sqq.

p. 216Intentional co-operation in bringing about abortion (procuratio abortus) is likewise strictly forbidden. What renders this sin all the more grievous is the fact that the fetus which is thus destroyed is robbed not only of life, but of the grace of Baptism, and that the crime, when committed by the mother or near relatives, partakes of the nature of parricidium.

The assertion that every child “has the right not to be born” is contrary to Catholic teaching and therefore untenable.

c) Medical science has devised certain artificial means for saving the life of both mother and child, or at least that of the mother, in cases where, on account of some physical obstruction, normal delivery is impossible. Such means are: medical abortion, artificially produced premature delivery, perforation, the Cesarian section, laparotomy, and symphyseotomy.12

12 On these operations, see A. O’Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide, passim, N. Y. 1919.

The S. Congregation of the Penitentiary, on Nov. 28, 1872, replied evasively to the question whether “the operation called craniotomy, or a similar operation aiming directly at the killing of the child in its mother’s womb were ever permissible,”13 but the Holy Office declared on May 28, 1884, that the permissibility of craniotomy “tuto doceri non posse,” i. e., cannot be safely taught in Catholic schools or practiced without danger of sin. This decision was followed by two others of the same S. Congregation, dated respectively, Aug. 13, 1889, and July 29, 1895, by which this prohibition was extended so as to include “all surgical operations aiming directly at the killing of the fetus or the mother.”14 The S. Congregation in making this decision had before it a case in which craniotomy (perforation) was the sole means of saving the mother.15 Hence the following principles must guide us in the moral appraisal of this obstetrical operation:16

13 S. Poenitentiario, decree of 28 Nov., 1872: “Having maturely considered the propositions, he answered: let approved authors, whether old or more recent, be consulted, and let it be done prudently.”

14 Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1889 sq.; Cfr. Chas. Coppens, S. J., Moral Law and Medical Practice, ed. Spalding, N. Y. 1922, pp. 58 sqq.

15 “When, namely, if it [craniotomy] is omitted, mother and child are going to perish, but if it is admitted, the mother is to be saved while the infant perishes.”

16 Capellmann, Medicina Past., 5th ed., Aix-la-Chapelle 1893; B. M. Bergervoort, Direkter Abortus und Kraniotomie und deren Erlaubtheit, Munich 1896; F. Guermonprez, L’Assassinat Médical et le Respect de la Vie Humaine, Paris 1904; Chas. Coppens, S. J., Moral Law and Medical Practice, ed. Spalding, New York 1922; Stöhr-Kannamüller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedizin, 5th ed., pp. 461 sqq.; Antonelli, Medicina Past., Vol. II, 3rd ed., pp. 55 sqq.; A. Klarmann, The Crux of Pastoral Medicine, New York 1920.

p. 217α) Artificial or medical abortion (abortus medicinalis), i. e., the ejection from the womb of an immature fetus or a fertilized but not yet viable embryo,17 is direct homicide and, therefore, a grievous crime against the fifth commandment. Abortion is, moreover, a more or less dangerous attack upon the life of the mother, and therefore an attempt upon two lives at once. Modern gynecology knows of but two diseases in which abortion may be indicated as a last resort.18 The causes of the first may be removed by the administration of chloroform, while the second (hyperemesis gravidarum), usually the result of hysteria, is of rare occurrence and as a rule not only ceases about the middle of the gestation period, but can be cured by rational therapy. Hence the first duty of the physician in such cases is to endeavor to remove the underlying causes. Abortion should be avoided for the additional reason that it is a very doubtful means, to say the least, of saving the life of the mother.

17 O’Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide, pp. 91 sqq.

18 J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 414: “Sometimes it is permitted indirectly to procure or permit abortion, namely, by administering to a mother suffering from a serious disease remedies harmful to the fetus, if the following conditions occur: 1. That it be a matter of a fatal disease; 2. That the remedies harmful to the fetus be directly and immediately efficacious of themselves for curing the disease; 3. That there be no hope of procuring eternal life for that fetus through Baptism. . . . It is permitted for physicians to give a pregnant woman suffering 18 suffering from most remedies customarily used for various diseases, although abortion can sometimes follow. The reason is that experience shows that abortion very rarely follows from most properly directed remedies.”—Ibid., n. 415: “It is not permitted for a pregnant mother, even in certain danger of death, to take, or even to give her, a medicine which by its own force is directed to the ejection of the fetus, although the death of both would certainly occur if it were not administered, and on the contrary she would certainly or probably be saved if it were administered. The reason is that abortion would be directly procured. . . . It is permitted for a physician to administer a remedy directed of itself to curing the mother’s disease, if it is certain that, if the remedy is not given, both the mother otherwise destined to die and the fetus will perish without Baptism, because thus both mother and fetus are assisted in the best way possible; but very rarely will there be certainty about both. But if the danger of abortion is equal whether the remedy is taken or not, it is lawful to take it, because the mother’s life is cared for without greater danger to the fetus.”

p. 218Indirect abortion, on the other hand, is permissible in certain cases, i. e., if it results accidentally from the application of remedies which are per se intended and apt to cure the mother. It is permissible, therefore, in the treatment of pregnant women who are suffering from a disease, even if there is no immediate danger of death, to employ internal or external remedies which, in the common experience of the medical profession, are necessary or apt to cure the disease from which the mother is suffering, even though they may accidentally cause abortion.19

19 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 415, 2: “It is not permitted for physicians or midwives, when a woman is pregnant, to kill the fetus in order to free the mother from death.”

When there is immediate danger of death, such means may be used as will be necessary to cure the mother, even though it were certain or highly probable that abor- tion would follow, provided there is no other effective remedy to save the mother and all possible precautions are taken to prevent abortion.

p. 219β) It is lawful to induce premature delivery by artificial means as soon as the fetus is viable, i. e., so far developed that it can live outside the womb. However, this operation may endanger the lives of both mother and child, and should, therefore, be resorted to only in urgent cases. Such an emergency would arise if the birth of the child at the end of the full period would necessitate a still more dangerous operation, or if the mother were suffering from a serious illness that could probably be cured by inducing a premature delivery. Though the latter process may not entirely comply with the final object of delivery, i. e., to bring into the world a fully developed and healthy child, it at least involves no direct destruction of life and makes possible the administration of Baptism in case the child should die.

γ) Obstetrical operations that result in the destruction of the life of the child (craniotomy, cranioclasy, cephalotripsis, embryotomy [decapitation or exenteration]) are directly homicidal and therefore absolutely forbidden. Though the resultant death of the mother is not attributed to the operation, but to the disease which the operation was designed to cure, there is always involved a certain danger to the mother from the careless use of instruments or some other accident. If the fetus is dead, there is no objection to craniotomy. In case of doubt whether the fetus is dead or alive, the physician may operate if the mother’s life is in danger. In this extremely delicate question the principle of self-defense in the strict sense cannot be invoked in favor of the mother. However, the physician may consider himself in a state of perplexity from which he can extricate himself only by choosing the safer side, i. e., by saving the certain life of the mother. Besides he would make himself liable to prosecution if he omitted to use the means prescribed for such cases in the current text-books on obstetrics.20

20 P. A. Finney, C. M., Moral Principles in Hospital Practice, St. Louis, Mo., 1922; O’Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide, pp. 92 sqq.; Coppens, Moral Principles and Medical Practice, pp. 62 sqq.

p. 220δ) The so-called Cesarian section (sectio caesarea), which consists in cutting open the womb (incisio ventris) to extract a fetus that cannot be delivered in the natural way, is in itself an immediate attack upon the life of both mother and child but its technique has been so perfected that it is no longer as hazardous as it used to be and may, therefore, be permitted, provided the danger to the mother is not so immediate that the operation would mean almost certain death. All possible precautions must moreover be taken to safeguard the lives of both mother and child.21 Note, however, that the favorable results referred to have for the most part been achieved in a comparatively small number of hospitals and clinics and that the percentage of mortality still remains rather high. The ordinary practitioner, according to Dr. O’Malley, is utterly unfitted to do a Cesarian section of any kind.22

21 S. C. Offic., d. d. 4 May 1898: “1. Is acceleration of delivery permitted whenever, because of the narrowness of the woman, the exit of the fetus at its natural time would become impossible? 2. And if the woman’s narrowness is such that even premature delivery is judged impossible, will it be permitted to provoke abortion or to perform a Caesarean operation at the proper time? 3. Is laparotomy permitted when the case concerns extrauterine pregnancy or ectopic conceptions? Reply to 1: Acceleration of delivery is not in itself unlawful, provided that it is performed for just causes and at the time and in the ways by which, according to ordinary contingencies, provision is made for the life of the mother and fetus; to 2: As regards the first part, negatively, according to the decree of Wednesday, July 24, 1895, concerning the unlawfulness of abortion. As regards the second, nothing stands in the way, since the woman in question may be subjected to a Caesarean operation at the proper time; to 3: Under compelling necessity laparotomy is permitted for extracting ectopic conceptions from the mother’s womb, provided that, so far as possible, serious and timely provision is made for the life of both fetus and mother.”—Cfr. Knapp, Theologie und Geburtshilfe, pp. 70 sqq.

22 The Ethics of Medical Homicide, p. 138.

p. 221Porro’s operation, so-called, consists in the removal of the uterus after a Cesarian section to prevent further conceptions, and is altogether unjustifiable.23

23 O’Malley, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, p. 59.

As regards the Cesarian section, a mother is, broadly speaking, not obliged to submit to it and should be counseled to do so only in view of the eternal salvation of her child. This consideration must not, however, always be urged in praxi, because it might lead to the commission of a mortal sin and consequently bring about the eternal loss of the mother.

If a mother dies in the state of pregnancy, the Cesarian section should, if possible, be performed on the corpse, to save the eternal and perhaps also the temporal life of the child.24

24 Rit. Rom., tit. II, c. 1, n. 17: “If a pregnant mother has died, the fetus should be carefully extracted as soon as possible and, if it is alive, baptized.”—S. C. Offic., d. d. 13 Dec., 1899.—Cfr. Stöhr-Kannamüller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedizin, 5th ed., pp. 473 sqq.; Antonelli, Medicina Past., Vol. II, 3rd ed., pp. 71 sqq.

ε) Symphyseotomy (sectio symphyseos) is a cutting of the maternal pelvic girdle through the symphysis pubis, the rigid joint at the front middle part of the pelvis, thus letting the bony girdle dilate. It has latterly been replaced by hebosteotomy or pubiotomy (a sawing through that joint to effect the dilation) because the rate of mortality is somewhat lessened by the latter method.25 Both operations are to be judged in the same light as the Cesarian section, that is to say, they are licit only when they do not involve direct homicide.

25 O’Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide, p. 135.




	DUELLING.—A duel is defined as a premeditated and pre-arranged combat with deadly weapons, between two persons, usually in the presence of witnesses, called seconds, for the purpose of deciding a quarrel, avenging an insult, or clearing the honor of one of the combatants, or of some third party, whose cause he has espoused.26



26 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 316.

p. 222A duel, therefore, differs from an ordinary fight, from single combat (by which the fate of a battle is sometimes determined), and from the so-called mensuren of European students. The latter as a rule exclude the motive of revenge and serious danger to life, and are mere sports, though they sometimes degenerate into real duels and must be judged as such.

Duelling is in itself immoral because it is an illegitimate interference with God’s property right in human life.27 It is a usurpation of justice, for which there is no legitimate excuse in a well-ordered State. As a means for deciding a quarrel or vindicating the honor of the combatants, it is totally inappropriate, because there is no intrinsic proportion between the means used and the end sought for.

27 Ex. XX, 13; Deut. XXXII, 29; Wisd. XVI, 13 sq.; Rom. XIV, 7 sq.

A duel would be an appropriate means for the preservation of honor if, as the ancient pagans and not a few medieval Christians believed, it represented a sort of divine ordeal in which truth and justice always triumph. But this is not the case. In a duel the victory does not depend on the justice of one’s cause, or the probity of one’s character, but on such extrinsic factors as greater strength or superior skill in the handling of deadly weapons.

p. 223Duelling has been condemned as a detestable practice by the Council of Trent and the excommunication pronounced against the guilty parties, their seconds and abettors is renewed in the new Code of Canon Law. The latter also denies ecclesiastical burial to those who die as the result of a duel, unless they give signs of repentance before death, and refuses them public funeral services, exequial and anniversary masses.28

28 C. I. C., can. 2351, 1; 1240, 1, 4; 1241.

As duelling is not a common practice in English-speaking countries (for which this Moral Theology is intended) we need not enter into details. Under English and American law duelling is illegal, and if it results in death, it is regarded as murder, and the seconds are liable to punishment as accessories.29

29 Slater, Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 318.

READINGS.—On HOMICIDE: St. Thomas, Summa Th., 2a, 2ae, qu. 64, art. 8; qu. 65, art. 1 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 48 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 363 (ed. Gaudé, I, 621).—Pruner, Die Lehre vom Recht, Vol. II, pp. 106 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 491 sqq.—F. v. Holtzendorf, Die Psychologie des Mordes, Stuttgart 1875.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 360 sqq.—A. O’Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide and Mutilation, New York 1919, pp. 1 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 266 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 360 sqq.

On MUTILATION: Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 65 sqq.—A. O’Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide and Mutilation, New York 1909, pp. 23 sqq.

On CRIMES AGAINST THE UNBORN: H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 364 sqq.—A. O’Malley, The Ethics of Medical Homicide and Mutilation, N. Y. 1919, pp. 92 sqq.—A. O’Malley and J. J. Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, N. Y. 1906, pp. 48 sqq.—Chas. Coppens, S.J., Moral Principles and Medical Practice, new ed. by Spalding, S. J., N. Y. 1921, 37 sqq.—J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. II, 4th ed., Rome 1920.—J. M. Harty, “The Church and the Unborn Child,” Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. I (1906), No. 2.

p. 224On DUELLING: H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 374 sqq.—Ferraris, Bibliotheca Canonica, s. v. “Duellum.”—A. Wiesinger, Das Duell vor dem Richterstuhl der Religion, der Moral, des Rechtes und der Geschichte, Graz 1896.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 105 sqq.—J. Rickaby, S.J., Moral Philosophy, pp. 222 sqq.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 76 sqq.


Chapter V: Man’s Duties with Regard to the Temporal Possessions of his Fellowmen


Section 1: The Original Titles of Private Ownership

p. 225


	The right of ownership (dominium) is defined as “the permanent and exclusive right of retaining, controlling, and disposing of an object in one’s own interest and according to one’s own wishes.”1 It is derived from nature itself and protected by the natural law.2



1 Cfr. M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, p. 113.—J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 533: “Ownership is the legitimate faculty of disposing of some thing as one’s own. Ownership is chiefly divided into perfect and imperfect, according as there is a right to dispose both of the thing itself and of its utility, or only of one of the two. Imperfect ownership, however, is subdivided into direct and indirect, that is, useful, according as it regards solely the ownership of the thing or solely its utility. They also commonly distinguish high and low ownership. The former is ownership improperly so called and is termed the right which the supreme authority has, for the gravest cause and for the good of the community, sometimes to dispose of the goods of private persons with due compensation, insofar as this can be done. The latter is the ownership of private persons, to which the definition properly applies.” Cfr. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 248 sqq.

2 Leo XIII, Encycl. “Quod apostolici,” Dec. 28, 1878: “The right of property and ownership, proceeding from nature itself, is sanctioned by natural law.”—IDEM, Encycl. “Rerum novarum,” May 15, 1891: “The right to possess things privately as one’s own has been given to man by nature. . . . The right of ownership which we have shown to have been bestowed by nature upon individuals must be transferred to man insofar as he is the head of a family. . . . Therefore, when relief for the people is sought, this must be held above all as a fundamental principle: private possessions must be preserved inviolate.”—IDEM, Encycl. “Graves de communi,” Jan. 18, 1901: “Therefore let nothing be more sacred to it [Christian democracy] than justice; let it command that the right of acquiring and possessing be kept intact.”

p. 226All ownership is based on some ground, usually called title. A title is a factor or an event by which a particular owner comes to have a right to his property. There is a variety of such titles, partly original or primary, partly derivative or secondary. An original title of ownership is one by which objects that belong to no one are appropriated, or by which existing private property is increased or improved. A secondary title is one based upon donation or legitimate purchase from a previous owner.




	The chief original titles of ownership are: occupancy, accretion, and labor.



a) Occupancy (occupatio), the first and most primitive title of private ownership, is defined as the actual appropriation of ownerless objects with the intention to keep them as one’s own. This title of ownership (ius primi occupantis) presupposes that the object in question is by nature fit to become private property (res capax dominii privati). Hence it must not belong either to State or Church, nor be of such a nature that it cannot be occupied, e. g., the sea or air. Secondly, it must be actually ownerless, that is to say, it must never have belonged to anybody (res nullius), or, if it did, have been relinquished by the former owner (res relicta); third, the occupant must have the intention of acquiring the object as his own and of exercising the right of ownership in future. Fourth, the act of occupancy must be such as to convey to others some intimation that proprietary possession has been taken.3 This is usually done by some external act, e. g., in the case of a movable object, keeping it and turning it into something else; in the case of soil or real estate, by the act of cultivating it, fencing it in, setting out plants on it, and so forth.

3 M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 139 sq.—Gury, op. cit., I, n. 558: “Occupancy is the actual taking possession of things which belong to no one. It is a legitimate mode of acquiring ownership, provided that the required conditions are present, namely: 1. That the thing be capable of private ownership and belong to no one; 2. That the occupant wish to make it his own and take possession of it; 3. That no law stand in the way of occupancy. The more frequent practical cases concerning this matter relate to the occupancy of animals.”

p. 227The principle that ownerless land in uncivilized countries may be occupied and thereby become private property is recognized by the law of nations.

The most common kinds of occupancy are: hunting (venatio), fishing (piscatio), and discovery (inventio). In civilized countries the right of hunting and fishing is regulated by positive laws and hence may not be exercised ad libitum, or if it is so exercised, entails the duty of making restitution for damage done. Hence the right of occupancy may be exercised:

p. 228α) In regard to ownerless objects (res nullius), e. g., wild animals (animalia fera) which have not yet become private property by the laws regulating the chase, or by being enclosed in parks or ponds; in regard to tamed animals (animalia mansuefacta) that have freed themselves from control; in regard to bees and pigeons which have lost their home, but not in regard to domestic animals (animalia domestica). The latter never become ownerless, even when they escape from their masters, except if they go astray, in which case they are to be treated as lost objects.

β) Abandoned objects (res derelictae) are objects which once had an owner, but were given up by him because he no longer cared for them. This category does not include property that has been abandoned because of impending danger, or from which the owner has been separated against his will, e. g., on the occasion of a conflagration or a flood; nor does it include tame animals that have gone astray. Occupation based upon the so-called right of salvage, therefore, is morally inadmissible.

Occupancy is “not of much practical account in modern civilized States, since all the land of the earth is now practically ‘occupied.’ And even such unoccupied territories as still remain, like Central Africa, have been divided in such a way that the right of extension allowed to each competing government is fixed by special treaties or understandings. The only cases in which occupancy is still to be regarded as an operative title are those of finder, fisherman, and hunter. Their rights are . . . decided by special civil enactments in each country.”4

4 Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 142 sq.—Cfr. Gury, l. c., n. 559–563.—Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 283 sqq.

p. 229γ) Lost treasures (thesauri) are movable objects of value, such as coins, gold or silver vessels, etc., which have lain hidden so long that their legitimate owners can no longer be ascertained. The finder of such treasures has a right to keep them if he is the owner of the soil.

If the treasures are found by a third party, one-half belongs to the owner and the other half to the finder if the discovery was accidental, and the whole to the owner if the discovery was the result of an intentional search.5

5 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 602 (ed. Gaudé, II, 85).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 564: “According to Roman law, treasure is a sum of money hidden in the earth, of which no memory remains. According to French law, it is any thing hidden or buried which no one can prove to be his own and which is found by chance.” Cfr. ibid., n. 565–566.

If valuables are found concealed in a movable article, and the ownership cannot be established, the same principles apply. Thus if a man finds money in a piece of furniture belonging to him, it becomes his property; if the furniture belongs to another, the find should be divided half and half; if it has been purchased, the money belongs entirely to the purchaser. If the owner of a house destroyed by fire sells the remaining logs, and valuables are found therein, they belong to the purchaser; if a treasure is uncovered in removing the débris, it is to be divided equally between the finder and the owner of the property.6

6 Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 116 sq.

p. 230δ) Finding a lost article (res amissa) out of the possession of its owner per se confers no title of ownership, but rather imposes the duty of returning the article to its rightful owner. If the owner is unknown, efforts should be made to find him, and meanwhile the lost article should be properly taken care of. If careful enquiry fails to locate the owner, the finder may, after a reasonable time, keep the lost article7 and is not obliged to reimburse the rightful owner who appears on the scene later, provided he has not become richer by his find. A finder who does not take pains to ascertain the owner of a lost article, is as bad as a possessor malae fidei and bound to make restitution.

7 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 5, ad 5.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 603 (ed. Gaudé, II, 86): “It is asked whether the finder of a lost thing, when the owner has not been found, may keep it for himself. There are three opinions. . . . The third opinion, which is truer and is to be followed, distinguishes and says: When, after diligence has been exercised, it is still possible to find the owner, then the thing or its value must be preserved. But if neither can be preserved, the thing or its value must be spent entirely on pious uses according to the presumed will of the owner, who still retains ownership of that thing whenever the thing can return into his hands. Conversely, when, in view of the circumstances of length of time or distance of place, or because the thing can no longer be recognized by the owner as his own, as happens with ordinary coins, it does not seem possible that it should return to the owner, then it becomes ownerless and is therefore acquired by the first occupant, who is not bound to dispose of it according to the will of the former owner, since through the impossibility of recovering it the latter has completely lost the right of ownership. . . . The reason a priori is that the law of nations grants private persons ownership of things for no other purpose than that they may use them. Hence, when it is impossible for the thing to come to their use, it becomes ownerless as though abandoned and returns to the primordial law of nature, and therefore belongs to the first occupant without any obligation.”

p. 231The American law on the subject is briefly stated as follows by Bolles: “The finder does not take title to every article found and out of the possession of its true owner. To have even a qualified ownership the thing must be lost, and this does not happen unless possession has been lost casually and involuntarily so that the mind has no recourse to the event. A thing voluntarily laid down and forgotten is not lost within the meaning of the rule giving the finder title to lost property; and the owner of a shop, bank, or other place where the thing has been left is the proper custodian rather than the person who was the discoverer. If a lost article is found on the surface of the ground, or the floor of a shop, in the public parlor of a hotel, or near a table at an open-air place of amusement, or in the car of a railroad, it becomes, as against the loser, the property of the finder, who appropriates it regardless of the place where it was found. . . . The law regards the possession of an article which is lost as being that of the legal owner who was previously in possession, until the article is taken into the actual possession of the finder. If the finder does not know who the owner is, and there is no clue to the ownership, there is no larceny although the finder takes the goods for himself and converts them to his own use. If the finder knows who the owner is, or has a reasonable clue to the ownership, which he disregards, he is guilty of larceny.”8

8 Putnam’s Handy Law Book, pp. 27 sq.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 566: “Question 4: What is to be done if at length the owner appears, when the thing has been expended or consumed in pious uses? Answer: (1) If the thing still exists, it must be returned to the owner, because wherever it is, it cries out for its owner. The finder, however, is bound, at least with slight inconvenience, to see that it can be restored, e. g., by warning the possessor or the owner of the thing himself; (2) If the thing has been consumed after sufficient diligence had previously been employed to find the owner, nothing is to be restored except that by which the consumer has become richer; (3) If it has been consumed without the finder having employed the necessary diligence, he is bound to repair the whole damage arising from its destruction.”—Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1089 sqq.

p. 232b) Accretion or production (accessio sive productio) is that mode of acquiring ownership whereby something is gradually added to what is already one’s own,—either by some process of nature (accessio naturalis), as when animals give birth to young, or real estate grows by alluvial deposits; or, secondly, by human labor (accessio industrialis), for instance, planting, sowing, cultivating, and so forth, or, lastly, in both ways together (accessio mixta). Where no law or contract provides otherwise, the rule is that “accessorium sequitur principale.”

Whatever is sowed, planted, or raised on ground belonging to another, belongs to the owner of the soil, but he who did the sowing, planting, etc., if he acted in good faith, has a claim to indemnification. He who employs materials belonging to another for the manufacture, e. g., of a piece of furniture or a picture, is the owner of what he has made, but must indemnify the owner of the material used.9

9 Gury, op. cit., Vol. I, n. 580 sq.: “Accretion is a mode of acquiring ownership in some thing from the fact that that thing is added to ours and united with it. Accretion usually occurs in various ways, namely: 1. By birth, or when an animal conceived by a male belonging to another is born to us. He who has the mother has the right to all the animals born from her. Hence the maxim: The offspring follows the womb; 2. By alluvion, or when an increase by the force of waters is gradually added to someone’s estate. Ownership cannot, however, be acquired by sudden alluvion; 3. By adjunction, or when two things belonging to different owners coalesce in such a way that they cannot be separated; then the whole composite belongs to him whose material is superior in size or in value within the composite, but he must indemnify the other; 4. By specification, or when a new bodily form is fashioned by art from another’s material. Then, by Roman law, if the form cannot be returned to the former material, the thing belongs to the artisan, who is bound to pay the price of the material or compensate any damages; 5. By commixture or conjunction of two equally principal things belonging to different owners. Then, if the mixed things can be distinguished and separated, let them be separated; but if they cannot be distinguished, the thing will be common and must be divided in proportion to each one’s own quantity. Nevertheless, the owner of the superior material can keep the whole mass, due compensation having been made; but if the mixed things are altogether inseparable and approximately equal, the composite belongs to both owners in common and must be sold so that the price may be divided; 6. By building, or when a building is constructed from another’s material on one’s own land, or from one’s own material on another’s land. In general, ownership of the land draws with it whatever is placed above or below it. The building therefore belongs to him whose is the soil, upon due compensation. Almost the same must be said about planting and sowing. Hence the common verses: ‘Whatever is planted, sown, or built upon, all yields to the soil, provided, however, that it puts forth roots.’” Cfr. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 293 sqq.

p. 233From what we have said it is plain that labor, too, is an original title of ownership. By labor is meant human industry, spiritual or corporal, suitable for producing goods. As the effect follows its cause, so does the fruit of labor belong to the laborer.10 Some writers, taking their cue from the so-called classics of political economy, have exaggerated the importance of labor by declaring it to be the only just title of ownership and reducing the occupation of ownerless property to labor as a title of ownership. This is a manifest exaggeration, for all labor deals ultimately with some pre-existing raw material. The work which a man does, gives him a right to the fruits of his labor, but the ownerless property that a man occupies is plainly not the fruit of his labor nor of his activity in taking possession of it.11

10 Leo XIII, Encyclical “Rerum novarum,” May 15, 1891; English in The Pope and the People, London 1912, pp. 178–219.—J. A. Ryan, Social Reconstruction, pp. 68 sq.

11 J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 28 sqq.—Cfr. M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 143 sq.; Jos. Biederlack, S. J., Die soziale Frage, 7th ed., p. 112, n. 1. Cfr. V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 313 sqq.

p. 234Authorship, too, entails a property right in the true sense of the term. The real object of this right is not the spiritual content, but the concrete and therefore palpable form into which that content has been cast and in which it is capable of mechanical multiplication. The usual rules governing property may therefore be applied to the products of authorship. The civil laws on the subject of copyright and patents bind in conscience.12

12 J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 287.—Cathrein, op. cit., II, 323.—L. Geller, Das Gesetz betr. das Urheberrecht an Werken der Literatur, Kunst und Photographie, Vienna 1896.—J. Kohler, Urheberrecht an Schriftwerken und Verlagsrecht, Stuttgart 1906.—Drone, The Law of Property in Intellectual Productions, N. Y. 1910.—IDEM, art. “Copyright” in the Encyclopedia Americana, Vol. V.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 18 sq., 1*–6*.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 2 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, pp. 53 sqq.).—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 582 sqq., 620 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 493–502 (ed. Gaudé, Vol. II, pp. 17 sqq.).—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 4th ed., pp. 301 sqq.—Schaub, Die Eigentumslehre nach Thomas von Aquin, pp. 343 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S. J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 240 sqq.—H. Pesch, S. J., Lehrbuch der Nationalökonomie, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 189 sqq.—F. Hitze, Kapital und Arbeit und die Reorganisation der Gesellschaft, Freiburg 1880, pp. 99–145.—Th. Meyer, S. J., Institutiones Iuris Naturalis, Vol. II, pp. 126–201.—Castelein, S. J., Le Socialisme et le Droit de Propriété, Paris 1896.—J. Kelleher, Private Ownership, Dublin 1911.—D. Merino, Natural Justice and Private Property, Eindhoven (Holland) 1922.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 113 sqq.—H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, ed. by T. J. Shealy, S.J., N. Y. 1913, pp. 135 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., s. v. “Property” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII.


Section 2: The Derivative Titles of Ownership

p. 235The derivative titles of ownership or secondary modes of acquiring property are: prescription, hereditary succession, and cession by means of various kinds of contracts.




	PRESCRIPTION (praescriptio) or acquisition by means of prescription (usucapio) is the legal provision by which a man in course of time acquires an object or a right (praescriptio acquisitiva) or is freed from an obligation (praescriptio liberativa sive extinctiva). Though it has its origin in the civil law, prescription binds in the internal forum (in foro conscientiae) because it is necessary for the common welfare. Every man must devote proper care to the conservation of his property, and there would be no end to quarrels and lawsuits if the time for arguing and deciding them were unlimited.1 The legal and Moral conditions of prescription are contained in the following memorial verses:



1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 568: “Human law can, by the force of prescription, transfer ownership of things from one person to another even without the owner’s consent. For such a transfer is very useful, indeed morally necessary for the common good of society, since it is required to prevent or settle disputes which otherwise would arise rather often from an uncertain right of possession. Moreover, it is not contrary to natural equity, since the law was established before any event and by that very fact offers to all and each an equal chance of gain or loss.”—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, p. 148; C. S. Devas, Political Economy, pp. 490 sq.

p. 236You will not acquire by prescription unless these five things are present for you:
Let the thing be suitable, good faith, title, possession, time.

Or:

Equitable good faith, a just title, a thing not defective,
That you possess the thing, and time also be continued.

Prescription, therefore, presupposes:

a) A res praescriptibilis, i. e., an object which, either by its nature or by common law, is fit to be possessed by this particular person. Hence no right of prescription can be invoked in the case of sacred things (res sacrae) and stolen goods (res vitiosae), nor can public property (res publicae) pass by such right into private ownership.

b) Good faith (fides bona sive aequa), i. e., an erroneous judgment by which one prudently holds that an article in his possession is really his. Without good faith one cannot legitimately begin prescription, and if bad faith destroys good faith before the expiration of the time set by law, the prescription is interrupted. Should the civil law require prescription in the beginning only, such a provision would not avail in conscience.

c) A just title (iustus titulus), i. e., a legal provision or external fact creating a conviction of the legitimacy of his ownership in the possessor. A legal title (titulus verus) is in the nature of things not necessary, for such a one actually confers the right of ownership; all that is required is an apparent title (titulus coloratus sive existimatus), which can reasonably be held to be a true one, but a merely presumptive title (vitiosus sive tantum praesumptus) is not sufficient.2

2 Gury, op. cit., n. 572: “Title is said to be a cause sufficient of itself to transfer ownership, e. g., purchase, donation, etc. A true title is not indeed required, as is evident, for otherwise the possessor would not need prescription to acquire the thing; but a colorable title is required, that is, one which bears the appearance of a true title, although it is false in itself.—For prescription of thirty years no title is required, but possession alone suffices even in conscience, provided there is good faith; or rather, a presumptive title is then had in the very fact of peaceful possession over so long an interval of time.” Cfr. J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 291.

p. 237d) Possession,3 i. e., the actual and continuous holding of an object, accompanied by the intention of retaining it as one’s own.

3 Reg. Iuris in VI° Decr. Bonif. VIII, n. 3: “Without possession prescription does not proceed.”—J. P. Gury, op. cit., n. 571: “Possession is said to be the holding of a thing or the exercise of some right. This possession is required for prescription. . . . Possession, however, must enjoy various conditions. For it must be: 1. Dominative, or held with the intention of an owner, not of a depositary, etc.; 2. Public, that is, not clandestine, so that it could have become known to him against whom prescription is made; 3. Peaceful, that is, excluding every act of violence; 4. Certain, that is, not equivocal; 5. Continuous or uninterrupted, until the required time is completed.”

e) The time required for prescription (tempus requisitum) is not determined by natural, but left to human law. This differs according to the objects in question. Moralists distinguish: tempus breve, a period of from three to ten years; tempus longum, a period of ten or twenty years; tempus longissimum, a period of twenty or thirty years; tempus immemoriale, a period the beginning of which no living person can remember, usually one hundred years, more or less. A distinction is also made between movable and immovable objects. Rights inherent in objects, movable or immovable, or the young whilst yet unborn, become subject to prescription. Once fruits are detached from their objects, they change ownership by prescription just like movable objects.4

4 Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., p. 125.—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 573 sq.

It is the common teaching of moralists that prescrip- tion of less than three years does not bind in conscience, because the legislators do not intend that it shall.5

5 Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 292.

p. 238


	Bequest is the right to take possession of the whole or part of an estate left by a deceased person (successio hereditaria). It is a natural right, contained in the very idea of ownership and conferred by a legally executed “last will and testament,” or by an ante-mortem agreement made in conformity with the law, or by the law itself. The conditions of validity for a last will and testament are laid down by positive law.6 If a man dies intestate, i. e., without leaving a will, the State takes charge of his estate and distributes it according to the statutes, which is called intestate succession (successio ab intestato).7 The law of inheritance, as it has been developed through many centuries, is attacked by the Communists. Catholic moralists uphold it because of its high importance for the individual citizen, for the institution of the family, and for the entire social order.



6 Cathrein, op. cit., II, 346 sqq.

7 Th. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 196 sqq.—St. Ambrose, De Officiis, l. III, c. 9, n. 58: “[Without] those placed at the end of life having their own judgment, so that they may freely testify to what they think.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 192). Cfr. Périn, Christliche Politik, pp. 200 sqq.; Schaub, Die Eigentumslehre nach Thomas von Aquin, pp. 374 sqq.

A man may dispose of his property in a twofold way, either by means of a declaration as to who shall be his heirs, called last will or testament, or by an ante- mortem agreement with his heirs, called testamentary contract. If this contract involves only part of an estate, it is called donatio mortis causa. This must be distinguished from donatio inter vivos, by which a man gives away part of his property during his life-time, either unconditionally or on condition that he receive an income from it till death.8

8 Cathrein, Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., p. 340.

p. 239Per se no one is obliged to make a will because the law provides sufficiently for the distribution of the property of those who die intestate; but circumstances may make it a duty. This is the case:

a) When there are debts to be paid which will probably not be settled unless mentioned in the last will or testament; b) If there is restitution to be made, which the heirs will presumably not make unless they are held to do so by the terms of the will; c) If the testator foresees serious quarrels in connection with the division of his property, and can easily obviate them by means of a will; d) If the merits of his children differ, so that one is in justice entitled to a larger share of the estate than the others, or if one of them is likely to squander or misuse the property left to him; e) If the guardianship of an immature child would be entrusted to an unreliable person, unless due provision against such a mistake is made by will.

It is proper, too, that the testator should provide for the repose of his soul by appropriate directions in his will. In this sense confessors may and should admonish the dying to attend to their temporal affairs and provide for the repose of their souls, without, however, exercising any undue influence or, what would be even worse, taking selfish advantage of the situation.9

9 Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, p. 136.

p. 240The Code expressly declares that “whoever is able, by natural and ecclesiastical law, to dispose freely of his property, can devote it to pious causes (ad causas pias), either by donation while he is still alive, or by last will and testament (sive per actum inter vivos sive per actum mortis causa).”10

10 C. I. C., can. 1513, § 1.

The Code also says that in the making of a will by which the Church is benefitted, all legal formalities should, if possible, be observed, and that, if these formalities have been omitted, the heirs should nevertheless carry out the wishes of the testator.11

11 Can. 1513, § 2.

The executors of all pious bequests, testamentary and otherwise, are the Ordinaries, who are exhorted to see to it that these bequests are faithfully carried out; clauses attached to a will contrary to this right of the Ordinaries are declared null and void.12

12 Can. 1515.

Priests have full liberty of disposing of their belongings, but they should remember the Tridentine decree13 which admonishes them to will the bona superflua derived from ecclesiastical benefices either to the Church or to the poor. This obligation, however, is merely one of obedience (ex lege ecclesiastica), not of justice (ex iustitia).14

13 Conc. Trid., Sess. XXV, c. 1, De Ref.

14 Conc. Vienn. a. 1858, t. 7, c. 5; Conc. Prag. a. 1860, t. 8, B, c. 4 (Collectio Lacensis, Vol. V, 217, 593).

Aside from the minimum established by law, parents may give a larger share of the property of which they have free disposal to one child than to another, but should do so only for a just cause, such as: special merits, poverty of one and unworthiness of the other, etc. Where no just reason for discrimination exists, charity and prudence counsel equal distribution, because an unequal division easily causes dissatisfaction and quarrelling.

p. 241Brothers and sisters who are in real need must (sub gravi) be preferred to other poor persons, and even to pious causes, at least to the extent that their immediate needs are satisfied. Towards other relatives there is indeed an obligation, but it is not grave. Where the law does not protect the interest of man or wife, there is a certain natural obligation of giving him or her at least a portion of the testator’s property, or the usufruct thereof. Noldin,15 following De Lugo, holds that this obligation indirectly touches the property itself, and therefore binds the heirs.16

15 Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 574; cfr. Th. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, p. 194.

16 Cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. I, p. 140.

The portion due to a deceased child may not be appropriated by the brothers and sisters, but, unless the civil law provides otherwise, should be given at least in part to the poor, for Christ, who, according to St. Augustine,17 is a member of every Catholic family, has destined His share for the poor. Some monasteries have the beautiful custom of leaving the place of a deceased member vacant for a while and giving his portion of food and clothing to beggars.

17 Serm., 86 (al. 43 De Diversis), n. 11–13 (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 528).




	Cession (traditio) is the transfer to another by mutual agreement of ownership in an object. This brings us to the discussion of contracts.



READINGS.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 609 sqq., 706 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 503–517.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 531 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 30 sqq.—Th. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 192 sqq.


Section 3: Nature and Division of Contracts

p. 242


	DEFINITION.—A contract (contractus, pactum) is a mutual agreement between two or more parties, recognized by law as creating an obligation to do or to omit a particular thing, and productive of a permanent claim in one or both parties.






	CONDITIONS NECESSARY FOR VALIDITY.—To be morally valid and binding, a contract must comply with certain conditions, both on the part of the contracting parties and as to matter and form. With due regard to the properties which belong to a contract by natural law, positive legislation may and does regulate the details with regard to conditions as well as concerning different forms of contracts, in conformity with natural justice and the common welfare.



a) The parties to a contract (subiectum contractus, contrahentes, paciscentes) must be naturally and legally capable of entering into an agreement, and they must enjoy the use of reason and freedom of action, because a contract is a human act.

p. 243b) The matter of a contract (materia sive obiectum) must be something morally and physically fit to form the object of an agreement.1 Hence an agreement which violates an inalienable right of one of the contracting parties, or of a third party, or the laws of morality, or which demands something impossible, is immoral and therefore invalid. If, however, a man has performed an evil deed in conformity with a contract into which he has entered, he may, without committing an additional sin, receive and keep the reward due to him, though it would be better to devote it to some good purpose (ad pias causas).2

1 J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 726: “A contract is an agreement by which one or more persons bind themselves toward one or more others to give, do, or omit something.” Idem, ibid., n. 727: “The matter of a contract generally consists of things and deeds, or all those things which can fall under human dominion and over which contracting parties have full ownership and free administration. The matter of a contract must possess various conditions; namely, it must be possible, existent, honorable, proper to the contracting party, and certain. 1. Possible, both physically and morally, because no one can be bound to the impossible; 2. Existent either in fact or at least in a certain hope, or probably going to exist, otherwise no right over it could be had; 3. Honorable and lawful, that is, prohibited by no law, because an obligation concerning a dishonorable and forbidden thing cannot be given, as is evident; 4. Proper to the contracting party, as is evident from the definition, for no one can transfer to another a right which he himself does not have; 5. Certain and determined, whether as an individual thing or in quantity and quality, for otherwise the contract would be illusory.” Cfr. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1240 sqq.

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 32, art. 7, ad 2; qu. 62, art. 5, ad 2; qu. 87, art. 2, ad 2.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 712 (ed. Gaudé, II, 176).—J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 730.—S. Poenit., d. d. 23 Apr. 1822: “A penitent woman is not to be compelled, but is to be exhorted to expend the price of prostitution for pious uses, according to the judgment of a prudent confessor.”

An immoral contract is per se invalid and binds no one. But since the matter or object may be separated from the motive, one who has demanded and received an immoral act from another, may be obligated to perform his part of the bargain, provided the act demanded of him is possible and honorable. A man who hires another to set fire to the house of a third, enters into a contract which is per se invalid. If the hireling lives up to his part of the agreement, is the hirer obliged to pay him the promised sum, and may the hireling keep the money? The answer is yes, regardless of what may be said of the disproportion existing between the sin and its reward. The reward is paid not on account of the sin involved in the undertaking, but on account of the material performance, which is not in itself sinful, since the malice lies not in the deed itself, but in its form and motive. The reward is given for the labor performed, for the care involved in the choice of the proper means, and for the risk assumed in the undertaking. That the hireling is thereby encouraged to commit other similar crimes aggravates the sinful character of the contract, but is not a sufficient reason for withholding the contractual reward, to which he has a right. He may retain the wage for his labor, even if that wage exceeds the one usually paid for similar material labors, because the risk involved is exceptional. From the moral point of view, money thus received is rated as ill-gotten gain, and whatever portion of it is not needed for the sustentation of life, is subject to restitution, though it need not be given back to the person from whom it was received, but may be donated to charity.3

3 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 533 sq.

p. 244If a man has made a present to a woman with the intention of seducing her, she may keep the gift, even though she did not commit the sin demanded of her. The reason is that there was no pactum de peccato patrando.4 But, as Göpfert observes, “the acceptance or retention of such a present may involve the sin of scandal, namely, in so far as the donor may thereby be encouraged in his evil purpose by the hope of fulfilment.”5

4 Gury, op. cit., Vol. I, n. 731: “It is asked whether, if a man has given something to a woman in order to seduce her, she may retain the thing after refusing consent? The answer is affirmative, because no agreement concerning the commission of sin intervened, and therefore the donation is to be regarded as entirely gratuitous.” Cfr. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 1248–1251.

5 F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, p. 152.—Cfr. J. Kelleher, “Immoral Contracts,” in the Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. IV, (1909), No. 15.

p. 245c) Formally, a contract demands a mutual, serious, and perfectly free internal consent (consensus internus,) manifested by some external sign or signs (consensus externus). Extremely vague terms, a lack of express acceptance of the promise given, or any essential error with regard to the object or nature of a contract, render that contract invalid, because in such cases there can be no true agreement of the will between the parties concerned. A non-essential error, on the other hand (e. g., concerning an accidental quality of the matter), does not affect the validity of the contract, unless the contract was caused by this very mistake. If this was the case, the contract, if it was a gratuitous one, is null and void because gratuitous contracts presuppose free consent. Grave fear, unjustly caused, so long as it does not deprive the subject of the power of clear thinking, does not, ex iure naturali, render a con- tract invalid, but gives the party who acted under the influence of fear the right to renege the obligations incurred.6 Force, which deprives one of the contracting parties of his liberty, renders a contract null. A signature obtained by force is, therefore, legally worthless and does not bind the signer in conscience.

6 J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 737, 740–747; J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 297; M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 305 sqq.

p. 246The so-called gratuitous contracts (vide Sect. 4, infra) are not affected in their validity by a non-essential or an accidental error, for consent to its substance is sufficient to make a contract valid. Accidental errors easily occur in legal affairs, and it would give rise to numerous inconveniences if contracts were invalid or could be declared void because of a non-essential error. If, however, the error was substantial and caused by intentional deceit on the part of one of the contracting parties, and the other party was induced by it to make the contract, the deceived party has the right, upon discovery of the error, to rescind the agreement. Some authorities regard the contract as invalid in such a case. Most others consider it valid as long as the deceived party does not demand its dissolution. The latter, consequently, has it within his power either to let the contract stand, if he wishes to do so after he has discovered the error, or to have it revoked, i. e., to demand of the other party that it be regarded as null and void.7

7 V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 355 sq.

Slight fear8 does not by natural law invalidate a contract, for if it did, every contract would be doubtful, as there are people who seem to be in a constant state of dread and can be induced to make a promise or sign an agreement only if inspired by fear or placed under moral pressure. Slight fear, even if unjustly inspired, does not destroy freedom of decision. On the contrary, fear often makes a man cautious and teaches him to give special attention to the business in hand. Hence it would not be right to say that slight fear invalidates gratuitous, or even onerous contracts (the latter if fear was the principal reason for, or the occasion of, making the contract) in foro conscientiae, but such fear may be a reason for demanding the dissolution of an otherwise valid contract.

8 See this Handbook, Vol. I, p. 116.

p. 247


	DIVISION OF CONTRACTS.—Contracts are commonly divided as follows:



a) With regard to the effects or the obligation involved (α)—into unilateral (unilaterales) and bilateral (bilaterales), according as they give rise to an obligation of justice in one of the parties only or in both; (β) into gratuitous (gratuiti) and onerous contracts (onerosi), according as one of the contracting parties receives a utility without a corresponding burden, or the burden is distributed between both; (γ) insurance or social contracts, which aim not at profit, but at securing rights of property.9

9 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 535 sq.

b) Distinguished according to form, contracts are divided into (α) solemn, (β) public, (γ) private, depending upon the legal formalities by which they are accompanied.

p. 248c) With reference to their object, contracts may be ecclesiastical or civil, and they may or may not affect property rights.

d) Distinguished according to the law by which they bind, contracts are divided into natural contracts and contracts of civil obligation.

Other divisions are of minor importance.

The division of contracts evolved by the casuists, says Linsenmann, does not flow from their internal nature. Some of them are merely the product of a legal fiction, which cannot be carried to its logical conclusions in the ulterior development of the law. The distinction between unilateral and bilateral contracts, for instance, is opposed to the very nature of contracts. The distinction between gratuitous and onerous contracts is purely extrinsic and not quite accurate. In Moral Theology, at least, every contract is not only bilateral, but also onerous, though the consideration involved does not always consist in a definite, material quid pro quo enforceable under the law, but at times is purely ethical and ideal. But even in regard to the material quid pro quo jurists and casuists cannot determine sharply which species of contracts naturally postulates it and which does not. It does not lie in the nature of a loan contract that it is sometimes (commodatum and mutuum) rated as gratuitous and sometimes (locatio, conductio, etc.) as onerous.10

10 Linsenmann, op. cit., p. 536.

READINGS.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 210 sqq.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 631 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 707 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 174).—J. Schwane, Die theologische Lehre über die Verträge, Münster i. W., 1871, pp. 8 sqq.—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 336 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 533 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 352 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 363 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 298 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 294 sqq.—T. Slater, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 332 sq.


Section 4: The So-Called Gratuitous Contracts

p. 250Gratuitous contracts, so called, are: promises, gifts, deposits, loans, and the agreements known in Latin as mutua, for which we have no precise equivalent in English.




	A promise (promissio) is merely a free and sincere declaration of one’s willingness to do something gratuitously for another. It is, therefore, not strictly a contract, but rather a preliminary to a contract. English law will not enforce a simple promise for which no valuable consideration was given and which was not entered into by deed,1 but in the forum of conscience a promise imposes an obligation, either of fidelity or of justice, as the intention may be.



1 T. Slater, S. J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 496.

“There is a dispute among theologians concerning the kind and quality of the obligation imposed by a simple promise. An onerous promise for which consideration is given by the other party, and mutual promises bind in justice, and consequently under pain of grievous sin in serious matter. Similarly, where the promisee has been led to rely on a promise, and would suffer serious loss unless the promise were fulfilled, the promisor will be under a grave obligation to fulfil it. Apart from these circumstances the obligation of a simple promise will depend on the intention of the promisor. If he intended to give the promisee a strict right to what was promised, he will be bound in justice; otherwise he will only be bound by the virtue of fidelity, which is a self-regarding virtue, and imposes an obligation to make the fact agree with one’s word. The virtue of fidelity of itself only binds under pain of venial sin. A promise will cease to bind if some event takes place or becomes known subsequently which would have prevented the promisor from making the promise if it had happened or been known beforehand. For a simple promise is essentially conditional; the promisor binds himself to do something under certain suppositions and in certain circumstances; if those suppositions are not verified, or if the circumstances become changed, the promise no longer obliges. All the more will a promise cease to bind if what was promised becomes unlawful and wrong, or useless, or impossible.”2

2 Op. cit., p. 497. Cfr. M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, p. 313.

p. 251


	A gift (donatio) is a contract by which a man (donator) gratuitously transfers an object or a right to another (donatarius). For a gift to be valid, the donor must be free to give away the object or right in question, and the receiver (donatarius) must be free to accept it. A gift is called inter vivos if the ownership in the property is transferred by the donor while he is still alive; it is called mortis causa if made in view of death, i. e., with the intention that the donatarius shall receive the property only after the donor’s demise.3 The difference between these two kinds of gifts lies in this, that a donatio mortis causa may be revoked at any time, and becomes void with or without a cause, if the donatarius dies before the donor, unless indeed the latter expressly ordained the contrary. A donatio inter vivos, on the contrary, can be voided only for definite reasons determined by law, e. g., if an heir is born to the donor, if the beneficiary proves grossly ungrateful, or if the donor becomes poor and needy without any fault of his.4 Gifts of immovable objects or movable ones of considerable value must be legally approved to be valid. Catholic Moral Theology demands of the donor that he shall not injure his family or creditors nor give his property away to unworthy persons in order to gratify his own passion or that of another; and of the beneficiary, that he shall not obtain a gift by deception, intrigue, or other undue influence, that he shall refuse to accept a donation unjustly made, and that he shall show himself duly grateful for gifts, both in word and deed.5 The civil law may add other conditions, for instance, that there should be some public record of the transaction.



3 J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 761: “A donation in general is the gratuitous grant of some thing. It can be made in two principal ways, namely, between the living and by testament.” Ibid., n. 770: “A donation between the living is an act or contract by which the donor actually and irrevocably deprives himself of some thing in favor of the accepting donee.” Ibid., n. 797: “A donation in contemplation of death is one which is made in view of death; it is necessarily revocable by its nature. This concerns the common law. A donation in contemplation of death is valid, provided it is clothed with the due conditions, namely: 1. It must be made in view of death, otherwise it would be considered a donation between the living; 2. It must be accepted before the donor’s death by the donee himself; 3. If the donee predeceases the donor, it is revoked by that very fact and does not pass to his heirs.”

4 Gury, ibid., I, n. 773; Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. I, pp. 162 sqq.

5 Col. III, 15; 1 Thess. V, 18; 1 Tim. II, 1; cfr. Prov. XVII, 13.—J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 300.

p. 253In most countries gifts are hedged about with many legal provisions intended, first, to exclude undue influences and, second, to prevent donations to persons and institutions which the State does not wish to be so favored. When the lawmakers really have in view the common welfare, these limitations are wholesome. There may be undue weakness shown in giving and there are always persons ready to exploit such a defect of character for their own benefit. In view of this fact the public authorities have a right to protect the weak in their property and to limit extravagance in the form of immoderate and unjust giving. Take the case of a man who disinherits his wife and children and leaves his property to a concubine. Here surely the law ought to interfere. Christian moral teaching, therefore, obliges us to respect the civil laws in this regard. No gift should be made except for some adequate reason, and the beneficiary should realize that he assumes certain obligations with the gift.6

6 Linsenmann, Moraltheol., pp. 548 sq.




	A deposit is a contract by which a man (deponens) entrusts to another (depositarius) an object (depositum), to be guarded for him until he demands it back.7



7 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 806: “A con- tract by which a thing is entrusted and accepted for safekeeping, to be restored intact whenever the depositor wishes.”

p. 254a) The depositary is bound in conscience to take reasonable care of the object entrusted to him. He is not allowed to make use of it or to appropriate its fruits; he must return the object to its lawful owner upon demand, and make restitution for any damage or injury it may have suffered ex dolo et culpâ latâ seu levi while in his care. If the object entrusted has decreased in value by accident, the depositary is not responsible for the damage, for “casum sentit dominus.” If the damage was done through his fault, the question of indemnification must be decided by the terms of the contract. If there was no definite agreement, the depositary is responsible not only for grave neglect on his own part, but also for moderate neglect, provided he receives some compensation for the custody of the object or has freely offered his services. If he has used the entrusted object without the owner’s permission, he is responsible for all damage or depreciation, even though it may have occurred accidentally. If the deposit turns out to be ill-gotten, or the depositary has a just claim against the owner, or reason to fear that the owner will abuse the object, he is not bound to give it back.8

8 St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. II, c. 29, n. 149: “Faith with respect to deposits must be kept; diligence must be employed.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 143).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 806: “Obligations of the depositary: 1. He is bound to keep and guard the deposited thing with the care and diligence which diligent men are accustomed to employ in preserving a similar thing of their own; for he has undertaken custody of the thing handed over. If the deposited thing perishes through fraud or through his theologically culpable negligence, he is bound to restitution; 2. He may exact nothing for custody of the thing, unless the owner has expressly promised him compensation, because a pure deposit redounds to the advantage of the depositor alone. But if an agreement concerning compensation has intervened, the deposit then passes into a hiring of service, namely, for the safekeeping of the deposited thing; 3. He is forbidden to use the deposited thing without the owner’s express or tacit consent, or at least consent prudently presumed, for it is not lawful to use another’s thing without consulting the owner; 4. He is bound immediately to return the deposited thing to the person requesting it, for otherwise he would possess another’s thing against the reasonable will of its owner. Except when the depositor requests it to his own or another’s injury, or when the thing is stolen and its owner requests it, or also when the depositary has a just cause for compensation. The deposited thing must be returned in the state in which it is found at the time of restitution, together with the fruits received from it. If, however, it has deteriorated through the fault of the depositary, he is bound to repair the damage.”

p. 255When a deposited object (depositum) must be restored to its owner, depends upon the will of the latter, even in those cases where a time limit is fixed in the contract, because the nature of this sort of contract makes it necessary to interpret its provisions in favor of the owner. If the place to which the object is to be returned is determined in the contract, this stipulation should be observed by the depositary, but the depositor must pay the costs of transportation. If the depositary changes his place of residence, he is not bound to take the deposit with him, but may leave it in custody of a court, if the depositor will not send for it after being duly notified, or he may, in this latter case, take the object along with him at the expense of the owner.

b) The duties of the deponens or lender flow from the nature of the contract. He is above all obligated to receive back the deposit when the depositary wishes to return it for some good reason, for instance, because he can no longer keep it without danger to himself. When a compensation has been agreed upon between the parties, the owner need not pay it in full if the object is returned before the term agreed upon in the contract, but may make reasonable deductions, and eventually charge the depositary with the cost of entrusting the object to another. But he must indemnify the depositary for all necessary expenses incurred and for whatever damage the latter may suffer through the keeping, preservation, or rescue of the deposit, and likewise for accidental damage. In case of danger the depositary may save his own property first.

p. 256c) A special kind of deposit is sequestration, which is defined as the deposit of property made with a third person either by agreement (sequestrum conventionale) or by judicial order (s. iudiciarium), by parties having claims against such property, till the question of ownership can be decided. The person with whom such property is deposited is called sequester, umpire, or referee. Sequestration is an act of public administration. If sequestration is the result of a mutual agreement between the parties concerned, it may be either gratuitous or not; in the last-mentioned case, the consideration to be paid the sequester should be determined by the terms of the contract. If it is gratuitous, it is subject to the same rules as a deposit and is not rescinded except by mutual consent of the parties or by a legal action. In judicial sequestration the referee or umpire is bound to take good care of the property entrusted to him and the claimants must pay him the fee fixed by law.9

9 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 807: “Sequestration is a species of deposit by which a disputed thing is deposited with a third party, so that after the judgment of a judge or arbitrator it may be handed over to the victor. A twofold sequestration is distinguished: conventional, which is made by the mutual agreement of the contending parties, and judicial, which is decreed by the judgment of a judge. It will suffice to indicate the following concerning both: 1. The object of both conventional and judicial sequestration can be movable or immovable property; 2. Conventional sequestration can be non-gratuitous, and then it is a hiring of service and is subject to the laws of that contract. But if it is gratuitous, it is subject to the same rules as a deposit. It is not dissolved, however, unless mutual consent of the parties or a legal cause supervenes; 3. In judicial sequestration the custodian must exercise the care of a good head of a household, while the person committing the thing to custody is bound to pay the depositary the compensation established by law. Thus concerning natural and positive law.”

p. 257Deposits now-a-days are mostly entrusted to banks. If a deposit consists of stocks or bonds or other valuable papers, the bank is per se not allowed to sell them or use them as collateral, particularly when there is danger that the owner may sustain losses through such action. Deposited money may, however, be loaned out or invested with due precautions, provided the owner is given adequate guarantees that he can withdraw his funds within a reasonable time after giving notice.

If a deposit is in danger, and the same danger threatens the depositary’s own property, the latter may rescue his own property first. If the deposit is much more valuable than one’s own property, it must be rescued first and indemnification can be claimed for one’s own loss. If however, the terms of the contract favor the depositary, he must rescue the property of the owner without claim to indemnification.

p. 258The same rule applies to loan contracts, with this modification that the terms of such contracts are always supposed to favor the borrower, who therefore has a greater responsibility.10

10 Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, p. 166.—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 752 (ed. Gaudé, II, 200).

A somewhat different sort of contract is that entered into by a guest who entrusts his valuables to a hotel or innkeeper. In most countries the civil law obliges the hotel keeper to take good care of the valuables entrusted to him and compels him to make restitution even in some cases where the natural law does not impose this obligation.11

11 J. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, p. 79; V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 4th ed., p. 348.




	A loan (commodatum) is a contract by which something is granted to another for his temporary use, on condition that it be restored to the owner in its integrity after the term specified.



If the contract contains a clause stipulating that the object loaned may be demanded back by the owner at any time, it is called precarium.

In making a contract of this kind the lender (commodans) must reveal the defects of the object or commodity loaned; he is not allowed to shorten the term of the contract arbitrarily, and must defray extraordinary expenses and losses caused by accidents.

p. 259The person to whom a commodity is loaned for use only, not for consumption, is called commodatarius. He is in duty bound to take good care of the commodity; he may not use it in a manner opposed to the terms of the contract; he has no right to lend it to others, and is responsible for the loss occasioned by its use or preservation, for instance, the feed of a horse or cow; he must further repair all damage arising to the object entrusted to him through his own fault, even though his fault be of the slightest (ex culpa levissima).12

12 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 803: “A loan for use is a contract by which a thing is granted gratuitously for use alone for a fixed time, with the obligation of restoring the same thing in its individual form. A precarium, which is akin to a loan for use, is defined as: A contract by which the use of some thing, revocable at the grantor’s will, is granted to someone requesting it. A precarium differs, however, from a loan for use in that it is revocable at the grantor’s discretion.”—Cfr. Schwane, op. cit., pp. 79 sqq.; Göpfert, Vol. II, p. 165.

Lending to others an object which we expect to have restored to us in kind, is a practice which gives rise to much dissatisfaction and quarrelling, and therefore it is undoubtedly an indication of economic progress that objects which used to be loaned gratuitously are now sold or rented at a reasonable price. In trying to abolish the loan in favor of the lease or sales contract, says Bishop Linsenmann, we no more mean to discourage acts of charity than when we advocate the practice of furnishing the poor with occasions for work rather than doling out alms to them. Lending in the sense of the Scholastic commodatum will perhaps never die out as a form of friendship and good nature among neighbors; as a social function in the strict sense it no longer has importance except in the form practiced by public institutions, e. g., libraries, art collections, etc. Here, too, the original character of the contract as a kind of charity is almost completely obliterated. There is nothing in the nature of the loan contract which would prevent charging a fee for the use of books in a public library, nor is there anything unreasonable in the demand that the lender be held responsible for damage done by accident or by force majeure, to articles loaned to him, provided, of course, he is aware of his liability.13

13 Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 551 sq.

p. 260


	We now come to the contract that was called mutuum in Roman and Canon Law. It was a gratuitous loan of a fungible commodity made on condition that after a certain period of time the borrower (mutuatarius, debitor) should restore to the lender (mutuans sive mutuator vel creditor) an equal quantity of the commodity and of the same quality. A fungible commodity is one intended for immediate consumption, e. g., food and drink. Such commodities are called fungible (res fungibiles sive primo usu consumptibiles) because any amount of them is interchangeable with the same quantity and quality of the same commodity (mutuâ vice funguntur). Since use and consumption cannot be separated in such commodities, that is to say, since the commodity loaned is a res infructuosa or sterile, no more can justly be exacted in return than was originally lent.14



14 T. Slater, S. J., Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 512;—J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, p. 303.—J. P. Gury, op. cit., Vol. I, n. 810: "A loan for consumption is a contract by which a thing consumable by its first use is handed over to another under the obligation of returning at the appointed time a similar thing of the same kind and quality. Hence a loan for consumption differs from a loan for use, hire, and deposit: 1. Because in a loan for consumption the thing must be consumable by its first use, whereas not so in the others; 2. Because it must be returned not as the same individual thing, but only as the same in kind; 3. Because in a loan for consumption ownership of the thing is transferred, but not in the others; 4. Because in a loan for consumption the thing perishes to the receiver, in the others to the giver."

p. 261"Money considered as a medium of exchange is a fungible; it is a commodity whose use is exhausted for the owner of it when he has paid it in exchange for value received. It is not, under this respect, a commodity which is susceptible of repeated use by the same owner. Money then may be the matter of a contract of loan for consumption, and if a sum of money be thus lent, justice requires that an equal sum be returned at the end of the term, and justice will not allow a greater sum to be exacted in return. For the whole value of the sum of money is the value it has for making exchanges, the value which it has in the first expenditure of it; and if, over and above the sum lent, a further sum were demanded for the use of the money, the same thing would be charged for twice over. An equal sum is due in return for the use of the money; a further sum would be a second payment for the same use. Thus when money is regarded merely as a medium of exchange, a sin against justice is committed if an additional sum is exacted for a loan; it is called usury, money unduly exacted for the use of money. This is the reasoning of Aquinas,15 and it seems as cogent to-day as it was in the thirteenth century." 16 By this argument St. Thomas defended the doctrine concerning usury which the Fathers and Doctors had drawn from Holy Scripture and tradition. Benedict XIV sums up the constant teaching of the Church on usury as follows: "The species of sin which is called usury, and which has its proper seat and place in the contract called mutuum, consists in this that, from a loan made for consumption (which of its own nature requires that only so much should be returned as was received), the lender desires more to be returned to him than was received, and therefore contends that some gain, over and above the principal, is due him merely on account of the loan. ... Every sort of gain of this kind, therefore, which exceeds the loan, is illicit and usurious.17 " 17 It can be shown, however, that money is no longer a mere means of exchange for articles of consumption and a measure of their value, but by its very nature has become a res fructuosa, i. e., a thing which, over and above its consumptive value has a use value which may be considered as its fruit (fructus rei), and hence a loan is no longer strictly a contract of the kind known as mutuum, and interest may be asked and taken for its use. Of this subject we shall treat more in detail in the next section, pp. 297 sqq.

15 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 78, art. 1; cfr. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1295 sqq.

16 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., I, 514 sq.—Cfr. Conc. Vienn. a. 1311: "If anyone should fall into that error, so that he presumes obstinately to affirm that the practice of usury is not a sin, we decree that he is to be punished as a heretic." (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 479). Conc. Lat. V: "That is the proper interpretation of usury when, namely, gain and profit are sought from the use of a thing which does not reproduce, with no labor, no expense, and no risk." (Ibid., n. 623).—Prop. damn. ab Alex. VII, n. 42: "It is lawful for the lender to exact something beyond the principal, if he binds himself not to demand repayment of the principal until a certain time." (Ibid., n. 1143).—Prop. damn. sub Innocentio XI, n. 41: "Since ready money is more valuable than money to be paid, and there is no one who does not value present money more highly than future money, a creditor may exact from a borrower something beyond the principal and on that title be excused from usury."—Ibid., n. 42: "There is no usury when something beyond the principal is exacted as being due by reason of benevolence and gratitude, but only if it is exacted as being due by reason of justice." (Denzinger-Bannwart, nn. 1191 sq.)

17 Benedict XIV, Encyclical Vix pervenit to the bishops of Italy concerning usury, dated 1 Nov. 1745, n. 1: "That kind of sin which is called usury and which has its proper seat and place in the contract of loan for consumption consists in this: that someone, from the loan itself (which by its own nature requires that only as much be returned as was received), wishes more to be returned to him than was received, and therefore contends that some gain beyond the principal is owed to him by reason of the loan itself. Consequently every gain of this kind which exceeds the principal is illicit and usurious." (Ibid., n. 1475; cfr. S. Alph., Theol. Mor., l. IV, n. 758 sqq.)

p. 263READINGS.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 639 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 720 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 185).—J. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, Münster i. W., 1871, pp. 56 sqq.—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 420 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 547 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 358 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1285 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, pp.

328 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, pp. 302 sqq.

Literature on the problem of interest-taking, infra, p. 314.


Section 5: The So-Called Onerous Contracts

p. 264An onerous contract is one that confers advantages on both contracting parties.

The chief kinds of onerous contracts are: Exchange, lease, purchase and sale, pension (census), bill of exchange, and loaning money on interest.




	The contract called exchange (permutatio) is the giving of one thing or right as an equivalent for another, or of interchanging two objects of equal value. Until the objects are surrendered, the contracting parties remain each the possessor of his own property and responsible for any loss that may affect it. In making this contract one party is not allowed to take undue advantage of the other, or maliciously exploit the other's ignorance, necessity or weakness of character, or conceal the defects of the object to be exchanged.






	A lease (locatio et conductio) is a contract by which a right to the possession or enjoyment of real property is transferred for a definite period to another, in consideration of a periodical compensation called rent (locarium).1 By real property in this connection is meant property that is not consumed in the first use, but continues to render repeated services. Such commodities have a value over and above that of first use. The value of a house, for instance, is greater than the value of the lease of it for a year, because the house will continue to render services and be valuable after the lease expires.2 A lease may have for its object: houses, land, animals, labor or services. If it is for more than a year, it must be in writing.3 a) The lessor or landlord (locator) may not lease his property for immoral or unlawful purposes. A lease for such a purpose is void. He must see to it that the property is in good condition when it is handed over to the lessee, or reveal its defects, and he must not demand it back before the time agreed upon; he must not raise the rent arbitrarily ("rent profiteering"); he must not abuse the ignorance or need of the lessee, and in case of necessity (for instance, crop failure or hail storms) should remit the rent either entirely or in part. b) The lessee is bound to take proper care of the property in conformity with his contract, to keep it in good repair, to pay the rent promptly when it is due, return the property intact to the owner after the lease has expired, and make restitution if damage has been done to it through his fault.4 c) A lease is terminated by the destruction of its object, by the expiration of the contract, by mutual consent, or by the death of one of the contracting parties.



1 J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 863: "A lease is a contract by which the use or fruit of a thing or the labor of a person is received by one and granted by another for a certain price for a time. He who hands over a thing for the use or benefit of another is called the lessor; the other is called the lessee or hirer."

2 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 513.

3 A. S. Bolles, Putnam's Handy Law Book, p. 152.—Gury, l. c.: "Hence various species of lease are enumerated: 1. lease of buildings; 2. of fields; 3. of animals; 4. of labor and service. To the contract of lease there are in some measure akin emphyteusis [Rom. law: A perpetual lease of lands and tenement in consideration of annual rent and improvement thereon] or a fief [feud; land held of a superior on condition of rendering him service]. ... Yet emphyteusis and a fief differ from lease, because they can be established only in immovable property and for no less than ten years."

4 Note that, in America, if the lease is for a house or other building, and no specific agreement was made relieving the lessee, he is liable under the common law (which has, however, been changed in several States), for the rent of the building if it burns down, just the same as if he were still the occupier. (Cfr. A. S. Bolles, Putnam's Handy Law Book for the Layman, pp. 151 sq.).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 864–869.

p. 266A yearly tenant must give and is entitled to a reasonable notice to quit, which according to the common law should be given by one to the other party six calendar months before the expiration of the current period.

If a lease runs beyond the statutory period, it is not absolutely void, but continues during the joint wills of both parties, and may therefore cease at the will of either. If the landlord wishes to terminate it, he must give the tenant notice to quit. If he disregards the law and takes immediate possession, he is a trespasser.

p. 267When the terms of a lease are in doubt, they are to be construed in favor of the tenant.

A lease must clearly describe the premises, and a defective description cannot be cured by outside evidence. Any language will suffice that shows the intention of the parties.

To make a valid lease, the parties must, of course, be competent. A lease by a minor is not per se void, but he may cancel it by some positive act.

If a blank form is used in making a lease, and the printed portions do not agree with the written insertions, the written matter is held to express the intention of the parties.

A lessee can assign or sublet his lease, unless this is forbidden, as it often is by the lessor, without his consent. If the lessee dies, his executor or administrator can assign the remainder of the term.

As the lessee may assign or sublet, so may the lessor part with his interest in the leased property.5

5 Bolles, op. cit., pp. 152 sqq.

Fixtures or things attached to the freehold by the tenant at common law become the property of the landlord, according to the maxim, "quidquid plantatur solo, solo cedit." The common law rule, however, has been greatly mitigated and now, in general, fixtures erected for purposes of trade, ornament, or domestic use, and also agricultural fixtures, may be removed by the tenant. In certain cases, due notice must be given to the landlord before doing this. A tenant can make no permanent alteration without his landlord's consent; should he do so, and thereby injure the premises, the landlord may recover damages, or, if such an alteration is feared or threatened, he may prevent it by obtaining an injunction.

If the landlord has agreed to make repairs, he must keep the property in good condition. But if he fails to keep his agreement to repair, the tenant is not excused from paying his rent or justified in leaving the premises. His remedy is to sue the landlord for the damages or injury done to himself.6

6 Ibid., pp. 158, 159.

p. 268d) A sort of sub-species of lease is the contract by which a man hires the services of another for an appropriate consideration, commonly called wage or salary (locatio sive conductio operae seu locatio personalis).

The relation created by such a contract differs according to the nature of the work involved, which may be either predominantly corporal or chiefly intellectual.

Public officials, too, are bound to the commonwealth by a sort of contract.

Justice and charity demand that a due proportion should exist between labor and its wage. The employer must not abuse the necessity or temporary embarrassment of his workers by imposing oppressive conditions. He must not conceal onerous duties connected with an employment, and must pay his laborers promptly at the appointed time. He must not discharge them arbitrarily nor compel them by harsh treatment to give up their jobs. He should conform willingly to the laws regarding due provision for the life and health of his workers and treat them as helpers, not as slaves, ever mindful of the account he will have to give to the Lord, who judges rich and poor according to the same norms of justice.7

7 Col. IV, 1; Eph. VI, 9; 1 Tim. VI, 2; Philm. 16.

p. 269A servant or employee must not undertake work for which he is not fit or in which his faith or morals are placed in jeopardy. He must faithfully comply with the duties he has assumed by the contract into which he has, explicitly or implicitly, entered with his master or employer,—"not serving to the eye, as it were pleasing men, but, as the servants of Christ doing the will of God from the heart, ... knowing that whatever good thing any man shall do, the same shall he receive from the Lord, whether he be bound or free."8 Finally, he has a claim to a fair wage9 and the right to employ all licit means in order to improve his economic and social status. Among these means are trade and labor unions and strikes.10

8 Eph. VI, 5–8.—Cfr. Col. III, 22–25; 1 Tim. VI, 1 sq.; 1 Pet. II, 18 sq.

9 Matth. X, 10; Luke X, 7; 1 Tim. V, 18.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 114, art. 1.—A. Vermeersch, S. J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 527 sqq.—F. X. Godts, C.SS.R., Scopuli Vitandi, 3rd ed., Bruges 1896, pp. 230 sqq.—J. Biederlack, S. J., Die soziale Frage, 7th ed., pp. 150 sqq., 233 sqq.—C. Gennari, Consultazioni Morali-Canoniche-Liturgiche, Vol. I, 2nd ed., Rome 1902, pp. 378 sqq.

10 A. Vermeersch, S. J., Quaest. de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 624 sqq.; Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 199 sqq.; Lehmkuhl, Arbeitsvertrag und Streik, 4th ed., Freiburg i. B. 1904, pp. 39 sqq.; IDEM, Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 895 sqq.; J. Treitz, Der moderne Gewerkschaftsgedanke, Treves 1909, pp. 73 sqq.; Broda, La Fixation des Salaires, Paris 1912; J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, pp. 400 sqq.; H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, pp. 112 sqq.

p. 270For deciding what a fair wage is the following general rule has been laid down by Pope Leo XIII: "To labor is to exert oneself for the sake of procuring what is necessary for the purposes of life, and chief of all, for self-preservation. 'In the sweat of thy brow thou shalt eat thy bread.' 11 Hence a man's labor bears two notes or characters. First of all, it is personal, inasmuch as the exertion of individual strength belongs to the individual who puts it forth, employing such strength to procure that personal advantage on account of which it was bestowed. Secondly, man's labor is necessary; for without the result of labor a man cannot live; and self-preservation is a law of nature, which it is wrong to disobey. Now, were we to consider labor so far as it is personal merely, doubtless it would be within the workman's right to accept any rate of wages whatsoever; for in the same way as he is free to work or not, so is he free to accept a small remuneration or even none at all. But this is a mere abstract supposition; the labor of the workingman is not only his personal attribute, but it is necessary; and this makes all the difference. The preservation of life is the bounden duty of one and all, and to be wanting therein is a crime. It follows that each one has a right to procure what is required in order to live; and the poor can procure it in no other way than through work and wages. Let it then be taken for granted that workman and employer should, as a rule, make free agreements, and in particular, should agree freely as to the wages; nevertheless there underlies a dictate of natural justice more imperious and ancient than any bargain between man and man, namely, that remuneration ought to be sufficient to support a frugal and honorable wage-earner. If through necessity or fear of a worse evil the workman accepts harder conditions because an employer or contractor will afford him no better, he is made the victim of force and injustice. In these and similar questions, however, such as, for example, the hours of labor in different trades, the sanitary precautions to be observed in factories and workshops, etc.—in order to supersede undue interference on the part of the State, especially as circumstances, times, and localities differ so widely, it is advisable that recourse be had to societies or boards, ... or to some other mode of safeguarding the interests of the wage-earners; the State being appealed to, should circumstances require, for its sanction and protection."12

11 Gen. III, 19.

12 Leo XIII, Encyclical "Rerum Novarum," tr. in The Pope and the People, pp. 206 sqq.

p. 271The workman, then, says Fr. Slater, "has a right to a living wage, and the employer who grows rich by sweating his work-people commits a sin against justice and is bound to make restitution of his ill-gotten wealth."13

13 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 293.

A living wage must be a living family wage (merces familialis), that is, one which will enable the laborer to establish a family and to support that family decently according to his station in life.

A family wage is due to a man because he is by nature ordinarily destined to found a family and provide for it. The wage should be proportioned to the normal size of the family. Many leading Catholic writers hold that the normal family wage is due to every workman on the ground of strict justice. This opinion, though not confirmed by the Church, is highly probable.

p. 272The principle of the living family wage, as Fr. Ross points out, has this important implication that it makes child labor unnecessary. If the head of a family receives a sufficient wage, his children will not be forced to work. They should not be robbed of their childhood for the sake of a few pennies a day. The State has a right and a duty to protect its future citizens by forbidding child labor.14

14 Reuter-Lehmkuhl, Neo-Confessarius, pp. 215 sq.; cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 196 sqq.; Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, pp. 170 sq.; J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, pp. 373 sqq.; J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 342 sq.; M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 347 sqq.

e) To stop work without regard to the stipulations of a written or oral contract constitutes a breach of contract and entails the duty of restitution. Whether such a breach of contract should be subject to criminal proceedings, is a question which in our time is political rather than judicial.

A man does not as a rule break a contract without justifying his action, at least before his own conscience. That a workingman has the right to withdraw from a wage contract one-sidedly for good reasons, such as the non-compliance of the employer with the stipulations agreed upon, or an essential change in the relation between labor and wage, cannot be denied. Though strikes are mostly based on false and short-sighted calculations, not every such act of combined self-help is per se immoral, but each case must be decided on its own merits, with due regard to the interests of the weaker party when there is room for doubt.

p. 273A strike, as our readers know, is the quitting of work by a body of laborers for the purpose of forcing their employer or employers to comply with some demand or condition, as for increase or against reduction of wages. As carried on at the present time, strikes are usually accompanied by active interference with the business of the employers, by the use of the boycott, intimidation of new employees (scabs), etc.15

15 W. McDonald, "The Ethical Aspect of Boycotting," Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. I (1906), No. 3; P. Marshall, Ibid., Vol. I, No. 4; T. Slater, S.J., Ibid., Vol. II (1907), No. 6.

Theoretically, a strike need not necessarily be condemned as illicit, though on account of the numerous evils by which it is usually accompanied it can scarcely ever be advisable in praxi. It is for this reason that Leo XIII so strongly insisted on the duty of the State to strive for the abolition of strikes.

"When work-people have recourse to a strike," he says, "it is frequently because the hours of labor are too long, or the work is too hard, or because they consider their wages insufficient. The grave inconvenience of this not uncommon occurrence should be obviated by public remedial measures; for such paralyzing of labor not only affects the masters and their work-people alike, but is extremely injurious to trade and to the general interests of the public; moreover, on such occasions violence and disorder are generally not far distant, and thus it frequently happens that the public peace is imperilled. The laws should forestall and prevent such troubles from arising; they should lend their influence and authority to the removal in good time of the causes which lead to conflicts between employers and employed."16

16 Rerum novarum (The Pope and the People, p. 203).

p. 274Strikes, therefore, especially in their more threatening forms, should be prevented as much as possible for the sake of the common weal.

This is not tantamount to saying that they are never justified under any conditions. If the public authorities will not or cannot assure just treatment to the workingmen, and the latter abstain from violence, they must not be condemned for laying down work. The evils that often accompany strikes are not essential to the latter, and a strike quite often is a true act of legitimate self-defense. In such a case, the strike is justifiable, unless higher considerations demand a renunciation of just rights.

When the conditions of labor are not in accord with justice, workingmen may, without awaiting the expiration of their contract, threaten to quit work, and if the employer refuses to comply with their demands, lay down their tools. But if the employer is not guilty of injustice, the workers are obliged to live up to the terms of their contract until it expires. They may ask for more favorable conditions, but are not allowed to use force to obtain them.

p. 275With due regard to the contractual term, or after its expiration, says Fr. Lehmkuhl, the workingmen may, individually or by common action, go much farther. They have the right to value their labor more highly, and even if they went to imprudent and unfair limits in so doing, one would not be allowed to accuse them of injustice in the strict sense. The value of labor need not be measured by the current exchange value of its product, but the laborer is within his rights if he holds that the exchange value of the product might just as well be measured by the increased value of labor. We do not hesitate to allow the working people a larger scope in this respect for the increase of wages, than we would allow the employers for lowering the same. This lies in the nature of a free contract. The contracting parties may go to the limit of a just wage, the laboringmen in their demands, the employers in their offers. The upper limit, in the very nature of things, is naturally more indefinite than the lower, though in individual instances the determination of the lower limit, too, is not easy. What may be generally regarded as an unjustly low wage may be shorn of its injustice by circumstances. For this reason it will, as a rule, be difficult to permit laboringmen to quit work at once without regard to their contract because of unfair conditions.

In discussing just and unjust conditions of labor we have employed the amount of the wage as an example; not as if it were the only thing that can be enforced through strikes, but because it is the first and most important. The others are either subordinate to, or intimately connected with, wages; in fact, for the most part they are merely another form of wage regulation. Working hours, night work, limitation of child and female labor, all these questions are closely related to the wage problem; so too, the protection of good morals and compliance with religious duties on the part of the workingmen.17

17 Lehmkuhl, Arbeitsvertrag und Streik, 4th ed., pp. 59 sq.

p. 276


	Buying and selling (emptio et venditio) is a bilateral onerous contract by which one party (the seller—venditor) agrees to interchange with the other (the buyer—emptor) the ownership of an article or commodity for a consideration called price.



There is an important distinction between a contract to sell in the future and a present sale. The first is called an executory, the second an executed sale. If the goods are transferred, there is an executed sale, even though the price is not paid at the same time. But if the price is paid, and the goods do not pass, the transaction is an executory sale. Both kinds of sale may be by deed or sealed contract as well as by parol or orally.18

18 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 832: “A contract of sale and purchase is defined as: the exchange of a price for merchandise or vice versa, or an onerous contract of giving a determined and just price for merchandise or vice versa.”—A. S. Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book, N. Y. 1921, p. 227.

The commodity sold may be either real property or "goods," which latter term includes all personal chattels other than things in action and money.

A sales contract may be absolute or conditional.

Under the moral law of nature buyer and seller may agree between themselves that the subject-matter of the contract with all its fruits and risks should be transferred at once from the one to the other. Under the existing civil laws the right of ownership is usually not transferred until the commodity in question has actually changed hands and the contract price has been paid or at least guaranteed.

p. 277The capacity to buy and sell is regulated by civil law. Under American civil law a minor may disaffirm his contracts by any act clearly showing this intent.

The price may be fixed by the contract itself or in such other manner as the parties may agree. When it is not determined in the sales act, the buyer must pay a reasonable price (v. infra, p. 279).

After a contract of this kind has been duly made, neither party can withdraw from the obligations assumed therein without the consent of the other.

To be morally licit and valid a contract of sale or purchase must comply with the following conditions: a) The commodity which forms the subject-matter of the contract must be the property of the seller, because no one can dispose of what does not belong to him. Secondly, there must be no essential error in regard to the commodity sold and purchased, and hence the seller is bound in justice to inform the buyer, even if the latter makes no inquiry, of any hidden substantial defects and, upon inquiry, also of such non-essential defects as the buyer could himself discover.19

19 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 77, art. 3.—Under the American civil law, “when there is . . . a sale of goods by description, there is an implied warranty that they shall correspond with the description; and if the contract of sale is by sample, as well as by description, it is not sufficient that the bulk of the goods correspond with the sample, if these do not also correspond with the description. The Sales Act contains elaborate provisions relating to implied warranties of the quality of things sold. There is no implied warranty of the quality or fitness of goods for any particular purpose unless the buyer makes known to the seller the purpose for which they are required, and he also relies on the seller’s judgment of their fitness for the use he intends to make of them. Again, if the buyer has examined the goods, there is no implied warranty of the defects which such an examination ought to have revealed. An implied warranty as to the quality or fitness for a particular purpose may also be annexed by the usage of trade. There is an implied warranty that the bulk shall correspond with the sample in quality, and that the buyer shall have a reasonable opportunity of comparing the bulk with the sample.” (A. S. Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book for the Layman, N. Y. 1921, 232 sq.)

p. 278Essential defects are such as affect the substance of a thing in itself or in relation to the known object for which the buyer desires to purchase it, or, in other words, such as alter the nature of an object or render it noxious or useless. Accidental defects, if plainly apparent, need not be mentioned, provided they were taken into consideration when fixing the price. If, however, the buyer is exceptionally ignorant (valde rudis), manifest deficiencies, too, should be called to his attention.20 Deception entails the duty of restitution on the part of the seller,21 and also on the part of the buyer if he takes advantage of the seller’s ignorance to acquire a commodity at a lower price than that which the seller could have obtained if he had not been in error. b) The price must be reasonable (pretium iustum), i. e., equivalent to the value of the thing sold. Therefore, the seller is bound not to go beyond what the law calls a reasonable price.

20 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 833: “It is asked whether the seller is bound to reveal defects in the thing. Answer: (1) The seller, even if not questioned, is bound to disclose all substantial defects of the thing, both in itself and in relation to the buyer’s known purpose, or all those that make the thing different or render it harmful or notably useless; otherwise he is bound with respect to the price. (2) When questioned, the seller is bound to disclose all hidden defects, even if they would not render the thing harmful or useless; otherwise he would commit fraud. Consequently, if the fraud was truly the cause of the purchase, the contract can be rescinded. But if the fraud was merely incidental, so that the buyer, knowing the defect, would still have bought, though not for so much, the seller must restore only the amount by which the buyer would have paid less, because otherwise scarcely any sale could take place. But if the seller is not questioned and the hidden defect does not render the thing useless, he must reduce the price in proportion to the defect. The reason is that otherwise the thing would be sold for more than it is worth. (3) The seller, even if questioned, is not per se bound to point out accidental defects that are of themselves manifest, provided that he reduces the price proportionately to the defect. The reason is that then no injustice is done to the buyer, either on account of the price, which is reduced, or on account of the defect; for if the buyer did not see it, he must impute that to himself. Except, however, if the buyer is very ignorant, because with respect to him the defect is considered hidden.”

21 Gury, l. c., n. 834: “It is asked whether a seller is bound for all losses following from a defect in the thing sold. Answer: He is bound only for foreseeable losses, because he could not assume an obligation regarding those which he did not foresee even in a general way.”

p. 279The price or value of an object is either legal (pretium legale sive legitimum), i. e., fixed by law or public authority, or natural (pretium naturale sive vulgare), i. e., market price or value, determined by the common judgment or the estimation of those who are best acquainted with all the factors that determine social value in that particular case, or a fancy price (“price of affection,” as the theologians call it), which is often paid willingly for rare or single objects for which there is no market price, e. g., a first folio of Shakespeare’s dramas or a painting by a great master.

Since the judgments of men concerning the value of an object differ greatly, and the market price is subject to constant fluctuations, the so-called natural or just price of a commodity is distinguished into the highest (pretium summum vel rigorosum), the lowest (pretium infimum seu pium), and the mean or just price (pretium medium sive moderatum). The highest is that above which the commodity in question is not commonly sold; the lowest is that below which it is not usually sold; and the mean is between the two. Justice will be observed if the price at which a thing is sold is not above the highest nor below the lowest price at which the thing sells at the time and in the place in question.22 Hence the following rules: α) The legal price is to be regarded as just and to be observed by all; β) Where no legal price has been fixed, the common price may be considered just, at least for such objects as have a market price; γ) As a rule no commodity should be bought below the lowest or sold above the highest price.23

22 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 524.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 840: “A just price is twofold: (1) legal, which is determined by law; (2) natural or common, which corresponds to the value of the thing according to the common estimation of men. The natural price, however, is: (1) the highest, above which a thing is not usually valued; (2) the lowest, below which a thing is not generally valued; (3) the mean, which lies between the two.”—Cfr. J. Biederlack, S.J., Die soziale Frage, 7th ed., pp. 144 sqq.—Under the American civil law, a reasonable price is “generally the market price at the time and place fixed by the contract or by law for delivering the goods, but not always. Under unusual conditions the market price does not furnish the only test. Said the court in one of these cases: a reasonable price may or may not agree with the current price of the commodity at the precise time of making it. The current price of the day may be highly unreasonable from accidental circumstances, by the action of the seller himself in purposely keeping back the supply.” (A. S. Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book for the Layman, p. 231).—J. Kelleher, “Market Prices,” in the Irish Theological Quarterly, Vol. X (1916), nos. 38, 39, 40.

23 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 841: “The legal price, or that established by civil authority, must be regarded as adequate to the value of the thing and therefore observed under obligation of restitution. The reason is that it belongs to civil authority to determine whatever pertains to public commerce, since it can make laws for the common good. In the absence of a legal price, only that price is to be regarded as just which is determined as such by common estimation, if the matter concerns merchandise that is valued among the people; for the adequate price of such things is derived from their usefulness for common uses. Moreover, the appraisal of such usefulness cannot be made better,” than by common estimation. But if things do not have a common valuation, as in the case of gems, valuable paintings, and so forth, they are more probably to be valued according to the judgment of experts in this matter, with attention to the circumstances and regard for the thing’s novelty, antiquity, rarity, and so forth. The reason is that they are regarded as competent judges in these matters, just as the general public is in ordinary matters. The contrary opinion nevertheless appears probable, because in that case the just price seems to be the one upon which the contracting parties agree. . . . In practice those are not to be disturbed who, in good faith and freely, agree at their own discretion in such matters. A fortiori, that price upon which both parties agree is to be regarded as just if the price is wholly unknown, because then each party is exposed to the risk.

p. 281δ) Fancy prices may be foolish, but they are not unjust, unless the buyer exploits the necessity of the seller.24

24 Ibid., n. 842: “It is asked whether a seller may sell a thing at a higher price because of the special affection he feels for it, or because of the advantage he derives from it. Answer: To the first: affirmative; the reason is that the owner’s affection for his thing is truly capable of valuation in money, since deprivation of the thing is a greater loss for him. To the second: affirmative, even more strongly, as is clear; for deprivation of a special advantage makes the thing much more valuable to the seller, and it is equitable that he increase the price in proportion to the greater loss he suffers.”—Cfr. M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 316 sqq.—D. Barry, “Special Knowledge and the Just Price,” Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. X (1915), No. 37.

Special kinds of sale contracts are those known as resale (retrovenditio), sale by auction (venditio sub hasta sive licitatio), monopoly (monopolium), and brokerage (venditio per proxenetas).

(1) Retrovenditio is a contract in which the seller reserves to himself the right to purchase the commodity which he sells on condition that he refunds to the buyer all his expenses and pays him for any increase in value. This is permitted under the following conditions: (α) that the price be reduced in proportion to the burden which is imposed upon the buyer; (β) that the price of repurchase be the same; (γ) that the buyer assume all ordinary risks unless the price be made so as to cover them; (δ) that the subject-matter of the contract be resold in the same condition in which it was sold, either with or without the accruing fruits.25

25 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 849: “Resale is a contract by which the seller reserves for himself the right to redeem his property, on condition that he reimburse expenses, improvements, or similar outlays. The conditions required for this are: 1. That the price be reduced according to the estimated burden imposed upon the buyer; 2. That there be no agreement for resale at a higher or lower price; an agreement that it be resold at the same price is lawful, even if the thing increases in price; 3. That it not be imposed that the risk of the thing sold fall to the seller’s loss, since that risk of itself belongs to the buyer, unless the price is increased according to the estimated risk; 4. That the thing be resold as it was delivered, unencumbered or with its fruits.”

p. 282The so-called contractus mohatra, by which the buyer was compelled to resell to the seller immediately at a lower cash price a commodity which he had purchased from him at a higher price or on credit, this higher sum to be considered the original loan or sum owed, was condemned as “veiled usury” by Innocent XI.26

26 For instance: You need money and ask me for a loan (mutuum), for which I should not (in those days) have been allowed to charge interest. To circumvent the law I sell you a horse for 100 dollars, on credit, with the understanding that you must resell it to me at once for 80 dollars cash. Thus you receive 80 dollars cash, but you owe me 100 dollars and I am 20 dollars to the good. Do not money-sharks practice similar tactics to-day in loan transaction?—Prop. damn. sub Innoc. XI, n. 40: “A mohatra contract is lawful, even with respect to the same person, and with a contract of resale previously entered into with the intention of profit.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1190).—Cfr. Gury, op. cit., I, n. 850; Göpfert, Moraltheologie, II, p. 181; P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, Dublin 1914, p. 13.

(2) An auction is a contract by which one party binds himself to transfer and the other to acquire the ownership of some property, whether real or personal, at the highest price to be got at a public sale. There are various methods by which such sales are conducted, and descriptions of the property to be sold and the conditions of sale are usually notified to the public by printed catalogues or circulars. The bidding proceeds in an orderly manner, each bid being in the nature of an offer, which may be revoked until the auctioneer signifies his acceptance by the fall of his hammer or in any other customary way. By this a contract is concluded with the last bidder and the property becomes his.27

27 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 533.

p. 283Auctions may be forced or voluntary. A forced auction is one by which property is sold by public authority, as in the case of a bankrupt merchant to satisfy his creditors. A voluntary auction is one held by the owner of his own accord, either in person or through an authorized representative. The owner may request his friends to bid for the goods put up at auction in order that the latter be not sold too cheaply, to his own detriment or that of his creditors, but he is not permitted to run up the price by means of fictitious bidders (licitatores ficti) because this would involve an injustice to the bona fide bidders. Similarly, the bidders present at an auction may not conspire together to make inadequate bids, or to use illegitimate means (intimidation, fraud, or violence) to hinder others from bidding.28

28 Ibid.—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 808 (ed. Gaudé, I, nn. 851–854); Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 192 sqq.—An auctioneer, under our civil law, is primarily the owner’s agent only to the moment when he accepts the purchaser’s bid and knocks down the property to him. Authority may be conferred on an auctioneer in the same way as on any other agent for the sale of similar property, verbally or in writing. Authority to sell property does not of itself imply authority to sell it at auction. If goods are sent to an auction room to be disposed of, this is deemed sufficient evidence of authority to sell them by auction and to protect whoever buys them. The seller is not bound by any terms stated by the auctioneer differing from those given to him by the owner. If the owner has imposed no terms on him, he has the implied authority usually existing in such cases. An auctioneer cannot, consistently with his duty, refuse to accept bids from anyone, unless the bidder is irresponsible, or unwilling to comply with the terms of the sale. He is justified in rejecting the bids of insane persons, minors, drunken persons, trustees of the property, and, perhaps, in some cases, of married women. It is impossible with good faith to combine the inconsistent capacities of seller and buyer, crier and bidder, in one and the same transaction. The auctioneer has no authority to warrant the property sold unless such authority has expressly been given to him. He must use ordinary and reasonable care in keeping the goods entrusted to him for sale, but is not responsible for their safety. (A. S. Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book, pp. 16 sqq.)

p. 284The auction price of an article is not the same as the ordinary buying price, which latter is supposed to represent the real value of the article. The auction price may fall far below the infimum pretium or rise far above the summum pretium. The just auction price is determined by the highest bid, whatever that may be. The element of equality required for all just contracts is provided in the case of auction sales in the equal chances afforded to seller and buyer, of profit and of loss. On the side of the buyer, as Fr. Cronin says, there is the chance of his succeeding in knocking out all other bidders; in favor of the seller there is the equal chance of each bidder being knocked out by the rest.29

29 Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, p. 320 sq.

(3) A monopoly (from the Greek μονοπωλία, single or sole selling), is the exclusive right or power secured to one or more persons, to sell some commodity or to carry on some branch of trade or manufacture. A monopoly is permissible if it is granted by law for the common good. Thus in some countries the government controls the sale of salt or tobacco. This is called a legal monopoly (monopolium legale seu legitimum). A legal monopoly may be private, namely, if it is granted by law to private persons, such as inventors or authors (monopolium privatum). This, too, is licit, provided it does not result in an undue raise of prices or in what has become known since the World War as “profiteering,” namely, buying up the necessaries of life with a view to reselling them at enormous profits.

p. 285“A natural monopoly arises from one or a few who band together and who are the owners of the sole source of supply of some commodity. . . . A natural monopoly . . . is . . . lawful, but if the commodity or service which is thus monopolized is necessary or very useful for the common good, natural equity prescribes that the price demanded should be fair and reasonable, even if it be not regulated by positive law. If the subject-matter of the monopoly belongs to the class of nonnecessaries and luxuries, as for example, a mine of diamonds or rubies, of special quality, it cannot be said that the price is fixed and determined by natural conditions, and the owner will be justified in taking any price that he can get without fraud or misrepresentation. Even capitalistic monopolies of commodities or services which are necessary or very useful to the community are not morally wrong if the prices charged are fair and reasonable, and if there is nothing reprehensible in the method of conducting business. The public may derive considerable advantages from these monopolies. They are capable of effecting great savings in the costs of production, advertising, distribution, and general management, and they may secure a large return on their capital and at the same time sell cheaply to consumers. They obviate, too, the wastes and the recurring depressions in trade which follow from unlimited competition. Monopolies, however, are morally wrong when the prices demanded for necessary or useful articles of consumption are excessive, or when the methods of business are unjust, uncharitable, or generally unlawful. The prices will be excessive when much more than a fair return for the capital employed is obtained, after all the costs of production and distribution have been defrayed, and when as a natural consequence they are higher than would rule if there were no monopoly. When means are used to crush rivals in order to secure a monopoly, when bribery of public officials is practiced to obtain from government specially favorable laws or treatment, when discriminating rates are obtained from railways and other companies, when workmen are tyrannically and unjustly treated, when prices of raw material are unduly depressed and producers are robbed of a fair compensation for their toil and trouble, and in general when fraud or force is used to accomplish the end in view [viz., excessive profits] the methods of business are immoral and monopolies which employ such methods are to be condemned. If prices demanded by a monopoly are in the estimation of prudent men higher than are fair and reasonable, injustice is committed, and there is consequently an obligation to make restitution to the buyers who have been robbed [or to the community]. If the prices charged are not altogether unfair and unreasonable, but high, and above what in the circumstances would be considered moderate, there will be a sin committed against charity, in that private advantage has been unduly pursued to the detriment of the people, who have been compelled to pay higher prices for the enrichment of the monopolists. “From what has been said it is clear that what are called ‘rings’ and ‘corners’ in wheat, cotton, and other such commodities are morally wrong, in that they cause the financial ruin of many people, and produce wide distress and instability of trade. Trusts, too, and combinations in trade are full of danger for the community. They wield immense power, and the temptations to abuse it, especially as a company has no conscience, as the saying is, are too great for the common run of business men. It is well that the government should have the right of examining and inspecting the affairs of such bodies and of applying the necessary remedies in case of abuse.”30

30 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 535 sqq.—In the United States the only monopolies that the laws look on with favor consist of the post office, which is a government monopoly, and the rights granted to individuals under the patent and copyright laws. Monopolies commonly known as trusts are regarded as odious, and various States and the Federal Congress have enacted laws making them illegal. (Cfr. Cyclopedia Americana, Vol. X, s. v. “Monopoly,” and Vol. XV, s. v. “Trusts”).—Cfr. J. A. Ryan, “The Moral Aspect of Monopoly,” in the Irish Theological Quarterly, Vol. III (1908), No. 11.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, nn. 815–817.—J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, nn. 855–857.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 325 sqq.

p. 287(4) We come now to brokerage. A broker is a person who makes it his business to negotiate sales or contracts as an agent, or to make sales and purchases for a commission (venditio per proxenetas). A broker is ordinarily a mere agent, and his sales are private.

p. 288There are many kinds of brokers: bill and note brokers, stock brokers, shipping brokers, insurance brokers, real estate brokers, pawn brokers, merchandise brokers, etc. A broker may not appropriate to himself a larger sum than the commission agreed upon between him and his client, or fixed by law, unless indeed he has added considerably to the value of a commodity by extraordinary diligence or with the permission of the owner.31

31 A. S. Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book, pp. 45–47; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 858 sq.; Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 191 sq.

Not a few brokers nowadays deal in stocks and bonds and other valuable papers, buying and selling these at a commission, either in the open market or to private customers. If no illicit means (such as the circulation of fictitious reports, the use of illegitimately discovered secrets, etc.) are employed in speculations of this kind, they cannot in themselves be condemned as immoral. Nay, it must even be admitted that, to a certain extent, speculation in stocks and bonds is useful, inasmuch, namely, as it facilitates the purchase of valuable papers for the investment of capital and their sale for the provision of ready cash. It also aids in the placing of government bonds. The great evil of the stock exchange is that it easily advances speculation and gambling beyond all due limits and favors fraudulent undertakings. In the nature of the case, lying and fraud are often applied as means in speculation. The so-called financial crises are for the most part artificial “bull and bear periods” in which the speculators by every imaginable and often dishonest means endeavor to raise or depress the price of certain stocks and bonds.

p. 289(5) In this connection a word concerning dealings in “options” and “futures” may not be out of place. One is said to deal in “futures” when the goods contracted for are not in his possession, nay do not even belong to him at the time the sales contract is made. If the terms of the contract leave to the seller the choice either to deliver the stipulated goods at a fixed price or to pay the difference between the price agreed upon and the actual market price when the term of the contract arrives, the contract is called an “option.”

“From such an ‘option’ contract to mere ‘time bargains’ or ‘difference transactions’ or ‘margin’ is but a step. In these transactions real delivery of goods to the buyer is not contemplated by either party; they merely make use of the market price of wheat, or cotton, or stocks and shares, or bacon, or other commodity, as matter for wager. . . . It is a subject of hot debate whether such gambling has a good or bad effect on genuine trade. There is, of course, a great increase of business for commission houses, brokers, and agents generally resulting from fictitious bargains, and it is to be expected that such classes will be loud in defense of time bargains, or ‘options’ and ‘futures,’ as they are often indifferently and loosely called. On the other hand, producers of foodstuffs and manufacturers of raw material into cotton goods seem generally persuaded that their trade is seriously injured by gambling transactions on ‘change. Within the last few years several governments have given serious attention to the problem.”

p. 290From the moral point of view dealings in futures must be judged as bets or wagers, for a speculative contract in “futures” is to all intents and purposes nothing but a wager or bet concerning a future and uncertain event. The question whether it is lawful or not depends on the broader question concerning the lawfulness of betting.

Applying the Catholic moral doctrine on betting to the question before us, Fr. Slater, whom we have just quoted, says: “We are compelled to admit that a deal in futures in itself is not wrong if it is accompanied by the conditions laid down [i. e., that the money risked belongs to him who risks it; that the transaction is free from fraud and deceit; and that, finally, the chances are fairly equal on both sides]; but that it is wrong if any of these conditions are wanting. However, even though the requisite conditions may be present, it is a dangerous pastime, and should be discouraged, like any other form of gambling, in the interests of public and private morality.” Passing from the abstract to the concrete, namely, to the form in which betting is actually carried on in the exchanges of the great commercial centres of the world, the same eminent English moralist, after carefully weighing the arguments often adduced in favor of the practice, says: “On the other hand producers and consumers alike seem generally to have made up their minds that gambling in futures has a disastrous effect on trade. Competitors are almost indefinitely multiplied; the area of competition is vastly enlarged; and producers of wheat, for example, in countries where land and labor are dear, where taxes are burdensome and skies unpropitious, find themselves forced to compete with others who live under opposite conditions. Tariffs may remedy the evil to a certain extent, as far as effective contracts which contemplate actual delivery are concerned, but they cannot shut out the subtle influence of gambling transactions. In addition to this, gambling in futures falsifies prices. In a healthy condition of the market, the price of an article will depend on the costs of production and the law of supply and demand. As long as these factors dominate the situation, producer and consumer can satisfy themselves that they have full value for their goods or for their money. But when natural prices are interfered with from without by speculators who do not contemplate effective delivery of commodities, and who are only interested in differences, effective dealers can have no security that they get full value in their transactions. Prices are falsified and markets are reduced to an unnatural condition. . . . There are also some more general considerations which cannot be overlooked by the moralist. Betting, as we have seen, is not in itself unlawful, provided it is accompanied and safeguarded by certain conditions. When, however, it becomes a habit, and degenerates into gambling, our verdict in ordinary cases must be different. . . . If it becomes a passion, if the gambler seeks to make it a substitute for honest toil, and strives to make it support him or bring him wealth, serious harm has already been done. The gambler produces nothing; he adds nothing to the wealth of the community; he soon learns to shun honest work; he becomes a parasite who preys on society, and eventually brings ruin on others as well as on himself. So that dealing in differences, even if regarded merely as a form of gambling and speculation, must fall under the censure of the moralist. . . . But it would be a comparatively small matter if the evil connected with gambling in futures were confined to the parties immediately concerned in the transaction. Unfortunately, too often many good and innocent people, who never dream of speculating on ’change, suffer loss from the operations conducted there. A rise or fall in the price of wheat means for the operator the winning or losing of his bet, but for many a farmer a fall in the price means that he is robbed by the ‘bears’ of the fruit of his toil; it may mean the bankruptcy and ruin of many a respectable family. On the other hand, a rise in prices means an additional hardship on the poor, a greater difficulty in making ends meet, a robbing of many a poor family of the staff of life. On many grounds, therefore, the verdict of the moral theologian on the question of the lawfulness of dealing in futures must be that in practice the transaction is immoral and wrong.”32

32 T. Slater, S.J., Questions of Moral Theology, N.Y. 1915, Ch. IX, “Deals in Options and Futures,” pp. 145–158.

p. 293(6) Advertising, that is, the use of extraordinary means of publicity for the purpose of calling attention to certain goods or products, is not per se illicit, nay, to a certain extent at least, may be considered necessary for the ordinary conduct of business, industry, and commerce. Unfortunately the practice is only too often made a means of deceiving and cheating the public.

Göpfert lays down the following rules for keeping advertising within proper bounds: (α) The advertiser may praise the quality of his goods and call attention to their merits, provided the price he asks is not unfair; but it is a violation of charity to advertise so as to injure competing merchants. (β) It is immoral and forbidden to misrepresent the quality or value of the goods advertised, and if such misrepresentation actually results in loss to others, it entails the duty of restitution, not only to the defrauded buyers, but likewise to the competitors whose business has been damaged by such illicit means.33

33 Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 7th ed., p. 187; see the same eminent author’s paper “Zur sittlichen Beurteilung des modernen Reklamewesens” in the Theologisch-praktische Quartalschrift, of Linz, 1900, pp. 593 sqq.




	The contract known in Scholastic parlance as census (French, rente) is an agreement by which a person (censuarius) transfers the right of ownership and the usufruct of an object to another (censualista) in consideration of an annuity or pension.34



34 Gury, op. cit., Vol. I, n. 874: “Census (French, rente) is the right to receive an annual pension from a thing or a person. Census can be manifold, namely: 1. Reservative (rente foncière), that is, an annual pension to be received from a thing whose ownership has been alienated; 2. Consignative (rente constituée), that is, an annual pension to be received from a thing or person by title of purchase; 3. Real or personal, according as the pension is constituted in a fruitful thing or in a person’s labor and industry; 4. Temporary or perpetual or life-long (rente viagère), according as it is established for a time, e.g., for 20 years, or in perpetuity, or for the life of a man; 5. Redeemable by one or both parties, according as it can be redeemed at the option of one or both, or irredeemable, if by agreement the seller or censuarius cannot free himself by restoring the principal; then the buyer or censualista necessarily retains his right in the census.” Cfr. nn. 875–878.

p. 294The juridical distinction between this sort of contract and an investment of capital consists in this that the property transferred in consideration of an annuity cannot be demanded back like money simply loaned to another. Formal justice is safeguarded by the legal fiction that the investor merely receives back in small portions what he has entrusted to another. What he receives, therefore, in the form of interest, is his own property, whereas the other party to the contract gets for his trouble whatever gain he can make with the capital or property confided to him.

The question which has worried many a moralist, whether one may live on rentes without productive work, is theoretical rather than practical. “Nature itself,” says Linsenmann, “compels children who are not yet old enough to support themselves, old men who are no longer able to work, and those disabled by illness, to live off the labor of others. Moreover, a considerable number of men and women are destined by natural law and the so- cial order to devote themselves not to productive bodily labor, but to the higher intellectual and spiritual tasks of humanity. To this class belong most public officials, priests, nuns, authors, teachers, etc. . . . If their right to participate in the productive labor of their fellows is conceded, it is no longer a theological, but purely an economic question whether the fructification of capital had better take place in the limited form of census, rentes, or annuities, or in the freer form of modern investments. Catholic moralists, being conservative, admitted the justification of the contract called census more readily than the lawfulness of the more modern forms of investment, for the reason that it seemed to them more conducive to the stability of property rights, though already in the Middle Ages it was perceived that the irrevocability of census contracts sometimes involved unnecessary and unfair harshness.”35

35 Linsenmann, Lehrb. d. Moraltheol., pp. 554 sq.—Cfr. J. A. Ryan, The Church and Interest-Taking, St. Louis, 1910.—P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 121 sqq.

p. 295


	A money-changer is a person who exchanges money at a prescribed rate for gain. The underlying contract is called cambium. It is qualified as cambium manuale or minutum if the exchange takes place in cash; locale seu per literas,36 if effected by means of a bill drawn in one place or country upon a drawee in another place or country. If the profit (agio, commission) which the money-changer (campsor, argentarius, nummularius, trapezita) makes, is moderate, i. e., according to law or custom, the business is unobjectionable. It is wrong, however, to issue bills of exchange to a fictitious address (cambium fictum vel siccum) and to demand more than the regular fee or commission.37



36 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 870: “Exchange is an exchange of money with some profit for the money-changer. Exchange, however, in general means the same as exchange either in money or in other things. Exchange is distinguished in various ways, namely: 1. Real or true exchange and fictitious or dry exchange. The former is that by which money is actually exchanged for another thing. The latter is that in which an exchange is feigned, but it is nothing other than a disguised loan, as, e.g., when money is given as though to be received in another place, although it is received in this same place; 2. Manual or petty exchange and local exchange or exchange by letters. The former occurs when money of one form or material for money of another form or material. The latter, however, occurs when present money is exchanged for absent money to be paid in another place.”—Cfr. S. Alph., Theol. Mor., l. IV, nn. 850–856; Schwane, Die theologische Lehre über d. Verträge, pp. 155 ff.

37 Schwane (op. cit., p. 156, n. 1) says: “Some derive the name siccum from the fact that this sort of business was unprofitable for the recipient of the bill; others think that the Venetians and the Genoese called it thus because it was drawn in appearance upon trans-oceanic trading places, but in reality was paid on dry ground in Venice or Genoa.”

p. 296To exchange the money of one country for that of another requires a certain capital and personal service, which must be paid for out of the commission charged. All that can be demanded from the standpoint of Moral Theology is that the profits be not larger than they would be in any other legitimate business in which the same amount of capital is invested under similar conditions. The State should supervise the business of money-changing in order that it may be honestly conducted.38

38 Linsenmann, Lehrb. d. Moraltheol., p. 576.—Of the iusta merces of money-changers Noldin says: “The common estimation of this service determines the just fee, which may be greater in proportion as greater expenses are required so that the money-changer may ordinarily satisfy his clients. Moreover, to avoid injustice in exchanges and bills of exchange scarcely anything else is required except that the statutes of the law and the practice of upright money-changers be observed.” (Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 13th ed., p. 630).

p. 297


	Loaning money at interest is generally done by means of a contract in which a definite sum (census, interesse) is agreed upon as a recompense for the temporary use of the amount loaned.39 The permissibility of taking interest can be demonstrated from Holy Scripture and ecclesiastical tradition. a) In some passages of the Old Testament the taking of interest is strictly forbidden,40 whereas in others it is forbidden only on loans made to brothers or the poor,41 and in still others it is expressly permitted when the lenders were foreigners, i. e., non-Israelites.42 Since Holy Scripture, therefore, makes a distinction between Israelites and non-Israelites, and permits interest to be taken from the latter, it follows that interest cannot be per se forbidden by the moral law of nature, for if it were, God could no more have permitted the Jews to practice it than He could have permitted them to rob or murder foreigners.43 Hence it is certain that the Old Testament prohibition of interest-taking was purely a matter of civil law. The economic system of the Jews under Moses was such as to limit loans among themselves to cases of urgent necessity, whereas the gentiles borrowed Jewish capital for purposes of speculation and production. In view of this fact Moses allowed his people to take interest from strangers, but not from fellow-Hebrews. Thus we find the key for the correct solution of this much-debated problem in the Mosaic law.



39 See the bibliography at the end of this Section, p. 314.

40 Cfr. Ps. XIV, 5; LIV, 12. J. Hejel, Das alttestamentliche Zinsverbot, Freiburg i. B. 1907, pp. 62 sqq.; Benzinger, Hebräische Archäologie, 2nd ed., pp. 292 sq.

41 Cfr. Ex. XXII, 25; Lev. XXV, 35 sqq.; Ez. XVIII, 8, 13; Ps. LXXI, 14.

42 Deut. XXIII, 19 sq.: “Thou shalt not lend to thy brother money to usury [i. e., on interest], nor corn, nor any other thing: but to the stranger. To thy brother thou shalt lend that which he wanteth without usury [i. e., interest].”—Cfr. Lev. XXV, 36; 2 Esdr. V, 7; Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebr. Bibel, II, 95.—Cfr. P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, Dublin 1914, Ch. I, “Usury among the Hebrews,” pp. 1–18.

43 Cfr. K. J. Hefele, Beiträge zur Kirchengeschichte, Vol. I, p. 36.

p. 298The New Testament contains but one text that is commonly referred to interest-taking. It is Luke VI, 34 sq., where Christ is quoted as saying: “And if you lend to them of whom you hope to receive, what thanks are to you? for sinners also lend to sinners, for to receive as much (τὰ ἴσα). But love your enemies, do good and lend, hoping for nothing thereby (δανείζετε μηδὲν ἀπελπίζοντες).” This text, however, throws no light on the problem of interest-taking, for in it Christ does not advise His hearers to refrain from taking interest, but to give away the capital itself.44

44 Luke VI, 34 sq.—Cfr. D’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., p. 449: “That Luke’s words [vi, 34] do not pertain here is now known almost even to the bleary-eyed and barbers.”—A. Vermeersch, S.J., Quaest. de Iustit., 2nd ed., p. 452: “As regards the New Testament, it contains nothing, not even in appearance.”—P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 32 sqq.

p. 299Hence it may be safely held that the Bible does not prohibit interest-taking. b) The Fathers of the Church and the early councils, on the other hand, sternly condemned the practice, mainly for reasons drawn from the Old and New Testaments and under the influence of the Greek and Roman philosophers of antiquity, who seem to have opposed the taking of interest.45 Some of the Fathers expressly refer to Aristotle’s well-known teaching that money is an unproductive thing. A good deal of the feeling displayed against interest-taking in the early Church was no doubt a result of the shameless way in which usury was practiced at that time. Most of the early ecclesiastical writers use “interest” and “usury” as synonymous terms. Beginning with the fourth century, however, the law against loaning money on interest was enforced only against clerics, whilst the laity were left free to do as they pleased.

45 Matth. V, 42; VI, 12; XVIII, 23–35; cfr. Luke VI, 34 sq.; the teaching of the ancient philosophers is discussed by Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 19 sqq., 26 sqq.

The teaching of the Fathers on the subject of interest, says Dr. Funk, “was not without its defects, and the early Church seems to have made allowance for this fact when she employed her penal power in this matter against clerics only, and left the laity unmolested.”46

46 F. X. Funk, Geschichte des kirchlichen Zinsverbotes, p. 7.—Cfr. P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 37 sqq.

p. 300c) During the Catholic Middle Ages the prohibition of interest-taking was adhered to, at least in principle.

d) After the thirteenth century the question began to be dealt with in a more scientific way by the Scholastics, who, not content with the authority of Sacred Scripture and the Fathers, searched for arguments against interest-taking in reason and the natural law. One of the principal arguments they evolved was based on the nature of money. They held that money is a commodity which is consumed in the first use and has no other use which can give it an additional value, and that, consequently, in the business of exchange, its substance (res) cannot be separated from its use (usus rei), nor can it be separately valued without an offence against distributive justice. Thus a man who would sell to one buyer the substance of a bottle of wine (vinum), and to another the right to drink it (usus vini), would violate justice because he would sell the same commodity twice, or sell something which had no real existence. In other words, the fair price for a bottle of wine is the money equivalent of the value which the wine has for drinking, because the value of the first consumption of a commodity is the value of the commodity. Money, considered as a medium of exchange, they argued further, is a commodity whose value is identical with the value of the first consumption of it, and, therefore, it is per se unlawful to charge a compensation (usura) for its use (usus). Hence the Schoolmen regarded all gain or profit derived from the use of an unproductive or unfruitful commodity, or from a loan as such (lucrum ex mutuo ratione mutui), as unjust and usurious.

p. 301St. Thomas puts it thus: “To take usury [interest] for money lent is unjust in itself, because this is to sell what does not exist, and this evidently leads to inequality, which is contrary to justice. In order to make this evident, we must observe that there are certain things, the use of which consists in their consumption: thus we consume the wine when we use it for drink, and we consume wheat when we use it for food. Wherefore in such like things the use of the thing must not be reckoned apart from the thing itself, and whoever is granted the use of the thing, is granted the thing itself; and for this reason, to lend things of this kind is to transfer the ownership. Accordingly, if a man wanted to sell wine separately from the use of the wine, he would be selling the same thing twice, or he would be selling what does not exist, wherefore he would evidently commit a sin of injustice. In like manner he commits an injustice who lends wine or wheat, and asks for double payment, viz.: one, the return of the thing in equal measure, the other, the price of the use, which is called usury. On the other hand there are things, the use of which does not consist in their consumption: thus to use a house is to dwell in it, not to destroy it. Therefore in such things both may be granted: for instance, one may hand over to another the ownership of his house while reserving to himself the use of it for a time, or, vice versa, he may grant the use of the house whilst retaining its ownership. For this reason a man may lawfully make a charge for the use of his house, and, besides, reclaim the house from the person to whom he has granted its use, as happens in renting and letting it. Now money, according to the Philosopher, was invented chiefly for the purpose of exchange, and consequently the proper and principal use of money is its consumption or alienation, whereby it is sunk in exchange. Hence it is by its very nature unlawful to take payment for the use of money lent, which payment is known as usury; and just as a man is bound to restore other ill-gotten goods, so is he bound to restore the money which he has taken in usury.”47

47 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 78, art. 1. “To take usury for money lent is unjust in itself, because what does not exist is sold. By this an inequality is manifestly established, which is contrary to justice. To make this evident, it must be known that there are certain things whose use is the consumption of the things themselves, just as we consume wine by using it for drink and wheat by using it for food. Hence, in such things, the use of the thing ought not to be reckoned separately from the thing itself, but to whomever the use is granted, by this very fact the thing is granted, and for this reason ownership is transferred in such things by a loan. Therefore, if someone wished to sell the wine separately and wished to sell the use of the wine separately, he would sell the same thing twice, or would sell what does not exist; hence he would manifestly sin through injustice. And for a similar reason he commits an injustice who lends wine or wheat, asking that two recompenses be given him: one, indeed, the restitution of an equal thing, and the other the price of its use, which is called usury. But there are certain things whose use is not the consumption of the thing itself, just as the use of a house is habitation, not its destruction. And therefore in such things either may be granted separately; for example, when someone hands over to another the ownership of a house, reserving its use to himself for some time, or conversely when someone grants another the use of a house while reserving its ownership to himself. And for this reason a man may lawfully receive a price for the use of a house and, besides this, demand the house lent for use, as is evident in the hiring and letting of a house. Money, however, according to the Philosopher [Ethic., l. V, c. 5; Polit., l. I, cc. 5–6], was principally invented for making exchanges; and thus the proper and principal use of money is its consumption or alienation, according as it is expended in exchanges. And for this reason it is in itself unlawful to receive a price for the use of money lent, which is called usury; and just as a man is bound to restore other things unjustly acquired, so he is bound to restore the money which he received through usury.” On the teaching of St. Thomas and the Scholastics generally see Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 78 sqq.

p. 303β) All through the Middle Ages canonists and theologians were unanimous in condemning the taking of interest on loans made for consumption only (mutua), as distinguished from loans for use, reckoning money as an article of consumption. When, however, some external reason seemed to justify the taking of interest, it was not regarded as usury. Such a reason was called titulus mutuo extrinsecus. The principal “titles” held to justify interest were: (1) damnum emergens, i. e., a loss or damage arising to the lender from the loan; (2) lucrum cessans, i. e., profit lost to the owner by not having the money in his control; (3) periculum sortis amittendae, i. e., the danger of losing the capital lent; and (4) poena conventionalis, i. e., a penalty agreed upon between the contracting parties for remissness in repaying the money loaned. Where one of these “titles” could be alleged, it was permissible to demand and receive a moderate charge over and above the capital lent. This charge was not paid for the use of the money loaned, but for the danger incurred by the lender, or to indemnify him for the loss he had sustained and which he was not bound to take upon himself gratuitously.48

48 P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, “Extrinsic Titles,” pp. 91–105.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 818: “Emerging loss is a detriment which the lender suffers on the occasion of a loan made to his neighbor. If the lender suffers loss because of the loan, it is a legitimate title for receiving something above the principal or the thing lent. The reason is that it is not equitable that you should bear loss from the loan; for no one is bound to confer a benefit at his own loss except in the neighbor’s necessity.”—Ibid., n. 819: “Ceasing gain is that which the lender would have gained from his property or money, had he retained it, if he had employed it in another lawful contract. Ceasing gain is a legitimate title for demanding something above the principal. The reason is: 1. Because then there truly is an emerging loss; 2. Because the hope of gain is extrinsic to the loan and therefore capable of valuation in money.”—Ibid., n. 820: “Risk to the principal is a well-founded fear that the principal may not be recovered. There is a twofold risk: 1. Common, intrinsic to every loan, e. g., the fear that all the borrower’s goods may perish in a fire, etc.; 2. Extraordinary, e. g., if a loan is given to a prodigal or to a man of doubtful credit or to one going by sea, or if great expenses in recovering the principal are feared.”—Ibid., n. 821: “Nothing can be demanded for the common risk. The reason is that such a risk is entirely intrinsic to the loan and therefore cannot be separated from it. Extraordinary risk is a legitimate title according to the more common and more probable opinion. The reason: 1. Because, if the hope of gain is capable of valuation, much more so is the danger of probable loss; 2. Because things placed in safety are valued more highly than things placed in danger; 3. It is established by a decision of the S. C. de Propaganda Fide for the Chinese missionaries, approved by Innocent X (cf. S. Alph., l. III, n. 765 [ed. Gaudé, II, 211]). Except: 1. If the borrower is poor, because then the precept of lending is urgent; 2. If the borrower secures the principal by a pledge, because in that case the risk ceases.”—Ibid., n. 822: “A contractual penalty consists in this, that the borrower binds himself to pay something above the principal if he does not repay it at the appointed time. A contractual penalty is a legitimate title for receiving, besides the principal, that which was agreed upon. The reason is that in this way provision is made for the firmness of the contract and at the same time the borrower’s negligence is forestalled. The required conditions are: 1. That the debtor’s delay be notable and culpable; 2. That the penalty be moderate and proportionate to the fault; 3. That a usurious intention be absent, that is, that the lender not desire the other party’s culpable delay.”—Funk, Zins und Wucher, pp. 119 sqq.; Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., pp. 278 sqq.; Göpfert, II, 172 sqq.

p. 305Other and more practical exceptions from the law prohibiting interest were made in favor of those who purchased rentes (supra, pp. 293 sqq.) and in favor of State loans or charitable institutions (montes pietatis).49 Thus it came about that, towards the end of the Middle Ages, the law against interest was more often violated than respected, for while Church and State still insisted that it was forbidden to take interest on loans made purely for consumption (ratione mutui), in matter of fact interest was quite generally demanded and taken on the strength of various “extrinsic titles,” which practically neutralized the prohibition.

49 Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 739.—Funk, Zins und Wucher, pp. 62 sqq., 80 sqq.—IDEM, Geschichte des kirchl. Zinsverbotes, pp. 42 sqq.—H. Holzapfel, O. F. M., Die Anfänge der Montes Pietatis, Munich, 1903.

d) In modern times the ancient definition of usury was still adhered to, not only by Catholic theologians,50 but also by Luther and Zwingli, who forbade their followers to take interest on loans.51

50 H. Busembaum, Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 3, dub. 7: “Usury is gain arising immediately from a loan, so that the lender gains, above the principal (i. e., the capital sum), something which can be valued in money, in such a way that such gain is intended precisely by reason of the loan. This is plainly unjust and a grave sin against human and divine law, since the lender acquires gain from a thing which is no longer his, because the thing lent has already passed into the ownership of the borrower, as is evident from the definition. And the general rule is: Every act or burden or charge added to a loan beyond that which is proper and intrinsic to it renders the contract usurious.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, nn. 758–759 (ed. Gaudé, II, 203 sqq.); Gury, I, nn. 815–817.

51 P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 147 sqq.; Walther, Thesen über den Wucher, St. Louis, 1876.

p. 306But in spite of many synodal decrees, the capitalistic function of money led to a change in ideas and practice. Of particular importance in the process of evolution was the practice of selling rentes and the recognition of the so-called contractus trinus,52 i. e., a combination of three different contracts, one social and the other two insurance. In evolving this new form of contract, the Scholastics, in Funk’s opinion, did a great thing: “Though they had not succeeded in storming the fortress of the anti-interest law, they had surrounded it from two sides and laid a double breach for modern Capitalism. The capitalist through this teaching was enabled to invest his money profitably by means of a contractus trinus, which was always feasible when there was a question of lending capital for productive purposes. Or he could buy rentes, since this species of contract was now no longer hedged in with the former limitations, but the contracting parties were left free to make whatever agreement they chose. The seller could pay his indebtedness at any time, and the buyer was free to demand his capital back whenever he wished. The only precaution that had to be observed was to avoid the terms ‘loan’ and ‘interest,’ for paying interest on loans was still regarded as usury and forbidden under pain of mortal sin.”53

52 See infra, pp. 329 sq.; Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 126 sqq.

53 Funk, Geschichte des kirchl. Zinsverbotes, pp. 57 sqq., 60,— IDEM, Zins und Wucher, pp. 84 sqq.

p. 307Soon the civil governments revoked the laws forbidding interest-taking and confined themselves to punishing usury in the modern sense, and the Church and her theologians acknowledged the titulus legis civilis as an additional reason justifying interest. The last important papal decision on the subject is the encyclical letter of Benedict XIV, “Vix pervenit,” issued November 1, 1745. It condemns taking interest on a loan merely for the sake of the loan (omne lucrum ex mutuo ratione mutui), but recognizes the extrinsic titles enumerated above.54

54 The text of the encyclical in Migne, Theol. Cursus Compl., XVI, 1059; cfr. Busembaum, Theol. Mor., II, 59 sqq.; St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., ed. M. Haringer, Vol. III, Ratisbon 1846, pp. 356 sqq.; Denzinger-Bannwart, nn. 1609–1612; Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 160 sqq.

A substantial mitigation of ecclesiastical discipline was initiated by the Apostolic See in the early part of the XIXth century, when it repeatedly declared, in response to inquiries, that those who took interest at a moderate rate should not be disturbed in their peace of mind, provided they were ready to submit to such decisions as the Church might see fit to make on the subject in future.55 At first these declarations were limited by the clause that interest might be taken to the extent permitted by the civil laws of the respective country (titulo legis civilis), but this clause, too, was soon omitted, and the permission to take interest was extended to clerics, monasteries, and ecclesiastical foundations.56

55 “They are not to be disturbed, provided they are prepared to abide by the mandates of the Holy See.”—Cfr. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 168 sqq., 174 sqq.

56 S. C. Offic., decree of Feb. 28, 1872 (Collectio Lacensis, VI, 690); cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 823 sqq.

p. 308The New Code expressly says: “If a fungible thing is given to someone in such a way that it becomes his and afterward an equal amount is restored to him in the same kind, no gain may be received by reason of the contract itself; but in the furnishing of a fungible thing it is not in itself unlawful to stipulate for lawful gain, unless it is clear that it is immoderate, or even for greater gain, if a just and proportionate title supports it,”57—that is to say, in loaning goods to be consumed by the borrower, when return is made in the same kind, no interest may be charged by reason of the contract itself; but in loaning fungible goods, a reasonable interest may be charged if there is a just and proportionate title. “The quintessence of this canon, according to Father Augustine, O. S. B., is “that interest on loans is permitted according to the usual and legal rate, not precisely by reason of the contract, but by reason of the risk incurred and other circumstances.”58

57 C. I. C., can. 1543.

58 A Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. VI, p. 609. Fr. Augustine refers to Benedict XIV’s encyclical “Vix pervenit” and to the instructions of the S. C. of the Propaganda of 1873 (Coll. S. C. P. F., n. 1303), where, he says, “the documents referring to these subjects are given and the question is treated ex professo.”

The changed attitude of the Church on interest-taking is perfectly justified in view of the fact that money is no longer, as it was before the dawn of the industrial era, a mere means of exchange for articles of consumption and a measure of their value, but the chief form of capital. Today “no wealth-producing object of importance can be undertaken without a supply of money,” says Fr. Slater, “and money is now readily exchangeable for land, machinery, means of distribution, and other instruments for the production of wealth. Capital is one of the factors necessary for the production of wealth, and it is the chief instrument of its production. Money, then, looked upon as capital, is not a mere fungible; it is not a commodity which is consumed in the first use of it; it is the main instrument necessary for the production of wealth, and it thereby acquires a new function: it becomes virtually productive and puts on the nature of land and machinery, with which it is so readily exchangeable. Indeed now-a-days land can hardly put forth its natural productivity without the aid of capital, and machinery cannot be worked for the production of wealth without it. It follows then that now-a-days money is not merely a means of exchange, it is also an instrument of production, and just as money may be charged for the use of land, or of a house, so money may be charged for the use of money. Money now has its fair and reasonable price like any other commodity, and the sin of usury is committed not by taking a fair and reasonable interest for a loan, but by exacting excessive interest.”59

59 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., I, 515 sq.

p. 310“If,” says Father H. Pesch, S. J., by way of a demonstratio ad absurdum, “moderate interest were objectively and per se forbidden by the moral law of nature, the Church would not only have mitigated her demands in favor of a generation living under Capitalism, but she would be tolerating, positively and for all classes of human society, a most atrocious crime, namely, usury, which is admittedly opposed to the natural law and, in consequence, intrinsically and essentially evil.”60

60 H. Pesch, “Zinsgrund und Zinsgrenze,” in the Zeitschrift für kath. Theologie, Innsbruck, 1888, p. 37; cfr. P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 200 sqq.—The whole problem is admittedly a thorny one, and though many solutions of it have been proposed, none has found general acceptance. One of the latest writers on the subject, Fr. J. B. McLaughlin, O. S. B., thinks the dispute arose from ambiguity about the term mutuum. Benedict XIV, who, by the way, in his encyclical letter spoke with authority as teacher of the universal Church (“lest the purity of Catholic doctrine, the deposit of which was entrusted to us by Christ, be defiled by this stain of error”), used the term mutuum in its precise technical sense, in contradistinction to investments. His meaning was that “if the money passed so that they might become rich, then it is not mutuum, but of a nature altogether different from the nature of a mutuum. If it is mutuum, then it is not so that they might become rich; the purpose for which the money is to be used does not enter into a mutuum contract, which necessarily turns upon equality between what is given and what is returned, and in nothing else. . . . The root difference seems to be this. There is such a thing as enriching yourself by impoverishing your neighbors. And there is such a thing as enriching yourself by enriching your neighbors. The first is usury, the second is the investing of capital. My neighbor needs a loan; I shall have to help him; I will take the opportunity to annex some of his belongings. That is usury. I have not added to the wealth of the country; I have merely transferred some of it from his pocket to mine. On the other hand, is the fact expressed in such sayings as, ‘I could make my business a success if I had more capital’; ‘This country only needs capital to make it prosperous’; ‘If these islanders had a steamboat to take their fish to a market; if a bridge were built here, a railway there, a creamery opened, a pit sunk, the whole district would become prosperous.’ It is in this way that countries have become rich, and that their standard of living has been raised. Money employed in these ways is employed for the enriching of others; and you who so employed your money have a right to your share of the new riches. Not simply to a return of your money; but to a share in the increased wealth that is flowing in to us each year. Further; in a highly ‘developed’ country, the existing machinery of production must be kept efficient merely to maintain the present standard of living, apart from any question of improving it. Therefore there is a continuous demand for new capital, for the purposes of upkeep and replacement; and you who provide this capital are saving the country from impoverishment, and can claim a share in the wealth you are helping to produce. A ‘legal rate’ of interest, mentioned in the Canon Law, would seem to be an attempt to estimate what your fair share should be. This seems to have been in St. Thomas’s mind when he wrote of the man who takes up a business for the public utility, that the country may have what it needs for its life; and seeks a profit, not as his final purpose, but as his reward for what he has done. Similarly Benedict XIV says, ‘It cannot be doubted that in these contracts we have a manifold lawful method and system for preserving and improving human intercourse and profitable trade, to the public good.’ (“Vix pervenit,” § 3, 4; Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1478). Whereas usury causes poverty: ‘Far be it from Christian minds to suppose that profitable commerce can flourish through usuries or similar injuries to others.’ (ibid.). The natural way to help a man in a difficulty is to give him the money he needs and let him make the best he can of it, binding him to return you the same amount later on. Whereas the natural way to help to develop the country is to lend your money for that purpose to some one who can use it for that purpose. The giving in the one case and lending in the other do not at first glance seem to be essentially tied up with the two contrasted purposes; but St. Thomas and Benedict XIV and the Codex unanimously put this distinction at the very root of the matter. In the Codex we read, ‘Si res ita alicui detur ut eius fiat,’ in contradistinction to ‘sed in praestatione rei’; and St. Thomas and Benedict XIV are equally explicit. Unfortunately, besides the two processes I have mentioned, enriching yourself by impoverishing others, and enriching yourself by enriching others, there is a third—enriching yourself by enslaving others. You can use your capital, not to enable me to develop my business, but to buy up my business and make me pay you revenue if I want to continue it. It is this process of gaining control of all the means of livelihood, and taking toll of the fruits of all men’s industry, that seems to many to be the main occupation of the capitalist at present. After the war, a cotton-mill valued by its owners at three and a half millions was bought by a syndicate for five millions. Those who work that mill in future have to pay interest on the extra million and a half. One reads of an American millionaire keeping a staff of experts to advise him on one point, the new businesses in which his yearly revenues are to be invested and which are to pay him tribute for the future. Leo XIII speaks of ‘the concentration of so many branches of trade in the hands of a few individuals; so that a small number of very rich men have been able to lay upon the teeming masses of the poor a yoke little better than that of slavery itself.’ This party holds in its grasp the whole of labor and trade; manipulates for its own benefit and its own purposes all the sources of supply.’ His remedy is ‘to induce as many as possible of the humbler classes to become owners.’ (The Pope and the People, pp. 179, 208).”

p. 311e) So much from the point of view of justice. Charity, of course, imposes additional duties. With a hard pressed debtor the creditor should not only have patience, but is bound ex caritate, in proportion to his own ability and the degree of his creditor’s necessity, to aid him by giving alms or renouncing his legitimate compensation for damage sustained or profit lost. A loan without interest made to a person in need is a true act of charity, and to demand interest in such a case would be to enrich oneself unjustly at the expense of a needy fellowman. For the distinguishing mark of usury may be owing to the economic condition of the borrower.

p. 312The lawful rate of interest, like the fair and reasonable price of other commodities, depends upon circumstances and, proximately, upon the common consent of intelligent men.61 For the farmer who earns no more than three or four per cent. on his capital, says Ratzinger, five or six per cent. on loans would be a usurious rate of interest, whereas the merchant who makes a profit of ten per cent., can pay from four to six, and the manufacturer or trader who cleans up a net gain of from thirty to forty per cent., can be charged from twelve to twenty per cent. for short term loans without usury.62 Of course, in de- ciding this question, the civil laws of each country have to be taken into consideration.63

61 Slater, I, 515.

62 Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., p. 261 sq.—Cfr. Seneca, De Benefic., l. VI, c. 13: “I am not so unjust that I owe him nothing, who, while being useful to me, was also useful to himself. For I do not demand that he consult my interest without regard for his own; indeed I even desire that the benefit given to me should have profited the giver more, provided that he who gave, having both of us in view, gave and divided it between himself and me. Although he himself possess the greater part of it, if only he admitted me into partnership, if he considered both of us, I am ungrateful, and not merely unjust, unless I rejoice that what profited me also profited him. It is the height of malice not to call anything a benefit unless it has affected the giver with some inconvenience.” (Opera Omnia, I, ed. I. Lipsius, Amsterdam 1672, p. 794).

63 A. Vermeersch, S. J., s. v. “Usury” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 235 sqq.; Maingie, La Théorie de l’Intérêt et ses Applications, Brussels, 1911; H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, p. 157; P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, Dublin 1914.

p. 313READINGS.—Th. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 221 sqq.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 788 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 793 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, I, 232 sqq.).—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 552 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 358 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, pp. 120 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 315 sqq.

On the WAGE CONTRACT: F. M. Schindler, Der Lohnvertrag, Vienna 1892.—K. Eberle, Arbeit und Lohn, Stans 1894.—Ch. Antoine, Cours d’Économie Sociale, 7th ed., Paris 1922, pp. 589 sqq.—Theo. Meyer, S. J., Die Arbeiterfrage und die christlich-ethischen Sozialprinzipien, 4th ed., Freiburg i. B. 1904.—F. X. Eberle, Kath. Wirtschaftsmoral, Freiburg i. B. 1921, pp. 53 sqq.—D. Merino, Natural Justice and Private Property, Eindhoven (Holland), 1922, pp. 103 sqq.—J. A. Ryan, A Living Wage, N. Y. 1906.—O’Grady, A Legal Minimum Wage, Washington 1915.—J. A. Ryan, Social Reconstruction, N. Y. 1916, pp. 323 sqq.—H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, N. Y. 1913, pp. 160 sqq.—J. M. Harty, “The Living Wage: Its Ethical Basis,” in the Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. II (1907), Nos. 6, 8; Vol. III (1908).—W. McDonald, “The Living Wage,” ibid., Vol. III (1908), No. 9.

On STRIKES AND LOCKOUTS: A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Arbeitsvertrag und Streik, 4th ed., Freiburg 1904.—H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, pp. 128 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, pp. 354 sqq.—C. S. Devas, Political Economy, pp. 548 sqq.—J. Kelleher, “The Morality of Strikes,” in the Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. VII (1912), No. 25.—Thos. Slater, S. J., On the Morals of To-day, N. Y. 1920, pp. 66 sqq.

p. 314On INTEREST-TAKING: F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 556 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 362 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S. J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 450 sqq.—D’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 446 sqq., Rome 1908.—F. X. Funk, Zins und Wucher, Tübingen 1868.—IDEM, Geschichte des kirchlichen Zinsverbotes, ibid., 1876.—IDEM, Zur Geschichte des Wucherstreites, ibid. 1901.—H. Hay, De Mutuo et Usura, Angers 1902.—D. Lanna, Delle Usure, Giuliano 1902.—F. Schneider, Das kirchliche Zinsverbot und die kuriale Praxis im 13. Jahrhundert (in “Festgabe . . . H. Finke gewidmet”), Münster i. W. 1904, pp. 129 sqq.—B. Duhr, S. J., Geschichte der Jesuiten in den Ländern deutscher Zunge, Vol. I, Freiburg i. B. 1907, pp. 713 sqq.—Schaub, Der Kampf gegen den Zinswucher, pp. 26 sqq., 61 sqq.—K. Lessel, Die Entwicklungsgeschichte der kanonistisch-scholastischen Wucherlehre im 13. Jahrhundert, Luxemburg 1905.—M. Hainisch, Die Entstehung des Kapitalzinses, Leipsic and Vienna 1907.—L. Garriguet, Prêt, Intérêt et Usure, Paris 1907.—Seipel, Die wirtschaftsethischen Lehren der Kirchenväter, pp. 162 sqq.—F. X. Eberle, Kath. Wirtschaftsmoral, pp. 65 sqq., Freiburg i. B. 1921.—Jos. Landner, Das kirchliche Zinsverbot und seine Bedeutung, Graz 1918.—P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, Dublin 1914.—J. M. Harty, “Historical Evolution of the Catholic Teaching on Usury,” in the Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. V (1910), No. 17.—IDEM, ibid., Vol. VII (1912), No. 28.—J. A. Ryan, The Church and Interest-Taking, St. Louis 1910.


Section 6: Subsidiary Contracts

p. 315A subsidiary or insurance contract (contractus subsidiarius sive cautio) is one by which one contracting party takes upon itself a certain danger or risk for the benefit of the other, in consideration of a specified payment. The principal kinds of subsidiary contracts are: insurance, security, and bailment (pawn or pledge).




	Insurance contracts are contracts by which the insurer undertakes to make good any loss suffered by the insured through the happening of some accident, in consideration of the payment of a fixed sum, either at once or at periodical intervals, or promises to pay a given sum to another upon the happening of a particular event contingent upon the duration of human life.1 These contracts (contractus assecurationis) are called subsidiary.2



1 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 554.

2 J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 878: “Those contracts are called subsidiary because they are employed for the security of another contract.”—Cfr. H. Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 3, dub. 15: “A contract of insurance is one by which someone assumes the risk of another’s property, binding himself either gratuitously or for a fixed price to compensate for it if it is lost. If this is done gratuitously, it is a gratuitous promise; if for a price, it is as though a purchase, by which the insurer sells his obligation to keep the other’s property free from loss. For its justice it is required that the outcome concerning the property be uncertain to both parties, at least with respect to the knowledge they have of it, because otherwise equality would not be preserved.” (Tournai 1876; I, 267).—Cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, pp. 206 sqq.

p. 316a) The insured party (assecuratus) is bound to pay the stipulated premium. The insurer (assecurator), on the other hand, pays the sum agreed upon only in case the accident in question actually happens.

To render an insurance contract valid it is required that the insured object really exists, that all circumstances material to the contract are made known to the insurer in order to enable him to form an accurate judgment as to the risks and merits of the case; that the insurer is able to pay the promised insurance if and when it falls due, that the premium paid is in proportion to the risk incurred, and that the stipulated terms of the contract contain nothing illicit.3

3 Gury, op. cit., I, n. 882: “The conditions required for insurance are the following: 1. That the price be proportionate to the risk; 2. That the risk be real and equally known to both parties; 3. That the insured observe all the conditions of the contract; 4. That the insurer have the means from which he can pay.”

According to the nature of the accident against which insurance is taken we may distinguish marine, fire, hail, storm, and accident insurance.4

4 The various conditions under which insurance is issued are defined by statutory law and for the U. S. are summarized, e. g., by Boles in Putnam’s Handy Law Book, pp. 6, 37, 124 sqq., 167 sqq., 302.

A special kind of insurance is that by which the insurer guarantees to pay a stipulated sum either to the insured if he lives out the determined period, or to his heirs or beneficiaries if he dies before its expiration (life insurance). Not a few present-day insurance policies are really no more than savings accounts.

p. 317b) Insurance contracts generally have been devised with the object of relieving undeserved misfortune. They do not indicate a want of confidence in Divine Providence, but are merely proofs of a prudent foresight and means of self-help.5

5 See this Handbook, Vol. III, pp. 109 sqq.—Cfr. G. v. Hertling, Kleine Schriften, pp. 341 sqq.

“The social advantages of insurance,” says Linsenmann, “are best attained if the practice is extended as widely as possible, because in that case the effects of serious catastrophes are distributed amongst many and consequently felt less severely by the individual, and for the further reason that the contribution of the individual becomes smaller, whereby the danger of fraud is minimized and participation in the benefits of insurance is made easier. The contribution of the individual beneficiary then appears like a slight tax, by paying which he not only acquires a feeling of security, but likewise aids more effectively than he could possibly do by alms, in assisting those who suffer from untoward events. Who does not feel relieved when he hears after a destructive fire that those whose property was destroyed were adequately insured?”6

6 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., p. 581.

c) Some writers refuse to regard life insurance as a contractus assecurationis because it does not in their opinion safeguard the subject against danger or risk. But on closer inspection we shall find that life insurance is insurance against danger or risk. “He who insures his life,” says a recent writer, “does two things: He invests his savings with an insurance company and receives as an equivalent the promise that the company will, in case he dies prematurely, pay out to his heirs the amount paid in, plus the amount necessary to make it equal to the sum which the insured would have received had he attained the age stipulated in the contract, or which he has to expect according to the mortality tables. Conceived thus as a savings account combined with an insurance contract, life insurance clearly partakes of the nature of a contractus assecurationis.”7

7 Cfr. V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 385 sq.—Huppert, Der Lebensversicherungsvertrag, pp. 169 sqq.; K. Wagner, Das Problem vom Risiko in der Lebensversicherung, Jena 1898; A. S. Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book, pp. 167 sqq.

p. 318Life insurance is of great help to farmers and merchants, to whom it affords a means of paying their debts without amortization, within a reasonable period of time, if the obligation is not excessive and the premiums can be met. Under these suppositions life insurance aids in the payment of debts and strengthens the credit of the insured.

d) There has been talk of late of the advisability of insuring workingmen against unemployment.

“It is the duty of the State,” says Fr. Cuthbert, “to see that security against unemployment enters into the bargain between employers and employed, and it is not jeopardized by merely arbitrary action of either employer or worker. Thus, for instance, when new processes or methods are introduced into any industry, the State should insist that the change be made so as to minimize the danger of the worker finding himself without employment as a consequence of the change. The proper action of the State is, however, limited. It cannot so control the conditions of industry as to leave no personal freedom to either employer or worker in the control of labor; for that would cut at the very root of personal responsibility and consequently of real personal liberty. But it can protect both employer and worker against the mere arbitrariness of physical or moral force, and it can also give opportunities which conduce to the fulfilment of moral obligations. The giving of these opportunities is indeed its most positive contribution to economic freedom, and more directly constructive than any restrictive or ‘police’ intervention.”8

8 The Ethics of Labor, pp. 17 sq.

p. 319In working out a practicable system of unemployment insurance those concerned should take proper precautions to safeguard the interests of the diligent and sober workman, so that he will not be compelled to carry an extra burden because of the sloth and extravagance of his fellow-workmen.

p. 320e) Insurance against the risks of child-birth is another new idea. This no doubt has certain advantages, provided it be so carried out that it does not become a premium upon fornication and that deserving mothers are not forced to bear the burdens of undeserving prostitutes.9

9 Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, p. 210.—Cfr. A. Buckeley, Zur Frage der Mutterschaftsversicherung, Ratisbon 1908; J. Mausbach, Der christliche Familiengedanke im Gegensatz zur modernen Mutterschutzbewegung, Münster i. W. 1908.




	Giving bail or becoming surety for the debt of another if he should fail to pay, is a contract commonly called by moralists fideiussio. It can be made only by one who is qualified to act in his own name and who has ample means to satisfy the obligations incurred. Minors cannot become surety without the consent of their guardians, nor religious without the permission of their superiors, nor wives without the consent of their husbands.10 To give bail knowing that one is not qualified to do so, or has not sufficient means to meet the obligation assumed, is a mortal sin whenever it is doubtful whether the debtor himself will be able to pay.11 He who has become surety for another (fideiussor) must satisfy the creditors (creditores) if the debtor (debitor) is unable to do so, but has the right of recourse if the latter recovers financially. A fideiussio also binds the heirs of the surety. The debtor is bound to repay his surety as soon as he is able and, in addition, must indemnify him for whatever losses he may have sustained through the debtor’s fault.12



10 Ecclus. VIII, 16; XXIX, 27.—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 879, 1: “No one can be a surety unless he has the free administration of goods sufficient for this, as is evident. . . . Those who cannot be principally bound cannot become sureties; such are a ward, a minor, a religious, and a wife, at least without the consent of guardian, curator, superior, or husband.”—Ibid.: “Those who cannot be principally bound cannot become sureties; such are a ward, a minor, a religious, and a wife, at least without the consent of guardian, curator, superior, or husband.”

11 P. G. Antoine, Theol. Mor. Univ., tr. De Contract., P. II, c. 10, qu. 3, n. 5: “He sins gravely who, certain of his inability to pay for another, makes himself that person’s surety, thinking it possible that the debtor may be unable to pay. For he unjustly deceives the creditor by offering a false security for the matter and gives him an occasion of danger and loss.” (Douai, 1751, Vol. III, 601).

12 Prov. XX, 16; XXVII, 13.—Cfr. Gury, op. cit., I, n. 879, 3: “The surety is bound toward the creditors for all the obligations of the debtor, but only upon the latter’s default. A surety who pays for the debtor is subrogated to all the creditor’s rights and consequently has recourse against this debtor, so that he may recover from him the things which he was compelled to pay in his place. The surety’s obligation is transmitted to his heirs, because it is a real obligation, not a merely personal one.”—A. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 780.

p. 321To become surety for another may be a true act of charity, but carelessness in this regard is anti-social, as it not only favors recklessness in business, but is apt to ruin both creditor and debtor.13 It is wrong to borrow if one does not know whether one will be able to repay the debt; least of all should one borrow from a person who is himself in need.14

13 Prov. VI, 1–5; XI, 15; XVII, 18; Ecclus. XXIX, 18–24.

14 Cfr. G. E. Lessing, “Minna von Barnhelm,” Act III, Scene 7.




	Pawn or pledge is a contract by which goods or chattels are delivered to another (pawnee) as security for money borrowed from him.15 The pawn is called pignus. If it is an immovable object, which is not actually transferred, but merely given over in writing, it is called mortgage (hypotheca).



15 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 540.

p. 322As regards the respective rights and duties of pawner and pawnee, the following rules may be stated:

a) The pawner must pledge an object that is fit to serve the purpose;16 he must indemnify the pawnee for any expense the latter may incur for the preservation of the pawned object, and he may not demand that object back before the debt is paid, except in case the pawnee makes wrong use of it.

16 Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 3, dub. 16: “Things which cannot be sold cannot be pledged, e. g., churches. Immovable things, as also precious movable things dedicated to divine worship, e. g., chalices, chasubles, etc., cannot be pledged except in necessity, because then they can also be sold, so that aid may be given to the church and the needy.”

b) The pawnee is bound to take ordinary care in the custody of the pledge (pignus), he may not use it without the consent of the pawner, must deduct any fruits derived from it, and may not sell the pledged object unless the pawner is guilty of inexcusable negligence, and even then only after giving him due warning.

When the debt for securing which the pledge has been given, is paid, the pawnee must restore the pawn with all its accruing fruits to the pawner, but he may deduct necessary expenses.17

17 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, nn. 913–916 (ed. Gaudé, II, 317 sqq.).—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 880.

p. 323c) Pawnbrokers form a special kind of pawnees, whose business in most countries is regulated by statutory law. The statutes usually fix the rate of interest which the pawnbroker may charge, and also determine the time after which he can dispose of the article pawned. In many States, says Fr. Michael Martin, S. J., on sums of one hundred dollars or less, three per cent. per month for the first six months is charged, and two per cent. per month for the following six months. When the sum loaned exceeds one hundred dollars, two per cent. per month for the first six months, and one per cent. for the next six months is the usual charge.

Pawntickets are generally good for one year only, but may be renewed upon payment of the interest.18

18 See Slater’s Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 541 sq.

The sale of goods entrusted to a pawnbroker is usually regulated by statute; if no law exists, and there is no agreement between the parties, the sale must be public, after due notice of time and place. If there is any surplus from the sale, the pawnee must pay it to the pawner and not apply it to another debt that he may owe.19

19 Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book, p. 47.

d) The practice of pawning chattels is open to many objections, moral as well as economic. Pawnbrokers as a rule are only too ready to take advantage of the necessity of the poor and to charge usurious rates of interest. Ease in obtaining money on chattels leads many to be extravagant, and Linsenmann is therefore right when he says that, from the economic point of view, it would be better, as a rule, to sell an article outright than to pawn it, because one would realize more for it than at the pawnbroker’s, where as a rule it remains unredeemed. Pawning necessary articles, such as household goods, is generally the beginning of economic ruin.

p. 324e) Borrowing money on a mortgage is a different matter. Whereas a pawned chattel must be regarded as an unproductive thing, a farm or a house is of the nature of capital and bears immediate fruits. As a consequence, the creditor is secured against loss, as he runs no risk (periculum sortis), and therefore can be satisfied with a lower rate of interest, while the debtor has a chance of paying back his debt out of the revenues of the property itself without employing extraordinary financial means, which is not the case with chattels.20

20 Linsenmann, Lehrbuch d. Moraltheol., p. 578.

f) Montes pietatis are charitable institutions, usually conducted under ecclesiastical auspices, which lend money at a low rate of interest, or without interest, upon objects left in pawn, with a view to protecting the poor from usurers. Being charitable institutions, they lend only to people who are in need of funds to pass through some financial crisis, as in cases of general scarcity of food, misfortunes, etc. They originated in the Middle Ages, when it was difficult to obtain money, both on account of its scarcity and because of the prohibitions by which Christians were bound in relation to usury. Their establishment and dissemination is one of the brightest glories of St. Francis of Assisi. At first the montes met with opposition, but this was gradually overcome, and Leo X and the Fifth Lateran Council declared them to be in no way illicit or sinful, but, on the contrary, meritorious, and whoever preached or wrote against them was threatened with excommunication.21 To-day the montes pietatis flourish especially in Italy, where, in 1896, there were 556 of them with combined resources of nearly 72,000,000 lire. Msgr. U. Benigni, to whom we are indebted for this information, discusses the advantages and disadvantages of this peculiar form of charity as follows: “It is held that they promote carelessness in contracting debts, that they destroy love for labor, incite to theft, are often the cause of financial ruin, and, lastly, that they are contrary to the principle of free competition. On the other hand, they are a necessity; for without them the needy would be exposed either to the extortion of private lenders or to ruin, into which they might be plunged by some misfortune from which a momentary loan might save them. Their disadvantages are undeniable, but disadvantages are common to all human contrivances. For the rest, the montes pietatis, besides the relief that they brought to the poor, exerted great influence upon the ideas concerning interest on loans; for the rigid views of the theologians of the Middle Ages in that connection underwent a first modification which prepared the way for a generalization of the principle that moderate interest might justly be charged, and also the mere existence of the montes pietatis compelled private speculators to reduce their rates of interest from the usurious rates that had hitherto prevailed.”22

21 Conc. Lat. V, sect. 10 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 739).—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. XXII, c. 8, De Ref.; H. Holzapfel, O. F. M., Die Anfänge der Montes Pietatis, pp. 15 sqq., 32 sqq.

22 U. Benigni, article “Montes Pietatis” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. X, p. 534 sqq.; P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 106–113.

p. 325In this country we have no montes pietatis, and rapacious “loan sharks” ply their trade freely in spite of existing laws. Whether publicly controlled pawnbrokers would be an advisable substitute for the private harpies now robbing the poor, is a question which does not belong to Moral Theology.23

23 Benigni, ibid., p. 536.—Linsenmann, Lehrbuch d. Moraltheol., p. 579.

p. 326READINGS.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 902 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, nn. 911–916 (ed. Gaudé, II, 305 sqq.).—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, pp. 167 sqq.—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 424 sqq., 463 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, pp. 173 sqq.—D. Barry, “The Ethics of Insurance” in the Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. VIII (1913), No. 30.


Section 7: Partnerships and Stock Companies

p. 327


	A partnership (societas sive contractus societatis) is a relation based upon a contract by which two or more persons agree to carry on a business, trade, occupation or profession in common with a view to profit. The partners collectively are called a firm and carry on business under the firm name.1



1 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 548.

a) For a partnership contract to be licit and valid, it is necessary, first of all, that the object or purpose for which it is entered into be lawful; second, that each partner should contribute his share to the capital invested; third, that, if actively engaged in the business, he should do his part in making it successful and, fourth, that he receive his part of the profits, or bear his share of the losses, according as the venture proves prosperous or the reverse.2

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 78, art. 2, ad 5.—Cfr. P. J. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 860: “Every partnership ought to be formed concerning a lawful and honorable matter and also for the common good of the contracting parties. Each partner ought to contribute to the partnership money or merchandise or industry or work. Thus it is according to every law. A partnership contract is a legitimate mode of conducting business. This is evident from the civil laws of all nations, from the universal usage of all peoples, and from natural law; for it is no less lawful for several persons jointly than for individuals to make profit from their own property, provided due equality is observed. The required conditions are: 1. That there be equality, that is, a division of profit in proportion to the property invested; 2. That the partnership be entered into for a definite time and that before then it not be lawful to reclaim one’s own; 3. That the risk to the principal belong to the owner, unless an agreement to the contrary has been made; 4. That each person bear the burden of losses and expenses which arise on account of the partnership; 5. That each person employ the same diligence in the partnership as in private business.”

p. 328Any losses caused to the firm by negligence or fraud on the part of any one of the partners, must be borne by the latter.

An illegal contract made by one partner will not bind the others, for all parties are supposed to know and obey the law, and an illegal bargain cannot be enforced.

A partnership contract expires at the end of the period stipulated therein, or by the destruction of the object for which it was made, or by the mutual consent of the partners, or by a unilateral declaration of one or more of them, or by the attainment of the purpose for which it was established, or when it is ascertained that its objects are impossible, or, finally, by the natural or civil death of one of the partners. The cessation of a partnership does not, however, end its outstanding obligations, which, on the contrary, must be fully satisfied if possible.

The death of a partner causes a dissolution of the partnership. Nor can executors or administrators succeed to his place; if they do so, they assume an unpleasant personal responsibility. To relieve them from this, some States have passed statutes permitting surviving partners to act together under the direction of the court having charge of the estate.3

3 Gury, op. cit., I, n. 861.—Bolles, Putnam’s Handy Law Book, pp. 198 sqq.

p. 329b) A species of partnership which formed a bone of contention among moralists for a long time, is that known as triple contract (contractus societatis triplex sive contractus trinus). It is defined by St. Alphonsus as a contract by which a man entrusts his money to a partner upon condition that, no matter how the undertaking may result, he receive back the entire sum invested, together with a certain profit, which is less than may reasonably be expected. In other words, it is a contract to which are joined two other contracts, one insuring against risk and the other assuring a profit. The whole agreement is based on the desire to make a small but assured profit.4 For instance, A enters into a partnership contract (societas) with B and contributes $1000 to the business on condition that he may demand his capital back at any time (assecuratio sortis). He agrees to be satisfied with six per cent. on his investment, even though the actual profits may be much larger (emptio lucri).5 This form of contract was attacked by Soto and some other theologians because they regarded it as “veiled usury” (*usura palliata). Since the mitigation of the Church’s attitude on interest-taking the contractus trinus can no longer be condemned, provided, of course, due proportion is observed between investment and profit.6 The contractus trinus differs from ordinary loan contracts only in this that it refers to a certain definite business and that the profit is attributable largely to the money invested.7

4 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 908 (ed. Gaudé, II, 310 sqq.): “A triple contract is a contract by which one who contributes money agrees with another partner that, whatever may happen, the whole sum shall be restored to him with a certain gain, yet a smaller gain than he could probably have hoped for; or it is a partnership contract to which two other contracts are joined, namely, insurance of the principal and insurance of the gain, or the sale of the hope of a greater gain for a smaller gain that is certain and insured.”

5 J. E. Pruner, Kath. Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 3rd ed., p. 146; IDEM, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, p. 462.

6 It is thus that we must interpret the prohibition contained in the “Detestabilis avaritiae” of Sixtus V (1586); cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 7th ed., p. 179; P. Cleary, The Church and Usury, pp. 129 sqq.

7 Göpfert, ibid. Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 749.

p. 330


	There are various kinds of societies or associations based upon partnership contracts, more or less clearly differentiated by their objects and their mode of organization.



a) A partnership consisting of a number of persons associated for mutual gain (societas quaestuaria), without a specific agreement as to the manner in which the expected profits are to be made, may be of two kinds: (α) one in which all the partners have an equal investment and a claim to an equal share in the profits, or (β) one in which the shares invested, and consequently the division of the profits, are unequal.

b) Partnerships or associations in which all the members contribute capital only, or in which some of the members contribute their labor in lieu of capital. The former may be either limited or unlimited, public or anonymous, according as each partner is liable for the debts of the association with the whole of his fortune or not. The latter are commonly known as c) Stock companies or corporations (associationes anonymae) because in them the capital invested is represented by shares (stocks), held by different persons, each of whom is liable for the debts of the corporation only in proportion to the amount of his shares. Under the natural law a company of this kind can only be formed with an express declaration that the liability of its share-holders is limited, in order that all those who enter into business relations with it may be aware of the risk involved.

p. 331α) Stock companies have their advantages as well as their disadvantages and dangers. The detachment of capital from personal responsibility is morally dangerous and may be permitted only in consideration of the fact that unlimited liability might easily involve serious disadvantages to many. Then there is the danger that the capital invested in a stock company, in view of the very slight influence exercised upon the management by the individual share-holders, will be improperly administered and that the company’s real aim is often obscured by a selfish desire for profits. Stock companies, furthermore, easily lend themselves to fraudulent practices, in which inexperienced or credulous investors may be robbed of their money. We need only remind our readers of the vast sums lost in this country of late years through stock companies organized to exploit real or fictitious oil wells. Stock companies are also used by capitalistic manipulators on the grain and stock exchanges. Finally, they are apt to be employed by large manufacturers and merchants as means to ruin smaller competitors and thus further the proletarization of large numbers of hitherto independent business men.8

8 V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 4th ed., pp. 372 sq.; Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 180 sq.

p. 332Stock companies, says a recent writer, enable all who have a little money to take part in risky and fraudulent business ventures; they make it easy for dishonest speculators to exploit the credulity of the public; with their numerous, easily transferable and fluctuating shares they furnish a convenient and welcome means of betting, and have thereby prepared the way for excessive stock gambling. These disadvantages began to appear as early as the seventeenth century, that is, at the very start of the new development, and since then the history of stock gambling is intimately bound up with the history of stock companies.9

9 Handwörterbuch der Staatswissenschaften, 2nd ed., Jena 1901, Vol. I, pp. 181 sqq.

It should be noted, however, that the dividends paid by all the stock companies of a particular country during a definite period are not nearly as high as Socialist writers allege.10

10 Ibid., pp. 198 sq., 210 sqq.

β) Against these disadvantages stock companies have some advantages, which should not be overlooked. Thus they have played an indispensable rôle in the development of railroads, canals, tunnels, mines, and other important means of modern economic development. Hence it may safely be said that if the disadvantages and dan- gers that spring from their very nature are minimized by rational limitations and supervision on the part of the public authorities, stock companies may be useful factors in our economic life. Fr. Cathrein thinks that they are indispensable until men will discover a new form of association which offers all the advantages of limited liability without its disadvantages.11

11 Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., p. 384.

p. 333d) A corporation is a moral entity, a fictitious person with rights of its own, distinct from the rights of the physical persons who compose it. More specifically, in modern commercial life it is “an artificial person created by law, consisting of one or more natural persons united in one body under such grants as secure a succession of members without changing the identity of the body and empowered to transact business of some designated form or nature like a natural person.” The State, of course, has the right to exercise control over such societies, and they are subject to all just laws which it may make in their regard.12

12 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 352.

The statutes regulating corporations are so numerous and complicated that a whole class of lawyers devotes itself entirely to their study and application. These attorneys, known as “corporation lawyers,” are often hired chiefly for the purpose of aiding their clients in evading the law.13 One of the worst features connected with stock com- panies and corporations is the practice of stock-watering. By this term is meant overcapitalization in excess of the proper valuation of a business. It is mostly practiced by businesses that are not subject to normal competition. What is the measure of overcapitalization? According to Dr. Ryan, when the face value of its securities is greater than the money put into the business plus the subsequent enhancement in the value of its land. In brief, the proper measure of capitalization is cost—either the original cost, or the present cost of reproducing the business.

13 For a useful summary of the statutes regarding corporations in this country see Putnam’s Handy Law Book for the Layman, pp. 71–101.

p. 334“Stock-watering can become an instrument of unjust gains in two ways: first, through fraud inflicted upon some of the investors; second, through the imposition of exorbitant prices upon the consumers. . . . If stock is sold in excess of the earning power of the concern, those stockholders who fail to obtain the ordinary rate of interest on their money are unjustly treated in so far as they have been deceived. And those officers or members of the corporation who have profited by the deception of and injury to these stockholders, are the recipients of unjust gains.”14 The consumer also is often injured by stock-watering. “The presence of a large quantity of fictitious capital whose owners are calling for dividends, sometimes constitutes a special force impelling the imposition of higher prices and charges. . . . The U. S. Industrial Commission found that, as regards railroads, ‘in the long run excessive capitalization tends to keep rates high; conservative capitalization tends to make rates low.’ . . . When prices or charges are made high enough to provide returns on fictitious capital, the consumer is treated unjustly. . . . The consumers may justly be required to pay for the use and benefit of actual pro- ductive goods; but it is not just that they should be compelled to pay for the supposed use of a capital that has no concrete reality. The stockholders of the monopolistic corporation which imposes upon the consumers exorbitant prices or charges through the instrumentality of inflated capitalization, can become guilty of this injustice in two ways: by promoting the improper capitalization, and by getting dividends on stock for which they have not given a fair equivalent. As a rule the greater part of such guilt and responsibility rests upon certain special and powerful groups among the stockholders.”15

14 J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, p. 281.

15 Distributive Justice, pp. 282 sqq.

p. 335Nevertheless, Dr. Ryan, whom we have quoted, does not think that the State is obliged to protect, or even justified in protecting, the innocent victims of stock-watering: first, because it is impossible to distinguish the “innocent” holders from those who were fully acquainted with the questionable and speculative nature of the stock at the time it came into their possession; second, because the civil law has never formally recognized any such claim on the part of the innocent investors nor any such obligation on the part of itself; third, because the innocent investors are not the only persons whose rights are involved; the main injury falls upon the consumers.” But the State may and should intervene to secure fair charges for the consumers, basing them upon the capital actually invested in public utility corporations (for it is they that are mostly concerned) and used in the business of public service.16

16 Ibid., pp. 286 sqq.

In some States, e. g., Massachusetts, there are anti-stock-watering laws, which bind at least public service corporations, and there is a legal limit to the amount payable in dividends, usually eight per cent. Assuming that such laws are just, Fr. Slater says: “It may be that a larger percentage than is allowed by law to be paid in dividends would be the fruit of extortion and unjust dealing on the part of the corporation, and if this be so, the shareholders will have no right to the excess which is the fruit of injustice. Such excess is due to those who were wronged and from whom it was extorted, and it must be restored to them. Moreover, if the limit in the amount of the dividends allowed by law was accepted by the corporation and formed part of the conditions of incorporation, it must of course be adhered to like all other contracts lawfully entered into. If, however, the above expedients [such as paying the stockholders so-called stock dividends consisting of an outright bonus or new shares of stock; retirement of bonds in favor of stocks, etc.]17 are not productive of injustice or hardship to the public or to individuals, whether belonging to the corporation or not, but are merely illegal, the question for the moralist will be: What is the obligatory force of the laws which prohibit them? This will chiefly depend upon the intention of the legislator, and as modern legislators as a rule have no intention of making their rules for the individual conscience, we shall be safe in saying that they do not bind under pain of sin.”18

17 On such expedients see W. Z. Ripley, Trusts, Pools, and Corporations, N. Y. 1905, pp. 139 sqq.

18 T. Slater, S. J., Questions of Moral Theology, N. Y. 1915, pp. 170 sqq.

p. 336READINGS.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 863 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 904–910 (ed. Gaudé, II, 305 sqq.).—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 383 sqq.—Theo. Meyer, Instit. Juris Naturalis, Vol. II, pp. 234–239.—J. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, pp. 167 sqq.—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 455 sqq.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 627.— J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, N. Y. 1916, pp. 279–290.—T. Slater, S. J., Questions of Moral Theology, N. Y. 1915, Chapter X: “The Moral Aspects of Commercial Stock-watering,” pp. 159–175.


Section 8: Gaming and Wagering Contracts

p. 338Gaming and wagering contracts (contractus aleatorii) are those in which the profit or loss agreed upon depends upon some future and uncertain event. Their peculiar feature is that one or both parties assume a risk which originates through the contract itself at a mutually agreed price. This note distinguishes gaming and wagering contracts from insurance contracts, in which the risk for one of the contracting parties exists before the agreement is made.

Generally speaking, gaming and wagering contracts are not forbidden by the moral law, provided hope of gain and risk of loss are equal, or approximately equal, on both sides, and no other law of justice or good conduct is violated. They are illicit if too large a sum is exposed to accident, or if the agreement made cannot be kept without in some way violating Christian self-love1 or the charity due to others.

1 See this Handbook, Vol. III, pp. 4 sqq.

The most important species of gaming and wagering contracts are the following:

p. 339


	Wagering or betting, i. e., a contract by which a prize is agreed upon for the one who correctly guesses an unascertained event, past or future. To make a bet is not sinful, provided it has a rational purpose, the matter is not sinful or an incentive to sin, both contracting parties are uncertain as to the disputed point, the object of the bet is understood by both in the same way, and the sum at stake is moderate.2 If one of the parties is certain as to the disputed matter, and neglects to notify the other of the fact, he is bound in conscience to make restitution of the sum won, for the reason that the contract itself was invalid and unjust.3 But if he informed the other party that he was sure of the truth, and the other nevertheless insisted on betting, the winner would be permitted to pocket the gain, because in that case the loser would have only himself to blame.4



2 Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 3, dub. 13: “A wager is a contract in which two persons contending about the truth or outcome of some matter promise one another something, so that it may belong to the one who has attained the truth, e. g., I wager ten imperials with you that this or that city has been besieged, captured, etc. For it to be done licitly, it is required: 1. That it concern a doubtful matter; 2. That there be equality in the thing wagered, with equal uncertainty; 3. That the outcome be doubtful for both; 4. That each understand in the same sense that concerning which they contend.” (Tournai, 1876; Vol. I, 262).

3 Antoine, Theol. Mor. Univ., tr. De Contract., P. II, c. 11, qu. 6: “If anyone, certain of the truth of a matter or of its outcome, has gained something by a wager, he is bound to restore it, even if he had warned the other of his certainty, who nevertheless wished to contend. For the latter does not wish to make a gift or to punish himself, but to wager, because he thinks that the matter is still uncertain and that he is being deceived by the other, and therefore afterward he diligently investigates the truth. But since in a wager the hope of gain is bought and sold as merchandise for the price of the risk of losing, if there is no risk of losing, nothing is bought or sold, and consequently the contract is invalid, just as the purchase of a false gem for a true one is invalid, even if the buyer had been warned that it was false but was unwilling to believe it.” (Douai, 1751; III, 617). Cfr. Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Moral., Vol. II, 2nd ed., n. 829.

4 Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1370: “If one of those wagering is certain of the matter, he cannot enter into a wager with the other; indeed, ordinarily it is not even sufficient that he say he is certain. But if he openly says that he is entirely certain and nevertheless the other persists in the wager, St. Alphonsus (Theol. Mor., l. IV, n. 879) admits that it is lawful to enter into a wager in the following cases: 1. If he who thought himself certain begins to doubt because of the other’s stubborn contradiction; 2. If, notwithstanding the former’s certainty, the other, although doubting his own assertion, nevertheless wishes to persist in the wager. To this may be added: 3. If it is in some way evident that there is a spontaneous intention to make a gift.”

p. 340St. Alphonsus refuses to acknowledge the permissibility of betting on the ground that the motives which alone can render it lawful, namely, recreation and entertainment, are in most cases absent, and holds that most betters are guilty of venial sin. But, as Schwane points out, there are other reasonable purposes that can be attained by betting, e. g., ending an argument or quieting disputatious persons and teaching them a lesson.5

5 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 868: “A wager is in itself an indifferent thing. Yet in the concrete (since in my opinion there is no indifferent action) I ordinarily judge that wagers of this kind are not excused from venial sin, because they lack a motive rendering them honorable, namely lawful recreation, such as is present in an honorable game. And St. Antoninus seems so to understand it (S. Th., P. II, tit. 1, c. 23, § 9), calling such gain base, as serving no useful purpose but vanity and prodigality.”—Cfr. P. Scavini, Theol. Mor., tr. 6, disp. 2, diss. 2, c. 2, a. 9.—J. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, p. 188.

Nevertheless it remains true, in most cases, as Slater says, that though a wager that fulfils the conditions laid down by moralists is not in itself a sinful transaction, yet “a habit of gambling is easily contracted; and when such a habit has once been formed, it is very difficult to shake it off. There may be a certain amount of temporary success; the excitement and fascination which gambling has for many minds; the ease and rapidity with which large sums of money may sometimes be acquired by this means,—all lend their attraction, and combine to make what in itself, if indulged in occasionally, may be a legitimate form of recreation, a most dangerous temptation and the sure road to ruin.”6

6 Th. Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 558.

p. 341Moreover, betting is almost always associated with abuses. “Race-track gambling, book-making, bucket shops, are all merely cleverly disguised devices for separating the fool from his money. If it were only the fool who suffered, it would be serious enough, though perhaps salutary for the fool. But the evil radiates in all directions. This is so clearly realized that all betting on horse races is in many places forbidden by law. Elsewhere the State contents itself with declaring such contracts invalid and refusing to allow the courts to be used for the collection of any betting or gambling debts. . . . No nation avoids all gambling, but those nations are strongest and worthiest whose citizens come closest to the ideal of refraining altogether from such practices.”7

7 J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 355.

Wagering contracts generally are not enforceable in English courts of law; in the United States some courts have enforced certain wagers which were not considered to be opposed to morality or sound policy, whilst other courts have held that no wagers are recoverable.




	A gaming contract is one in which the participants agree to give to the winner in a game, sport, or other pastime a sum of money or anything of value as a stake. It differs from a bet in that it is success which wins and not the truth.



a) As games themselves, be they of skill or of pure chance, are allowed within certain reasonable limits, for exercise or recreation, so, too, there is nothing per se immoral in gaming contracts by which money or some other valuable is staked on the result of a game, to be lost or won according to the success or failure of the participant. “These contracts are permitted by the moral law of nature,” says Busembaum, “provided proper conditions are observed, and no scandal is given, and provided, moreover, that there is no just prohibition, no wrong-doing, and no occasion of sin. The reason is that, as every man who is master of his property, can give it away absolutely, so also may he give it away under some condition, whether that condition depend on chance or industry.”8

8 Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 3, dub. 13: “A game is a contract in which players agree among themselves that what each has deposited shall fall to the victor. These contracts are lawful by the law of nature, provided the due conditions are present and no scandal or just prohibition intervenes from elsewhere, no injustice enters into it, and it is not an occasion of sin; because, just as anyone who is master of his property can give it to another absolutely, so also under some condition, whether that condition depends on chance or on skill.”

p. 342“There is nothing immoral,” says Slater, “in agreeing to hand over a sum of money if I am beaten in a game either of skill or of chance. This perfectly lawful action will, however, become unlawful if one of the parties is compelled to play against his will, or if cheating and fraud are practiced in the game, or if there is no chance of success on the part of one of the players (unless he knows this and freely consents to play in spite of it), or if the parties have not the money which they stake, or at any rate not the free disposal of it on account of its being required to pay their debts, or to support themselves and their families. Moreover, although gaming itself and under the conditions which have just been laid down, is not immoral, yet it is a dangerous pastime for many and easily leads to abuse, sin, and ruin. Especially is this the case when gambling is carried on in houses kept for the purpose, where all kinds of bad characters congregate. The keeping of such dens of iniquity is rightly punished by law.”9

9 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 559.—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 885–887; n. 890–891.

p. 343In the United States gambling is considered unlawful and the contract null, yet the statutes of the different States vary considerably in matters of detail.10

10 M. Martin, S. J., in his American Notes to Slater’s Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 559.

The owners of gambling houses, in which so many take scandal and others lose their all and are driven to desperation and often suicide, have a grievous responsibility indeed.

The civil authorities may, for weighty reasons, tolerate public gambling houses in order to prevent secret gambling and thus minimize the evil as much as possible.11

11 Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1373; Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, 6th ed., p. 203.

b) To indulge in gaming solely for pecuniary gain may easily become sinful, but, as De Lugo and Molina justly maintain, it is not sinful per se, for to strive after pecuniary gain for oneself or family is not in itself wrong, so long as it is not carried beyond certain reasonable limits. Playing at games of pure chance depends for its permissibility also on the players’ station in life and other circumstances. Women cannot decently indulge in such pastimes, and clerics are forbidden to do so if it involves scandal to others or loss of valuable time.12

12 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, 558; cfr. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, pp. 185 sq.; Conc. Trid., Sess. XXII, c. 1, De Ref.; Instructio Pastor. Eystettensis, 5th ed., pp. 544 sq.

p. 344c) To pay one’s gaming debts is a duty of justice if the contract was valid and licit. Hence he who wins in a legitimate game, even of pure chance, has a moral claim to the prize offered as stake. An unjust gaming contract, on the other hand, creates no obligation because it is invalid. A conscious violation of justice, e. g., lying or cheating, destroys one’s right to the prize and, if unjustly accepted, entails the duty of making restitution. If the game itself was not unjust, but merely illicit, because forbidden by law, the winner is not obliged to restore to the loser the prize he has received, unless a court of law condemns him to do so. Similarly the loser is not obliged to pay out a prize won in an illicit game, if the statutes enact, as they do in some States of the Union, that a person losing money or property at any game may recover the same by civic action.13 Every one is free to avail himself of a law that is enacted for the public welfare and designed to prevent illicit gambling.14

13 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 559.

14 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 887 (ed. Gaudé, II, 297):—The loser, who has paid the prize, may not apply the compensatio occulta.—Ibid., n. 893; cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 889.

p. 345If the game itself and the underlying contract were licit, that is, not forbidden by positive law, and if the prize was duly proportioned to the means of the contracting parties, then the loser’s duty of paying the sum at issue is usually, according to the intention of the parties, a legal duty in foro conscientiae; if no such intention existed, there is at any rate a duty of fidelity, which must be complied with even where the civil law does not grant the right of suing for recovery. A duty based merely on fidelity, may, however, lose its binding force under certain conditions,—a fact which must be taken into consideration in dealing with such cases in foro conscientiae.15

15 Schwane, Die theologische Lehre über die Verträge, p. 187.




	A lottery (loteria sive sortitio) is a scheme under which prizes are distributed by lot or chance. A valuable consideration is given for the chance of drawing a prize of greater value. The prizes are relatively few, and most of the players lose by the transaction. Per se a lottery is not unjust or contrary to the natural law, provided fraud is excluded from the casting or drawing of lots by which the event is settled, and provided further that there is a certain reasonable proportion between the sum paid for a chance and the hope of winning the prize.16 Some theo- logians hold that the profit made by the conductors of a lottery must not be larger than that yielded by any legitimate business undertaking, unless the lottery is operated for charity or for the public benefit.17 But this view is not shared by all.



16 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 884: “A lottery is a contract by which several persons deposit something in common, so that they may have the right to draw by lot for the thing displayed in their midst. . . . A lottery is a licit contract, provided the required conditions are present. The reason is that a lottery can be regarded as the purchase of an uncertain thing or as a contract by which, with money, one purchases the right to draw by lot and acquire that which by lot has fallen to him. Furthermore, it is lawful to buy an uncertain thing, just as it is lawful to contract concerning the risk of some thing. . . .”

17 Ibid.: “The conditions required for a lottery to be a contract licit in itself are: 1. That there be no fraud in drawing the tickets or in paying the prize that has fallen by lot; 2. That the proprietor of the lottery not be excessive in profit nor morally gain more than if he invested his money or distributed his wares by another licit contract. Nevertheless, the profit may be greater if the lottery has been established for a good work or the public benefit.”—Cfr. Lehmkuhl, I, n. 1369; J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 357.

p. 346Playing the lottery is a fascinating occupation and tends to promote love of gambling with all its injurious consequences. Hence Father Cathrein says: “Though lotteries are not illicit per se, that is, so long as no fraud is perpetrated in selling the tickets and drawing the lots, they readily lend themselves to abuse, and only too often a simple and greedy public is led to buy chances beyond its means. Therefore lotteries should be limited as much as possible, especially if they serve no other purpose than private profit.”18

18 V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., p. 386.

But even if held for legitimate and charitable purposes, lotteries are of doubtful propriety. Many may participate therein without indulging in the gambling passion and without harboring hopes of easy profit, intending the money they pay for chances merely as an alms; but by promoting the lottery they render themselves co-responsible for the seduction of foolish and covetous persons and abet superstition.19

19 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 587.

p. 347Though governments have at times resorted to this scheme for raising money, lotteries are now pretty generally condemned as a form of gambling and are prohibited by law in Great Britain and the United States.20

20 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 558.—In the U. S. the lottery has been from the earliest settlement of the country a familiar means of raising funds which could not have been secured so easily, if at all. In the eighteenth century they were extraordinarily popular. Legislatures authorized lotteries for every species of public improvement, for the building of churches and colleges, for the repair of losses to individuals by fire and otherwise. Faneuil Hall (Boston), for instance, was rebuilt by lottery after the fire of 1761. The Continental Congress tried to raise money by lottery in 1777. The movement for the suppression of lotteries dates from 1833. The last lottery supported by government encouragement was the Louisiana State Lottery, which was crushed by an act of Congress in 1890, forbidding it the use of the mails. The company removed to Honduras, where it is still in existence, and from where it sells thousands of tickets every month in the United States. (Cfr. Cyclopedia Americana, Vol. IX, s. v. “Lottery”).

We Americans sometimes pride ourselves on the fact that we have abolished lotteries, regulated horse racing, and reduced various other forms of gambling to reasonable bounds; but as Fr. Ross justly observes,21 “this pride is hardly justified while at the same time the most important form of gambling—speculation on the exchanges—flourishes so luxuriantly and with so few regulations,” and, we may add, while our national game of baseball is made the means of wide-spread gambling all over the country.

21 Ross, Christian Ethics, p. 357.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a, 2ae, qu. 168, art. 2–4 (J. Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, pp. 376 sqq.).—De Lugo, De Iust. et Iure, disp. 31.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 868 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 869 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 286 sqq.).—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. I, pp. 475 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die theol. Lehre über die Verträge, pp. 184 sqq.—Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 202 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 583 sqq.—T. Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 557–561.—IDEM, article on “Gambling” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, pp. 375 sq.—J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, pp. 352 sqq.


Section 9: Sins Against the Property of Others

p. 349


	Since the right of ownership is founded on the natural law and sanctioned by positive divine and human law, it follows that every man is in duty bound to respect the property of his fellowmen and to abstain from unjust interference with property rights. This is a duty of commutative justice (iustitia commutativa), and is violated by all deeds of injustice (iniustitia sive iniuria), i. e., by every voluntary violation of the property rights of another against his reasonable will (iuris alieni violatio). He who renounces a right of his own free will, loses it, and he who appropriates it, cannot be accused of injustice. But if one is compelled by violence, force, stratagem, or fear to give up a right, especially an inalienable right, he does not lose it, but suffers violence.1



1 Reg. Iuris in VI° Decr. Bonif. VIII, n. 27: “No injury or fraud is done to one who knows and consents.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 589: “No injury is done to one who knows and wills, because one who wills yields his right and therefore does not preserve the right; hence it is of the essence of injury that it be exercised against one who is unwilling. Except certain cases in which a man cannot yield his right, however willing; thus a married man cannot by his consent prevent the violation of his wife from being adultery strictly so called. See condemned proposition under Innocent XI, n. 50: ‘Intercourse with a married woman with the husband consenting is not adultery, and therefore it is sufficient in confession to say that one has committed fornication.’” —(Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1200).—Ibid., n. 590: “1. Injury is done to one consenting as a result of force, deceit, or fear unjustly inflicted, because he does not give consent freely, but only to redeem himself from unjust harassment; 2. He who kills one who is willing does injury not only to God, but to the slain man himself, because the right to life cannot be renounced unless God, who established it, has first consented; 3. He who strikes a cleric does injury to him even though he consents, because he cannot renounce the privilege of the canon which pertains to clerical status; 4. A usurer does injury to a borrower paying usury, just as a seller does to a buyer conceding an excessive price for merchandise; 5. Torturers did injury to martyrs, even though the martyrs desired death and endured it willingly.”

p. 350Injustice is either formal or material, according as it is inflicted with or without knowledge and free will.

It is direct if fully intended; indirect, if merely an unintentional consequence of some other action.

It is grave or slight, according as it results in a grave or slight injury.

The gravity of a sin committed against the property rights of another is measured not only by the damage inflicted,2 but likewise, and mainly, by the malice involved, the injury inflicted, and the danger arising from the deed to society.3

2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 73, art. 3: “Sins committed against one’s neighbor are to be weighed, in themselves, according to the harms inflicted on one’s neighbor, because from this they have the character of fault. The harm is greater in proportion as the good taken away is greater.”—Ibid., qu. 74, art. 2: “A sin against one’s neighbor is more grievous in proportion as greater harm is inflicted on one’s neighbor through it. But the harm is greater in proportion as the good which is taken away is greater.”

3 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 59, art. 4: “A mortal sin is one that is contrary to charity, through which the soul has life. Now every harm inflicted on another is of itself contrary to charity, which moves one to will the good of another. And therefore, since injustice always consists in harm to another, it is manifest that to do what is unjust is, by its kind, a mortal sin.”—Ibid., qu. 66, art. 6: “A mortal sin is one that is contrary to charity, insofar as charity is the spiritual life of the soul. Charity, however, consists principally in love of God, and secondarily in love of neighbor, to which it pertains that to one’s neighbor we will and work his good. But by theft a man inflicts harm on his neighbor in his goods, and if men everywhere stole from one another, human society would perish. Hence theft, as contrary to charity, is a mortal sin.”—Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 589: “What matter is judged grave in injury? That which by its nature or common estimation is capable of causing another a distress difficult to allay or of dissolving mutual charity.”

p. 351Slightness of matter (parvitas materiae) may, of course, render a sin against the property rights of another merely venial, but in itself (in genere suo) this sin is mortal.4 For injustice in its innumerable forms is, as a rule, not only inspired by immoral motives and uncontrolled passions, but it grossly violates the justice and charity which every man owes to his neighbors, and is the source of many other sins, e. g., lies, treason, and perjury.

4 Is. V, 8–10; XXXIII, 1; Amos VIII, 2–10; Mich. VI, 10–15; Hab. II, 6–14; Zach. V, 3; I Cor. VI, 10 sq.; I Thess. IV, 6.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 118, art. 4: “Avarice, insofar as it is opposed to justice, is by its kind a mortal sin; for it belongs to avarice that a person unjustly take or retain the goods of another, which pertains to robbery or theft, which are mortal sins. Yet it happens that in this kind of avarice something is a venial sin because of the imperfection of the act.”—Ibid., qu. 66, art. 6, ad 3: “Reason apprehends that which is small as though it were nothing. And therefore, in matters that are very small, a man does not reckon that harm is being inflicted on him; and he who takes them can presume that this is not against the will of the one whose property it is. And for this reason, if anyone furtively takes such very small things, he can be excused from mortal sin. If, however, he has the intention of stealing and of inflicting harm on his neighbor, even in such very small things there can be mortal sin, just as there can be in thought alone through consent.”—Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 589: “Injury is of itself gravely opposed to natural right, because it harms the natural and absolute independence of the man whose strict right is violated.”

It is of the greatest importance that every property right be kept sacred. On the other hand, the danger of violating justice is very great, partly because of the sophistry of selfishness and partly because of the difficulty of perceiving the limits that in many concrete cases separate justice from injustice, and hence it is one of the principal duties of priests to awaken and nourish in the souls confided to their care a delicate appreciation of right and justice, based upon the fear of God.5 “To inspire a detestation of [theft and robbery],” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “and to deter the faithful from this wicked enormity, parish priests shall bestow all care and diligence.”6

5 J. E. Pruner, Kath. Moraltheol., Vol. II, 3rd ed., p. 179.

6 Catech. Rom., P. III, c. 8, qu. 8: “To inspire a detestation of [theft and robbery] and to deter the faithful people from this wicked deed, parish priests shall bestow all care and diligence.”

p. 352II. The principal way in which the property rights of others may be violated, besides sinful coveting of their possessions, is damaging them unlawfully (damnificatio) by theft or robbery.7

7 Ex. XX, 15, 17; Deut. XXV, 13 sqq.; Prov. XX, 23; Matth. XV, 19; XIX, 18.—Cfr. Catech. Rom., P. III, c. 8, qu. 3–6.




	When property is destroyed or injured, not appropriated, that act is called damnificatio iniusta sive dolosa. It is qualified as “non lucrosa,” because the wrong-doer gets no benefit from his act.8



8 Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., tr. 5, n. 791: “Unjust damaging, or damage unjustly done, is said to be the secret or violent destruction or deterioration of another’s property against the owner’s will. Hence it is called unprofitable damaging, because no gain or advantage thereby comes to the one causing the damage.”—Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, p. 380.

a) To this category of sins belong all real injuries done intentionally or through criminal negligence to the property of others against their reasonable will (invito domino); hence α) All injuries done to the movable or immovable goods (bona fortunae) of others, e. g., houses, tools, crops, etc., and β) All damage inflicted on public institutions or utilities, such as streets, sidewalks, railways, bridges, water works, etc.

p. 353b) The sinfulness of the acts just enumerated is determined by the extent of the damage done (damnum emergens), by the foreseeable consequences (lucrum cessans), by the malice inspiring the perpetrator, by the personal relationship existing between the parties concerned, and by the degree of carelessness shown.

The intentional damaging or destruction of religious statues or paintings on buildings or along public highways is not only a crime against justice, but a sin against religion, and if the articles are blessed or belong to the Church, it is also a sacrilege.9

9 See this Handbook, Vol. IV, pp. 231 sqq.

If the owner of a building sets it on fire or causes some one else to do so (crimen incendiarii), in order to obtain the insurance, he not only inflicts damage, but also commits the sin of fraud.

Simple damnificatio, in contradistinction to the unjust appropriation of the property of others, generally consists in an uncharitable act of destruction bringing no advantage to the destroyer. In such cases the moral evaluation of the sin offers no difficulties. There is a more complicated case, however, which arises out of the intricacies of modern business. Not infrequently a mer- chant seeks and obtains advantages for himself at the expense of his competitor, and nothing is more common than the charge of unfair competition raised by the loser against the winner in the mad race for profits. By the introduction of spinning machinery thousands of weavers lost their jobs and suffered serious damage, yet the inventor of the spinning jenny and those who bought and used his patents were entirely within their rights when they employed this product of human ingenuity for their own enrichment. Every new improvement in machinery might be called an injury to him who is compelled to use the unimproved model, but it is no unjust damnificatio in the moral sense.

p. 354Injury done to another without a bad intention, and without culpable negligence, must be regarded as accidental; it is for the positive law to determine whether and to what extent one who unintentionally inflicts an injury on another is to be held liable for the damage done.10

10 Linsenmann, Lehrb. d. Moraltheol., p. 596; Cronin, The Science of Ethics, II, p. 381.




	The unjust appropriation of the property of another (acceptio iniusta), in which may be included the retention of ill-gotten goods (retentio iniusta), may take place secretly and furtively (theft), or openly and violently (robbery), or deceitfully (fraud), by charging an excessive rate of interest on loans (usury), by the careless incurring of debts, by fraudulent bankruptcy, and by refusing to pay wages, interest, or rent due to others.



p. 355A) Theft is the secret taking away of the property of another against his reasonable will. It may be simple or qualified. Species of qualified theft are sacrilege and the embezzlement of public funds (peculatus).

“Three things,” says St. Thomas, “combine together to constitute theft. The first belongs to theft as being contrary to justice, which gives to each one that which is his, so that it belongs to theft to take possession of what is another’s. The second thing belongs to theft as distinct from those sins which are committed against the person, such as murder and adultery, and in this respect it belongs to theft to be about a thing possessed: for if a man takes what is another’s, not as a possession but as a part (for instance, if he amputates a limb), or as a person connected with him (for instance, if he carries off his daughter or his wife), it is not strictly speaking a case of theft. The third difference is that which completes the nature of theft, and consists in a thing being taken secretly; and in this respect it belongs properly to theft that it consists in taking another’s things secretly.”11

11 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 3: “Three things combine in the definition of theft. The first belongs to it insofar as it is contrary to justice, which renders to each his own, and from this it belongs to theft that it usurps what belongs to another. The second belongs to the definition of theft insofar as it is distinguished from sins against the person, such as homicide and adultery; and accordingly it belongs to theft that it concerns a possessed thing. For if anyone takes what belongs to another not as a possession, but as a part (as if he amputates a limb) or as a connected person (as if he carries off a daughter or wife), it does not properly have the definition of theft. The third difference is what completes the definition of theft, namely that what belongs to another is usurped secretly, and accordingly the proper definition of theft is that it is the secret taking of another’s property.” Cfr. Gury, I, n. 591.

a) The sins against the seventh commandment are as various as the social connections of men and their economic condition. Unfortunately small thieves are often punished, while big ones not only go scot free, but are honored as leaders of society. Theft is by its very nature and according to the teaching of Sacred Scripture always a sin, for two reasons: “first, because of its opposition to justice, which gives to each one his due . . . ; secondly, because of the guile or fraud committed by the thief when he lays hands on another’s property secretly and cunningly.”12

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 5: “If anyone considers the definition of theft, he will find two reasons for sin in it: first, because of its opposition to justice, which renders to each his own, and thus theft is opposed to justice insofar as theft is the taking of another’s property; secondly, because of the guile or fraud which the thief commits secretly and, as it were, by ambush in usurping another’s property. Hence it is manifest that every theft is a sin.”—Gury, I, n. 592: “Theft, by whatever name it may be called, is of itself gravely opposed to the natural law, as is evident both from reason and from Sacred Scripture, in which it is numbered among the sins that exclude from the kingdom of heaven. Sacrilegious theft and robbery are graver sins than simple theft and constitute a different species of malice: the former because, in addition to justice, it violates religion; the latter because it adds to injustice an injury to the honor owed to one’s neighbor. Other methods or other objects of theft, however, do not change its species, because by them the nature of the damaging is not changed.”

p. 356b) The degree of sinfulness which stealing involves is determined, first, by the greater or less value of the property stolen (pretium absolutum, relativum, affectionis),13 and, secondly, by the personal relation of the thief to his victim and the gravity of his obligation to avoid this particular sin. Hence, even though the stolen object be of little value, theft is a mortal sin if the thief, either by reason of his office or by contractual stipulation, is under a particular obligation to protect the victim against property damage. On the other hand, an important or valuable object is required to render a theft mortally sinful if the thief is bound to his victim by the ties of consanguinity, friendship, or marriage. Generally speaking, therefore, the so-called domestic thefts (furta domestica), i. e., those committed by married people against each other, or by children against their parents, must be judged leniently, provided the stolen object is of no great value, because the violation of justice involved in such an act may be presumed to be less invito domino than in ordinary cases.

13 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 5.

p. 357Thefts committed by servants against their masters or employers are more serious, because they involve infidelity and a breach of trust. Note, however, that if servants steal foodstuffs which are not usually kept under lock and key, and not extraordinarily rare or costly, the fault may be extenuated, provided, of course, they do not sell them or take large quantities.14

14 Prov. XXVIII, 24; Matth. XV, 4–6.—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 526, 539 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 36, 48 sqq.).—Gury, op. cit., I, n. 595: “It is asked what matter is required for thefts by wives, children, and servants to become grave. Answer: 1. It is certain among all that, on the part of wives and children, more is required to constitute grave matter than on the part of strangers, because the head of the household is less unwilling, or at least less reasonably unwilling, in the former case than in the latter. They say that more probably a sum twice as great is required for these than for strangers, but no general rule can be assigned; for this generally depends on various circumstances of persons or conditions; 2. For servants it depends also on the greater lib- erality or tenacity of the masters, on the quality or location of the thing stolen, e. g., whether it is edible or not, guarded or open, etc. According to many, petty thefts committed by servants in food and victuals which are not usually carefully guarded do not generally amount to mortal sin, provided these things are not sold or carried out of the house and are not of extraordinary value. But if servants steal money or things diligently guarded, a greater quantity is not required for a grave sin, because masters are no less unwilling, and such thefts are punished more severely by civil law.”—Catech. Rom., P. III, c. 8, qu. 9: “Nor are servants and unfaithful custodians of their masters’ property distinguished from thieves; indeed, they are more detestable than other thieves, who are shut out by keys, because nothing at home can be sealed or locked against a thieving servant.”

p. 358c) What is the sum required for a grave sin of theft? This is a question which cannot be answered in mathematical terms, but must be gauged by the moral law. Broadly speaking, that is a notable sum of money which is required to supply a man and his family with the necessaries of life for one day. But the amount of one’s possessions and the sum needed for his daily support, are not the only measure for the magnitude of a theft. There must be a certain objective limit beyond which every theft or robbery is a mortal sin, regardless of the wealth of the victim, for the property of the rich, too, needs to be protected against unjust violation. Therefore, in the case of the very wealthy, materia gravis is a sum large enough, on the one hand, to constitute an incitement to theft, and, on the other, to expose the fortune of the victim to considerable danger if it were frequently repeated.

The casuists have long ago endeavored to determine just when the matter of a theft becomes sufficient to constitute a mortal sin. “Since about the time of De Lugo (+ 1660),” says Fr. Slater, “it has been a common opinion among theologians that it is a grave sin of theft to rob a workingman of a sum which is sufficient to support him and his family for a day. The reason for this doctrine is obvious and satisfactory. For that quantity will be sufficient for a mortal sin, whose theft causes a notable injury to the owner, an injury which ordinary men of prudence and sense consider serious, and which is sufficient to upset them considerably. This is the test which is applied in other matters where there is question of the grave breach of a moral law which admits of parvity of matter. . . . In the same way, when we wish to know what sum is sufficient for a grave sin of theft, we consider how important it is for maintaining peace among men that property should be secure; what quantity of money or commodities is looked upon as considerable with a view to the use that can be made of them; and what quantity will, with reason, cause the owner serious concern and chagrin if he is unjustly deprived of it. Now, to a workman, or indeed to any one who has to earn his living, the loss of what will support him and his family for a day is a serious matter; it practically means that he has worked a whole day for nothing, and such a loss causes most men, with reason, to be seriously put out.”

p. 359But what about rich men, wealthy companies, governments, etc.? “In such cases we must have recourse to other considerations in order to find what quantity will constitute a grave sin of injustice when stolen. Here we consider, not so much the loss caused to the owner of the property, as the wrong done to public order and to the security of property. . . . The public weal requires that theft of a considerable sum must be forbidden in all cases, as a grave violation of justice, by the natural law. A prohibition, under pain of venial sin, not to steal a considerable sum of money, would not be sufficient to safeguard the right of property. In other words, theft of what is commonly at a certain time and place considered a notable sum of money, will be sufficient to constitute a mortal sin of theft, even when the owner of the property stolen is not sensibly the worse off.”

p. 360After reviewing the opinions of recent moralists as to the quantity which public interest requires for a grave sin of theft, Fr. Slater, making due allowance for the depreciation of money, the higher standards of comfort, and, in consequence, the relatively less value attached to money by the working classes throughout the civilized world, independently of its purchasing power, sees “no reason for increasing the quantity which the greater number of modern theologians assign as the absolute sum required for a mortal sin of theft. That quantity is about twenty shillings, and if we attach much importance, as we should do, to the opinions of such classical moralists as Lugo about such a question, the sum will rather be below than above twenty shillings.”15

15 Slater, Questions of Moral Theology, pp. 99–115.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 527 (ed. Gaudé, II, 37).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 593: “Grave matter in theft cannot be rigorously determined. According to the common opinion, which seems altogether to be held, this matter is to be regarded not absolutely in itself, but relatively to the various conditions and necessities of men, so that graver matter is required for a grave sin in theft against a rich man than against a poor man. The reason is that the gravity of theft, like the gravity of any injury, depends chiefly on the greater or lesser deprivation, distress, and resistance of will suffered by the one against whom the theft is committed; indeed, everyone sees that the same matter causes now slight, now grave distress according as the owner from whom it is taken is rich or poor. Nevertheless, regard must be had to the resistance of will as it is commonly and reasonably found among men, not in relation to men attracted by a greater or lesser love of money. . . . Yet some absolute matter must be determined that can never be exceeded without grave fault; otherwise, if a complete proportion had to be observed among all conditions, a very great quantity would certainly be required as grave matter in a theft committed against a very rich man, which everyone sees would result in harm to society.”

The Compendium Theologiae Moralis of Sabetti-Barrett, S. J., which is, we believe, used in most of our ecclesiastical seminaries, following Palmieri, Gury-Ballerini, Ojetti, and others, gives about thirty-five dollars as the absolute sum required for a mortal sin of theft.16 This is a probable opinion and may be safely followed.

16 Comp. Theol. Mor., 29th ed., p. 369.

p. 361d) The object of a theft may be materia gravis not only in itself, but also per accidens, namely, if a number of petty sums are stolen from one and the same person on different occasions, or from several persons. Innocent XI expressly condemned the proposition that “A man is not obliged under pain of mortal sin to make restitution of that which he has stolen in small sums, even though the total amount be considerable.”17

17 Prop. damnat. sub. Innoc. XI, n. 38: “No one is bound under pain of mortal sin to restore what has been taken by a few thefts, however great the total sum may be.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1188).—Cfr. Gury, Vol. I, n. 596 sq.—In determining when there is objective coalescence of small thefts, so that ultimately what is called gravis materia is stolen, theologians seek some connecting link that will bind together the petty pilferings and give them unity; for without such a bond of union they will remain isolated thefts, and will, in consequence, have merely an objective malice against justice, which corresponds to them as individual unjust acts. The intention with which the small thefts are accomplished is pointed out as one means of bringing them into moral connection with one another. When a thief intends from the beginning to arrive at a considerable amount, but, for convenience sake, takes the large sum little by little, then, no matter what length of time intervenes between the different acts of robbery, and no matter whether the objects already stolen are attained or not, there is objective coalescence, and an externally grave sin against justice has been committed. Dr. Harty says on this subject: “It seems to me to be necessary to limit this teaching in some way. Is the intention of which theologians speak a subjective intention, an internal act of the will? If so, the question arises at once: How can an internal intention bring about an objective union between different acts? A mere subjective element cannot create an objective bond of union, cannot unite a number of petty injuries so as to make them one grave injustice. Just as, accord- ing to the opinion which seems the more common in the schools, an internal intention does not directly change the objective justice or injustice of an act, so too, it would seem, an internal intention cannot of itself provide an objective change in the relations of two or more acts of theft to one another; at most it regulates the subjective responsibility of the agent. A suggested solution of this difficulty is that the intention of which theologians speak is not a mere internal intention, but rather an intention which is externated by the different acts which follow from it; but I doubt if this solution, taken by itself, is sufficient to overcome the difficulty of the case, because each individual act of theft externates only an intention which corresponds to itself; nor does the whole series of acts, of necessity, externate any internal connecting intention, as can be seen from two examples, in one of which a certain number of acts of theft are performed without any initial intention of doing so, and in the other of which the same number of thefts are committed at equally long intervals in execution of an initially arranged determination. The difference between the two cases is purely internal. Perhaps the intention, which serves as an objective link between the various small thefts, is an intention which has a separate externation—separate in the sense that it must be distinct from that obtained by the mere repeated acts of stealing. This will frequently be expressly made, and frequently, too, it will be implicitly contained in the modus agendi of the agent. Such an externated intention would supply an objective bond which neither an internal intention nor an intention externated merely by repeated acts can give.” (Irish Theological Quarterly, Vol. II, n. 7).

Besides the objective and material value of the stolen object, there must be taken into consideration such subjective circumstances as the heartlessness or incorrigibility of the thief. He who intends to steal an object of considerable value, but succeeds in stealing only a petty one, commits a mortal sin. So does he who successively steals small sums in order gradually to obtain a large one, and he who co-operates with others in committing grand larceny, no matter how small his personal share in the booty may be.18

18 Gury, Vol. I, n. 598: “On the part of the thief, the taking of a slight thing becomes a grave sin in three ways, namely: 1. Through the intention of arriving at grave matter; 2. Through multiplication, if petty thefts amount to a grave sum; 3. Through conspiracy, when several conspire among themselves and the petty thefts of the individuals, taken together, constitute grave matter.” —Ibid., n. 599: “If a thief intending to arrive at a grave sum through petty thefts renews this intention each time he steals, he sins gravely each time. But if from the beginning he intends to steal some determinate sum through petty thefts, v. g., so that he may not be detected, more probably he commits a single sin, because there is a single moral act; for all the particular acts tend determinately toward effecting one thing.”

p. 363e) As the appropriation of the property of others is unjust only when it is done against the reasonable will of the owner (rationabiliter invito domino), the taking of things in extreme necessity and occult compensation (v. infra, pp. 366 sq.) are not thefts.

A theft committed in extreme need is the appropriation or use of the property of another by a person who needs that property to save his life or something nearly as valuable as life (e. g., the integrity of the body or liberty).

He who in a state of extreme necessity takes as much of another’s goods as he actually needs, either for himself or for others in the same predicament is not guilty of theft and not bound to make restitution, provided he is actually indigent and has no reasonable hope of ever becoming prosperous.19 He is merely exercising a right granted to him by the moral law of nature, which ordains that in extreme necessity all things are common property. In such a case, therefore, the consent of the owner may be presumed, and if he protests, his protest may be disregarded as unreasonable, and hence there can be no theft because one of the essential notes of theft is lacking.

19 Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 1, dub. 1, n. 2: “He who takes from another as much as is necessary for himself or another placed in extreme necessity neither steals nor is bound later to restore what has thus been consumed, provided he was needy in fact and in prospect.”

St. Thomas explains this with his accustomed lucid- ity as follows: “Things which are of human right cannot derogate from natural right or divine right. Now, according to the natural order established by divine Providence, inferior things are ordained for the purpose of succoring man’s needs by their means. And therefore the division and appropriation of things which are based on human law, do not preclude the fact that man’s needs have to be remedied by means of these very things. Hence, whatever certain people have in superabundance is due, by natural law, to the purpose of succoring the poor. . . . Since, however, there are many who are in need, while it is impossible for all to be relieved by means of the same thing, each one is entrusted with the stewardship of his own things, so that out of them he may come to the aid of those who are in need. But if the need be so manifest and urgent that it is evident that the present need must be remedied by whatever means be at hand (for instance, when a person is in some imminent danger, and there is no other possible remedy), then it is lawful for a man to relieve his own need by means of another’s property, by taking it either openly or secretly; nor is this, properly speaking, theft or robbery.” And again: “It is not theft, properly speaking, to take secretly and use another’s property in a case of extreme need, because that which a man takes for the support of his life, becomes his own property by reason of that need.”20

20 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 7: “Those things which are of human law cannot derogate from natural law or divine law. Now, according to the natural order established by divine providence, inferior things are ordained so that by means of them human need may be relieved. And therefore the division and appropriation of things proceeding from human law does not prevent human need from being relieved by means of such things. And therefore the things which some possess in superabundance are, by natural law, due for the support of the poor. . . . But because there are many who suffer need and it is not possible from—” “the same thing to relieve everyone, the stewardship of his own goods is entrusted to each person’s discretion, so that from them he may relieve those suffering need. But if necessity is so evident and urgent that it is manifest that the present need must be relieved from whatever things are at hand (for example, when danger threatens a person and he cannot otherwise be relieved), then a person may lawfully relieve his need from another’s goods, whether taken openly or secretly, nor does this properly have the character of theft or robbery.”—Ibid., ad 2: “To use another’s property secretly taken in a case of extreme necessity does not have the character of theft, properly speaking, because through such necessity that which one takes to sustain one’s own life is made one’s own.”—Ibid., ad 3: “In a case of similar necessity a person may also secretly take another’s property in order to aid a neighbor who is thus in need.”

p. 365f) The conditions under which a man may make use of this right are the following:

α) His own need, or that of the person for whom he takes the property, must be extreme (necessitas extrema), or at least very grave (necessitas gravissima sive quasi extrema); β) He must have no other means of livelihood; γ) The owner of the property in question must not be in equal need or likely to be subjected to equal need by the taking away of his property; δ) The needy must have the intention of taking only what he absolutely requires at the moment and of making adequate restitution if he is able.21

21 Prop. damnat. sub Innoc. XI, n. 36: “It is permitted to steal not only in extreme necessity but also in grave necessity.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1186).—Cfr. Gury, I, n. 601: “A poor person placed in extreme necessity may not take more than is necessary. Hence, if the use alone of a thing, v. g., a horse, suffices, the obligation of restoring it remains when the necessity ceases. If one in extreme need has elsewhere, in fact or in probable prospect, the means from which he can pay, he cannot take another’s property except with the burden of restitution, because the necessity then does not require the thing to be taken gratuitously, if it is relieved by a thing received on loan or lent for use. But one who in extreme want has consumed another’s property is bound to nothing after using the thing, if he has no hope that he will ever be able to restore it, even if afterward he arrives at a better condition.”

p. 366g) Akin to taking another’s property in extreme need is occult compensation (compensatio occulta), i. e., the secret appropriation of something to which one has a just claim (debitum ex iustitia), but which one cannot obtain by ordinary means. This is permissible only: (1) if the justice of the claim is indisputable, (2) if occult compensation is the only physically or morally possible means of obtaining one’s own, and (3) if there is no reason for apprehending injury to a third person, e. g., suspicion of theft, or scandal.22 These three essential conditions, which must be present together to render occult compensation licit, hardly ever actually concur, especially since there must be an absolutely certain claim of justice; mere promises or claims of equity do not suffice.23 Occult compensation is always of doubtful moral value because it is an act of self-help, and no man is an impartial judge in his own case. Therefore Saint Thomas says: “He who, by stealth, takes his own property, if this be unjustly detained by another, sins indeed, yet not because he burdens the retainer, and so he is not bound to restitution or compensation; but he sins against general justice by disregarding the order of justice and usurping judgment concerning his own property. Hence he must make satisfaction to God and endeavor to allay whatever scandal he may have given his neighbors by acting in this way.”24

22 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 521–524 (ed. Gaudé, II, 33 sqq.); cfr. Gury, I, n. 602–604.

23 Cfr. Prop. damnat. sub Innoc. XI, n. 37: “Male and female domestic servants may secretly take from their masters to compensate for their labor, which they judge greater than the wage they receive.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1187).

24 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 5, ad 3: “He who secretly takes his own property when it is unjustly detained by another does indeed sin, not because he burdens the one who detains it, and therefore he is not bound to restore or compensate anything, but he sins against general justice by usurping judgment concerning his own property for himself while disregarding the order of law. And therefore he is bound to make satisfaction to God and to take care that any scandal of his neighbors, if it has arisen from this, be allayed.”—Cfr. Janssen, Der hl. Alfons von Liguori gegen Hoensbroech, pp. 103 sqq.

p. 367To steal the intellectual property (ideas, writings, or inventions) of another is called plagiarism. It is a sin if the owner is injured thereby. There is also a sort of ideal plagiarism, which is committed if one seeks to appropriate to himself the reputation or glory of another, but it is often difficult to separate that which is the property of an author or inventor from that which he owes to the intellectual labors of his fellowmen. In the words of Dr. Linsenmann, no matter how firmly we stand on our own feet, the ground which we occupy has been prepared for us by others.25

25 Linsenmann, Lehrb. d. Moraltheol., p. 526.

B) Robbery (rapina) is the act of openly taking away the property of another from his person or in his presence, against his will, and under constraint of fear or force. It differs from theft by the circumstances described and is a more grievous sin for two reasons: first, because it violates personal liberty and, secondly, because it inflicts upon the victim ignominy and injury.26 If violence is employed after theft has been committed in order to ward off persecution, the crime of robbery is superadded to that of theft. Robbery may be perpetrated without the application of violence by embezzling documents, giving false testimony, perjury, bribery of judges, withholding a laborer’s wages, and similar sins.

26 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, art. 4: “Theft and robbery have the character of sin from the fact that the taking is involuntary on the part of the one from whom something is taken. But the involuntary is spoken of in two ways, namely through ignorance and through violence. And therefore robbery has one character of sin and theft another. Therefore on this account they differ in species.”—Ibid., art. 9: “Robbery and theft have the character of sin because of the involuntary on the part of the one from whom something is taken, yet in such a way that in theft it is involuntary through ignorance, whereas in robbery it is involuntary through violence. But something is more involuntary through violence than through ignorance, because violence is more directly opposed to the will than ignorance. And therefore robbery is a graver sin than theft. There is also another reason, because through robbery not only is harm inflicted on someone in his goods, but it also tends toward a certain ignominy or injury of the person, and this outweighs the fraud or deceit that belongs to theft.”

p. 368Related to robbery is extortion, i. e., the act or practice of obtaining from another money or other valuables by violence, threats, or compulsion, more specifically the taking of money by an official under color of his office, either when none is due, or in excess of what is due, or before it is due. Extortion approaches fraud if the threat is not applied directly to the unjust appropriation of property, but in order to compel some act or omission which entails a disadvantage to others, for instance, signing a receipt or omitting to bring suit.

p. 369C) Fraud (fraus) is an act of deliberate deception, practiced for the purpose of securing something to the prejudice of another.27 Fraud is practiced in numerous forms in legal transactions and contracts, especially in sales, by deceiving the buyer as to the value, the quality or quantity of the object sold, by counterfeiting money and weights, etc. It is a very serious sin, whether regarded in its nature or in its consequences.28 In its nature, because it implies deception and hypocrisy, lying, heartlessness, and injustice, all clothed in the garb of honesty and therefore difficult to discover. In its consequences, because he who commits fraud undermines the social order by destroying mutual confidence and creating distrust. Holy Scripture says that those who wrong and defraud others fall into the pit they themselves have dug, and that their iniquity will be visited upon their own heads and they will “not possess the kingdom of God.”29

27 St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. III, c. 11 (n. 75): “David says: ‘Like a sharp razor you have wrought deceit’ (Ps. 51, 4); reproaching the traitor’s wickedness, because an instrument of this kind is used for a man’s adornment and often wounds.” (Migne, P. L., XIV, 166).—St. Thomas, l. c., qu. 77, art. 1: “To employ fraud in order that something may be sold for more than the just price is altogether a sin, insofar as one deceives one’s neighbor to his detriment.”

28 Lev. XIX, 35 sq.; Deut. XXV, 13–16; Prov. XX, 23.—Cfr. Tertullian, De Idololatria, c. 1: “The nature of fraud, I think, is that someone seize what belongs to another or deny what is owed to another, and surely fraud committed against a man is the name of the greatest crime?” (Ed. Leopold, P. I, 30).—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. III, c. 9 (n. 65): “All fraud is shameful. Indeed, even in cheap things a deceitful balance and fraudulent measure are accursed. If fraud is punished in the marketplace of saleable things, in the practice of commerce, can it be regarded as blameless among the duties of the virtues?” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 163).

29 Ps. VII, 15–17; Prov. XI, 24; XX, 17; Jer. XXII, 13; 1 Cor. VI, 8–10; 1 Thess. IV, 6; cfr. 1 Pet. II, 1.

p. 370Though minor frauds are not per se mortally sinful, yet they may become so by dint of circumstances and are to be avoided all the more because they almost invariably lead to other and more grievous acts of deception. It is this sort of iniquity which the Holy Ghost has particularly in view when He says that it is visited upon a man’s children and children’s children to the third and fourth generation.30 “Those who commit frauds,” says the Angelic Doctor, “do not design anything against themselves or their own souls, but through God’s just judgment it happens that what they plot against others recoils on themselves, according to Ps. vii, 16: ‘He is fallen into the hole he made.’”31

30 Ex. XXXIV, 7.

31 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 55, art. 5, ad 3: “Those who commit frauds do not, from their intention, devise anything against themselves or against their own souls, but through God’s just judgment it happens that what they plot against others recoils upon them, according to that saying (Ps. VII, 16): ‘He has fallen into the pit that he made.’”

Particular kinds of fraud are: forging documents and dishonest bankruptcy. Both shake public confidence and tend to undermine the social order. In regard to the latter it is forbidden to conceal or remove portions of property, to falsify or destroy records, etc. If a business man incurs bankruptcy by living beyond his means, or by engaging in wild speculations, he is not guilty of fraud, but commits an injustice in not complying with his duties to his fellowmen.32

32 J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, p. 71.

p. 371Another species of fraud is the use of dishonest means in business competition, such as misrepresenting the quality of goods or their source of production, slandering or otherwise injuring competitors, etc.33

33 J. Bachem and H. Roeren, Zur Bekämpfung des unlauteren Wettbewerbes, 2nd ed., Leipsic 1896; H. Mayer, Der unlautere Wettbewerb, Stuttgart 1909.

Akin to fraud is defalcation, in so far as it involves an injustice, i. e., a disadvantage to others or illegal favoring of one’s own person or business. It is committed by fraudulently appropriating money held in trust or not employing due care in the administration of property confided to one’s care, as by the executor of a will, the guardian of a minor child, the curator or administrator of an estate, etc.34

34 Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 71 sq.

D) Usury (usura, fenus) is the exploitation of the necessity of others by unjustly appropriating of their property in exchange and loan transactions.35 Its principal features are the needy condition of the victim and his ignorance or carelessness, of which the usurer takes advantage by charging more for loans than he is entitled to. The term usury is sometimes broadly used to cover dishonest manipulations in grain or other commodities, excessive charges for rent, etc.

35 Funk, Zins und Wucher, pp. 192 sqq.; Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., pp. 259 sqq.

Not only the creditor but also the debtor may become guilty of usury, namely, by abusing the confidence of the creditor in order to appropriate his property. Thus bankruptcy proceedings are sometimes used to exploit the good nature or carelessness of creditors. The Catechism of the Council of Trent says: “Those who defraud their creditors, who deny their just debts, and also those who purchase goods on their own or on another’s credit, with an agreement to pay them at a certain time, and do not redeem their pledge, shall be convicted of the crime of rapine, and it is an aggravation of their guilt that, in consequence of their want of punctuality and their fraud, prices are raised, to the no small detriment of the public.”36

36 Catech. Rom., P. III, c. 8, qu. 12: “Defrauders of creditors and repudiators—whoever, having taken a period of time for payment, purchase goods on their own or another’s credit and do not discharge their pledge—will be condemned for the same crime of rapine; their offense is also graver because merchants, on account of their default and fraud, sell at higher prices, to the great detriment of the community; that saying of David seems to apply to them: ‘The sinner shall borrow and shall not repay’ (Ps. XXXVI, 21).”

p. 372Hence usury both from the moral and the legal standpoint is as deserving of punishment as fraud, theft, and robbery.37 Economically this crime is committed not only when a higher rate of interest is demanded than law or custom permit, but likewise in all cases where the borrower appropriates so much of the value created by the co-operation of his labor with the capital of others, that the lender is unable to carry on his business.38

37 Ps. XIV, 1, 5; Ez. XVIII, 8 sq., 13; XXII, 12.—Cfr. Conc. Lat. II, can. 13: “We condemn that detestable and shameful, insatiable rapacity of usurers, rejected by divine and human laws through Scripture in the Old and New Testament, and we separate them from every ecclesiastical consolation, commanding that . . . usurers be held infamous throughout their whole life and, unless they repent, be deprived of Christian burial.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 365).—Cfr. Conc. Lat. V, sess. 5; and Holweck, Die kirchlichen Strafgesetze, p. 276.

38 Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., pp. 261 sqq.

p. 373Usurious manipulation of the food supply is a particularly heinous crime, all the more contemptible because it most severely affects the poor. “Amongst those who are called extortioners by the holy Fathers,” says the Roman Catechism, “are they who, in times of scarcity, hold on to their grain, thus culpably producing dearth and high prices, and this also holds good with regard to all necessaries for food and the sustentation of life.”39

39 Catech. Rom., P. III, c. 8, qu. 14: “Among the number of those who are called extortioners by the holy Fathers are those who, in a scarcity of crops, withhold grain and bring it about through their own fault that the market price is dearer and harsher; this also holds for all things necessary for food and for life.”

“He that hideth up corn,” says Sacred Scripture, “shall be cursed among the people.”40

40 Prov. XI, 26.

Habitual usury in credit or commodities is reckoned among the sins that cry to Heaven for vengeance.41

41 See this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 89 sq.; cfr. St. Ambrose, De Tobia, c. 2–22 (Migne, P. L., XIV, 761); Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, pp. 286 sqq.

The crime of “usury” is committed also by corrupt and venal judges, who allow themselves to be won over by money or bribes to decide against the poor and the necessitous, no matter how good their cause may be.42

42 Ex. XXIII, 8; Deut. XVI, 19.—Catech. Rom., P. III, c. 8, qu. 12.

p. 374READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 66, 77, 78.—Catechismus Romanus, P. III, c. 8, qu. 1–25.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 472 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 518–546 (ed. Gaudé, II, 27 sqq.).—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 587 sqq.—J. E. Pruner, Kath. Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 3rd ed., pp. 179 sqq.—IDEM, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. II, pp. 239 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 67 sqq.—F. Lorinser, Die Lehre von der Verwaltung des hl. Buszsakramentes, 2nd ed., pp. 223 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1109 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 375 sqq., 380 sqq.—Th. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 208 sqq.—J. Rickaby, Moral Philosophy, pp. 255 sqq.—Calvin Elliott, Usury: A Scriptural, Ethical, and Economic View, Millersburg, O., 1902.—P. Cleary, The Church and Usury: An Essay on Some Historical and Theological Aspects of Money-Lending, Dublin 1914.


Section 10: The Duty of Restitution


A. Restitution in General

p. 375


	DEFINITION.—Restitution is reparation for an injury done to another. To restore, says St. Thomas, is “nothing else than to reinstate a person in the possession or dominion of his property, and thus in restitution we consider the equality of justice attending the payment of one thing for another, and this belongs to commutative justice.”1 Restitution is designed to undo the consequences flowing from sins committed against one’s fellowmen. Moreover, satisfaction must be made to God for the offence committed against Him in injuring His creatures. Hence, over and above the duty of making restitution for the property loss involved, there exists the obligation of atoning for the sin committed, by internal acts of repentance and satisfaction, i. e., the offender must be sorry for and confess his sin.



1 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 1: “To restore seems to be nothing other than to establish someone again in the possession or dominion of his property; and thus in restitution the equality of justice is observed according to the recompense of thing for thing, which belongs to commutative justice.”—Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1127 sqq.

p. 376


	NECESSITY OF RESTITUTION.—To make restitution of ill-gotten goods, either in re or in voto, is, generally speaking, a grave obligation if the matter is important (materia gravis). It is so grave an obligation, in fact, that without it the sin cannot be forgiven. “Peccatum non dimittitur, nisi restituatur ablatum,” or “Non datur venia, nisi restituantur ablata,” are two fundamental maxims in Moral Theology.



The duty of making restitution is not only enforced by divine and civil law,2 but likewise based on the moral law of nature. For he who does not restore to his neighbor the property which he has unjustly taken away from him, inflicts upon him additional injury by continuing to withhold from him what is his and hindering him in the use thereof. Strictly speaking, therefore, the duty of making restitution arises solely from a violation of commutative justice, not of charity or equity, or of legal or distributive justice as such.3

2 Ex. XX, 15; XXII, 1–16; Ez. XXXIII, 14–16; Numb. V, 7; Matt. V, 23 sqq.; Mark X, 19; Luke XII, 59; 1 Cor. VI, 8; Philm. 18 sq.—Reg. Iur. in VI° Bonif. VIII, n. 4.—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. III, c.

3 (n. 21): “Do not the laws themselves teach us? They command that those things which have been taken from someone with injury to his person, or with increase of the thing itself, be restored, so that they may deter a thief from taking either by punishments or bring him back by a fine.” (Migne, P. L., XVI, 151).—St. Augustine, Epist., CLIII (al. 54), c. 6, n. 20: “If another’s property, on account of which the sin was committed, is not returned when it can be returned, penance is not performed but feigned; but if it is truly performed, the sin will not be forgiven unless what was taken is restored—but, as I said, when it can be restored.” (P. L., XXXIII, 662).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 2: “Since preserving justice is necessary for salvation, it follows that restoring to someone what was unjustly taken from him is necessary for salvation.”—Duns Scotus, Comment. in Sent., l. IV, d. 15, qu. 2, n. 29: “Just as one who keeps an adulteress is not capable of penance, but is a mocker, and if such a man comes to penance, he adds sin to sin, so one who detains another’s property in will and deed, while he is such, is not capable of any part of penance.”—Benzinger, Hebr. Archäologie, 2nd ed., pp. 294 sq.

3 J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 605: “There is no obligation of restitution except on account of a violation of strict right or commutative justice, but not on account of the right of uprightness simply. The reason is that restitution brings it about that the thing owed to one’s neighbor equals his right that was unjustly violated. But this cannot be done when a violation of the right of uprightness is under discussion. For if someone violates the right of his superior or of his neighbor, denying obedience to the former and the consolations of charity to the latter, that violation cannot strictly be repaired, because a new act of obedience or charity would not repair the violated right, but would satisfy only the precept, which always binds, of obeying one’s superior and relieving one’s neighbor in distress.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 547; J. Rickaby, Moral Philosophy, p. 107.

p. 377He who is able to make restitution for an injustice which he has committed is bound in justice to do so. If he is unable, he is dispensed from the fulfilment of this duty only as long as the inability lasts.

If a man is able to make restitution, he is bound to do so; if he is unable, the duty of restitution is in abeyance while the inability continues. But no one may consider himself dispensed from this duty until he has at least made a sincere effort to comply with it. Moreover he should at all times remember his liability and cherish a firm purpose to make restitution as soon as an opportunity presents itself. This is what theologians style making restitution in voto, but it holds good only while the external act (restitutio in re) is either physically or morally impossible. Whenever commutative justice has been violated and the matter is grave, absolution should be withheld until the penitent has either made restitution, or sincerely promised to do so at the first opportunity. Absolution should be refused if the penitent has repeatedly broken his promise. Those who, though burdened with debts, live in a manner which will probably make it impossible for them ever to satisfy their creditors, are unfit for absolution. The same is true of those who, in a similar condition, refuse to deny themselves luxuries or leave restitution to their heirs, although they are able to make it themselves.

p. 378


	THE “ROOTS” OF RESTITUTION.—Restitution may be due for one of two reasons: (a) because one holds something that belongs to another (acceptio sive retentio rei alienae), or (b) because one has inflicted unjust damage or loss (iniusta damnificatio). These are called by moralists the “roots” (radices) of restitution.



Sinful co-operation in acts against commutative justice (cooperatio iniusta) is frequently enumerated as a third root of restitution, but as it may be subsumed either under the first (acceptio sive retentio) or under the second division (iniusta damnificatio), there is no need of treating it separately.4

4 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 609: “The roots of restitution are the causes from which the obligation of restoring arises. They are taken from three headings, namely: 1. From the taking of another’s property; 2. From unjust damage; 3. From unjust co-operation.—Co-operation does indeed fall either under taking or under unjust damage, but for a clearer distinction of matters so intricate we have judged it better to consider it separately.”

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 6 (Rickaby, Aquinas Ethicus, II, 30 sqq.).—Th. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 208 sqq.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 458 sqq.—T. Slater, S. J., A Manual of Mor. Theol., Vol. I, pp. 398 sqq.—IDEM, in the Catholic Encyclopedia, art. “Restitution,” Vol. XII, pp. 788 sq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 199 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 501 sqq.

Article 1: The Duty of Restoring Property Belonging to Others

p. 379A man may be possessed of the property of another without a just title either through an act of injustice, e. g., fraud, theft, usury, etc., or in good faith, e. g., by purchase, donation, or legacy. In the former case there is a culpa theologica, i. e., a formal violation of strict justice (iustitia commutativa), in the latter there is merely a material injustice. These two forms of unjust possession determine the manner in which restitution must be made.

The general rules for determining the duty of restitution are the following:1

1 P. J. Lönartz, Die Restitutionspflicht, pp. 77 sqq., 179 sqq., 266 sqq.—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 610: “The owner of a thing alone has the right per se to possess it, nor does he lose ownership of the thing into whosesoever hands it may come. Per se is said because any other possessor, even one in good faith, has the right to possess the thing only per accidens and from invincible error. From this principle, moreover, the following four axioms flow of their own accord: 1. The thing cries out for its owner, that is, the owner has a strict right to recover his property wherever he finds it; 2. The thing bears fruit for its owner. The reason for this axiom is that enjoyment is necessarily—” “included perfectly in the idea of ownership; 3. A thing naturally perishes to its owner, for when the object of ownership ceases, ownership itself thereby vanishes. But if it still exists in an equivalent, that equivalent belongs to the owner; 4. No one ought to be enriched from another’s property. Or in other words: The measure of restitution is the quantity of the thing detained. The reason is clear, for only the owner of the thing has the right to receive any fruit from it. But these general principles are modified according to the different condition of the possessor and sometimes according to the varying legislation of places.”—Cfr. Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, p. 260.

p. 380a) “Res clamat domino,” i. e., the rightful owner is entitled to his property, no matter into whose hands it may have fallen. This rule follows necessarily from the nature of property and ownership. In applying it, however, due regard must be paid to prescription, etc.

b) “Res fructificat domino,” i. e., the rightful owner is entitled to the fruits of his property, provided, of course, he has not ceded this right to others.

c) “Res naturaliter perit domino,” i. e., the right of ownership is bound up with the object owned and ceases with that object. If the object has perished, but its value continues, the original owner is entitled to the latter, as, e. g., when a ton of wheat has been sold and the sum received is still in the hands of the seller. If a thing has perished not from natural causes, but through the fault of the possessor, the owner is entitled to restitution.

d) “Nemo ex re alienâ locupletari potest,” i. e., no one has a right to enrich himself with the property of another, for the fruits of that property do not belong to the unlawful possessor, but to the rightful owner.

p. 381If the possessor cannot reach the owner, he must make restitution to his heirs.

It is quite a different thing, of course, to be benefitted occasione rei alienae, without injustice to anyone, for instance, by the growth of a community, the construction of a railway, the erection of a factory on or near one’s property, etc.2

2 IDEM, ibid., pp. 118 sqq.; Slater, I, 374 sqq.

The fruits of a thing (fructus rei) may be:

α) Fructus naturales, natural, i. e., derived from the thing itself (beneficio naturae) without the co-operation of man, or with but slight co-operation on his part, for example, fruits of trees, wood in a forest, grass on a meadow, milk, wool, etc.; β) Fructus industriales, i. e., fruits of human industry or toil, such as the profits from a sale or purchase, etc.; γ) Fructus mixti, which are partly the result of industry (ex industria) and partly of the natural or artificial fertility of the property (ex re ipsa), for instance, grain, wine, etc.; δ) Fructus civiles, which are derived from an object by means of the civil law, e. g., rent, salary, etc. The latter category may be reduced to the first (fructus naturales).3

3 Gury, I, n. 613: “Fruits of different kinds must be distinguished: 1. Natural fruits, which proceed from the substance of the thing itself without any or with little human labor, such as grasses, etc.; 2. Industrial fruits, which are attributed chiefly to the action of the possessor using the thing; generally, however, fruits are partly natural and partly industrial, such as crops, etc., and are called mixed; 3. Civil fruits, which are not fruits properly so called, but are regarded as such by law, such as annual revenues, the price of leasing, etc.”—Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 391 sqq.; Slater, I, 374 sqq., 401.

p. 382


	One may be in possession of the property of another either in bad faith or in good faith. A possessor malae fidei is one who knows, or has good reason for believing, that the property he holds belongs to another.4 Such a one is bound to restore to the rightful owner whatever the latter has been unjustly deprived of, that is to say:



4 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 622: “A possessor in bad faith is one who knows that the thing which he received or possesses is not his own.”—St. Augustine, De Fide et Operibus, c. VII, n. 10: “In the law of estates, each person is most rightly called a possessor in good faith so long as he is unaware that he possesses another’s property; but when he has learned this and has not withdrawn from another’s possession, he is then regarded as being in bad faith, then he is justly called unjust.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 203).—Cfr. Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., I, n. 652–655.

a) The stolen property itself, for “res clamat domino.” If the property no longer exists, its value must be restored. If it has deteriorated in value whilst under the control of the unlawful possessor, restitution must be made of the value it had when it was taken from its rightful owner. If its value has increased, it must be restored as it is, with all its fruits, for, “res fructificat domino.” If the stolen property fluctuated in value after the theft, the owner’s loss must be made good, and if he intended to sell it when at its highest value, that value must be restored to him.5

5 Slater, I, 405.

b) All the fruits of the property, natural, industrial, and mixed, must be restored to its owner. But any necessary or useful expenses incurred by the illegitimate possessor for the preservation or improvement of the property, as well as such fruits as may be the result of special efforts on his part, may be deducted.

p. 383c) The damage suffered by the owner in consequence of being deprived of what belonged to him (damnum emergens) as well as any profits he may have lost (lucrum cessans), must also be restored to him.6

6 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 614–625 (ed. Gaudé, II, 94 sqq.); Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 622–627.

A difficulty arises if the property has fluctuated in value while in the hands of the unlawful possessor. A change in the value of an object may be either intrinsic or extrinsic. An intrinsic change occurs, for instance, in a colt that grows up to be a horse, or in a horse that becomes useless in consequence of old age. An extrinsic change of value may be brought about through a rise or drop in the market. As regards intrinsic changes, the unlawful possessor has to make restitution to the owner for any decrease in value which would not have happened had the owner kept his property, as, for example, if a fat ox grows lean or a good horse is overworked. If the value of the object has increased, the unlawful holder must restore the increment together with the object to the rightful owner, but may deduct necessary or useful ex- penses.

In regard to a change in value the following general rules apply:

a) If the price has risen or fallen, and the thief sold or consumed the stolen property at the time when the lawful owner had intended to sell or consume it, he must restore to the latter the price which the object would have brought at that time. If the price has risen or fallen, and it is certain that the owner would have sold or consumed the property had it been in his possession at the time it fetched the higher price, restitution must be made at the higher price. If the object was one which the lawful owner had not intended to keep, and its price rose and fell, and the unlawful possessor sold or used the object when the price was lowest, he is obliged to make restitution at the lower price only, for in that case the owner suffers no loss and he himself was not enriched by the fluctuation in price. If the owner would have sold the property in case the illegal possessor had restored it at a time when its price was high, the latter is in duty bound to pay the higher price. If the owner would have consumed the object at the time when the price was low, and the thief, or his abettor, sold or consumed it at the time when the price was high, he must make restitution at the higher price, for “res fructificat domino.” However, some moralists are satisfied with demanding that restitution be made at the lower price, for the reason that the thief, having consumed the stolen property, has not become enriched and the owner has suffered no additional loss. When there is doubt whether the owner would have kept his property until he could have gotten a higher price or would have sold it at a lower price, the thief is bound to make restitution pro rata dubii, i. e., in accordance with the degree of doubt. But since, in praxi, all the circumstances of a case do not usually become known, it will be sufficient as a rule to make restitution of the stolen object at the price which it would have fetched at the time when it was stolen.7

7 Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, pp. 265 sqq.; Slater, I, 406 sqq.

p. 385


	A possessor bonae fidei is he who is honestly, though erroneously, convinced that an object rightfully belongs to him, e. g., because he has acquired title to it in a legitimate way, for instance, by purchase, inheritance, etc. As soon as he discovers that the property is not his, such a one is bound to restore it to the rightful owner, or at least give the owner notice to get it, at his own expense.8



8 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 611: “A possessor in good faith is one who is invincibly ignorant that the thing possessed by him belongs to another, or prudently judges it to be his own, v. g., because he acquired it by a title of itself transferring ownership, such as inheritance, legacy, donation, or purchase. It is supposed, however, that he has not yet acquired the possessed thing by prescription; for otherwise he would no longer be the holder of another’s property, but of his own. As soon as a possessor in good faith learns that the thing possessed by him belongs to another, he is bound to restore it to the owner insofar as it still exists, in whole or in part or in profit. The reason is that unless such a possessor restored the thing or its equivalent, he would retain another’s good against the owner’s reasonable will; for he would violate the owner’s strict right by retaining that to which he has no right, and therefore would now become an unjust holder.”—Cfr. ibid., n. 612–621.—Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, n. 648–651.

a) He must restore, first, the property itself, if, or in as far as, it still exists, for “res clamat domino.” If the property no longer exists, he must restore what he gained by its possession, on the principle that no one has a right to enrich himself at the expense of another.9 If the stolen property has been lost, either through or without the possessor’s fault, the latter need not restore its equivalent, because “res naturaliter perit domino” or “casum sentit dominus.” Likewise, in case of doubt whether he has be- come richer through possessing the property, or whether some portion of it is still in existence, the unjust possessor is not obliged to make restitution, for, “in dubio melior est conditio possidentis.”

9 Reg. Iur. in VI° Decr. Bonif. VIII, n. 48: “No one ought to be enriched through another’s injury or loss.”

p. 386b) He must restore, secondly, all the fruits of the stolen property, in so far as they are derived from its nature (fructus naturales) and have not been consumed to satisfy his own needs, for “res fructificat domino.” The fructus industriales belong to the possessor and the fructus mixti must be divided pro rata, but the possessor may deduct expenses and make a reasonable charge for his toil. Unnecessary and accidental expenses give no just claim for compensation. If the civil law grants to the possessor bonae fidei the consumed fruits, he may take advantage of this privilege.

c) If one finds that he is in possession of something that rightfully belongs to another, and to which he himself holds a legal title, he may fall back on the person from whom he has acquired the property, but he cannot make the restitution of the object to its rightful owner dependent on his own indemnification. Generally speaking, however, one who has purchased a property from another in good faith and according to the requirements of the law (optimâ formâ), may await a court decision before he is bound to make restitution.

p. 387


	One who has well-grounded reasons for believing that something he has in his possession belongs to another, is a possessor dubiae fidei and as such strictly bound to ascertain whether or not he is the rightful owner of the property. If he neglects to make an investigation, he becomes a possessor in bad faith. One who has been in the possession of stolen property in good faith for a while, and then becomes doubtful of his title, remains in good faith until the doubt is solved (“in dubio melior est conditio possidentis”); he may use the property according to his good pleasure and, in case the real owner is discovered, need restore only such portions of the property as still remain, or the sum by which he has become richer in consequence of its possession. If the doubt as to the real owner dates from the time when the property was acquired, a distinction must be made. If the object has come to the possessor directly out of the hands of the lawful owner (e. g., by occult compensation), it must, if the doubt persists, be restored to the latter whole and entire, for the possessor has no real title and the presumption is against him. But if he has acquired the object in question by some legitimate title (for instance, purchase, inheritance, do- nation), and the doubt merely concerns the right of the former possessor to dispose of it, the present possessor must, according to the greater or smaller probability of the existing doubt, restore a larger or smaller portion of the property to its rightful owner, or, if his identity is unknown, to the poor. The reason is because doubt does not permit of a real ius possessionis and therefore imposes the duty of restitution, while, on the other hand, the lawful title of ownership supplies the defect, as it were, and restitution need consequently be made only pro qualitate dubii. Negative doubts do not impair the good faith of the possessor and should be treated like temptations.10



10 Gury, I, n. 628–630; Lönartz, Die Restitutionspflicht, pp. 226 sqq.; Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 656–659; Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 406 sq.

p. 388READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 1–8.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 22 sqq., 389 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 547 (ed. Gaudé, II, 52 sqq.).—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. II, pp. 5 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 85 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 596 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 161 sqq.—Kutschker, Die Lehre vom Schadenersatz, pp. 3 sqq.—P. J. Lönartz, Die Restitutionspflicht des Besitzers fremden Gutes, Treves 1885, pp. 1 sqq.—F. Lorinser, Die Lehre von der Verwaltung des hl. Buszsakramentes, 2nd ed., 1883, pp. 233 sqq.—T. Slater, S.J., Manual of Mor. Theol., Vol. I, pp. 400–407.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 463–477.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 377–380.

Article 2: The Duty of Repairing Unjust Damage or Loss Inflicted on Others

p. 389Justice may be violated not only by taking away or retaining the property of others, but also by damaging or destroying it without sufficient cause. This violation lasts until the damage or loss is duly repaired.1

1 Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 77 sqq.; Göpfert, II, pp. 269 sqq.




	One is in duty bound to make restitution if the damage or loss which one has caused involves a sinful violation of justice (iustitia formalis), by which the unjust deed was not merely per accidens occasioned, but physically or morally caused, and which is imputable to the author as formal sin or guilt (culpa theologica).2 Hence if the deed in question was not the efficient cause of the damage done (causa efficax damni per se vel in causa), but merely furnished the occasion (causa occasionalis) for it, no duty of restitution arises. In the case of a purely juridical transgression (culpa iuridica), the obligation of making restitution does not go into effect until a court decision has been rendered, unless, of course, there is a contractual obligation of mak- ing good any damage or loss arising from a purely juridical guilt.3



2 J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 633: “For an act causing damage to induce an obligation of restitution, natural law requires that three conditions concur, namely, that it be unjust, an efficient cause of the damage, and theologically culpable; that is, that it be truly, effectively, and formally unjust.”

3 Aug. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 668–671.

p. 390Reparation must be made not only of the damage intentionally inflicted, but likewise of all injuries or losses arising from that damage (damnum emergens, lucrum cessans), in so far as they could be foreseen, and, finally, of the expenses which the rightful owner was forced to incur in order to protect his rights.

From these principles there follow the subjoined practical conclusions:




	He who was the cause of damage without his fault, but failed to prevent further damage afterwards when he was able to do so, must make restitution. For every man is in justice bound to take proper care that his fellowmen are not injured by his actions, and hence must prevent damage arising from his actions if he is able; neglect of this duty amounts to a formal sin of injustice. Note, however, that this duty does not bind at the risk of a comparatively serious disadvantage. Consequently, he who has inadvertently set fire to his neighbor’s house, is in justice bound to extinguish the flames if he reasonably can; an apothecary who has sold poison instead of medicine, must take all available means to get it back; a physician who has prescribed the wrong drug for his patient, must correct his error, and so forth.






	He who through his own fault caused damage to another and then vainly tried to prevent the consequences of his act, is bound to make restitution. Hence a) He who sets fire to a house and then tries to extinguish the flames, but fails, is liable for the entire damage; b) He who intentionally gives another poison, and then vainly endeavors to prevent it from taking effect, is obliged to make reparation of the injury caused by the act; the same rule applies in case of slander, bad advice, etc.



p. 391


	He who performs an illicit and at the same time unjust action, from which, per accidens, damage arises to another, is not bound to make restitution. This applies:



a) To the poacher who shoots a man instead of the hare he is aiming at, provided he is not guilty of criminal carelessness; b) To the thief who attempts to steal in the house of a citizen at night and accidentally overturns a lamp, thus causing the house to catch fire; c) To the burglar who breaks into a barn and accidentally sets fire to the hay, thus causing the destruction of the building with its contents.

d) One guilty of a crime which is falsely attributed to another, is not obliged to indemnify that other for the damage or loss he has suffered, unless the deed was committed in such a way or by such means that grave suspicion was thrown upon the other. The reason for this decision is that the act of the guilty man caused suspicion to fall upon the innocent party only per accidens; the real cause was an error committed by others.

A thief (or a murderer) is not per se obliged to make restitution to an innocent man accused of the crime he has committed; but charity may oblige him to prevent his conviction if he can do so without grave injury to himself. The duty of restitution binds the guilty party if he committed a crime under conditions which necessarily drew suspicion to the innocent party, e. g., if he placed some of the stolen goods in his house or wore his clothes or used weapons belonging to him. Whether this is the case also amid conditions which the guilty party did not create, but merely found existing, is subject to controversy.4

4 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 628–629 (ed. Gaudé, II, 106 sqq.); IDEM, Homo Apostolicus, n. 84; Göpfert, II, 273 sq.

p. 392II. Damage or loss unjustly inflicted carries with it the duty of restitution even in the case of mere mediate co-operation, whether physical or moral, positive or negative,5 provided the following conditions are fulfilled: (1) the co-operation must be unjust, (2) it must be the efficient cause of the damage done, and (3) it must be theologically culpable, that is to say, formally sinful. The amount to be restored in each instance depends on the manner and influence of the co-operation lent.

5 Rom. I, 32.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 7.




	Positive or direct co-operation may take different forms according to the various ways in which one man can co-operate with others in inflicting injury.



a) One co-operates with another in injustice by command (iussio sive mandatum) when one induces the other, by whatever means, to do an injury in his name or on his behalf. In such a case he who commands (iubens sive mandans) is to be regarded as the moral author of the injustice committed, and consequently is bound to make restitution, unless indeed the mandatarius exceeded the clear and definite instructions of the mandans or carried out an order which had been expressly revoked. In the last-mentioned case the mandatarius is obliged to repair the damage done. If the mandans will not or cannot make the required restitution, the mandatarius, as the secondary cause of the unjust deed, must do so if he knew, or should have known, that the deed was unjust.6

6 Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 725–727; Slater, Vol. I, pp. 419 sq.

p. 393It does not matter, as Fr. Slater observes, “whether one of the parties is in a position of superiority with respect to the other or not, nor by what means he induces the other to perform the injurious action, whether by threats, or promises, or commands, or requests; it is sufficient if by some means he induces the other to do his unjust will. Henry II made himself guilty of the blood of St. Thomas a Becket by complaining that none who ate his bread would avenge the insults offered him. Mere approval, however, of injustice which has already been done does not render him who approves liable to restitution.”7

7 Slater, Vol. I, p. 420.

The mandans is not bound to make restitution if he revoked his command or request and this fact became known to the mandatarius before he committed the unjust deed. This remains true even if the mandatarius, in order to obtain the promised reward, falsely alleges that he did not know of the revocation before the deed was committed; for he acted in his own name. If it is doubtful whether the unjust deed was inspired by a command or merely by a counsel, in other words, whether the person co-operating in the other’s crime was a principal or an accessory, the doubt may, as a rule, be solved by ascertaining who benefited by the crime, because under the law the beneficiary is regarded as the principal agent.

p. 394b) A person co-operates with another in injustice by counsel if he gives him advice or urges motives or shows him how to proceed, in doing evil.8 Whoever is guilty of this species of co-operation and knows that his advice is sinful (consilium simplex vel nudum), is the secondary author of the injustice committed and consequently bound to make restitution if the principal author (causa primaria) will not or cannot do so. If the advice in question was given officially by an expert or a confidant consulted for the purpose, e. g., a confessor or an attorney-at-law, the advisor or counsellor is the moral cause of the damage, and, as such, bound to make restitution. If the advice was recalled before the unjust act was committed, together with a statement of the reasons for which it was given, the advisor (consulens sive suadens) can not be held to make restitution, but if the advice was recalled without stating the motives for the recall, the advisor is liable pro rata, that is, for his share of the damage done.9

8 Slater, Vol. I, pp. 418 sq.

9 Prop. damn. sub Innoc. XI, n. 39: “Whoever moves or induces another to inflict grave damage upon a third party is not bound to restore that inflicted damage.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1189).—Reg. Iur. in VI° Decret. Bonif. VIII, n. 62: “No one is bound on account of counsel, provided it was not fraudulent.”—Cfr. Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, n. 728 sqq.—Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 505 sqq.

p. 395The advisor is not bound to restitution if the other was determined to commit the evil deed when the advice was given, for in that case the advice, though unjust and sinful, was not the efficacious cause (causa efficax) of the damage done. The case is different, however, if the person who actually committed the crime was partly determined to do so by the counsel given. When it is doubtful whether or not the advice given was the cause of the unjust act, the more probable view is that the counsellor is not obliged to make restitution.

If one merely shows another, who is already determined to do an unjust deed, how it may be done, he does not incur the obligation of making restitution, provided the means indicated were in no way essential to the execution of the crime and neither made the damage possible nor tended to increase it. For example: If I counsel a would-be murderer to poison his victim instead of shooting him, or to kill him in a different place, or at a different time than he had planned, I am not bound to make restitution. But if I pointed out to another when and where he could best carry out a contemplated robbery, which might not have been successful otherwise, I am bound to restitution. He who counsels another who is resolved to do damage, to do it at an earlier date than was intended, is not obliged to make restitution, provided it is certain that the other was determined to commit the evil deed and in all likelihood would not have changed his mind. He who advised another to commit a lesser evil instead of the greater one which he planned, is not bound to make restitution, no matter whether the actual damage is done to the same or to an indefinite person. For example, if I advise X, who is determined to set fire to my neighbor’s house, rather to steal something, be it from the same neighbor or from another, I am not bound to make restitution; nor if Y is about to murder another for his money, and I advise him to obtain it by theft. In the former case the owner of the house could not reasonably object to my action, since I am preventing greater injury to his property; in the latter, I merely intend to prevent the commission of a greater by counselling a smaller crime.

p. 396He who has given wicked counsel through gravely culpable ignorance is obliged to repair the damage resulting therefrom, if he is an official or expert (physician, lawyer, confessor, etc.) and his advice was asked as such, or if he merely posed as an expert, pretending a skill and knowledge which he did not possess.10 “Others who do not specially hold themselves out as experts will not be bound to compensate those who ask their advice and suffer loss through following it. No injury was done by giving them what they asked for, no fraud was committed by the assumption of skill or knowledge which was not possessed; if they chose to follow the advice, they took the risk on themselves, and: ‘scienti et volenti non fit iniuria.’”11

10 Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, pp. 287 sq.

11 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 419.

c) A third way of co-operating in injustice is by giving one’s consent (consensus) to an unjust action or voting for it. If the consent given is the causa efficax of the unjust action, it entails the duty of restitution, and if the consentiens is the sole author of the damage unjustly inflicted, he alone is bound to repair it, e. g., if he was aware of the formal injustice of the evil deed, while the perpetrator was not. If, however, the consent was merely the secondary cause of the unjust action, the consentiens is bound to make restitution only in case the principal agent cannot or will not do so. If the consent to an unjust action is given by vote, each member of the college or community thus voting, or culpably neglecting to register a protest, is responsible for the damage done, and consequently bound to make restitution pro rata, nay, eventually, in solidum, i. e., one for all and all for one. If the vote was taken publicly, he who knew that his vote could not possibly alter the result does not incur the moral obligation of making restitution, nor a legal obligation either, if he votes no, or appeals to higher authority, or refuses his co-operation. To submit to the decision of the majority without a protest would be tantamount to giving one’s consent. If the decision is not irrevocable, he who has voted in favor of an unjust action can withdraw his con- sent and thereby escape the burden of restitution.12

12 Gury, I, n. 688: “Solidarity, or the obligation of restoring in full, is a burden incumbent on several co-operators to repair the entire damage to the injured person. It is distinguished in two ways, namely: 1. Absolute, which occurs when one person is bound alone to repair the damage; 2. Conditional, by which the individual co-operators are bound to make restitution in place of the other individual co-operators who fail.” —Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., I, n. 731 sqq.; Slater, I, 420 sq.

p. 398d) One may become co-responsible for injury inflicted also by ridicule, praise, or flattery. As a rule, the duty of restitution thus incurred is subsidiary only, that is, it binds the co-operator only in case the principal agent refuses to repair the damage or loss inflicted; but it is primary if the co-operator actually intended the damage to be done, and by his praise or flattery impaired or destroyed the imputability of his tool. Slight befuddling of another by ordinary praise, flattery, or ridicule does not, as a rule, entail the duty of restitution. If the doer of the unjust deed is led by the praise given to him on account of his action to omit restitution, his seducer is obliged to attend to it.

e) Another way of sinful co-operation is that technically known as recursus, i. e., helping to perform an unjust act by furnishing protection, hiding tools, or concealing or selling the plunder, issuing false testimonials, etc. These actions entail the duty of restitution if they involve conscious or formal co-operation in the unjust deed and if they constitute a conditio sine qua non of its commission, so that without them the damage would not have been done, or could have been done only with great difficulty.

p. 399Conscious co-operation is not assumed on the part of those who are lawfully engaged in trading with goods that are often sold by thieves and robbers, such as weapons, dynamite, poisons, etc.

The various kinds of recursus also involve a violation of charity, since by doing these things a man aids his fellowmen in committing sin instead of deterring them therefrom. The case is different when the aid or protection is purely material, and given after the commission of the unjust act, unless he who renders it is bound by his official position or by contract to report the guilty parties to the authorities.13

13 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 660; Aertnys, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 6th ed., l. III, n. 326 sq.

He who shelters a thief, hides his tools, or accepts or purchases from him stolen articles, thus encouraging him to new adventures of the same kind, is bound to make restitution. Innkeepers, pawnbrokers, and others who receive stolen goods or money from minors, or from servants or other suspicious persons in payment for goods, thereby foment thievery and are bound to make restitution, not only for the goods received, but likewise for the damage which they encourage others to do. Lawyers who undertake unjust lawsuits, and all who protect or warn thieves in their operations, are in the same category.

The following are not bound to make restitution:

p. 400α) Those who shelter a thief to save him from punishment, shame or prison; for their purpose is to secure for him an object of a higher order. If the thief subsequently fails to make restitution, this injury is purely accidental. It is advisable, however, to admonish a thief whom one shelters to restore his ill-gotten goods.

β) Those who help an imprisoned thief to escape, in order to withdraw him from punishment, provided restitution of the stolen property is not thereby rendered impossible, and provided further that future thefts are not encouraged; γ) Those who shelter a thief for fear of serious damage to themselves, but not with the object or intention of enabling him to continue his operations; δ) Hosts and innkeepers who house a thief because it is their business to accommodate strangers; ε) Lawyers who defend a thief or other criminal in matters in which he cannot defend himself.14

14 F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 282 sq.; Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 510 sqq.

f) He who helps another to perform an unjust action is a partner in injustice (participans). If he divides the spoils with the other (participans in praeda), he is obliged to restore his portion of the loot. If his participation in the crime is physical (participans in actione damnosa sive in crimine), he is bound to make restitution according to the measure of his co-operation, provided that co-operation was formally sinful and one of the causes of the crime. If participation was merely remote, and not per se sinful, or caused by threats of bodily injury or infamy, it does not entail the duty of restitution. If there was a conspiracy, all the participants are bound to make restitution in solidum, i. e., one for all and all for one.15

15 Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 734 sqq.

p. 401


	The guilt of indirect or negative co-operation in injustice is incurred by any one who permits injury to be done to others, either by omitting to restrain the criminal by words (mutus), or in deed (non obstans), or by neglecting to report his conduct to the proper authorities (non manifestans). However, such negative co-operators are bound to restitution only if they were obliged to prevent the damage in justice, i. e., by their office or by contract (ex officio vel ex contractu). Parents are responsible for damage done by their young children or by domestic animals, because the presumption is that such damage is attributable to a lack of proper care or supervision. If they are not guilty of a moral fault, and the injury done is attributable to force majeure (vis maior) or to an accident (casus), they are bound to make restitution only after a civil court has decided against them.16



16 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 573 sq.

Servants are bound to prevent damage to the property of their masters; but they are not bound to make good any damage done by their fellow- servants, unless the damaged property had been entrusted to their special care or custody,17 and even in that case only if the master cannot obtain compensation from any other source.

17 Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., I, n. 737 sqq.

p. 402Generally speaking, the duty of restitution arises from negative co-operation in an unjust action only when the non-prevention of damage was culpable, and the real author of the damage does not make proper compensation to the owner. Those who are obliged to prevent damage as a matter of charity only (ex caritate), are not bound to make restitution unless they helped to inflict the damage when it was in their power to prevent it. For example, he who accepts money from a thief as an inducement not to sound the alarm or to call in the police, or who effectively hinders some one bound ex iustitia to report the theft, is guilty of positive co-operation and therefore bound to restitution.

A confessor who, through gravely sinful neglect or gross ignorance, omits to remind a penitent of his duty to make restitution for damage unjustly inflicted, is not bound to make restitution instead of his penitent. He is bound ex iustitia to instruct his penitents properly and therefore commits a mortal sin, no matter whether the cause of his omission be ignorance or carelessness; but his silence is not a causa efficax damni, and hence does not entail restitution. If, however, the penitent directly asked the confessor whether he was obliged to make res- titution, and the latter remained silent, he would have to make compensation himself, because his silence would then be the direct cause of the damage resulting to the injured party. He who is silent seems to consent if he is able to speak and it is his duty to speak.18 It goes without saying that a confessor who would release a penitent from the manifest duty of making restitution, would incur that duty himself. The same is true, mutatis mutandis, of a confessor who would compel a penitent not bound to restitution to repair damage for which he was responsible, for in both cases the confessor would be the positive and efficient cause of the damage inflicted.19

18 “He who is silent is deemed to consent, if he was able and ought to have spoken.”

19 H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 514 sq.

p. 403Readings.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 77 sqq.—J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 631 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 269 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 477–520.—T. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Mor. Theol., Vol. I, pp. 408 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 202–234.

Article 3: The Circumstances of Restitution

The circumstances of restitution are indicated in the questions: Who must make restitution? To whom must it be made? How much? How? In what order? In what manner? At what time? Where? They are briefly contained in the memorial verses:

p. 404Quis? Quid restituet? Cui? Quantum? Quomodo?
Quando?
Ordine? Quove loco? Quae causa excuset iniquum? 1. Quis? Who must make restitution? Every one who possesses unjustly acquired property or who has intentionally inflicted injury upon another.

When it is a question of unjustly acquired property (res aliena), the first one who is bound to make restitution is the actual possessor, if the object still exists, or else he who has consumed or sold it. The actual possessor has the right of recourse on previous possessors.

Where damage has been unjustly inflicted (damnificatio), the real author of the damage is bound to make restitution. If two or more co-operate in causing the damage without a previous agreement or mutual understanding, each is responsible for the injury he himself inflicts; if there is an agreement or mutual understanding, the duty of restitution binds one and all in solidum,1 in the following order:

1 “Omnes et singuli in solidum tenentur.”—Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 668–672.

If all the participants co-operated equally in causing the damage, all are equally bound to restitution; if the participation was unequal or subordinate, the duty of restitution binds unequally, in this order: first, the possessor in bad faith; secondly, the mandans and consentiens; third, the executor of the mandate, and, fourth, all who positively or negatively co-operated in the evil deed. If the possessor or the principal author of the damage has made full restitution, or if he has been released from the obligation of making restitution by the lawful owner, those who co-operated in the unjust deed are also released. If the former refuses or neglects to make restitution, the latter must do so, but has the right of recourse on the former. If one of the secondary participators in the injury is released from the duty of restitution, the others remain bound. “When it is uncertain which of several participators is the author of the damage done, all are responsible in solidum, because the party who has suffered the damage must not be robbed of his title to restitution on account of the existing uncertainty.”

p. 405As the duty of restitution to be made by several participators in solidum is not easily understood by uneducated persons, it is often necessary, even when the obligation is certain, to be satisfied with a partial restitution, because otherwise the injured party may receive nothing at all.2

2 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 579: “It should be noted, however, that the uneducated, even though bound in solidum, should rarely be obliged to the whole, since with difficulty can they persuade themselves that they are bound to restore the part taken away by their companions; indeed, it may reasonably be presumed that the owners themselves, to whom restitution is owed, consent that they restore only the part taken away by them, since otherwise it is greatly to be feared that nothing will be restored if they are obliged to the whole.” Idem, Homo Apost., tr. X, n. 54; Idem, Praxis Confess., n. 44.

p. 406


	Quid et quantum? What is to be restored and how much? The answer to this question, broadly speaking, is: Everything a man unjustly possesses must be restored to the rightful owner, and all damage unjustly inflicted upon another must be repaired. If restitution cannot be made in full, it should be made as fully as possible, even if the person obliged to make it has to limit his expenses to the necessaries of life. He should further endeavor to advance the interests of his victim to the best of his ability, avert injury from his property and pray God to bless him.



In addition to material and temporary, spiritual damage must likewise be repaired. In cases where the positive law requires less than the law of conscience, he who is bound to make restitution should not be satisfied with complying with the demands of the law, and if the law imposes more onerous duties than conscience, he must comply with the former, at least after judgment has been rendered in court (post iudicis sententiam). Note, however, that when a judicial sentence imposes more than the moral law of nature requires, the party entitled to restitution should not insist on the plus, especially if the other party is poor.3

3 Noldin, II, pp. 520 sqq.; Tanquerey, III, pp. 234 sqq.; Slater, I, pp. 426 sqq.




	Cui vel quibus? To whom should restitution be made?



a) Restitution should be made to the lawful owner of the stolen property, no matter whether he be an individual or a community, e. g., the State or a corporation. After the death of the person entitled to restitution his claim passes to his heirs or, if the stolen property has been left to some one as a legacy, to the legatee. Briefly, restitution must be made to him who is the certain and known owner of the property,4 and this holds even if the possessor has come into possession of the property at third or fourth hand. Thus if one has taken a stolen object from a thief, he must restore it, not to the thief, but to the legitimate owner. This duty binds even if the object is purchased and the purchaser runs the risk of losing the purchase price by giving the stolen article back to its owner. The reason is that the lawful owner retains the right in his property (“res clamat ad dominum”).

4 “Restituendum est domino certo et noto.” Cfr. Noldin, II, pp. 520 sqq.

p. 407b) If the owner is unknown (dominus incertus), careful inquiry (debita diligentia) must be made to find him. This inquiry must comply with the prescriptions of the positive law or else with custom. If the owner cannot be identified, the one who possesses the object in good faith may retain it, though under certain conditions it may be more advisable to give the property to the poor or to use it for charitable purposes.5

5 Numb. V, 7 sq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 5, ad 3.—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, l. III, n. 580: “The question is asked: if the property, after due diligence has been employed to find the owner, has been handed over to the poor and afterwards the owner appears, whether it must be restored to him. . . . When, all the circumstances having been considered, it is no longer possible for the owner to be found, then the poor person acquires absolute ownership of the thing without any burden of restitution; but when, even after diligence, there still remains some hope of finding the owner of the thing, then the poor person does not acquire ownership of it and therefore ought to preserve it for the owner and restore it to him if he appears.” (Ed. Gaudé, II, 78).—Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 522 sqq.

p. 408He who possesses a stolen object in bad faith, may not keep it, but should devote it to a pious cause or to the public welfare. If he is poor himself, he may keep a res incerta, which ought to be given to the poor, and thus release himself from the duty of restitution, even if this duty arose out of an unjust act. When doubt exists as to who is the rightful owner of a stolen object, this doubt may extend to a few (say, three or four) persons, or to many. In the former case the property must be restored pro rata to the presumptive owners, unless they agree to some other mode of restitution; in the latter case, e. g., where one has committed a number of petty thefts by using false weights or measures, restitution can be made to the poor or to some charitable institution, but not by temporarily giving better measure or by lowering the price of goods unless the patronage remains about the same, for in this supposition the injured parties could easily be remunerated by this simple device.

p. 409c) When restitution has to be made to fire insurance companies, the case is generally one of dominus incertus. Dr. Göpfert lays down the following rules for such cases:

If one has set fire to his own or somebody else’s property, he must make restitution of the insurance received, as follows: (1) If the money was received from a State insurance institution, supported from the public treasury, and the loss affects the whole community rather than the institution itself, restitution may be made to the poor or to some public institution; (2) if the money came from a private insurance company, restitution should be made to that company’s treasury. When it is certain, however, that the money will not go to the real owners (for instance, because it will be embezzled), it may be turned over to the poor or to some pious cause or charity unless the danger of embezzlement can be obviated by other means. As insurance companies often reinsure their risks, up to eighty or ninety per cent., with other companies, it may be uncertain who actually suffered the loss and to how much it amounts. Some hold that these companies really suffer no injury at all, since they fix their premiums according to all the risks incurred, including fraud as well as fire. Hence the real sufferers are the insured property-owners, but as these, on account of their large number, would receive only a very small sum each if restitution were made to them, a charitable cause may be substituted.6

6 Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. II, pp. 209 sq.; cfr. Noldin, II, pp. 530 sq.

d) In regard to debts arising from a written or an oral contract, e. g., deposits or loans, if the creditor and his heirs cannot be ascertained, there is no obligation to donate the money to the poor or ad pias causas, since it is justly regarded as ownerless property under the natural law.

p. 410If one is bound to make restitution to two or more persons, but cannot pay them all, he must satisfy their claims in the order of their importance. Hence compensation must first be made to those who have a ius reale, i. e., a right to the property in question, even if the others get nothing. Second in line are those to whom the debtor owes something ex titulo oneroso or ex delicto, e. g., by contract or in consequence of fraud or usury. Among the debts ex titulo oneroso the first to be paid are the debita privilegiata, i. e., court fees, expenses incurred for food and lodging, the wages of servants and working-men, etc. They take precedence even over the debita ex delicto. Finally, certain debts (debita certa) take precedence of uncertain debts (incerta). Uncertain debts are those payable to persons whose identity is not fully established. Debts secured by pawns or mortgages precede those not so secured.7

7 Reg. Iur. in VI° Decr. Bonif. VIII, n. 54: “Qui prior est tempore, potior est iure.”—Cfr. H. Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 2, dub. 7, a. 2, n. 2: “If restitution is to be made by reason of an unjust action, certain debts—that is, those whose owners are known—must be restored before uncertain ones, because the former are owed to their owners by natural law, whereas the latter are owed to the poor by positive law alone.” Cfr. Noldin, II, pp. 524 sqq.

If several creditors have equal claims, they must be satisfied equally. If the property has passed into the hands of a receiver, those obliged to make restitution should pay, not the receiver, but the creditors, unless the civil law provides otherwise.




	Quando? When must restitution be made? This question is solved by St. Thomas as follows: “As it is a sin against justice to take another’s property, so also it is to withhold it, since to withhold the property of another against the owner’s will is to deprive him of the use of what belongs to him, and to do him an injury. Now it is clearly wrong to remain in sin even for a short time, and one is bound to renounce one’s sin at once, according to Ecclus. XXI, 2: ‘Flee from sin as from the face of a serpent.’ Consequently one is bound to immediate restitution, if possible, or to ask for a respite from the person who is empowered to grant the use of the thing.”8 And again: “Although the precept which enjoins the making of restitution is affirmative in form, it implies a negative precept, forbidding us to withhold another’s property.”9



8 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 8: “As it is a sin against justice to take another’s property, so also it is to withhold it, because by the fact that one withholds another’s property against the owner’s will, one prevents him from the use of his own property and thus does him an injury. But it is clear that it is not lawful to remain in sin even for a short time, but every one is bound to abandon sin at once according to the saying: Flee from sin as from the face of a serpent (Eccli. xxi, 2). And therefore every one is bound to restore at once, if he can, or to seek a delay from him who can grant the use of the thing.”

9 Ibid., ad 1: “The precept of making restitution, although affirmative according to its form, nevertheless implies in itself a negative precept, by which we are forbidden to withhold another’s property.”—Noldin, II, pp. 531.

p. 411Restitution, therefore, must be made at the first opportunity that presents itself, if it can be done without serious inconvenience (sine gravi incommodo); at least one must be sincerely resolved to make restitution as soon as possible (quamprimum.) This duty not only binds the possessor in bad faith, but he who is in good faith must likewise make restitution to the lawful owner as soon as he perceives that property which he has in his possession belongs to another.

p. 412To resolve not to make restitution, or willfully to postpone it, is a new sin, and any additional damage or loss that results to the owner from such postponement, if intended or foreseen, involves a further duty of restitution. If the postponement is caused by real want, fear of scandal or infamy, or dread of losing one’s financial status under the law, it is excusable, provided the creditor is not in dire need. In every case the debtor must be ready to reduce his living expenses as much as possible in order to be enabled to make restitution.

If restitution has to be made in consequence of a formal act of injustice, but is postponed for sufficient reasons, any loss or damage resulting from the delay must also be made good, unless the creditor himself might easily have prevented it, but knowingly and willingly omitted to take the proper precautions.

In the case of contractual debts the debtor is not liable for damage that arises to the creditor if the payment of the debt is delayed without any fault of his.




	Ubi? In determining the place where restitution should be made, it is necessary to distinguish between him who possesses the property of another in good faith and him who possesses it in bad faith.



a) The possessor in good faith must make restitution “ibi, ubi est res,” that is, he is bound to notify the owner that the property is in his possession and will be surrendered to him at his own cost or risk. The cost and risk of transfer, therefore, fall upon the owner, for, “Casum sentit dominus,” or “Quod casu perit, domino perit.” The possessor who is in good faith satisfies his obligation if he hands the property over to a reliable agent for delivery to the lawful owner.

p. 413b) He who in bad faith possesses property belonging to another as well as he who has injured another unjustly, must make restitution “ibi, ubi est dominus,” that is to say, he must return the property to the place where it would be if he had not taken, damaged, or unjustly retained it. This duty binds until the property has been restored to its rightful owner. The possessor malae fidei has, moreover, to bear the cost of transportation, unless the owner himself has designated the manner of its return, or expressly left it to the choice of the debtor, and the latter chose a common and safe carrier, or the matter has been attended to by a court of justice.

The question whether the possessor malae fidei would be responsible for the cost of transportation in case it exceeded the value of the property itself, has become futile under modern conditions, where transportation is both cheap and safe.10

10 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 597 sq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 82 sqq.); Idem, Homo Apostolicus n. 65.




	Quomodo? In what manner should restitution be made? He who cannot restore the whole of what he owes to another, must restore as much of it as he is able. Restitution need not per se be public, for the restituens may and must protect his good name or reputation. Only if the injury inflicted was notorious and resulted in public scandal, must restitution be made publicly, in order that not only the damage, but also the scandal, may be repaired.



p. 414a) Restitution need not be made in person, but through any reliable agent, e. g., the confessor, who in such cases must take due precautions that the seal of the confessional is not endangered. If the confessor feels that he would draw suspicion on himself by serving as agent, he need not assume the task.

If the unjust possessor cannot restore the stolen object in kind without danger to his good name, he may return an equivalent, but is bound to make compensation for any loss that may result to the owner from the fact that he does not receive back the stolen property in individuo.

If the stolen property cannot be restored to the owner sub titulo restitutionis and without disclosing the identity of the thief, the form of a gift or present may be chosen. In that case, if the donee makes a present in return, this may not be accepted if the principal motive for making it was to make a return for the present received, but it may be retained if the receiving of the present was the occasion rather than the cause of the return being made.11

11 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 435.

Restitution may, finally, be made creditori creditoris, that is to say, by paying a debt owed to a third party by the creditor, provided it is of equal amount, and the creditor is reliably informed of the payment made.

p. 415A declaration of bankruptcy does not excuse the debtor from paying his creditors, if he becomes able to do so later, for the assignment of his property for the benefit of his creditors (cessio bonorum) merely assures him the protection of the law and a temporary respite.

In making restitution care should always be taken that it is not done in such a way as to bring suspicion upon an innocent third party.

b) If the confessor undertakes the task of making restitution for a penitent, he should see to it:

α) That the seal of confession is kept inviolate. The theory that a penitent, in commissioning the confessor to make restitution in his name, thereby relinquishes his right to have the matter kept secret, is untenable. Hence the confessor must appoint another to make the restitution or divide the sum to be repaid into installments if he has reason to fear that the real author may otherwise be discovered.

β) That the party to whom restitution is made gives a receipt for the article or sum of money restored, and that this receipt is handed to the person making the restitution.

γ) That, if the person to whom restitution is due, cannot be found, the sum involved be given to the poor.

If the rightful owner refuses to accept the restitution offered, the money reverts to the penitent. If the latter cannot be found, the confessor may keep the money,12 but is advised to donate it to some charitable cause.

12 Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., 177 sqq.; St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 696 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 161 sqq.); Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1228–1238.

Readings.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., n. 129 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 579 sqq., 676 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 71 sqq., 151 sqq.).—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. II, pp. 50 sqq.—F. Lorinser, Die Lehre von der Verwaltung des hl. Buszsakramentes, 2nd ed., pp. 271 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., pp. 289 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 234 sqq.—T. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Mor. Theol., Vol. I, pp. 424 sqq.

Article 4: Causes Which Excuse From Restitution

p. 416The obligation of making restitution ceases absolutely and for ever the moment it has been certainly and completely fulfilled. When it is doubtful whether or not restitution has actually been made, it may be presumed in cases where the debtor is in the habit of meeting his obligations promptly and can adduce in his favor reasons which render it very probable that he has made the required compensation.

Though the duty of making restitution for goods unjustly acquired, or damage unjustly inflicted, is a most important one, yet there may be reasons (causae) which excuse one from complying with it, for, as the theologians say, “Restitution is not necessary as a means of salvation.”1 These causes either excuse the debtor from making restitution for ever (omnino sive in perpetuum), in which case there is an excusatio plena, which completely extinguishes the obligation; or they excuse him only for a time (ad tempus), in which case the obligation is merely suspended. Causes of the latter kind are known as suspendentes.2

1 “Restitutio non est necessaria ad salutem necessitate medii.”

2 Cfr. Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 3rd ed., p. 6, n. 324, where ten such causes are given.—Lehmkuhl (Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 705 sqq.), following Reuter (Theol. Mor., P. III, n. 351 sqq.), enumerates fourteen (cfr. Reuter-Lehmkuhl, Neo-Confessarius, n. 233).

p. 417


	The chief causes which excuse from restitution for ever are: (a) Remission or condonation on the part of the rightful owner of the property involved; (b) legal prescription; (c) compensation; (d) entry of the debtor into an approved religious institute, and (e) a papal dispensation.



a) Remission or condonation (remissio sive condonatio) supposes that the rightful owner is able and willing to give up his claim to restitution, i. e., that he has power and dominion over the property involved and has not been forced to relinquish his claim by fear or violence. Children, wards, administrators, and religious, cannot validly remit or condone a claim to restitution without the consent of their parents, guardians, or superiors, respectively.

Equivalent to free remission or condonation, according to the common teaching of theologians, is the certain presumption that the owner does not insist on restitution nor expects it to be made (certo praesumpta voluntas domini), even though he has not expressly said so.3 This presumption (which must be based on solid grounds) may be reasonably invoked in favor of minors, husbands and wives, brothers and sisters, and other relations, and also in favor of servants, when the amount involved is small; for in all these cases it is reasonable to assume that the owner, if requested, would readily grant the desired condonation.4

3 Scavini-Del Vecchio, Theologia Mor. Univ., Vol. II, 5th ed., n. 298 (p. 211): “Tacit remission also has force, for according to the rule of law, ‘tacit and express consent have nearly the same force and condition.’ Indeed, even a certainly presumed remission has force, as theologians quite commonly teach with the Angelic Doctor: For what fraud does he commit who thinks that the owner would have consented? Hence an owner dismissing a servant for petty thefts is deemed to remit to him the whole obligation, because he asks nothing.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 700 (ed. Gaudé, II, 164).

4 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 534 sq.

p. 418b) Legal prescription (praescriptio) or usucapio, that is, continued exercise of the right of ownership for a certain definite time, also excuses from restitution, under the usual conditions, but may be claimed only by those who are in good faith, not by those who possess property in bad faith or doubtfully.5

5 “Possessor malae fidei ullo tempore non praescribit.”—(Reg. Iur. in VI° Decr. Bonif. VIII, n. 2).

c) Occult compensation (compensatio occulta) consists in covertly taking one’s own from another, who unjustly holds it, or in inflicting upon that other an injury equal to the value of the object claimed.6 Occult compensation is allowable in conscience on four conditions:

6 V. supra, pp. 366 sq.

α) The debt must be morally certain. If I have only a probable right, I may have recourse to the law to have the question decided, but with nothing more than probability on my side, I must not deprive another of what he possesses with a probable right on his side. In such a case, “melior est conditio possidentis.”

p. 419β) There must be a difficulty in vindicating my right by the ordinary legal process. Public order and peace require that I should not take the law into my own hands. Even though there be no fear of a breach of peace from occult compensation, yet no man is a safe judge in his own case.

γ) I must not secretly take what belongs to me when there is likelihood that I may be paid in the long run; for by so doing I should wrong my debtor.

δ) Compensation must, as far as possible, be made in the same kind of property. The debtor must not be forced to barter or sell his property against his will.7

7 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 452 sq.; cfr. Noldin, II, pp. 453 sq.

Of these conditions the first is the most important; but all should be loyally and conscientiously observed in those special cases where recourse is had to occult compensation.

The fact of occult compensation being established, no further restitution need be made.

d) Profession in an approved order or congregation (professio religiosa), which implies a renunciation of all property rights, excuses from restitution only if the creditors are not injured, or the debtor is absolutely insolvent, so that his creditors expect nothing from him. If he can make restitution by postponing his entrance into religion, the more reasonable and safe course will be to satisfy his creditors before he bids adieu to the world. The Code of Canon Law prescribes that those who “are burdened with debts which they are unable to discharge” may not licitly be admitted as novices in any religious order or congregation.8 This holds even though the order or congregation is willing to pay his debts. For, as Fr. Augustine observes, “such an offer would imply alienation of the goods of the order, which is not permitted.”9

8 C. I. C., can. 542, 2°.

9 Charles Augustine, O. S. B., A Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. III, p. 213. Cfr. Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., 190 sqq.; Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 3rd ed., p. 6, n. 335, 342 sqq.; Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 705.

p. 420e) A papal dispensation (compositio pontificia) can be applied only to cases where restitution may be made ad pias causas, hence only to uncertain obligations when the owner cannot be ascertained, and to restitution which has to be made to the Church in obedience to ecclesiastical laws; also to ecclesiastical goods and revenues, for instance, where a cleric has to make compensation for having unjustly held a benefice or having neglected to say his Breviary. In all these cases it must be shown (a) that the injustice was not committed in view of the dispensation to be obtained, and (b) that full restitution is impossible. Whenever the rightful owner is known, the Pope cannot remit the duty of making restitution to him because he has no direct dominion over the property of others.10

10 J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. II, p. 79; Idem, Kath. Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 3rd ed., p. 221; cfr. Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., 783 sqq.; Göpfert, Moraltheol., Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 296 sqq.

p. 421


	A temporary postponement is justified by physical and moral inability to make restitution and by bankruptcy.



a) Physical (impotentia physica vel absoluta)11 as well as moral inability to make restitution constitute a valid excuse as long as they last, for no one can be held to do what is beyond his power.12 Moral incapacity (impotentia moralis) exists when a man cannot make restitution without impairing goods of a higher order, such as life, health, honor or good name, or without exposing himself and those dependent upon him to severe want or to destroy his entire honestly acquired fortune.13 It is assumed, of course, that the rightful owner is not exposed to the same danger if restitution is not made, for “melior est conditio innocentis quam nocentis.” When there is real incapacity to make restitution, a third person (for instance, the confessor) may intercede with the creditor to obtain a remission or postponement. Whoever is incapable of making restitution must be willing to do so in case he becomes able, make every reasonable effort and actually do his duty as soon as he can.

11 Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 687: “Physical impotence, or impossibility of every kind, which is present in extreme necessity, and indeed even in very grave necessity, whether of the debtor himself or of his own, that is, of his wife and nearest blood relatives.”—Cfr. Noldin, II, pp. 535 sq.

12 Reg. Iur. in VI° Decr. Bonifat. VIII, n. 6: “No one can be obliged to the impossible.”—C. 5, X de usuris, V, 19: “Those who do not have the means from which they could restore usury must not be punished by any penalty, since the mark of poverty excuses them.”—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 8, ad 2: “When some one cannot restore at once, the impotence itself absolves him from making restitution immediately, just as he is also absolved entirely from restitution if he is wholly impotent; nevertheless he ought to seek remission or delay from him to whom he owes, either by himself or through another.”

13 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 687: “Moral impotence, or a grave difficulty of restoring, that is, if restitution cannot be made without grave inconvenience to the debtor, e. g., if by restoring he would have to fall notably from his justly acquired station or fall into grave necessity, etc. The reason is that then there is a true impossibility of restoring; for in morals that is called impossible which is very difficult and which cannot be done fittingly and honorably.”—Cfr. Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 3rd ed., P. VI, n. 197 sq., 336 sqq.; Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 769 sq.

p. 422b) Bankruptcy (concursus creditorum) is a judicial proceeding by which a person, who has been legally ascertained to be insolvent, is adjudged to be discharged from his indebtedness upon surrender of his property (cessio bonorum) for pro rata distribution among his creditors.

Bankruptcy may be voluntary or forced. It is voluntary (cessio bonorum voluntaria) if freely accepted by the creditors of the bankrupt man or firm; it is forced if they are compelled to accept it by a decree of court. Voluntary bankruptcy14 is really nothing more than a sort of mutual agreement between debtor and creditors.

14 In the U. S. a corporation, a minor, or an insane person cannot become a voluntary bankrupt under the Federal Bankruptcy Act of 1898, which superseded the various State insolvency laws till then in force.

If the debtor is incapable of meeting the demands of his creditors, he may either cede to them his property voluntarily for the satisfaction of their claims, or wait till he is compelled to do so by the courts, but in either case he remains bound in conscience to make good the deficiency as soon as his financial condition permits, unless the creditors release him from this obligation.

p. 423He who gives up his property to satisfy his creditors, may retain as much of it as he needs to support himself and his family in accordance with their station in life. The fraudulent concealment or removal of valuable objects, or any notable preference shown to particular creditors is punishable under the civil law and a mortal sin.

If a bankruptcy is fraudulent, it entails the duty of complete restitution. If it is the result of culpable carelessness, the debtor is bound to make restitution to his creditors to the best of his ability. If there is no guilt involved, this obligation does not bind unless and until the debtor again becomes prosperous and has an income exceeding the requirements of his station in life.

When one is in doubt whether or not he has paid his debts, he is obliged to pay. For a certain demand of justice cannot be satisfied by an uncertain payment, because commutative justice demands equality (aequalitas rei ad rem). Most authors declare the debtor to be free from all obligation, provided the uncertainty is not the result of his own negligence. The assertion that the aequalitas rei ad rem demands that to a certain debt there must correspond a certain payment, proves nothing because the equality would again be destroyed by the fact that the debtor might run the risk of paying the debt twice. It is equally false to argue that under such conditions a man is bound to pay the debt twice, because the doubt in his mind is the result of his own carelessness.15

15 Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 754–759, 775–778.—Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., p. 300.—The American bankruptcy legislation and practice are well summarized by Dr. Albert Sidney Bolles in Putnam’s Handy Law Book for the Layman, New York, 1921, pp. 31–38, to which we refer the student. A general assignment for the benefit of creditors is an act of bankruptcy. A petition for the appointment of a receiver is not. The U. S. district courts in the several States are courts of bankruptcy and have power to adjudge bankrupt those who have their principal place of business, residence, and domicile within their respective districts, and they have power also over those who have property within their jurisdiction.

p. 424Is a bankrupt who has obtained his discharge after paying his debts in part only, bound to pay in full if he subsequently becomes able to do so? If the creditors have expressly released him from all further obligations, it is evident that he need not pay the balance of his indebtedness. But if they have not so released him, the question is plainly reduced to one of fact, namely, what is the civil law on the point, and what is its effect? In this country several theologians have held that a discharge in bankruptcy does not in conscience free the debtor from liability to pay his debtors in full, if he subsequently becomes able to do so, whereas others (Marc, Kenrick) regard the contrary as a probable opinion. Fr. Slater thinks that “in the United States one who cannot pay his creditors in full must make up the deficiency afterwards if he can, whether he makes a composition with his creditors or goes into the bankruptcy court.”16 Sabetti-Barrett say that, in view of the clause in the Federal Bankruptcy Act of 1898, that “a discharge in bankruptcy shall release a bankrupt from all of his provable debts, except such as are due to a tax levied by the United States,” and since there is nothing in the wording of the act itself to prove that the discharge should be limited to a mere denial of legal action for the balance of the debt, it is safe to hold, with Father Martin, S.J.,17 that there is no obligation to pay the residue of the debt, and even if the confessor should hold the opposite opinion as probable, he has no right to impose it upon his bankrupt penitent, but is rather bound to allow him the benefit of the probability.18 All of which, of course, supposes that the bankruptcy was not fraudulent.

16 T. Slater, S. J., Questions of Moral Theology, p. 190.

17 In his American notes to Slater’s Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 438–451.

18 Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., 27th ed., p. 408.—Cfr. J. O’Mahony, “The Bankruptcy Laws and Conscience,” Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. II (1907), No. 7.

p. 425Readings.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., 177 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 696–706 (ed. Gaudé, II, 161 sqq.).—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 705–712.—H. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 533–541; 452–455.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 253–258.—J. B. Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 560–564.—T. Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 437–452.


B. Restitution in Particular

Article 1: Restitution for Damage Caused to Life and Limb

p. 425Injury done to the life or health of another entails the duty of restitution if the injured party, or in case of death his heirs, have sustained a definite and provable material loss. The wrong- doer is liable for all the damage done by his criminal act, whether mediately or immediately, if it was expressly intended, or was or could have been foreseen, including physicians’ fees, hospital expenses, wages or salary lost, a certain amount of smart-money if such is provided for by the civil law, the expenses caused to others by the support of an incapacitated person, and the loss suffered by husband, wife, parents, children, or heirs (lucrum cessans, damnum emergens). The heirs of the victim, if he has been killed, have a just claim to be indemnified for whatever he would have been strictly obliged to furnish according to law and what he could have done at the time of his death.1 Extraordinary funeral expenses must be compensated, for instance, if the slain person was killed away from home and the corpse has to be sent a long distance to be buried in the family tomb. Restitution must also be made to the creditors whom the dead man left unsatisfied, if the killing was the immediate cause of his inability to pay them.2

1 Gury, Vol. I, n. 695–698.

2 Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 5, c. 2, dub. 6, a. 3, n. 7: “Nothing is restored for funeral expenses, because they would at some time eventually have had to be incurred, unless perhaps they had to be greater on account of the killing inflicted, e. g., outside one’s native country.”—Ibid., n. 12: “Although it is probable that restitution is also owed to the creditors of the slain person if some damage came to them from that killing, nevertheless the contrary is also probable . . . since the killing is not directly causative of that damage.”

p. 426The duty of restitution binds the slayer even if he was in error concerning the identity of the person slain,3 but does not extend to unforeseeable consequences of his act.

3 Idem, ibid., n. 2: “He who kills Caius thinking him to be Titus is bound to restitution, because that action is injurious to Caius.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 628: “Others deny it, because the homicide in relation to Caius is merely accidental and involuntary.” (Ed. Gaudé, II, 106).

p. 427Injury inflicted in a duel does not entail restitution because there is implied no violation of commutative justice, unless one party was either by force or grave threats compelled by the other to fight, and hence deprived of his liberty.4

4 Cfr. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 677 sq.

The judicial condemnation of an innocent man entails restitution on the part of the real culprit only if the latter was the efficient cause in directing suspicion to the former.5

5 Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, p. 113, note 2: “Caius is planning to kill his friend Titus and while waiting for a favorable opportunity, hears of a public quarrel between Titus and Sempronius, in the course of which the latter declared that he would take the former’s life. Thereupon he (Caius) kills Titus secretly. The suspicion falls on Sempronius, who is arrested and executed for the crime. Caius is obliged to make restitution to the wife and children of Titus as well as to those of Sempronius.”

To make compensation for industrial accidents in dangerous occupations (e. g., in mines or factories, or on railroads) is not a strict duty of justice, but merely one of equity, unless real guilt has been incurred.

The development of modern machinery has created new problems. In most cases of industrial accidents no single individual can be definitely blamed. The cause lies rather in the manner in which modern industry is organized and the danger involved in tending to machines. This danger can be reduced by caution on the part of the worker, by various safety appliances, legal precautions, and technical improvements, but it can never be wholly eliminated on account of the imperfection of human nature and especially because of the occasional interference of a higher power (vis maior) and accidents (casus). In indemnifying the victims of accidents, therefore, it is not enough to look to personal guilt (culpa), but a higher principle must be invoked, namely, causal connection. Now since industry as a whole, because of its peculiar character, is the ultimate cause of all industrial accidents, it is bound to make restitution to the injured in solidum. In consequence of the new social and political views, which are in conformity with social justice, provision against industrial accidents is now commonly made by accident insurance, either public or private,—if private, at the expense of the employer.6

6 Msgr. H. Parkinson, A Primer of Social Science, p. 250; J. Biederlack, S. J., Die soziale Frage, 7th ed., pp. 237 sqq.

p. 428Bodily mistreatment or injury which involve loss of the reproductive power are punished with special severity by the civil law, and in many cases are very serious indeed because they affect several persons.

Reading.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., 889 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 626–639. (ed. Gaudé, II, 105 sqq.).—J. E. Pruner, Lehre vom Recht, Vol. II, pp. 148 sqq.—Idem, Kath. Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 538 sqq.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 490 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, S. S., Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 239 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 675 sqq.

Article 2: The Duty of Restitution Arising From Broken Matrimonial Engagements

p. 429Under the new Code of Canon Law a promise of marriage, made by one party or by both, is valid in the court of conscience as well as in the external forum only if made in writing and signed by the parties themselves and by the parish priest, the Ordinary of the diocese, or at least two witnesses.1

1 C. I. C., can. 1017, §1.

Such a promise (sponsalia), if mutual, imposes on both parties the grave obligation of mutual fidelity and eventual marriage. The time for the latter is left to their own prudent judgment, but it should not be unreasonably protracted.2

2 P. Chas. Augustine, O. S. B., A Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. V, p. 43, St. Louis 1920.

If one of the betrothed parties has carnal intercourse with a third person during the engagement, this act, according to some moralists, involves a sin against justice and therefore entails the duty of restitution. However, not a few contradict this statement.3

3 Ibid.

§ 3 of Canon 1017 provides that from a promise of marriage, even though it be canonically valid and no just reason excuses, no action is admissible to compel the celebration of marriage, but an action to recover damages is permitted. This means that if actual damage was done, e. g., if the bride became pregnant, or if expensive preparations were made for the marriage, the party guilty of the breach of promise is liable for an amount sufficient to cover the damage inflicted or the expenses incurred.4

4 Ibid., p. 44.

p. 430These effects follow only such betrothals as are made in the form prescribed by the Code. “No other form of engagement, no matter how pompously celebrated, produces any of these effects, either before the tribunal of the ecclesiastical judge or in the court of conscience. Hence confessors have no right to oblige anyone to any restitution arising from a broken informal engagement, though it goes without saying that a young man who has injured a woman’s reputation by undue familiarity is bound in conscience to make restitution, or if no remedy can heal the damage, marry her. This obligation arises not from the betrothal but from the natural law.”5

5 Ibid., pp. 44 sq.

A matrimonial engagement may be justly cancelled for valid personal reasons, for instance, (a) if one of the parties absents himself from the other for a long time without giving notice; (b) if the moral character of one of the parties has considerably deteriorated, e. g., if the man has become a spendthrift or a roué, or has to face an accusation in a criminal court; (c) if a notable physical or mental change has taken place in either or both of the parties, such as mental derangement; (d) if a change of fortune or social condition has occurred on one side. This would be a reason for breaking the engagement by either, but an indemnity should be paid where an engagement is broken on account of an unexpected social or financial rise. Finally, (e) family reasons may render the dissolution of an engagement advisable, e. g., if serious enmity, hatred, dissension, or aversion are apt to result from the contemplated marriage, or there is strong parental opposition and danger of being disinherited.6

6 Ibid., pp. 48 sq.

p. 431Justice obliges each party to a marriage engagement to acquaint the other with any defects which would probably prove very injurious in case the marriage took place, for instance, pregnancy, contagious disease, etc.7

7 Ibid., p. 49.

He who breaks a marriage engagement contracted in canonical form, or conceals a valid reason militating against the marriage, or creates such through his own fault, is bound to repair the injury thereby inflicted upon the innocent party.

Full reparation of such an injury comprises both positive and negative indemnification. The former consists in paying the expenses incurred in preparing for the contemplated marriage, the latter in repairing any damage arising to the woman, e. g., because of pregnancy or inability to find another husband. If the bride withdraws from the engagement, it is ordinarily sufficient that the groom be indemnified for any positive losses he may have sustained, because a man can nearly always find another partner. If the groom withdraws, he will in many cases be able to make full reparation of the damage done to the bride by bestowing a dowry upon her.8

8 H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, p. 606.

p. 432Even when there is no canonically binding engagement, the betrayed party has a claim to indemnification for the damage sustained. If the woman has been seduced to a gross sin of unchastity under promise of marriage, and was not able to perceive the fraudulent character of the promise, the seducer is in justice bound to marry her, and if he cannot do so, must repair the damage in such a way that she can marry another.9 wholly grave reasons against the marriage are present. . . . But other reparation is not thereby excluded merely because the obligation or ability to enter marriage is absent.”

9 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 46, art. 2, ad 4.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 642 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 119 sqq.).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 700: “If, however, the girl had become pregnant through fornication, the seducer should be pressed to marry her, unless too great a disparity between the condition of the two intervened or some other very grave disadvantage stood in the way.”—Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 997: “If a girl has been induced to sin under a promise of marriage, whether genuine or feigned, the very common doctrine holds that the young man is obliged to marry the girl, not only when she has become pregnant, but even if she has not conceived; otherwise there is an unjust deception, which is repaired only by entering into marriage. Yet this obligation ceases if

p. 433Readings.—Chas. Augustine, O. S. B., A Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. III, pp. 36 sqq.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 12th ed., pp. 597 sqq.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 2nd ed., 858 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 7th ed., pp. 306 sqq.

Article 3: The Duty of Restitution Arising From Fornication and Adultery

It is impossible to make restitution for lost bodily integrity (virginity) because the damage done is beyond repair. But reparation can and must be made for material injury arising from illicit cohabitation.




	If both parties have freely committed fornication together, neither has a valid claim to restitution, because “scienti et volenti non fit iniuria.”1 If a woman has been dishonored by means of fraud, trickery, violence, or grave threats of cruelty, mutilation or death, she is en- titled to full reparation of the damage inflicted upon her reputation, station, or fortune, and eventually to compensation for the injury to her health resulting from ill-treatment or excitement.2 A man who has seduced an honorable woman, especially if she was a virgin, is bound under pain of mortal sin to employ all the means at his command to lead her back to the path of virtue. Such means are: advice, warning, a good example, prayer, and, eventually, marriage. If a secret sin of unchastity committed by a woman has become public through the fault of the seducer, the latter must repair the damage resulting to her.3 Equity requires that an apology be made to the injured parents, if they are not themselves to blame for the sin of their daughter; but there is no strict obligation to this effect.4



1 Cfr. H. Busembaum, S. J., Medulla Theologiae Moralis, III, tr. 5, c. 2, dub. 6, a. 4: “Restitution is not binding precisely for virginity alone. Hence, if the defloration remained secret, or did not prevent her from marrying equally advantageously, the deflowerer is bound to nothing. Likewise he is bound to nothing if he deflowered one who consented, without force, fraud, or promise of marriage, because no injury was done. If he bent a virgin by importunate entreaties, he is bound to restore nothing, because she still consented freely, unless perhaps the entreaties were such as to be equivalent to force and coercion: for example, if they were joined with threats or reverential fear, e. g., if he was her master or a man of great authority.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. IV, n. 642, dub. 2.

2 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 641: “If anyone violates [a virgin] by force, threats, or fraud, he is bound to repair for both the girl and her parents all damages to honor and fortune. Hence he is bound to increase her dowry so that the girl may marry equally well as if she had not been violated. . . . But if he himself wished to marry her, while the girl rejected the marriage, he is bound to endow her fully. . . . And the same must be said even in doubt whether the girl had previously been corrupted by another or not, because she is presumed intact until the contrary is certainly proved. Likewise, if a man has intercourse with a secretly corrupted girl or with a widow of honorable reputation and, through his unjust intercourse, they suffer loss of reputation; but otherwise, if the intercourse remained entirely secret, for then he would be bound to nothing.” Ibid., n. 642, dub. 1: “What if a virgin unjustly violated afterwards marries equally well? The answer is that the violator is bound to nothing unless, before the marriage, a dowry was awarded to the girl by judgment or agreement; for otherwise he is bound to furnish nothing: not for the violation of virginity, which is irreparable, nor for damage, since none followed. . . . If the woman is ill-treated by her husband because of the known defect, the deflowerer is bound to compensate the woman.”—Cfr. Ex. XXII, 16 sq.; Deut. XXII, 25; Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebr. Bibel, II, 316.

3 St. Alphonsus, l. c.: “If the man afterwards defamed the girl by making the deed public, then in justice he is bound to make good to the girl and her parents every damage arising from the defamation, as Laymann and the Salmanticenses rightly observe.”

4 Ibid.: “If the virgin freely consents, it is commonly held that the deflowerer is bound to restore nothing to her. But the first doubt arises whether in that case he is bound to make satisfaction for the injury to the girl’s parents. There are two probable opinions. The first denies it. . . . The reason is that if the girl herself, since she is mistress of her own body, inflicts no injury on her father when she consents to defloration in exercise of her right, much less does the deflowerer inflict one. She alone will sin, and consequently the violator also, against the filial duty owed to her father, and also against obedience if she had an express prohibition from her father concerning such a crime, as Lugo says. The second opinion, however, affirms it. And St. Thomas holds the same (S. Th., 2a 2ae, qu. 154, art. 6, ad 3), who says: ‘The [deflowerer] inflicts injury upon the girl’s father, and hence according to the law he is liable to a penalty to him,’ namely from Deut. XXII, 28 sq., where deflowerers, if they had been brought to judgment, were bound to pay the girl’s father fifty shekels. Yet this, St. Antoninus rightly observes, has place only after the judgment of a judge. Moreover, the aforesaid second opinion holds that both the girl and her deflowerer sin in two ways, namely against chastity and justice; and that the deflowerer is bound to restore to the father the honor taken away through some sign of honor, a request for pardon, or something similar, unless it is presumed that the father would not want such satisfaction. The second doubt arises whether the violator of a consenting girl is bound to restore to her parents the loss of property coming upon them because of the dowry which they must increase in order to settle their daughter in marriage. Azor and Corduba and others affirm it. But Scotus, Suarez, Sanchez, Lessius, Lugo, etc., very commonly deny it. The reason is that, just as the girl, since she can freely reject marriage, does not injure her parents if, by consenting to her defloration, she renders herself less fit for it, so neither does the deflowerer injure them by violating her with her consent.” (Ed. Gaudé, II, 116).

p. 435a) Restitution is of strict obligation in cases of criminal assault or rape (stuprum), and by this term moralists understand not only an act of violence which the assaulted person was unable to ward off, but in which she was given no other choice but to suffer violation or risk bodily ill-treatment, mutilation, or perhaps even death.

In some dioceses rape is a reserved case subject to canonical penalties.5

5 A. Vermeersch, S. J., De Castitate, Bruges, 1919, p. 323. Cfr. can. 2357, § 1; 2359, § 2.

p. 436b) The claim of having been “seduced” does not in itself entitle a woman to restitution. Seduction is not necessarily accomplished in one act or in a single moment in which it would be possible to deprive the will of its freedom. It usually extends over some time, in which reason and conscience have a chance to assert their influence and put a chaste and conscientious woman on her guard. Probably most women who pretend to have been seduced were willing victims.6 At any rate, in its subtler form, seduction is traceable to the coquetry of the female as much as to the passion of the male.7 A man may fancy he is seducing a woman when in reality the woman is seducing him. And even when religious motives are given no room for play, an ordinarily good woman can with a little reflection realize that, while dallying with the seducer, she is embarking on a dangerous course and that, if actual “seduction” follows, it will be her own fault as much as the man’s.8

6 Gen. XXXIX, 7–18 (Putiphar’s wife); cfr. XXXVIII, 13 sqq. Homer, Odyssey, I, 55 sqq. (Calypso and Ulysses); Iliad, VI, 160 sqq. (Anteia and Bellephoron).—Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 3rd ed., 223 sq. (Casus non fictus, sed vere factus).

7 2 Kings XIII, 11–17. (Amnon’s rape of Thamar).—Cfr. St. Jerome, Epist., XXII, n. 12 (Migne, P. L., XXII, 401).—Prov. VII, 5–27.

8 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, pp. 612 sq.

“That a weak and poorly developed woman should be abused by a strong man against her will is credible,” says a medical writer; “but when both are in good health and in the possession of ordinary strength, such a thing is improbable, and a contrary statement deserves no credence unless the circumstances are exceptional. A woman may be attacked and abused against her will by two or more men; . . . but one man unaided is hardly able, under ordinary conditions, to overpower and rape a grown-up, healthy, and fully developed woman who is in the full possession of her strength and free to use it in offering resistance.”9

9 J. Maschka, Handbuch der gerichtlichen Medizin, Vol. III, pp. 136 sq.

p. 437


	If a birth results from an act of fornication to which both parties freely consented, both are equally and in solidum bound to rear the child.



a) If the sin was committed through violence, grave fear, trickery or fraud, or if the woman was made incapable of offering resistance by intoxicating liquor or other similar means, or if consent or resistance on her part was morally impossible on account of mental weakness or extreme youth, the guilty aggressor is alone liable for the support and education of the child and, moreover, bound to marry the woman, or at least provide for her and the child to the best of his ability.10

10 Aertnys, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 7th ed., l. III, n. 371: “If offspring has been born, a distinction must be made: 1. If the virgin freely consented, by natural right each parent is bound proportionately and in solidum for the expenses of education until the offspring can provide for itself; 2. If she was overpowered, the deflowerer alone is bound to bear the expenses of education; yet in his default the girl must supply them, since she is the mother of the offspring, but she then retains an action against her violator, who is obliged to restore the whole damage. Furthermore, both parents ought to acknowledge the offspring conceived or already born as their own in the manner of a legacy and, through subsequent marriage, to endow it with legitimacy, lest it remain disgraced and be deprived of inheritance and due education. This obligation ceases, however, if a grave disadvantage stands in the way or if the girl was deceived or overpowered, since she is not bound to enter marriage with her violator. Finally, for practice I observe: When the deflowerer is to compensate the damage with money, it is expedient that he agree upon the amount of the sum with those who suffered the damage and pay the sum at one time, lest perhaps a dangerous association be continued or payment of the debt be omitted.”—Noldin, II, pp. 494 sqq.

When necessary, it is licit to garnishee a portion of the man’s wages or salary for the benefit of the woman whom he has violated and of her illegitimate child.

p. 438If a woman has had voluntary intercourse with two or more men and it is consequently uncertain who is the father of her child, no one is obliged to make restitution, unless the civil law provides otherwise; for when a duty is doubtful, no certain burden may be imposed.11

11 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. IV, n. 658: “This opinion, considered in respect of reason and speaking absolutely, is more probable, for no one is bound for damage unless it is morally certain that he was its cause.”—Cfr. A. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 12th ed., n. 997; IDEM, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 2nd ed., n. 714 sqq.—Noldin, II, p. 495.

If in case of rape several men have been guilty and there is consequent uncertainty with regard to the paternity of a child, all are obliged to make restitution pro rata.12

12 Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 683; Aertnys, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 7th ed., l. III, n. 376, p. 6: “What if, between two adulterers who have known the same woman, it is doubtful whose offspring it is? The answer is: The first and more common opinion teaches that each is bound for support in proportion to the doubt, because each inflicted a certain injury and some damage, namely either illegitimate offspring or uncertainty about the author who would be bound to pay. Moreover, the innocent party ought not to suffer from this uncertainty. The second and more probable opinion asserts that neither is bound to anything, because no one is to be bound to payment and restitution so long as the debt is not established; hence no one is bound to support offspring which is not established to be his. Nor does an injurious action suffice, but in addition damage certainly following from it is required. Yet the reasoning of the first opinion is persuasive in two cases: 1. Against the second adulterer, who, knowing that adultery was committed by the other, perceives that by his second adultery he becomes the cause of uncertainty because of which compensation cannot be demanded from the first adulterer; 2. If they committed adultery by common counsel. Such awareness and such counsel will be very rare. The aforesaid answer applies also to fornicators.”

b) The sin of fornication, committed with mutual consent, violates no strict right of the families of the respective participants, but it constitutes a gross violation of the respect and charity due to them. This damage the guilty parties should repair by making an apology and giving satisfaction, which they can do by faithful compliance with their duties. Parents, superiors, or teachers who seduce their subjects to fornication, possibly with a view of pecuniary profit (lenocinium), incur the same guilt and responsibility as those who command others to sin (mandantes).13 They are guilty of negative co-operation if they grossly neglect their duty towards their charges.

13 V. supra, concerning coöperation in evil.

p. 439c) In some countries a woman cannot recover damages if it can be proved that she had sexual intercourse with several men. The admission of this principle (exceptio plurium, as it is called), seems a hardship for the mother and her child, and gives unscrupulous men an opportunity to escape responsibility for their sins by causing others to have sexual intercourse with a seduced woman. But experience shows that to exclude this principle would promote blackmail and immorality. If the legal consequence of exceptio plurium is admitted, every intelligent girl that commits fornication with one man, knows that she will lose her claims against him if she takes up with another, and thus her will-power is strengthened and she is saved from sinking to lower depths. The illegitimate child will at least have a mother, who, though she may have sinned, is not a professional harlot or a blackmailer who runs after rich men to secure a “father” for her child.

Under the Code Civil Napoléon a suit for damages against the father of an illegitimate child was impossible because search for the father was forbidden.14

14 Art. 340: “La recherche de la paternité est interdite.”—Cfr. W. Beringer, Das uneheliche Kind und seine Mutter, Metz 1903; A. Bebel, Die Frau und der Sozialismus, 37th ed., Stuttgart 1904.

p. 440


	When a child is born of adulterous intercourse, the wrong-doers, if they sinned freely, are both bound to provide for the child and make compensation for the loss ensuing to the husband or wife (provided he or she did not consent), and to his or her legitimate offspring.15 If the crime of an adulteress has remained unknown to her husband, and he is compelled to support the child, unaware that it is not his, though her guilt is grave and she is bound to make adequate restitution, she may nevertheless conceal her crime in order to preserve her good name and the domestic peace,16 and, under certain circumstances, she has the duty of safeguarding the interests of the adulterine child.17 But she is also bound to make compensation for the damage inflicted upon her husband and legitimate offspring, either from her own means, or if she possesses no property of her own, by increased diligence, economy, and reduction of her personal expenses.18



15 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 651; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 702: “Each adulterer is bound in solidum to repair all damages coming upon the family, if the crime was voluntary on both sides, because the whole must be imputed to each. Hence: 1. All expenses which the husband made in supporting and educating the offspring must be restored; 2. If the illegitimate son has already received an inheritance with the legitimate children, compensation must be made to them proportionately.”

16 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 653 (ed. Gaudé, II, 130).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 703: “Is a woman bound to reveal her crime if she cannot repair the damage in another way? The answer is negative, speaking generally. The reason is: 1. Because commonly this revelation cannot be made without great disgrace to the woman and often without danger of death or of perpetual hatred and other grave evils; 2. Because even if such a means were employed, she could repair the damage only with difficulty. They commonly make an exception if the mother is of ruined reputation.”

17 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, pp. 613 sq.: “If no other proofs are given, the child may not, merely because of the testimony of the mother, be denied the right of legitimacy; pater est, quem nuptiae demonstrant.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 704: “Is a son bound to believe his mother, even when she swears that he is illegitimate? The answer is negative, because by law and common sense no one is bound to believe one witness, even one of the most proven fidelity. It is otherwise, however, if besides the mother’s testimony evident indications are present, e. g., the father’s absence for a long time.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 654 (ed. Gaudé, II, 132).

18 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 702: “If the adulteress has paraphernal property, she must make restitution from it to her injured husband and children through gifts by hand, by contract, testament, legacies, etc. If she has none, let her administer the household more diligently and be more sparing in private expenditures; let her work more diligently, insofar as her state permits.”

p. 441a) If an adulteress conceals her crime in confessionali until she is near death, when it is impossible for her to make restitution, she should not be compelled to reveal her sin to her husband, because the reputation of a wife and mother is a more valuable possession for her husband and children than the temporal good of which they will be deprived in consequence of being ignorant of her sin.19

19 C. 9, de Poenit. et Rem., V, 38: “Just as penance is not to be denied to a woman who, unknown to her husband, conceived offspring through adultery, although she fears to confess this to her husband, so neither is it to be denied to her who substituted another’s offspring for her own, . . . but suitable satisfaction must be enjoined upon her by a discreet priest.”

b) If a man, by the use of force or serious threats, compels a married woman to commit adultery with him, he is the sole cause of the resulting damage and alone bound to make restitution and to provide for the support and education of the child.20 In case there is doubt whether the child belongs to him or to the woman’s lawful husband, the adulterer is not obliged to make restitution, for according to the principle, “Pater est, quem nuptiae demonstrant,” a child is regarded as the offspring of the mother’s lawful husband unless the contrary is proved.21

20 Aertnys, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 7th ed., l. III, n. 374: “When an adulterer has extorted the woman’s consent by force, fear, or fraud, he alone is bound to repair the whole damage. The reason is that then he alone is the cause of the whole damage.”

21 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. II, n. 657 (ed. Gaudé, II, 133).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 703.—Code Civil Napoléon, a. 312: “L’enfant conçu pendant le mariage a pour père le mari.”—J. Maschka, Handbuch der gerichtl. Medizin, III, 4 sqq.

p. 442c) If a woman has had adulterous intercourse with two or more men besides her husband, and it is uncertain which of them is the father of her child, none is held to restitution, since the mother is the cause of the uncertainty. But if a conspiracy existed between the men, they are bound to make restitution in solidum. If those that came later were aware of the woman’s previous relations with others, they are bound to make restitution pro rata dubii and in solidum.22

22 Aertnys, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 7th ed., l. III, n. 376, qu. 6; Lehmkuhl, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1190: “When several adulterers have approached a woman at about the same time suitable for generation, and it is not known whose the offspring, certainly adulterine, is: if they acted by common counsel, or if they merely knew or gravely suspected that others had already been admitted, I think that they are all bound, in proportion to the doubt, to repair the damages that will arise to the husband or legitimate children. For they all posited a cause which of itself is apt either to procreate offspring of a certain father or to produce uncertain and doubtful paternity, and therefore to produce uncertainty concerning the one from whom the husband and others who suffered damage could seek complete reparation of certain damage. But producing this uncertainty is an unjust and damaging action. Therefore, from this injustice, whose effect they knew could arise from their own action, they are bound to repair the damage; nevertheless, since the same injustice is not present just as if the certain author were established, each must repair only in proportion the damages that will arise; he is not bound in solidum.”

p. 443d) He who commits his illegitimate child to a public foundling asylum, is not bound in justice to make restitution of the money expended for its support, because such institutions exist for all children, rich and poor, which are exposed to danger. Since, however, foundling asylums are not intended to relieve wealthy people of the care for their offspring, it is surely a matter of equity that the expenses be repaid in such cases.23

23 Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 656 (ed. Gaudé, II, 133); Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 705.

e) Adultery is a canonical ground for demanding a separation a mensa et toro. The guilty party loses the ius petendi debitum coniugale, which may, however, be recovered by express or implied condonation on the part of the innocent party. The least that can be expected of a husband or wife who has been guilty of adultery is that he or she humbly confess his or her sin, ask for forgiveness, and sincerely promise to be faithful in future. Genuine penitence can usually repair the scandal given, at least in its more serious consequences.

Readings.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., 1022 sqq., 146 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 640 (ed. Gaudé, II, 115 sqq.).—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 494 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 242 sqq.—T. Slater, S. J., A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 416 sq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 680 sqq.

Article 4: Restitution for Damage Done to the Property of Others




	All ill-gotten gains must be restored and all unjustly inflicted damage must be repaired in accordance with the rules laid down in a previous Section of this treatise.1



1 V. supra, pp. 379 sqq.

p. 444To appropriate another’s property in extreme necessity, in order to save oneself or others from death, for instance, in time of famine, is not a violation of justice and hence does not impose the duty of restitution. Life is more than food, and the body more than the raiment.2 This teaching is acknowledged even by the civil law.

2 Matth. VI, 25.

a) The so-called domestic thefts (furta domestica), committed by children against their parents, by wives against their husbands, etc., do not entail restitution unless the stolen sum is considerable. It is assumed that there is a sort of communism in family life, and parents and husbands do not take such things seriously.

b) Thefts committed by servants call for a distinction. If the stolen goods were ordinary eatables and consumed, i. e., not given away or sold, no restitution is involved. But if money was stolen, or valuables ordinarily kept under lock and key, or extraordinary and expensive delicacies, the damage must be repaired. If servants appropriate things belonging to their masters or employers on the plea that they were not properly paid for their services (occult compensation) they are obliged to make restitution.3

3 On occult compensation see supra, pp. 366 sq., 418 sqq.—Cfr. the propositions condemned under Innocent XI, n. 37.

p. 445c) He who sets fire to his own property, or to the property of others, and collects the insurance, is responsible to the insurance company for the resulting loss.

Since in cases of restitution arising from fire the party to whom compensation is to be made is as a rule dominus incertus, the money may be turned over to pious causes.4

4 A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1359: “An incendiary, whether he destroyed his own property or another’s, must make restitution. But if it is asked to whom restitution ought to be made, there can be a certain practical difficulty if at times the matter can only with difficulty reach the true owners. Wherefore I say: 1. If the insurance institution is public, i. e., belongs to the commonwealth itself or to the province, restitution can be made to the poor or to public causes. 2. If the insurance institution is private, restitution is owed proximately and of itself to this institution. But if this institution itself has again insured itself and its losses in part, so that insurance of a second kind (reassecuratio, re-insurance) exists, certainly part of the restitution is owed to it. 3. Nevertheless, there are several reasons why, in place even of a private institution, the poor or pious causes can usually be chosen, to whom restitution may be made. Namely: a) Often in insurance companies so many hold ‘shares’ that the sum of restitution, although grave in its entirety, nevertheless when distributed among individuals is grave matter for no single owner. b) Reinsurance is customarily made, and that for the greater part of the thing insured, but it is customarily made with several and different institutions, nor can it be known with which one or ones that damaged thing which gave rise to the restitution owed was reinsured, unless this very matter is disclosed to the principal insurance institution; this indeed can be full of dangers. c) Finally, it is not so much the insurers as rather the insured, or their whole number, who in fact suffer damage from intentional fires. For the insurers, in determining the premium to be paid annually, certainly take account of all fires which in fact customarily occur, even intentional ones; otherwise the annual premium would have to be reduced, lest it be greater than is just. Therefore the insured are forced to pay a higher annual premium because of the intentional fires themselves, so that they suffer unjust damage from incendiaries. But the number of those who are thus harmed is so great that, because of their multitude, restitution may be judged to devolve upon the poor or pious causes.”




	There can be no doubt that the unjust appropriation of public property, e. g., wood from a communal forest, game or fish caught without a permit, profits made from smuggling or de- frauding the customs, violates commutative justice and therefore carries with it the duty of restitution. The reason is because in a well-ordered community such acts mean an unjust enrichment of a few at the expense of the many.5 Restitution in such cases must be made, if it can be done without serious inconvenience, not to the poor, but to the public treasury of the community upon which the injury was inflicted.



5 Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 8, qu. 10: “Those are included in this crime of rapacity who fail to pay, or intercept and transfer to themselves, the customs duties, taxes, tithes, and other things of this kind which are owed to the rulers and magistrates of the Church.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus de’ Liguori, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 617 (ed. Gaudé, II, 99); Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 707–717; J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 182 sqq.; A. Wagner, Die sittlichen Grundsätze bezüglich der Steuerpflicht, pp. 50 sqq., 73 sqq.

p. 446Tax and customs collectors who have neglected to collect the revenues required by law, are obliged to make restitution if the neglect involved any moral guilt on their part.

a) To bribe officials in order to cause them to violate their oath of office, is to co-operate in injustice and imposes the duty of making restitution in a subsidiary manner, i. e., if the bribed official does not make good the loss, the briber must do so.

If an official suffers personal loss through fraud committed against the commonwealth, that loss must be repaired by the defrauder.

b) He who unjustly evades the duty of serving his country when drafted into the army or navy, commits an act of injustice towards the State, but is not obliged to make restitution to a substitute who may be drafted in his place, because the latter does not lose a strict right, but merely an accidental privilege. But if one directly employs unjust means to force another to serve in his stead, he owes that other restitution.6

6 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 718 sqq.; cfr. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 1175 sqq.; Gennari, Consultazioni, Vol. I, 2nd ed., 127 sqq.; L. v. Ruymbeke, “Peut-on se soustraire à la loi en matière de conscription militaire?” in La Nouvelle Revue Théologique, Tournai, 1905, pp. 371 sqq.; Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 498 sq.

p. 447c) For those who evade the payment of taxes, the duty of making restitution is quite clear in some cases, but not so clear in others.

Officials who co-operate in this misdemeanor in spite of their oath of office, are plainly bound to make restitution. The same is true of those who unjustly influence officials to defraud the public treasury by means of bribes, promises, etc.; they are liable to subsidiary restitution of the damage done, that is, they must make good the damage if the guilty officials do not do so. Again, the case is quite clear if one has paid his taxes in counterfeit money or with a worthless check; he must repair the loss thus caused to the public treasury or to the individual official who may have been compelled to make good the deficiency out of his own pocket.

p. 448d) As regards non-payment of taxes by those legally obliged to pay them, theologians differ concerning the duty of restitution involved.

The sententia communissima et probabilior of the older school was that the duty of paying taxes is based on commutative justice and therefore involves the obligation of making full restitution. Some held that this duty obliged only on condition that the taxes imposed were really necessary for the public welfare and that they were assessed with strict impartiality. If this were not the case, it would not be necessary (post factum) to impose restitution as a strict duty upon the citizen who by fraudulent means had escaped paying his assessed share. Those who took this view regarded such cases as instances of occult compensation.

Another school of moralists bases the duty of paying taxes simply upon legal justice (iustitia legalis) and holds that, as there is no question of commutative justice involved, there can be no strict duty of restitution. Some who take this view think that the duty of restitution exists, but only so long as the misdemeanor is not legally outlawed. A third group regards all, or nearly all, civil tax laws as purely penal (leges mere poenales), i. e., as obliging merely under a legal penalty, but not in conscience. Several representatives of this group hold that imposition by the State of heavy fines for tax defraudations is a sufficient compensation for the losses suffered by others.7

7 See the Kirchenlexikon, Vol. I, 2nd ed., 85 sq.; Hamm, Zur Grundlegung und Geschichte der Steuermoral, pp. 125 sqq., 309 sqq.; Schindler, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, Vol. II, ii, 800 sqq.

Dr. Ryan rightly says that the application of the principles of Catholic Moral Theology to the subject of taxa- tion in praxi is “not entirely simple, owing to the complexity and injustice of our tax system and the very large proportion of persons who habitually understate their taxable property. The principal form of taxation, at least in local and State jurisdictions, is what is known as the general property tax. Not only does this directly violate the ethical principle of taxation in proportion to ability to pay, as determined by comparative sacrifices, but it is apportioned and administered most inequitably, and it is evaded in wholesale fashion. In the words of Professor Seligman, ‘the general property tax, as actually administered, is beyond doubt one of the worst taxes known in the civilized world.’”8 In these circumstances, the conscientious citizen cannot be required to do more than pay that proportion of the full amount which is paid by the majority. If the prevailing understatement of taxable property amounts to twenty-five per cent., the citizen who pays on more than three-fourths of his goods contributes more than his share.9 This general rule of action may properly be applied to other kinds of taxes where evasion is considerable and notorious. Of course, the conscientious citizen will not take advantage of it until he is morally certain of the facts. . . .

8 Essays in Taxation, N. Y. 1895, p. 61.

9 Cfr. Tanquerey, De Iust., n. 597.

p. 449“As a rule, the citizen is not bound to pay taxes until the amount due from him has been defined by the fiscal authorities. When he is legally required to furnish a statement of his property, he is obliged by legal justice to comply. Is he obliged to volunteer such information? For example, is a person morally bound to inform the authorities that his income is sufficiently large to subject him to the income tax? If he does not give this spontaneous information he will escape. The income tax law re- quires the citizens to make such a statement, and penalizes them for failure to do so when their evasion of the tax has been detected. It seems clear, therefore, that the citizen is bound by legal justice to provide a statement of his taxable property, not only in response to an official requisition, but sometimes in the absence of such a requisition.”10

10 Ryan, The State and the Church, pp. 268 sq.

p. 450e) Tariff duties are probably purely penal, “not only because of the common popular conviction, but because they are saturated with economic and ethical inequalities.”11

11 Ibid., p. 269.

Readings.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 477 sqq., 331 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, S. S., Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. III, pp. 249 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 611 sqq.—J. A. Ryan, Distributive Justice, pp. 101 sqq.—F. Suarez, De Legibus, l. V, c. 13–18.—Th. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 654 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 670 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 656 sqq.

Article 5: Restitution for Damage Done in the Choice of a Vocation or the Pursuit of an Occupation

I. If one is under a grave obligation to help another to embrace a certain occupation or profession, and neglects this obligation, though he is able to fulfil it, with the result that the other remains without a calling, he is obliged to make restitution. This duty often falls upon parents or their representatives in regard to children.

p. 451The compensation made can, of course, be only a partial one because the victim of such neglect will never be able to enjoy the authority and influence which the contemplated calling or profession would have given him. But that which every man obtains through his calling, namely, work and a livelihood, must be given to such a neglected person. A mere annuity without some sort of occupation would be a poor compensation for a neglected training, for “if any man will not work, neither let him eat.”1 If the neglected person decides of his own accord to engage in some occupation that does not correspond to his station in life, those guilty of allowing or necessitating this ill choice will be in duty bound to repair the injury done him as best they can, for instance, by improving his condition, by endowing him with money or property, though the last-mentioned manner of restitution can never be a full equivalent for a lost professional training.

1 2 Thess. III, 10; see this Handbook, Vol. III, pp. 130 sq.

If a child is forced by his parents or guardians to choose a vocation or profession for which he has neither aptitude nor inclination, and for which he has had no chance to obtain the necessary training, such parents or guardians are obliged to make restitution, though adequate compensation in such cases is manifestly impossible; wherein men have failed, God alone can repair.2

2 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 104, art. 5; Conc. Trid., Sess. XXV, De Reg. Monial., c. 18.

p. 452


	He who for an unjust motive keeps another away from an office or position for which he has duly prepared himself, and which he has a right to occupy, no matter what the means chosen, is obliged to make restitution for the injury inflicted,—an injury, by the way, often not limited to the past, but extending into the future.



If a man is unable to hold his position in consequence of the opposition of others, a distinction must be made as to the means employed by the latter; if these means do not involve a violation of commutative justice, the civil law does not demand compensation, on the principle that “Qui suo iure utitur, neminem laedit.” Christian equity, however, requires of each and every man that he “let others live.”

“All things therefore, whatsoever you would that men should do to you, do you also to them.”3

3 Matth. VII, 12.

Readings.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 582 sqq.; l. IV, n. 106 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 73 sqq., 522 sqq.).—Jocham, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, 406 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, S. S., Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 248 sq.

Article 6: Restitution for Spiritual Damage

p. 453


	He who intentionally, or in a manner which he could have foreseen, injures his neighbor mentally, for instance, by giving alcohol to a child, or habit-forming drugs to an adult, or by fraud, deception, lying, or other unjust means, or deprives him of some knowledge or skill which he needs in his profession or occupation, is bound in justice to make restitution. This applies particularly to those who, ex officio or ex contractu, are obliged to instruct others, but neglect to secure the necessary qualifications or fail to offer their pupils sufficient opportunities to acquire the knowledge or skill which they need. If the injury thus inflicted extends into the future, this circumstance must be taken into account in making restitution.1



1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 694: 1. “He who has deprived another of memory, reason, etc., by poison or a potion, is bound in justice to repair everything that is reparable in the damage unjustly and efficaciously caused. 2. He who by fraud prevented another from learning knowledge, an art, . . . or from teaching others, is bound to remove the fraud and repair the temporal damages which arose from it. 3. He who by office must teach an art or science is bound to correct errors if he has admitted any and they are of some importance. The same obligation also rests upon him if through carelessness or levity he has mixed probable things with improbable ones. 4. If someone, gratuitously and without an obligation of contract or office, taught badly through negligence or ignorance, fraud and deceit being excluded, he would not be bound to reparation.”—Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 4th ed., n. 455: “He who deprives another of the use of reason is not bound to restitution for this spiritual damage inflicted in itself, because it cannot be repaired in the same order; he is, however, bound to repair temporal damage, if any was suffered by the one who was deprived of the use of reason.”

p. 454


	He who unjustly injures another in his supernatural possessions (bona supernaturalia), for instance, by purposely leading him into error in matters of faith or morals, or by seducing him to sin, or, what is still worse, robbing him of his most precious gifts, faith and hope, or who otherwise gives grave scandal, is obliged under pain of mortal sin to repair the damage thus inflicted so far as lies in his power. Means to this end are: recantation of the lies told, refutation of the errors inculcated, admonition and exhortation, good example, prayer, and, if scandal has been given (e. g., through offensive writings), public reparation.



It is furthermore necessary to repair any temporal damage that may have been caused to others by the spreading of false reports, the commission of a sin, or the giving of scandal. This duty of restitution binds even in cases where the offender had no direct intention of causing spiritual damage to others by word, deed or omission, and extends to all the evil consequences of the offence committed,—both those that were directly intended and those that might have been foreseen under the circumstances of the case.2

2 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 693: “1. He who by force, a lie, fraud, or unjust fear induced another into mortal sin is bound under pain of mortal sin, in justice, to reparation of the damage by removing the force or seduction and disclosing the error. But he who, without force or fraud, induced someone to sin mortally merely by counsel is indeed bound by charity to retract that counsel, but not by justice, because no injury is done to one who knows and wills. 2. He who by deceit induced another into error, especially practical error, from which grave damage could arise for him in the matter of morals, is bound in justice to repair the damages which result therefrom and to remove him from the error by every effort. The same must be held concerning speculative error about the principal articles of faith.”

p. 455If spiritual damage has been caused without the employment of means per se unjust,—for instance, by request, admonition or counsel,—the seducer is bound, at least ex caritate, under pain of mortal sin, to repair the damage inflicted and to undo its consequences to the best of his ability.

He who, by force or fraud, restrains another from entering a religious institute (order or congregation), or causes him to leave the same, is bound in strict justice to desist and make restitution of the damage inflicted, both to the misguided individual and to the monastery which he deserted. He who, without a just cause, deters another from joining a religious order or congregation, even though he employ no unjust means, commits a grievous sin against charity, but is not bound to make restitution because no offence against justice is involved.

A religious who at an election refuses to vote for the admission of a novice, sins and is obliged to make restitution, unless a sufficient cause existed for rejecting the novice, e. g., disease or lack of talent, and there was consequently reason to fear that the candidate might become a burden to the order.3

3 Cfr. F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, 6th ed., 301.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 693, 3: “For everyone has a right not to be unjustly hindered or withdrawn from the attainment or possession of so great a good.”

p. 456Priests or teachers who are bound by their office to instruct others in the truth, must carefully correct any false instruction which they may have given, for, as Fr. Slater says, it is better to leave people in ignorance than to imbue their minds with falsehood.4

4 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 414 (notes to Part II, Ch. I).

Readings.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 2nd ed., tr. 5, n. 117–149.—J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 693–694.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 488 sq.


Part II: Man’s Duties to his Fellow-Men as a Whole, or to Society


Chapter I: Definition and Division of Society

p. 457


	Definition.—Man is not a lone individual, but a social being.1 That is evident not only from the innate attraction he feels for his fellowmen, but likewise, and in a particular manner, from his physical and intellectual dependence upon others. In the words of Jesus, the son of Sirach, “all flesh consorts with the like of itself, and every man shall associate himself to his like.”2



1 ζῷον πολιτικόν, animal rationale et sociale.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 96, art. 4; 2a 2ae, qu. 109, art. 3, ad 1; qu. 114, art. 2, ad 1; qu. 129, art. 6, ad 1; 3a, qu. 65, art. 1. The term animal rationale et sociale in Scholastic parlance means a rational and social being, not animal. Animal is brutum. Animal in Latin is a generic term comprising homo and brutum.

2 “Every man shall associate with one like himself.”—Ecclus. XIII, 20.

“Man’s natural instinct,” says Pope Leo XIII in his famous encyclical on the Christian Constitution of States, “moves him to live in civil society, for he cannot, if dwelling apart, provide himself with the necessary requirements of life, nor procure the means of developing his mental and moral faculties. Hence it is divinely ordained that he should lead his life—be it family, social or civil—with his fellowmen, amongst whom alone his several wants can be adequately supplied.”3

3 Encyclical “Immortale Dei,” Nov. 1, 1885: “It is implanted in man by nature that he should live in civil society: for if he lives in solitude, he cannot obtain the necessary sustenance and preparation for life, nor likewise the perfection of mind and soul; therefore it has been divinely ordained that he should be born for union and human association, both domestic and civil, which alone can furnish the perfect sufficiency of life.” (The Pope and the People, p. 73.)

p. 458Another proof that men are destined to consort with their like is the gift of language, by which they can communicate to one another their thoughts, desires, and aspirations. Finally mutual love also has its part in the constitution of society.

The principal requirements of a society are: (a) multiplicity of individuals, (b) a common end, and (c) a stable union for the attainment of that end. A single individual can not constitute a society. It is only when several persons come together and unite their aims for the attainment of a common object that a society is established. Since rational beings alone are capable of forming such a union, which involves rights and duties on the part of each member, the term society is inapplicable to irrational brutes, no matter how many analogies may be found among them reminding us of human society, as in a colony of bees or ants.4

4 V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 4th ed., p. 377; M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 385 sqq.

p. 459An essential requirement flowing from the very nature of society is authority, i. e., the right of certain members to compel others to do or to omit certain things in relation to the common purpose. In view of its object, authority can be but one, and must always remain the same, so that it becomes extinguished only when the society itself ceases to exist or undergoes an essential change. Being a moral person with well-defined objects and scope, every society is the bearer of rights and duties, towards other societies as well as towards its own members. Hence a society may be more comprehensively defined as the permanent union of a number of free beings who, under the direction of an authority, strive by common effort to achieve a common purpose.




	Division.—Societies are distinguished from one another in purpose, origin, and extent.



a) In regard to its purpose a society may be perfect or imperfect, according as its object is to procure for its members all the things they need for their welfare, and it possesses all the means necessary for this purpose within itself, or according as it aims only at the one or other necessity, and consequently requires to be supplemented in its efforts by other societies. The State (civitas sive communitas civilis) is a perfect society because it possesses all the means required for the attainment of its objects and is self-sufficient within the natural order. The Church, too, is a perfect society, because it is equipped by its Divine Founder with all the means necessary to attain its end. The family (familia domestica), on the other hand, consisting of father, mother, and children, is an imperfect society, for the reason that, though it aims at providing its members with all they need, it cannot fully attain this purpose without the aid of other social organisms of a wider scope, namely, State and Church.5

5 St. Thomas, Comment. in Polit., I, l. 1: “Since every association of all men is ordered to something necessary for life, that community will be perfect which is ordered to this: that man have sufficiently whatever is necessary for life; but such a community is the State.”—Cfr. V. Cathrein, S. J., Phil. Mor., n. 433: “For a twofold reason a society can be called perfect: 1. because it is ordered to the perfect sufficiency of human life and is sufficient unto itself for this end, and in this sense it is the same as a society complete intrinsically and extrinsically; 2. because it possesses in and of itself (actually or virtually) the means necessary for attaining its end, and does not depend, at least directly, upon other societies: in this sense both the State and the Church are perfect societies; all the others are imperfect.”—Cfr. M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 388 sq.

p. 460b) In respect to its origin a society is either natural (necessary) or free, according as its peculiar character is based upon the very nature of man or depends upon free choice, exercised within the limits of justice and order.

p. 461c) In regard to extent, a society is either general or particular, according as it includes all men or only one race, community, or body of men. The only general society in this sense is that which comprises the whole race, human society, i. e., all men, in as far as all have the same final end, namely, to glorify God and work out their eternal salvation, and in so far as they are all subject to one supreme Legislator and bound together by mutual rights and duties. This general society—“society” par excellence—is divided into a large number of particular societies, of which the basic groups are the family and the State.6

6 Is. XLVIII, 11; Prov. XVI, 4; Gal. VI, 2; Jas. IV, 12.—Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 1.—St. Augustine, De Bono Coniugali, c. 1: “Since every man is a part of the human race, and human nature is something social and has the great and natural good of the power of friendship, for this reason God willed to create all men from one, so that in their society they might be held together not only by likeness of kind but also by the bond of kinship. Therefore the first natural bond of human society is husband and wife. God did not create even these as separate individuals and join them as strangers, but created the one from the other, signifying also the power of union in the side from which she was taken and formed (Gen. II, 21–22). For those are joined at their sides who walk together and together look to where they walk. There follows the connection of society in children, who are the one honorable fruit, not of the union of male and female, but of intercourse. For in each sex there could have been, even without such commingling, a certain friendly and genuine union, the one ruling, the other obeying.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 373).

The respective relations to State and Church give rise to the further distinction between public and private so- cieties. Public societies are those which are acknowledged as juridical persons by the authority, either of State or Church, and enjoy definite public rights. All others are private.

p. 462Readings.—Theo. Meyer, S. J., Inst. Iuris Naturalis, Vol. I, n. 347 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 388 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 385 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, pp. 190 sqq.—C. Antoine, S. J., Cours d’Economie Sociale, Intr. and Ch. I of Part I.—T. Slater, S. J., Questions of Moral Theology, pp. 191 sqq.


Chapter II: The Christian Family


Section 1: The Mutual Duties of the Married

p. 463Husband and wife together constitute a society, i. e., a stable union of persons, entered into for a common purpose, i. e., a complete enduring personal partnership for the continuance of the race.

From this definition may be deduced the mutual duties of husband and wife. These duties are partly natural, partly intellectual, moral, and religious. They are based upon the threefold character of Matrimony as a natural union, a moral society, and a sacramental association for the salvation of its members, and designed to enable man to accomplish the threefold purpose of marriage, namely, the propagation of the human race, mutual assistance, and mutual sanctification.1

1 Gen. I, 27 sq.; II, 18; Matth. XIX, 4–6; 1 Cor. VII, 2–5; 1 Tim. II, 15; 1 Pet. III, 7.

Though the sedatio concupiscentiae and the propagation of the species are true purposes of Matrimony, yet its highest or principal object is the undivided community of life led by husband and wife.2 Hence we may distinguish matrimonial duties of the natural or lower, and of the spiritual or higher order.3

2 1 Cor. VII, 2.—St. Augustine, De Bono Coniug., c. 5: “Marriage exists for this, that concupiscence, reduced to a legitimate bond, should not drift about misshapen and unrestrained, having from itself an unbridled weakness of flesh, but from marriage an indissoluble fellowship of fidelity; from itself a tendency to immoderate intercourse, from marriage a manner of chaste procreation. For although it is shameful to wish to use a husband lustfully, it is nevertheless honorable to be unwilling to unite except with a husband and to bear children only by a husband.”—Ibid., c. 3: “The good of marriage, which the Lord also confirmed in the Gospel, not only because He forbade dismissing a wife except for the cause of fornication (Mt. XIX, 9), but also because He came when invited to a wedding (John II, 2), why it is good is rightly asked. It does not seem to me to be only the natural fellowship in the different sex. Otherwise marriage would no longer be called such in old age, especially if they had either lost children or had begotten none. But now, in a good marriage, even one advanced in years, although the ardor of age between male and female has withered, the order of charity between husband and wife nevertheless flourishes, because the better they are, the earlier, by mutual consent, they have begun to abstain from the union of their flesh, not that it would thereafter be a necessity not to be able to do what they wished, but that it would be to their praise first not to have wished what they could.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 377, 375).

3 Gen. II, 24; Matth. XIX, 5; 1 Cor. VII, 4; Eph. V, 25–29; Tit. II, 4.

p. 464The qualities required of the married are thus described by the famous pulpit jester Abraham a Santa Clara: “Married people must have good teeth, for they are obliged to chew and swallow many disagreeable things. They must have good fingers, for it is often necessary that they peer through them. They must have good feet, for the shoe will often pinch them. They must have a good stomach, for they have to digest many troubles. They must be very devout, for they have to carry the cross every day in the year.”

p. 465I. The principal duties of the married in the natural order are cohabitation and the debitum coniugale.




	The duty of living together (communio mensae sive cohabitatio) is imposed by the common life to which both parties are vowed.4 By the law of nature the husband is the head of the family and determines its place and manner of living. If for some good reason he decides to change his domicile, the wife is bound to follow him, unless she is physically or morally unable to do so. If he is temporarily forced to live apart from his wife, he should obtain her consent, without which he should not act except in case of necessity, and even then only provided the separation does not bring in its wake the periculum incontinentiae. For a short absence the husband does not need the consent of his wife, but it would undoubtedly be an injustice to her if he remained away even for a brief while without informing her of the reason.5



4 Matth. XIX, 5; 1 Cor. VII, 5.—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theologia Mor., l. VI, n. 977.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 388.

5 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 939: “It is certain that spouses are bound by an obligation of justice to cohabit in the same house, at the same table and bed. Hence it is inferred that neither spouse can depart elsewhere for a long time against the will of the other unless just causes are present, namely for the public good, to support or protect the family, or to avoid harm from enemies. But Bossius, with Toletus and Sayrus, said that if the husband had to remain elsewhere for a long time, he would be bound, if he conveniently can, to bring his wife there so that she may cohabit with him. . . . The husband can undertake a brief pilgrimage for the sake of devotion even against his wife’s will; the wife, however, cannot do this without the husband’s consent, since she is subject to his will and it does not become the state of women to travel. From mutual consent, however, spouses can rightly separate from each other, provided the danger of incontinence and harm to the education of the offspring are absent, from the words of the Apostle (1 Cor. VII, 5): ‘Defraud not one another, except perhaps by consent for a time, that you may devote yourselves to prayer, and return together again, lest Satan tempt you because of your incontinence.’”—Cfr. Reuter-Lehmkuhl, Neoconfessarius, P. II, c. 4, n. p. 151.

p. 466If the matrimonial contract stipulates that the husband shall not change his domicile without the wife’s consent, or if he becomes a vagabond after marriage, and the wife was unaware of this propensity before she married him, she is not bound to accompany him. The fact that the wife’s dowry has not yet been paid, does not justify the husband in refusing to cohabit with her, for the duty of cohabitation flows from the marriage contract. Arbitrary separation, secret escape, or malicious abandonment of one party by the other, is a grievous injustice.

If married people live apart, it is usually an indication that their spiritual union is not very close. The wife’s place is in her husband’s house, and she inflicts an injury upon him if she goes away to live with her parents or other relatives.

If a man wishes to emigrate to a foreign country, he should not do so against the wishes of his wife. Even though she can give no other reason for opposing the plan than a strong love of home, this sentiment should be respected. The man who without important reasons disregards such a noble sentiment in his wife, cannot expect her to become more closely attached to him if he disregards her wishes. Only when the motives inspiring the husband are very weighty, can the wife be expected to acquiesce, even at the sacrifice of her natural sentiments.6

6 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 629.

p. 467Neither party may leave the other except on account of notorious adultery or if further cohabitation has become impossible without serious danger to faith, morals, or honor. In that event the facts should be reported to the ecclesiastical authorities and permission obtained for a separatio a mensa et toro.

If one party has committed adultery, and the fact is established beyond doubt, the innocent partner is justified in denying to the guilty the debitum coniugale and other signs of matrimonial affection, and if he or she intends to apply for an ecclesiastical decree of separation, the debitum must be denied, because otherwise the right to a separation would be forfeited.

Even when there are good reasons for demanding a separation the innocent party should consider well whether it would not be better, for the sake of the temporal and eternal welfare of himself or herself and of the children, to condone the crime and continue to cohabit with the guilty partner rather than get a separation.

For a husband or wife to live apart from the other without sufficient canonical reasons is a mortal sin and renders the party per se unworthy of absolution. Under present conditions, however, the Church is no longer able to prevent such unauthorized separations and therefore tolerates them. Hence if married persons living apart are convinced that they are right, if their separation does not give scandal, and if admonitions and warnings are likely to prove ineffective, they may be left unmolested.7

7 J. E. Pruner, Kath. Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 3rd ed., p. 335; cfr. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 934 sqq.

p. 468


	The communio tori or ius et debitum coniugale also flows from the nature of Matrimony.



a) Matrimonial cohabitation in the narrower sense of the term is not sinful, but on the contrary, the right to demand, and the duty to render it, are clearly taught by St. Paul, when he says: “Let the husband render to his wife her due, and likewise the wife to her husband. The wife hath not control of her own body [in this matter], but the husband; the husband likewise hath not control of his own body, but the wife. Deprive not one another [of your due], unless it be by consent for a time, that you may devote yourself to prayer and [then] be together again, lest Satan use your lack of self-control to tempt you.”8

8 1 Cor. VII, 3 sq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 938: “Although spouses are bound by no law to the use of marriage, they are nevertheless bound of themselves in justice to render the debt to each other if one asks it of the other expressly or tacitly (modesty, of course, standing in the way). The reason for the former is that they are not bound to use their right. The reason for the latter follows from the nature of a mutual contract. Neither is bound, speaking of itself, to request the debt, although accidentally one may sometimes be bound either by charity, e. g., to notice the danger of incontinence threatening the spouse, or by legal justice, because the public welfare would be endangered unless offspring were born.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, n. 687: “The conjugal debt is called that common action of the spouses which is necessary for generation and which is ordained by the supreme Provider of all things for propagating human society. This action consists in carnal union, by which man and woman become as it were one body and one flesh. An act of this kind is called a debt by the Apostle; for it is what spouses owe to each other.”—Ibid., n. 688: “The conjugal act is of itself altogether honorable and licit between true spouses, provided it is exercised for a due end; for it is the sole means established and ordained by the Creator of nature Himself for the legitimate propagation of the human race. The ends which render such an act honorable are: 1. The generation of offspring, which is numbered among the principal ends of marriage; 2. The satisfaction of the obligation arising from the right of one’s spouse; 3. The avoidance of incontinence both in oneself and in one’s spouse; 4. The desire of fostering or obtaining honorable friendship, of making manifest the conjugal affection, or of promoting it.”—Ibid., n. 696: “There is no obligation of itself to request the conjugal debt. The reason is that neither spouse is bound to use his right and each can remit it. Accidentally, however, there can be an obligation to request it from charity or another virtue, especially in the husband, e. g., if he judges that his spouse is in danger of incontinence because of modesty in asking, or if the request is necessary for the sake of fostering or restoring conjugal friendship, etc.”—Wilhelm, Das Eheleben, 98 sqq.

p. 469It follows that the married have the right, within the limits set by God, to demand the debitum coniugale of each other, and to this right corresponds the strict duty of rendering the debitum, unless there are good reasons justifying a refusal. Hence both parties have equal rights and duties in regard to matrimonial cohabitation and, generally speaking, are bound under pain of mortal sin to render each other the debitum. This obligation is especially grave if either party is exposed to the danger of incontinence.

As a rule the debitum coniugale or the redditio debiti may not be denied sub gravi if the other party expressly demands it, or the demand may be reasonably presumed. Unwarranted denial of this right is apt to disturb the peace and may easily become a source of marital infidelity.9

9 1 Cor. VII, 7.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 63, art. 2: “Requesting the debt happens in two ways: in one way expressly, as when they request it from one another in words; in another way interpretatively, when, namely, the husband perceives through certain signs that the wife would wish the debt to be rendered to her, but is silent because of modesty; and thus, even though she does not expressly request the debt in words, nevertheless the husband is bound to render it when certain signs of rendering the debt appear in the wife.”—Ibid., art. 9, ad 1: “This has been divinely ordained because of the slipperiness of the flesh, that the debt always be rendered to one requesting it, lest any occasion of sin be given.”—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 940: “He sins mortally who denies the debt to a spouse seriously and urgently requesting it, because it is a grave matter and is owed in justice. Understand this unless the one requesting can be turned aside by entreaties or another honorable reason and the request is not immoderate (for if it is denied once in words to one frequently requesting it, apart from danger of incontinence, it seems to be only venial because of lightness of matter; and sometimes, if one requests too immoderately and unjustly too often, none), nor is there another just cause for denying. M. Perez judges it a just cause, apart from danger of incontinence for either, if more children would be born than they can support.”

p. 470The duty of rendering the debitum ceases if the party demanding it is not in the full possession of his or her senses (e. g., insane or totally drunk), if he or she suffers from an infectious disease or has forfeited the ius petendi debitum coniugale by adultery.10

10 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 948, 950–953; Gury, II, n. 696: “The obligation of rendering the debt ceases when the right of demanding it ceases; but the right is extinguished especially in the following cases, namely: 1. If one of the spouses has committed adultery, because fidelity is no longer owed to one who breaks fidelity; 2. If the one requesting lacks the use of reason, because his request is not a human act; 3. If the one rendering can reasonably fear damage or grave danger to health, because spouses are not judged to have bound themselves to render the debt with so great an inconvenience; 4. If the one requesting has lost the right to request because of incest committed with the other’s blood relatives or for some other reason.”

b) The conjugal act (usus matrimonii) is licit only if prompted by reasonable and proper motives, such as the desire for children (generatio prolis), mutual affection (caritas mutua), or the wish to avoid sin (evitatio peccati), and provided it takes place within the limits prescribed by the moral law, or, as theologians are wont to put it, “salva personae incolumitate et salvâ debitâ honestate.” Though in its nature licit, nay laudable and where the conditions for supernatural merit are present, even meritorious, the actus coniugalis may become illicit and sinful per ac- cidens, i. e., through the circumstances accompanying it.11

11 St. Augustine, De Genesi ad Lit., l. IX, c. 7, n. 12: “That which marriages possess as a good, and by which marriages are good, can never be a sin. This, however, is threefold: fidelity, offspring, sacrament. In fidelity, care is taken that there be no intercourse with another woman or man outside the marriage bond; in offspring, that it be lovingly received, kindly nourished, religiously educated; in the sacrament, moreover, that the marriage not be dissolved and that the man or woman who is dismissed not be joined to another even for the sake of offspring. This is, as it were, the rule of marriages, by which either the fecundity of nature is adorned or the depravity of incontinence is governed.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 397.)—Idem, De Bono Coniug., c. 6, n. 6: “Conjugal intercourse for the sake of generation has no fault; that for satisfying concupiscence, however, but nevertheless with one’s spouse, has venial fault because of fidelity to the marriage bed; adultery, however, or fornication, has mortal fault. And for this reason continence from all intercourse is indeed better than even marital intercourse itself, which is performed for the sake of begetting.”—Ibid., c. 7, n. 6: “But because that continence is of greater merit, while rendering the conjugal debt is no crime, demanding it beyond the necessity of generation is a venial fault, and fornicating or committing adultery is a punishable crime, conjugal charity ought to take care lest, while seeking for itself that from which it may be more greatly honored, it make for the spouse that from which the spouse may be condemned.” (P. L., 377 sq.)—Peter Lombard, Sent., l. IV, dist. 31, c. 5.—St. Thomas, S. Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 49, art. 5: “Just as the goods of marriage, in so far as they are in a habit, make marriage honorable and holy, so also, in so far as they are in actual intention, they make the act of marriage honorable with respect to those two goods of marriage which concern the act itself. Hence, when spouses come together for the sake of procreating offspring, or in order to render to each other the debt that pertains to fidelity, they are totally excused from sin.”—J. Nider († 1438), Praeceptorium Div. Legis, pr. 6, c. 4: “Intercourse in marriage is therefore a meritorious act and an act of the virtue which is called conjugal chastity, when it takes place solely for the sake of procreating offspring and educating it religiously for the increase of divine worship. And if the other due circumstances are then present, it is an act of the virtue which is called religion.”—Cfr. Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 238 sqq.

p. 471a) If it entails grave danger to life or health for one or both of the parties, the act is illicit and cannot even be justified by the periculum incontinentiae, because the latter may be obviated by other means, e. g., prayer and mortification. When there is immediate danger to an already conceived fetus, e. g., through abortion,
the concubitus matrimonialis is forbidden, because it would inflict upon the child an injustice which not even the danger of incontinence could excuse. If the procreation of an imperfect offspring is to be apprehended from the act, the principle of St. Thomas applies: “Although weak offspring may be generated, nevertheless it is better for it to exist thus than not to exist at all.”12 In such a case no right is violated by matrimonial intercourse because the proles concipienda as yet possesses no rights. Besides, the fact of conception and the harm apprehended are both uncertain.

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 64, art. 1, ad 4.

p. 472It should be observed, however, that harm caused to a child quite often means injury to the family and to the State, for instance, through idiocy. For this reason prospective parents are under a grave obligation to avoid whatever might lead to the birth of exceptionally abnormal offspring. Broadly speaking, married couples have not the right to bring into the world children whom they are unable to support, for they would thereby inflict a grievous damage upon society.

It should be remembered that a fetus has the rights of a human being. Hence the married are not permitted to have sexual intercourse if it is apt to injure an existing fetus and the injury is not compensated by a corresponding advantage. The risk of incontinence can be offset by other means. But to forbid marital inter- course when the danger of abortion is but slight, would be imposing an intolerable burden. Aside from the danger of abortion, all other possible injuries to be apprehended from marital intercourse may be compensated for by such reasonable ends as the fostering of mutual affection, avoiding incontinence, etc.13

13 F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, 5th ed., p. 431.

p. 473In cases of mental derangement on either side, the sexual intercourse of the married is subject to certain restraints imposed by regard for the welfare of the offspring. The children of a psychopathic or neurotic couple will not easily escape a hereditary taint. In cases of extreme and permanent psychic affection some authors hold that sexual intercourse is forbidden. When the trouble is less deep-seated and merely temporary, it will be advisable to await the return of a more normal condition, if this can be done without irritating the patient too much.14

14 Stöhr-Kannamüller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedizin, 5th ed., pp. 507 sqq.

β) Married people may not, under pain of mortal sin, gratify the sexual instinct outside the limits established by nature, especially are they forbidden to prevent conception or limit offspring except by mutual abstention.15 A hus- band who practices onanism cannot be absolved unless he shows extraordinary signs of contrition and a firm purpose of amendment. The wife should try to prevent onanistic intercourse. If she does not succeed, she should withhold interior consent from the sin committed by the vir onanista and manifest her disapproval of his conduct by earnest protests and admonitions. For the rest she may remain passive, because the act is legitimate in its inception and becomes sinful only through subsequent abuse on the part of the husband. If, however, it is impossible for the wife to render the debitum coniugale in ordine naturae, because the husband uses mechanical appliances (condoms, pessaries) or other means to prevent conception, (“contraceptives,” as they are called), she is strictly bound to deny him the debitum coniugale, because in that case the act is intrinsically bad from the very beginning and therefore co-operation would be illicit and a mortal sin except when rendered under the influence of dire compulsion.16

15 “A certain noble lord, otherwise well instructed, is accustomed to interrupt intercourse, even though his spouse objects, lest offspring follow. Asked why he acts thus, he replies that this was permitted to him by some learned confessor. When reproved, he says that he does it for a twofold reason: 1. Lest the condition of the family be brought low by more numerous offspring; 2. Lest the wife be excessively wearied by repeated pregnancy. Moreover, rejected by the pastor, who does not absolve him when he is unwilling to withdraw from this manner of acting, he everywhere proclaims his pastor ignorant and proud, as one who corrects the opinion of others and imposes unbearable burdens upon penitents. The Sacred Penitentiary, under date of Nov. 13, 1901, replied: The pastor of whom the case speaks acted rightly, and a penitent who is unwilling to abstain from this manner of acting, which is pure onanism, cannot be absolved.”—Cfr. L. Freund, Kindersegen und Kindersorgen, 2nd ed., Donauwörth 1907; D. J. Cardinal Mercier, The Duties of Conjugal Life, London C. T. S., pp. 14 sqq.

16 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 927: “From the cases stated it is consequently resolved that it is lawful to use marriage for the sake of offspring, even though offspring need not necessarily be intended while it is exercised, provided that it is not positively prevented; indeed, sometimes it may even lawfully be excluded by a simple intention, e. g., by a poor man, lest he be excessively burdened with children.”—Ibid., n. 954: “You ask whether it is ever lawful to impede the generation of offspring. It is answered: Spouses can indeed for a grave reason do something from which the emission of seed follows accidentally; they sin, however, if in the use of marriage or after its use they do something by which conception is impeded or conceived seed is cast out. The reason for the former is that generation is not impeded, not even indirectly, but it is merely permitted that generation not occur, which is lawful for a reasonable cause. The reason for the latter is that they act against fidelity and the principal end of marriage. Hence neither impending poverty nor danger from childbirth excuses such persons.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., II, nn. 702–705.—Lehmkuhl, Casus Consc., Vol. I, 3rd ed., nn. 548–552.—Jos. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. II, 3rd ed., pp. 152 sqq., 476 sqq.

p. 475A woman who directly or indirectly (e. g., by complaining) induces her husband to employ unnatural means to prevent conception, commits a mortal sin.

It goes without saying that the medicinal or artificial sterilization of the semen virile post copulam is illicit.17

17 Except in cases of rape; Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 1013; cfr. Aertnys, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 7th ed., l. III, n. 192, qu. 2.

It is permissible to limit sexual intercourse to the period during which conception does not ordinarily take place.18

18 S. Poenit., decree of June 16, 1880.—M. D. Nardi, De Sanctitate Matrimonii Vindicata contra Onanismum, 3rd ed., Rome 1907.—C. Capellmann, Fakultative Sterilität ohne Verletzung der Sittengesetze, 13th ed., Aix-la-Chapelle, 1896, pp. 15 sqq.—A decision of the Holy Office, March 24, 1897, forbade the artificial fecundation of women (see Antonelli, Medicina Past., Vol. II, 4th ed., pp. 534 sqq.).

The excision of the uterus or ovaries, if performed for the sole purpose of preventing conception, is sinful, even in cases where conception might involve danger to the woman’s life.

If the husband demands the debitum coniugale while intoxicated, the wife, because of the danger to the offspring, is justified in denying him; nay, she is in duty bound to refuse if there is direct danger of abortion.19

19 Stöhr-Kannamüller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedizin, 5th ed., p. 507.

p. 476γ) Married people in the nature of things enjoy great freedom in those actions which are directed towards the concubitus coniugalis.20 But the usus matrimonii is not, as many seem to think, a permit for the unlimited gratification of the passions. It is, on the contrary, designed as a medicine and protection against inordinate concupiscence and must, therefore, always be chaste and decent.21 To indulge in it merely and solely for pleasure, i. e., to the positive exclusion of every other legitimate end, would consequently be sinful, for that pleasure is intended by nature as a means to an end, namely, the procreation of offspring, and must not be raised to the rank of an end in itself.22

20 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 932: “You ask whether and when touches, looks, and indecent words are lawful between spouses. It is answered: Such acts are lawful to them in themselves, because to one to whom the end is lawful, the means are also lawful, and to one to whom consummation is lawful, the beginning is also lawful. Hence they may lawfully excite nature to intercourse by such acts. But if they are performed separately and without relation to intercourse, v. g., solely for the sake of pleasure, they are venial sins, because by reason of the state which renders those acts honorable they have a right to them. Unless, however, as often happens, they are joined with danger of pollution, or the spouses have a vow of chastity, for then they are mortal.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 700 sq.

21 Tob. IV, 13; VI, 16 sqq., 22. 1 Cor. VII, 29; Tit. II, 5.—St. Jerome, Adv. Iovinian., l. I, n. 49: “A wise man ought to love his wife with judgment, not with passion. Let him govern the impulses of pleasure and not be borne headlong into intercourse. Nothing is more shameful than to love one’s wife as though she were an adulteress. . . . It is the saying of a most learned man that chastity must above all be retained; when it has been lost, every virtue falls. In it lies the pre-eminence of womanly virtues. It commends the poor woman, exalts the rich, redeems the deformed, adorns the beautiful; it serves the ancestors well, whose blood it does not corrupt with secret offspring; it serves the children well, who need neither blush for their mother nor doubt their father; above all it serves herself well, whom it vindicates from the outrage of another’s body. . . . There are many things which ennoble distinguished characters. A woman’s proper virtue is chastity.” (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 281 sq.)—St. Augustine, De Bono Coniug., c. 11, n. 12: “The beauty of marriage is chastity in procreating and fidelity in rendering the carnal debt.” (P. L., XL, 382). Idem, Serm., n. 9 (al. 96 de tempore), c. 9, n. 12: “Many safeguards make a woman chaster; let manliness itself make a man chaste. For a woman therefore has greater custody, because she has greater weakness. She blushes before a man; do you not blush before Christ? You are freer because stronger: because you conquer easily, you are therefore entrusted to yourself. Over her are both the vigilance of her husband and the terror of the laws and the custom of morals and greater modesty; and over you is God, God alone.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 84.)

22 Prop. damn. sub Innoc. XI, n. 9: “The conjugal act performed solely for pleasure is wholly free from all fault and venial defect.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1026.)

p. 477According to Thomas R. Malthus († 1834) population, when unchecked, always increases in a geometrical ratio, whereas the food supply increases only in an arithmetical ratio, in other words, “while the primitive agricultural community increases from two to sixteen, the food which their labor produces only increases from two to eight. Thus a time must sooner or later arrive when the population has outrun the means of subsistence, and its further increase is limited by actual starvation.” The so-called Malthusian law has long since been disproved, but this fact does not hinder thousands of presumably educated persons from regarding its fundamental thesis as a sure conclusion of science.23 Christian economists have proved on a strictly scientific basis that Malthusianism is wrong.24 “With the increase in population,” says Dr. Linsenmann, “there grows not only the power of productivity inherent in human labor, but also, in consequence of advancing civilization, the productiveness of the soil, because it is more intensely cultivated, and the progress of the science of economics enables men to make better use of the gifts of nature. . . . The theory of voluntary self-restraint, moreover, misses its aim. If this self-restraint is to be truly moral, rather than a cause of grave moral aberrations and social evils (prostitution), it presupposes a moral strength which can be expected least of those who ought to be the first to exercise it. The man who possesses enough strength of character to practice this self-control, will not ‘breed proletarians,’ but is competent to establish and support a home of his own and to rear his children as useful members of society. It would not be better, but rather worse, for society if the best and morally most perfect families would produce fewer children in order not to deprive the offspring of the homeless proletarians of their sustenance. . . . When self-restraint is really moral and based upon mutual consent, it may be justified by the motive not to have more children than can be properly taken care of, in connection with other motives. But because of its dangers it should be recommended only with the greatest caution.”25

23 A. M. Carr-Saunders, The Population Problem, London, 1922; H. G. Sutherland, M. D., Birth Control, London, 1922, pp. 1 sqq.

24 H. G. Sutherland, Birth Control, London 1922, passim.—H. Pesch, S. J., Lehrbuch der Nationalökonomie, Vol. II, pp. 587 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 132 sqq.—Idem, Der Sozialismus, 9th ed., pp. 392 sqq. (Engl. tr. by V. Gettelmann, S. J.).—F. Keller, Bevölkerungspolitik und christliche Moral, Freiburg 1905.—S. de Plauzoles, La Maternité et la Défense Nationale contre la Dépopulation, Paris 1909, pp. 119 sqq.

25 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheol., pp. 633 sq.

p. 478Malthus, who was a parson of the Anglican Church and a conservative in politics, recommended abstinence from sexual intercourse on moral grounds only, and hence it is wrong to designate the modern theory of “birth control” as “Neo-Malthusianism.” In direct opposition to Malthus’s teaching the Malthusian League in England advises early marriage combined with artificial birth control.26 There can be no doubt that the honest citizen who marries and rears a large family of healthy children serves his country more effectively than the bachelor who engages in speculation regarding population figures.

26 “Although their policy is thus in flat contradiction to the policy of Malthus,” says Dr. Sutherland (op. cit., p. 3 sq.), “there are two things common to both. Each is based on the same fallacy, and the aim of both is wide of the mark. Indeed, the Neo-Malthusian, like Malthus, has ‘a mist of speculation over his facts, a vapor of fact over his ideas.’ Moreover, the path of the Malthusian League, although at first glance an easy way out of many human difficulties, is in reality the broad road along which a man or a nation travels to destruction; and as guides the Neo-Malthusians are utterly unsafe, since they argue from (a) false premises to (b) false deductions.”—Cfr. Aertnys, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 7th ed., l. VI, n. 493; B. Mosso, De Frustratione Finis Matrimonii in the Pastor Bonus, Treves 1893, pp. 376 sqq.

p. 479There is a duty of moderation and continence which binds all, even the married, according to the individual character of their relationship, and cannot therefore be regulated by a general law,—a duty to take care of one’s health and that of one’s partner, which finds expression in the ancient ecclesiastical admonition to the married to abstain from sexual intercourse at certain seasons of the year as a work of penance. That no positive law to this effect has come down to our time does not prove that the duty of moderation no longer binds married people. They should practice moderation for moral, religious, and hygienic reasons. The admonition of the Roman Catechism is still timely: “As all blessings are to be obtained from God by holy prayer, the faithful should be taught to abstain at times from marital intercourse in order to devote themselves to prayer and supplication to God. By practicing this religious continence, according to the proper and holy injunction of our Fathers, they will find the blessings of marriage augmented by a daily increasing accumulation of divine grace; and living in the pursuit and practice of piety, they will not only spend this life tranquilly and placidly, but will also rest on the true and firm hope, which ‘confoundeth not’ (Rom. v, 5), of attaining, through the goodness of God, life eternal.”27

27 Catech. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 34.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 64, art. 6–9.

p. 480c) Intimately connected with the debitum coniugale is the duty of fidelity which the married owe to one another (fides matrimonialis). This duty is a postulate of nature, imposed by the purpose of Matrimony as well as by the fact that Christian marriage is a symbol of Christ’s indissoluble and exclusive union with His Church.28 Every gratification of the sexual instinct outside of Matrimony, nay even the voluntary desire for it, is a mortal sin (adulterium), doubly grave if the real or coveted accomplice is a married person. The specific sin of adultery is committed also if one party has illicit sexual intercourse with the consent of the other, because neither husband nor wife can abolish the matrimonial relation.29

28 Gen. II, 24; Matth. XIX, 5; 1 Cor. VII, 4; Eph. V, 25 sqq.; Heb. XIII, 4.—Catech. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 24: “Fidelity . . . is the second good of marriage, not that habit of virtue with which we are imbued when we receive baptism, but a certain faithfulness by which husband and wife mutually bind themselves in such a way that one hands over to the other power over his or her body and promises never to violate that sacred covenant of marriage.”—St. Augustine, De Bono Coniug., c. 4: “This [fidelity], even in corporeal and abject matters, is a great good of the soul, and therefore it is certain that it ought to be preferred even to bodily health, in which our life also is contained. For although a little straw is almost nothing in comparison with much gold, nevertheless fidelity, when it is sincerely kept in a matter of straw just as in gold, is not therefore less because it is kept in a lesser matter.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 376.)

29 Prop. damn. sub Innoc. XI, n. 50: “Intercourse with a married woman with the husband’s consent is not adultery, and therefore it is sufficient in confession to say that one has committed fornication.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1067.)

p. 481Though, so far as the duty of mutual fidelity is concerned, there is no difference between man and wife, and adultery is equally sinful for both, in regard to the bonum fidei as well as the bonum sacramenti, this crime may be aggravated by uncertainty regarding the paternity of a resulting child.30

30 V. supra, pp. 438 sq., 440, 442. Cfr. Holweck, Die kirchlichen Strafgesetze, p. 265.

Adultery is one of the most pernicious of crimes, for it not only involves a grievous injustice to the innocent spouse, but violates the most sacred bond of society, destroys the peace and happiness of numberless families, promotes perjury, child-murder, and other heinous crimes; and hence we need not wonder at the terrible punishments leveled against it.31

31 Ecclus. XXIII, 21 sqq.; Ez. XXII, 11 sqq.; 1 Cor. VI, 9; Heb. XIII, 4.—St. Jerome, Adv. Iovinian., l. I, n. 49: “No calamity of captivity is greater than to be drawn to another woman.” (Migne, P. L., XXIII, 282).—Idem, Epist., 22, n. 12: “David . . . after, while walking upon the roof of his house, he was captivated by the nakedness of Bethsabee, joined homicide to adultery.” (P. L., XXII, 401).

Adultery is usually preceded by a mental estrangement between husband and wife, and by undue affection for a third party. Where this occurs, it is evident that husband and wife were not what they should have been to each other, namely, true soul-mates and boon companions, and this is often the fault of the party who poses as the innocent one after the catastrophe. Lack of expressions of sincere affection and signs of indifference are usually the first indications of an estrangement. They are followed by the destruction of mutual confidence and jealousy. Jealousy may be a sin, namely, when it nourishes suspicion; but in most instances it is caused by the coldness of the other partner, who claims rights, but forgets that he has corresponding duties to fulfil.32

32 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 634.

p. 482II. Prominent among the duties of the higher order which elevate and ennoble married life, are mutual love and the unity and indissolubility of the marriage bond.




	The principal duty of the married is mutual love (amor mutuus). The love which induced them to contract Matrimony should remain with them till death. St. Paul says: “Husbands, love your wives, as Christ also loved the Church and gave himself up for her sake . . . Even thus ought husbands to love their wives as their own bodies. He that loveth his own wife loveth himself. Surely no man hateth his own flesh, nay, he doth nourish and cherish it, even as Christ the Church; because we are members of his body, of his flesh and of his bones. For this shall man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife, and the two shall come to be one flesh. The mystery here is great—I mean in reference to Christ and the Church. However, let each of you, also, love his wife even as himself; and let the wife reverence her husband.”33



33 Eph. V, 28–33; cfr. Tit. II, 4.—Rive-Umberg, S. J., Die Ehe, 2nd ed., Ratisbon 1921, pp. 312 sqq.

p. 483This mutual love (unio cordium), which should be so strong that neither party will prefer his parents or children to the other except in extrema necessitate,34 is a highly important factor in marital life, first, because it preserves domestic concord, and especially the sacred blessing of mutual fidelity; second, because it guarantees mutual assistance and aid in the material, moral, and religious necessities of life, and third, because it secures the divinely-established subjection of the wife to the authority of her husband. For although husband and wife stand in a most intimate mutual relationship, and possess the same rights over each other in regard to the bonum fidei, yet the husband is the natural head of the family, and the wife owes him reverence and obedience in all matters pertaining to domestic government. From this duty of obedience it does not, however, follow that the husband may treat his wife as a servant or slave, for she is his companion and best friend, to whom he owes reverence and love.35

34 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 939, dub. 2: “It must be noted that in extreme necessity aid must first be given to parents, who are to be loved as the source, rather than to one’s spouse, and first also to children, since they are a part of the parent. In grave necessity, however, aid must first be given to one’s spouse rather than to parents and children, because with respect to domestic administration there is a greater union between spouses, since they are one flesh.”

35 Gen. II, 20; III, 12, 16; Eph. V, 22–25, 28; Col. III, 18 sq.; Tit. II, 4 sq.; 1 Pet. III, 1.—Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 26 sq.—St. Ambrose, Epist., 63, n. 107: “Let the woman show deference to the man, not serve him; let her present herself to be governed, not coerced. She is unworthy of marriage who is worthy of strife. Let the man likewise direct his wife as a governor, honor her as the companion of his life, and let him make her a participant as a co-heir of grace.”—Leo XIII, Encycl. “Arcanum divinae sapientiae,” Feb. 10, 1880: “The man is the ruler of the family and the head of the woman; nevertheless she, because she is flesh of his flesh and bone of his bones, should be subject and obedient to the man in the manner not of a maidservant but of a companion, so that neither honor nor dignity be absent from the obedience rendered. In him who commands, and in her who obeys, since each represents an image, the one of Christ, the other of the Church, let divine charity be the perpetual moderator of duty.”—Cfr. J. P. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, nn. 389–391.

p. 484The sin of marital infidelity differs specifically from all other violations of charity. Voluntary aversion or enmity among married people easily becomes a mortal sin, both per se and because of the scandal arising therefrom and the evil consequences it may entail for the whole family.

One of the worst enemies of marital happiness is that blasé indifference to the simple joys of life which so often leads to coldness and neglect. When true love vanishes, its place is but too often taken by passion. The severest character test for the married is childlessness. Not many husbands can say to their sterile wives what Elcana, the father of Samuel, said to Anna: “Why weepest thou? and why dost thou not eat? And why dost thou afflict thy heart? Am I not better to thee than ten children?”36 And yet childless couples might learn from this Old Testament story, not only how to console each other, but also that God can render a barren womb fertile in answer to pious prayers and a vow.37 Unfortunately many childless marriages are barren through the fault of the husbands, who render their wives sterile by infecting them with loathsome diseases, usually contracted from prostitutes.

36 1 Kings I, 8.

37 Linsenmann, Lehrb. der Moraltheol., pp. 635 sq.—Cfr. Gen. XV, 2 sqq.; XVIII, 10 sqq.; XXI, 1 sqq.; Judg. XIII, 2 sq.; 1 Kings I, 19 sq.; Luke I, 36 sq.

p. 485


	The unity of marriage (unitas matrimonii), flows directly from the spiritual and moral nature of Matrimony.



a) That polyandry (plurality of husbands) is opposed to the social order is evident from the fact that there is no room under that system for paternal law and authority. Polyandry is not so much a means for the multiplication of offspring as for indulgence in lust.

Polygamy (plurality of wives) does not necessarily and completely prevent the propagation of the race,38 yet it is unnatural and forbidden, being opposed to the unity of marriage, and consequently more or less incompatible with the equality which it demands between husband and wife. One inevitable consequence of the inequality ensuing from polygamy is the subjection of the wife to the husband; instead of a helpmeet, she becomes his slave.39 Polygamy is consequently forbidden by divine law, and the Church has strongly insisted on the unity of Christian marriage from the beginning of her career.40

38 Conc. Trid., Sess. XXIV, can. 2: “If anyone shall say that it is lawful for Christians to have several wives at the same time, and that this is prohibited by no divine law, let him be anathema.”—St. Augustine, De Bono Coniug., c. 17, n. 20: “It is not lawful for one woman to have several husbands as it is for one man to have several wives; nor could this be for the sake of offspring, if perhaps she could bear while he could not beget. For by a hidden law of nature, things which rule love singularity; things subject, however, are not only singly subject to single things, but, if natural or social reason permits, even several are becomingly subject to one. For one servant does not have several masters in the way that several servants have one master. Thus we read that no holy women served two or more living husbands, but we read that several women served one man, since the society of that nation permitted it and the reason of the time advised it; for this is not contrary to the nature of marriage. For several women can be impregnated by one man, but one woman cannot by several men (this is the force of first principles), just as many souls are rightly subjected to one God. And therefore there is no true God of souls except one, while one soul can commit fornication with many false gods, but cannot be made fruitful by them.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 387).—De Nupt. et Concup., l. I, c. 9, n. 10 (P. L., XLIV, 419).—St. Thomas, Sum- ma Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 65, a. 1: “Plurality of wives neither wholly removes nor in any way impedes the first end of marriage, since one man is sufficient to impregnate several wives and to educate the children born of them. But although it does not wholly remove the secondary end, it nevertheless greatly impedes it, because peace cannot easily exist in a family where several wives are joined to one husband, since one husband cannot suffice to satisfy several wives according to their desire, and also because the participation of several in one office causes strife: just as potters quarrel with one another, and similarly several wives of one husband. It wholly removes the third end, because just as Christ is one, so also the Church is one. And therefore it is plain from what has been said that plurality of wives is in one respect contrary to the law of nature and in another respect not.”

39 Gen. I, 27; II, 24; IV, 19 sqq.; cfr. Gen. VI, 2; Matth. XIX, 2 sqq.; Luke XVI, 18; Rom. VII, 3; 1 Cor. VII, 3 sqq., 10.—Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 19.—St. Augustine, De Nupt. et Concup., l. I, c. 9, n. 10: “Nevertheless the very first divinely established union of the spouses sufficiently indicates that not one man and many women, but one man and one woman, pertains more to the good of marriage, so that marriages might take their beginning from there, where a more honorable example was contemplated.” (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 419).—St. Jerome, Adv. Iovinian., l. I, n. 14: “Where there is a number of husbands, there the husband, who is properly one, ceases to be. One rib at the beginning was changed into one wife. And they shall be, he says, two in one flesh (Gen. II, 24), not three or four; otherwise they are no longer two, if they are several.” (P. L., XXIII, 233).—The passage in Tertullian’s Montanistic treatise, De Exhort. Castitatis, c. 5: “Adam, the man of God, and Eve, the woman of God, having discharged the office of marriage one with the other, sanctioned the form of the man of God from the authority of the origin and the first will of God” (ed. Leopold, P. II, 103), refers to first in opposition to second marriage, which Tertullian regards as tantamount to fornication (cfr. ibid., c. 9: “Second marriage must be called nothing other than a kind of debauchery”).—V. Jäkel, Studien zur vergleichenden Frauenkunde, Berlin 1901, pp. 140 sqq.—G. Dorys, La Femme Turque, Paris 1902, pp. 236 sqq.

40 Conc. Trid., Sess. XXIV, can. 2.—Minucius Felix, Octavius, c. 31: “We gladly cling to the bond of one marriage; from the desire of procreating we know either one wife or none.” (Migne, P. L., III, 337).—Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, l. III, c. 12 (P. G., VIII, 1184).—St. Chrysostom, Hom. in Gen., LVI, c. 3 (P. G., LIV, 489).—Nicholas I, Epist., 97, n. 51 (P. L., CXIX, 999).

p. 486Gen. II, 24: “They shall be two in one flesh” (cfr. Matth. XIX, 5; Eph. V, 31) must be interpreted ethically. The meaning is that husband and wife should share the same ideas and sentiments, bear prosperity and adversity together, and act as if they were but one person. The text contains an indirect commendation of monogamy, because the relationship which it describes would be impossible in a polygamous marriage.

p. 487Gen. VI, 2: “The sons of God seeing the daughters of men, that they were fair, took to themselves wives of all which they chose [i. e., as many as] they chose,” describes not a good, but an evil deed.41

41 Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebr. Bibel, Vol. I, 12, 29.

A non-Catholic writer says: “Monogamy is a burden to both parties, but weighs more heavily upon the husband than upon the wife. . . . From this fact the advocates of free love argue, with truly masculine logic, that monogamy ought to be abolished. Free love would probably be a more agreeable relation than marriage for the average man of to-day. For many it would merely mean the recognition and legalization of an existing condition. But for the female sex it would just as certainly prove a source of serious dangers and aberrations, fraught with far worse consequences than the present ‘yoke,’ of which a few neurotic women so bitterly complain. . . . The average man prefers polygamy, whereas the average woman rather favors monogamy. A radical change of the existing order would merely reverse the situation without improving it. . . . But there stands in favor of marriage and against free love this powerful argument: that the State recognizes (at least in principle) the duty of caring for children only in connection with a monogamous union concluded for life. Marriage and free love are equally inacceptable to both sexes: neither will be satisfied, no matter which solution is chosen. But the necessity of providing for the offspring decides the question absolutely in favor of marriage. The modern social community which we call State, and which has serious defects, but still greater advantages, demands monogamy in the interest of the child. All other expedients to safeguard the interests of the child and the liberty of the parents, are purely theoretical and utopian, and their occasional successful adoption within very small circles does not prove their adaptability on a larger scale. For the sake of the child it is necessary, therefore, that marriage be established by law. . . . We may agree with Björnson that the ideal of the woman, namely, chastity before and outside of marriage, should also be the ideal of the man. . . . Chastity on the part of the male is an absolutely reasonable demand and indispensable under present conditions for a healthy social life. Hence it should be striven for with might and main, even though, on account of its ideal nature, it can never be completely attained.”42

42 E. Platzhoff-Lejeune, Handschuhmoral, 2nd ed., pp. 16 sqq., 21.—F. W. Förster, Sexualethik und Sexualpädagogik, 3rd ed., Munich 1910, pp. 45 sqq., 83 sqq.

p. 488If polygamy is contrary to the natural law because it violates the rights of woman and endangers the welfare of the family, how could God permit it under the Old Law? Fr. Victor Cathrein, S.J., answers this question as follows: “Inasmuch as polygamy is opposed to equal rights for both sexes, God could permit it because He is the supreme Lord and therefore can dispense or withdraw human rights as He pleases in His wisdom and holiness. The evil consequences result- ing from polygamy He can prevent in some other way, or, for wise reasons, tolerate temporarily, if the chief purpose of marriage, namely, the propagation of the species, is thereby more quickly attained and this object is desirable for very particular reasons, as it was in the time of the Patriarchs.”43

43 V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., p. 418.—St. Augustine, Contra Faustum Manich., l. XXII, c. 47: “Now, indeed, the fact that his son Jacob is reproached for four wives as though for an enormous crime is cleared away by a general preliminary statement. For when it was the custom, it was not a crime; now it is a crime for the reason that it is not the custom. For some sins are against nature, others against custom, others against precepts. Since these things are so, what crime, then, is it that is charged against the holy man Jacob because he had several wives at once? If you consult nature, he used those women not for lusting but for begetting; if custom, this was commonly done at that time and in those lands; if precept, it was prohibited by no law.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 428).—Idem, De Bono Coniug., c. 15, n. 17: “There is not now the necessity of propagation which existed then, when those already joined in marriage were permitted to take others for more abundant posterity, which certainly is not permitted now. For the hidden distinction of times brings so much opportunity to the just doing or not doing of something, that now he acts better who has not taken even one wife, unless he cannot contain himself. Then, however, even those who could much more easily contain themselves took several wives without blame, unless piety at that time demanded otherwise.” (P. L., XL, 385).—Idem, De Nupt. et Concup., l. I, c. 8, n. 9: “It was also permitted to certain individual men to have several wives, where the reason was the multiplication of offspring, not a varying appetite of pleasure.” C. 9, n. 10: “Hence, if one woman lies with several men, because there is for her no multiplication of offspring from this, but a multiplication of lust, she cannot be a wife, but is a harlot.” (P. L., XLIV, 419).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 65, art. 2; A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 916 sqq.

p. 489b) The remarriage of either party after the death of the other (nuptiae secundae, bigamia successiva) is permitted, in fact, St. Paul expressly says that “the younger [widows] should marry, bear children, be mistresses of families, give no occasion to the adversary to speak “evil.”44 In matter of fact it is far more difficult for young widowers and widows to practice sexual continence than it is for those who have never been married.45

44 1 Tim. V, 14; 1 Cor. VII, 8 sq., 39 sq.—St. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech., IV, c. 26: “And let those married only once not reject those who have entered a second marriage; for continence is indeed good and admirable, but it is also pardonable to enter a second marriage, lest the weak commit fornication.” (Migne, P. G., XXXIII, 488 sq).—St. Augustine, De Bono Viduit., c. 11, n. 14: “I discuss these things for this reason, lest you suppose that either second marriages are a crime or that any marriages, since they are marriages, are an evil. Therefore do not wish them to be condemned by you, but to be disdained. Thus the good of widowed continence shines more brightly, since in vowing and professing it women can disdain what is lawful and pleasing to them.”—Ibid., c. 12, n. 15: “Men are accustomed to raise a question concerning third and fourth and still further marriages. Hence, to answer briefly, I dare neither to condemn any marriages nor to take from them the honor due to their number.” (P. L., XL, 439).—St. Jerome, Epist., 54 (al. 10), n. 18: “Think daily that you [Furia, a widow] are going to die, and you will never think of second marriages.” (P. L., XXII, 560).—St. Thomas, S. Th., 3a, Suppl., qu. 63, art. 1 sq.

45 Tertullian, Ad Uxor., l. I, c. 8: “Although in them [virgins] undiminished integrity and complete holiness are about to see the face of God close at hand, nevertheless the widow has something more laborious, because it is easy not to desire what you do not know and to turn away from what you have never desired. More glorious, therefore, is the continence which feels its own right, which knows what it has seen. A virgin may be regarded as happier, but a widow as more laborious; the former has what good she always had, the latter what good she has found for herself; in the former grace, in the latter virtue, is crowned. For some things are of divine liberality, others of our own operation.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 69).—St. Jerome, Epist., 123 (al. 11), n. 11: “It is certainly much more laborious not to enjoy what you have than to desire what you have lost. Hence virginity is also easier in that it has not known the incentives of the flesh, and widowhood more solicitous in that it recalls past pleasures in the mind; especially if she thinks that she has lost a living person, not sent him ahead: the former is a matter of grief, the latter of joy.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 1053).

p. 490Regarded merely as a sign of sexual incontinence, second marriage appears as an imperfection, and there have been theologians who on this account declared it to be forbidden. But a second marriage need not be inspired entirely, or even mainly, by sensuality. It may, on the contrary, be contracted for honorable and highly moral motives, such as zeal for one’s own salvation, the welfare of society, etc., and hence the Church does not object to it. That she refuses to confer the nuptial blessing upon a bride who has received it before, must not be interpreted as a disapproval of second marriages. That blessing is for life. Not everything that looks stricter is morally more perfect, else the self-immolation of widows in India would constitute the highest ideal of marital fidelity.46

46 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 637.

p. 491Tertullian, who in his Catholic period had permitted, nay exalted second marriage with all the power of his matchless rhetoric, after joining the Montanists changed his attitude on this as on many other questions, and not only condemned the remarriage of widows and widowers, but denounced it as tantamount to fornication.47 This was an error, though it need not be regarded as specifically Montanistic, since several orthodox writers before Tertullian, e. g., Athenagoras,48 Theophilus,49 and Irenæus50 seem to have held the same view. Other ecclesiastical authors of the early period permitted second marriage, but regarded it as more or less an imperfection.51

47 Ad Uxor., l. II, c. 8 (ed. Leopold, P. II, 76); De Exhort. Castit., c. 9. De Monogamia, c. 1: “We know one marriage just as we know one God.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 112).—De Labriolle, “La Lutte de Tertullien contre les Secondes Noces,” in the Annales de Philos. Chrét., Paris 1907, pp. 362 sqq.

48 Supplic., c. 33.

49 Ad Autol., l. III, c. 15.

50 Adv. Haeres., III, 17, 2.

51 Cfr. J. Müller, Das sexuelle Leben der christlichen Kulturvölker, pp. 35 sqq.; J. Mausbach, Altchristl. und moderne Gedanken über Frauenberuf, pp. 23 sqq.




	The indissolubility of the marriage bond (inseparabilitas vel indissolubilitas matrimonii)52 is to a certain extent founded on the nature and purpose of Matrimony, inasmuch as it determines the right relationship of husband and wife to each other, as well as that between parents and children, and vice versa. But the chief reason why marriage is indissoluble is that it has been raised to the rank of a Sacrament and constituted a symbol of Christ’s union with His church. The Catechism of the Council of Trent explains this as follows: “Although it belongs to marriage as a natural contract to be indissoluble, yet its indissolubility arises chiefly from its nature as a Sacrament, as which it attains to its highest perfection. To make its bond dissoluble would be repugnant both to the care of bringing up offspring and to the other advantages of marriage.”53



52 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 183 sqq.—A. Cigoi, Die Unauflösbarkeit der christl. Ehe und die Ehescheidung, Paderborn 1895, pp. 151 sqq., 193 sqq.—J. Fahrner, Geschichte der Ehescheidung im kanonischen Recht, Vol. I, Freiburg 1903, pp. 11 sqq.—K. Böckenhoff, Die Unauflösbarkeit der Ehe, Munich, 1908, pp. 24 sqq.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 429 sqq.—M. C. Forest, O. P., Divorce (tr. by J. K. Foran), Ottawa, 1921, pp. 19 sqq.

53 Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 11: “Although it belongs to marriage, in so far as it is an office of nature, that it cannot be dissolved, nevertheless this is chiefly the case in so far as it is a sacrament, from which fact it also attains the highest perfection in all things which are proper to it by the law of nature. Nevertheless, both the care of educating offspring and the other goods of marriage are incompatible with making its bond dissoluble.”

p. 492Pope Pius IX, in his famous Syllabus of Errors, condemned the proposition that “The marriage bond is not indissoluble by natural law and in various cases divorce, in the strict sense of the term, may be sanctioned by civil authority.”54

54 Syllabus Errorum, n. 67: “By natural law the bond of marriage is not indissoluble, and in various cases divorce properly so called can be sanctioned by civil authority.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1767).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 67, art. 1 sq.—Cfr. Cat. Rom., P. II, c. 8, qu. 25.—G. Schneemann, Die Irrtümer über die Ehe, Freiburg i. B. 1865, pp. 104 sqq.

p. 493Hence Christian marriage, when properly contracted and consummated, is absolutely indissoluble.55 “Whosoever shall put away his wife and marry another,” says Jesus Christ Himself, “committeth adultery against her.”56 And St. Paul writes to the Corinthians: “To the married I give this charge,—nay, not I, but the Lord,—that a wife depart not from her husband (but if she have departed, let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband), and that a husband put not away his wife.”57 Hence, even though the married may separate, they cannot marry again, since the matrimonial bond is dissolved only by death. The Catholic Church has never wavered in proclaiming the indissolubility of marriage.58 The question whether a woman may ever leave her husband and marry another, is answered by St. Jerome as follows: “Cutting off all subterfuges, the Apostle [St. Paul] positively declared that the woman who marries another while her husband lives, is an adulteress. . . . Let the husband be an adulterer, a sodomite, steeped in iniquity and therefore deserted by his wife,—yet he remains her husband as long as he lives, and she is not allowed to marry another. . . . He who marries a discharged wife is an adulterer, no matter whether she has left her husband or he has left her.”59

55 St. Augustine, De Bono Coniug., c. 24, n. 32: “The good of marriage among all nations and all men consists in the cause of generation and in the fidelity of chastity; but, as regards the people of God, also in the holiness of the sacrament, by which it is unlawful even for the woman departing by repudiation to marry another while her husband lives, not even for the sake of bearing offspring; although this alone is the reason for which marriages are contracted, the marriage bond is not dissolved, when the reason for which they are contracted does not follow, except by the death of a spouse.” (P. L., XL, 394).

56 Mark X, 11 sq.; cfr. Matth. V, 32; XIX, 9; Luke XVI, 19.—F. E. Gigot, Christ’s Teaching Concerning Divorce, N. Y. 1912, pp. 43 sqq.—J. MacRory, “The Preaching of the New Testament on Divorce,” Irish Theol. Quarterly, Vol. V, No. 17; Vol. VI, No. 1.

57 1 Cor. VII, 10 sq.; cfr. Rom. VII, 2 sq.—J. MacRory, The Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians, Dublin 1915, pp. 92 sq.—F. E. Gigot, op. cit., pp. 95 sqq.; A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 920 sqq.

58 Conc. Trid., Sess. XXIV, can. 7 (cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 190 sq.).—Tertullian, De Monogamia, c. 9: “He alone will separate who also joined. He will separate, however, not through the harshness of repudiation, which he reproves and restrains, but through the debt of death.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 123).—St. Chrysostom, Hom. in Matth., XVII, c. 4 (Migne, P. G., LVII, 259).—St. Basil, Epist., 199, c. 31, 36, 48 (P. G., XXXII, 727).—St. Augustine, De Serm. Dom. in Monte, l. I, c. 16, n. 48 (P. L., XXXIV, 1253).—Idem, Serm., 292 (al. 49 inter Hom. 50), c. 2 (P. L., XXXIX, 1710).—Idem, De Coniug. Adulter., l. II, c. 13, n. 13 (P. L., XL, 479).—Idem, De Nupt. et Concup., l. I, c. 10, n. 11: “This is without doubt the reality of this sacrament (Eph. v, 25): that a man and woman joined in wedlock persevere inseparably as long as they live, and that it is not lawful, except for the cause of fornication, for one spouse to be separated from the other. For this is observed in Christ and the Church, that the living with the living be separated in eternity by no divorce. The observance of this sacrament is so great . . . that, although women marry or wives are taken for the sake of procreating children, it is not lawful to leave a sterile spouse in order that another, fruitful one, be taken.” (P. L., XLIV, 420).

59 Epist., 55 (al. 147), n. 3 (Migne, P. L., XXII, 562 sq.)

p. 494Although the indissolubility of marriage may not be absolute under the moral law of nature,60 yet there can be no doubt that it corresponds more perfectly than dissolubility to the various purposes of Matrimony, and that, at any rate, arbitrary divorce is directly contrary to the natural law. Experience furthermore teaches that divorce inevitably leads to a loosening of the marriage bond and entails serious moral and social disorders.61 If in any case it becomes dangerous or intolerable for a husband and a wife to remain together, a temporary or permanent separation from bed and board (separatio a mensa et toro) will solve the difficulty.62

60 Deut. XXIV, 1 sqq.; Matt. V, 31; XIX, 7 sq.—On this controverted question see Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 188 sqq.

61 Forest-Foran, Divorce, Ottawa 1921, pp. 59 sqq.; H. Woods, S. J., A First Book in Ethics, N. Y. 1923, pp. 261 sqq.; A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., art. “Divorce,” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 54 sqq.

62 Conc. Trid., Sess. XXIV, can. 8: “If anyone shall say that the Church errs when it decrees that, for many causes, a separation between spouses with respect to bed or with respect to cohabitation can be made for a fixed or an indefinite time, let him be anathema.”

p. 495The fact that the marriage bond is indissoluble should, and as a rule does, result among Catholics in a more careful choice of partners for life, and thus provides an excellent guarantee for a truly moral union. But he who has made his choice carelessly, without regard for the principles of sound ethics, has no right to complain of the harshness of the law if his marriage turns out unhappy, but is in duty bound to try as hard as he can to convert the relationship into a truly moral one. Necessity often reconciles married couples who, if they could have easily obtained a divorce, would never have gotten away from a life of superficiality and dissipation. The marriage bond in such cases serves as a means to temper egoism and to restrain an undue craving for liberty.

p. 496It is objected that the strict enforcement of the law of indissolubility not only causes many persons to suffer needlessly, but exposes them to severe temptations and spiritual attacks for the rest of a possibly long life. We reply that, in the first place, when a marriage is unhappy, both parties are as a rule to blame, and hence merely suffer the penalty of their own sins, and their guilt is not expiated and their character will not be improved by placing them in a position where they can repeat the unsuccessful experiment at the risk of others. But when an innocent party is compelled to live in an unhappy marriage, he or she should remember that many an undeserved cross must be borne in this vale of tears, and the more patiently we submit to the trials God sends us, the better it will be for us in time and eternity. As a last and extreme measure of relief from danger to soul and body the Church is willing to grant a separatio a mensa et toro. In case such a separation takes place, the innocent party must, though there be no guilt on his or her part, renounce the gratification of the sexual instinct; nor is this a greater misfortune than when, as not infrequently happens, disease or some other reason compels a faithful husband or wife to abstain from the use of the marital privilege or forces many to remain single.

To the objection that an innocent wife is punished with undue severity by a separation from bed and board because she cannot escape a state of loneliness and helplessness by contracting a second marriage, we may reply that nowadays women are no longer as helpless as they used to be and can find legal or civil protection (alimony) and employment much more easily than in bygone days.63 Though an individual may now and then suffer grievously under the law of indissolubility, and though the pur- pose of marriage may not always be attained in spite of it, there can be no doubt that the chief object of Matrimony, namely the bonum commune, absolutely demands that the marriage tie be kept inviolate.64 “Marriage,” says Goethe, “is the beginning and the end of all culture. It gentles the boor and affords the educated a splendid opportunity to prove their nobility of character. Marriage must needs be indissoluble, for it bestows so much happiness that no single misfortune can outweigh it.”

63 Linsenmann, Moraltheol., p. 638.

64 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 67, art. 1, ad 4.—Idem, Summa contra Gentiles, l. III, c. 124.—Cfr. J. Mausbach, Die Stellung der Frau im Menschheitsleben, M. Gladbach 1906, pp. 19 sqq.

p. 497“The question whether legislation should make divorce more difficult or build a golden bridge for it when married people find their burden unbearable,” says a non-Catholic writer, “is a profoundly ethical one, both sides of which can be defended with solid arguments. To me it seems that the weightier reasons speak against easy divorce, because easy divorce paralyzes the courage and strength that men need for solving their difficulties in accord with the moral law, and tempts them to look prematurely for an external solution of them; and also because easy divorce undermines the security and confidence of both parties to the matrimonial contract.”65

65 Schneidewin, Die antike Humanität, pp. 180 sq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 41–44; 44, 49, 64–65.—Catechismus Romanus, P. II, c. 8, qu. 23–34.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 2nd ed., 1009 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. VI, n. 881–883, 909–954.—J. A. Stapf, Die christliche Moral, Vol. III, Innsbruck 1842, pp. 357 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 627 sqq.—J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 153 sqq.—Rive-Umberg, S. J., Die Ehe, 2nd ed., pp. 114 sqq., 312 sqq. Ratisbon, 1921.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 415 sqq.— A. Stöckl, Das Christentum, Vol. III, pp. 152 sqq.—Wilhelm, Das Eheleben, 2nd ed., (1910), pp. 232 sqq.—J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 366 sqq.—F. W. Förster, Marriage and the Sex Problem, N. Y. 1912, Pt. I, Ch. IX.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 415 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S. J., De Castitate, Bruges 1919, pp. 234 sqq.—J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. II, 4th ed., pp. 493 sqq., 497 sqq.—T. Slater, S. J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 361 sqq.—Cardinal D. Mercier, The Duties of Conjugal Life, London (C. T. S.), s. a.


Section 2: The Social Position of Woman

p. 499I. Holy Scripture teaches that while man and woman are united by God in a most intimate union, woman is not man’s equal, but his helpmate and companion. The husband is the head of the family, and the wife is subject to him as such, though his equal in personality and dignity.1 This was the relation originally established by the Creator. In course of time it became essentially altered, to the great disadvantage of woman, but Christianity restored the lost equality by teaching that every human soul, regardless of sex, has the same value before God.2

1 Gen. I, 26 sq.; II, 18, 22–24; III, 16; V, 2.—Cfr. St. Augustine, De Mor. Eccl. Cath., l. I, c. 30, n. 6: “You (the Church) subject women to their husbands, not for the satisfying of lust, but for the propagation of offspring and for the partnership of the household, in chaste and faithful obedience. You place men over their wives, not to mock the weaker sex, but by the laws of sincere love.” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1336).—Dionys. Rickel, Comment. in Sent., I, dist. 3, qu. 6: “Man is no more intellectual in himself than woman.”

2 John III, 5; Gal. III, 27 sq.; V, 6; VI, 15. Cfr. Apoc. V, 14 sqq.—J. Döllinger, Heidentum und Judentum, Ratisbon 1857, pp. 697 sqq.; 781 sqq.; C. S. Devas, Studies in Family Life, London 1886, pp. 4 sqq.; C. Bader, La Femme Romaine, Paris, 1877; Schneidewin, Die antike Humanität, pp. 175 sqq.; Aug. Roesler, C. SS. R., Die Frauenfrage, 2nd ed., pp. 144 sqq.; C. S. Devas, The Key to the World’s Progress, London 1906, pp. 174 sqq., 151 sqq.

In emphasizing the moral equality of both sexes, however, and their equal worth in the eyes of God, the Catholic Church does not dispense the wife from the duty of being subject to her husband. It follows that woman in public and social life may legitimately aspire to no other rôle than that of a true helpmate to man. To attempt to raise her to a state of complete independence would be contrary to the principles of Christianity.3

3 1 Cor. XI, 7–12; XIV, 34; Eph. V, 22–24; Col. III, 18; 1 Tim. II, 11 sqq.—J. Schell, Kath. Dogmatik, Vol. III, ii, pp. 666 sqq.; A. Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums, Vol. II, 2nd ed., pp. 51 sqq.; H. Jordan, Das Frauenideal des Neuen Testamentes und die älteste Christenheit, Leipsic 1909.

p. 500“The enemies of the Christian Church,” says Cathrein, “who would fain tear one jewel after another from the crown of her merits, assert that it was not Christianity, but the progress of civilization that emancipated woman from slavery. But this contention is refuted by the fact that in Rome and Greece woman’s position deteriorated in proportion as civilization and culture,—taking these terms in their commonly accepted sense,—advanced. At the time of Homer and under the Roman kings, woman occupied a respectable position; but when pagan civilization reached its climax, she became a slave. In ancient Egypt, too, and in China, the progress of civilization was marked by the degradation of the female sex. And even to-day, among the nations that have shut themselves off against the influence of Christianity, the status of woman is no better than it was in pagan antiquity. Especially Mohammedanism, in spite of all the external cul- ture which it produced at one time in Spain and Arabia, has degraded woman to the rank of a slave.”4

4 H. Dacier, La Femme d’après Saint Ambroise, Paris, 1900.—St. Augustine, Serm., 192 (al. 16 De tempore), c. 2: “Rejoice, virgins of Christ; your fellow is the mother of Christ. You could not bear Christ, but for Christ’s sake you chose not to bear. He who was not born from you was born for you. Yet if you remember His word, as you ought to remember it, you too are His mothers, because you do His Father’s will (Mt. xii, 50). Rejoice, widows of Christ; to Him who made virginity fruitful you vowed the holiness of continence. Rejoice also, nuptial chastity, all you who live faithfully with your spouses; what you have lost in the body, preserve in the heart. Where the flesh can no longer be intact from intercourse, let the conscience be virgin in faith, according to which the whole Church is virgin. In Mary pious virginity bore Christ; in Anna aged widowhood recognized Christ as a little child; in Elisabeth conjugal chastity and aged fruitfulness served Christ. All ranks of the faithful members contributed to the Head what by His grace they were able to contribute.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 1012).—Breviar. Rom., d. d. 8 Julii, l. 1, resp. 1: “Sprung from royal stock, Elisabeth (queen of Portugal) triumphs in heaven, surrounded by a threefold variety of merits. For on earth, in the threefold state of life, she left to posterity examples of virtues to be imitated: she passed with unoffending foot through the virgin, married, and widowed states.”—Cfr. A. Roesler, Die Frauenfrage, 2nd ed., pp. 292 sqq. and this Handbook, Vol. I, n. 92, note 7.—C. S. Devas, The Key to the World’s Progress, pp. 45, 50.

p. 501We are told that the theological writers of the Patristic and those of the medieval period had a very low opinion of women and marriage. This is demonstrably untrue.5 While it cannot be denied that some medieval preachers were guilty of deplorable exaggerations in their treatment of the fair sex, we must not overlook the fact that the great majority of theologians speak of woman and Matrimony in the highest terms.6

5 V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 409 sqq. Cfr. J. Schmitz and G. Hütten, Gattin und Mutter im Heidentum, Judentum und Christentum, Einsiedeln 1904; Wilke, Das Frauenideal und die Schätzung des Weibes im Alten Testament, Leipsic 1907; Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebr. Bibel, Vol. I, pp. 10, 180 sqq.; Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 153 sqq.

6 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. IV, pp. 153 sqq.; Landmann, Das Predigtwesen in Westfalen, 180 sq.; Braun, Die kath. Predigt, 6 sqq.; Pilatus (V. Naumann), Quos ego? Fehdebriefe wider den Grafen Paul Hoensbroech, 2nd ed., Ratis- bon 1903, pp. 430 sqq.; H. Crohns, Die Summa Theologica des Antonin von Florenz und die Schätzung des Weibes im Hexenhammer, Berlin 1903; J. Mausbach, Altchristl. und moderne Gedanken über Frauenberuf, pp. 7 sqq.; E. Vacandard, “La Question de l’âme des Femmes et le Concil de Macon,” in the Revue du Clergé Français, Vol. LVIII (1900), pp. 216 sqq.—Cfr. this Handbook, Vol. I, p. 243, note 12; J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, pp. 301 sqq.

p. 502II. The modern movement for the emancipation of the feminine sex is not purely revolutionary, but had its origin in the more or less justifiable desire of women to enlarge the sphere of their industrial activity and to make a decent living under morally and economically acceptable conditions. While the women of the so-called lower classes, that is, laboringmen’s wives and daughters, find their work in the family circle or in clerical and industrial pursuits, those of the so-called educated classes, who cannot or will not marry, feel they lack adequate opportunities to earn a livelihood and make themselves useful to humanity. This condition of affairs is aggravated by the displacement of house industries by factories. Hence there is an excess of work for the so-called proletarian women and an insufficiency of occupations for the women of the middle and higher classes. This fact has led to a division of the feminist movement into two camps. One demands a widening of the sphere in which women can work for their own support and the benefit of society, whereas the other wishes to withdraw the female sex from such occupations as destroy family life and make woman’s lot harder, especially since men have learned to regard women as competitors.

p. 503In conformity with this division of opinion there are two distinct groups of emancipationists or women’s rights advocates.




	The radical or extreme group favors the extinction of all differences in social life and demands absolute equality for the two sexes in economic and all other relations,7 including politics. It cannot be denied that in some countries there are inequalities which violate justice and favor a double standard of morality. But the fact that the male sex has in course of time appropriated unto itself certain privileges which are not based upon the natural law, does not justify the conclusion that all male privileges in globo are contrary to the natural order and that woman should not be subject to man in any respect. Nature herself has made the sexes unequal and woman dependent on man, and any attempt to wipe out this inequality would be unnatural. Moreover, complete equality of the sexes would not only lead to the abolition of the family and the education of children by the State, but it would render the social position of woman worse instead of better. For the emancipated woman, when compelled to enter into free and unlimited competition with man, would necessarily succumb because her physical constitution and mental make-up incapacitate her for many kinds of labor to which man is fully equal. Complete equality between the sexes, therefore, would not solve, but rather intensify the problem, especially if it were worked out on the basis of radical Socialism.8



7 L. Braun, Die Frauenfrage, ihre geschichtliche Entwicklung u. wirtschaftliche Seite, Leipsic 1901, pp. 156 sqq.; E. Gnauck-Kühne, Die deutsche Frau um die Jahrhundertwende, Berlin 1907, 2nd ed.; Turgeon, Le Féminisme Français, Vol. I, pp. 67 sqq., 173 sqq., 341 sqq.; Vol. II, pp. 10 sqq., 201 sqq., 341 sqq.; S. Deploige, L’Émancipation des Femmes, Louvain 1902.

8 John Stuart Mill, The Subjection of Women, 5th ed., London 1895; V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 251 sqq.

p. 504“Women do not have less rights than men,” says Dr. Linsenmann, “but their rights are different. They are no less capable than men of being educated and trained, but their nature requires a different education and training. They are as efficient as men, but in another sphere. Therefore, to give them the education and training that befits their nature, and to open to them those industrial occupations for which they are fitted, is entirely just. But the differences of natural and intellectual organisation existing between the two sexes must not be denied or disregarded. Woman is fit for nursing, but not so fit for medical practice, for many duties of which she lacks the necessary strength. She is fit for sanitary service in war, but not for military operations, and even in hospitals she cannot entirely supply the place of man. Her adaptation for the teaching profession is limited, and whether she should devote her life to scholarly research, to authorship, or to art, is a question that has not yet been definitively settled. On the other hand there are industrial pursuits which are peculiarly adapted to her nature, and it may be regarded as an act of unfairness if men crowd into these pursuits, thereby narrowing the circle within which women must seek their livelihood. There are other pursuits which women can follow with nearly the same ability and success as men, e. g., bookkeeping, telegraphy, etc., and it will not require a very strenuous battle to conquer these occupations for them. They can obtain them without difficulty if they show that they can do the required work as efficiently as, and more cheaply than, men. They can work more cheaply, because their demands are smaller; but as soon as they begin to acquire artificial and costly habits, which it takes larger incomes to satisfy, male labor will again crowd out female labor.”9

9 Linsenmann, Lehrb. der Moraltheol., pp. 642 sq. Dr. J. A. Ryan does not agree with this view. He says (Social Reconstruction, p. 43 sq.): “If women and men are paid at different rates in the same occupation, one of two things will happen; either the man’s wage will be reduced to the level of the woman’s, or men will insist that women get out of that industry. It is not possible for the two sexes to work side by side and receive different rates of wages,—I say, it is not economically possible. Sometimes one of these alternatives takes place and sometimes the other. In the telephone industry, at least in the telephone exchanges, what has happened is that the men have abandoned it, and the wage has gone down to the woman’s level. In other places, where the men are strongly organized, they insist on monopolizing the occupation. This is a simple reason and a sufficient one why women should have the same wages as men when engaged in the same work.” Further down in the same lecture Dr. Ryan contends that the living wage for woman should not be based on the needs of possible dependents, but on her individual needs, and it is hard to reconcile his theory on women’s wages with his well-known stand on a living wage (i. e., a family wage) for men.

p. 505


	The conservative wing of the woman’s party, more commonly known as “Liberal,” demands both political and social equality.10



10 J. Duboc, Fünfzig Jahre Frauenfrage, pp. 123 sqq.; S. Gerok, Frauenabende, Stuttgart 1896, pp. 96 sqq.; C. Hilty, Frauenstimmrecht, Bern 1900, pp. 63 sqq.

p. 506a) The political emancipation of women consists in their admission to public life and political government on equal terms with men. Its first demand is that all women, or at least all not subject to husbands and at the head of their own household, shall be given the right to vote and hold office. This demand militates not only against an almost universal tradition, but likewise against the natural relationship existing between husband and wife, woman’s innate modesty, and especially her weakness of allowing emotion rather than reason to guide her conduct.11

11 Cfr. V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 432 sqq.; IDEM, Die Frauenfrage, 3rd ed., pp. 171 sqq.

One of the latest and ablest Catholic writers on the subject of feminism, Msgr. Joseph Mausbach, says on this head: “It seems venturesome to pronounce either for or against the political emancipation of women. Though custom and our traditional notions of female character, virtue, and beauty seem to argue in favor of keeping her out of the political arena, yet it is difficult to say on what principle of Moral Theology we shall deny her the exercise of such a general civic right. Modern civilization brings so many surprises that an unconditional veto or prophecy in such questions would be hazardous, even though one may personally hold the opinion that in the long run the female sex is likely to lose more than it can possibly gain by participation in politics.”12

12 J. Mausbach, Die Stellung der Frau im Menschheitsleben, p. 54.

This opinion was shared by the late Archbishop J. L. Spalding, of Peoria, who, in his essay, “Woman and Education,” in answer to the question: “Should women vote?” says: “The rule of the people is good only when it is the rule of the good and wise among the people, and of these women, in great numbers, are part. The leadership of the best comes near to being the leadership of God. But the question of the suffrage for women is grave; it is one on which an enlightened mind will long hold judgment in suspense. Does not political life, as it exists in our democracy, tend to corrupt both voters and office-seekers? Is it not largely a life of cant, pretence, and hypocrisy, of venality, corruption, and selfishness, of lying, abuse, and vulgarity? Do not public men, like public women, sell themselves, though in a different way? Is the professional politician, the professional caucus-manipulator, the professional voter, the type of man we can admire or respect even? The objection so frequently raised, that political life would corrupt women, has at least the merit of a certain grim humorousness. Could it by any chance make them as bad as it makes men? To tell them they are the queens of the home, to whom the mingling with plebeians is degrading, is an insult to their intelligence. We have foresworn kings and queens, both in private and in public life, and at home women are, for the most part, drudges. What need is there of a hollow phrase when the appeal to truth is obvious?

p. 507‘A servant with this clause Makes drudgery divine; Who sweeps a room as for thy laws, Makes that and the action fine.’

Active participation in political life is not a refining, an ennobling, a purifying influence. Is it desirable that the half of the people to which the interests of the home, of the heart, of the religious and moral education of the young are especially committed, should be hurled into the mælstrom of selfish passion and coarse excitement? The smartness and self-assertiveness of American women are already excessive; they lack repose, serenity, and self- restraint. If they rush into the arena of noisy and vulgar strife, will not the evil be increased? Will not the political woman lose something of the sacred power of the wife and mother? Are not the primal virtues, those which make life good and fair, and which are a woman’s glory,—are they not humble and quiet and unobtrusive? The suffrage has not emancipated the masses of men, who are still held captive in the chains of poverty and dehumanizing toil. Do women themselves, those, at least, in whom the woman soul, which draws us on and upward, is most itself, desire that the vote be given them? But whatever our opinions on the subject may be, let us not lose composure. ‘If a great change is to be made,’ says Edmund Burke, ‘the minds of men will be fitted to it, the general opinions and feelings will draw that way. Every fear, every hope will forward it; and then they who persist in opposing the mighty current will appear rather to resist the decrees of Providence itself than the mere designs of men. . . .’”13

13 J. L. Spalding, “Woman and Education” in Means and Ends of Education, 5th ed., Chicago, 1909, Ch. IV, pp. 108 sqq.

p. 508b) In consequence of their social emancipation women have been admitted to practically all professions and occupations, and we now have women ministers of religion, doctors, university professors, druggists, lawyers, judges, police officers, streetcar conductors, post-office clerks, etc., etc. The opening of new occupations for the female sex is morally permissible and economically desirable in so far as these occupations are compatible with woman’s nature, especially with her duties as wife and mother, and with public morality. As regards in particular her admission to the higher branches of learning, it should be noted that while woman on the whole is not inferior to man in mental endowment, she lacks physical endurance and capacity for the learned professions, and though it may be desirable to have female physicians for women patients, they are neither an ethical nor a hygienic necessity.

p. 509Generally speaking, therefore, we may outline the Catholic attitude by saying that female emancipation is reasonable and just only in so far as it does not break down the bulwarks erected around women by their own nature and by the moral law.

It is praiseworthy for women to desire a higher education and to test their strength in essaying difficult tasks. But this endeavor involves a great danger. For woman to strive forward and upward is ennobling and conducive to moral progress only if she is inspired, not by pride and selfishness, but by a feeling of grave responsibility and a desire to co-operate with man in solving the great tasks imposed upon humanity. Without injustice to anyone we can say that the efforts of women to attain equality with men are not always inspired by such noble motives, but quite often by an inordinate desire for freedom, notoriety, and unlimited opportunities to do what they please. This tendency is incompatible with the Christian ideal of womanhood and entails danger to good morals. In regard to the purity of family life, the education of children, and modesty and chastity, woman will always be a paramount factor, but the most wholesome influence in these important matters is not as a rule exercised by those representatives of the fair sex who publicly insist on absolute equality for the sexes.14

14 J. Pachali, “Die moderne Frauenbewegung u. die christliche Sittlichkeit,” in Glaube und Wissen, Stuttgart 1910, p. 76.

It goes without saying that where women have been granted the suffrage, Catholic women are in duty bound to use the vote honestly and intelligently, and the same rules of conduct apply to them in this matter as to men.15

15 Cfr. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 412 sqq.

p. 510READINGS.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 639 sqq.—A. Rösler, C.SS.R., Die Frauenfrage, pp. 8 sqq.;—A. Rösler and J. de Rochay, La Question Féministe, Paris 1899, pp. 22 sqq.—F. X. Godts, C.SS.R., Le Féminisme, pp. 172 sqq.—G. Ratzinger, Die Volkswirtschaft, 2nd ed., pp. 490 sqq.—M. von Nathusius, Die Mitarbeit der Kirche an der Lösung der sozialen Frage, 3rd ed., Leipsic 1904, pp. 345 sqq.—J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 31, 412 sqq.—C. S. Devas, Political Economy, pp. 78 sqq.


Section 3: The Duties of Parents to Their Children

p. 511If a marriage is blessed with children,1 parents and children together form the social community called family. The bond which unites its mem- bers is love, not by virtue of some secondary or artificial arrangement, but by the voice of nature and divine Revelation.2 The duties of parents to their children are manifold and various. St. Paul sums them up in the passage: “And you, fathers, provoke not your children to anger, but bring them up in the discipline and correction of the Lord.”3

1 Even aside from religious motives, a child has a “right,” as it were, to brothers and sisters. A recent non-Catholic writer (Mary Vida Clark) says on this subject: “If the plural is in all cases too much to demand, at least one ‘sibling’ should be a minimum concession. The liability of the only child to the danger of being ‘spoiled’ has been long and widely recognized. The expectation of moral life which can be calculated for an only child is about equal to that of the proverbial ‘minister’s son.’ But it is not only in the strictly moral sphere that to be an only child is an extra hazardous occupation. Our ultra-modern psychologists and psychiatrists are calling attention to previously unrecognized mental risks, and warning us that this way madness lies. The first decade of life is no longer pictured as a garden of delight, but as a field of battle where ‘invisible armies clash by night.’ It is in these infantile conflicts (‘conflict’ is the technical word) that those wounds of the spirit are acquired, which, after festering in ‘the unconscious’ for a few decades, break out in the neuroses and psychoses of middle life. One of our leading Freudians has produced a learned monograph entitled The Only or Favorite Child, a signpost pointing out the descensum Averno down which these preordained victims of infant damnation are pushed by the fatuous and doting parents who are called by an inscrutable Providence to do the work. According to this school of thought, the superior opportunity that the only child is afforded by his freedom from domestic competition is that of ending his days in an insane asylum—and being able to be a paying patient. But even without these lurid lights on this dark subject, we can feel our way to the sensible realization that an only child is at best a forlorn and unnatural object, arbitrarily and unjustly deprived of the company of his peers, and condemned to excessive and demoralizing association with rude-mannered adults, constantly intruding their unwelcome attentions, and making the unfortunate an object of ridicule to the more happily situated groups of brothers and sisters to be observed in the outer world. To fail to conform to the requirements of this abnormal environment, where one is the only one of his kind in his world, makes for immediate misery; and to conform, it now appears, results in even more serious disaster in the future. A cruel dilemma indeed for a guileless enterer in life’s handicap! And yet the senile speak of ‘childhood’s happy hours’! Consider next the child’s right to respectful treatment. The rudeness exhibited by most adults in their relations with children is fully recognized only by the victims themselves, who are too forbearing and well-mannered to speak out in their own defense. The child is a very serious-minded individual, engaged in a life and death struggle for existence and growth and knowledge, in a world ill adapted to meet his needs, to which he must by increasing and herculean effort learn to conform. Self-respect and consideration for others demand the repression, so far as possible, of external indications of the conflict going on within the soul; but to the combatant, conscious of the struggle, life and himself are very serious propositions. To the adult, however, whose growing pains have ceased and been forgotten with the conclusion of his stunted development, the child, because of a certain meretricious outer appearance of calm, seems for some inscrutable reason an object of hilarity, to be treated jocosely when not subjected to autocratic domination and suppression. A sense of humor, in cases where it exists at all, is a development of maturity, a thing not born but made. The child still regards life as real and earnest. Yet his serious observations on his discoveries in the natural and supernatural world are treated by thick-headed grown-ups as funny sayings to be bandied about for public entertainment. The child, naturally sensitive to ridicule, soon learns to keep to himself his queries and his discoveries, painfully and laboriously acquiring knowledge by putting two and two together through æons of time.” North American Review, Vol. 216, No. 3 (Sept. 1922), pp. 407 sqq.

2 Is. XLIX, 15; Matth. VII, 9–11; Luke XI, 11–13; cfr. John XVI, 21.—J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 378.—Tit. II, 4; cfr. Matth. X, 37; Luke XIV, 26.

3 Eph. VI, 4.

p. 513


	This bringing up,—education as we are wont to call it,—comprises a threefold care on the part of the parents, namely, a) Care for the physical life and well-being of their children. Parents are bound to protect their children against everything that is apt to prove injurious to their life and health. In positive terms this means that they must provide for them whatever they need to grow up and develop their physical powers. This duty begins long before the child is born, at the moment of its conception in the maternal womb. Hence parents commit a mortal sin if they deliberately induce abortion or expose their children to any other grave danger to life and health, either before or after birth.



b) In regard to support (victus), the first duty devolves upon the mother. She is bound to give the new-born infant the food which nature has provided for it, and if she is unable to do so, either because of ill health or for some other weighty reason, she must provide an adequate substitute for mother’s milk. After the infant is weaned, father and mother must share in his care by providing him with food, shelter, and clothing in accordance with their station in life, until the child is able to take care of himself.4

4 Col. III, 21. Cfr. Gury, Compend. Theol. Mor., I, n. 379–381.

p. 514The mother’s duty of nursing her babies obliges under pain of mortal sin, and it is a grievous mistake to think that compliance with this duty injures a woman’s health or mars her youthfulness. Under normal conditions the contrary is true: neglect to nurse her baby is apt to induce serious disturbances in the physical organism of the mother. It is foolish to regard nursing as immodest or degrading. But if a mother is really incapable of nursing her infant, which is nowadays unfortunately but too often the case, in consequence of unnatural habits continued through many generations, the best substitute that can be had is a wet nurse. In engaging a wet nurse preference should be given to healthy married women of good repute, not only for moral reasons, but also because unmarried mothers are more likely to transmit diseases.5

5 Lam. IV, 3.—Gury, op. cit., I, n. 381.—H. Noldin, S. J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 310; H. Muckermann, S. J., Der biologische Wert der mütterlichen Stillpflicht, Freiburg 1918; J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. II, pp. 10 sqq.

A relatively large proportion of infants nowadays die of neglect. They are mostly the offspring of mothers who entrust their little ones to strangers while they, compelled by poverty, go out to work. This is a deplorable evil, which can not be effectively combatted by the erection of foundling asylums. Such institutions, even when conducted according to the most approved rules of Christian charity, cannot supply to the foundlings what their nature demands and their mothers refuse to give them. A certain monarch once suggested as an appropriate motto for a foundling asylum the words: “Ici on fait mourir les enfants—Here infants are made to die.” There is more truth than poetry in this inscription. Foundling asylums are not without their merits, but statistics show that the majority of the children entrusted to them either die prematurely or become degenerate in after life.

p. 515If possible, orphans should be entrusted to good Christian families, rather than to asylums, where they usually feel as if they were in prison. Still a well conducted orphanage is superior to a private home in which the children are allowed to grow up wild or are exploited for profit.

Experience teaches that men often abandon girls whom they have seduced and that the young unmarried mothers are unable to support their offspring with their meagre earnings. This condition of affairs is responsible for many crimes, such as abortion, child-murder, and suicide. Relief should be furnished by the State or municipality by erecting institutions for the proper care of such mothers and their children. Institutions for receiving girls about to become mothers are also a desideratum, especially in our large cities, and can do much good, not only by relieving such poor unfortunate creatures of worry, but likewise by leading them back to virtue. To accomplish this double end it is advisable that the girls should remain in these institutions for some time both before and after delivery. The charges should be moderate, and poor girls should be received and treated gratis. Upon being dismissed, the unmarried mother should be given an opportunity to leave her baby in a home connected with the institution and herself be provided with safe lodging if she is obliged to go out to work.6

6 F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 646.—P. G. Kammerer, The Unmarried Mother, A Study of Five Hundred Cases, Boston 1918.—C. Bruehl in the Homiletic and Pastoral Review, Vol. XXIII (1923), no. 10.

Motherhood insurance (against the risks of maternity) is a good thing because it secures to mothers proper care during and after confinement and enables them to nurse their babies if they are physically able to do so.

p. 516c) Parents are further bound to aid their children in choosing a vocation or profession and in preparing them for it. This means, under modern conditions, that they have to accumulate a certain amount of money in order to enable the children to equip themselves properly for the battle of life. St. Paul expressly teaches that parents should lay up treasures for their children, not children for their parents.7 St. Thomas states the reason as follows: “Since a father stands in the relation of a principle, and his son in the relation of that which is from a principle, it is essentially fitting for a father to support his son, and consequently he is bound to support him not only for a time, but for all his life, and this is to lay by. On the other hand, for the son to bestow something on his father is accidental, arising from some momentary necessity, wherein he is bound to support him, but not to lay by as for a long time beforehand, because naturally parents are not the successors of their children, but children of their parents.”8

7 2 Cor. XII, 4.

8 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 101, art. 2, ad 2: “Since a father has the character of a principle, while a son has the character of one existing from a principle, it therefore belongs to the father in himself to assist his son; and for this reason he ought to assist him not only for the present hour, but for the whole of his life, which is to lay up treasure. But that a son should contribute something to his father is accidental, by reason of some pressing necessity in which he is bound to assist him, but not to lay up treasure as though for the distant future, because by nature parents are not the heirs of their children, but children are the heirs of their parents.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 382: “Finally, parents are bound to procure for their children a station in which they may someday live honorably according to their condition. Hence the following sin gravely: 1. Those who do not employ at least moderate diligence to acquire goods from which they may suitably support their children and provide for their future station, according to that saying of the Apostle (2 Cor. xii, 14): Children ought not to lay up treasure for their parents, but parents for their children; 2. Those who neither teach nor have their children taught a trade suited to their station or some other honorable manner of making a living; 3. All the more, those who dissipate the family property through sloth, negligence, drinking, feasting, games, and gravely imprudent transactions; 4. Those who without legitimate cause obstinately deny a daughter a suitable dowry for contracting marriage or entering religion.”

p. 517Parents are not, however, bound to go to extraordinary pains, or to impose privations upon themselves, in order to enrich their children. The best they can do for them is to fit them for a position where they can take care of themselves.

It is wrong for parents to spend money without stint to help along their sons and at the same time to make no provision for their unmarried daughters.

Just how much or how little a child needs to be properly provided for, cannot be definitely determined by any general rule. Often the sons of poor families become prosperous, nay wealthy, whereas the pampered scions of the rich grow poor. “To surround the young with what they ought themselves to achieve,” says Archbishop Spalding, “is to enfeeble and corrupt them. Happy is the poor man’s son, who, whithersoever he turns, sees the obstacles rise to challenge him to become a man; miserable the children of the rich, whose cursed-blessed fortune is an everpresent invitation to idleness and conceit. O mothers, you whose love is the best any of us have known, harden your sons and urge them on, not in the race for wealth, but in the steep and narrow way wherein, through self-conquest and self-knowledge, they rise toward God and all high things.”9

9 J. L. Spalding, Means and Ends of Education, 5th ed., Chicago 1909, pp. 124 sq.

p. 518A good education, or a trade or profession, is worth more than a large fortune. “He who hath a trade hath an estate,” says Poor Richard.

Parents are not obliged to go to the limit of their ability in providing for their children. For a good and appreciative child they will naturally do more than for a wicked and ungrateful one. “Parents cannot do too much for good children,” says Lessing; “but if a foolish father deprives himself of the necessaries of life to support a wayward son, love degenerates into folly.”

Among the duties of parents, says a recent writer on ethics, is that of training their children so that they will avoid sloth and pleasure-seeking, and teaching them to work diligently, to employ their time in useful pursuits, to be methodic and frugal, and to save money. To many a thriftless and prodigal parent might be applied the words of Homer’s Lycophron, when he says of the father of Mestra, that “he hath consumed everything.” They consume, i. e., waste everything, and not only fail to provide for their children, but abandon them to material and moral ruin. Pauperism with all its misery too often has its source in gross parental neglect.




	The most important duty which parents have towards their children is to educate and train them in the fear of God.10



10 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 383: “Parents are bound chiefly to provide a spiritual education. The reason is that man, besides that material or bodily being which he has in common with the other animals, is endowed by God with a rational and most noble soul in the image of the divinity Himself, and was created to tend toward God as his final supernatural end; consequently he ought above all to be instructed and directed by his parents toward this end. For this reason Matrimony was raised to the dignity of a sacrament, that the offspring born might be reborn in Christ and prepared for eternal life. Hence the Apostle (1 Tim. V, 8) says: If anyone does not have care for his own and especially for those of his household, he has denied the faith and is worse than an unbeliever. For this education are required: 1. Instruction; 2. Correction; 3. Example.”—St. Augustine, De Bono Coniug., c. 17, n. 19: “For among them the desire for children itself is carnal; among them, however, it was spiritual, because it accorded with the sacrament of that time. Now indeed no one perfect in piety seeks to have children except spiritually; but then it was an operation of piety itself to propagate children also carnally.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 386 sq.).

p. 519a) Children need instruction (doctrina), that they may acquire proficiency in the things a man needs to know in order to be enabled to take care of himself when he grows up and, in his turn, to provide for his own offspring. The most necessary and elementary branches of knowledge are the so-called three R’s, i. e., reading, writing, and arithmetic, commonly conveyed in elementary or grammar schools. To these Catholics are wont to add a fourth “R,”—namely religion. Hence parents, who are unable to instruct their children themselves, are bound to send them to a good Catholic school. If a boy is fit for and aspires to a higher education or profession, parents should cheerfully provide the means to achieve his ambition, but compulsion should never be exercised in the choice of a profession or occupation.

It would be a travesty of liberty and a suppression of rights if parents were prohibited from choosing their own schools for their children, where the latter will receive the kind of instruction that is in keeping with the parents’ outlook on life and their religious beliefs. Right gives way to might and liberty becomes tyranny when education is made a monopoly of the State and when thoughts and ideas are shaped and controlled by a party in power, by “vested” interests, or a hostile majority.

p. 520When a child shows signs of a vocation for the priesthood or for the religious life, the parents should encourage it, but they are not allowed to interfere with the child’s freedom of choice.11

11 Conc. Trid., Sess. XXV, De Regular. et Monial., c. 16–18; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 104, art. 5.

Parents who let a child grow up without giving him all the opportunities for mental development which they can command, or who oppose the child’s desire for a higher education and forcibly try to keep him in ignorance, commit a grievous sin, especially if they could give him the desired opportunities without great sacrifices on their part. A boy who shows a talent for a higher profession should not be denied an education on the plea that his help is needed at home and the family would have to deny itself certain luxuries if he quit working.

In all questions pertaining to education parents should above all remember that they may under no circumstances entrust their children to institutions in which faith or morals are exposed to direct danger.12

12 J. L. Spalding, Means and Ends of Education, pp. 151 sqq.; Linsenmann, Lehrb. der Moraltheol., p. 647. Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 386; Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 937 sqq.

b) So much for instruction. Of equal importance is moral and religious training (disciplina). It must comprise the intellect, the will, and the heart. The child must be instructed in its duties to God, to himself, and to his fellowmen, and taught to acquire a firm and enduring tendency toward moral goodness, in order that he may acquire true culture and nobility of character and attain to “the age of the fullness of Christ.”13 Consequently, parents are in duty bound to instruct their children at an early age in those moral and religious truths which are necessary for salvation, to accustom them to the daily practice of religion, to protect them against the danger of seduction arising from servants or companions, and particularly to train them in obedience and respect to authority.

13 Eph. IV, 13.—Cfr. Brother Azarias, Phases of Thought and Criticism, Boston 1896, pp. 72 sqq.

p. 521Some parents fancy that in sending their children to a religious school they have discharged all their obligations towards them. Even in secular quarters apprehension is growing on account of the remissness of parents at home in the matter of supplying a background for the teaching in the schools. Miss Sarah Louise Arnold, dean emeritus of Simmons College, recently registered the following complaint: “The modern American home is no longer filling its former place in the education of the child. We are leaving to the school the responsibilities of the home. Education is not for the school alone. Where can re- sponsibility and co-operation be taught, if not at home? The home is the environment that is natural for a proper training for responsible citizenship. But to-day our homes too often lack the permanence that made the homes of a generation ago so fundamental in training our present generation. To-day our homes, too, often lack the books and the chores and the duties toward the family.”

p. 522Still graver consequences than those which follow the state of affairs set forth by Miss Arnold are produced by faulty home environment and false standards of life. “In many a Catholic home,” says a current Catholic writer, “the inspiring and helpful teaching given to the children at school not only remains unencouraged, but principles and modes of action are stimulated which are directly opposed to what the child has learned while under the care of Catholic teachers. What is the result of this twofold standard, presented almost daily to the impressionable character of the young persons? They will be apt to follow the example, and to adopt the views of their elders at home. After all, the adolescent boy or girl understands quite well that it is not the school, but the home where father and mother and friends and neighbors meet, which really counts. In the minds of the young it is the home, and not the school that pre- sents a sample of what goes on in the great world around. The child looks upon the school as an episode to be gotten through with as soon as possible, in order to start real life.”

p. 523When it becomes necessary to correct or punish their children, parents must proceed with prudence and moderation. Punishment, especially corporal chastisement, when applied in anger or to excess, produces discouragement, bitterness, and contempt of authority, and is apt to prove an obstacle rather than a help to education. “Fathers, provoke not your children to anger, but bring them up in the discipline and correction of the Lord.”14

14 Eph. VI, 4; cfr. Col. III, 21; Prov. XIII, 24; XXIII, 13 sq.; Ecclus. XXII, 6; XLII, 5.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 385.

No partiality should ever be shown, because it is a hindrance to the right development of character.

The best and most effective means of training a child, especially in religion, is good example.15 Parents are, therefore, under a particular obligation to fulfill their religious duties regularly and conscientiously. “You will give [your daughter] very much if you give her nothing but your [good] example,” says Seneca; and Horace: “The virtue of good parents is a rich dowry.”16

15 St. Jerome, Epist., 107 (al. 7), n. 9: “Let her have you as her teacher; let her inexperienced childhood imitate (admire) you. Let her see nothing in you and in her father which, if she does it, she sins. Remember that you are the parents of a virgin, and that she can be taught by examples more than by voice. . . . Let her never go out in public without you. . . . Let our little virgin so celebrate the days of vigils and solemn night watches that she does not depart from her mother even by the breadth of a fingernail.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 875).—St. Gregory the Great, Regula Past., p. 3, c. 4 (al. 28): “Let these [fathers] learn how also to furnish outwardly to those committed to them examples of living well. Prelates must also know that if ever they perpetrate perverse deeds, they are worthy of as many deaths as the examples of perdition which they transmit to their subjects. Hence it is necessary that they guard themselves from fault all the more cautiously, since through the evil things which they do, not only do they themselves die, but they are guilty of the souls of others, which they have destroyed by evil examples.” (P. L., LXXVII, 54).

16 Seneca, De Consol. ad Helviam, XVIII, 8: “You will give her much, even if you give her nothing except an example.”—Horace, Carm., l. III, c. 24, 21: “The virtue of parents is a great dowry.”

p. 524“Education,” says Archbishop Spalding, “is always the result of personal influence. A mother, a father in the home, a pure and loving heart at the altar, a true man or woman in the school, a noble mind uttering itself in literature, which is personal thought and expression, these are the forces which educate. Life proceeds from life, and religion, which is the highest power of life, can proceed only from God and religious souls. Not by preaching and teaching, but by living the life, can we make ourselves centres of spiritual influence.”17

17 Means and Ends of Education, p. 125.

The dread which prevents so many parents from being strict with their children is not a sign of a humane disposition, but rather a proof of mental unsteadiness, moral weakness, and lack of principle. They hesitate to impose a law upon their children because they themselves have no law to guide them, and because father and mother proceed on different principles, or have no principles at all. Parental discipline, to be effective, must be concerted, reasonable, moderate, and uniform. Though the father is stricter than the mother, both should communicate to each other their experiences and observations and never let the children notice any difference of opinion that may arise between them. There should be no partiality in the treatment of children, yet, on the other hand, each should be dealt with according to his or her individual character, with due regard to his or her idiosyncrasies, and all should be made to know and feel that they are equally dear to their progenitors. That parents love those of their children who cause them trouble with a special tenderness seems to be natural, but to treat the younger children more leniently than the older is neither just nor prudent.18

18 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, pp. 647 sqq.

p. 525Though instruction in matters of sex may be necessary in some cases, it cannot be regarded as a general duty incumbent upon all parents, for three reasons: First, not all are able to give this sort of instruction effectively; secondly, a great many children, in consequence of temperament, education, or environment, do not require such instruction, at least not in childhood; third, it is not at all certain that instruction in matters of sex always produces the desired effect, but experience teaches that, on the contrary, this sort of enlightenment, no matter how well-intentioned, often entails great danger.19 For very good reasons drawn from personal experience many moralists, pedagogues, and parents oppose this new fad. The words of the noble Bishop Sailer20 remain as true to-day as when they were spoken nearly a century ago: “The lure of curiosity and forbidden desire, aided by the imagination, often overcomes the trained reason of the adult man; what will they do to the boy whose reason is so very weak and whose imagination is so immensely strong? Hence sexual instruction must not be the rule. Whether it may be employed beneficially in exceptional cases, must be left to the judgment of the wise and prudent lover of youth.”21 Consequently, there can be no duty in this matter for parents except in individual and exceptional cases, when such instruction appears necessary, and even then only to the extent in which it is necessary. The general rule is that parents should instruct their children in the unchangeable principles of Christian morality, inculcate especially the necessity of watchfulness and prayer against the temptations of the flesh, train the children to be chaste and modest, and instil into them at an early age fear of God and a deep aversion for the sins against the Sixth Commandment.22

19 Cfr. F. Damian, “Eine aktuelle Frage,” in the Theologisch-prakt. Quartalschrift, of Linz, 1906, pp. 750 sqq.; F. Tischler, Prinzipielle Gesichtspunkte zur sexuellen Aufklärung, ibid., 1908, pp. 783 sqq.; Th. J. Gerard, The Church and Eugenics, London 1921, pp. 61 sqq.

20 On Sailer see the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 328.

21 Schmetz, Das Glück im Heim, p. 191. Cfr. F. W. Foerster, Sexualethik, 3rd ed., pp. 183 sqq.

22 L. Auer, Die Einführung in ein richtiges Geschlechtsleben, Donauwörth 1907, pp. 22 sqq.; M. Gatterer and F. Krus, Die Erziehung zur Keuschheit, 2nd ed., Innsbruck, 1910, pp. 4 sqq. (English edition by Van der Donckt).

p. 526Father Thomas J. Gerrard, a very competent authority, says that parents and teachers have to steer between Scylla and Charybdis in this matter of sex instruction:

“The difficulty arises from this, that there is an intimate nervous connection between the imagination and the bodily functions; so that knowledge may cause keen physical sensations and they in turn may become a source of temptation and sin. If the knowledge is gained before the mind can rightly grasp the motives for self-control or the will acquire the habit, the removal of ignorance may mean the loss of innocence as well. Whereas if when knowledge is due it is withheld, an unhealthy curiosity may seek gratification in wrong ways or be suppressed by an equally unhealthy prudery.

p. 527“Once the necessity of this instruction is admitted, the solution of the problem must take the form of an answer to the questions—Who? When? and How? Who is the proper person to give the instruction? As the parent stands in the closest relation to the child and is primarily responsible for its moral education, it is clearly the parental duty to see that the offspring gets the requisite knowledge neither too early nor too late. It is never too early to begin to train children in habits of modesty as regards themselves and others, but the time will come when that training must be supplemented and confirmed by a disclosure of the rational and religious grounds for those habits. Of the parents, the mother is normally the best fitted in herself and in her opportunities to undertake this duty, but if she for some reason cannot do it, she is bound to provide an efficient substitute.

“As to the when and how, clearly the disclosure must be gradual. As generally it is the phenomenon of birth that first arouses the child’s curiosity, the mother should be prepared to use the analogy of reproduction amongst irrational animals, such as cats and rabbits, to illustrate such part of the human process as concerns herself. Answers to some questions may readily be deferred for a time, especially if the child leads a sheltered life, but false information should never be given. God’s share in the process, both in ordaining it and actually creating the rational soul, should be emphasized, so as to show its essential sacredness, and, whilst it is described as too intimate to be discussed with others, care must be taken not to let the child think that there is anything improper in the function itself. Not until much later, when the occurrence of the phenomena of puberty seems likely to arouse youthful curiosity again, should the part the father takes be indicated. Then it is time that the growing youths should learn other reasons, besides God’s stern prohibition, for preserving continence, such as reverence for the purity of others and the personal and social harm of indulgence.

p. 528“So much for what we may call home instruction, normally indispensable if the moral character is to be duly developed. But it should always be accompanied or followed up by that training in religion by which young minds are best enlightened and young wills best strengthened against sexual sin. The explanation of the Sixth and Ninth Commandments, if given clearly and fully, should, by indicating precisely what is wrong, and the penalties which are assigned by God to transgression, suffice to preserve any Catholic child from unconsciously forming habits of vice. Unfortunately, as every confessor can testify, owing to a mistaken reticence on the part of parents or to the difficulties attending class instruction in so delicate a subject, many children are allowed to grow up and to leave school inadequately or even wrongly informed as to what is and what is not sinful. Such ignorance is widespread outside the Catholic Church, but, with Catechism instruction as a basis of enlightenment, it should be impossible for a Catholic child to be misinformed on so vital a matter. It is the grave duty of those entrusted with the task of teaching the Catechism to see that the nature of the obligations imposed by these two commandments, and the reason for them, are clearly understood by their pupils. This obviously cannot be done by questioning in public, both because of the nature of the subject and the different degrees of precocity exhibited even by children of the same age and standing. For this reason, detailed class instruction in this matter is strongly to be deprecated. The state of the child’s knowledge is best ascertained by judicious questioning in private with the view to removing misapprehensions, and correcting, if need be, both laxity and scrupulosity of conscience.”

p. 529Closely akin to this question, and equally important, is when and how to tell the young of the harmful physical effects of sexual indulgence. It is a pressing question to-day when the looseness of morals, induced by the Great War, has greatly increased the incidence of venereal disease. The medical profession are seriously alarmed at the spread of this racial poison, which affects the innocent as well as the guilty, and are casting about for means of checking its ravages. One of these means is the diffusion of knowledge both as to the painful and health-shattering character of veneric diseases, and as to the methods by which they can be cured once they have been incurred. “In the conveyance of this information,” says Fr. Gerrard, “the moralists (and genuine eugenics put morality foremost) see a double effect: the revelation of the terrible nature of the infection is clearly a deterrent, whilst the indication of a ready means of recovery tends to make the sinner more reckless. However, the need of promoting public health and of protecting the innocent from loathsome complaints, outweighs the possible danger of making the way of the transgressor less hard; and, the crisis being what it is, no Catholic moralist would refuse to second the efforts of the health authorities, both to warn the public and to heal, as speedily as may be, those who do not heed the warning.

“Again, the risk attending public instruction of adults must necessarily be run, if only because of the impossibility of conveying the knowledge otherwise. Members of non-Catholic bodies, deprived of explicit moral teach- ing and the counsels of the confessional, must be treated thus en masse and appealed to mainly on physical and social grounds. But we hold out against such instruction being given publicly in schools, and we insist on the religious motive as being the highest and most permanent in fighting this great evil. Religion, as we said above, is the only eugenic force in the world capable of realizing the final aim of eugenics.”23

23 The Church and Eugenics, Appendix.

p. 530All further explanations may, as a rule, be postponed to the time immediately preceding marriage.24 Innocence of mind and heart has this great advantage that it turns away the imagination of the adolescent boy or girl from the sexual organs and their functions, which in not a few cases is of greater advantage than the most profound knowledge concerning these things.

24 See the excellent specimen instruction for bridal couples by Dean J. H. Keim in Dr. F. Schulze’s Pastoral Theology, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1923, Appendix II.

A Catholic lay writer on these subjects says that the instruction which he and his bride received from an experienced and pious priest immediately before marriage, was of greater benefit to them than all professed instruction in matters of sex could possibly have been. Given in the confessional, such instructions are frequently even more effective, because they turn the attention to the sacred purpose of Matrimony at a time when and in a place where the mind is most receptive to such things.
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p. 531—T. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 274 sqq.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 101 sqq.—J. E. Ross, Christian Ethics, pp. 386 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 307 sqq.—F. Walter, Die sexuelle Aufklärung der Jugend, Donauwörth 1907.—T. J. Gerrard, The Church and Eugenics, London 1921, pp. 61 sqq.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., De Castitate, nn. 134, 172, 175, 196, 199, 242.


Section 4: The Duties of Children to Their Parents

p. 532The Decalogue contains a special commandment for children, namely, “Honor thy father and thy mother, that thou mayest be long-lived upon the land which the Lord thy God will give thee.”1 This precept was expressly re-inculcated by Jesus Christ: “For God said: Honor thy father and mother.”2 St. Paul calls attention to the fact that this “is the first commandment with a promise” attached to it.3

1 Ex. XX, 12; cfr. Deut. V, 16; Tob. IV, 3; Ecclus. III, 3, 5–8; VII, 29.—Cfr. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebr. Bibel, I, 344.

2 Matth. XV, 4; cfr. Mark VII, 10.

3 Eph. VI, 1–3; cfr. Col. III, 20.

The precept to honor father and mother, therefore, is not merely based on the law of nature, but it is a positive divine law, given for the purpose of materially lightening the duties of parents.4

4 St. Augustine, Quaest. in Heptateuch., l. I, qu. 153: “There is also a natural order among human beings, that women serve men and children their parents, because here too this is justice, that the weaker reason serve the stronger.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 590).—Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 5, qu. 2.

The term “honor”5 signifies not only the love which every man must show to every other man,6 but that filial respect which has its natural foundation in the dependence of youth upon age, in a feeling of personal inferiority, and in addition, that pietas which children owe to their parents as the authors of their existence and their educators.7

5 τιμᾶν, honorare.

6 Lev. XIX, 18; Matth. XIX, 19; XXII, 39.—Love for his parents is part of the child’s natural equipment and therefore is not particularly emphasized in Revelation.

7 Lev. XIX, 3; Cat. Rom., P. III, c. 5, qu. 7; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 368: “Children are bound toward their parents by a most special obligation. Three duties, moreover, are to be rendered by children to parents under the title of piety, namely, love, reverence, and obedience. For parents stand in a threefold relation to their children, namely, by reason of cause, by reason of preeminence, and by reason of governance. Consequently children ought to love them as the cause of their existence, to reverence them as superiors, and to obey them as rulers delegated by God.”

p. 533The duties that flow from this virtue are three: reverence, love, and obedience.




	Reverence (reverentia sive timor reverentialis) is a feeling of deep respect, mingled with awe and affection. Children owe reverence to their parents as long as they live, nay, beyond the grave. It should cause them to bear with their parents even if their demands sometimes exceed the right measure, to spare their feelings, and in their conduct towards them to avoid whatever might savor of contempt. Sins which are but venial when committed against others, may be mortal if committed against parents because they violate reverence.8



8 Cfr. Gen. XLVI, 29; Tob. X, 9 sqq.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 2nd ed., 793: “Every hatred, injury, irreverence, and contempt which is judged moderate or light toward another neighbor is grave toward parents; and that which is judged grave toward another neighbor is supreme toward parents (the matter of theft alone is excepted). The reason is taken from the order of degrees, because after God the first degree of union with us is that of parents, and therefore hatred, injury, and irreverence inflicted upon them is always, other things being equal, graver than that inflicted upon other neighbors, even relatives.”

p. 534Children sin against the reverence they owe to their parents if they deny them those signs of respect which are demanded by custom or treat them with indifference or neglect. Contempt, mockery, or maltreatment, which would be sinful towards strangers, are a much more grievous sin when committed against parents. To mistreat one’s parents or to curse them was punished by death under the Old Law. Reverence forbids us to reveal the faults of our parents. Children should not sue their parents in court, unless higher considerations of justice or public welfare are at stake, and it is a wise provision of the law which exempts them from testifying against their progenitors. The duty of reverence must not be disregarded even when it becomes necessary to treat parents with physical violence, for instance, in self-defence, when they are insane.9

9 Linsenmann, Lehrb. der Moraltheol., pp. 651 sq. Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 75, art. 2: “It is most grave to mock God and the things that are God’s (Is. XXXVII, 23); then the mockery of parents holds the second place (Prov. XXX, 17).”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 372 sq.; Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., I, n. 949.




	Children must, secondly, love their parents. This love is not identical with the charity every man must entertain for all his fellowmen, but a special duty, based upon the fact that children are indebted to their parents, under God, for their life and for innumerable material and spiritual benefits. This filial love should not only be deeply rooted in the heart (amor affectivus), but it should be manifested outwardly in acts of assis- tance and protection (amor effectivus).10 Children are in duty bound to support their parents when the latter become unable to support themselves.



10 Ecclus. III, 14–18; VII, 29 sq.; Prov. XIX, 26.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 369: “Children ought to love their parents with both inward love, pursuing them with a pious and benevolent affection of heart, and outward love, repelling from them every notable evil and injury, showing them also outward signs of benevolence, and assisting them according to their means when they are in need. This is established by natural law. Therefore, although our parents may have defects, however grave, and however they may have acted toward us, nevertheless we owe them life and preservation, which surely is the greatest of all benefits.”

p. 535This support is, of course, to be gauged in each case by the child’s ability. When a man has to strain every nerve to provide for his own family, or to pay his creditors, he cannot be held to contribute to the support of his parents except in case of urgent need. But even when children have become wealthy, they are not obliged to support their parents on a scale essentially higher than that to which their station in life entitles the latter. Whatever children do for their parents, however, they should do in such a manner that the latter can feel that the assistance given them is not a cold matter of duty, but inspired by genuine affection. Parents have a right to demand this of their children in view of what they have done for them. The consequences of lack of filial affection are graphically portrayed in Shakespeare’s “King Lear.”11

11 Linsenmann, Lehrb. d. Moraltheol., pp. 652 sq.




	The duty of filial obedience (obedientia filialis) is coextensive with parental authority, and hence comprises whatever is subject to that authority, i. e., all matters of education and domestic government.



p. 536a) For minors living under the parental roof the obligation of obeying their parents is a grave one in all important matters. But not all violations of this duty are mortal sins; quite often the guilt is diminished by youthful thoughtlessness, imprudence, or lack of judgment.12 In the case of children who have reached the age of maturity, however, it is nearly always a mortal sin if they refuse to obey their parents in matters that concern their eternal salvation or are of vital importance for the preservation of peace and good order within the family circle. The sin of disobedience is aggravated by pride, obstinacy, and hypocrisy. Grown-up children may, of course, raise objections against parental commands or orders, but they should present their reasons with respect and deference, and be ready to obey, no matter what the final decision may be.13

12 Ecclus. III, 1; Eph. VI, 1; Col. III, 20.—Gury, op. cit., I, n. 374 sq.

13 De Benefic., l. III, c. 38.

b) The duty of filial obedience ceases to bind when parents command their children to do something that is bad in itself or a proximate occasion of sin, for Jesus says, “He that loveth father or mother more than me, is not worthy of me.”14

14 Matth. X, 37; Luke XIV, 26; Acts IV, 19; V, 29.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., LXX, s. I, n. 2: “In this matter alone a son ought not to obey his father, if his father has commanded something against the Lord his God. For the father ought not to be angry when God is preferred to him. But when a father commands that which is not against God, he is to be hearkened to as God, because God commanded that one obey one’s father.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 875).—IDEM, Sermones, 100 (al. 7 de Verbis Domini), c. 1, n. 2: “The father is to be honored, but God is to be obeyed; the begetter is to be loved, but the Creator is to be preferred.”—Ibid., c. 2: “Love your parents, but prefer God to your parents.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 603).

p. 537Nor does the duty of obedience bind a child in the choice of a vocation or state of life. Parents have no right to compel their children to embrace a vocation which would require them to renounce marriage or the religious life. If they fear that they will be exposed to extreme want through the marriage of a child, or his reception into a religious order, they may demand that the one or the other act be postponed, and in that case the child should not resist. Children may enter a religious order against the will and without the knowledge of their parents if they are unable to overcome parental resistance and there is no danger that the parents will suffer want. Minors, however, should be kept back as long as possible, since in their case the matter is not urgent and their vocation as yet uncertain.15

15 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 335: “Here it must be noted that children are not bound to obey in those matters which pertain to choosing a state of life. Hence parents sin gravely who compel them, even indirectly, against their will, to choose a state of life, whether religious, clerical, or matrimonial; or, conversely, if without a just cause they unjustly draw them back, even without force or fraud, from the religious, clerical, or matrimonial state, because it especially falls to parents to take counsel for the spiritual good of their children. Hence, if a son feels himself called by God to the religious or clerical state and perceives that his parents will unjustly impede him, he acts more advisedly by concealing the matter from them and carrying out the divine will. It has been said unjustly, for it would have to be said otherwise if the parents opposed him for a just cause, for example, if they would remain in need, or if otherwise a most noble family would become extinct, as Elbel says (Theol. Mor., P. III, n. 539). In this second case, however, I think the son is not bound on that account to abandon his voca- tion.”—Cfr. H. Busembaum, S. J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 3, c. 2, dub. 1, n. 4: “A child is bound to support needy parents, to such a degree that, if in grave necessity they cannot be helped otherwise, he is bound to remain in the world (unless, however, in this there would threaten him a certain, or at least very probable, danger to salvation); and if he has entered religious life, he is bound to leave and help his parents, provided that their necessity preceded his profession.”—Ibid., n. 5: “But if the necessity arises after profession and is extreme, he is bound to leave, permission having first been sought (though not obtained). But if it is merely grave, such that they can somehow live, he is not indeed bound, yet he can leave if the superior permits. In which case he is bound, insofar as it does not obstruct his purpose, to wear the habit and observe the essentials of religion; but after help has been given to his parents, he is bound to return.” (Tornaci 1876, I, 161).—Cfr. St. Thomas, S. Th., 2a 2ae, qu. 101, a. 4; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 377; Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., I, nn. 946–948.

p. 538The duty of obedience ceases to bind, lastly, when a child marries, becomes of age or enters a religious order or congregation. Children who continue to dwell under the parental roof after they have attained their majority, remain subject to parental authority, and this includes sons who are in clerical orders, but have no benefice and are supported wholly or in part by the family.

If a conflict arises between the demands of the parents and those of the children, the presumption is in favor of the parents because they are supposed to have a riper judgment, and it is, generally speaking, not wise to support children who resist their parents. On the other hand it cannot be denied that parents are sometimes unreasonable in the demands they make upon their children. In the same Epistle in which he inculcates the duty of filial obedience St. Paul says: “Fathers, provoke not your children to anger.”16 Parents should always remember that they rear their children not for themselves, but for society, and they must not refuse to make the sacrifices demanded of them on this account. They may not hinder their children from choosing a vocation or establishing a family of their own, merely because they themselves would have to live less comfortably in consequence.

16 Eph. VI, 4.

p. 539The children, on the other hand, must remember that they should not take any important step in life without the consent and blessing of their parents and that if they do so without a just cause, they forfeit an important condition of happiness. Parents have a right to be consulted in regard to their children’s choice of a vocation, and often, when the children are moved by passion or restiveness, the will of the parents represents the counsel of mature wisdom. It may justly be assumed that the son or daughter who marries with due regard to the wishes of his or her parents will be better off than he or she who parts from them in anger and contracts a marriage which they disapprove.

As there are children who, because of mental or bodily defects, cannot take care of themselves, but remain a charge on their parents as long as they live, so, too, it may happen that a child must renounce an independent position in order not to expose his parents to penury. Circumstances may render this an imperative duty, and if the sacrifice is made in the right spirit, it is as much a virtue as making a religious profession.17

17 Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 651.—The question whether there are between parents and children mutual duties of justice in addition to those of pietas and the other virtues distinct from justice (e. g., gratitude, veracity, etc.) is controverted among theologians.

Those who take the place of parents, especially guardians and teachers, and, in general, superiors, participate in their rights as well as duties.18 The rights and duties of guardians are, as a rule determined by positive law.19

18 Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 2nd ed., 806: “To these [teachers] pupils are bound to render love, reverence, and obedience or diligence in those matters which pertain to their care. The sins of pupils, therefore, are: unjust indignation, contempt, irritating the teach- er, disobedience in matters pertaining to their care, e. g., studies, insults, abusive words, and other injuries inflicted; although in these matters boys are for the most part excused from mortal sin by levity, imprudence, or passion, so that they are to be condemned not to hell but only to the furnace. Conversely, masters and teachers are bound to render to their pupils love, instruction, correction, and example. This is evident from the nature of their office. Their sins, therefore, are, among others, unjust or indiscreet indignation and rebukes, negligent, incautious, false teaching, omission of due correction, scandals of the little ones: woe to them! Academic masters or teachers are bound to still more duties, which they themselves will have learned from the statutes and the common law.”

19 C. I. C., can. 765 sqq.; cfr. this Handbook, Vol. II, p. 121.

p. 540Sponsors must see to it that their godchildren are raised in the Catholic religion and lead a good Christian life in conformity with the promises made at Baptism. This is a grave obligation which ceases only with death.20 Baptism gives rise to a spiritual relationship between the sponsor and the baptized person. If one is sponsor by proxy, the principal, not the proxy, contracts spiritual relationship with the baptizandus.

20 Cfr. Conc. Trid., Sess. XXIV, c. 2, De Ref. Matr.; C. I. C., can. 769.

Sponsors are absolved from all obligation if it can be prudently presumed that the godchild is properly taken care of by his parents or guardians.21

21 J. B. Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 184; cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. IV, n. 1476.

The baptizing priest should see to it that the canonical regulations concerning sponsors are duly observed, and instruct the sponsors in regard to the obligations they assume, and also with respect to the spiritual relationship they contract.

It is a bad sign if scholars and pupils do not remember gratefully their teachers and others who have contributed towards the formation of their character and their success in life. As true gratitude is a splendid virtue, so ingratitude is a detestable vice, and if it is formal, i. e., coupled with downright contempt for the favors received or for those who bestowed them, it is a mortal sin, unless the matter involved is so small as to diminish the guilt (parvitas materiae).22

22 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 106 sq.; Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 2nd ed., 806 sqq.—Cfr. Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm., 265 (al. 215, De Temp.), n. 2: “Know that you who receive children in baptism have stood as sureties for them before God. And therefore always chastise and correct both those who are born of you and those whom you receive from the font, that they may live chastely, justly, and soberly. And conduct yourselves in such a way that if your children wish to imitate you, they may not burn with you in the fire, but may come with you to the eternal rewards.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 2238).—IDEM, De Rect. Cath. Conversat., n. 4 (P. L., XL, 1171).

p. 541READINGS.—Catechismus Romanus, P. III, c. 5.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 101–105.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 2nd ed., 784 sqq.—Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 3rd ed., 719 sqq.—J. B. Hirscher, Die christliche Moral, Vol. III, 5th ed., pp. 539 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 433 sqq.—W. Becker, S.J., Die Pflichten der Kinder und die christl. Jugend, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1898.—T. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 270 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C. S. P., Christian Ethics, pp. 385 sqq.


Section 5: The Mutual Duties of Brothers and Sisters and Other Relatives, and of Masters and Servants

p. 542


	THE MUTUAL DUTIES OF BROTHERS AND SISTERS.—While the family converges towards unity in the parents, it diverges into variety in the children. The natural tie that binds brothers and sisters together is not their individuality, but their common relation towards their parents and towards the family to which they belong. For this reason the bond in question is much weaker and entails fewer duties than the one which unites parents and children.



Broadly speaking, brothers and sisters are bound to love one another more dearly than other human beings and to help one another, not only in urgent, but also in grave and ordinary necessities.1

1 Ps. CXXXII, 1–3; Ecclus. XXV, 1 sq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. III, n. 340 (ed. Gaudé, I, 606).

These duties, however, vary even between brothers and sisters. Older brothers and sisters have more duties towards younger brothers and sisters because they are the natural representatives of the parents. If they marry, however, their duties to their younger brothers and sisters must in case of collision give way to the duties they owe to husband or wife, and children. As a rule, too, brothers have more onerous duties towards their sisters than vice versa. Thus, if an unmarried sister would probably be exposed to want in case her brother joined a religious order, he would have to give up his intention, or at least postpone its execution, until satisfactory provision could be made for the dependent sister. If the parents are dead and an older brother or sister takes their place in rearing the younger children, he or she has a right to demand from them, in all that pertains to unity and peace of the family, the same respect and obedience that they would show to the parents, were they alive. Uncharitableness, enmity, and revenge among children of the same parents is doubly detestable and sinful.2

2 See this Handbook, Vol. I, pp. 215 sq.; cfr. O. v. Marmerie, Die Familie, pp. 331 sqq.

p. 543


	THE MUTUAL DUTIES OF RELATIVES.—When a family broadens out into several, we have what is called relationship. Descent from the same ancestors is a bond that unites relatives into a natural group. This bond grows weaker in proportion to the distance of the descendants from their common ancestor. Consequently, the duties of relatives to one another are difficult to define. We may lay it down as a general rule, however, that when different relatives are simultaneously in need, the nearer should be given precedence over the more distant. For the rest, the duties which relatives have towards one another are obligations of charity rather than of justice, except when there is question of an inheritance ab intestato.3



3 Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 2nd ed., 803.

p. 544Lack of affection for one’s relatives is a sign of selfishness and involves a gross violation of Christian charity. On the other hand, love of one’s relatives should never be allowed to degenerate into unjust partiality or lead to the neglect of higher vocational duties.4 Nepotism, i. e., favoritism extended to relatives, near or distant, in the bestowal of offices, in fact every species of undue discrimination in favor of relatives, especially in governmental patronage, is detrimental to private and public morality because it leads to violations of duty, unjust preference, and other vices.

4 Matth. VIII, 21 sq.; XII, 46 sqq.; Luke IX, 59 sqq.

It belongs to the allied sciences of politics and political economy to weigh the advantages and disadvantages of the patriarchal or feudal system of society as against its opposite extreme, the atomization of society and property into minute particles. Both tendencies involve grave social dangers.

p. 545Another danger, which affects morality very closely, is inbreeding, i. e., marrying among near relatives. It is apt to result in physical degeneration and the transmission of undesirable characteristics, notably mental defects, from ancestors to descendants. Though the physiological consequences of inbreeding are undeniable, it will be well to put the case against it on moral grounds, because heredity is still a largely unexplored subject. Among the moral dangers of inbreeding are too great intimacy between near relatives, the exclusion of new blood, and the cultivation of a spirit of social pride and exclusiveness that is detrimental to society at large. Marriages between near relatives as a rule are not contracted for love, but for extrinsic, conventional reasons, and hence involve an undue restriction of individual liberty. It is difficult to determine the exact limits to which parental authority may go in controlling the rights of children, though quite evidently he who shares in the advantages of family life, ought to submit to a certain amount of compulsion for the benefit of the whole.5

5 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 127, n. 12: “The Lord wills that we prefer God to earthly blood relationships. Defer to your father, because he is your father; defer to God, because He is God. Your father begot you by furnishing his flesh; God created you by applying His omnipotence. Do not— let the father be angry when God is preferred to him; rather let him rejoice that so much deference is paid to him, that He alone was found who ought to be preferred to him.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1685).

p. 546Unequal treatment of relatives is not immoral so long as the personal rights of each are respected and no one is compelled to choose a vocation, to marry or to abstain from marriage, to sacrifice his religious convictions, or hindered in the performance of his duties. But when love of one’s kin leads to clannishness, to undue pride, and to the exploitation of outsiders, it is sinful and apt to foment social disturbances.6

6 St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, l. XV, c. 16, n. 1: “Since, after the first union of the man made from dust and his wife from the man’s side, the human race needed the joining of males and females in order to be multiplied by generation, and there were no human beings except those who had been born from those two, the men took their sisters as wives; and this act, certainly, the earlier it was under the compulsion of necessity, the more damnable it afterward became when religion prohibited it. For the most right account was taken of charity: that men, for whom useful and honorable concord existed, should be bound by the ties of diverse relationships, and that one man should not have many of them in one person, but that individual relationships should be distributed among individuals and thus, for the more diligent binding together of social life, many relationships should hold many persons. Father and father-in-law, indeed, are names of two relationships. Therefore, in order that each person might have one man as father and another as father-in-law, charity extends itself more widely.”—Ibid., n. 3: “The union, therefore, of male and female, so far as the mortal race is concerned, is a kind of nursery of the state.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 457, 459).—St. Thomas, S. Th., 2a 2ae, qu. 154, art. 9; 3a, Suppl., qu. 54, art. 3: “Incidentally, the end of marriage is the alliance of men and the multiplication of friendship, since a man regards his wife’s blood relatives as his own. And therefore prejudice would be done to this multiplication of friendship if someone married a wife connected to him by blood, because from this no new friendship would accrue to anyone through marriage.”—On endogamy and exogamy see Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 451 sqq.—Cfr. Linsenmann, Moraltheol., pp. 654 sq.

The duties arising between masters and domestic servants from the express or implicit contract existing between them, are duties of justice in the strict sense,7 neglect of which involves sin and the duty of making restitution. Besides the duties flowing directly from the contract, there are other duties, which bind masters to provide for the spiritual and, to a certain extent and more remotely, also for the temporal welfare of their servants. They should not only make it possible for their servants to comply with their religious duties, but exhort and persuade them to avoid proximate occasions of sin. Servants, on their part, should be faithful to their employers, honor them, promote their interests, obey them in all legitimate things, and keep the secrets entrusted to them. As a rule it is a mortal sin for a servant to make statements which are apt to cause his employer considerable loss or annoyance.

7 Ecclus. XXXIII, 31; Eph. VI, 5–9; Col. III, 22–24; IV, 1; 1 Tim. VI, 1 sq.; Tit. II, 9; 1 Pet. II, 18 sq.—Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 3rd ed., 740 sqq.; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 392–394.

p. 547In the ideal social order every servant would be enabled sooner or later to become his own master and to govern others, service would merely be a condition of, and a preparation for, the government of others, and no one would command who had not previously learned to obey.

READINGS.—Sailer, Handbuch der christl. Moral, Vol. III, pp. 194 sqq.—Jocham, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, pp. 336 sqq.—H. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 314 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 554 sq.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 112 sqq.—F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, pp. 29 sq., 427 sqq.


Chapter III: The Christian State

Section 1: Nature and Purpose of the State

p. 548


	As marriage gives rise to the family, so the family is the nursery of the State,1 which may be defined as a perfect and self-sufficient society, consisting of many families, united together under a common ruler and governed by the same laws, for the attainment of complete life and welfare of all the members. The State owes its existence to the natural needs of men as social beings, which compel them to unite in larger (political) communities. For neither as an individual nor as a family member is a man able to supply even his own urgent needs.



1 Cicero, De Offic., l. I, c. 17: “Since it is common to living creatures by nature to have the desire to procreate, the first society is in marriage itself, the next in children, then one household, all things in common. And this is the beginning of the city and, as it were, the nursery of the commonwealth. Next come the unions of brothers, afterward those of first cousins and second cousins, who, when they can no longer be contained in one household, go out into other houses as into colonies. Next come marriages and affinities, from which there are yet more relatives. This propagation and offspring will be the origin of commonwealths. Moreover, blood relationship and benevolence bind men by charity.”

p. 549Now, as it would be impossible to preserve order in the family without some higher (paternal or parental) authority, so, too, the permanent cohabitation of many families would not be possible without a common leader.2 History teaches that in matter of fact there is not and never was a nation or State that wholly lacked political organization, no matter what form of public policy it adopted.

2 Prov. XI, 14.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 96, art. 4: “The social life of many could not exist unless someone presided who aimed at the common good. For many of themselves aim at many things, but one at one thing. And therefore the Philosopher says that whenever many things are ordered to one, one is always found as principal and director.”

But the State is not only a spontaneous outgrowth of sheer natural necessity, it is at the same time a free and voluntary product of human intelligence. It furnishes a fruitful soil for countless moral relations which are sustained and regulated by the ideas of social order, right, and justice,—ideas implanted by the Creator Himself in the minds and hearts of men. Accordingly the State or civil society is not a purely human invention, but instituted by God; for, as St. Paul says, “there is no power but from God, and those that are, are ordained of God.”3 “Because no society can hold together unless some one be over all,”—writes Leo XIII in his famous encyclical “Immortale Dei,”—“directing all to strive ear- nestly for the common good, every civilized community must have a ruling authority, and this authority, no less than society itself, has its source in nature, and has, consequently, God for its author. Hence it follows that all public power must proceed from God. For God alone is the true and supreme Lord of the world, to whom everything without exception must be subject, and whom everything must serve: so that whosoever holds the right to govern, holds it from one sole and single source, namely, from God, the Sovereign Ruler of all.”4

3 Rom. XIII, 1; cfr. Prov. VIII, 15 sq.

4 Encycl. “Immortale Dei,” Nov. 1, 1885: “Since no society can hold together unless someone presides over all, moving each person toward the common purpose with an efficacious and simultaneous impulse, it follows that an authority by which it is ruled is necessary to the civil community of men; this authority, no less than society, arises from nature and therefore from God Himself as author. From this it follows that public power in itself is from none but God. For God alone is the truest and supreme Lord of things, to whom all things whatsoever must be subject and must serve; so that whoever possesses the right of command receives it from no other source than from God, that supreme Prince of all.”—Cfr. J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, pp. 2 sq., 26 sqq.

p. 550Yet, though political power is from God, Divine Revelation has not prescribed any particular form of government,5 but leaves men free to choose whichever form they prefer, and civil society is a moral entity precisely by the fact that it is based in part upon a free agreement, that it is sustained by the voluntary co-operation of its members, and that the individual finds within it ample scope for free activity. This liberty, however, like human liberty in general, is not merely legal, derived from positive law, but has its root in the divine will, and, ultimately, in the eternal and imperishable ideas of right and justice as they exist in God.

5 Rom. XIII, 1–7; 1 Pet. II, 13–19. Cfr. Linsenmann, Moraltheol., pp. 621 sqq.; G. v. Hertling, Kleine Schriften, pp. 41 sqq., 61 sqq., 91 sqq., 470 sqq.; M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 557 sqq.; J. A. Ryan, op. cit., p. 28 sq.

p. 551The influence of Christianity on the development of political life shows itself especially in this that the Church of Christ inculcates a higher conception of justice and goodness. She is the authorized interpreter of the natural law. And since the human race is not intended to work out its destiny exclusively on this earthly planet, but has a truly transcendental aim and purpose,6 the State does not contain its ultimate purpose within itself, in other words, it is not absolute, but merely a means to an end. This end is to help humanity reach its temporal and eternal destiny. “Nature did not fashion society with the intent that man should seek in it his last end, but that in it and through it he should find suitable means to attain to his own perfection.”7

6 Mark VIII, 36 sq.; Luke IX, 25; X, 42.—St. Augustine, Confess., l. I, c. 1: “Thou [Lord] dost stir us, that it may delight us to praise Thee, because Thou hast made us for Thyself, and our heart is restless until it rests in Thee.” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 661).

7 Leo XIII, Encycl. “Sapientiae Christianae,” Jan. 10, 1890: “Nature did not beget society for this reason, that man should pursue it as an end, but that in it and through it he should find helps suited to his perfection.”




	The end or purpose of the State may be briefly described as the promotion of the public welfare (salus sive prosperitas publica). This means that the State must by proper laws and institutions insure the preservation of good morals and the proper government of families, inculcate respect for religion, enforce the demands of justice, secure the prosperity of business, trade, and commerce, etc., because upon the promotion of these things the welfare and happiness of civil society mainly depends.8



8 Cfr. Rom. XIII, 3 sq.—Cathrein, Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 525 sqq.—Leo XIII, Encycl. “Immortale Dei,” Nov. 1, 1885; IDEM, Encyclical letter “Rerum Novarum,” March 15, 1891.

p. 552The object of the State, therefore, is the preservation of civil society on the basis of justice and order. Still law and order are not the last and highest purpose, but means for the attainment of a still higher one, which is contained in the very destiny of man himself, namely, culture and civilization in the fullest and most perfect sense of the term. The State must create such conditions of law and order as are suitable to a nation’s state of culture and apt to lead the people to a still higher plane of morality. Law and order must be directed toward good morals. Hence it belongs to the State not only to protect its citizens against external and internal enemies, and to protect private property, but likewise to prevent and punish all public violations of morality and to promote every form of true culture and civilization,—education, religion, science and art.9

9 J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, pp. 195 sqq.; Linsenmann, Moraltheologie, p. 620.

The State has its natural basis in nationality. But History shows that a nation (in the strict sense) can very well comprise several States, and that a State may comprise people of different nationalities. Both the undue suppression of national aspirations and the undue exaltation of the principle of nationality are moral defects and therefore illicit.10

10 Ibid., pp. 615 sqq.—Cfr. Stöckl, Das Christentum, Vol. II, pp. 389 sqq.; W. Frind, Das sprachliche und sprachlich-nationale Recht in polyglotten Staaten und Ländern, Mayence 1899; W. Haidegger, Der nationale Gedanke im Lichte des Christentums, 2nd ed., Brixen, 1902; A. Vermeersch, S. J., Quaestiones de Iustitia, 2nd ed., pp. 6 sqq.

p. 553READINGS.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 619 sqq.—V. Cathrein, S. J., Moralphilosophie, Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 462 sqq.—IDEM, Die Staatsgewalt und ihre Grenzen, Freiburg i. B. 1882.—G. v. Hertling, Recht, Staat und Gesellschaft, Kempten 1906.—B. Seidel, Die Lehre des hl. Augustinus vom Staate, Breslau 1909.—M. Cronin, The Science of Ethics, Vol. II, pp. 461 sqq., 507 sqq.—J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, N. Y. 1922, pp. 62 sqq., 195 sqq., 221 sqq.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 241 sqq., 266 sqq., 303 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 395 sqq., 433.—P. Tischleder, Ursprung und Träger der Staatsgewalt nach der Lehre des hl. Thomas und seiner Schule, M. Gladbach 1923.

Section 2: The Duties of Public Officials

p. 554


	The highest government official in a country, whether his title be emperor, king, or president, is the representative of God, appointed for the purpose of enforcing justice and promoting the common welfare.1 St. Thomas2 describes his duties in a classical passage as threefold: “(1) That he establish a good life among the subject multitude; (2) That he preserve what has been established; (3) That he promote what has been preserved toward better things.” The institutio bonae vitae comprises: (a) that the people live in unity of peace; (b) that, united by the bonds of peace, they be directed in doing good; (c) that by the industry and foresight of their ruler they be provided plentifully with the necessaries of life.3



1 Rom. XIII, 3 sq.

2 De Regimine Principum, l. I, c. 15.

3 Ibid.: “(a) That the multitude be established in the unity of peace; (b) that the multitude, united by the bond of peace, be directed to acting well; (c) that through the ruler’s industry there be a sufficient abundance of the things necessary for living well.”

The conservatio bonae vitae implies: (a) a just administration by, and a proper succession of, officials; (b) proper laws and precepts, re- wards to encourage civic virtue and punishments to deter the people from wrongdoing; (c) safety of the commonwealth against exterior and interior enemies.4 The promotio bonae vitae implies: (a) correcting crimes, misdemeanors, and serious faults; (b) supplying the things that are necessary for the welfare of the nation, and (c) introducing indispensable and advisable reforms.5 The principal duty of the regent is to dispense justice to all. Hence he must never violate justice, or permit others to violate it; he must render to each what is his due, reward or punish all according to their deserts, combine firmness with paternal kindness and charity, and be ever mindful of the account he will one day have to render to God.6

4 Ibid.: “(a) Care concerning the succession of men and the substitution of those who preside over the various offices; (b) that by his laws and precepts, punishments and rewards, he restrain the men subject to him from iniquity; (c) that the subject multitude be rendered safe against enemies.”

5 Ibid.: “(a) In each of the things set forth above, if anything is disordered, to correct it; (b) if anything is lacking, to supply it; (c) if anything can be done better, to bring it to completion.”—Cfr. Aug. Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 952.

6 Ps. II, 10, 12; Wisd. I, 1; VI, 2–4; VI, 7; cfr. Jas. II, 13.

p. 555“The right to rule,” says Leo XIII, “is not necessarily bound up with any special mode of government. It may take this or that form, provided only that it be of a nature to insure the general welfare. But whatever be the nature of the government, rulers must always bear in mind that God is the paramount Ruler of the world, and must set Him before themselves as their exemplar and law in the administration of the State.... They, therefore, who rule, should rule with even-handed justice, not as masters, but rather as fathers, for the rule of God over man is most just, and is tempered always with a father’s kindness. Government should, moreover, be administered for the well-being of the citizens, because they who govern others possess authority solely for the welfare of the State. Furthermore, the civil power must not be subservient to the advantage of any one individual or of some few persons, inasmuch as it was established for the common good of all. But if those who are in authority rule unjustly, if they govern overbearingly or arrogantly, and if their measures prove hurtful to the people, they must remember that the Almighty will one day bring them to account, the more strictly in proportion to the sacredness of their office and the pre-eminence of their dignity.”7

7 Encyclical “Immortale Dei,” Nov. 1, 1885: “The right of command is not of itself necessarily joined to any form of commonwealth: it can rightly assume this form or that, provided it is in fact effective for the common utility and good. But in every kind of commonwealth princes must altogether look to God, the supreme Governor of the world, and set Him before themselves as an exemplar and law in administering the state.... Government, therefore, ought to be just, not masterly, but as it were paternal, because God’s most just power over men is joined with paternal goodness.... But if those who are in authority slip into unjust domination, if they sin through arrogance or pride, if they take bad counsel for the people, let them know that they will someday have to render an account to God, and that the reckoning will be so much stricter, the more sacred the office in which they have been engaged or the higher the degree of dignity they have obtained.”—Cfr. J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, pp. 3, 26 sqq.

p. 556Least of all is a ruler permitted to employ his power against God, i. e., to the detriment of religion;—on the contrary, it is one of his first and most sacred duties to protect and foster religion, inasmuch as fidelity to God and to His holy law is a necessary condition of the temporal no less than of the spiritual welfare and prosperity of nations as well as individuals.8

8 Ibid., pp. 4 sqq., 29 sqq. Cfr. Ecclus. XIX, 18; 1 Tim. IV, 8.

p. 557“All who rule,” says Leo XIII, “should hold in honor the holy name of God, and one of their chief duties must be to favor religion, to protect it, to shield it under the credit and sanction of the laws, and neither to organize nor enact any measure that may compromise its safety. This is the bounden duty of rulers to the people over whom they rule.”9

9 Encyclical “Immortale Dei”: “The name of God must be holy among princes; and it must be placed among their chief duties to embrace religion with favor, to protect it with benevolence, to cover it with the authority and sanction of the laws, and neither to institute nor decree anything contrary to its safety. They owe this also to the citizens over whom they preside.” (Ryan, op. cit., pp. 4 sq., 29 sqq.)




	Public officials are the organs of the supreme ruler and entrusted with the duty of promoting the welfare of the people in their respective spheres, whether these be large or small.10



10 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 67–71; Lehmkuhl, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 960–987.

The statement is frequently made in the United States that public officials are merely public servants. This, says Dr. Ryan, is incorrect. “They are, indeed, the servants of the people, but they are also something more. Inasmuch as their function is that of public service, they may properly be regarded as public servants; inasmuch as their position gives them the authority to enact laws which are morally binding on the people, they are not servants, but masters. Their character as public servants does not depend upon the fact that they are elected by the people; for hereditary kings are likewise bound to serve the common welfare. In a republic the members of legislatures may in a special sense be regarded as servants of the people, whenever they are instructed by the electors to carry out certain political policies. Their promise to pursue this course creates a particular responsibility to the people, and renders their position analogous to that of servants or agents. Nevertheless, they are masters and rulers when they enact the legislation necessary to carry out the policies to which they have committed themselves.”11

11 The State and the Church, p. 263.

p. 558One of the primary duties of public officials, according to the same writer, is “to possess an adequate knowledge of what constitutes the common welfare and of the means by which it is best promoted. This obligation is disregarded by a large proportion of those who seek public office. Men who are otherwise conscientious assume that good will and right motives are a sufficient equipment for public service. When we consider the enormously extended functions of the modern State, the numerous and profound ways in which its activities affect the welfare of all the people, and the consequent complexity of legislating and governing wisely, we see that this notion is utterly mistaken. Only in local governments and subordinate official positions is it true that common honesty plus common sense suffice for those who are charged with the duty of caring for the public welfare. In all the more important legislative and executive officers a considerable amount of special and specific knowledge is essential to an adequate discharge of official obligations.”12

12 Ryan, op. cit., p. 262.

p. 559Other important duties of public officials are: fidelity and conscientiousness in fulfilling the particular obligations of their state and impartiality in the administration of justice.13 They should also strive to be models of all other Christian virtues, especially of prudence, mildness, and benevolence. Here, too, what St. Paul says is true, that “love is the fulfilling of the law.”14 If public officials intentionally or out of culpable ignorance violate the rights of the people, or cause them material damage, they are guilty of sin and must make restitution. Thus, for example, a judge who, in a gravely culpable way, either because of ignorance or carelessness, has pronounced an unjust judgment, must repair the damage that results therefrom, because he is in duty bound to administer his office fairly and justly. If he has erred without grave fault, he is bound to correct his mistake as far as lies within his power.

13 Ex. XXIII, 2 sq., 6 sqq.; Lev. XIX, 15, 35; XXIV, 22; Deut. I, 17; XVI, 18 sq.; XXIV, 17; XXV, 1 sq.; Ps. LXXXI, 3 sq.; Is. I, 17; XXXII, 1; LVI, 1; Jer. XXII, 3; Zach. VIII, 16; Wisd. I, 1; Ecclus. XX, 31; Rom. XIII, 3 sq.; Jas. II, 1–9.—St. Augustine, De Civit. Dei, l. IV, c. 4: “Justice removed, what are kingdoms but great robberies? For what are robberies themselves but little kingdoms?” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 115).—Cicero, De Offic., l. II, c. 11: “Such is the power of [justice] that not even those who feed upon wrongdoing and crime can live without some particle of justice.”

14 Rom. XIII, 10; cfr. Zach. VIII, 19; Eph. IV, 15; Col. III, 14.—Sallust, Iugurth., 10: “By concord small things grow; by discord the greatest things fall apart.”

“The man who regards public office as an opportunity for private gain, except incidentally and as a necessary consequence of faithful public service, is false to his trust and violates legal justice. To accept a bribe for aid in the enactment of a bad law, for negligent or oppressive administration of the law, or for unjust judicial conduct, is an evident moral wrong. To obtain some advantage on the occasion of proper official actions, for example, through some form of ‘graft,’ is likewise a violation of legal justice. Such conduct is generally forbidden by the civil law; at any rate, it renders right judgment and adequate performance of official duties extremely difficult. Public officials are not justified in exposing themselves to such a grave temptation. What is true of their own private advantage, applies also to that of their friends. In their enactment or administration of the law they may not extend favors of any sort to any individual or class of individuals. The common good must be preferred to the good of individuals, and all individuals must be treated with exact justice.”15

15 J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, pp. 260 sq.

p. 560What would become of a State without justice? It would fall to pieces, for injustice breeds anarchy, and anarchy causes the disruption of all social bonds. When a State departs from the laws of justice, therefore, it courts destruction.

Every public official ought to be a vessel and an organ for the manifestation of justice within the sphere of his jurisdiction. He must be incorruptible, because justice cannot coexist with bribery. He must be impartial, for without impartiality his judgments would be unjust. He must be unselfish, for selfishness would render him susceptible to bribery. He must be discreet, for without discretion he cannot acquire and hold the confidence either of his superior or of the public. He must be diligent and punctual in the performance of his duties, else he cannot be a model to others. He must be chaste and temperate in all things, for he who is guilty of immoderate indulgence in the pleasures of the flesh can be neither assiduous nor impartial. Where would a slave of lust find the courage to sacrifice himself for the welfare of his country?16 He must be a man of superior culture, for without true culture there can be no wisdom, without wisdom no religion, without religion neither justice nor true benevolence.

16 J. M. Sailer, Handbuch der christl. Moral, Vol. III, p. 51, note 1: “History and philosophy both admit the influence of the current immorality on the conduct of public business.”—Tacitus says: “Nothing honorable resides in a mind corrupted by lust.”—Aristotle asks: “What difference does it make whether women govern, or whether those who govern are governed by women?”—Cfr. Polit., l. II, c. 9 (Op., II, 1269; III, 629).

p. 561The most indispensable qualities of a true statesman are: justice, wisdom, incorruptibility, and discretion; and the higher his office, the greater is his responsibility, and the more assiduously should he cultivate these virtues.

As justice is the very life and foundation of the State, and its administration is formally entrusted to the judges, their duties demand a special treatment.

a) A judge can pronounce official judgment only in matters over which the law gives him jurisdiction.

b) He must be familiar with the law so that he can apply it correctly to the concrete cases submitted for his decision.

c) He must be guided by a firm purpose of administering justice and, therefore, love justice above all things, as the embodiment of the divine will.

d) He must render his decisions according to the letter of the law, but never against its spirit, for this would be to disregard its very essence.

e) He must examine every case without prejudice, and preserve this impartial attitude until he has rendered judgment.

f) He must hear and examine all witnesses who are able and willing to tell the truth, and discount the testi- mony of those who are incompetent or addicted to falsehood.

p. 562g) He must adhere to the prescribed formalities in pronouncing judgment, for they are of the essence of the law.

h) He must protect right and justice against the prejudice and selfishness of minor officials; against interference by unauthorized outsiders; against prevarications on the part of lawyers, and, if necessary, also against usurpation by the rich and by the mob.

All this demands courage, wisdom, and fortitude of an altogether exceptional kind.17

17 F. A. Göpfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. II, pp. 432 sqq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, De Regimine Principum, l. I, c. 15 sqq.—IDEM, Summa Theologica, 2a 2ae, qu. 67 sqq.—Leo XIII, Encyclical “Immortale Dei,” of Nov. 1, 1885; English translation in The Pope and the People, London 1912, pp. 71 sqq. and in J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, pp. 1 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., l. IV, n. 192 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 625 sqq.).—J. Schwane, Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 177 sqq.—J. M. Sailer, Handbuch der christl. Moral, Vol. III, pp. 21 sqq., 50 sqq.—J. P. Gury, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 1 sqq.—J. E. Ross, C.S.P., Christian Ethics, pp. 415 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 325 sqq.—Th. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 536 sqq., 584 sqq.

Section 3: The Duties of Citizens

p. 563


	The first duty of a citizen is obedience to legitimate authority and to the laws passed by that authority. For, as St. Paul says, he that resists legitimate authority, resists the ordinance of God and purchases for himself eternal damnation.1



1 Rom. XIII, 2; cfr. 1 Pet. II, 13–15; Tit. III, 1.—J. P. Gury, S. J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, n. 1–18.

“The Catholic Church, as well as natural reason, teaches that civil law obliges in conscience. The ultimate basis of this obligation is the natural law; the immediate basis is the authority of the State. Civil laws of importance are gravely obligatory, unless the legislator formally intends their binding force to be slight. The general teaching of moral theologians is that a law is not binding without at least the implicit intention of the legislator. Some civil laws may be purely penal, but their number is probably small.”2

2 Ryan, The State and the Church, Ch. XII, “Moral Obligation of Civil Law,” pp. 244–259.—Cfr. Matth. XVII, 23–26; XXII, 21; Rom. XIII, 6 sq.; 1 Pet. II, 17.

p. 564Obedience to the law should be inspired by a sincere respect and reverence, which, of course, presupposes confidence in the lawgiver and faith in the sanctity of the law itself—a confidence and a faith which, unfortunately, modern lawgivers themselves too often undermine.

The individual citizen has the duty to employ the rights and liberties he enjoys under the law in a manner conducive to the public welfare. This means that he must choose for himself a useful profession or occupation, conscientiously perform his duties as a member of his family and of the profession and political community to which he belongs, and take part in public affairs according to the measure of his talent, his professional duties, his physical strength, and his material means.

a) The extent to which a citizen is obliged to participate in politics depends on the constitution of the particular State to which he belongs and on the answer to the question whether it is necessary for him to make his influence felt in public life in order to safeguard liberty, civilization, and religion. Sometimes the interests of religion require that all good citizens should throw their influence into the political balance, and occasionally the individual citizen is compelled to defend himself against unjust aggression on the part of the State. In that case, as St. Peter says, “we ought to obey God rather than men.”3

3 Acts V, 29.

p. 565b) Fidelity to one’s country attains its climax in the virtue of patriotism, which is one of the noblest forms of charity.

In the natural order, says St. Thomas, “we observe that the part naturally exposes itself to safeguard the whole; as, for instance, the hand is without deliberation exposed to the blow for the whole body’s safety. And since reason copies nature, we find the same inclination among the social virtues; for it behooves the virtuous citizen to expose himself to the danger of death for the conservation of the whole State.” And again: “Man becomes a debtor to other men in various ways, according to their various excellences and the various benefits received from them. On both counts God holds first place, for He is supremely excellent and is for us the first principle of being and government. In the second place, the principles of our being and government are our parents and our country, that have given us birth and nourishment. Consequently man is debtor chiefly to his parents and his country, after God.... The worship given to our country includes homage to all our fellow-citizens and to all the friends of our country.”4

4 Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 60, art. 5: “We see that the part naturally exposes itself for the preservation of the whole, just as the hand is exposed to a blow without deliberation for the preservation of the whole body. And because reason imitates nature, we find an imitation of this kind in the political virtues. For it belongs to the virtuous citizen to expose himself to the danger of death for the preservation of the whole commonwealth.”—Ibid., qu. 101, art. 1: “A man becomes a debtor to others in different ways according to their diverse excellence and the diverse benefits received from them. In both respects God holds the highest place, who both is most excellent and is for us the first principle of being and government; secondarily, however, the principles of our being and government are our parents and our country, by whom and in which we were born and nourished. And therefore after God a man is most indeb- ted to his parents and country. Hence, just as it pertains to religion to offer worship to God, so in the second degree it pertains to piety to offer homage to parents and country.... In the homage paid to one’s country is understood homage to all fellow-citizens and all friends of the country. And therefore piety principally extends to this.”

p. 566The basis of true patriotism is loyalty, which may be defined as “faithfulness and constancy in allegiance and service.”

“The genuinely loyal citizen,” says Dr. Ryan, “is always ready and eager, not only to obey the laws, but to support and maintain the political institutions of his country.... Whether positive or negative, loyalty always implies a certain habitual spirit and attitude toward laws and institutions. It habitually recognizes that a presumption exists in favor of organic and statutory enactments and principles. The loyal citizen is always disposed to give his government and his political institutions ‘the benefit of doubt,’ and to withhold obedience or support only when the doubt is converted into moral certainty that the laws or the government are in the wrong. In a word, the habitual attitude of the loyal citizen is that of sympathetic faith, not that of criticality and distrust.”5

5 The State and the Church, p. 264.

Dr. Thomas Wright, in his brochure on Christian Citizenship, declares that obedience, respect, and loyalty are the constituent elements of patriotism, and Dr. Ryan, who quotes the passage, thinks “this is as satisfactory as any other analysis of the vague, though apparently elementary sentiment that we call patriotism. The good citizen loves to be acclaimed a patriot,” he adds, “and the orator finds patriotism one of the most appealing and popular subjects. Nevertheless, it is very elusive. To the average man it means love of country, but what does love of country mean? Not merely love of green fields, lofty mountains, and winding rivers; not always love of existing political institutions. In time of actual or threatened war, the idea of patriotism is very simple. It means support and defense of one’s country against armed attack. In time of peace, the phrase, ‘love of country,’ means many things to many minds. The object of the love may be the physical characteristics of the country, or its economic opportunities, or its government, or its political ideals, or its history, or some combination of these entities. As commonly used, the term patriotism has almost always an international connotation. It appeals to the national consciousness. It brings before the mind the facts of national individuality, separateness, distinctness of interests. It lays stress upon the welfare of one’s own country against the welfare of other countries. Too often it takes the form of boasting, jingoism, contempt of foreign nations, and identifies the national welfare with national power, imperialism, and aggression. The aver- age citizen frequently confuses patriotism with national jealousy and provincialism. He does not regularly think of it as having anything to do with internal affairs. Adequate and national patriotism should be quite as active in peace as in war, and it should extend to every matter that affects the common good. If patriotism is love of country, its only rational and concrete meaning is love of the people who inhabit the country and compose the State, in other words, love of one’s fellow citizens. Therefore, its ultimate object is the same as that of the State, namely, the common good.”6

6 Ibid., p. 266.

p. 568c) Of late years, especially in connection with the World War, there has been a recrudescence of pagan patriotism, which is “all the more dangerous because it is untrammelled by any laws of morality. The ancient [Christian] State professed to be scrupulously observant of the laws of justice and fidelity. The modern State adopts the principles of Machiavelli; it acknowledges only one law, the law of success. The watchword ‘Germany over all’ is not confined to Germany; some in England change it to ‘England over all,’ and they add another to it, ‘England, right or wrong.’ A powerful State, fettered by no laws, human or divine, treating its pledged word as only a scrap of paper, commanding the blind obedience of its subjects, becomes a menace to the world.”7

7 Thos. Slater, S.J., in the Catholic Times, London and Liverpool, Sept. 16, 1922.

d) There is another aspect of patriotism to which atten- tion should be called, namely, its exploitation by the capitalist class to counteract every movement on behalf of social justice for the laboring people. “Loyalty to the State, or to one’s country, to the public weal, does not include belief in, love of, or defense of existing private institutions, industrial or other. The loyalty which is incumbent upon the citizen, as citizen, concerns only political institutions and relations. The organized attempt to make it apply to the economic order, is one of the most extraordinary and brazen performances in the history of human selfishness.”8 Most perversions and exaggerations of the duty of loyalty are inspired by selfishness and greed.

8 J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, p. 365.

p. 569e) Catholics should uphold the true concept of patriotism both in theory and practice. They should remember that, in the words of Archbishop John Lancaster Spalding, “there is a higher love than love of country,—the love of truth, the love of justice, the love of righteousness; and he alone is a patriot who is willing to suffer obloquy and the loss of money and friends, rather than betray the cause of truth, justice, and righteousness, for only by being faithful to this can he rightly serve his country.... The American’s loyalty to his country is first of all loyalty to truth, to justice, to humanity. He feels that its institutions can be enduring only when they are founded on religion and morality.... If a nobler race is to spring forth in this new world, all the influences that are active and potent in the national life must conspire to form public opinion, by which in the end we are ruled,—a public opinion which shall be favorable to pure religion, to the best education, and to sound morality. The better kind, however otherwise they may disagree, must unite and support one another in ceaseless efforts to create such a public opinion.”9

9 Opportunity and Other Essays, Chicago, 1899.

p. 570


	Genuine Christianity demands that the nations which are politically separated should unite in the higher unity of religion, since in the kingdom of God we are taught to look forward to a time when humanity will constitute one fold under one shepherd. There is a Christian internationalism which does not aim to abolish the virtue of patriotism, but rather to ennoble it and free it from the fetters of egotism and national hate. The unbroken tradition of the papacy with respect to international harmony and peace has been worthily continued to the present time. Pope Benedict XV, during the recent World War, not only made all possible efforts to stop hostilities, but was also one of the first advocates of an international organization for the preservation of peace. In his letter to the American people, Dec. 31, 1918, he expressed his fervent hope and desire for an international organization “which, by abolishing conscription will reduce armaments, by establishing international tribunals will eliminate or settle disputes, and by placing peace on a solid foundation, will guarantee to all independence and equality of rights.”10



10 J. A. Ryan, The State and the Church, p. 324.

p. 571


	In most countries to-day the people govern themselves by electing their own lawgivers, judges, and executive officers. Hence a second class of duties incumbent on the citizen results from his functions as an elector. The right to vote has for its corollary a special duty, and this duty is one of legal justice. “The citizens are bound to promote the common good in all reasonable ways. The franchise enables them to further or hinder the common weal greatly and fundamentally, inasmuch as the quality of the government depends upon the kind of officials they elect. Not only questions of politics, but social, industrial, educational, moral and religious subjects are regulated by legislative bodies and administered by executive. Therefore, the matter is of grave importance, and the obligation of the citizen to participate in the election and to support fit candidates is correspondingly grave.”11



11 Ibid., p. 271.

a) To omit to vote in an important election without a grave cause, such as the loss of one’s means of livelihood, is a sin. It may even be a mortal sin, namely, if one’s abstention is the cause of others neglecting to vote, for in that case the careless citizen would be responsible for the election of dishonest or incompetent officials, the passing of unjust laws, or neglect to pass measures which are necessary for the public welfare.12

12 S. Poenit., 1 Dec. 1866.

p. 572When there is no hope of electing an honest representative, and no reason to fear that the one elected will cause serious injury to Church or State, abstention from voting cannot be regarded as a mortal sin; in fact it may not even be a venial sin if inspired by the desire to avoid grave personal injury or inconvenience. If an election seems to involve the recognition or promotion of an illegitimate government, it may be unlawful or at least inadvisable to take part in it.

b) To vote for a candidate who is known to harbor pernicious principles, is per se illicit and, broadly speaking, a sin against justice. Would the fear of a grave personal loss or inconvenience excuse one in a case of this kind? If the election is certain to go one way, no matter how I vote, I may abstain from voting, or, if I am compelled to vote for the wrong man, I should strive to avert scandal by explaining that I cast my vote under compulsion. To vote for a candidate for the legislature, State, municipal, or national, is in itself an indifferent act, and no one can predict with certainty what attitude the candidate will take after the election.

Material co-operation in the election of a bad candidate may be excused by any grave reason. When of two candidates running for office neither is likely to promote the principles of justice, it is licit to vote for the less objectionable of the two if this appears necessary to prevent the election of the more objectionable one, but only on the following conditions:

p. 573α) The danger of scandal must be removed by a declaration stating the reasons for the act; β) Participation in the election must really be necessary to prevent the triumph of the objectionable candidate.

c) A Catholic who possesses all the qualifications necessary for a public office may be in duty bound to become a candidate for that office, namely, if his election is certain, if he can accept the office without grave inconvenience to himself, and if no other equally competent candidate is available.13

13 Noldin, De Praeceptis, pp. 336–339.—Dr. Ryan (The State and the Church, p. 275) thinks that “in as much as the issues involved in such a situation are of much graver consequence than those dependent upon the ballot of the private citizen, the man who refuses to become a candidate for office will need a much graver reason to excuse him than will the citizen who merely neglects to vote.”

d) A legislator is never allowed to vote for a law which he recognizes as bad and unjust. If it is necessary to accept certain objectionable stipulations in order to get an otherwise good law passed, or to prevent greater evil, he may vote for those stipulations, provided they involve no direct wrong, but should do so under protest. Legislators furthermore have the duty of preventing the passage of unjust laws by diligently attending the sessions and voting whenever an opportunity offers. They owe this duty to their constituents. If by culpable absence or abstention from voting they become responsible for the passage of obnoxious bills, they are liable for the damage done to the community, to their constituents as well as to any others who may be injured. They are in duty bound to promote the public welfare of the community also in a positive way, especially by represent- ing the interests of their voters if they have expressly promised to do so.14

14 Göpfert, II, 447 sq.; Scavini-Del Vecchio, Theol. Mor. Universa, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 332.

p. 574e) The duty to vote for the common welfare instead of for the benefit of private persons or groups is too often forgotten even by well-meaning citizens, who will give their support, for instance, to a friend, or to a member of their own race or religion who has not the required moral or intellectual equipment for the office he seeks or who upholds socially harmful policies. “Too often in such situations,” says Dr. Ryan, “the honest citizen salves his conscience with the excuse that the opposing candidate ‘is just as bad.’ Where this is the fact one might legitimately determine one’s choice on the basis of personal friendship, or racial or religious affiliation, or other extrinsic considerations; but the general fact is that voters who adopt this course do not take adequate care to find out whether the candidate of the opposition is in reality ‘just as bad.’ They too easily decide the question on the basis of their inclinations and predilections.”15 On another unjustifiable practice; that of ignoring principles and policies in the exercise of the franchise, the same able writer says: “ ‘Vote for a good man, regardless of party,’ is a plausible but essentially inadequate political rule. A distinction should be drawn between legislative offices and those which are merely administrative. In choosing a city treasurer or a city auditor, the only pertinent qualifications are honesty, intellectual capacity, and technical equipment. There is involved no question of legislative policy. When the office to be filled is that of governor of a State, president of the United States, member of a State legislature, or congressman, other qualifications are essential in addition to those just mentioned. The ‘good man’ may have some very harmful views concerning political and industrial policies. He may sincerely favor national imperialism and jingoism, or legislation to promote the undue aggrandizement of one social class or the oppression of another social class. Obviously the citizen does not fulfill his duty when he votes for a ‘good man’ of this sort. Sometimes the common welfare will suffer less through the election of a man whose political policies are right but whose moral or intellectual equipment is deficient, than through the elevation of a ‘good man’ who gives his adhesion to wrong policies.”16

15 The State and the Church, pp. 271 sq.

16 Ibid., p. 272.

p. 575f) Excellent advice to citizens in regard to the duties of voters is contained in a letter addressed by the late Cardinal Amette, Archbishop of Paris, to his people in 1921:

“In the joint letter which they recently addressed to the French Catholics, the bishops of France said: ‘It is a duty of conscience for all citizens honored with the right of suffrage to vote honestly and wisely with the sole aim of benefitting the country. The citizen is subject to the divine law as is the Christian. Of our votes, as of all our actions, God will demand an account. The duty of voting is so much the more binding upon conscience because on its good or evil exercise depend the gravest interests of the country and of religion.’ It is your duty to vote. To neglect to do so would be a culpable abdication of duty on your part. It is your duty to vote honestly; that is to say, for men worthy of your esteem and trust. It is your duty to vote wisely; that is to say, in such a way as not to waste your votes. It would be better to cast them for candidates who, although not giving complete satisfaction to all our legitimate demands, would lead us to expect from them a line of conduct useful to the country, rather than to cast your vote for others whose programme would indeed be more perfect, but whose almost certain defeat might open the doors to the enemies of religion and of the social order.”17

17 Quoted ibid., pp. 273 sqq.

p. 576g) Tanquerey18 points out that, in order to possess the specific knowledge required to vote intelligently and rightly, upright citizens should organize and participate in political organizations. Dr. Ryan approves this advice. “Men unite in trade unions, manufacturers’ associations, chambers of commerce, and professional societies of various kinds for the promotion of their economic interests. Hundreds of thousands of good men, thus occupationally organized, fail to see the necessity of organizing politically for the protection of their civic interests and the effective performance of their duties to the commonwealth. The conduct of political organizations they leave to professional politicians, who are usually in the service of selfish private interests. When the inactive citizens see the evil results of this arrangement, they attempt to justify their aloofness by the reflection that politics is essentially corrupt. This lazy pessimism is not warranted by anything inherent in political affairs. It represents a vain attempt to evade moral responsibility. If politics is rotten, a large part of the responsibility rests upon well meaning but indolent citizens.”19

18 Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 475 sq.

19 Ryan, op. cit., p. 274.




	The citizens of a country owe particular respect and reverence to the higher administrative officials to whom is entrusted the execution of the laws. These are the servants and representa- tives of God, and even if they do not always do their duty, they must be honored because of the exalted office they hold. Reverence for the highest representative of the State, whether he be king or president, is allied to the worship of God, for St. Peter says: “Fear God; honor the king.”20 And Leo XIII: “Hallowed in the mind of Christians is the very idea of public authority, in which they recognize some likeness and symbol as it were of the Divine Majesty, even when it is exercised by one who is unworthy.”21 In addition the Christian citizen should pray for those in high station, in order that “we may lead a quiet and a peaceable life in all piety and chastity.”22



20 Rom. XIII, 4–6; 1 Pet. II, 17.—Tertullian, Ad Scap., c. 2: “A Christian is the enemy of no one, much less of the emperor, whom, knowing that he must have been appointed by his God, he must also love and revere and honor and wish safe. . . . Therefore we also honor the emperor thus, in such a manner as is both lawful for us and expedient for him: as a man second after God, who has obtained from God whatever he is, inferior to God alone.” (Ed. Leopold, P. I, 248).—St. Justin Martyr, Apol., l. I, n. 17.—Athenagoras, Supplic., c. 1, n. 17.—Theophilus of Antioch, Ad Autol., l. I, c. 14.—St. Augustine, Enarrat. in Ps., CXXXIV, n. 7: “Christian soldiers served an unbelieving emperor; when the cause of Christ was reached, they acknowledged none but Him who was in heaven. . . . They distinguished the eternal Lord from the temporal lord, and yet for the sake of the eternal Lord they were subject even to the temporal lord.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1654).

21 Encycl. “Sapientiae Christianae,” Jan. 10, 1890: “Therefore the name of public authority is sacred to Christians, for in it they recognize a certain likeness and image of the divine majesty, even when it is exercised by an unworthy man.”

22 1 Tim. II, 1 sq.—Tertullian, Apol., c. 30: “For the safety of the emperors we invoke the eternal God, the true God, the living God, whom the emperors themselves desire to have propitious to them above all others. They know who gave them their authority; they know, being men, who also [gave them] a soul; they perceive that He alone is God, in whose power alone they are, from whom they are second, after whom they are first, before all and above all gods.” (Ed. Leopold, I, 101 sq.)—IDEM, Ad Scap., c. 2: “Thus [the emperor] is greater than all, since he is lesser only than the true God; thus he is greater even than the gods themselves, since they themselves are in his power. And so we sacrifice for the emperor’s safety, but to our God and his, and, as God commanded, with pure prayer. For God, creator of the universe, has no need of any odor or blood.” (Ibid., 248).—Cfr. Pius IX, Encycl. “Etsi multa luctuosa,” Nov. 21, 1873 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1841).

p. 578“Let those who assert that Christianity is opposed to the public welfare,” says St. Augustine, “provide us with soldiers such as Christian doctrine demands, with subjects, husbands, wives, parents, children, masters, servants, kings, judges and, finally, taxpayers and tax collectors such as they ought to be according to Christian standards, before they dare to assert that Christian teaching runs counter to the welfare of the State. [If they are honest] they will, on the contrary, not hesitate to admit that the Christian religion, when obeyed, is apt to promote the public welfare in a high degree. The Catholic Church instructs the little children in a manner adapted to their understanding; she teaches the boys and young men with power; she speaks to the old in a manner becoming their age and state of mind. She subjects the wife in faithful obedience to her husband, not as a tool of lust, but for the propagation of the race and the community of domestic life. She appoints man the head of woman, not to abuse the weakness of her sex, but to exercise her in the duty of sincere affection. She makes children subject to their parents in a sort of voluntary servitude and constitutes parents as the affectionate masters of their children. . . . She unites citizen with citizen, nation with nation, and the whole race of men in memory of their common progenitors, not merely for sociability, but also in a kind of brotherliness. She teaches kings to provide for their peoples, and exhorts nations to be obedient to their rulers. She points out particularly to whom honor is due, to whom love, to whom respect, to whom fear, to whom consolation, to whom admonition, to whom warning, to whom instruction, to whom censure, to whom punishment, at the same time pointing out that not everything is due to everyone, but love is due to all, injustice to none.”23

23 St. Augustine, Epist., 138 (al. 5), c. 2, n. 15 (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 532).—IDEM, De Moribus Eccl. Cath., l. I, c. 30, n. 63 (P. L., XXXII, 1336).—St. Ambrose, De Offic., l. III, c. 9, n. 59: “If one person cannot be aided without another being harmed, it is better that neither be helped than that the other be burdened. . . . [The priest’s] duty is therefore to harm no one and to wish to benefit everyone; but the power to do so belongs to God alone.” (P. L., XVI, 162).

p. 579Let both powers instituted by God, Church and State, each supreme in its own particular sphere,24 co-operate harmoniously for the welfare of humanity and the honor of God. Dante justly says that true religion makes for good government— “La sana religione fa sano il governo.”

24 Cfr. Leo XIII, Encycl. “Immortale Dei,” Nov. 1, 1885: “God has divided the care of the human race between two powers, namely, the ecclesiastical and the civil, appointing the one over divine matters and the other over human affairs. Each is supreme in its own order; each has fixed limits within which it is contained, limits defined by the nature and proximate cause of each; hence there is traced, as it were, a sphere within which the action of each is exercised by its own right.”

READINGS.—J. M. Sailer, Handbuch der christl. Moral, Vol. III, pp. 40 sqq.—K. Werner, System der christl. Ethik, Vol. III, pp. 609 sqq.—J. Schwane Die Gerechtigkeit, pp. 181 sqq.—F. X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 625 sqq.—J. A. Ryan, “The Duties of the Citizen,” in The State and the Church, New York 1922, pp. 260–275.—J. A. Lapp, The Catholic Citizen, N. Y. 1922.—Ad. Tanquerey, S.S., Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. III, pp. 475 sqq.—Theo. Meyer, S.J., Inst. Iuris Nat., Vol. II, pp. 480 sqq.
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Loans, Conditions of validity, V, 258 sqq..

Lodge, Oliver, IV, 283.

Lombard, Peter, IV, 17.

Lombroso, C., I, 95.

Lopez, Louis (O.P.), I, 62 sq..

Lord’s Prayer, The, II, 18, IV, 156 sqq..

Lost objects, V, 229 sqq..

Lotteries, V, 345 sqq..

Love, Natural and supernatural, IV, 72 sqq.; Mutual, between married people, V, 482 sq.; Of children for their parents, V, 534 sq.; Of country (see Patriotism).

Loyalty, The basis of patriotism, V, 566.

Lucifer, II, 11.

Lucrum cessans, V, 303, V, 383, V, 426.

Lucy, St., III, 87 sq..

Lust, II, 61, II, 65, II, 73 sqq., II, 80, II, 88 sq..

Luther, Martin, I, 150, II, 19, III, 51, V, 38, V, 305.

Lutheranism, I, 151.

Luxury, II, 55, II, 73 sqq., III, 32, III, 40, III, 64 sqq., V, 164.

Lying, I, 213, I, 265, I, 268, I, 274, V, 58 sqq.; Why impossible to God, V, 69 sq.; In war, V, 136.

Lynching, III, 62, V, 161 sq..

Macarius, St., I, 49.

Machiavelli, V, 568.

Machinery, Dangerous, Should be guarded, III, 33.

Macksey, Charles (S.J.), III, 45.

Magic, II, 96, IV, 276, IV, 408.

Magic wand, IV, 300 sqq..

Magnetism, IV, 278.

Maigre strict, IV, 368.

Malediction, Formal or material, IV, 188; Sinfulness of, IV, 188 sq..

Malice, Prepense, I, 259 sq.; Sins of, I, 273 sq.; What is done out of malice is mortally sinful, II, 25; Need not be explicitly reflected on, II, 30; Sins of word receive a specific malice from deeds, II, 61; Division of sins according to malice involved, II, 64 sqq.; Malice in murder, II, 87; Malice in sins against the Holy Ghost, II, 91 sq., II, 94.

Malthus, Thos. R., V, 477 sq..

Malthusianism, V, 477 sq..

Malthusian law, V, 477 sq..

Maltreatment, V, 212.

Man, The subject of morality, I, 79 sqq.; His duties to himself, III, 1 sqq.; to God, IV, 1 sqq.; to his fellowmen, V, 1 sqq..

Manhood, I, 87 sq..

Manichaeans, I, 48, V, 37.

Manslaughter, I, 266; When self-defense may be carried to the extreme of, V, 127 sq.; Usually committed in a moment of passion, V, 210; Against the unborn, V, 213.

Marc, C., I, 70, V, 424.

Marriage, I, 242 sqq., I, 246, V, 463 sqq.; Unity of, V, 485 sqq.; Indissolubility of, V, 491 sqq.; Instruction before, V, 530.

Mariana, III, 52.

Married, Duties of the, V, 463 sqq.; Cohabitation, V, 465 sqq.; Debitum conjugale, V, 468 sqq.; Duty of moderation, V, 479 sq..

Martin, Conrad, I, 69, I, 216, I, 233, I, 249.

Martin, Michael (S.J.), IV, 379, V, 425.

Mary, Blessed Virgin, II, 44, II, 211, III, 40.

Masochism, II, 88.

Mass, Missing it on Sunday, I, 178, IV, 336 sq.; Perfect contrition not sufficient for saying, II, 109 sq.; When celebrant is overcome by sudden illness, II, 129; Duty of attending on Sundays, II, 133, IV, 336 sqq.; Duty of offering by pastors, II, 133; Centre of worship, IV, 195.

Materia levis—gravis, I, 170, I, 172, I, 204, I, 209 sqq., I, 266.

Materialism, III, 10.

Matrimonial engagements, Duty of restitution arising from broken, V, 429 sqq..

Matrimony, Requisites of valid administration, II, 109; May be administered to public sinners, II, 113; No obligation of receiving, II, 201 sqq.; Who is bound to marry, II, 203; Duties with regard to the reception of, II, 204 sqq..

Mausbach, Msgr. Jos., V, 506.

Mayr, Ant., I, 233.

Mazotta, N. (S.J.), I, 58 sq..

Means, The end does not justify bad, I, 268 sqq..

Medicine, Duty of employing, III, 90.

Medina, B. de, I, 228.

Meditation, IV, 146 sqq..

Melancholia, I, 261, III, 77, III, 82.

Melanchthon, I, 150.

Mendacity, V, 71.

Mendicant Orders, III, 115.

Menial tasks, III, 131.

Mental derangement, Influence of, on imputability, I, 261 sq..

Mental reservation, V, 79 sqq..

Mercenaries, V, 140.

Mercy, Unknown among pagans, I, 13 sq.; Of God, IV, 68 sq.; Spiritual works of, V, 27 sqq.; The Church recommends mercy for condemned criminals, V, 148; Temporal works of, V, 175.

Merits, Supernatural, II, 98 sq..

Methodius, St., I, 49, I, 250.

Methods of Moral Theology, I, 36 sqq.; Scholastic or speculative, I, 36 sq., I, 57 sq.; Practical or casuistic, I, 37 sq.; Ascetic, I, 38 sq..

Meyenberg, A., V, 203 sq..

Michel, P., I, 69.

Midwives, V, 211 sq..

Milieu, Relation between social environment and man's free acts, I, 95, III, 114.

Military service, V, 134.

Milk and eggs, As Lenten food, IV, 369.

Mind, Duty of cultivating the, III, 101 sqq..

Mine operators, V, 212.

Minges, Parthenius (O.F.M.), I, 53 sq..

Minister, Calling in a heretical, V, 42 sq..

Minister of a Sacrament, II, 108 sqq..

Miracles, Legendary, attributed to Saints, I, 31; Scientists and, IV, 36; Problem of, IV, 37.

Miracle plays, III, 49.

Missing Mass on Sunday, I, 178, IV, 336 sq..

Missions, Catholic foreign, I, 90.

Mixed marriages, II, 207.

Mockery, V, 111 sq..

Moderamen inculpatae tutelae, V, 124 sqq., V, 133, V, 136.

Modesty, I, 102 sq., III, 27, III, 29, III, 35, III, 69 sq..

Molina, L. de (S.J.), I, 62, V, 343.

Money, As a medium of exchange, V, 261; Has become a res fructuosa, V, 262 sq.; As a commodity, V, 300; Nowadays an instrument of production, V, 309 sq..

Money-changing, V, 295 sq..

Monogamy, V, 485 sqq..

Monopolies, Capitalistic, A means of defrauding the poor, II, 89, III, 155; Definition of, V, 284 sq.; When permissible, V, 285; Advantages of, V, 285 sq.; When morally wrong, V, 286 sq..

Monstra, As to Baptism, II, 120.

Montanists, I, 143, V, 491.

Montes pietatis, V, 305, V, 324 sqq..

Moralists, Teaching of, a source of Moral Theology, I, 33 sqq..

Morality, Not confined to the sexual sphere, I, 2; Outside the Christian religion, I, 13; Definition of, I, 26, I, 256; Subject of, I, 79 sqq.; Objective norm of, I, 119 sqq.; Ideal of, I, 132; First principle of, I, 192; Objective-subjective norm of (duty), I, 203 sqq.; No morality without legality, I, 207; Standard of, I, 244; Of human acts, I, 264 sqq.; Public, III, 30.

Moral law of nature, see Natural law.

Moral Theology, Definition of, I, 1 sq.; Scope, I, 2 sq.; Relation to Dogmatic Theology, I, 4 sqq.; to Protestant ethics, I, 7 sqq.; to moral philosophy, I, 11 sqq.; Object of, I, 17 sqq.; Division of, I, 74 sq..

Morbid fear, I, 261.

Mortal sins, II, 16 sqq..

Mortgages, V, 324.

Mortification, Definition of, III, 11; Christianity the religion of, III, 18 sq.; For the sake of higher blessings, III, 36; Excessive, III, 80.

Mosaic law, see Moses.

Moses, I, 136 sqq., I, 145, I, 146, I, 149.

Motherhood insurance, V, 515.

Mothers, Duties of, V, 513 sqq.; Unmarried, V, 515.

Mother's milk, V, 513.

Motion pictures, III, 52 sqq..

Motives of duty, I, 204 sqq..

Motus primo-primus, I, 105.

“Movies, ”, III, 52 sqq..

Moya, M. de, I, 224.

Müller, E. M., I, 70.

Murder, Implies malice aforethought, I, 259 sq.; Its wickedness augmented by an apparently good purpose, I, 271; Connexion between lust and, II, 77; Inspired by envy, II, 78; Definition of, II, 87, V, 208 sq.; Direct or indirect, II, 87; Why a terrible crime, II, 87 sq.; Kinds of, V, 209 sq..

Mutilation, V, 120, V, 212 sq..

Mutuum, V, 260 sqq.; Titulus mutuo extrinsecus, V, 303.

Mystery of iniquity, I, 6.

Mysticism, I, 38 sq., I, 49, I, 64 sqq., I, 151 sqq., I, 190 sqq.; Superstitious, IV, 309 sqq..

Mystic Theology, IV, 150.

Mystic union of the soul with God, IV, 149 sq..

Narcotics, V, 120.

Natalis, Alexander, I, 57, I, 225.

Nationality, I, 215, I, 216, V, 552 sq..

Natural law, Definition of, I, 122; Content of, I, 122 sq.; Existence of, I, 123 sq.; Author of, I, 125 sqq.; Universality of, I, 127 sqq.; Primary and secondary precepts of, I, 128 sqq.; Absolute or unchangeable, I, 130 sq.; Binding force of, I, 130 sq..

Nature, Man subject to, I, 84 sq..

Need, Stealing in extreme, V, 363 sqq., V, 444.

Needs of man, III, 23.

Neglect, III, 110 sq..

Negligence, In relation to moral imputability, I, 260.

Nemo ex re aliena locupletari potest, V, 380 sq..

Neo-Malthusianism, V, 478 sq..

Nepotism, IV, 238, V, 544.

Neurasthenia, III, 137.

Newman, J. H., III, 71.

Newspapers, And suicide, III, 81 sq.; Mendacity and detraction the primary vices of, V, 107; Conscienceless in fomenting war, V, 144.

New Testament, Moral law of the, I, 141 sqq., I, 145 sqq.; And the Decalogue, II, 53; On marriage and virginity, II, 202.

Nicholas the First, III, 69.

Nicholson, Prof., III, 128.

Nietzsche, F., I, 127, III, 15.

Noachian precepts, I, 136.

Noë, I, 136, II, 80, III, 59.

Noldin, H. (S.J.), I, 70 sq., III, 50, III, 142, IV, 63 sq., IV, 308, V, 169, V, 205, V, 241.

Non-combatants, To be spared in war, V, 137 sq..

Non-Intervention, The so-called principle of, V, 135 sq..

Nostalgia, Impedes the normal use of reason, V, 461 sq..

’Novels, V, 59 sq..

Nude in art, III, 48 sq..

Nuptial blessing, V, 491.

Nurses, V, 212.

Nursing infants, V, 513 sq..

Oath, Definition of, IV, 243; Division of, IV, 243 sqq.; Lawfulness of, IV, 246 sqq.; Conditions of validity and licitness, IV, 252 sqq.; Sins in connection with, IV, 263 sqq..

Obedience, I, 167 sq., I, 209, I, 236 sqq., I, 249, V, 483, V, 536, V, 563 sq..

Oberholtzer, Ellis P., III, 52, III, 54.

Oberrauch, A. N. (O.F.M.), I, 68.

Object, Of Moral Theology, I, 17 sqq.; Of morality, I, 265 sqq..

Obligation of law, I, 163 sqq..

Obscenity in art, III, 48 sq..

Obsession, I, 200.

Obstacles to voluntary action, I, 113 sqq..

Obstetrical operations, V, 219 sqq..

Obstraet, J., I, 223.

Occasions of sin, II, 46 sqq.; Proximate and remote, II, 47; Voluntary and necessary, II, 48; Occasio quae est in esse and occasio quae non est in esse, II, 48; How to avoid, II, 49 sq..

Occult compensation, V, 366 sq., V, 418 sqq., V, 444.

Occult remedies, IV, 276.

Occupancy, A title of ownership, V, 226 sqq..

Occupations, Church makes no distinction between, III, 116; Parasitical, III, 138; Dangerous, III, 93 sq.; Restitution for damage done in the choice of an, V, 450 sqq..

“Odiosa sunt restringenda, ”, I, 178.

Odium generis humani, V, 106.

Offense, Sin an offense of God, II, 10.

Office, Divine, IV, 115 sqq..

Officials, Public; Not merely public servants, but masters, V, 557 sq.; Duties of, V, 554 sqq.; Knowledge, V, 558; Fidelity, conscientiousness, impartiality, V, 559; Justice, V, 560; Reverence owing to, V, 576 sq..

Old Testament, Positive law of the, I, 135 sqq., I, 146; And the Decalogue, II, 53.

O’Malley, Austin, V, 220 sq..

Omission, Sins of, I, 254, I, 257, I, 259, II, 53 sq..

Onanism, II, 74, V, 474 sq..

O’Neill, A. B. (C.S.C.), III, 71.

Opera forensia, IV, 333.

Opera liberalia, IV, 331.

Opera media, IV, 331.

Opera meliora, I, 238.

Opera omnia on the Index, IV, 417.

Operarii, IV, 379.

Operations, Surgical, III, 88, III, 90, III, 97, V, 120.

Oppression, Of the poor, II, 89.

“Options, ”, V, 289 sq..

Oratio communis, IV, 171.

Ordeals, IV, 273 sq., V, 222.

Orders, Religious, I, 244 sq..

Ordo Divini Officii Recitandi, IV, 119.

Organ-Playing in a heretical church, V, 42.

Origen, I, 45, II, 81, IV, 355.

Original sin, I, 184, I, 276, II, 12.

Orphans, II, 89, V, 515.

Osee, I, 131.

Ouija board, IV, 285 sqq..

Ovaries, Excision of the, III, 84, V, 475.

Ownerless objects, V, 228, V, 409 sq..

Ownership, The right of private, V, 225; Original titles of, V, 226 sqq.; Occupancy, V, 226 sqq.; Most common kinds of, V, 227 sq.; Of lost articles, V, 229 sqq.; Accretion or production, as a title of, V, 232; Labor as a title of, V, 233 sq.; Derivative titles of, V, 235 sqq.; Prescription, V, 235 sqq.; Bequests, V, 238 sqq.; Sins against, V, 349 sqq..

Pacificus Novariensis, I, 55.

Pactum de peccato patrando, V, 244 sq..

Paganism, I, 13, I, 44, I, 47.

Pain, May be rendered meritorious, III, 12 sq.; Christianity has no mission to eliminate, III, 18; False teaching of the “Christian Scientists,”, IV, 305 sqq..

Palmieri, D. (S.J.), I, 70, V, 360.

Palmistry, IV, 275.

Parables, I, 29, I, 147.

Paramimia, III, 82.

Parents, Duties towards, I, 215 sq.; Duties of, with regard to Baptism, II, 118 sq.; Right of, to be consulted regarding First Communion of their children, II, 132; Rights of, in regard to marriage of children, II, 206; Duties of, towards children when engaged to marry, II, 209; May not force their children to steal, V, 40; Duties of, to their children, V, 511 sqq.; Education, V, 513; Support, V, 513 sq.; Choosing a vocation, V, 516, V, 520; Instruction, V, 519 sq.; Moral and religious training, V, 520 sqq.; Importance of home training, V, 521 sq.; Must punish children, V, 523; Must give them a good example, V, 523 sq.; Qualities of parental discipline, V, 524 sq.; Instruction in matters of sex, V, 525 sqq.; The duties of children to their, V, 532 sqq.; Limits of parental authority not easy to define, V, 545.

Parks, Public, III, 33.

Parrots, III, 64.

Parsimony, III, 67.

Partnership in crime, V, 400 sq..

Partnerships, V, 327 sqq..

Parvitas materiae, I, 172, I, 209, I, 273, II, 30, II, 32, II, 33, II, 73, II, 78, II, 168, II, 175, II, 185.

Pascal, B., I, 63, I, 229.

Pasqualigo Z., I, 224.

Passions, The, I, 103 sqq..

Pastor, Duty of supporting one’s, IV, 393 sqq..

Patents, V, 234.

Paternity, Uncertainty as to, V, 438, V, 439, V, 440, V, 442.

Pater noster, The most beautiful and sacred of all prayers, IV, 156 sqq.; St. Thomas on, IV, 159 sq.; St. Augustine on, IV, 160; The petition for bread in the, IV, 160 sq.; The “public and common prayer of the faithful,”, IV, 161.

Patriotism, Can be demonstrated without war, V, 143; A form of charity, V, 565; St. Thomas on, V, 565 sq.; Dr. Ryan’s analysis of, V, 566 sq.; Recrudescence of pagan, V, 568; Exploited by the capitalist class to counteract social justice, V, 569; The higher, V, 569 sq..

Patristic period in the history of Moral Theology, I, 42 sqq..

Patuzzi, J. V., I, 60, I, 225.

Paul, St., Prot. idea of morality pretends to be drawn from, I, 9; On the moral law of nature, I, 123; On the law of the spirit vs. sin and death, I, 142; On the moral of the N. T., I, 145, I, 146; “The law is good if a man use it lawfully,”, I, 152; On the end of law, I, 153; On the obligation of law, I, 163 sq.; On conscience as the rule of morality, I, 183; On supererogatory good works, I, 240; On virginity, I, 240 sqq.; On ignorance as diminishing responsibility, I, 258; On divine co-operation in sin, II, 6 sq.; Vocation of, II, 8, II, 36; On temptations, II, 37, II, 38; On the devil, II, 39; On how to combat temptations, II, 45 sq.; On mortification, II, 50; On the Ten Commandments, II, 52; On sins of the flesh and the spirit, II, 54; On the “works of the flesh,”, II, 55; On desiring the office of a bishop, II, 69; On avarice, II, 72; On impurity, II, 74 sq.; On gluttony, II, 79; On drunkenness, II, 81; Righteous anger of, II, 82; On Extr. Unction, II, 191; On marriage, II, 203, II, 209 sq.; On rejoicing in the Lord, II, 211; On the divorce law, III, 1; On personality, III, 7; On cherishing life, III, 12; On offering up tribulations, III, 13; On suffering as a source of joy, III, 14; On longing for death, III, 16; On preserving life and health, III, 21; “All things are yours,”, III, 23; “Make not provision for the flesh,”, III, 24; “Nothing is unclean of itself,”, III, 25; “Rejoice in the Lord,”, III, 45; “If any man know not, he shall not be known,”, III, 102; “Knowledge puffeth up,”, III, 108; “If any man will not work, neither let him eat,”, III, 121 sq.; On the poverty of Christ, III, 152; “They who serve at the altar, share with the altar,”, III, 153; On riches, III, 154; On moral worth, III, 169; “We labor, working with our own hands,”, III, 172; On being honored, III, 175 sq.; On the worthlessness of faith without charity, IV, 20; On the power of faith, IV, 23 sq.; Against heresy, IV, 32; Beautiful description of charity in 1 Corinthians, IV, 73; On prayer for specific objects, IV, 103; On the necessity of prayer, IV, 107; The “stimulus carnis,”, IV, 150 sqq.; Shore his head in pursuance of a vow, IV, 202; Applying his teaching to the law of fasting, IV, 366; On the duty of providing the means necessary for divine worship and the support of those engaged in it, IV, 393; On charity, V, 18; On the duty of giving a good example, V, 28 sq.; warns against uncharitable harshness toward the erring, V, 32 sq.; Warning to abstain from evil, V, 51; On lying, V, 53, V, 64; Censured the magistrates who thrust him into prison, V, 128; On the right of civil authority to wield the sword, V, 134; On capital punishment, V, 147; On the necessity of work, V, 163 sq.; On almsgiving, V, 174; On matrimonial cohabitation, V, 468; On the mutual love of the married, V, 482 sq.; On the indissolubility of marriage, V, 493; On the duties of parents, V, 512, V, 538; On the relation of parents to children, V, 516; On the source of civil power, V, 549; On obedience to civil authority, V, 563.

Paullus, N., V, 38.

Pauperism, V, 518.

Payne, J. H., III, 31.

Pawn, V, 321 sqq..

Pawnbrokers, V, 323.

Pawntickets, V, 323.

Peabody, III, 16.

Peace, Must be the foremost aim of every statesman, V, 142; Universal, V, 142 sq.; Commercialism vs. peace, V, 144; International, V, 570.

Peccata mortalia ex toto genere suo—ex genere suo non toto—ex genere suo—per accidens, II, 32.

Peccatum irremissibile, II, 93.

Pederasty, II, 74.

Pelagianism, I, 109, IV, 61 sqq., IV, 116 sq..

Penal laws, I, 169 sq..

Penance, I, 238, II, 108, II, 109, II, 110, II, 112, II, 113, II, 116; Necessity of, II, 135; Duty of receiving the Sacr., II, 136 sqq.; Requisites of worthy reception, II, 138 sqq.; Contrition, II, 140 sq.; Purpose of amendment, II, 146 sqq.; Confession, II, 151 sqq.; Questioning and instructing penitents, II, 162 sqq.; Seal of confession, II, 167 sqq.; Absolution, II, 177 sqq.; Satisfaction, II, 183 sqq..

Penitence, I, 154.

Penitential books, I, 51.

Penitential discipline of the early Church, II, 18.

Penitents, Duty of the confessor to question and instruct, II, 162 sqq.; Obligation of, to perform the penance imposed, II, 184 sq..

Peraldus, I, 52.

Perault, I, 52.

Peregrini, I, 174 sq..

Perfection, I, 10, I, 24 sq., I, 38, I, 236 sqq., I, 244, I, 252, III, 7, III, 18.

Perfidy, V, 89.

Periculum sortis amittendae, V, 303, V, 324.

Periodical publications, IV, 399 sq., IV, 403.

Perjury, An intrinsically bad act, I, 266; Does simulatio involve the guilt of?, IV, 256; Definition of, IV, 263; Moral guilt of, IV, 263 sq.; Simple and solemn, IV, 264; A mortal sin ex toto genere suo, IV, 264; All sins of, of the same moral species as the oaths themselves, IV, 264; Alarming increase of, IV, 265; As a reserved case, IV, 265; As perfidy, V, 89.

Permission to read forbidden books, IV, 410 sq..

Perplexity of conscience, I, 211 sqq..

Perseverance in the chosen vocation, III, 118 sqq..

Pesch, Chr. (S.J.), II, 16; Henry (S.J.), V, 310.

Pessaries, V, 474.

Pessimism, I, 23, V, 576.

Peter, St., I, 43, I, 164, I, 258, II, 50, II, 82, III, 140, V, 30, V, 577.

Peter Damian, St., I, 51.

Peter de Palude, II, 192.

Peter Lombard, I, 52 sq., II, 68, II, 92.

Peterson, Dr., III, 82.

Petition, Prayer of, IV, 140 sq., IV, 193.

Pharisaic ostentation, V, 182.

Pharisees, I, 157, I, 199, I, 206, I, 207, II, 56, II, 81, V, 102.

Philanthropy, V, 15.

Philip Neri, St., III, 19, IV, 129.

Photography, Not forbidden on Sunday except on the part of those who ply it as a trade, IV, 332.

Phrenology, Worthless for diagnosing character, IV, 275 sq..

Pictures, Sacred, Fall under ecclesiastical censorship, IV, 403; Forbidden if contrary to the mind of the Church, IV, 408.

Physician, Duty of sick persons to call a, III, 57; When bound to give his life or allow others to take it, III, 86; Patients bound to allow themselves to be operated upon if advised by a reputable, III, 90; Profession of, indirectly productive, III, 127; Responsibility for accidental homicide, V, 211.

Pictures, Obscene, V, 120.

Piety, Works of, permitted on Sunday, IV, 334.

Piracy, II, 87.

Pius the Ninth, I, 168, III, 19, V, 492.

Pius the Tenth, Recommends gymnastic exercises, III, 45; Condemns the custom of not admitting children to confession, or not absolving them when they have reached the age of discretion, IV, 382 sq..

Plagiarism, V, 367.

Plato, I, 278, III, 150.

Playing, Of children should be directed properly, III, 37 sqq.; Line of demarcation between work and, III, 128.

Playgrounds, Public, III, 33, III, 56.

Pleasure, Morose, II, 58 sq.; Must be sacrificed for higher blessings, III, 36; Complete abstention from, makes men dull, III, 39; A life devoted to bodily, degrades man to the level of the beast, III, 122.

Pleasure trips, Taken for recreation are morally licit, III, 49.

“Pledge, ” The (to abstain from intoxicating drink), is merely a good resolution and does not oblige sub gravi, IV, 223.

Pledges, V, 321 sqq..

Poena conventionalis, V, 303 sq..

Pohle, Joseph, II, 38.

Poisoned weapons in war, V, 138.

Politeness, III, 70, V, 21, V, 93 sqq..

Politics, Woman in, V, 506 sqq.; To what extent a citizen is obliged to participate in, V, 564 sq.; Men vs. party, V, 574 sq.; Political organization, V, 576.

Polyandry, V, 485.

Polycarp, St., I, 43 sq., V, 102.

Polygamy, V, 485 sqq..

Pompey, I, 14.

Poor, Oppression of the, II, 89; Moral degradation of the, owing largely to lack of decent homes, III, 30; Obligation of the wealthy to share their wealth with the, III, 151; The law of fasting and the, IV, 354; Alms to the, V, 177 sqq.; Relief, V, 185, V, 190.

Porro’s operation, V, 221.

Possession, As a condition of prescription, V, 237.

Possessor bonae fidei, V, 385 sqq.; Dubiae fidei, V, 387 sq.; Malae fidei, V, 413.

Poulain, A., (S.J.), IV, 129 sq., IV, 153.

Poverty, Voluntary, I, 236 sqq., I, 242 sq., I, 249, V, 193; Neither a virtue nor a source of virtue, but apt to become such, III, 151 sq..

Power, All from God, I, 158, I, 163; As distinct from habit, I, 275 sq..

Praise, As a means of co-operation in evil deeds, V, 398.

Prayer, In conflict of duties, I, 216; Inherent morality of, I, 265, I, 266; Becomes bad if done for a wicked purpose, I, 268; As a means of combating temptations, II, 45; As a means of converting a proximate into a remote occasion of sin, II, 50; Neglect of, II, 83; As a means of combating concupiscence, II, 105 sq.; As a means of atoning for sin, II, 185 sq.; Bodily rest can be made supernaturally meritorious by, III, 35; Work performed in the spirit of prayer has an eternal value, III, 123; Of petition, IV, 140 sq., IV, 193; Nature of, IV, 96 sqq.; Efficacy of, IV, 98 sqq.; Object of, IV, 103 sqq.; Necessity of, IV, 106 sqq.; Without ceasing, IV, 109 sqq.; Ejaculatory, IV, 111 sq.; Duty of praying, IV, 113 sq.; Qualities of, IV, 122 sqq.; Kinds of, IV, 139 sqq.; Form of, IV, 144 sqq.; Various forms of, IV, 156 sqq.; Sins opposed to, IV, 181 sqq.; The duty of praying for others, V, 27 sq..

Preaching, Duty of, IV, 335 sq..

Precepts, Of the moral law, I, 129 sq.; Positive divine, I, 135 sqq.; Intended as counsels, I, 236 sqq.; Difference between precept and counsel in the strict sense, I, 248 sqq..

Pregnancy, V, 214 sqq..

Premature delivery, When it may be induced, V, 219.

Preparations for war, V, 143 sq..

Prescription, As a title of ownership, V, 235; Conditions of, V, 236 sq.; Time required for, V, 237 sq.; As a cause excusing from restitution, V, 418.

Presence at Mass, Must be bodily, moral, and continuous, IV, 336 sqq..

Press, The periodical, V, 35 sq., V, 43 sq..

Presumption, II, 69, II, 94, IV, 58 sqq., V, 417 sq..

Price, In sales contracts, V, 276 sqq.; Must be reasonable, V, 279 sq.; Fancy, V, 281; Of ill-gotten goods, V, 383 sq..

Pride, II, 55, II, 56, II, 65, II, 68 sqq., III, 109, IV, 32 sq..

Prierias, Sylvester, I, 55.

Priesthood, Preparation for the, II, 198 sqq.; Freedom in the choice of, as a vocation, III, 114; The choice irrevocable, III, 118 sq..

Priests, Have full liberty of disposing of their property, but should favor the Church and the poor, V, 240; Should promote a fine sense of justice, V, 352; Must be careful in giving religious instruction, V, 456.

Prison discipline, V, 122 sq..

Prisoners, Maltreating, akin to murder, II, 87; Punishment of, should aim at reformation, V, 122 sq.; Danger of sentimentality in regard to treatment of, V, 122 sq.; Of war should be treated humanely, V, 138.

Private ownership, Definition, III, 143; When a duty, III, 143; Supreme title of ownership is labor, III, 143 sq.; Based on the rational nature of man, III, 144 sqq.; Were the early Christians Communists?, III, 146 sq.; Patristic teaching on, III, 147 sq.; Dr. Ryan on the teaching of St. Jerome, III, 148 sq..

Privilege, I, 180.

Probabiliorism, I, 224 sqq., I, 229, I, 234.

Probabilism, Explanation of, I, 218 sqq.; Scope of, I, 221 sq.; Teaching of, I, 226 sqq..

Probabilissima, I, 221, I, 223.

Probability, Kinds of, I, 220 sq..

Probst, Fr., I, 69.

Procuratio abortus, V, 214 sqq..

Profession, Religious, When it excuses from restitution, V, 419 sq..

Profiteering, II, 89 sq..

Prohibition of books, IV, 405 sqq..

Promise, As a species of contract, V, 250 sq.; Of marriage, V, 429 sqq..

Promise of marriage, II, 208.

Promises, Must be kept, V, 85 sqq..

Promulgation of law, I, 161 sq..

Properties of human law, I, 160 sqq..

Property, Sins against, II, 89, V, 349 sqq.; Right and duty of acquiring and possessing, III, 143 sqq.; Confiscation of, V, 7 sq.; Duty of restoring alien, V, 379 sqq..

Proselytism, Religious, V, 36.

Prostitution, II, 112, III, 138.

Protestant ethics, I, 7 sqq., I, 148 sq..

Protestantism, Essentially antinomian, I, 150 sq.; Its teaching that labor is a sacred office and a duty is essentially Catholic, III, 140 sq..

Protestants not bound by the laws of the Church, I, 173.

Provincialism, V, 568.

Provocation to sin, II, 63.

Prudence, III, 107 sqq..

Prüm, Regino of, IV, 363.

Pruner, J. E., I, 69.

Pseudo-mystics, I, 151 sqq..

Psychoses, V, 213.

Pubiotomy, V, 221.

Public dance halls, III, 55.

Publice indigni, II, 112.

Publishers, V, 44.

Punishment, And the law of nature, I, 156; Only free acts subject to, I, 257; Bodily, of children, V, 119; Corporal, for criminals, V, 121 sq.; Primarily and essentially retributive, V, 122; Corrective only in a secondary way, V, 122; Of children, V, 523.

“Pure” duties, I, 19 sq..

Puritans, Their unreasonable attitude towards the stage, III, 51.

Purpose of amendment, II, 146 sqq..

Pusillanimity, Sometimes a sin against hope, sometimes a mere mood, sometimes a temptation, IV, 66.

Pythagoras, I, 278.

Quadragesima, The forty days’ fast, How it originated, IV, 358 sq..

Quakers, Attitude of, towards the theatre, III, 49.

Quasi-domicile, I, 174.

Questioning penitents, Duty of, II, 162 sqq..

Quietists, I, 20 sq..

Race-track gambling, V, 341.

Radulphus Ardens, III, 133.

Railroads, III, 33.

Rape, II, 77, V, 435, V, 438.

Rappenhöner, J., I, 69.

Rash judgments, V, 97 sqq..

Rassler, Chr., I, 233.

Ratherius of Verona, III, 140.

Ratio legis, I, 177 sq., I, 207.

Rationalism, I, 67.

Raupert, J. G., IV, 283, IV, 288, IV, 290.

Raymond of Pennafort, St., I, 54, II, 26.

Reason, A source of Moral Theology, I, 26 sqq.; The measure of the will, I, 119; The promulgator of the moral law of nature, I, 122; Not autonomous, I, 125; And conscience, I, 188 sq..

Reception of the Sacraments, Requisites of worthy, II, 115 sqq..

Reconciliation, Between enemies, V, 19 sqq..

Recovery of health in sickness, III, 57.

Recreation, Need of, III, 35; Bodily and mental, III, 35 sq.; Ethical aspect of amusements, III, 36; Not all suitable for all, III, 36; For children, III, 37 sqq.; Social intercourse, III, 39 sq.; Games and plays, III, 41; Dancing, III, 42 sq.; Bodily exercise, III, 43 sqq.; Reading, III, 46 sq.; Art, III, 47 sq.; Traveling, III, 49; The theatre, III, 49 sqq.; Picture shows, III, 52 sqq.; Public dance halls, III, 55; Public playgrounds, III, 56; Community festivals, III, 56 sq.; Sunday, a day of innocent, IV, 328 sqq..

Recursus, As a means of cooperation in evil, V, 398 sq..

Red Cross, V, 139.

Redemptorists, I, 233.

Referee, V, 256 sq..

Regeneration, Moral, II, 98 sqq..

Regicide, V, 210.

Reginald, Valerius, I, 63.

Regnier de Marais, I, 66.

Reiffenstuel, Anaclete (O.F.M.), I, 59.

Relapse, Not always a sign that one’s purpose of amendment lacked firmness, II, 148 sq..

Relatives, Mutual duties of, V, 543 sqq..

Religion, Duty of the State to foster, V, 556 sq..

Religious, Life of, III, 114; When bound to denounce delinquent brethren, V, 35; May not give alms from the common property without permission, V, 181; Vow of poverty, V, 193; Profession, when it excuses from restitution, V, 419 sq.; No one may be restrained by force or fraud from entering a religious order, V, 455; Duties of, in regard to admission of novices, V, 455.

Remarriage of either party after the death of the other, V, 489 sqq..

Remission as a cause excusing from restitution, V, 417 sq..

Rentes, V, 293 sqq., V, 305.

Reparation, see Restitution.

Reputation, III, 165 sqq..

“Rerum novarum, ” Encyclical, III, 145.

Res clamat domino, V, 380, V, 385.

Res fructificat domino, V, 380, V, 384.

Res naturaliter perit domino, V, 380, V, 385, V, 386.

Reserve, Prudent, V, 21 sq..

Resistance to authority, Passive, I, 166; Active, I, 167 sq..

Resisting the known Christian truth, II, 94.

Resolutions, Good, II, 146 sqq..

Respect, A duty men owe to one another, V, 1 sqq.; The foundation of, charity, V, 2; How violated, V, 4 sqq..

Responsibility, I, 256, I, 261, I, 262.

Rest, see Recreation.

Restitution, In case of simony, IV, 239 sqq.; Duty of, arising from scandal, V, 51; From calumny and detraction, V, 113 sqq.; Definition of, V, 375; Necessity of, V, 376 sqq.; In re and in voto, V, 377 sq.; The “roots” of, V, 378 sqq.; The duty of restoring property belonging to others, V, 379 sqq.; Rules for, V, 379 sqq.; Restoring the fruits of an ill-gotten object, V, 381 sqq.; The duty of repairing unjust damage or loss inflicted on others, V, 389 sqq.; For sins of co-operation, V, 392 sqq.; The circumstances of, V, 403 sqq.; Who must make, V, 404 sqq.; What and how much, V, 406; To whom, V, 406 sqq.; When, V, 410 sqq.; Where, V, 412 sq.; In what manner, V, 413 sqq.; Causes which excuse from, V, 416 sqq.; Condonation or remission, V, 417 sq.; Presumption, V, 417 sq.; Legal prescription, V, 418; Occult compensation, V, 418 sqq.; Religious profession, V, 419 sq.; Papal dispensation, V, 420 sq.; Temporary postponement justified by physical or moral disability, V, 421 sq.; And by bankruptcy, V, 422 sqq.; Of damage caused to life and limb, V, 425 sqq.; Duty of, arising from broken matrimonial engagements, V, 429 sqq.; Duty of, arising from fornication and adultery, V, 433 sqq.; For damage done to property of others, V, 443 sqq.; For damage done in the choice of a vocation or an occupation, V, 450 sqq.; For spiritual damage, V, 453 sqq..

Restrictio stricte mentalis, V, 79 sqq..

Retention of ill-gotten goods, V, 354, V, 378.

Retraction, V, 114 sqq..

Retribution, V, 128.

Retrovenditio, V, 281 sq..

Reuter, John (S.J.), I, 58.

Revealing one’s secret faults, III, 177.

Revelation as a source of Moral Theology, I, 27 sqq..

Revelations, Private, IV, 149 sq., IV, 153 sqq., IV, 311, IV, 407.

Revenge, II, 78, II, 88.

Reverence, a duty of children toward their parents, V, 533 sq..

Revolution, Against legitimate government is forbidden, I, 168.

Richard a Mediavilla, II, 192.

Richard of St. Victor, I, 55, IV, 152.

Rickaby, Jos. (S.J.), I, 275, I, 276, I, 278, III, 104, V, 68, V, 158 sqq., V, 161.

Ridicule, as a means of co-operation in evil, V, 398.

Rietter, A., I, 69.

Right, Notion of, V, 13 sq.; Appertains to jurisprudence, V, 14; Right to life, V, 118 sqq.; Right of self-defense, V, 124 sqq.; Man’s right to the necessities of life, V, 163 sqq..

Rigorism, I, 38, I, 44, I, 219, I, 222 sqq., I, 234, I, 242, II, 27, II, 132.

“Rings” in commodities, V, 287.

Rites, S. Congr. of, IV, 402.

Robbery, V, 367 sqq..

Robert of Flamesbury, I, 54.

Rodriguez, Al. (S.J.), I, 65 sq..

Rosary, The, IV, 164 sqq..

Roscher, III, 67.

Ross, J. E. (C.S.P.), V, 161 sq., V, 170, V, 177 sq., V, 347.

Rottmanner, Odilo (O.S.B.), III, 109.

Rudeness, V, 93.

Rufinus, IV, 363.

Ruysbroeck, Bl. John of, I, 56.

Ryan, John A., III, 148 sq., III, 155, III, 158, III, 159, III, 160, III, 161, V, 335, V, 566 sqq., V, 574, V, 576.

Sa, Emmanuel (S.J.), I, 63, III, 99, V, 131.

Sabbath, The sanctification of, I, 137 sq.; Precept does not bind sub gravi incommodo, I, 171 sq.; Servile labor permitted on the, to assist a fellowman in need, I, 213; It is not permitted to violate the truth in order to satisfy the obligation of sanctifying the, I, 214; Earthly and heavenly, III, 136.

Sabetti, A. (S.J.), I, 70, IV, 396, IV, 397, V, 360, V, 424.

Sacramentals, II, 212 sqq..

“Sacramenta propter homines, ”, II, 111.

Sacraments, The, The Church attributes no magical effect to, I, 9; Supernatural aids to a moral life, I, 12; The pars tutior must always be chosen in the administration of, I, 221; Means of grace which man is in duty bound to use, II, 107; Requisites of valid administration, II, 108 sqq.; Of worthy reception, II, 115 sqq.; Baptism, II, 118 sqq.; Confirmation, II, 121 sqq.; Holy Eucharist, II, 123 sqq.; Penance, II, 135 sqq.; Extreme Unction, II, 188 sqq.; Holy Orders, II, 197 sqq.; Matrimony, II, 201 sqq.; Render the body a temple of the Holy Ghost, III, 10.

Sacra Parallela, I, 51.

Sacrifice, As a religious act, IV, 191 sqq.; Moral significance of, IV, 196 sq..

Sacrificium intellectus, IV, 41.

Sacrilege, To receive a Sacrament of the living in a state of mortal sin is a, II, 116; Unworthy reception of the Holy Eucharist the greatest of sacrileges, though not the most grievous sin a man may commit, II, 127; Definition of, IV, 231; Division of, IV, 231; Personal, IV, 231 sq.; Real and local, IV, 232; A mortal sin ex genere suo, IV, 233.

Sadducees, II, 81.

Sadism, II, 88.

Sadness, II, 77 sq..

Sage, Russell, II, 72.

Sailer, J. M., I, 68, V, 117, V, 525.

Saints, The, A Protestant tribute to, I, 14; Eccentricities in the lives of, I, 29; Lives of, a source of Moral Theology, I, 30; Fictitious lives of, I, 31 sq.; Lives of the, are “the Gospel put into practice,”, I, 32 sq.; Belong to every age, clime, and condition, I, 88; Feasts of the, IV, 325.

Sales contracts, V, 276 sq..

Saligia, a memory word containing the Latin initials of the seven capital sins, II, 68.

Salmanticenses, I, 59.

Saloon, III, 30, III, 55.

Salsmans, J. (S.J.), I, 72.

Salvage, The so-called right of, V, 228.

“Salve Regina, ”, IV, 168.

Samson, III, 89.

Sanchez, J., I, 224.

Sanchez, Thos. (S.J.), I, 61, I, 224.

Sancto Ignatio, Henry a, I, 223.

Satan, Intercourse with, IV, 298 sq..

Satisfaction, Sacramental, An integral part of Penance, II, 183; Duty of the confessor in regard to, II, 183 sq.; Obligation of the penitent, II, 184 sqq.; Penitent may ask to have it commuted, II, 184; Failure to perform is a mortal sin, II, 185; Penitent not free to substitute some other penance for the one imposed, II, 185.

Savages, Use of in war, V, 139.

Scandal, A circumstance that may alter the moral species of an act, I, 272; Necessary to tell in confession to how many scandal was given, I, 274; Grave scandal may render a sin mortal, II, 32; The world is full of, II, 43; Drinking to excess may become mortally sinful through scandal, II, 80; Sacraments may not be administered to publice indigni unless they have repaired the scandal given, II, 112; Eucharistic fast does not bind when there is danger of scandal, II, 129; What to do when one has inadvertently given, III, 171 sq.; Definition of, V, 44 sq.; Active and passive, V, 44 sq.; Pharisaicum, V, 45, V, 49; Duties with regard to giving and taking, V, 47 sqq.; Pusillorum, V, 49 sq.; Restitution involved by, V, 454.

Scaramelli, J. B. (S.J.), I, 67.

Scavini, P., I, 70.

Scepticism, IV, 36.

Scheicher, J., I, 69.

Schell, H., II, 16, II, 24, IV, 5.

Schenkl, M. von (O.S.B.), I, 68.

Schiller, III, 109, V, 24, V, 30.

Schindler, F. M., I, 69.

Scholastic period in the history of Moral Theology, I, 51 sqq..

Schism, IV, 38 sq..

School, A necessary means of education, I, 93; Supplements and complements the training received at home, I, 94; Its chief defect, I, 94 sq.; The State and, III, 104; Parents have the right to choose, V, 519 sq.; Education not for the school alone, V, 521 sq..

Schwane, J., I, 69.

Scienti et volenti non fit iniuria, V, 129.

Scintilla animae, I, 190 sqq..

Scintilla Patrum, I, 51.

Scotus, see Duns Scotus.

Scrupulousness, Defined, I, 199; Often simulated, I, 199; Sometimes mere hypocrisy, I, 199; How it can be cured, I, 199 sqq..

Sculptors, IV, 332.

Sculpoli, L., I, 65.

Seal of Confession, II, 113, II, 167 sqq., V, 415.

Searle, G. M. (C.S.P.), IV, 307.

Seasons, Closed, During which the Church wishes her children to eschew noisy festivities, IV, 346 sq..

Second marriage, V, 489 sqq..

Secrets, Definition of, V, 73; Kinds of, V, 73 sqq.; Natural, V, 73, V, 75 sq.; Official or professional, V, 74, V, 76; Promised, V, 74 sq.; Sacramental, V, 75; The duty of keeping, V, 75; When it ceases, V, 76 sq.; When it does not oblige, V, 77; Opening letters, V, 77; Secret diplomacy, V, 77 sq.; The art of keeping a secret, V, 78; Family secrets, V, 78; Means of keeping a secret, V, 79; amphiboly or equivocation, V, 79; Mental reservation, V, 79 sqq..

Seduction, II, 74, V, 50, V, 434, V, 436, V, 439, V, 454.

Self-defamation, Is it permitted?, III, 176.

Self-defense, Right of, V, 124 sqq..

Self-denial, I, 153, III, 72 sq., III, 117.

Self-government, Duties resulting from, V, 571 sqq..

Selfishness, As a motive, I, 19 sqq.; The ultimate cause of all sin, II, 25; Sadness combined with, always sinful because directly opposed to charity, II, 78; As opposed to Christian self-love, III, 6, III, 8; No admixture of in love of one’s enemies, V, 18.

Self-love, I, 22; Infatuation of, resulting from covetousness, II, 72; Duty of Christian, III, 4 sqq..

Self-mutilation, III, 83 sq..

Self-preservation, III, 5, III, 21, III, 76.

Self-respect, III, 7.

Self-restraint in the married state, V, 477 sq..

Selling, V, 276 sqq..

Seminaries, II, 199.

Seneca, I, 83, III, 7, III, 76, III, 153, IV, 152, V, 29, V, 187.

Sensationalism of the press, V, 144 sq..

Sensuality, III, 25, III, 66.

Sentimentalism, III, 60.

Separation a mensa et toro, V, 443, V, 467, V, 495, V, 496.

Sequestration, V, 256 sq..

Sermon on the Mount, I, 147, I, 282.

Sermons, Duty of hearing, on Sundays, IV, 335; How to hear, IV, 335 sq.; Never neglected by the Church, IV, 336.

Servants, Duties of, V, 88; May not give alms from the property of their masters, V, 181; Theft by, V, 357, V, 444; Bound to prevent damage to the property of their masters, V, 401 sq.; Relations of, to their masters, V, 546 sq..

Servitude, see Slavery.

Sex, A determinant of free-will, I, 91 sqq.; Advantages and defects of the two, I, 91 sq.; The same law binds both, I, 92; Double standard of morals un-Christian, I, 92; Unequality of the two sexes, V, 503 sqq.; Instruction in matters of, V, 525 sqq..

Sexten, Hilarius à, see Gatterer.

Sharing in unjustly acquired goods, II, 64.

Shea, J. G., I, 66.

Shepherd of Hermas, I, 44, I, 250.

Shiftlessness, II, 83.

Shops, Should be properly aired, lighted, and heated, III, 33.

Sickness, II, 22, III, 13, III, 24 sq., III, 57.

Sidgwick, H., III, 128.

Signa contritionis, II, 141.

Signs of charity, Ordinary and extraordinary, V, 20.

Sigwart, Chas., I, 227.

Silence, As a means of becoming accessory to the sins of others, II, 63; When indicated, V, 78.

Simar, Th. H., I, 69, I, 232, I, 233.

Simony, Definition of, IV, 235; Conventional and real, IV, 236 sq.; A grave sin, IV, 237; Effects of, IV, 237 sq.; Confidential, IV, 239; Duty of restitution implied by, IV, 239 sqq..

Simulatio sacramenti, II, 113.

Simulation, V, 61 sq..

Sin, To be able to, not a proof of liberty, I, 111; Inability to, constitutes true liberty, I, 111; Definition of, I, 119; Impairs the knowledge of the primary principles of the natural law, I, 128; Often committed without a knowledge of the secondary principles of the law of nature, I, 129; Protestant theory of, I, 148; The law is for those that live in, I, 154; Every just law obliges under pain of, I, 165; Meaning of the phrase, “Ad peccatum obligare,”, I, 167; To act against the dictates of conscience is a sin, I, 192; No transgression is a mortal sin, if the matter is unimportant, provided the will of the transgressor be not positively evil, I, 210; Man may never commit a grievous, in order to avoid a venial sin, I, 213; Man may not commit a, in order to save his life, I, 215; Consideration of, in cases of conscience, I, 218 sq.; Duty of abstaining from sins of the flesh, I, 240; Evangelical Counsels directly opposed to the three principal agencies of, I, 241; To choose the less perfect means for attaining a good end is no, I, 248 sq.; Man is never allowed to commit, that good may come, I, 269; Circumstances that alter the moral species of, I, 272 sqq.; Sins are multiplied according to the number of those affected by them, I, 274; Nature of, II, 1 sqq.; Characteristic notes, II, 3 sqq.; Origin of, II, 11 sqq.; Mortal and venial, II, 16 sqq.; Serious and light, II, 29 sqq.; Philosophical and theological, II, 30 sq.; Principal kinds of, II, 52 sqq.; Against the Ten Commandments, II, 52 sq.; Of commission and omission, II, 53 sqq.; Against God, oneself and one’s fellowmen, II, 54; Of the spirit and of the flesh, II, 54 sqq.; Of thought, word, and deed, II, 57 sqq.; According to, and against, nature, II, 74 sqq.; Sins that cry to Heaven for vengeance, II, 85 sqq., V, 104; Sins against the spiritual welfare of others, V, 39 sqq.; Cooperation in, V, 40 sqq.; Cooperatio ad pravas ephemerides, V, 43 sq.; In regard to scandal, V, 47 sqq.; When we may reveal the sins of others, V, 109 sq..

Singing in a heretical church, V, 42.

Single tax, III, 34.

Sixtus the Fifth, I, 64.

Slander, II, 78, II, 87, V, 108 sq..

Slater, Thos. (S.J.), I, 269, II, 60 sq., II, 63, III, 41, III, 92, IV, 301, IV, 332, IV, 397, V, 102, V, 335 sq., V, 340, V, 342, V, 358, V, 360, V, 393, V, 424.

Slavery, Maltreating of slaves akin to murder, II, 87; Slavery a sin against respect, V, 5; By its very nature immoral, V, 5; Modern industrial, V, 5 sqq.; Leo XIII on, V, 6 sq..

Sloth, II, 65, II, 83 sq..

Slums, III, 30.

Smart-money, V, 426.

Smiles, Sam, III, 67.

Smith, John Talbot, III, 51.

Sociability, III, 36, III, 39 sqq..

Social intercourse, III, 39 sqq..

Socialism, V, 7 sq..

Social question, V, 6 sqq..

Societies for the prevention of cruelty to animals, III, 61.

Society, A Determinant of morality, I, 95 sqq.; Civil or the State, divinely instituted, I, 158; Definition of, V, 457 sq.; Principal requirements of, V, 458 sq.; Authority, V, 459; Division of, V, 459 sqq.; Perfect and imperfect, V, 459 sq.; Natural and free, V, 460 sq.; General and particular, V, 461; Public and private, V, 461 sq..

Socinianism, I, 151.

Socrates, I, 278, III, 24, III, 99.

Sodomy, II, 74, II, 85, II, 88 sq..

Soldiers, St. Augustine on the Christian, of Rome, I, 165; Soldiers must obey human laws even at the risk of death, I, 171; May esteem honor higher than liberty, nay life, I, 215; Bound to sacrifice life and health in their vocation, III, 86; Duty of fidelity, V, 89 sq.; Why the Fathers object to Christians serving as, V, 134; May not slay and rob without authority, V, 137; Wounded, should be protected, V, 138; Mercenaries, V, 140; Volunteers, V, 139 sq..

Solicitation, II, 158.

Solicitude, Warning of Christ against undue, III, 109 sq..

Sorcery, II, 96, IV, 296.

Sorrow, Christianity the religion of, III, 18.

Soto, Peter (O.P.), I, 57, I, 62, V, 329.

Sources, Of Moral Theology, I, 26 sqq.; Of morality, I, 264.

Sovereign, Subject to his own laws, I, 175.

Spalding, Archbishop J. L., On the political emancipation of women, V, 506 sq.; On education, V, 517, V, 524; On patriotism, V, 569 sq..

Speculation in stocks and bonds, V, 288 sq..

Spee, Friedrich von, IV, 298 sqq..

Spencer, Herbert, III, 149.

Spirit, Sins of the, II, 54 sqq..

Spiritism, Definition of, IV, 280; Phenomena of, IV, 280 sq.; Physical phenomena, IV, 281 sq.; Psychical, IV, 282; Some of them undoubtedly genuine, IV, 282 sq.; Diabolic influence in, IV, 283; Evil tendency of modern, IV, 284; Condemned by the Church, IV, 285; Basic malice of, IV, 285.

Spiritualism, False, III, 9.

Spiritual life, Brother Azarias on the, III, 111.

Sponsors, Duties of, II, 121, II, 122, V, 540.

Spontaneous actions, Definition of, I, 98.

Sporer, Patrick (O.F.M.), I, 59.

Sports, III, 36, III, 43 sq., III, 141 sq..

Sprenger, James, IV, 300.

Stage, Ethical aspects of the, III, 49 sqq..

Standard of morals, I, 244.

Standard of living, III, 128.

Stapf, J. A., I, 68.

State, The Christian; Nature and Purpose of, V, 548 sqq.; Justice the foundation of, V, 560 sq.; Laws of, acknowledged by Christ, I, 156 sq.; Power of, is from God, I, 157; Divinely instituted, I, 158; Supreme authority through the will of the people, I, 159; Penal laws made by the, I, 169; And marriage, II, 210; Rights of in regard to education, III, 103 sqq..

Station in life, No one obliged to lose his, in order to prolong the life of another, V, 177 sq..

Stations of the Cross, IV, 176 sq..

Statistics, Criminal, I, 95 sq..

Stattler, Benedict (S.J.), I, 68.

Stealing, Morality of, I, 265; Materia gravis, I, 273; Definition of, V, 355; Various kinds of, V, 356; Degree of sinfulness, V, 356 sq.; Domestic, V, 357; By servants, V, 357, V, 444; How much is required to make a mortal sin?, V, 358 sqq.; In extreme need, V, 163 sq.; The sin of concealing or sheltering a thief or stolen property, V, 398 sq..

Stephen, St., II, 82.

Sterility, Operations sinful if performed for the sole purpose of superinducing, III, 84.

Steyaert, M., I, 223.

Stock companies, Defined, V, 331; Advantages and disadvantages of, V, 331 sqq..

Stock exchange, V, 288 sq., V, 291.

Stock-watering, V, 334 sqq..

Stoics and Stoicism, I, 18 sq., I, 108, III, 39, III, 77, IV, 101.

Stolz, Alban, II, 150.

“Story hours” for children, III, 46.

Strangers, Are bound to obey the laws of the territory in which they sojourn, I, 174; Distrust of, allowable, V, 99 sq..

Stratagems in war, V, 136.

Street cars, III, 33.

Streets, III, 32 sq..

Strikes, V, 272 sqq..

Suarez, Francis (S.J.), I, 57, I, 61.

Subjects of human law, I, 173 sqq..

Successio ab intestato, V, 238 sq..

Suffering, A life of, not necessarily useless, III, 12 sq.; And Christian asceticism, III, 18.

Suffrage for women, V, 506 sqq..

Suicide, II, 76, II, 87, III, 12, III, 74 sqq., III, 99.

Suicidia martyrum, III, 89.

Summa Astesana (or Astensis), I, 54.

Summae Confessorum, I, 54.

Summae Scholasticae, I, 52.

Summa Pisana (or Pisanella), I, 54 sq..

Summa Raimundiana, I, 54.

Summa Rosella, I, 55.

Summa Summarum (or Silvestrina), I, 55.

Sum required for a grave sin of theft, V, 358 sqq..

Sunday, Observance of, IV, 322 sqq.; Meaning of the Commandment, IV, 322 sq.; An essential part of divine worship, IV, 323 sq.; Takes the place of the Jewish sabbath, IV, 324 sq.; In what Sunday observance consists, IV, 326 sqq.; Sunday not only a day of prayer, but also of rest, IV, 327 sqq.; A day of recreation and innocent amusement, IV, 328 sqq.; Andrew Carnegie on, IV, 328 sq.; Bp. v. Keppler on, IV, 329; Bogumil Goltz on, IV, 330; Servile labor forbidden on, IV, 330 sqq.; Opera liberalia permitted, IV, 331 sqq.; Causes which excuse from the law forbidding servile labor on, IV, 332; Business and court proceedings forbidden on, IV, 333 sq.; Fairs, theatrical performances, baseball and similar games permissible, IV, 333 sq.; Prohibition of servile labor obliges under pain of mortal sin but admits of parvitas materiae, IV, 334; Works of piety and charity implied in the religious observance of, IV, 334 sq.; Duty of hearing the word of God on, IV, 335 sq.; Duty of hearing Mass on, IV, 336 sqq.; Guilt of those who come late to Mass, IV, 337 sq.; Duty of hearing Mass implies bodily presence, IV, 338 sq.; Mass must be heard with a right intention and due attention, IV, 340 sq.; Reasons excusing men from attending Mass on Sunday, IV, 342 sqq..

Superman, The natural law recognizes no, I, 127.

Superstition, A moral defect, III, 108; Definition of, IV, 269 sq.; Nature of, IV, 270 sq.; In the natural order, IV, 273 sqq.; In the preternatural order, IV, 294 sqq.; In the supernatural order, IV, 304 sqq.; Forbidden books on, IV, 408.

Supporting church and pastor, Duty of, IV, 393 sq..

Supremus debendi titulus, III, 1.

Surety, Giving, V, 320 sq..

Surgeons, Responsibility of, in case of accidental homicide, V, 211; See Physician.

Suso, Henry, Bl., I, 56.

Suspicion, Groundless, V, 97 sqq..

Suum cuique, V, 12.

Συνείδησις, I, 183.

Surgery, I, 221.

Sybaritism, II, 79, III, 25.

Sympathetic cures, IV, 276 sq..

Symphyseotomy, V, 221.

Synagogue, I, 157.

Synteresis, I, 188.

Table, Pleasures of the, III, 40.

Tacitus, I, 14.

Tale-bearing, V, 111.

Talent, Definition of, I, 89; One of the individual determinants of free-will, I, 89 sq.; Good health a condition for the development of, III, 24 sq.; Given to men for the purpose of being developed for the benefit of society, III, 102.

Tamburini, Thos., I, 224.

Tanner, Adam, I, 57.

Tanquerey, Ad., I, 71, V, 576.

Tariff duties, V, 450.

Tauler, John, I, 55.

Taxation, Reform of, III, 34; Application of Catholic moral principles to, V, 449 sq..

Tax collectors, V, 446 sqq..

Taxes, payment of, V, 447 sqq..

Teachers, Their work indirectly productive, III, 127; Must be careful in giving religious instruction, V, 456; Take the place of parents, V, 539; Pupils owe gratitude to their, V, 540 sq..

Tears of contrition, II, 141 sq..

Temperament, A determinant of free-will, I, 88.

Temperance, Definition of, III, 72; In eating and drinking, III, 72; Not inborn, but acquired, III, 72 sq..

Temptation, I, 150, I, 184, II, 36 sqq., II, 44, III, 90.

Tepe, G. B. (S.J.), I, 70.

Teresa, St., I, 65.

Tertullian, I, 46, I, 143, I, 165, IV, 357, IV, 361, V, 491.

Testamentum aeternum, I, 143.

Thanksgiving, Prayer of, IV, 140; Sacrifices of, IV, 193.

Theatre, III, 49 sqq., IV, 333 sq.; And charity, V, 188.

Theft, V, 355 sqq.; (see Stealing).

Theological virtues, I, 279 sq..

Theologumena, IV, 13.

Theology and science, IV, 37 sq..

Theophilus, V, 491.

Thinking evil of others, V, 96 sqq..

Thomas à Kempis, I, 56, I, 64, I, 66, II, 77, II, 150, III, 17, III, 46, III, 57.

Thomas Aquinas, St., High Authority in Moral Theology, I, 33 sq.; Not sufficient to appeal to his authority without regard to the arguments on which he bases his opinion, I, 34 sq.; Employs all three methods in Moral Theology, I, 39; The real founder of Moral Theology as a science, I, 52 sq.; For a while universally followed by moralists, I, 57; On the legal precepts of the Old Law, I, 138; On the modes of deriving human laws from the law of nature, I, 155 sq.; Unjust laws do not bind in conscience, I, 166, I, 168; A sovereign is above the law, but should keep it voluntarily, I, 175; On conscience, I, 184, I, 187; On Christian perfection, I, 206; On the moral virtues, I, 278 sq.; On the gifts of the Holy Ghost, I, 281; On the nature of sin, II, 2, II, 3, II, 4; God does not will sin, II, 6, II, 8; God not the cause of sin, II, 9; On the distinction between mortal and venial sin, II, 21 sq., II, 26; Man’s will the cause of sin, II, 36; The devil a cause of sin by persuasion, II, 41; On sins of the spirit, II, 55; On sins of thought, word, and deed, II, 57; On anger, II, 81, II, 82; On the lumen intelligibile of reason, II, 98 sq.; On fasting in the administration of Confirmation, II, 122; On Extreme Unction, II, 192 sq.; On charity, III, 1; Selfishness the cause of all sin, III, 5; Dumb animals created for the use of man, III, 59 sq.; Hence he may kill them, III, 63; On prudence, III, 106 sq.; A voluptuous life is a bestial life, III, 122; On manual labor, III, 125 sq., III, 132, III, 133; On the active and the contemplative life, III, 136 sq.; On the right of property, III, 145, III, 147; Ownership is stewardship, III, 159 sq.; On honor, III, 166; On faith, IV, 17, IV, 18 sq., IV, 20; On presumption, IV, 63; On whether a man “can know he has grace,”, IV, 65; On charity as the mother of all virtues, IV, 73; On the efficacy of prayer, IV, 101 sq.; Our prayer must be continuous, IV, 111; Effect of prayer depends chiefly on devotion, IV, 131; On the Lord’s Prayer, IV, 159 sq.; On blasphemy, IV, 183; On man’s need of sacrifice, IV, 192 sq.; On Christ as priest and victim, IV, 195; On the juridical obligation of fasting, IV, 320 sq.; On the quantity of food that constitutes a collation, IV, 365; On what constitutes a lie, V, 60 sq.; Legend of the flying ox, V, 66; On suspicion, V, 98 sq.; On respect of persons in judgment, V, 156 sq.; On the inviolability of the dignity of manhood, V, 160; On almsgiving by wives, V, 181; On usury, V, 261 sq., V, 301 sq.; On stealing in extreme need, V, 363 sq.; On occult compensation, V, 366 sq.; On fraud, V, 370; On restitution, V, 410 sq.; On the relation of parents to children, V, 516; On patriotism, V, 565 sq..

Thomasius, IV, 299.

Thought, Sins of, II, 57 sqq..

Thrift, III, 67.

Thucydides, II, 21.

Thurston, Herbert (S.J.), On the Bull “Summis desiderantes” of Innocent the Eighth, IV, 299 sq..

Time required for prescription, V, 237 sq..

“Time bargains, ”, V, 289.

Timor filialis, I, 205 sq..

Tithes, Origin of the custom of paying, IV, 394; The tithe as a legal tax, IV, 394; Still enforced in some countries, IV, 395; The new Code on, IV, 395.

Titulus legis civilis, V, 307 sq..

Toadyism, V, 93.

Tobias, III, 8.

Toilet, Arts of the, III, 28 sq..

Tolerance, In religious matters, V, 36 sqq..

Toletus, Fr. de (S.J.), I, 62.

Tongue, Duty of guarding the, V, 55.

Torres, Louis (S.J.), I, 58.

Tradition, I, 27, I, 29 sq..

Traveling, III, 36, III, 49, IV, 333.

Treason, V, 89 sq..

Treasures, lost and found, V, 229 sqq..

Trent, Council of, Man is free to do good for the sake of a reward, I, 17 sq.; General development of theology after the, I, 57; On Christ as a legislator, I, 148; On man’s duty to obey the commandments of God and the Church, I, 152; God does not work evil, II, 8, II, 10; Slight offenses do not destroy sanctifying grace, II, 14; Cooperating with grace, II, 106; On the Easter duty, II, 125; On the Holy Eucharist, II, 130; On contrition, II, 140; On the form of sacramental confession, II, 160; On Extreme Unction, II, 191 sq.; On the amusements of clerics, III, 36; . (See also Catechism, Roman.).

Trovamala, J. B., I, 55.

Truth, A precious gift, III, 102; Prudence manifests itself in love of, III, 107.

Truck system, II, 90.

Trust, Mutual, V, 21 sq..

Trusts, II, 89.

Truth, see Veracity.

Tutiorism, I, 222 sq., I, 225, I, 232.

Tyrannicide, V, 129 sqq..

Tyrants, Lawfulness of killing, V, 129 sqq..

“Ultra posse nemo tenetur, ”, I, 166.

Unbelief, Impurity leads to, II, 76.

Unborn, Crimes against the, V, 213 sqq..

Unchastity, As a species of concupiscence of the flesh, II, 65; A crime directed against the preservation of the human race, II, 88.

Uncleanness, III, 28.

Underhill, Evelyn, I, 56.

Unearned increment tax, III, 34.

Unemployment, A frequently recurring social symptom, V, 165 sqq.; Security against, V, 166 sq.; Duties of the State, V, 167, V, 170; Individual responsibility, V, 171; Insurance against, V, 318 sqq..

Unfair competition, V, 353 sq..

Unica comestio, IV, 372.

Unity of marriage, V, 485 sqq..

Usury, As a form of oppressing the poor, II, 89 sq., V, 371 sq.; An unproductive and anti-social occupation, III, 138; Definition of, V, 261; St. Thomas on, V, 301 sq.; Economic, V, 372 sq.; Usurious manipulation of the food supply, V, 373 sq.; A sin that cries to Heaven for vengeance, V, 373 sq..

Usus matrimonii, V, 471 sqq..

Uterus, Excision of the, not permitted for the sole purpose of inducing sterility, III, 84, V, 475.

Vagabondage, V, 180.

Vain repetitions in prayer, IV, 135 sq..

Vanity, II, 68 sq., III, 27 sq., III, 29, III, 108.

Van Kasteren, I, 282.

Vasectomy, III, 84.

Vasquez, Gabriel (S.J.), I, 57.

Vegetarianism, III, 27.

Venatorius, Th., I, 52.

Veneric diseases, V, 529.

Vengeance, II, 81, II, 85 sq..

Vengefulness, V, 25.

Venial sins, II, 14, II, 16 sqq., II, 145.

Veracity, Definition of, V, 52; A social necessity, V, 53; A duty, V, 53 sqq.; Positive, V, 54; Negative, V, 54 sq.; Sins against, V, 58 sqq..

Viaticum, II, 124, II, 129, II, 196, III, 57.

Victoria, Fr. de (O.P.), III, 99.

Vigilantius, I, 251, IV, 361.

Vigil fasts, IV, 361 sqq..

Villada, P., I, 72.

Villien, A., IV, 315, IV, 361, IV, 368, IV, 391, IV, 395.

Vincent de Paul, St., I, 59, II, 200, III, 19.

Vindictive justice, see Justice.

Violation of the seal of the confessional, II, 174 sqq..

Violence, As an obstacle to free-will, I, 113 sq.; Unjust laws do not bind because they are acts of, rather than laws, I, 166; Anger grievously sinful when it leads to acts of, II, 82.

Virginity (see Chastity), II, 201 sq..

Virtue, Definition of, I, 277; Moral virtues, I, 277 sq.; Cardinal, I, 278; Infused or acquired, natural or supernatural, I, 278 sq.; Theological, I, 279 sq., II, 92; Gifts of the Holy Ghost, I, 281; When knowledge becomes transmuted into, III, 106 sq..

Visions, As an accompaniment of extraordinary contemplation, IV, 149 sq.; Rules for those who believe they have, IV, 153 sq.; Private, need not be received with divine or theological faith, IV, 311; Books describing new, forbidden if published without canonical approbation, IV, 407.

Vives, J. C., I, 71, V, 190.

Vivisection, III, 63.

Vocation, Duties of, I, 214; To the clerical state, II, 197; Choice of a, III, 112 sqq.; Fidelity in, III, 118 sqq.; Sins against, III, 121 sqq.; Restitution for damage done in the choice of a, V, 450 sqq.; Parents must aid their children in choosing a, V, 516; Parents should encourage a vocation for the priesthood or the religious life in their children, V, 520.

Voit, Edmund (S.J.), I, 59.

Volenti non fit iniuria, V, 129.

Voluntarium, I, 98 sqq., I, 104, I, 195, I, 254.

Voluntary acts, I, 98 sqq..

Voters, Duties of, V, 571 sqq..

Vow, Definition of, IV, 199 sq.; Religious and moral character of, IV, 201 sq.; Division of, IV, 204 sqq.; Object of, IV, 208 sqq.; Conditions of validity, IV, 212 sqq.; Obligation of, IV, 217 sqq.; Interpretation of, IV, 222 sq.; Commutation of, IV, 226 sqq.; Dispensation from, IV, 229 sq..

Wage system, Advisability of abolishing the, III, 159; The heart of the trouble, V, 8.

Wages, V, 268 sqq.; What is a fair wage, V, 270 sq.; A living wage, V, 271 sq.; A living family wage, V, 271 sq..

Waldensians, On capital punishment, V, 149.

Walsh, James J., On athletics and character, etc., III, 45; On suicide, III, 77.

War, Waging, without sufficient reason is murder, II, 87; When it is permitted to volunteer one’s services in, and to risk one’s life, III, 94; The moral principles involved in, V, 132 sqq.; Lawfulness of, V, 133 sqq.; And the moderamen inculpatae tutelae, V, 136; Illicit means of warfare, V, 136; Licit means of warfare, V, 136; Laws of, V, 137 sq.; Prisoners of, should be treated humanely, V, 138; Voluntary participation in an unjust war, sinful, V, 139; A terrible scourge, V, 142; Traders, V, 143 sq..

Wastefulness, III, 23 sq., III, 28.

Way of the Cross, IV, 176 sq..

Wealth, Craving for, as a motive of suicide, III, 75; Restless pursuit of, condemned by Christ, III, 137 sq.; Rules for guidance in regard to, III, 151 sqq.; Concentration of, a bad social symptom, III, 154 sqq.; Duty of distributing superfluous, III, 159 sqq..

Wedding celebration, Should take place in facie Ecclesiae, II, 210 sq..

Weiss, Albert M. (O.P.), I, 244 sq., IV, 86.

Wells, Poisoning of, V, 138.

When a law must be observed, I, 178.

White slave traffic, V, 39.

Wiclif, I, 167.

Widows, Oppression of, a dastardly crime, II, 89; For many it is better to marry again, II, 203, V, 489 sqq..

Will, Human, II, 2, II, 25, II, 31 sq., II, 36 sq., II, 41, II, 54, II, 56, II, 99, II, 104, II, 141, II, 149.

Wirceburgenses, I, 60 sq..

Wisdom, III, 107.

Witchcraft, One of the chief sins of the flesh, II, 55; May imply a compact with the devil, IV, 296; If the compact is express, it always involves mortal sin, IV, 296 sq.; Belief in malevolent, IV, 297; Epidemic occurrence of, IV, 297 sq.; Possibility of human intercourse with Satan, IV, 298; Principal opponent of, was a Catholic and a Jesuit (Spee), IV, 298 sq.; Bull of Innocent VIII not responsible for the witch mania, IV, 299 sq.; Fr. Thurston on the Bull “Summis desiderantes affectibus,”, IV, 300; The so-called magic wand, IV, 300 sq..

Wives, Duties of, V, 463 sqq..

Wolff, I, 67.

Woman, The social position of, V, 499 sqq.; Duties of, as wife, V, 463 sqq.; Is man’s true helpmate, V, 500; Her status under paganism and Christianity, V, 500 sq.; Modern emancipation movement, V, 502 sq.; Two groups of emancipationists, V, 503 sqq.; Position of the radical group, V, 503 sqq.; Position of the conservative group, V, 505 sqq.; Wages of, V, 505; Political emancipation of, V, 506 sqq.; New professions and occupations of, V, 508 sqq..

Word, Sins of, II, 57 sqq..

Work, III, 117, III, 123, V, 163 sq.; (see also Labor); The right to, V, 165 sqq.; Procuring work for the unemployed an effective method of relief, V, 185; Overburdening laborers with, V, 212.

Workingmen, III, 30 sq.; Unemployment of, V, 166 sqq.; Arbitrary dismissal of, V, 168 sq.; Inefficient or idle, V, 168; Duties of, V, 168 sq..

Works of mercy, see Mercy.

Works of supererogation, I, 238 sqq., I, 250.

Works of the flesh, I, 283.

World, The, as a source of sin, II, 42 sq..

Worry, Warning against undue, III, 109 sq..

Xenophon, I, 278.

Zeal for the cause of God, IV, 88 sq..

Zealotry, IV, 93 sq..

Zerbolt, Gerard, I, 56.

Ziegler, I, 240.

Zoölatry, III, 60.

Zwingli, V, 305.
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