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Chapter I: Nature and Origin of Sin—Mortal and
Venial Sins—Temptations and Occasions of Sin

Section 1: Nature and Origin of Sin
|1| 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).
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|3| The 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).

2. 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.

|4| Aristotle 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
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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).

|5| It 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.
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|7| It 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).

|9| Against 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
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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.

|10| But 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.

|11| 3. 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-
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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.

|12| It 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.

|13| The 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.

|14| Moreover, 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.
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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.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, 1a 2ae, qu. 71-89. —Suarez, Tractatus de Vitiis et
Peccatis, disp. 1-6 (Opera Omnia, Vol. IV, pp. 515 sqq.).—J. Müller, Die christliche Lehre von der
Sünde, 6th ed., 2 vols., Stuttgart 1877-78.—M. Merkle, Das Wesen des Bösen, Dillingen 1847. —F.
Teipel, De Peccati Natura, Coesfeld 1847, pp. 10 sqq.—J. Nirschl, Ursprung und Wesen des Bösen,
Ratisbon 1854, pp. 23 sqq. —K. Clemen, Die christliche Lehre von der Sünde, Vol. I, Göttingen 1897,
pp. 20 sqq. —C. Manzoni, De Natura Peccati, S. Angeli Laud., 1890. —J. B. Pighi, Commentarius de
Iudicio Sacramentali, 3rd ed., Verona 1904, pp. 97 sqq. —E. Janvier, Exposition de la Morale
Catholique, Vol. V, Paris 1907.—M. J. Scheeben, Dogmatik, Freiburg 1873, Vol. II, pp. 515 sqq. —Chr.
Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. IX, 2nd ed., pp. 295 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, God the Author
of Nature and the Supernatural, 2nd ed., St. Louis 1916, pp. 232 sqq.—A. C. O'Neil, O.P., art. "Sin," in
the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 4 sqq. —Card. Manning, Sin and Its Consequences, Am. reprint,
New York 1904. —A. B. Sharpe, Evil, Its Nature and Cause, London 1906. —Card. Billot, De Natura
et Ratione Peccati Personalis, Rome 1900.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp.
133 sqq. —Wilhelm-Scannell, A Manual of Catholic Theology, Vol. II, 2nd ed., London 1901, pp. 3
sqq. —H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I, pp. 320 sqq., 11th ed., Innsbruck 1914. —
Aug. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, 11th ed., Freiburg 1910, Vol. I, pp. 186 sqq.—Ad. Tanquerey,
Synopsis Theologiae Moralis et Pastoralis, Vol. II, Paris 1905, pp. 239 sqq.—Al. Sabetti, S.J. (ed. T.
Barrett, S.J.), Compendium Theologiae Moralis, 22nd ed., New York 1915, pp. in sqq. —Thos. Slater,
S.J., The Foundation of True Morality, N. Y. 1920, pp. 65 sqq. —A. Vermeersch, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol.
I, pp. 391 sqq. —L. J. Nau, Readings on Fundamental Moral Theology, N. Y. and Cincinnati 1926, pp.
26-35.

Section 2: Mortal and Venial Sins
|16| 1. 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.

13



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.)

2. PROOF FROM SACRED SCRIPTURE, TRADITION, AND REASON. —The distinction between
mortal and venial sins has a solid basis in Sacred Scripture and ecclesiastical Tradition.
|17| 1. 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.

|18| In 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.

14



2. 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.

|19| 3. 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
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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."

|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."

4. 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
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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."

|23| Hence 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.)

|24| To 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
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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.)

|25| b) 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.

|26| St. 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
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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).

|27| Mortal 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).

3. 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.

|28| READINGS. —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
|29| 1. 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
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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.
|30| b) 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).

|31| c) 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
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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."

|32| Some 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.

2. 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.
|33| In 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
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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."

|35| READINGS.—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
|36| The 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:
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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."

|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
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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.
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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.

|41| As 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
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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.

|42| 3. 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.

|44| Concupiscence 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
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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.

|45| Christ 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).
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|46| II. 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.

|47| Occasions, 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.
|48| b) 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)-
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|49| 2. 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.

|50| READINGS. —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,
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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.
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Chapter II: The Principal Kinds of Sin

Section 1: General Division
|52| To 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.

|53| The 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.

2. 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
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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
|54| FLESH. —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.

|55| A 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
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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).

|57| Psychologically, 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
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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).

|60| A 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
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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.

|61| c) 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.

|62| 5. 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:
|63| a) 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
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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.

|64| h) 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.

6. 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
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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.

|66| READINGS.—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
|67| The 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.
|68| This 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.
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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.
|69| 2. 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.

4. 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.
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|70| Arrogance 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).

|71| II. 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.
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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.

|72| Ordinary 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.).

|73| Not 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.
|74| 1. 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.
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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.

2. 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.

|76| These 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
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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.

|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.
|78| CXVIII, 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.

42



35 Prov. XIV, 30.
36 Wisd. VI, 25.

|79| V. 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.
|80| The 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.
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|81| Drunkenness 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).

|82| Man 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.
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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.

|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.
|84| Sloth 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
|85| There 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.
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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."
|86| If 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."
|87| It 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.

|88| Murder 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
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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.

|90| We 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
|91| I. 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
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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."

|92| 2. 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
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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."

|94| The 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).
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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.

|95| A 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.

|96| 3. 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.
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Part II: The Means of Grace
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Chapter I: The Causes of Moral Regeneration

Section 1: The Supernatural Principle of Moral Regeneration
|98| The 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.
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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
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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."

|102| 2. 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).

|103| The 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,
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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
|104| Though "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."

|105| Justification, 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
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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.

|107| Sanctifying 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).
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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).
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Chapter II: The Sacraments as Divinely Instituted Means of Grace

Section 1: The Moral Requisites of Valid Administration
|108| 1. 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).

|109| Hence 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.

|110| It 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
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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.

|112| It 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.
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|113| In 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
|115| Regarding 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.

1. 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
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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.

|116| 2. 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.
|117| READINGS. —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
|118| 1. 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
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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."

|119| The 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.

|120| Apparently 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.

|121| b) 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
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baptizing minister and the person baptized, and between the latter and the sponsors (can. 768).

2. 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.

|122| Each 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
|123| The 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
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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.

|124| 1. 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."

1. 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.

|125| 2. 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
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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.

|126| The 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.

|127| As 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.

2. 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.
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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."

|129| The 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.
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|130| III. 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.

|131| 2. 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.

|132| The 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
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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).

|133| Since 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.
|134| Belief 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
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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
|135| 1. 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.

|136| 2. 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
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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.

|137| A 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.

|138| 3. 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
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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
|140| 1. 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,
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Symbolism, pp. 124 sqq.; pp. 223.

|141| The 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

|142| Perfect 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.).

|143| Perfect 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
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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.

|144| For 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.
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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.

|145| It 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.
|146| READINGS. —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
1. 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).

|147| The 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
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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.

2. 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,
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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.

|150| The 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
|151| 1. 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.
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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.

|152| The 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
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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."

|153| 1. 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.

|154| The 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.
|155| 0) 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.
|156| The 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
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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.

|157| The 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."
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|158| Under 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."

|159| The 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.

2. 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.

3. 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
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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).

|161| The 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.
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Article 4: Questioning and Instructing Penitents
|162| 1. 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."

|163| When 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
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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.

|164| 2. 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.
|165| When 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).

|166| In 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
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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
|167| 1. 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).

|168| a) 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.
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3. 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.

|169| What 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.

|170| The 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

85



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.
|171| Should 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.

|172| The 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.)

|173| 5. 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
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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.

|174| As 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
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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.

|175| Direct 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.
|176| Priests 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
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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.

|177| READINGS.—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
|178| The 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."
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|179| The 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."

|180| A 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
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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."

|181| However, 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."

|182| The 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.
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Article 7: Sacramental Satisfaction
|183| 1. 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).

2. 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."

|184| 3. 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
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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."

|185| Failure 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.

|186| 4. 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
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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.

|187| The 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
|188| 1. 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
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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."

|190| Extreme 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
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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."

|191| The 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.
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2. Duty of Receiving the Sacrament
|192| Though 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."

|193| The 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.

|194| 3. 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
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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.

|195| The 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.

|196| READINGS. —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
|197| The 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.
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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.

|198| The 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.

|199| It 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.

2. 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.
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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).

|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
|201| Marriage 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:

1. 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
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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."

|202| Besides 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.

|203| However, 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.

|204| 2. 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
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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.

|206| Broadly 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
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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.

|207| β) 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."

|208| Persons 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
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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."

|209| As 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).

|210| No 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
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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.
|211| The 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.
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Chapter III: The Sacramentals
|212| 1. 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.

2. 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.

|213| The 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.

|214| READINGS. —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.

106



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

|215| According 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.
|216| First 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:

1. 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.

2. 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.

3. 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
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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.
|217| 4. 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.

5. 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.
|218| Canon 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.

2. 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.
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|219| 2. 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.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. 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.
|220| 6. 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).

7. 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.

8. 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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|221| 10. 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.

11. 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.

12. 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.
|222| 13. 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.

14. 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).

15. 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."
|223| READINGS.—J. M. O'Hara, The Laws of Marriage Simply Explained According to the New
Code, Philadelphia, 1918. —M. J. O'Donnell, " Matrimony in the New Code," in the Irish
Ecclesiastical Record, Fifth Series, Vol. XI (1918), Nos. 6 sqq.—S. Woywod, O.F.M., The New Canon
Law, New York, 1918, pp. 209 sqq. —H. A. Ayrinhac, S.S., Marriage Legislation in the New Code of
Canon Law, New York, 1919.—Fr. Chas. Augustine, O.S.B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon
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Law, Vol. V, St. Louis 1920. —J. J. C. Petrovits, The New Church Law on Matrimony, Phila., 1921, pp.
67-291.
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