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Part I: The Duty of Internal Worship



Chapter I: Faith

SECTION 1: NATURE AND NECESSITY OF FAITH

A. THE THEOLOGICAL VIRTUES

I11 1. NATURE OF FAITH.—Faith (fides divina) is a divinely infused virtue by which a man firmly
believes whatever God has revealed and the Church proposes on His authority.

Faith, therefore, has a twofold object, the one material, the other formal. Its material object (obiectum
materiale) are the truths revealed by God; its formal object (obiectum formale) or motive is God’s
infinite veracity, which, perceived by the human intellect with moral certitude, produces a deep
conviction of the divine authority and a satisfying realization of the content of Revelation.!

1 Cfr. Conc. Vatican., Sess. 111, c. 3: “This faith, which is the beginning of human salvation, the Catholic Church
professes to be a supernatural virtue, by which, with the grace of God inspiring and assisting, we believe to be true the
things revealed by Him, not because of the intrinsic truth of the things perceived by the natural light of reason, but
because of the authority of God Himself who reveals, who can neither be deceived nor deceive. . . . Moreover, all those
things are to be believed with divine and Catholic faith which are contained in the word of God, written or handed
down, and are proposed by the Church, whether by solemn judgment or by her ordinary and universal teaching
authority, as divinely revealed and to be believed.”—Cfr. can. 2, De Fide: “If anyone shall say that divine faith is not
distinguished from natural knowledge about God and moral matters and that, consequently, for divine faith it is not
required that revealed truth be believed because of the authority of God who reveals, let him be anathema.”—Cfr. St.
Augustine, De Spiritu et Litera, c. 31 sq. (Migne, P. L., XLIV, 235).—]J. Nienhaus, De Actu Fidet Divinae, Miinster 1891, pp.
26 sqq.—St. Lederer, Der Glaube als freie Heilserkenntnis, Rodalben 1891.

12| Faith is elicited conjointly by the intellect and the will, and therefore involves complete subjection
of all man’s spiritual faculties to the authority of God. It is a free and therefore a moral act.?

2 Cfr. 2 Cor. X, 5; 1 John V, 9.—Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 3: “We are bound to render by faith the full submission of
intellect and will to God who reveals.”—Cfr. Sess. III, can. 5, De Fide.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Tract. in Ioannem, XXVI, n. 2:
“Anyone can enter a church unwilling, can approach the altar unwilling, can receive the sacrament unwilling: he cannot
believe unless willing.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1607).—IDEM, De Praedest. Sanct., c. 2, n. 5: “To believe is nothing other
than to think with assent.” (P L., XLIV, 963).—Cfr. Saint Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 1.—G. Schmitt,
Vernunft und Wille in threr Beziehung zum Glaubensakt, Augsburg 1903, pp. 51 sqq.—K. Ziesché, Verstand und Wille beim
Glaubensakt, Paderborn 1909.—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Theologische Zeitfragen, 4th series, Freiburg 1908, pp. 12 sqq., 139 sqq.—
E Hettinger, Apologie des Christentums, Vol. 111, 9th ed. (by E. Miiller), pp. 3 sqq., 152 sqq.

Faith is opposed to sight (videre), to opinion (opinari), and to knowledge (intellegere). Sight is
immediate vision; opinion is inclining to one side in preference to the other, but without certainty;
knowledge is based upon perception. By faith we accept as certain the truths which God has revealed,
though we have no knowledge of, and perhaps do not understand them.®> “What we know,” says St.
Augustine, “we owe to reason; what we believe, we owe to authority; what we hold merely as a
matter of opinion, we owe to error.”*

3 Cfr. Matt. X1, 25; XVI, 16 sq.; John VI, 70; XX, 29; 2 Cor. V, 7; Heb. XI, 1.

4 De Util. Credendi, c. 11, n. 25: “What we understand, we owe to reason; what we believe, to authority; what we opine,
to error.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 83).—V. Cathrein, S.J., Glauben und Wissen, Freiburg 1903.—Cat. Rom., P. 1, c. 2, qu. 2: “The
word ‘believing’ in this place does not signify thinking, supposing, or holding an opinion, but, as the sacred writings



teach, it has the force of most certain assent, by which the mind firmly and steadfastly assents to God revealing His
mysteries. Therefore, he believes—as pertains to the explanation of this passage—to whom something is certain and
persuasive without any hesitation.”—J. P. Gury, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, Lyons and Paris 1850, n. 176: “Faith in
general is assent because of the authority of the one speaking. More precisely for our purpose, faith, insofar as it is a
virtue, is defined as a supernatural, infused habit inclining the intellect firmly to assent to truths revealed by God and
proposed by the Church because of the authority of God who reveals. But insofar as it is an act, it is called the most
firm assent given to things revealed by God because of the authority of God who reveals.”

131 The material object of faith consists partly of natural truths (such as the reality of sense
perception and the objectivity of the outside world, the data of nature, historical facts, etc.) and
partly of truths belonging to the supernatural order. Hence there is a distinction between natural or
human faith (fides humana) on the one hand, and supernatural faith (fides divina) on the other.

By the formal object of faith we understand the motive or reason that induces a man to believe. This
motive is authority.

I41 Authority is either natural or supernatural. Natural authority may be external or internal. External
authority consists in the testimony of others, and the belief it produces is known as fides historica.

Internal authority is based on reasons or arguments existing in the mind of the believer, and the faith
produced by it is called philosophical (fides philosophica).

Theological faith (fides theologica), in the strict sense, rests upon supernatural or divine authority.

It follows that fides divina and fides theologica are not synonymous terms. The former has reference to
the substance, the latter to the form. Theological faith is always fides divina, because whatever God
reveals is supernatural in substance, referring to Himself, or to His relation towards men, or to their
relation towards him.> But fides divina is not necessarily always fides theologica because there is a kind
of religious faith that is based solely on reason.

> Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 1, art. 1: “If we consider materially the things to which faith assents, there
is not only God Himself but also many other things; these, however, do not fall under the assent of faith except insofar

as they have some relation to God, namely, insofar as through certain effects of the divinity man is aided in tending
toward the enjoyment of God.”

Fides divina et catholica is the term by which Catholic theologians designate belief in the truths revealed
by God and proposed for belief by the Catholic Church.®

6 Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, cap. 3, v. supra, note 1.

151 To believe is not to take something for granted blindly, but to accept it as true on the authority of
another. A child believes his parents, i. e., accepts as true what they say, because he is convinced that
they know the truth and wish to communicate it to him. Similarly, to believe God means to accept as
true what He has revealed because He knows the truth and is incapable of deception.

In order to be able to believe rationally, therefore, man must first be certain that God has spoken,
and, by implication, that there is a God, who is infinitely wise and truthful.”

7 Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI, n. 21 (Denzinger’s Enchiridion Symbolorum, Definitionum et Declarationum de Rebus Fidei et
Morum, 11th ed., by Cl. Bannwart, S.J., Freiburg 1908, n. 1171): “A supernatural assent of faith useful for salvation is
compatible with merely probable knowledge of revelation, indeed with fear by which one fears that God may not have
spoken.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1038).



Dr. Schell justly expressed surprise at the conduct of those who seek to spread the notion that the
religious world-view of savants and scientists is founded upon positive knowledge rather than faith,
whereas ordinary Christians and theologians depend upon authority and more or less arbitrarily
construed systems. Surely no one believes that the followers of Kant, Hegel, Comte, James, etc., have
accepted the systems of their respective masters as the result of independent study and research.
Authority is authority, whether it be acknowledged or not, whether it be surrounded by the aureole
of sainthood or the glamor of worldly renown, whether it be exercised by a prophet or a philosopher,
by a pagan or an Apostle. How few even among the highly educated would have any elaborate world-
view of their own if it could be obtained only by personal effort and had to be based entirely on
internal reasons, to the exclusion of authority!8

8 H. Schell, Die gottliche Wahrheit des Christentums, Vol. 1, Paderborn 1895, Preface, p. xii; IDEM, Apologie des Christentums,
Vol. I, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1902, pp. 214 sqq.

161 2. NECESSITY OF FAITH.—Faith is absolutely necessary to salvation. This necessity is based
upon two grounds: first, the positive law of God, and, secondly, the part this virtue plays in the
process of justification.

The teaching of Scripture on this point is unmistakable. Mark XVI, 16: “He that believeth not shall be
condemned.” John III, 18: “He that doth not believe is already judged.” Heb. XI, 6: “Without faith it
is impossible to please God.” 1 John III, 23: “And this is his commandment, that we should believe in
the name of his Son, Jesus Christ.”

Faith is the first, and an absolutely necessary, requirement for every adult man who wishes to enter
into vital relationship with God and the divinely appointed order of salvation. In the words of the
Tridentine Council, faith is “the beginning of human salvation, the foundation and the root of all
justification, without which it is impossible to please God;” in fine, it is the basis of the whole
supernatural life, the beginning and the foundation of all man’s duties to God, of every act of divine
worship, internal as well as external.’

9 Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 8 (cfr. also c. 6).—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, pp.
97, 392.

|71 It follows as a necessary corollary that formal unbelief entails the loss of salvation and, therefore,
if persisted in, spells eternal damnation.

The value and importance of religious faith may be deduced from the two scriptural truths that faith
will gain “the victory which overcometh the world”!® and that “the end of faith is the salvation of

souls.”!!

101 John V, 4; cfr. Eph. VI, 16.

111 pet. I, 9; Prov. XVII, 6 (Sept.): “The whole world of possessions belongs to the believer, but not even an obol
belongs to the unbeliever.”—St. Jerome, Epist., LIIT (al. CIII), n. 10: “For the believer the whole world is riches. But the
unbeliever lacks even an obol.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 549).

It is not by knowledge but by faith that man is saved. Without underrating the claims of science and
philosophy we may say that neither can accomplish what faith has accomplished for the civilization
of mankind, and that neither will ever be able to supplant religious belief. It is as true to-day as it was
at the time of Clement of Alexandria, that “the wisdom of Christians is to believe in Christ.”!*

10



12 Stromata, 11, c. 2; cfr. II, c. 4: “Faith is more sovereign than knowledge and is its criterion.” (Migne, P. G., VIII, 948
A).

18] The paramount importance of religious faith may easily cause us to overlook the extent to which
we live by faith even in worldly matters and the narrowness of the limits that surround the
intellectual possessions we have acquired by study, research, and investigation. The historian has
faith in his sources; the judge accepts the statements of witnesses; the ruler trusts his officials and
advisers; the physician is helpless unless he has the confidence of his patient. The simplest acts of
every-day life become difficult, if not impossible, when doubt has sapped faith. Who could prove to
me that the waiter who brings me my breakfast is not intent on poisoning me, that the barber who
applies his razor to my throat is not a bloodthirsty anarchist, that the engineer of the train on which I

travel is not a dangerous lunatic?'?

13 Cfr. . Mausbach, Einige Kernfragen christlicher Welt- und Lebensanschauung, 7th ed., p. 17.

READINGS.—Peter Lombard, Sent., I, dist. 23-25 (Migne, P L., CXXII, 805).—St. Bonaventure,
Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 23 sqq. (Opera Omnia, 1II, 469).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 1
sqq-—E Suarez, De Fide Theol., disp. 1 sqq. (Opera Omnia, XII, 8 sqq., 334 sqq.).—Chr. Pesch, SJ.,
Praelectiones Dogmat., Vol. VIII, 2nd ed., pp. 49 sqq.—S. Schiffini, S.J., Tract. de Virtutibus Infusis, pp. 17
sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Moralis, Vol. 11, 11th ed., pp. 4 sqq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol.
Mor., Vol. 11, Paris 1905, pp. 346 sqq., 354 sqq.—G. Lahousse, Tract. de Virtutibus Theologicis, Bruges
1900.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, pp. 100 sqq., 274 sqq.—]J.
Kirschkamp, Der Geist des Katholizismus in der Lehre vom Glauben und von der Liebe, Paderborn 1895.—V.
McNabb, O.P, Oxford Conferences on Faith, London 1905.—H. Pope, O.P, art. “Faith” in the Cath.
Encyclopedia, Vol. V, pp. 755 sqq. (with an extensive bibliography).—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic
Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 71 sqq.—C. Martin, De Necessitate Credendi,
Paderborn 1906.—P. P. McKenna, O.P, The Theology of Faith, Dublin 1914.

SECTION 2: DuTY AND EXTENT OF FAITH

191 1. We are obliged to believe whatever God has revealed and the Church proposes to us in matters
of faith and morals.

It is not permissible to distinguish between essential and non-essential dogmas (articuli fundamentales
aut non fundamentales). To believe some of the truths revealed by God and reject others would be to
have no faith at all, because the motive of credibility is the authority of God, who is the absolute
Truth.!

L Cfr. st. Augustine, Contra Faustum Manichaeum, 1. XVI, c. 3; cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 5, art. 3.

“Our act of faith must implicitly extend to everything that God has revealed.... But it is not sufficient
to make an act of implicit faith comprising all that God has revealed. We are bound to know and
believe certain revealed truths explicitly.” Hence the distinction between fides explicita and fides
implicita.”

2 Cfr. Matt. XXVIII, 20; Acts XX, 26 sq.—]J. P Gury, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, n. 176: “Faith is ... explicit or implicit
by reason of its object, according as this is expressed and unfolded in itself, or contained only in another. Faith is also

called explicit or implicit by reason of the act; thus, e. g., if you say: I believe in the Most Holy Trinity, you elicit an
explicit act of faith in that mystery. But if you say: I believe all things which the Church teaches must be believed, you

11



elicit an implicit act of faith in each revealed dogma.”—G. Hoffmann, Die Lehre von der Fides Implicita innerhalb der kath.
Kirche, Vol. I, Leipsic 1903, pp. 35 sqq.

1101 Some of the truths that God has revealed must be believed as necessary means of salvation, whereas
explicit belief in others is purely a matter of precept.

Which truths must be believed explicitly as a necessary means of salvation?

St. Paul says in his Epistle to the Hebrews: “Without faith it is impossible to please God; for he that
cometh to God must believe that He is, and is a rewarder to them that seek Him.”?

3 Heb. XI, 6.

From this text some theologians have concluded that the only truths which a man must believe
explicitly in order to be saved are the existence of God and the fact that He rewards those that seek
Him. But this conclusion is unwarranted. For, in the first place, these two truths are not articles of
faith in the strict sense, but axioms perceived by unaided reason, and, secondly, the Apostle in the
context from which the passage is detached, though speaking of supernatural faith, has no intention
of determining the truths which a Christian must hold to be saved. What he wishes to say is that
belief in the existence of God and His Providence form part of the disposition required of a heathen
to prepare himself for the reception of the Christian Revela- tion, which, besides the existence of God
and the fact that He rewards those that seek Him, comprises other truths that are also necessary for
salvation, viz.: the divine sonship of Jesus and the Atonement, which in turn involve the doctrine of
Christ’s twofold nature, His Incarnation, His Passion and death, the Resurrection, and the mystery of
the Blessed Trinity, without which the dogma of the Incarnation would be meaningless.* Without an
explicit belief in all these truths it is impossible to be saved, though there may be exceptional cases in
which it is morally impossible to know the dogmas of the Incarnation and the Trinity, and
consequently an implicit belief in them may suffice for salvation.

4 John XVII, 3; Acts IV, 12.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 22: “Only faith in one God seems necessary by
necessity of means, but not explicit faith in Him as Rewarder.”—Ibid., n. 64: “A man is capable of absolution, however
much he labors under ignorance of the mysteries of faith, and even if through negligence, even culpable negligence, he
does not know the mystery of the Most Holy Trinity and of the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ.” (Denzinger-
Bannwart, n. 1172, 1214).—Cfr. the so-called Athanasian Creed, “Quicunque” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 40) and St.
Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 1, art. 8.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 183: “The following must necessarily be
known by necessity of means: 1. One God. . . . 2. God as provident for the present life; 3. God as man’s last end for the
other life and, consequently, the eternal rewarder of good works and avenger of evil works (Heb. XI, 6). It is disputed,
however, whether the mysteries of the Trinity and Incarnation must also be explicitly believed by the very necessity of

means, independently of the necessity of precept. St. Alphonsus and others affirm this as more probable; others, with
Suarez, deny it not improbably. . . .”

I111 2. Under normal conditions a Christian is bound to believe fide divina all the truths proposed by
the Catholic Church on the authority of God, and to try to gain as thorough and complete an
understanding of them as possible. St. Peter says: “Be ready always to satisfy every one that asketh
you a reason for the hope that is in you.”® However, this command does not bind all men equally, but
each according to his talent, character, and vocation.

51 Pet. 111, 15.

1121 a) It is absolutely necessary to acquire a knowledge of those religions truths without which one
cannot lead a Christian life and receive the Sacraments worthily. This is but another way of saying

12



that every Catholic must know and believe the substance of the so-called Apostles’ Creed and the
Decalogue, the Sacraments which are of obligation, the precepts of the Church, and the Lord’s Prayer.
Persons who are engaged mainly in physical labor satisfy this obligation by hearing sermons and, if
possible, attending other religious instructions. This duty weighs more heavily on those who live
amid conditions that endanger the faith. Educated persons, especially if engaged in intellectual
pursuits, are in duty bound to study their religion more thoroughly, though no specific rules can be
laid down, conditions being so different.

It goes without saying that the duty of studying the truths of Revelation binds in a special manner
those who have to instruct others.® Thus a priest should not be satisfied with having completed his
theological course, but strive to increase and deepen the knowledge he has gained in the seminary.

6 Cfr. Matthew XIII, 52; M. Jocham, Moraltheologie, Vol. III, p. 31.

1131 b) Truths that do not strictly belong to the deposit of faith, theological opinions (theologumena),
private revelations, pious legends, etc., may be accepted fide humana and should be treated reverently
if there are no solid reasons for doubting or rejecting them.”

7 Cfr. Emil Michael, S.J., Geschichte des deutschen Volkes im Mittelalter, Vol. III, pp. 203 sqq.; E A. Gpfert, Moraltheologie,
Vol. I, 7th ed., pp. 295 sq.; J. Zahn, Einfiihrung in die christliche Mystik, pp. 517 sqq., Paderborn 1908.

c) Faith should be frequently renewed by explicit acts (fides actualis), either general or particular.

In making an act of faith it is not necessary to employ any particular formula. All that is required is
that the mind be directed to God and give its assent to the truths He has revealed. However, the
recitation of an appropriate formula may constitute an act of faith, and the Church has indirectly
recommended several such formulas by attaching indulgences to them.

While adults are in duty bound to make occasional acts of faith, the habitual faith infused by Baptism
suffices for children.

How often acts of faith should be made cannot be decided by a general rule. “This divine precept
sometimes obliges per se, as when the truths of Revelation are first made known to a man, and he
becomes conscious of his obligation; sometimes it obliges merely per accidens, as when one has
committed a sin against faith, or has to fulfill a duty for which an act of faith is prescribed;”8 also, we
may add, when a solemn oath is taken, and, finally, in the hour of death. “For such as have once made
their act of faith, it will be sufficient, in order to fulfill the divine precept, if the act of faith is renewed
implicitly, as is done whenever we pray, assist at Mass, or receive any of the Sacraments.”’

8 Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, p. 168.

9 Ibid.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. ab Alexandro VIL, n. 1: “At no time in his life is a man bound to elicit an act of faith, hope,
and charity by force of the divine precepts pertaining to those virtues.”—Prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XL, n. 16:
“Faith is not considered to fall under a special precept in and of itself.”—Ibid., n. 17: “It is enough to elicit an act of
faith once in life.”—Ibid., n. 65: “It is sufficient to have believed those mysteries [of the Trinity and Incarnation] once.”
(Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1101, 1166 sq., 1215).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 178: “When does the precept of eliciting
faith bind? Resp. 1. Of itself: 1. after the completion of the use of reason, for beginning the Christian life; 2. at the
moment of death, when we are very near to tending toward God; 3. more often in life, at least once a year and,
according to many, each month. For the rest, one who lives as a Christian sufficiently fulfills this precept by exercising
other acts of religion. Resp. 2. It binds incidentally: 1. when a grave temptation presses, which cannot otherwise be
conquered; 2. when a precept which requires faith, e. g., that of confession, must be fulfilled; 3. after a fall into heresy
or after the faith has been denied. Thus all. Must acts of faith be elicited explicitly? Implicit acts generally suffice in
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those who have sufficient knowledge of the truths to be believed. Hence he satisfies the precept who devoutly hears
Mass, adores the Crucifix, prays, makes the sign of the cross, and receives the sacraments.”

|14] d) Every Christian is moreover bound to treasure the precious gift of faith and to increase it to
the best of his ability. Col. I, 10: “[We cease not to pray for you] that you may walk worthy of God, in
all things pleasing; being fruitful in every good work, and increasing in the knowledge of God.”*°

10 Cfr. 1 Pet. 11, 2; 2 Pet. I1I, 18.—St. Augustine, Epistolae, 120 (al. 222), n. 2: “May you also behold by the light of
reason those things which you hold by the firmness of faith.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 3: “Far be it that God should hate in us
that in which He created us more excellent than the other animals. Far be it, I say, that we should believe for this

reason, lest we receive or seek a reason; for we could not even believe unless we had rational souls.” (Migne, P. L.,
XXXIII, 453).

I15] “It appears to me a sign of carelessness,” says St. Anselm of Canterbury, “if, having been
confirmed in the faith, we do not take pains to understand what we believe.”!! And St. Thomas
Aquinas writes: “When a man is willing to believe, he loves the truth, meditates upon it, and takes to
heart whatever reasons he can find in support thereof, and with regard to this, human reason does
not exclude the merit of faith, but is a sign of greater merit.”!2

1 cyur Deus Homo, 1. 1, c. 2.

12 Symma Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 10: “For when a man has a ready will to believe, he loves the truth believed, reflects
upon it, and embraces it if he can find any reasons for doing so; and in this respect human reason does not exclude the
merit of faith, but is a sign of greater merit.”

The most effective means of confirming the faith are prayer, explicit acts of belief, devout meditation
on the truths necessary for salvation, regular and attentive hearing of sermons and instructions,
courageous public profession of the faith when called for, and especially, living up to its
requirements.!?

13 Matt. X, 32 sq.; Mark IX, 23; Luke VIII, 15; XVII, 5; John VII, 17; VIIL, 47; 1 Tim. I, 19; IIL, 9.

The most dangerous enemies of the faith are vainglory, greed, and impurity. Therefore every Catholic
should guard against concupiscence of the eyes as well as of the flesh, and against pride of life, so
that he may preserve the grace of God, and with it, the virtue of faith.!#

14 Matt. XIII, 22; Luke VIII, 14; XIV, 16-20; John 'V, 44; XII, 42 sq.; 1 Tim. VI, 10.

1161 ) Another duty incumbent upon every Christian is to prove his faith by deeds, i. e., to live
according to the truths which he believes. Faith must grow into hope and charity and bring forth
good works. If it is not effective through charity, it cannot exert its innate power. To acquire a living
faith and make it the load-star of life is the first duty of every Christian.'®

15 Matt. VII, 21; X111, 23; John VI, 29; Rom. II, 13; IV, 5; Gal. V, 6; Jas. II, 14-20.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7, can. 13.
—St. Augustine, Tr. in loan., 29, n. 6: “If you believe in Him (John VI, 29), you believe Him; but not everyone who
believes Him immediately believes in Him. For the demons also believed Him, and did not believe in Him. Again, we
can also say of His apostles: we believe Paul, but we do not believe in Paul; we believe Peter, but we do not believe in
Peter.... What, then, is it to believe in God? By believing to love, by believing to cherish, by believing to go into Him
and to be incorporated into His members. This is the faith which God requires of us.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1631).—
IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 77, n. 8: “To believe in God ... is surely more than to believe God. For often any man whatsoever
ought to be believed, although he ought not to be believed in. This, then, is to believe in God: by believing to adhere to
God who works good, in order to cooperate well.” (P. L., XXXVI, 988).—IDEM, ibid., 130, n. 1: “This is to believe in
Christ: to love Christ, not as the demons believed but did not love.... But let us so believe that we believe in Him while
loving Him.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1704).—IDEM, Sermon., 144 (al. 61, de Verbis Domini), n. 2: “It makes a great difference

14



whether one believes Christ Himself and whether one believes in Christ. For even the demons believed Him to be
Christ, yet the demons did not believe in Christ. For he believes in Christ who both hopes in Christ and loves Christ.
For if he has faith without hope and without love, he believes that He is Christ, but does not believe in Christ.
Therefore, Christ comes into him who believes in Christ, by believing in Christ; and he is in a certain way united with
Him and is made a member in His body. This cannot be done unless hope and charity are also added.” (P. L., XXXVII,
788).—Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm. de Symbolo (al. 881, de Tempore), c. 1 (P. L., XL, 1191).

A Protestant writer asserts that the distinction between credere Deo, credere Deum, and credere in Deum is
of Hussite origin.!® This is not true. St. Augustine employs the distinction, and it was developed by
Walafrid Strabo,!” Peter Lombard,'® St. Thomas Aquinas,!® and other Scholastic authors. Basing his
teaching upon that of the “Master of the Sentences,” John Herolt, O.P, who died in 1468, explains:
“There is a difference between the three expressions: Credere Deo means to believe that whatever God
says is true. . . . Credere Deum means to believe that He is truly God. . . . Credere in Deum means to
believe in Him, to love Him, and to seek to become united with Him by means of good works.”?°
Luther in his commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, cites the distinction here explained
and ascribes it, not to Hus or the Bohemian Brethren, but to Peter Lombard.?!

16 cfr. E Fricker, Luthers kleiner Katechismus, Gottingen 1898, p. 183.

17 Glossa Ordinaria in Epist. ad Rom., IV, 5 (Migne, P. L., CXIV, 482).

18 Sent., 111, dist. 23, n. 4 (P L., CXCII, 805).

19 Symma Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 2, art. 2.

20 See N. Paulus in the Zeitschrift fiir kath. Theologie, Innsbruck, 1902, p. 427.

21 . H. Denifle, O.P, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 855 sqq.; A. M. Weiss, O.P, Apologie des Christentums,
Vol. III, 4th ed., Part 2, pp. 1109 sqq.

I17] READINGS.—A. Fischer, De Salute Infidelium, Essen 1886, pp. 11 sqq.—E Schmid, Die
ausserordentlichen Heilswege fiir die gefallene Menschheit, Brixen 1899.—W. Liese, Der heilsnotwendige Glaube,
Freiburg 1902.—R. M. Martin, De Necessitate Credendi et Credendorum, Paderborn 1906, pp. 91 sqq.—
Chr. Pesch, S.J., Theologische Zeitfragen, 5th Series, Freiburg 1908, pp. 3 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp.
Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, 9th ed., pp. 177 sqq., Barcelona 1918.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. 1I,
11th ed., pp. 4 sqq., Innsbruck 1914.

SECTION 3: QUALITIES AND FRUITS OF FAITH
|18 1. THE QUALITIES OF FAITH.—The qualities of faith flow from its nature and purpose.
1. The nature of faith demands that it be (a) universal and (b) firm.

a) Faith is universal (universalis) if it, at least according to the will of the believer (implicite), extends
to all the truths revealed by God (depositum fidei) and attested and proposed by the Catholic Church
(dogmata declarata). The reason is, as we have observed before, that all revealed truths rest upon the
same basis, namely, the infallible authority of God. Consequently, were a man to reject or obstinately
to deny even one revealed truth, he would not possess the theological virtue of faith.!

I Matt. XXVIII, 20; Mark XV, 16.

“You [Manichaeans] who believe what you like and refuse to believe what does not suit you in the
Gospel,” says St. Augustine in his letter to Faustus, “believe yourselves rather than the Gospel.”? St.
Thomas develops this thought as follows: “He who adheres to the teach- ing of the Church as to an
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infallible rule, manifestly assents to whatever the Church teaches; otherwise, if, of the things taught
by the Church, he holds what he chooses to hold and rejects what he chooses to reject, he no longer
adheres to the teaching of the Church as to an infallible rule, but to his own will. Hence it is evident
that a heretic who obstinately disbelieves one article of faith, is not prepared to follow the teaching of
the Church in all things; but if he is not obstinate, he is not in heresy, but only in error. Therefore it
is clear that such a heretic with regard to one article has no faith in the other articles, but only a kind
of opinion in accordance with his own will.”®

2 Contra Faustum Manich., 1. XVII, c. 3: “You who believe in the Gospel what you will, and do not believe what you will
not, believe yourselves rather than the Gospel.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 342).

3 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 5, art. 3: “It is manifest that he who adheres to the doctrine of the Church as to an infallible
rule assents to all that the Church teaches; otherwise, if among the things the Church teaches he holds what he wills
and does not hold what he does not will, he adheres not so much to the Church’s doctrine as to an infallible rule, but
to his own will. And thus it is manifest that a heretic who obstinately disbelieves one article of faith is not prepared to
follow the Church’s doctrine in all things; for if he does not disbelieve obstinately, he is no longer a heretic but merely
one who errs. Hence it is manifest that such a heretic concerning one article does not have faith concerning the other
articles, but a certain opinion according to his own will.”

[19] b) Faith is firm (fides firma) when it admits of no doubt. Belief in divine Revelation necessarily
excludes doubt because it is based upon the authority of God, who can neither deceive nor be
deceived. Though a mere opinion can never be called faith in the theological sense of the term, yet
firmness as a quality of genuine faith admits of varying degrees. This plainly appears from Holy
Scripture, which speaks of a weak faith that is susceptible of being strengthened.* “A man’s faith,”
says the Angelic Doctor, “may be described as being greater, in one way, on the part of the intellect,
on account of its greater certitude and firmness, and, in another way, on the part of the will, on
account of its greater promptitude, devotion, or confidence.””

4 ps. CXV, 1; Matt. VIII, 10, 26; XIV, 31; XV, 28; XVII, 19; Mark IX, 23; 1 Cor. XVI, 13; 2 Cor. 1V, 13; Eph. 1V, 10; 2 Tim.
I, 12.—Conc. Vatican., Sess. 111, c. 3, can. 6, de fide.

> Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 5, art. 4: “Faith can be called greater in someone in one way because of greater certitude and
firmness, and in another way on the part of the will because of greater promptitude or devotion or confidence.”—Cfr.
Prop. damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 19: “The will cannot cause the assent of faith to be firmer in itself than the weight of
the reasons impelling to assent deserves.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1169).

1201 2. With regard to its object or purpose, faith must be (a) lively and (b) constant.

a) Faith is lively (viva, efficax) when it is combined with charity, which is its necessary form, and
when, in co-operation with charity, it causes men to avoid evil and to do good according to the law of
God. “He that loveth not,” says St. John, “abideth in death.”® And again: “He that loveth not,
knoweth not God, for God is charity.”” St. Paul declares that faith without charity is worthless, and
that charity, therefore, is greater than faith and hope® because it is “the more excellent way”® and
“the bond of perfection.”!® “To believe in God,” says St. Augustine, “means to love Him believingly,
to seek Him trustfully, and to be incorporated with His members.”!!

61 John III, 14.
71John 1V, 8.
8 1 Cor. XIII, 1-3, 13.

91 Cor. XII, 31.
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10 Col. 111, 14.
W in Ioa., 29, n. 6.

|21] Faith must furthermore be perfect (perfecta), i. e., informed or animated by charity (caritate
formata). If it is separated from charity, that is to say, if the believer does not live up to its dictates,
faith is dead (fides mortua sive informis) and cannot attain its purpose.

Note, however, that a dead faith may still be a true faith, because faith is not necessarily forfeited by
mortal sin.!? “Without charity,” writes St. Augustine, “faith may indeed exist, but cannot profit a

man »13

12 Rom. 11, 13; Gal. V, 6; Jas. II, 14-26; 2 Pet. I, 10.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7: “Faith, unless hope and charity are
added to it, neither unites one with Christ nor makes one a living member of His body. For this reason it is most truly
said that faith without works is dead and idle, and that in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision avails
anything, but faith which works through charity. According to apostolic tradition, catechumens ask this faith of the
Church before the sacrament of Baptism, when they ask for faith that bestows eternal life, which faith cannot bestow
without hope and charity.”—St. Augustine, Serm., 158 (al. 16, De Verbis Apost.), n. 6: “Man begins from faith: what
pertains to faith? To believe. But this faith must still be distinguished from the unclean spirits. . . . If you only believe,
and live without hope, or do not have love. . . . Add hope, therefore, to faith. And what hope is there except from some
goodness of conscience? And to hope itself add charity.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 865).

13 pe Trin., XV, c. 18, n. 32: “Faith, indeed, can exist without charity, but cannot profit.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 1083).—
Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 4, art. 3—4.

b) A man’s faith is constant (constans, fortis) when it disposes him to sacrifice all he has, even life
itself, rather than reject any truth re- vealed by God.!* The value and dignity of faith lies in this that it
equips a man with a power which enables him on the one hand to triumph over the world by giving
him courage to stand firm in the stormy sea of life, or, as St. Paul, employing a different metaphor,
puts it, to “extinguish all the fiery darts of the most wicked one,”!® and, on the other hand, exercise a
salutary influence upon his character by purifying his heart and inspiring him with “mercy, benignity,
humility, modesty, and patience from above.”1®

14 Matt. X, 32 sqq.; XI, 7; Luke IX, 26; Eph. IV, 14; Phil. I, 27 sq.; 1 Pet. V, 9.

15 Eph. v, 16.

16 Col. 111, 12; 1 John V, 4 sq.; cfr. Rom. VIII, 35-39.

122] TI. THE FRUITS OF FAITH.—The principal fruits of faith are: (1) “fear of the Lord,” which is
“the beginning of wisdom;”!” (2) that “joy of the Lord” which Christ promised to His faithful
servants;'® and (3) an enlightened zeal for souls, i. e., the active and constant desire to spread the
knowledge and the love of God among men by word and example;—in a word, the life of faith that is
lived by the just man,'® who is convinced that despite all sufferings and tribulations*® he will, if he

perseveres, ultimately enter into the joy of Heaven, because, in the words of St. John, “whatsoever is
born of God, overcometh the world, and this is the victory which overcometh the world, our faith.”?!

17 Cfr. Prow. I, 7.
18 Matt. XXV, 21.
19 Rom. 1, 17.

20 Rom. VIII, 18.—Cfr. Breviar. Rom., d. d. 10, Aug., Resp. ad Lect. 6: “Blessed Laurence cried out and said: I worship
my God, Him alone I serve, and therefore I do not fear your torments. My night has no darkness, but all things shine
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clearly in the light.”
21 John 'V, 4.

123] In his faith the believing Christian possesses the germ of eternal life, which grows in the soul
until it develops into the beatific vision;*? for “he that believeth in the Son hath life everlasting.”?

2g, Thomas, Opusc., IX, c. 2: “Faith is a certain foretaste of that knowledge which makes us blessed in the future.”

23 John III, 36.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Serm., 384 (al. 1, De Verbis Apost.), n. 3: “There are no greater riches, no treasures,
no honors, no greater substance of this world than the Catholic faith, which saves sinful men, enlightens the blind,
heals the sick, baptizes catechumens, justifies the faithful, restores penitents, increases the just, crowns martyrs,
preserves virgins, widows, and married persons in chaste modesty, ordains clerics, consecrates priests, prepares men
for heavenly kingdoms, and joins them with the holy angels in the eternal inheritance. As the Lord Himself confirms by
promising (Matt. XXII, 30): In the resurrection they shall neither marry nor be given in marriage, but shall be equal to
the angels of God.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1690).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 45, art. 1 and 4.

“By faith,” says the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, “they [Gedeon, Barac, Samson, and the
prophets] conquered kingdoms, wrought justice, obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions,
quenched the violence of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, recovered strength from weakness,
became valiant in battle, put to flight the armies of foreigners. Women received their dead raised to
life again. Others were racked, not accepting deliverance, that they might find a better resurrection.
And others had trial of mockeries and stripes, moreover also of bands and prisons; they were stoned,
they were cut asunder, they were tempted, they were put to death by the sword, they wandered about
in sheepskins, in goatskins, being in want, distressed, afflicted: of whom the world was not worthy;

wandering in deserts, in mountains, and in dens, and in caves of the earth.”?*

24 Heb. XI, 33 sqq-

I24] How completely the lives of the early Christians were transformed by faith is graphically
described in the writings of St. Justin Martyr. “Formerly,” he says, “we took pleasure in deeds of
impurity, now we love only chastity; formerly we engaged in magic, now we serve the good and
uncreated God; formerly we sought wealth and property above all else, now we hold our possessions
in common and give to the needy; formerly we hated one another and quarrelled, now, after the
appearance of Christ, we enter into intimate relations with strangers and pray for our enemies.”?

25 Apol., 1, 14.

St. Cyprian, writing from personal experience, describes the power of faith as follows: “Whilst I sat in
darkness and was buffetted to and fro upon the sea of life without a hold, ignorant of life’s aim,
deserted by truth and light, I regarded in my then moral condition as extremely hard what the divine
mercy promised me for my salvation, namely, that a man can be born again and, animated by a new
life through the laver of salutary water, lay aside the things of the past, and, the body remaining
unchanged, transform his mind and heart. How is such a great change (conversio) possible? I asked;
[how is it possible] that a man should suddenly cast off that which was either born with him or has
become second nature to him by long usage??® This has taken broad and deep root within me. When
will he learn economy who is used to luxurious living . . .? And he who shone in gold and purple,
when will he condescend to wear the simple garb of the poor? He who delighted in dignities?” and
positions of honor cannot accommodate himself to the obscurity of private life; surrounded by the
crowd of his clients, accompanied by a numerous retinue of servile dependents, he would regard it as
a punishment to be left alone. Since the instigations continue, drunkenness must invite, as it did in
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former times, pride must puff up, anger must inflame, greed must cause unrest, cruelty must incite,
ambition must give pleasure, and voluptuousness must carry away. Such things I had often revolved
in my mind. For as I myself was held captive by many errors, in which I had been entrapped during
my previous life, not believing that I should be able to get rid of them, I was a slave of the vices that
stuck to me and, despairing of better things, compromised with my vices as if they were members of
my household. But after the stains of my previous life had been washed away in the water of
regeneration, and the light from above had been poured into my purified heart, now free from sin;
after I had partaken of the heavenly spirit, and the second birth had transformed me into a new man,
then in a miraculous manner that which had been doubtful became certain, that which had been
concealed became manifest, that which had been dark became clear. I received strength to undertake
what had formerly seemed difficult, and to do things that had appeared impossible. . . . To sing one’s
own praises is repugnant; but it cannot be boastfulness, rather it is gratitude that prompts a man not
to ascribe all these things to human power, but to extol them as a gift of God; the freedom from sin
which I now enjoy is a result of faith.”?®

26 “Ejther genuine matter has hardened through the decay of nature, or what was adopted has become ingrained
through the long duration of habit.”

27 «Fascibus.”

28 Ad Donat., c. 3—4 (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., Vol. 111, 1, 5).

126/ READINGS.—S. Storchenau, Der Glaube des Christen, wie er sein soll (ed. by H. Hurter, SJ.),
Freiburg 1895.—J. B. Zwerger, Der Glaube als géttliche Tugend (3rd ed., by A. Michelitsch), Graz 1906.—
Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, Paris 1905, pp. 346 sqq.—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th
ed., pp. 22 sqq.—E A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 7th ed., pp. 303 sqq., Paderborn 1913.—Ant.
Straub, S.J., De Analysi Fidei, Innsbruck 1922.—R. Schultes, PP, Fides Implicita. Geschichte der Lehre von
der Fides Implicita und Explicita in der Kath. Theologie, Vol. I, Ratisbon 1920.

SECTION 4: SINS AGAINST FAITH
1271 Opposed to the virtue of faith are doubt, heresy, infidelity, schism, apostasy, and superstition.

1. DOUBT.—Doubt is the state of a mind hesitating whether to give assent to a truth or to withhold
it.! As the formal object or motive of religious faith is the infallible authority of God, it would be
irrational, and therefore sinful, to doubt anything that is contained in divine Revelation.

1 Cfr. John Rickaby, S.J., First Principles of Knowledge (Stonyhurst Series), p. 44.

“The faithful,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “can have no doubt touching those things
of which God, who is truth itself, is the author. Hence we understand how great is the difference
between this faith which we have in God, and that which we yield to the writers of human history.”?

2 Cat. Rom., P 1, c. 1, qu. 1: “No doubt can occur to the faithful concerning those things of which God, who is truth
itself, is the author. From this it is evident how great a difference there is between this faith which we have in God and
that which we give to human histories.”

To doubt a doctrine which cannot stand the test of reason, either because it is not proposed by
legitimate authority, or because all or some part of it is contradictory, is morally licit. Consequently,
doubt is not forbidden per se, that is, not every kind of doubt is sinful, but there is a doubt that is
reasonable and permissible.
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128] A distinction must therefore be drawn between speculative doubt (also called theoretical or
negative) and practical or positive doubt. The former has its origin in the intellect. When it is not
directed against the substance of a revealed truth, but merely against the form in which that truth is
couched, or against the arguments alleged in its support, or when it questions whether the dogma
under consideration is really revealed by God or not, doubt is no sin, but rather a legitimate weapon
against credulity, superstition, and intellectual sloth, and may prove an incitement to penetrate more
deeply into the teaching of religion. When, on the other hand, a man harbors doubts against a truth
of which he knows that, because proposed by the Church, it is surely contained in divine Revelation,
he commits a sin, either of heresy or of infidelity.

Practical or positive doubt arises from the heart. It is the state of mind of him who, in the words of Jesus
Christ, will not believe because he loves darkness rather than light.® This kind of doubt is the product
of a corrupt heart and logically leads to a denial of the faith and, in the end, to infidelity. “He that is
of God, heareth the words of God; therefore you hear them not, because you are not of God.”*

3 John 111, 19.

4]ohn VIII, 47; XVIII, 37; Rom. III, 4; IV, 19-22; 1 Thess. V, 21; Tit. II, 2.—Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 3.—St. Anselm, De
Fide Trin., c. 2: “For no Christian ought to dispute how that which the Catholic Church believes in her heart and
confesses with her mouth is not so; but, always holding the same faith without doubt, loving it, and living according to
it, he should humbly seek, as far as he can, a reason for how it is so. If he can understand, let him give thanks to God; if
he cannot, let him not thrust in his horns for butting, but bow his head in veneration.” (Migne, P. L., CLVIII, 262).

1291 There is a third species of doubt which is to be regarded as a temptation and is not sinful so long
as the mind withholds assent. This form of quasi-doubt is sometimes a trial inflicted by God,
sometimes the result of natural causes, physical or intellectual, and sometimes the product of
carelessness, pride, self-conceit, or the sign of a secret repugnance to the truths of faith. It should be
treated like scrupulousness, to which it is related.’

> See this Handbook, Vol. I, pp. 199 sqq.—Cfr. E Hense, Die Versuchungen, 3rd ed., pp. 237 sqq.; C. Krieg, Wissenschaft der
Seelenleitung, Vol. 1, Freiburg 1904, pp. 242 sqq.

2. HERESY.—Heresy (aipeoilg, from aipeioBai, to choose) is error repugnant to the faith,
pertinaciously held (error pertinax) by one who professes the Christian religion. It may be negative or
positive. Negative heresy implies a denial of, or refusal to accept, a truth proposed by the Catholic
Church; positive heresy asserts as a revealed truth something which the Church does not teach as
such.

130 Heresy, again, may be internal or it may be external. It is internal (haeresis interna) if held purely
as a matter of conviction; external (haeresis externa) if expressed in words or manifested by deeds.®

6 Cfr. Acts XX1V, 5; XXVI, 5; 1 Tim. I, 3; IV, 2; 2 John X; Gal. I, 6-9; Tit. I, 11.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu.
11, art. 1.

Formal heresy involves rebellion against God and is a very grievous sin because it destroys the
foundation of the means of salvation. “A man that is a heretic,” says the Apostle, “after the first and
second admonition, avoid, knowing that he, that is such a one, is subverted and sinneth, being
condemned by his own judgment.”” “To have erred,” declares St. Augustine, “is human;
pertinaciously to persevere in error is diabolical.”®

7 Tit. 11, 10 sq.
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8 Serm., 164 (al. 22, De Verbis Apost.), c. 10, n. 14: “To err was human; to remain in error through obstinacy is
diabolical.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 901).—Cfr. A. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 83 sqq.

Material heresy (haeresis materialis) is the error of those who do not pertinaciously reject the teaching
of the Church, but err in good faith, i. e., sincerely desirous of knowing the truth. This kind of heresy
is sinful only when the error is inexcusable. A non-Catholic who is in good faith and believes that he
has the true religion, lives in a state of excusable error. If serious doubts arise in his mind concerning
the truth of what he believes, he is bound to enquire, and if his enquiry results in the conviction that
the Catholic Church is the true Church of Christ, he must give up his erroneous belief, else his
heresy will cease to be material and become formal. For every honest man is obliged to renounce,
both internally and externally, a religion which he recognizes as false and to accept that which his
conscience tells him is true. He who knowingly persists in religious error incurs the condemnation of
Christ, who says: “He that shall be ashamed of me and of my words, in this adulterous and sinful
generation, the Son of man also will be ashamed of him, when He shall come in the glory of his
Father with the holy angels.”®

9 Mark VIII, 38; cfr. John XII, 48.

I31] A heresy is never formal, or grievously sinful, if it involves no real error against the faith
(positivus assensus falsi seu dissensus vert), or if the holder is not a professed Christian, or the error is not
deliberate and pertinacious.!? Involuntary error or error based upon ex- cusable ignorance is not even
venially sinful. The distinctive mark of formal heresy, therefore, is wilful and obstinate rejection of a
Catholic dogma. Hence the declaration of sincere Catholic writers: “I may err, but I shall never be a
heretic.”!!

10 cfr. st. Augustine, De Civ. Det, 1. XVIII, c. 51, n. 1: “Heretics [are] those who under the Christian name resist
Christian doctrine.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 612).—IDEM, Epist., 43 (al. 162), c. 1, n. 1: “Those who defend their opinion,
however false and perverse, with no obstinate animosity, especially an opinion which the audacity of their own
presumption did not produce, but which they received from parents seduced and fallen into error, and who seek the
truth with cautious solicitude, ready to be corrected when they have found it, are by no means to be numbered among
heretics.” (P L., XXXIII, 160).—IDEM, De Gestis Pelagii, c. 6, n. 18: “It matters how much, it matters whence, finally it
matters whether, upon being admonished, he corrects it, or by obstinately defending it even makes into a dogma what
he had said through levity, not as a dogma. Therefore, although every heretic is consequently also a fool, not every fool
is immediately to be called a heretic.” (P. L., XLIV, 351).—IDEM, De Anima, 1. III, c. 15, n. 23: “These things, if each is
defended obstinately, can make as many heresies as there are opinions numbered.” (P. L., XLIV, 522).—IDEM, De Bapt.
contra Donat., 1. IV, c. 16, n. 23: “I do not yet call him a heretic, unless, after Catholic doctrine has been manifested to
him, he chooses to resist the faith and chooses that which he held.” (P. L., XLIII, 169).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a
2ae, qu. 5, art. 3.—A. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 59 sqq., 89 sqq.

1 Cfr. St. Celestine I, Epist., 25, n. 3: “Nor shall I give to this perfidy the name of error; not every impiety is error.”
(Migne, P. L., L, 550).—Conc. Lateran. IV,, c. 2 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 432).—Cicero, Phil., XII, 2: “It belongs to any
man to err; to none but a fool to persevere in error.”—A. M. Weiss, O. P, Lutherpsychologie, 2nd ed., pp. 29 sq.

I32] As against heretical errors, the teaching of the Church is called by St. Paul “sound doctrine” or
“the sound word.”'? “Heretics,” says St. Ignatius of Antioch, “are scarcely to be cured; there is one
physician, ... Jesus Christ our Lord.”!3

121 Tim. 1, 10; Tit. I, 9; 1L, 1, 8; cfr. 2 Tim. 11, 17.

13 Epist. ad Ephes., c. 7 (Funk, Patres Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 218, 17).
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The chief sources of heresy are ignorance and pride.!* St. Augustine says that if there were no pride in
the hearts of men, there would be neither heresy nor schism.!> It seems strange to have this truth
confirmed by Martin Luther. “Every heretic and proud man,” he says in his commentary on the
Epistle to the Romans, written while he was still a Catholic, “is first misled by ignorance of the
divine truth. Then he accepts as true what seems to him to be true, and is already trapped, because
he proceeds securely, as if he were true and free, beyond snares and imprisonment. In course of time
he objects to everything that does not suit him and turns away his ears. Finally he gets angry and
zealously defends the creatures of his brain, persecuting his opponents, slandering them, and
inflicting all manner of injury upon them. The consequence is that he becomes utterly blind and
cannot see what others see, and while all the rest rise up, he remains lying on the ground, defending

his opinions.”!®

14 Cfr. Matt. VII, 15 sq.; XV, 14; XXIII, 2 sqq.; Luke VI, 39; Acts XX, 29 sq.; Col. II, 8.

15 De Vera Religione, c. 25, n. 47: “If this [pride] did not exist, there would be neither heretics nor schismatics, nor those
circumcised in the flesh, nor worshippers of creatures and images.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 142).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps.,
124, n. 5: “Do not think, brethren, that heresies could arise through certain small souls. None but great men have
made heresies; but the greater they were, so much the more evil were those men.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1652).—IDEM, ibid.,
134, n. 18: “There are learned men who afflict the Church by making schisms and heresies.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1750).—
IDEM, ibid., 106, n. 14: “They [the heretics] are leaders, they are learned, they are great, they are precious stones.” (P.
L., XXXVII, 1429).—IDEM, Serm., 46 (al. 165, De Temp.), c. 8, n. 18: “In different places there are different sects, but
one mother, pride, has begotten them all.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 280).

16 Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, fol. 241b, apud Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 478.

1331 3. INFIDELITY.—By infidelity (dneibeia, infidelitas) we mean an absolute lack of faith in the
Christian religion.

a) If this lack of faith arises from invincible ignorance, it is called negative and is no sin, but merely an
evil or a penalty of sin. If, on the other hand, infidelity arises from unwillingness to know or accept

the truths of Revelation (infidelitas positiva), it is per se sinful. “If I had not come and spoken to them,”

says our Divine Saviour, “they would not have sin; but now they have no excuse for their sin.”!”

17 John XV, 22.—Cfr. Prop. Damnat. Baii, n. 68: “Purely negative infidelity in those to whom Christ has not been
preached is a sin.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1068).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 10, art. 1: “Infidelity can be
taken in two ways: in one way according to pure negation, so that one is called an unbeliever from this alone, that he
does not have faith; in another way infidelity can be understood according to contrariety to faith, whereby, namely,
someone resists the hearing of the faith or even despises it; and in this the nature of infidelity is properly completed,
and according to this infidelity is a sin. But if it is taken according to pure negation, as in those who have heard nothing
of the faith, it does not have the nature of sin, but rather of punishment, because such ignorance of divine things
followed from the sin of our first parent.”

I34] Positive infidelity, as a rule, amounts to more than mere negation; it opposes to the true faith,
which it rejects, some false doctrine of its own invention. Its sources are ignorance, pride, sensuality, and
malice.'® The degree of sinfulness involved in each case is to be measured by the gravity of the
underlying cause.

18 Cfr. Luke XVI, 27-31; John 111, 19 sq.; V, 44-47; VIII, 42-47; X, 24-26; Eph. IV, 17-19; 1 Tim. [, 19 sq.—P. Segneri,
Incredulus non Excusabilis, Dillingen 1696.—A. Guyot, Les Causes de I'Incredulité, 6th ed., Paris 1904.—A. Kirchberger, Der

Unglaube und die Vernunft, Ravensburg 1907.—Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, 4th ed., St. Louis
1921, pp. 52 sq.
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The sinfulness of infidelity may be judged from what has been said above!® on the necessity of faith.
The subjective guilt involved in each case varies according to the degree of consciousness and
pertinacity with which the truth is rejected and is objectively graver if it disfigures the truths it
denies.?°

9 Supra, pp. 6 sqq.

20 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 10, art. 3: “Every sin formally consists in turning away from God. Hence a sin
is the graver, the more a man is separated from God through it. But through infidelity man is especially removed from
God, because he does not have a true knowledge of God; and through a false knowledge of Him he does not approach
Him but is removed farther from Him. Nor can it be that one who has a false opinion of God knows Him in some
respect, because that which he supposes is not God. Hence it is manifest that the sin of infidelity is greater than all sins
which occur in the perversity of morals. It is otherwise with the sins opposed to the other theological virtues.”

Infidelity is really the most grievous of all sins because by it a man departs farther than by any other
sin from God, who is man’s last end.?! The terrible consequences of unbelief are variously described
in Holy Writ. “He that believeth not shall be condemned;”?>—“He that believeth not the Son, shall
not see life, but the wrath of God abideth on him;”?>—*“If you believe not that I am he, you shall die
in your sin;”**—“The wrath of God cometh upon the children of unbelief,”?* etc.

21 st. Augustine, Tr. in Ioa., 89, n. 1: “He wishes a certain great sin to be understood, not every sin as though under a
general name. For this is the sin by which all sins are held fast; if anyone does not have it, all sins are forgiven him.”
(Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1856).

22 Mark XVI, 16.

23 John 111, 36.

24 John VIII, 24; XII, 48; Rom. XI, 20.
25 Col. 11, 6; Heb. 111, 18; Apoc. XXI, 8.

1351 b) There are various forms of infidelity.

a) Indifferentism (latitudinarianismus), or carelessness in religious matters, based upon the assumption
that all religions, or at least all Christian denominations, are equally true or equally false (theoretical
indifferentism),?® or sloth in the fulfilment of the duties imposed by religion (practical
indifferentism).?”

26 ) Cor. VI, 14-16.—Encyclical of Pius IX, Dec. 9, 1846: “To this pertains that horrible system of indifference
concerning any religion, most repugnant even to the natural light of reason, by which those deceivers, having abolished
every distinction between virtue and vice, truth and error, decency and disgrace, imagine that men can attain eternal
salvation in the worship of any religion whatsoever, just as though there could ever be any fellowship of justice with

iniquity, any society of light with darkness, or any agreement of Christ with Belial.” (Syllab. Error., n. 15-18; Denzinger-
Bannwart, n. 1715 sqq.).

27 Apoc. 111, 15 sq.

B) Eclecticism, so called, i. e., the arbitrary se- lection from the body of religious or philosophical truths
presented by the Church of certain doctrines and combining them into a system; y) Scepticism, which
regards uncertainty or doubt as the product of reflection and the normal state of the human mind,
and thereby completely renounces the knowledge of truth; 8) Formal or positive atheism in its various
forms (Pantheism, Materialism, Naturalism, Rationalism), all of which agree in rejecting God and

divine Revelation.??
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28 pii IX. Syllab. Error., n. 1-14 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1701 sqq.).—J. Engert, Der naturalistische Monismus Hiickels,
Vienna 1907, pp. 208 sqq., 247 sqq.—W. Monod, Aux Croyants et aux Athées, 2nd ed., Paris 1910.—G. Grupp,
Jenseitsreligion, Freiburg 1910, pp. 41, 95.

136 All these forms of unbelief are grievously sinful, though the personal guilt of individual
unbelievers is often diminished by the influence of a wrong or defective training, by the power of
deeply rooted prejudices or lack of proper instruction.

The reason why so many refuse to accept divine Revelation is not that they think too deeply, but that
they do not think deeply enough. It is often asserted that a thorough training in the natural sciences
(now-a-days called “Science” par excellence) destroys religious conviction. But this claim is untrue and
can be easily refuted by the example of the many great scientists who have openly professed belief in
God and the existence and knowability of miracles.?

29 K. A. Kneller, Das Christentum und die Vertreter der neueren Naturwissenschaft, 2nd ed., Frei- burg 1904 (tr. by T. M. Kettle,
Christianity and the Leaders of Modern Science, St. Louis 1911). Father Kneller brings overwhelming evidence to show how
the real leaders of scientific thought are forced to recognize, if not always the truth of revealed religion, at least that of
the groundwork on which it rests. See also the three volumes of James J. Walsh’s excellent work, Catholic Churchmen in
Science, Philadelphia, The Dolphin Press, 1913 sqq.—G. Sortais, La Providence et le Miracle, Paris 1905.—E. Dennert, Vom
Sterbelager des Darwinismus, 6th ed., Stuttgart 1905 (English tr., At the Deathbed of Darwinism, by E. V. O’Hara and J. H.
Peschges, Burlington, Iowa, 1904); C. Gutberlet, Vernunft und Wunder, Munich 1905.

1371 To solve the problem offered to the human mind by miracles we must try to view them from the
viewpoint of Almighty God rather than from our own limited coign of vantage. Miracles are not
detached phenomena, but parts of a wonderful system of government. They are wrought by the same
God who has conceived and created the universe. This is the true metaphysical harmony. “To the
Lord was his own work known from the beginning of the world.”3°

30 Acts XV, 18.

Why should the chemist, the physicist, the botanist, the zodlogist, the meteorologist, the
astronomer, the anthropologist, the physician or the technician be hindered in his work by accurate
notions of God, the world of spirits, the human soul, or the origin, purpose, and end of man? In every
field of scientific research there have been and are eminent men who have not only preserved, but
deepened and strengthened their religious faith. He who proclaims religion and science to be
irreconcilable merely proves that he is ignorant of the true meaning of dogma, the real significance of
religious ceremonies, and the authentic interpretation of the mysteries of faith. Unfortunately, those
who have achieved eminence in some branch of science as a rule devote little or no time to the study
of religion. A learned mind needs more than the elementary instruction imparted in the catechism.
Religion, like science, has its technical literature, and its representatives are ready to explain and
defend whatever the Church teaches. Those who attack the Christian religion usually have but a
vague notion of its sources and methods, even though they constantly harp on the need of original
research and critical acumen in their own chosen field. Now he who neglects or refuses to devote
serious study to philosophy and theology, has no right to draw philosophical or theological
conclusions from the data furnished by natural science. To do so is to mistake the essence of religion,
which, though it may be practiced by all, even the most ignorant, can be scientifically demonstrated
only by those properly equipped for the task. Theology, like every other science, must be studied
from its own sources and by its own methods, though, of course, there are many points of contact
between it and the natural sciences. Thus the law of causation, the teleological principle, the laws of
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nature, and other data furnished by natural science lead the mind almost imperceptibly and with a
kind of elemental necessity from the contemplation of the results of empirical research to religious
speculation and a study of the supernatural.

138] 4. SCHISM (oxiopa) technically denotes a formal separation from the unity of the Church, and
in this sense is not a direct antithesis of faith. But experience teaches that a state of pure schism, i. e.,
schism without heresy, cannot continue long, at least in the case of a large number of men. St.
Jerome says: “Schism, at the beginning, may be understood as something different from heresy, but
there is no schism which does not invent for itself some heresy, in order to justify its secession.”?!

3 Tit., c. 3, quoted by St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 39, art. 1.
1391 5. APOSTASY (dnootaocia) is of three kinds.

a) Apostasy from the faith (apostasia a fide)** implies formal abandonment of the religion of Christ,
coupled with the profession of some anti-Christian system (Judaism, Mohammedanism, paganism).

32 Thess. IT, 3; 1 Tim. IV, 1 sq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 12.

b) Apostasy from ecclesiastical obedience (apostasia ab ordine) is committed by a Catholic who wilfully
and contumaciously sets at nought the authority of the Church.

c) Apostasy from religious profession or from Holy Orders (apostasia a religione) is the sin of those
who without permission abandon the religious order in which they are professed, or, after having
received major orders, renounce the clerical profession and return to the dress and customs of the
world.

Essentially, all three kinds of apostasy consist in abandoning or denying the truths of Revelation and
embracing a religious system opposed to Christianity. Wilfully and contumaciously to abandon the
Catholic faith is a sin against the Holy Ghost.>*> A Catholic can never have a le- gitimate reason for
leaving his Church.>* “There is no parity,” declare the Fathers of the Vatican Council, “between the
condition of those who have adhered to the Catholic truth by the heavenly gift of faith, and of those
who, led by human opinions, follow a false religion; for those who have received the faith under the
teaching of the Church, can never have any just cause for changing or doubting that faith.”®> Sacred
Scripture attributes apostasy from the faith to the Devil, who is the author of evil and the father of
lies. False apostles, says St. Paul, “are deceitful workmen, transforming themselves into the apostles
of Christ, and no wonder, for Satan himself transformeth himself into an angel of light.”3®

33 Heb. VI, 4-6; X, 26-29; 2 Pet. II, 21. See this Handbook, Vol. 11, pp. 91 sqq.

34 prop. Damnat. sub Innocentio XI., n. 20: “Hence someone can prudently repudiate the supernatural assent which he
had.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1170).

35 Conc. Vatican., Sess. 1, c. 3: “The condition of those who have adhered to Catholic truth through the heavenly gift of
faith is by no means equal to that of those who, led by human opinions, follow a false religion; for those who have
received the faith under the teaching authority of the Church can never have any just cause for changing that faith or
calling it into doubt.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1794).

362 Cor. X1, 13 sq.; cfr. Gal. V, 7 sq.

|40 6. CREDULITY (temeraria credulitas, in opposition to pius credulitatis affectus) means proneness to
believe without sufficient evidence. In matters pertaining to faith and morals credulity is immoral
because it runs counter to reason. The Catholic Church admonishes all men to scrutinize carefully
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whatever is offered in the name of religion without the warrant of divine authority.>” Credulity leads
to superstition, “the twin-sister of unbelief,” or at best to an emotional pietism without true religious
conviction and genuine faith.

37 Matt. VII, 15; Rom. XII, 1; 1 Thess. V, 21; 1 Pet. III, 15; 1 John IV, 1.—St. Augustine, De Utilitate Credendi, c. 11, n. 25:
“Believing is then blameworthy when either something unworthy is believed about God, or something is easily believed
about a man.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 83).—St. Anselm, Cur Deus Homo, 1, n. 2: “Just as right order demands that we believe
the profound things of the Christian faith before we presume to discuss them by reason, so it seems negligence to me
if, after we have been confirmed in faith, we do not strive to understand what we believe.” (P. L., CLVIII, 362).

1411 Tt is charged that Christianity demands a sacrifice of the intellect (sacrificium intellectus). This is
true in a sense, and could not be otherwise, as Christianity is a divinely revealed religion. However,

738 which enables the

the Church does not demand blind obedience, but merely “a reasonable service,
believer to say with the Apostle: “I know whom I have believed.”* Ours is an enlightened faith,
which fills us with joy and confidence and gives us the strength which we need to perform our duties.
The ideal state of the soul is as far removed from credulity as from scepticism. He who believes too

readily is as easily deceived as he who deliberately shuts his mind to the truth.
38 Rom. XII, 1; cfr. 2 Cor. X, 5.

3992 Tim. 1, 12.

Because of the importance of the true faith, the Church has taken special precautions to keep it pure.
These precautions are embodied mainly in the organization against evil literature which is generally
called the Index, and consists of three parts—preventive censorship, the prohibition of books, and the
Index itself. The consideration of these measures belongs more particularly to Canon Law, and we
will therefore confine ourselves to a few necessary remarks towards the end of this volume.*°

40 Infra, pp. 399 sqq.

[42] READINGS.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, pp. 28 sqq.—Ern. Miiller, Theol. Mor.,
Vol. 1I, 5th ed., Vienna 1887, pp. 37 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed.,
Barcelona 1918, pp. 186 sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, New York 1908,
pp- 174 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., Freiburg 1910, pp. 236 sqq.

On doubt and skepticism in religious matters: J. L. Balmes, Cartas a un Eseptico, Barcelona 1851
(English tr., Letters to a Sceptic, Dublin 1875).—F Hettinger, Apologie des Christentums, Vol. I, 9th ed.
(edited by E. Miiller), pp. 5 sqq.; in English under the title, Natural Religion, London 1890.—B. Kuhn,
Formes Actuelles du Doute, Bruxelles 1906.—P. Jiger, Zur Uberwindung des Zweifels, Tiibingen 1906.—L. J.
Walker, S.J., art. “Scepticism,” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 516 sqq. (See also the
literature cited in Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, p.
54).—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 35 sqq.

On heresy: J. Wilhelm in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 250-262.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis
Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, Paris 1905, pp. 369-374.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed.,
Barcelona 1918, pp. 187 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 30 sqq.

On infidelity: P. Segneri, Incredulus non Excusabilis, Dillingen 1696.—A. Guyot, Les Causes de I’Incrédulité,
6th ed., Paris 1904.—Ch. H. Vosen, Das Christentum, 5th ed. (by S. Weber), Freiburg 1905, pp. 46 sqq.
—A. Kirchberger, Der Unglaube und die Vernunft, Ravensburg 1907.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor.,
Vol. 11, Paris 1905, pp. 378-390.
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143] On schism: St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 39.—]. Forget in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol.
XIII, pp. 535-539.

On apostasy: Codex Iuris Can., can. 1325, § 2; can. 1064; can. 1240, § 1, n. 1; can. 644, §§ 1, 2; can.
645, § 2; can. 2385.

On credulity: A. Van Hove, in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. 1, p. 624.
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Chapter II: Hope

SECTION 1: NATURE, OBJECT, AND NECESSITY OF HOPE

|44] 1. NATURE OF HOPE.—Hope is an act of the will by which we desire to possess God, and
firmly trust that through His goodness and fidelity we shall obtain Him, together with the necessary
means, both natural and supernatural, of reaching Heaven.!

1 Rom. VIII, 24 sq.; Heb. XI, 1.—Cfr. Peter Lombard, Sent., III, dist. 26, n. 1: “It is hope by which spiritual and eternal
things are hoped for, that is, awaited with confidence. For hope is the certain expectation of future beatitude,
proceeding from the grace of God and preceding merits, either charity which precedes hope by nature, or the thing
hoped for, that is, eternal beatitude. For to hope for something without merits can be called not hope but
presumption.” (Migne, P L., CXCII, 811).—IDEM, Comm. in Epist. ad Rom., c. 5, 2-5: “Hope is the certain expectation of
future glory, which seems vain to human reason, but is confirmed by the testimony of power, that is, by patience or
miracles.” (P. L., CXCI, 1380).

Hope, therefore, may be either a transient act or a permanent habit (habitus). Both as an act and as a
habit it has two essential constituents, namely, the effective desire of salvation and a firm trust in the
promises and the providence of God. This twofold note distinguishes the Christian virtue of hope
from resignation or apathy on the one hand, and, on the other, from presumption, which is an
inordinate confidence of attaining Heaven without using the prescribed means.?

21 Pet. V, 6-10.

1451 a) Through these two constituents of desire and trust, hope, though essentially distinct from
faith and charity, is intimately united with both—with faith, because it is based on belief in God and
shares its motives and object; with charity, because hope without the love of God would be fruitless
and ineffective.? “Charity flows from faith,” says St. Ambrose, “and hope from charity, and together
they flow back and forth as in a sort of holy intercourse.”* And St. Augustine: “Hope is impossible
without charity. . . . Hence charity cannot exist without hope, nor hope without charity, nor either of
the two without faith.”> And in another place: “He who does not love, believes in vain, even though

his belief is true, and hopes in vain, even though the things he hopes for appertain to real happiness.
76

3 Luke VIII, 47-50; Rom. V, 1-5; XV, 13; 1 Cor. XIII, 13; Eph. III, 12; Col. I, 4 sq.; Heb. VI, 19 sq.; XI, 1.—Conc. Trident.,
Sess. VI, c. 7, can. 12.

4 Expos. Evang. sec. Luc., 1. VIIL, n. 30: “From faith comes charity, from charity hope, and in turn they flow back into one
another in a certain holy circle.” (Migne, P. L., XV, 1774).

> Enchiridion, c. 8: “What can be hoped for that is not believed? Moreover, something that is not hoped for can also be
believed. For which of the faithful does not believe in the punishments of the impious? Yet he does not hope for them. .
.. Now what shall I say about love, without which faith profits nothing? Hope, however, cannot exist without love (Jas.
ii, 19). . . . Therefore neither is love without hope, nor hope without love, nor either without faith.” (Migne, P. L., XL,
234).

6 IDEM, ibid., c. 117: “When it is asked whether anyone is a good man, it is not asked what he believes or hopes, but
what he loves. He who loves rightly without doubt believes and hopes rightly; but he who does not love believes in
vain, even if the things he believes are true, and hopes in vain, even if the things he hopes for are taught to pertain to
true happiness, unless he also believes and hopes that it can be granted to him when he asks, so that he may love.” (P

28



L., XL, 286).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 17, art. 6: “A virtue is called theological because it has God as the
object to which it adheres. A person can adhere to another in two ways: in one way for his own sake, and in another
way insofar as one comes through him to something else. Charity, therefore, makes man adhere to God for His own
sake, uniting the mind of man to God through the affection of love. Hope and faith, however, make man adhere to God
as to a principle from which certain things come to us. From God there come to us both the knowledge of truth and the
attainment of perfect goodness. Faith, therefore, makes man adhere to God insofar as He is for us the principle of
knowing truth; for we believe those things to be true which are said to us by God. Hope makes man adhere to God
insofar as He is for us the principle of perfect goodness, namely, insofar as through hope we rely upon divine assistance
to obtain beatitude.”

146 b) Hope, being on the one hand an indestructible natural tendency and, on the other, a virtue
supernaturally infused by God, may by practice become an acquired virtue and thereby truly moral.
Its de facto object lies in the future, since eternal beatitude cannot be fully realized in the present life.
Patient resignation to the will of God here on earth, with a view to eternal happiness in Heaven,
demands a moral effort and entails sacrifices which not infrequently assume heroic proportions.

St. Paul calls Christ “the hope of glory”” and says that God glorified us in Him; but he adds: “Your
life is hid with Christ in God. When Christ shall appear, who is your life, then you shall also appear
with him in glory.”® The higher life of the Christian believer, therefore, whilst he sojourns in this vale
of tears, is subject to manifold hindrances, which will not disappear entirely until Christ reveals to us
His hidden glory in Heaven.

7 Col. 1, 27.
8 Rom. VIII, 30; Col. III, 3 sq.

147] To this consideration may be added another. No man is certain that he will reach Heaven. God
has created us, but He will not save us, without our codperation. No one is crowned unless he has
fought the good fight, and only those obtain eternal life who have kept the commandments,
abstained from mortal sin, or purged themselves from it if they had the misfortune to fall. Hence our
ultimate fate depends upon how we wage war against the enemies of our soul, and we must “work
out our salvation with fear and trembling.”® This explains why Sacred Scripture warns men against
inordinate confidence and exhorts them to strive unceasingly for sanctification by performing good
works. In this terrific struggle Christian hope proves itself a moral virtue, supernatural both in origin

and substance, founded solely upon “the word of the truth of the gospel.”!°

9 Matt. VII, 21 sq.; 1 Cor. VI, 9; Phil. II, 12; 1 Pet. I, 17; 1 John II, 3-6; Apoc. XXI, 27.—Peter Lombard, Comm. in Ep. ad
Rom., c. 5: “It is no great thing to glory in prosperity; the upright of heart glory even in tribulations, knowing the

greatness of the reward, and that when tribulation has ended they will acquire an infinite reward.” (Migne, P. L., CXCI,
1379).

10 col. I, 5; cfr. 1 Cor. X, 13; 2 Pet. I, 10.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 13, can. 15, 16.

148 2. THE OBJECT OF HOPE.—The material object (obiectum materiale) of hope is Heaven, i. e., the
beatific vision of God, and the means that are necessary to obtain it. Some writers distinguish a
primary and a secondary object. The primary object is God,!! whereas the secondary object are the
graces,—natural and supernatural, spiritual and physical, —which He grants for the purposes of
salvation.!?

11 Gen. XV, 1; Tob. II, 16-18; John XIV, 1-3; Tit. III, 7; 1 John II, 25.—St. Augustine, De Civit. Dei, 1. XXII, c. 30, n. 1:
“The reward of virtue will be He Himself [God], who gave the virtue and promised Himself to it, than whom nothing
can be better or greater.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 801).—IDEM, Tr. in Ioa., III, n. 21: “Do not love God for the sake of a
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reward; let Him Himself be your reward.” (P L., XXXV, 1405).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., LXXIX, n. 14: “You [God] will be
the whole reward of the justified.” (P L., XXXVI, 1028).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 17, art. 2: “The hope of
which we now speak attains God by relying on His help to obtain the good hoped for. An effect must be proportionate
to its cause. And therefore the good which we ought primarily and principally to hope for from God is the infinite good
proportionate to the power of God who assists us, for it belongs to infinite power to lead to an infinite good. This good
is eternal life, which consists in the enjoyment of God Himself. For nothing less is to be hoped for from Him than He
Himself, since His goodness, by which He communicates good things to creatures, is not less than His essence. And
therefore the proper and principal object of hope is eternal beatitude.”

12 Matt. VI, 9-13, 33; 1 Tim. IV, 8.—St. Augustine, Enchirid., c. 114: “Of all the things that are to be faithfully believed,
only those pertain to hope which are contained in the Lord’s Prayer.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 285).—IDEM, ibid., c. 115: “In
the Evangelist Matthew the Lord’s Prayer appears to contain seven petitions, in three of which eternal things are asked,
and in the remaining four temporal things, which nevertheless are necessary for obtaining eternal things.” (P. L., XL,
285).—Chr. Pesch, S.J., Praelect. Dogmat., Vol. VIII, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1900, pp. 205 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and
Habitual, 4th ed., St. Louis 1921, pp. 3 sqq.

The primary formal object of hope is God, in so far as He is the Sovereign Good and, as such, capable
of satisfying the human heart, and be- cause He has promised us eternal salvation for the sake of
Jesus Christ; in other words, God’s infinite goodness towards us, His omnipotence, and His fidelity
to His promises.!® Secondary motives are the merits acquired through His grace, which are not fruits
of human righteousness, but free gifts of God,'* and the intercession of the Saints or of our

fellowmen; for in all these things the hope of the Christian is directed medi- ately to God Himself, or

to Christ, who is “the one mediator between God and men.”!®

13 Acts 1V, 12; Rom. IX, 32; Eph. L, 19 sq.; II, 4-7; Phil. I, 6; 2 Tim. I, 12; Heb. VI, 17 sq.; X, 23; 1 Pet. I, 3; V, 7.—St.
Augustine, De Trinit., 1. XIII, c. 10, n. 13: “What was so necessary for raising up our hope as that it should be shown to
us how highly God values us and how greatly He loves us? And what more manifest and splendid indication of this
could there be than that the Son of God deigned to enter into fellowship with our nature?” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 1024).—
St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 18, art. 4, ad 2: “Hope does not rest principally upon grace already possessed, but
upon divine omnipotence and mercy, through which even one who does not have grace can obtain it and thus arrive at
eternal life. Everyone who has faith is certain of the omnipotence and mercy of God.”—Cfr. Ph. Kneib, Die “Lohnsucht”
in der christlichen Moral, Vienna 1904, pp. 7 sqq.

14 Cone. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 16: “Far be it that a Christian man should trust or glory in himself and not in the Lord,
whose goodness toward all men is so great that He wills His own gifts to be their merits.”—St. Augustine, Epist., 194
(al. 105), c. 5, n. 19: “What merit does man have before grace, by which merit he might receive grace, since nothing
but grace produces every good merit of ours in us, and when God crowns our merits, He crowns nothing other than
His own gifts?” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 880).—IDEM, Serm., 170 (al. 49, De Temp.), n. 10: “When you depart from here,
you will receive according to the merits and deeds which you have performed. Then God will crown not so much your
merits as His gifts to you.” (P L., XXXVIII, 932).—IDEM, Serm., 333, n. 5 (P L., XXXVIII, 1466); Confess., 1. IX, c. 13,
n. 34 (P L., XXXII, 778); Enarr. in Ps., 98, n. 8 (P. L., XXXVII, 1246); ibid., 144, n. 11 (P. L., XXXVIII, 1876); ibid., 126,
n. 4: “No one has anything good unless he has received it from Him who alone is good.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1670).—On
the Catholic doctrine of supernatural merit see Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 397 sqq.; P O’Neill, Divine
Charity, Dublin 1918, pp. 47 sqq.; G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 158
sqq-

151 Tim. 11, 5; cfr. Heb. XII, 24; Jas. V, 16 sqq.—H. Denifle, O.P, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 400 sqq.—K.
Krogh-Tonning, Der letzte Scholastiker, Freiburg 1904, p. 209.—On Christ as the Mediator of mankind see Pohle-Preuss,
Soteriology, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 5 sqq.; on the intercession of the Saints, Pohle-Preuss, Mariology, 3rd ed., St.
Louis 1919, pp. 142 sqq.

1501 3. NECESSITY OF HOPE.—a) Hope is a necessary means of salvation for all who have attained
the use of reason. Hope corresponds to an elemental need of human nature. “We are saved by hope,”
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says St. Paul,'® and Christ Himself demands trust and confidence in God as an indispensable

condition for the forgiveness of sins.!” The sinner must hope (actualiter) in order to prepare himself
for justification, and after he has been justified, he must hope (habitualiter) in order to obtain the
grace of prayer and to persevere and grow in the favor of God.

16 Rom. VIII, 24.
17 Matt. 1X, 22, 28-30; Luke XVIII, 42.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 6 and 7.

The Church has condemned the opinion that perfect charity excludes hope.!® This condemnation is
in entire harmony with Holy Scripture, which admonishes us again and again to have unlimited
confidence in the omnipotence, the goodness, and the mercy of God.!® b) In proportion to the
necessity of hope is the duty of cultivating this virtue, keeping it alive and nourishing it in the soul.
Innumerable are the passages in which the Bible exhorts us to hope in God and confide in His
mercy.?® However, it is not necessary to make explicit acts of hope, except in times of special
temptation against this virtue.?! The most effective means of preserving and increasing hope are
prayer, meditating on the divine goodness and fidelity, eliciting frequent acts of this virtue, and
thanking God for the favors He confers upon us.?> The Church specially recommends the frequent
and confident invocation of the Blessed Virgin Mary, who is the refuge of sinners and the help of

Christians.?

18 Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., n. 1 and 23 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1327, 1349).
19 ps. 1V, 6; Matt. XI, 12; Heb. X, 23.

20 pg, XXVI, 14; Luke XII, 32; John XIV, 1; 1 Tim. VI, 17; Heb. X, 35.—Cftr. Prop. Damnat. ab Alex. VII., n. 1 (Denzinger-
Bannwart, n. 1101).

21 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 186.
22 pg, XX1V, 2 sqq.; Matt. VI, 25 sqq.; Luke XV, 11 sqq.; Rom. V, 1 sqq.; VIII, 23 sqq.; Phil. I, 6.

23 “Refugium peccatorum,” “Auxilium Christianorum” (Litany of Loreto).—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 188: “The
principal remedies opposed to despair are: 1. consideration of the infinite goodness and mercy of God; 2. frequent
recollection of the greatest sinners who obtained pardon; 3. meditation on the parables of the holy Gospel, especially of
the lost sheep; 4. special devotion to the Blessed Virgin, the refuge of sinners; 5. confidence in Christ affixed to the
cross for us, etc.”

1511 READINGS.—Peter Lombard, Sent., I, dist. 16.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 17 sq.—
Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. I, Paris 1905, pp. 396-400.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol.
Mor., Vol. 11, 11th ed., pp. 47-54.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, 11th ed., pp. 240-247.—E.
Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, 5th ed., pp. 55-64.—FE Abert, S. Thom. Aqu. Compend. Theol., pp. 457 sq.,
461 sqq., 472 sqq.—G. Mayer, System der christl. Hoffnung, Leipsic 1900.—]J. B. Ferreres, Comp. Theol.
Mor., Vol. 1, 9th ed., Barcelona 1918, pp. 192 sqq.—Thos. Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp.
177 sq.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 80 sqq.—P.
O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918, pp. 28 sqq.

SECTION 2: QUALITIES AND FrRUITS OF HOPE

I53] 1. THE QUALITIES OF HOPE.—The qualities of hope flow from the twofold nature of this
virtue as a desire and as a firm trust or confidence in the mercy of God.
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a) The desire must (a) correspond in a measure to the desirability of its object, which is God, and
consequently must exceed the desire for every earthly good. (B) It must be effective, i. e., combined
with the firm purpose of fulfilling the conditions necessary to attain eternal salvation. (y) It must be
well-ordered, i. e., aim at nothing but what is in accord with the will of God, and extend to temporal
goods only in so far as they are necessary, or at least useful, for the attainment of Heaven.!

L Cfr. Matt. V, 6; VI, 33; Col. I1I, 1; 1 Tim. IV, 10; Heb. VI, 11 sq.

b) The confidence or trust that is an essential constituent of hope, is founded on faith in Jesus Christ,
and must consequently be (a) firm and steady,? and (B) illumined by the truths of religion, especially
the wisdom, goodness, and justice of God, and therefore expecting no temporal blessing except in
connection with, and in relation to, the “one necessary thing,” i. e., eternal salvation.? Finally, (y) the
hope that is founded in Christ will be “an anchor of the soul, sure and firm”* only if confident trust
in God is united with humility and diffidence in one’s own powers.® “He who hopes and does not
fear,” says Pseudo-Augustine, “is careless, but he who fears and does not hope is weighed down and

descends into the depths like a stone.”®

2 ps. XXIV, 2; 1 Cor. XV, 58; Eph. III, 12; Heb. VI, 19 sq.; 1 Pet. I, 13.
3 Matt. VI, 33; Col. III, 1; 1 Tim. VI, 17.

4 Heb. VI, 19.

> Ps. CXLVII, 11; 1 Cor. X, 12; Phil. II, 12.

6 Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm. X ad Fratres in Eremo: “Therefore, my brethren, love this [hope], hold it, yet not
without fear; because he who hopes and does not fear is careless, but he who fears and does not hope is weighed down
and descends into the depths like a stone.” (P. L., XL, 1253).

I54] 2. THE FRUITS OF HOPE.—The fruits of hope as a theological virtue are the following:

a) In regard to the desire which it contains, (a) the conception of Heaven as our true home, and of
life on earth as an exile which we must always be ready to leave;” (B) moderation in the use of earthly
goods, which, compared with the one thing necessary, i. e., the kingdom of God and its justice, must
appear to the Christian merely as something superadded;® and (y) the salutary fear of losing Heaven,
which gains strength in proportion to the ardor with which we desire to be united to God.

72 Cor. V, 6-8; Phil. I, 23; III, 20; Col. III, 1 sq.; Heb. XIII, 14; cfr. John XIV, 2.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXLVIII, n.
4: “As pilgrims we sigh, still held captive under the weight and burden of the mortal body; hence we still groan in
pilgrimage, but we shall exult in our fatherland. He who does not groan as a pilgrim will not rejoice as a citizen,
because there is no desire in him.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1940).

8 Matt. VI, 36; Phil. IV, 11 sqq.; 1 Tim. VI, 6-8.

1551 b) In regard to the confidence which it inspires, hope produces (a) true contentment and that
heavenly joy which comforts man in all temptations, tribulations, and difficulties;? (B) patience,
which, though it does not exclude complaints and other manifestations of natural pain,'® consists in
a readiness to bear the adversities of life with resignation to the will of God, nay to delight in
suffering and thank God for it in the firm conviction that “to them that love God all things work
together unto good.”!! This persevering patience, when it has developed into absolute resignation to,
or conformity with, the will of God, is a sure sign of election. “He that shall persevere to the end
shall be saved.”!? “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.”!3
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9 Deut. X, 19; Rom. XV, 13; 1 Cor. I, 3 sqq.; Phil. I, 1; 1 Thess. IV, 12; Heb. VI, 18.—St. Augustine, Serm., 158, n. 8:
“Hope will no longer exist when the reality exists. For hope itself will be necessary in pilgrimage. For when the traveler
labors in walking, he therefore endures the labor because he hopes to arrive. Take away from him the hope of arriving,
and at once his strength for walking is broken. Therefore the hope which exists here also pertains to the justice of our
pilgrimage.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 866).—St. Bernard, Serm. in Cant., 61, n. 3: “I have sinned a great sin; my
conscience will be troubled, but it will not be disturbed, because I shall remember the wounds of the Lord.” (P. L.,
CLXXXIII, 1072).

10 “There is a certain pleasure in weeping.”—Cfr. Matt. XXVI, 38 sq.; XXVII, 46; John XI, 35.—Ovid, Trist., IV, 3, 37.
1 Rom. VIII, 28; cfr. Matt. V, 11 sq.; XXVI, 39; Acts V, 41; Rom. V, 3 sqq.

12 Matt. X, 22.

BJas. 1, 12.

I56| Three things, in the terse phrase of a famous Italian writer, lead us blind mortals to misjudge the
ways of God: corta vita, corta vista, corta pazienza—i. e., the shortness of life, our limited vision, and

impatience.!*

14 Antonio Rosmini.—Cft. Gregory the Great, Hom. in Evang., 1. 1, 3, n. 4: “And if we do this [conquer ourselves], we
shall not only escape the punishments that threaten us, but shall be rewarded together with the martyrs. For although
an occasion of persecution is lacking, our peace also has its martyrdom; and although we do not place the neck of the
flesh beneath the sword, nevertheless with the spiritual sword we slay carnal desires in the mind.” (Migne, P. L.,
LXXVI, 1089).—IDEM, ibid., 1. II, 35, n. 7: “But because we celebrate the birthday of a martyr today, my brethren, we
must by no means consider ourselves strangers to the virtue of his patience. For if, with the Lord assisting us, we strive
perfectly to preserve the virtue of patience, we both live in the peace of the Church and nevertheless hold the palm of
martyrdom. There are indeed two kinds of martyrdom, one in the mind, the other in the mind and in action together.
And so we can be martyrs even if we are slain by no sword of persecutors. For to die at the hand of a persecutor is
martyrdom in outward deed; but to endure insults and to love one who hates us is martyrdom in hidden thought.”
(Migne, P. L., LXXVI, 1263).

READINGS.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, pp. 400-403.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic
Doctrine of Grace, p. 81 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 49 sqq.

SECTION 3: SINS AGAINST HOPE

I57] Man sins against the theological virtue of hope either by wilfully entertaining an aversion for
God and heavenly things or by confiding in Him either too much or too little.

1. Aversion for God is not the same as hatred of God. The latter is a sin against charity rather than
against hope. To have an aversion for God means not to wish Him evil, but simply to prefer the earth
and its attractions to Him and to the happiness He has prepared for His rational creatures. To do this
is obviously a mortal sin.

In this connection theologians discuss the question whether it is a mortal sin to wish that this
terrestrial life might last forever. Noldin says that if this wish is accompanied by a disposition to
leave Heaven to God, provided He will give us the earth, it is a mortal sin against hope because by
entertaining such a desire the creature turns away from the Creator and seeks its happiness in
created things. If, however, it is merely a sign of excessive absorption in earthly pleasures, or of fear
of death on account of the uncertainty of reaching Heaven, it is not necessarily a mortal sin against
hope because such a disposition of mind does not per se exclude the desire of beatitude. Married
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people who say that they would like to live together forever, as often as not merely mean to give
utterance to the ardor of their mutual affection.!

' Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, 11th ed., p. 55.

I58] 2. Against the confidence that forms an essential constituent of hope we may sin either by excess
(per excessum) or by defect (per defectum).

We sin by excess of hope, a) If we entertain presumption, which is an inordinate confidence of being
able to attain Heaven without employing the necessary means. This may manifest itself in a twofold
manner:

a) By tempting God. “Tentatio Dei” is a Biblical term? which denotes the expectation of extraordinary
divine help or miraculous intervention when there is no legitimate reason for it. The term may also
be applied to anything that is done with the purpose of eliciting such help, as, for example by ordeals
(ordalia) or so-called divine judgments (iudicia divina),®> which are based on the belief that God, being
just and all-powerful, will, if solemnly invoked by public authority, rather work a miracle than allow
his rational creatures to be unjustly punished or to escape punishment when guilty of a serious
crime. This belief is contrary to the revealed truth that God’s distributive justice does not work itself
out fully in this world.*

2 Ex. XVII, 7; Deut. VI, 16; Ps. LXXVII, 18; Is. VII, 12; Matt. 1V, 7; Acts XV, 10.

3 See, however, A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 11th ed., p. 250, n. 1: “Nevertheless, if a miraculous
intervention of God is expected in the matter of eternal salvation, there is indeed in this expectation or request a
certain disorder contrary to theological hope; but this must not be confused with the temptation of God itself. The
latter also extends more broadly, since it is committed in any matter whatsoever if such an intervention of God is
requested without a just cause and is of itself constitutes a graver malice.”—Gury (I, n. 273) says: “The temptation of
God is a request for and expectation from God of some unusual effect placed outside the order of things. It is certain
that a formal and express temptation of God is always a mortal sin against religion. . . . If, however, it is only implicit, it
can often be merely a venial sin because of ignorance, inadvertence, or smallness of matter. . . . 1. He sins gravely
against religion who demands to prove his innocence by duel, red-hot iron, etc., or who offers himself voluntarily for
martyrdom, unless he is excused by good faith or divine inspiration. 2. Likewise one who exposes himself to great
danger of death without a just cause, relying on divine aid. But if he acts merely from rashness without trusting in
divine providence, he does not sin against religion, but only against the fifth commandment of the Decalogue. 3. He
sins only lightly who, in a slight illness, rejects remedies and hopes for health from God, because there is no grave
disorder there. Indeed, he is excused from every fault if he hopes that, with God’s aid, he will be freed naturally from
such a slight illness. 4. Likewise, he sins venially in itself who through negligence approaches unprepared to preach the
word of God, hoping for special aid from God.”—On ordeals, etc., see A. Franz, Das Rituale von St. Florian, Freiburg
1904, pp. 180 sqq.; IDEM, Die kirchlichen Benediktionen im Mittelalter, Vol. II, pp. 307 sqq.; E. Vacandard, Etudes de Critique
et d’Histoire Religieuses, 2nd ed., Paris 1906, pp. 204 sqq.; J. P Kirsch in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 276 sqq.

4John 111, 17.

1591 B) We further sin by presumption if we harbor the inordinate confidence that, no matter what
we do, we shall get to Heaven, because it lies entirely with God not only to call men to eternal
beatitude but to enable them to obey the call.® This is what theologians call praesumptio salutis.

> Phil. 11, 12 sq.—Gury (I, n. 185): “Presumption is a disordered confidence of obtaining beatitude by means not
ordained by God.”

160] Its wrongness lies in seeking certainty of salvation in conditions other than those prescribed by
the Christian religion.®
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6 St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 111, n. 21.—Gury, I, 187: “In how many ways is the sin of presumption committed?
Principally: 1. by presuming to obtain eternal life by one’s own powers; 2. by expecting it without labor, from the mercy
of God alone; 3. by sinning because of the hope of easily obtaining pardon from God; 4. by persevering in sin because of
the hope of conversion at death.”—St. Augustine, Serm., 13 (al. 94, De Temp.), n. 2: “This is the sum of instruction:
Serve the Lord in fear and rejoice in Him with trembling (Ps. II). Rejoice in Him, not in yourself: for from Him you
have what you are, both that you are a man and that you are just, if nevertheless you are already just. But if you think
that you are a man from Him but are just from yourself, you do not serve the Lord in fear and rejoice with trembling,
but in presumption toward yourself. . . . For now you seem just to yourself by not taking another’s property, not
committing adultery, not committing murder, not bearing false witness against your neighbor, honoring father and
mother, worshipping the one God, and not serving idols and demons; but you will perish from this way if you presume
that these things come from yourself, if you think that you have them from yourself. . . . What, then, must be done so
that we do not perish from the just way? ‘Blessed are all who trust in Him’ (Ps. II, 13). If those who trust in Him are
blessed, those who trust in themselves are wretched. For ‘cursed is every man who places his hope in man’ (Jer. XVII,
5). Therefore do not place it in yourself either, because you too are a man. For if you place your hope in another man,
you will be inordinately humble; but if you place your hope in yourself, you will be dangerously proud. What difference
does it make? Both are ruinous; neither is to be chosen. The inordinately humble man is not raised up; the dangerously
proud man is cast down.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 107).

This sin assumes different forms according to the character of the sects that encourage it. Thus
theologians speak of a praesumptio lutherana, a praesumptio calviniana, a praesumptio pelagiana, and a
praesumptio pia, or, more correctly, pietistica. The Lutherans base their presumption upon the theory
that salvation depends solely on the confidence a man has (fides fiducialis) in the grace of God and the
merits of Jesus Christ, i. e., on faith alone (sola fides) without good works.” The Calvinists believe in

absolute predestination.® The Pelagians held that man can work out his eternal salvation without the

aid of supernatural grace.” A certain class of Pietists make salvation depend on mere “ortho- doxy.”*°

All these theories are false and pernicious.

7 Rom. 101, 28; Jas. II, 14 sqq.— Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can. 9-15.—B. Bartmann, St. Paulus und St. Jakobus iiber die
Rechtfertigung, Freiburg 1897, pp. 140 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 274 sqq.

8 Cfr. Conc. Arausic. I1., c. 25 (epilog.): “We not only do not believe that any persons are predestined to evil by divine
power, but if there are any who wish to believe so great an evil, we say anathema to them with all detestation.”—A.
Zahn, Uber den biblischen und kirchlichen Begriff der Anrechnung, Amsterdam 1899.—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual,

pp- 152 sqq.

9 Rom. X, 3; 1 Cor. X, 12.—St. Augustine, Epist., 196 (al. 200), c. 2, n. 7: “Similar to these [Rom. X, 3] are those who,
although they profess themselves Christians, oppose the grace of Christ in such a way that they think they fulfill the
divine commandments by human powers; as though they too, ignorant of the justice of God and wishing to establish
their own, are not subject to the justice of God, and Judaize not indeed in name but nevertheless in error. This kind of
men had found for itself as leaders Pelagius and Coelestius, the most vigorous defenders of this impiety.” (Migne, P. L.,
XXXIII, 893).—IDEM, Confess., IV, c. 16, n. 31: “Our firmness is firmness when You [God] are it; but when it is our
own, it is weakness.” (P L., XXXII, 706).—On the Pelagian heresy see Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 82
sqq. On the prevalence of the same error at the present day see G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, London
1920, pp. 65 sqq. Father Joyce says: “The idea that a man’s soul is disabled, and that in order to resist temptation he
needs a new force infused into him, is, outside the Catholic Church, almost forgotten. Religion is reduced to the
recognition of God’s sovereignty and the observance of a certain standard of morality; but it is not supposed that there
is anything in this beyond the scope of our natural powers. The idea that man comes into the world spiritually crippled,
and that the religion of Jesus Christ can remedy his ills simply because it communicates to him a new principle of life,
has disappeared. What, for instance, is the view taken of Baptism by the vast majority of our fellow-countrymen? It is
probably true to say that by most non-Catholics it is at most held to secure to the recipient a certain external favor on
God’s part. Many, certainly, regard it as strictly obligatory by reason of Christ’s command. Yet even they do not
consider that the rite confers any internal gift, and would very likely dismiss as absurd the idea that the child who dies
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unbaptized must remain for ever deprived of the beatitude conferred on those who have received that sacrament. There
is no mystery as to the source of these errors. They have their origin in a reaction against the false teaching of the
Protestant Reformers. Luther and Calvin grossly exaggerated the effects of original sin. They declared that it had so
vitiated and corrupted human nature, that fallen man is incapable of the smallest good. Indeed, according to Luther,
even after justification, every act that man performs is stained with sin. The justified are saved, not because they are
delivered from sin, but solely by the imputation to them of Christ’s merits. A teaching so manifestly false could not but
provoke a reaction. Experience teaches us plainly enough that fallen man is not wholly destitute of virtue: that even bad
men are capable, from time to time, of good and generous actions. Hence it is no matter of surprise that those who
have been brought up to believe that this travesty of Christian teaching is the teaching of Scripture as to human nature,
should in preference accept the solution of Rationalism and deny original sin altogether. But when sanctifying grace
and original sin are both gone, what remains of Christianity is hardly distinguishable from pure and simple
Pelagianism. One of the most marked features of this modern view of religion is the almost universal acceptance of the
principle that one religion is as good as another. This is not looked upon as a matter admitting of argument or
discussion. It is assumed as one of those self-evident truths which are beyond dispute: and the fact that Catholics deny
it is regarded as a standing proof of their wrongheadedness. It is accepted equally by the sincerely pious and by those
who are wholly indifferent to religious motives. The pious appeal to it as justifying their charitable hopes for the
salvation of all. There are, they say, many roads to heaven: we must not condemn those who are not travelling along
the same road as ourselves. The indifferent find in it an adequate excuse for the neglect of all religion. So indubitable
does the principle appear to the modern Protestant, that nothing is commoner than to hear the opinion expressed that
foreign missions are the most futile of enterprises. Why, it is asked, can we not leave the Mohammedan to serve his
God in his own way? A sincere Mohammedan is just as likely to be saved as any Christian: to start a religious
propaganda in a Moslem or pagan country may cause much political trouble, and can do no good to anyone. It is, of
course, manifest that if the Christian religion has nothing more to offer to its adherents than a somewhat clearer
knowledge of the moral law than is to be found in other creeds, there is much to be said for the objection. It might
reasonably be doubted in that case, whether it is worth while to disturb the rooted beliefs of a nation in order to confer
on it the problematic benefit of Christianity. Far better, it would seem, to try to induce them to observe the law which
they already acknowledge as divine. The preaching of a new faith, even though it propose a higher ideal, may well cause
more harm by the unsettlement to which it must give rise, than it will do good. But in fact this new form of belief, is,
as we have urged, not Christianity at all. It may be said without irreverence that it would not have been worth while for
God to become incarnate and die upon the Cross, to give man a gift such as that. The true religion of Jesus Christ does
not consist simply in an example of the perfect fulfilment of the law. It is a stupendous gift to our race—the
transformation of our nature by grace, the elevation of man to the high dignity of a child of God. It alone comes from
God, and it alone can bring man to eternal beatitude. All other religions are the work of human imagination, and are
powerless to save us. The Catholic missionary goes out to heathen countries knowing that he brings with him a boon
that is beyond all price. Were the result of his life’s work but to make a single convert, his labors would have been well
spent. Without him that soul would never have obtained grace, but would have passed out of this life still in the
bondage of sin: through him it has been delivered from Satan and raised to be a partaker of the divine nature. He has
achieved a result of inestimable value.”

10 Gen. XVII, 10-14; Deut. X, 16 sqq.; Matt. III, 8-10; XII, 50; Luke III, 8 sq.; John I, 12 sq.; VIII, 33, 39 sq.; Acts III, 25

sq.; X, 28; Rom. II, 28 sq.; VIII, 14; 1 Cor. VII, 19; 2 Cor. XI, 22; Gal. III, 2-29; V, 5 sqq.; VI, 15; Eph. II, 11-22; Phil. III,
2-9; Apoc. 11, 9; I1I, 9.

1631 What is ordinarily called presumption has its origin in a sinful life inspired by the confident
expectation that God will not punish sin, or at least will grant the sinner an opportunity to repent
before death. This is a crime against the Holy Ghost, because, as St. Thomas says, “by presuming
thus a man removes or despises the assistance of the Holy Spirit, whereby he is withdrawn from
sin.”!! Presumption is not, however, always the inspiring motive of such seemingly presumptuous
conduct. Father Noldin says:

1 Symma Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 21, art. 1: “Concerning hope, through which someone adheres to divine power,
presumption can arise through excess when someone tends toward some good as possible through divine power and
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mercy although it is not possible, as when someone hopes to obtain pardon without repentance or glory without
merits. This presumption is properly a species of sin against the Holy Spirit, because through presumption of this kind
the assistance of the Holy Spirit, by which man is recalled from sin, is removed or despised.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 2, ad 3:
“To sin with the intention of persevering in sin under the hope of pardon pertains to presumption, and this does not
diminish but increases the sin. But to sin under the hope of obtaining pardon at some time, with the intention of
abstaining from sin and repenting of it, is not presumption; rather, this diminishes the sin, because through it the
person appears to have a will less firmly fixed upon sinning.”

I64] (1) To sin, or to persevere in sin, through passion or weakness, with the hope of eventually
obtaining forgiveness (cum spe), is not presumption, because in that case the hope of forgiveness is
not the motive of sin, but merely a sentiment accompanying it; as when a soldier who is leading a
sinful life defers confession until his time of service expires.

(2) To sin because it is so easy to accuse oneself of repeated sins of the same species, or because the
confessional is open at all times, or because it is no harder to confess many sins than one or two, is
not presumption, because the real motive in such cases is not the ease with which it is possible to
obtain forgiveness, but the facility of confession.

(3) To sin or persevere in sin because of the hope of forgiveness (propter spem veniae), i. e., because
God forgives many sins as readily as one, or because He will forgive sins as easily later as now, is
presumptuous because the hope of forgiveness in that case is the direct motive of sin and therefore
an inordinate confidence in divine mercy. However, this sin is committed but rarely because in most
instances the hope of obtaining forgiveness is an occasion rather than a motive.!?

12 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, p. 57.

Presumption is of itself grave (ex toto genere suo grave) and therefore always a mortal sin if it involves
heresy or blasphemy; otherwise it admits of smallness of matter.!?

13 Ibid., p. 58.
Certain deep-seated prejudices have recently been corrected by a non-Catholic savant as follows:

“It is a Protestant prejudice . . . that the Evangelical Church alone knows what it is to struggle for
certainty in regard to, and to be personally conscious of, salvation. Current opinion [among
Protestants] entirely ignores Monasticism, which for two important branches of the Christian Church
represents the ideal Christian life. In judging the Catholicism of the western world we must never
forget that to St. Thomas (who advanced in this matter beyond Augustine) belongs the merit of
14 “whether man can know that he has grace,” and of having laid

down certain rules by which it is possible to arrive at an empiric, though not absolute, assurance on
»15

having first discussed the question,

this point.
14 L« . . . »
Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 112, art. 5: “Utrum homo possit scire se habere gratiam?

15k, Holl, Enthusiasmus und Bussgewalt beim griechischen Ménchtum, Leipsic 1898, p. 85.—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, can.
16.—H. Schell, Kath. Dogmatik, Vol. III, P. 1, pp. 346 sq.

1651 It has been pointed out that St. Bernard of Clairvaux speaks of “certitude” in connection with
hope and charity. But the certitude he means has as little in common with the Lutheran brand as St.
Bernard’s theory of justification has with that of the Protestant reformers, for according to the Abbot
of Clairvaux confidence in God has no justifying power, but justification flows from charity and is
never absolutely certain until man has reached Heaven.!®
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16 g, Augustine, Serm., 130, n. 5: “When the doors are closed and the bolts shot, no friend departs, no enemy enters.
There we have true and certain security, if here we have not abandoned the truth.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 728).—Cfr.
Ps. CXLVII, 12-14.—Cfr. P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918, pp. 45 sq.

We sin against hope per defectum if we have too little confidence or none at all in God and His mercy.
This want of confidence may manifest itself in the form of a) Pusillanimity (pusillanimitas), which,
however, is not always an act of the will, but often a mere sentiment or mood, or a temptation arising
from timidity, scrupulousness, disease, lack of instruction, or momentary weakness. In such cases,
though there have perhaps been manifestations of a violent grief bordering on despair, there may be
little or no real guilt; nay, if these periods of mental depression are borne with Christian fortitude,
they may lead to a closer union with God.

I66] b) Want of confidence in God may manifest itself also in a feeling of hopelessness, owing to an
overpowering realization of one’s own weakness and the consciousness of being unworthy of further
graces from above. This is despair in an improper sense, and is frequently only a venial sin.

Despair in the proper sense of the word (desperatio positiva) is a voluntary diffidence in regard to
reaching Heaven and the means necessary thereto; a complete and formal surrender of trust in the
promises of God and of the hope of ever breaking with sin and leading a better life.!” This utter loss
of confidence in one’s own strength and in the power of divine grace may spring from unbelief or
from the positive con- viction that one cannot escape God’s punitive justice. The disposition which
leads to despair frequently arises from spiritual or mental indolence, or from excessive indulgence in
sensual pleasures, which may so completely ruin a man in body and mind that he loses confidence in
himself.!® Thus despair, by its very nature, excludes the possibility of amendment or conversion, and
is a grievous sin against the Holy Ghost,—more grievous even than presumption, first, because divine
Revelation is primarily a manifestation of charity and mercy;'? second, because it is a greater injustice
against God to reject His loving mercy than to disregard His justice,?® and, third, because despair
entails many other sins and is the proximate cause of eternal damnation.?!

17 Gen. 1, 13 sq.; 2 Kings XVII, 23; Matt. XXVII, 3-5.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 40, art. 4, ad 3: “Despair
imports not only the privation of hope, but also a certain withdrawal from the desired thing because of the estimated
impossibility of attaining it.”—Cfr. 2a 2ae, qu. 20, art. 1.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, p. 46.—Vol. II of this Handbook,
pp- 94 sq.

18 Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 20, art. 4: “The object of hope is an arduous good possible to attain either
by oneself or through another. Therefore hope of obtaining beatitude can fail in someone in two ways: in one way,
because he does not regard it as an arduous good; in another way, because he does not regard it as possible to attain
either by himself or through another. That spiritual goods do not taste good to us, as it were, or do not appear to us as
great goods, is chiefly brought about by the fact that our affection is infected with the love of bodily pleasures, among
which the chief are venereal pleasures; for from affection for these pleasures it happens that man disdains spiritual
goods and does not hope for them as arduous goods. And in this way despair is caused by lust. But that someone
should not judge an arduous good possible for him to attain either by himself or through another is brought about by
excessive dejection; when this dominates a man’s affection, it seems to him that he can never be raised up to any good.
And because sloth is a sorrow that casts down the spirit, despair is generated from sloth in this way. Now this belongs
properly to the object of hope, namely, that it be possible; for the good and the arduous also pertain to other passions.
Hence despair arises especially from sloth. It can nevertheless arise from lust for the reason already stated.”

19 Ez. XVIII, 23, 32; XXXIII, 11-16; John 111, 16; XII, 47; 1 Tim. II, 4; 2 Pet. III, 9.

20 g¢, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 21, art. 2: “Presumption is a sin, yet less than despair, because it is more
proper to God to have mercy and to pardon than to punish, because of His infinite goodness; the former belongs to God
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in Himself, but the latter according to our sins.”—Cfr. Ps. CXXIX, 7 sq.—Missale Roman., Dom. X post Pentec.: “O God,
who chiefly manifestest Thy omnipotence by sparing and having mercy, multiply Thy mercy upon us. . . .”—Brev. Rom.,
Litaniae Sanct. Omnium: “O God, whose property it is always to have mercy and to spare, receive our supplication. . . .”

2l g, Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., L, n. 5: “Sin with certain despair is death.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 588).—St. Isidore, Sent.,
1. 11, c. 14: “To commit some disgraceful act is the death of the soul; to despise repentance and to remain in guilt is to
descend into hell after death. Therefore to sin pertains to death, but to despair pertains to descending into hell.”
(Migne, P L., LXXXIII, 617).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 20, art. 3: “If despair is compared with the other
two sins [infidelity and hatred of God] on our part, despair is more dangerous, because through hope we are recalled
from evils and induced to pursue good things; and therefore, once hope is removed, men fall without restraint into
vices and are withdrawn from good works.”

168 Sometimes what is called despair is a mere motus desperationis, essentially a temptation, and
therefore not in itself a sin, and it may be made a means of exercising the soul in virtue.

Despair itself is either partial or total. It is partial if it is not entirely voluntary, and total if it is
entirely voluntary. Despair is never complete or total as long as a man continues to pray, or to
perform good works, or if he resumes the practice of his religion at least temporarily.

The confessor should know that despair is sometimes a consequence and sometimes a symptom of
partial or total insanity.

The sacred writers of both the Old and the New Testament never tire of extolling the mercy of God, .

“«

e., His infinite love and paternal affection for men. He “shows mercy unto thousands;”** He “is

patient and full of mercy;”?® His mercy is vast and tender beyond human understanding;** He is “a

God of compassion, merciful and patient;”*® “

Lord compassion on them that fear Him, for He knoweth our frame;”2® His “mercy is from eternity
227

as a father hath compassion on his children, so hath the

and unto eternity”?” and “from generation unto generations;”?® He is “the Father of mercies and the

God of all comfort;”?° He “saves us not by the works of justice which we have done, but according to

His mercy, »30

he has offended grievously and against his better knowledge,! for God “spared not even His own
232

and so forth. In view of these assurances no sinner need lose confidence, even though

Son, but delivered him up for us all.
22 Ex. XX, 6.

23 Numb. XIV, 17-19.

24 ps. LX, 8; LXVIIL, 17; LXXXV, 5.

25 ps. LXXXV, 15.

26 ps. CII, 13.

27 ps. CII, 17.

28 Luke I, 50; cfr. 1, 54, 72, 78.

29 ) Cor. 1, 3; cfr. Eph. 11, 4.

30 Tit. 111, 5.

31 s, I, 18; Ez. XVIII, 23, 32; 2 Pet. III, 9.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., L, n. 18: “So full art Thou [God] of the richness
of mercy that those who turn to Thee must not despair, not only whatever sinners they may be, but even whatever
impious men they may be.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 597).—IDEM, ibid., n. 6: “Come to the aid [O God] of my grave
wound according to Thy great medicine. What I have is grave, but I flee to the Omnipotent. I would despair of so
deadly a wound of mine if I did not find so great a physician. . . . David himself could not say: ‘I did it ignorantly” (1
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Tim. I, 13). For he was not ignorant how great an evil intercourse with another man’s wife was and how great an evil
the killing of her husband was. Those who did it ignorantly, therefore, obtain the Lord’s mercy; and those who did it
knowingly obtain not just any mercy, but great mercy.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 588).—IDEM, Enarr. in Ps., 36, 3, n. 11:
“We must not despair of others to such an extent that I do not despair even of the man himself so long as he lives. For
we must despair of no one who is living.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 370).—IDEM, Serm., 351 (al. inter Hom. 50), c. 5, n. 12:
“Whatever you have done, whatever you have sinned, you are still in this life, from which God would have removed
you entirely if He had not wished to heal you. Why, then, do you not know that the patience of God leads you to
repentance?” (P L., XXXIX, 1548).

32 Rom. VIIL, 32; cfr. John III, 16; Rom. III, 25; 1 John IV, 9 sq.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 57, n. 17: “This is the most
unconquerable shield by which the enemy of salvation, suggesting despair through the multitude of tribulations and
temptations, is repelled.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 89).

1691 But, though the mercy of God is infinite, we must not abuse it or act with presumption, for, like
mercy, “wrath quickly cometh from Him, and His wrath looketh upon sinners. Delay not [therefore]
to be converted to the Lord, and defer it not from day to day, for His wrath shall come on a sudden,
and in the time of vengeance He will destroy thee.”*3

33 Ecclus. V, 7-9; cfr. Ps. CII, 18; Ecclus. XVI, 12 sq.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 144, n. 11: “Do not therefore say:
Tomorrow I shall turn, tomorrow I shall please God, and all today’s and yesterday’s sins will be forgiven me. You speak
truly that God has promised pardon to your conversion, but He has not promised tomorrow’s day to your delay.”

(Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1877).—IDEM, Serm., 20, n. 1: “Let the soul that has sinned say, ‘Create a clean heart in me, O
God,” etc. (Ps. L, 12), lest it perish more by despairing than it destroyed itself by sinning.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 138).

|70 READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 20 sq.—Billuart, De Spe, art. 5.—St.
Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., lib. III, n. 20 sq.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, 2nd ed., pp. 341 sqq.—
Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 409 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, pp.
54 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, SJ., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 247 sqq.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity,
Dublin 1918, pp. 28 sqq.
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Chapter III: Charity

SECTION 1: NATURE, MOTIVE, AND OBJECT OF CHARITY

|71 1. NATURE OF CHARITY.—a) Charity (caritas theologica sive divina) is a supernaturally
infused virtue, by which we love God as the Sovereign Good, above all else, for His own sake, and our
neighbor as ourselves.! This definition is nominal rather than real, but it clearly indicates the causes,
the object, and the motive of the theological virtue of charity.

1John XV, 9; Rom. V, 5; VIII, 15; Gal. 1V, 6; 1 John IV, 7-16.—St. Augustine, De Doctr. Christ., I. III, c. 10, n. 16: “By
charity I mean the movement of the soul toward enjoying God for His own sake, and oneself and one’s neighbor for
God’s sake; but by cupidity, the movement of the soul toward enjoying oneself and one’s neighbor and any body
whatsoever not for God’s sake.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 72).—Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., . II, p. 13, c. 6: “Holy
Scripture commends to us a twofold charity, namely, that of God and that of our neighbor. The charity of God, that we
so love Him as to rejoice in Him. The charity of our neighbor, that we so love him, not that we rejoice in him, but that
we rejoice with him in God. This is to love God for His own sake, but our neighbor for God’s sake. God, therefore, is to
be loved for His own sake because He Himself is our good. But our neighbor is to be loved for God’s sake because our
good is in God together with him.” (P. L., CLXXVI, 528).

In the phraseology of the Church and of the Schoolmen a distinction is made between charity
(caritas) and love (amor). Amor is the more general term, embracing all kinds of love, whereas
caritas signifies either God Himself, the immediate and proximate object of theological charity,? or
the act by which He loves us,? or that by which we love Him,* or, more commonly, the supernatural
habit or theological virtue of charity.” The Scholastics speak of amor concupiscentiae, but never of
caritas concupiscentiae, of amor vitiosus, but never of caritas vitiosa, of amor naturalis, but never of
caritas naturalis.®

21John1V, 8, 16.

3Jer. XXXI, 3; Rom. V, 8 sqq.; 2 Cor. V, 14; Eph. II, 4; 1 John IV, 10, 16, 19.

4 Rom. VIII, 35, 39.

> Rom. V, 5; 1 Cor. XIII, 13; 2 Cor. XIII, 13; Gal. V, 22; Phil. I, 9; 2 Thess. I, 3; 1 Tim. I, 5.
5 Cfr. K. Martin, Lehrbuch der kath. Moral, 5th ed., p. 350.

1721 b) To understand the nature of supernatural or theological charity we must study the analogous
sentiment of natural love (amor). Love may be directed either to persons or to inanimate objects
(temporal possessions, honor, etc.) and comprises (a) a knowledge of the object to which it is
directed and pleasure in that object (amor complacentiae); (B) a desire for, or tendency towards, that
object on account of its goodness or desirability (amor concupiscentiae), and (y) a surrender of one’s
own personality to the person or object loved (amor benevolentiae sive amicitiae).”

7 Cfr. st. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 26, art. 3 sq.

These three forms of natural love are analogous to the three stages in which charity, or the love of
God, our Sovereign Good, unfolds itself towards us. In both cases the higher stages of development
pass beyond the lower, elevating and transfiguring, though not suppressing them. As the amor
complacentiae and the amor concupiscentiae have their motive not so much in the object towards
which they tend, as in the loving subject, such a love is invariably egoistic and therefore imperfect.
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The love of friendship alone (amor benevolentiae sive amicitiae) is true charity, and, if directed
towards God, it is perfect, because its formal object or motive lies entirely within the person to whom
it is directed.®

8 ps. CXXXVIIL, 17; Luke XII, 4; John XV, 14 sq.;—Cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 7: “Whence man from unjust
becomes just, and from an enemy a friend.”

I731 Charity or theological love has its roots in the will and is productive of good. It is therefore a
virtue; nay, the highest and noblest of all virtues, superior even to faith and hope,? because it imparts
to all the others their tendency towards God. Therefore St. Paul aptly calls it “the fulfilling of the
law,”1° “the bond of perfection,”11 “the end of the commandment,”!? i. e., the object or purpose of
the Gospel. The beautiful description of charity in the first Epistle to the Corinthians!? is a classic of
»14

religious literature. St. Thomas refers to charity as “the root of faith and hope”'* and declares that it

is the mother or form of all virtues.!"> Charity endures forever, whereas faith is ultimately

transformed into vision, and hope into possession.16

91 Cor. XII1, 13.

10 Rom. X111, 10.

 Col. 111, 14.

129 Tim. 1, 5.

131 Cor. X111, 1-3, 13.

14 symma Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 65, art. 5, ad 2.

15 Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 62, art. 4; cfr. 2a 2ae, qu. 23, art. 3 sqq.
16 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, pp. 390 sq.

1741 2. THE MOTIVE OF CHARITY.—The motive or formal object of charity is God, or, more
specifically, the divine attributes of goodness and amiability (bonitas absoluta) which are identical
with His essence. Without this motive theological love could not exist. On the other hand, to love
God for His own sake is more perfect than to love Him for our sake. His absolute goodness is the
primary motive of charity, but it does not exclude the secondary motive of bonitas communicativa, i.
e., the divine goodness in as much as it is communicated to men through the creation and the
redemption, sanctification, and beatification of the human race, because this communication
presupposes, or is the result of, absolute goodness. In matter of fact we are exhorted to love God for
a variety of motives, e. g., because He is our Creator, Redeemer, and chief Benefactor, and because He
has sanctified us and promised to make us forever happy in Heaven.!”

17 Mark X, 45; John 111, 16 sq.; XV, 13; Rom. V, 8-10; VIII, 32; 2 Cor. V, 15; 1 John III, 16; IV, 9 sq., 19.—G. Lahousse,
Tract. de Virtut. Theol., Bruges 1900, pp. 376 sqq.

3. THE OBJECT OF CHARITY.—The immediate material object (obiectum materiale) of charity is
God Himself; its secondary and mediate object, whatever proceeds from, and is positively related to,
Him. Hence love of God must be accompanied by love of fellowmen. We have no true charity unless
we love our neighbor, (a) be- cause God commands us to love our neighbor, making obedience to this
commandment the distinguishing mark of His disciples; (b) because Jesus in life and death taught us
by word and example to love our fellowmen, and (c) because every human being is a child and an
image of God, redeemed by the blood of Christ, and called unto eternal salvation.!®
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18 Matt. XXII, 37-39; 1 John 1V, 12.—St. Augustine, De Trinit., l. VIIL, c. 8, n. 12: “This context [1 John 1V, 7, 8, 20]
declares clearly enough that this very fraternal love (for fraternal love is that by which we love one another) is
proclaimed on such great authority not only to be from God, but also to be God. Therefore, when from love we love our
brother, from God we love our brother; nor can it be that we do not chiefly love that very love by which we love our
brother. Hence it is gathered that those two precepts cannot exist without each other. . . . From one and the same
charity, therefore, we love God and our neighbor, but God for God’s sake, and ourselves and our neighbor for God’s
sake.” (Migne, P. L., XLII, 958).—IDEM, De Moribus Eccles. Cath., I. I, c. 26, nn. 48-51.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol.,
2a 2ae, qu. 25, art. 1: “God is the reason for loving our neighbor, for this is what we ought to love in our neighbor, that
he be in God. Hence it is manifest that the act by which God is loved and that by which our neighbor is loved is the
same in species. And for this reason the habit of charity extends not only to the love of God but also to the love of our
neighbor.”

I751 As for irrational creatures, to love them should cause us to love God, because they manifest His
wisdom and goodness in direct proportion to their amiability.'® This also explains why habitual and
unnecessary cruelty to animals is incompatible with true charity or love of God.

19 ¢, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 25, art. 3: “The friendship of charity cannot be had toward an irrational
creature. Nevertheless, irrational creatures can be loved from charity as goods which we will for others, namely, insofar
as from charity we will them to be preserved for the honor of God and the usefulness of men; and thus God too loves
them from charity.”

The love of our neighbor will be treated at length in the fifth volume of this Handbook, which deals
with Man’s Duties to His Fellowmen.

1761 As Jesus Christ is true God, one who loves Christ as a Divine Person thereby makes an act of
theological charity, and as the goodness of God nowhere manifests itself so splendidly as in the
Incarnation, the Passion, and the death of our Lord, the most effective method of eliciting an act of
divine charity is to meditate on the goodness which moved God to become our fellowman through
His birth, our prize through His death, and our reward through His glory.?°

20 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 63.

READINGS.—Peter Lombard, Sent., III, dist. 27-32 (Migne, P. L., CXCII, 812).—St. Bonaventure,
Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 27-30 (Opera Omnia, Vol. III, pp. 558 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Summa
Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 23-24.—F Suarez, De Caritate, disp. 1-6 (Opera Omnia, Vol. XII, pp. 634 sqq.).—
S. Schiffini, S.J., Tract. de Virtutibus Infusis, pp. 423 sqq.—W. Liitgert, Die Liebe im Neuen
Testament, Leipsic 1905.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 59 sqq.—Ad.
Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 416 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol.
I, 11th ed., pp. 251 sqq.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, Dublin 1918.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic
Doctrine of Grace, London and New York 1920, pp. 82 sqq.

SECTION 2: NECESSITY OF CHARITY

1771 1. Charity, qua love of God, is absolutely necessary to salvation. St. John says: “He that loveth
not, abideth in death,”! and St. Paul: “If any man love not our Lord Jesus Christ, let him be
anathema.”? As a virtue charity corresponds to an express divine command,® in fact, to “the greatest
and the first commandment” given by Christ.* The necessity of charity is, moreover, deducible from
human nature itself, for, as St. Augustine says, the human heart finds no rest until it is united with
God.”

11 John 111, 14; cfr. IV, 16.
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21 Cor. XVI, 22; cfr. Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 6 sq.
3 Deut. VI, 5.
4 Matt. XXII, 36-38; Mark XII, 29 sq.; Luke X, 27.

5 Confess., L. I, c. 1: “Thou hast made us for Thyself, and our heart is restless until it rests in Thee.” (Migne, P. L.,
XXXII, 661).

2. Charity being necessary for salvation, its practice is a grave duty. Christ demanded of His disciples
that they love Him more than their nearest kin. “He that loveth his father or mother more than me,
is not worthy of me; and he that loveth son or daughter more than me, is not worthy of me.”® “If any
man come to me, and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and
sisters, yea his own life also, he cannot be my disciple.”” The Apostles insist that we must love
Christ.®> Now not only does our faith teach that God is the highest or sovereign Good (summum
bonum) in every imaginable respect, but the scriptural passages cited above, and especially the
wording of the first and greatest command given by Christ Himself, show that our love of God must
be the highest of which we are capable. Hence it is a postulate of charity that we must love God as
the infinitely lovable Being (infinite diligibilis) above all else, that is, more than any other person or
thing.? It is necessary, however, to distinguish between amor appretiative summus and amor intensive
SUMmmus.

6 Matt. X, 37.
7 Luke X1V, 26.
81 Cor. XVI, 22; Col. 111, 14; 1 John 1V, 7, 16, 19; Jude 20 sq.

9 Matt. XXII, 37.—St. Augustine, De Doctr. Christ., 1. 1, c. 22, n. 21: “This rule of love was divinely established, that you
should direct all your thoughts, your whole life, and your whole understanding toward Him from whom you have the
very things that you direct. But when He says, with the whole heart, the whole soul, the whole mind, He left no part of
our life vacant which ought to give place, as it were, so that it might wish to enjoy some other thing; but whatever else
comes into the mind to be loved is swept there, where the whole impetus of love runs.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIV, 27).—
IDEM, Confess., 1. X, c. 29: “He loves Thee less who loves something together with Thee which he does not love for Thy
sake.” (P L., XXXII, 796).—IDEM, De Moribus Eccles. Cath., 1. 1, c. 11, n. 18: “No one doubts that the highest good,
which is also called the best, must not merely be loved, but must be loved so that we ought to love nothing more; and
this is signified and expressed by what was said: with the whole soul, and with the whole heart, and with the whole
mind. Who, I ask, would doubt, when all these things have been established and most firmly believed, that there is
nothing else best for us, toward the attainment of which we ought to hasten with all other things set aside, than God?
Again, if nothing separates us from His charity, what can be not only better but also more certain than this good?” (P
L., XXXII, 1319).—Cfr. Gury, I, n. 191-193.

1781 a) Amor appretiative summus depends on the free determination of the will and consists in
appreciating God more highly than anything else and in being ready, for His sake and for the sake of
our eternal salvation, to renounce all other advantages rather than lose His grace or offend Him by a
mortal sin. Amor intensive summus is the highest kind of emotional love of which a man is capable. It is
present in the soul of one who dreads nothing more than to lose God.

1791 b) From the very nature of these two kinds of love it follows that the former alone can be a
matter of strict duty. The essential and decisive element in all love is the amor effectivus, i. e., that
which manifests itself in deeds, in a strong inclination of the will towards God, a surrender of the
soul to Him, obedience to His commands, zeal for His honor and the propagation of His kingdom.
“He that hath my commandments and keepeth them,” says Christ, “he it is that loveth me.”!? “If any
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one love me, he will keep my word.”!! “He that keepeth his [God’s] word, in him in very deed the
charity of God is perfected, and by this we know that we are in him.”!?

10 7ohn X1V, 21.
W John X1V, 23 sq.

124 John I, 5; 1V, 12, 17.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, art. 8: “The perfection of charity can be
understood in two ways: in one way on the part of the object loved, and in another way on the part of the one who
loves. On the part of the object loved, charity is perfect when something is loved as much as it is lovable. But God is as
lovable as He is good; but His goodness is infinite, and therefore He is infinitely lovable. No creature, however, can love
Him infinitely, since every created power is finite. Hence in this way the charity of no creature can be perfect, but only
the charity of God, by which He loves Himself. On the part of the one who loves, charity is perfect when he loves as
much as he can. This happens in three ways. First, so that the whole heart of man is actually borne toward God at all
times; and this is the perfection of the charity of the fatherland, which is not possible in this life, in which, because of
the weakness of human life, it is impossible always actually to think about God and to be moved by love toward Him.
Second, so that a man devotes his effort to being free for God and divine things, setting aside other things except so far
as the necessity of the present life requires; and this is the perfection of charity which is possible on the way, but it is
not common to all who have charity. Third, so that a person habitually places his whole heart in God, namely, so that
he thinks or wills nothing contrary to divine love; and this perfection is common to all who have charity.”—Cfr. in St.
Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. VI, n. 442.—]. Deharbe, S.J., Die vollkommene Liebe Gottes im Gegensatz zur unvollkommenen,
Ratisbon 1856.—L. Lessius, De Summo Bono, ed. H. Hurter, Freiburg i. B., 1869.

1801 Moreover, the pious emotions which constitute the so-called amor affectivus are transitory and
cannot be elicited at will. We know of great Saints who were unable to banish entirely that state of
spiritual dryness which mystic writers call ariditas mentis and which, according to their teaching, God
purposely inflicts on His faithful servants in order to test their love and increase their merits.
Nevertheless, every good Christian should strive with all his might to make his charity as intensive as
possible, first, by ardent prayer, and second by carefully fostering the fire of divine love in his heart.
We must therefore not only beware of expelling the Holy Spirit by mortal sin, or weakening His
operation in us by committing venial transgressions, but frequently make acts of charity and thereby
strive to increase and confirm this all-important theological virtue in our hearts.?

13 Luke XI, 13; Rom. V, 5; Gal. V, 22; Col. I, 8; Eph. 1V, 30; Phil. I, 9; 1 Thess. V, 19.—Conc. Trident., Sess. VI, c. 10, can.
24.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, artt. 4-7.

1811 How often such acts should be made depends largely on circumstances. It is certain that this
duty binds all men in the hour of death, or when life is endangered, or when one, while unable to go
to confession, is compelled to make an act of contrition, or in grievous temptations which cannot be
overcome by other means. It is perhaps not too much to say that a man cannot progress steadily on
the way of perfection unless he makes explicit acts of faith, hope, and charity at least once a day.!*
However, no faithful Catholic need be anxious about this obligation if he strives to lead a good life
and has a firm and constant purpose to avoid mortal sin, though all are advised to make explicit acts
of charity frequently, in order that they may become more closely united with God and accustomed to
such acts as a preparation for death.!®

14 cfy. Prop. Damnat. sub Innoc. XI., n. 5: “We do not dare to condemn as sinning mortally one who elicits an act of love
of God only once in his life.”—Prop. 6: “It is probable that not even every five years does the precept of charity toward
God of itself strictly bind.”—Prop. 7: “It binds only when we are obliged to be justified and have no other way by which
we can be justified.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, nn. 1155 sqq.).—Cat. Rom., P II, c. 2, qu. 52: “After Baptism the most fierce

struggle of concupiscence against the spirit was left behind; yet in this contest it is not fitting for a Christian man to be
broken or weakened in spirit, since, trusting in God’s kindness, we ought to rely on the best hope that by the daily
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practice of living rightly, whatsoever things are chaste, whatsoever just, whatsoever holy (Phil. IV, 8), these same things
may also appear easy and pleasant. Let us gladly think these things; let us do these things with a cheerful spirit, that
the God of peace (2 Cor. XIII, 11) may be with us.”

15 Gury, I, n. 193: “Devout faithful persons easily satisfy the precept of charity, because they frequently elicit acts of
charity by rejoicing in the divine perfections; by wishing that no one offend Him and that all love and worship Him and
observe His commandments; by praying devoutly that His name be sanctified and His will be done; by avoiding sin
because it displeases Him, etc. The faithful, therefore, ought not to be anxious about this obligation, provided that they
strive after a Christian life and constantly retain a ready will to avoid grave sins. Nevertheless, the faithful should be
advised to elicit explicit acts of charity frequently in life, for greater union with God, and so that the soul may be
prepared easily to elicit similar acts at death.”

182] The duty of fostering and promoting charity is a very important one, because charity is the very
soul of the spiritual life, and without it good works, nay even miracles and extraordinary graces,
would be of no effect. “If I speak with the tongues of men and of angels, but have not charity, I am
become (as) sounding brass or clanging cymbal. And if I have (the gift of) prophecy, and comprehend
all mysteries and all knowledge; and if I have all faith, so as to displace mountains, but have not
charity, it profiteth me nothing.”'®

16 1 Cor. XII1, 1-3; cfr. XVI, 14; Col. III, 14.—St. Augustine, Epist., 140 (al. 120), c. 18, n. 45: “Piety is the worship of
God, nor is He worshipped except by loving. The highest and true wisdom, therefore, is in that first precept [Matt.
XXII, 37], and consequently wisdom is charity.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 559).

Negatively, the commandment of charity forbids all, especially mortal, sins. “He who saith that he

knoweth [God], and keepeth not His commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in him.”!”

171 John 11, 4 sq.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, art. 12: “One contrary is removed by another contrary
supervening. But every act of mortal sin is contrary to charity according to its proper nature, which consists in this:
that God be loved above all things and that man subject himself totally to Him, referring all his things to Him. It
therefore belongs to the nature of charity that a person so love God that in all things he wills to subject himself to Him
and to follow the rule of His commandments in all things; for whatever is contrary to His precepts is manifestly
contrary to charity, and therefore has of itself the power to exclude charity.”

1831 It goes without saying that the theological virtue of charity, both because of its nature and on
account of its object, must be supernatural,18 efficacious,!® and constant.?°

18 Rom. V, 5.—Cfr. Propositiones Damnat. Baii, n. 34: “That distinction of a twofold love, namely, natural, by which God
is loved as the author of nature, and gratuitous, by which God is loved as beatifier, is vain and fictitious and devised for
mocking the sacred writings and very many testimonies of the ancients.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1034).

19 John X1V, 15, 21; 1 Cor. XIII, 4-7; 1 John III, 18; V, 3; 2 John 1 sq., 6.

20 John XV, 9 sq.; Rom. VIII, 35-39; Jude 21.—St. Augustine, De Moribus Eccles. Cath., 1. I, c. 11, n. 19: “Let us consider
each point briefly. No one separates us thence by threatening death. For that very thing by which we love God in spirit
cannot die except when it does not love God, since death itself is not to love God, which is nothing other than to place
something before Him in loving and following. No one separates us thence by promising life, for no one separates us
from the fountain itself by promising water. An angel does not separate us, for when we cling to God our mind is not
weaker than an angel. Power does not separate us; for if by power is meant here that which has some authority in this
world, the mind clinging to God is altogether higher than the whole world. But if by power is meant that which is the
most upright affection of our own soul, then, if it is in another, it favors our being joined to God; if it is in us, it itself
joins us. Present troubles do not separate us, for we feel them the more lightly the more closely we cling to Him from
whom they try to separate us. The promise of future things does not separate us, for whatever future good there will be
God promises more certainly, and nothing is better than God Himself, who is assuredly already present to those who
cling well to Him. Neither height nor depth separates us; for if these words perhaps signify height or depth of
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knowledge, I shall not be curious lest I be separated from God, nor does anyone’s teaching separate me from Him as
though it were driving away error, from which no one at all would err unless separated from Him. But if by height and
depth the upper and lower regions of this world are signified, who will promise me heaven so that [ may be separated
from the maker of heaven? Or who will terrify me with hell so that I may abandon God, whom, if I had never
abandoned Him, I should not know hell? Finally, what place will tear me away from His charity, who would not be
wholly everywhere if He were contained in any place?” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 1319).

READINGS.—G. Lahousse, Tract. de Virtutibus Theol., Bruges 1900, pp. 376 sqq.—J. Deharbe, S.J., Die
vollkommene Liebe Gottes in threm Gegensatz zur unvollkommenen, Ratisbon 1856.

I84] L. Lessius, De Summo Bono, ed. Hurter, Freiburg i. B. 1869.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol.
Mor., Vol. 1II, pp. 428 sqq.—]J. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching and its Antagonists, New York
1914, pp. 223 sqq.—G. H. Joyce, S.J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, pp. 83 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J.,
Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 64 sqq.

SECTION 3: FRUITS AND EFFECTS OF CHARITY

185] The fruits and effects of charity, or the forms in which this virtue manifests itself, are, broadly
speaking, the twelve so-called gifts of the Holy Ghost,! more especially joy and peace,” a desire to be
made conformable to the will of God, and zeal for His holy cause.

1 See Vol. I of this Handbook, pp. 280 sqq. Also W. E Stadelman, C. S. Sp., Glories of the Holy Ghost, Techny, Ill., 1919,
pp- 47 sqq. and G. H. Joyce, S. J., The Catholic Doctrine of Grace, pp. 94 sqq.

2 John XV, 9-11; Rom. XIV, 17; 1 Cor. XIII, 4-7; Gal. V, 22 sqq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 28-29.—P.
Biirger, Unterweisungen {iber die christliche Vollkommenbheit, pp. 635, 642 sqq.

1. Joy in God (amor laetitiae) may be defined as pleasure in His presence, delight in contemplating
His revelations, and the consciousness of being always an object of His omniscience and benevolent

care.3

3 Cfr. Phil. I, 18; 3 John 4.—P. W. von Keppler (tr. by J. McSorley), More Joy, St. Louis 1914.—Seneca, Ep., 23, 4:
“Believe me, true joy is a serious thing.”

“The joy of salvation,” says Bishop Keppler, “the joy of the Saviour, whether bleeding in victorious
battle against the legions of evil, or risen again amid Easter alleluias, or gloriously ascended to
Heaven and reigning there; the joy of the Holy Ghost; the vision of perfect future joy, the reward of
Heaven,*—all this remained as a precious legacy to the disciples, and has become the precious legacy
of every one who is united to the Saviour in faith and love. The inner experience of the Apostle
testifies that ‘the kingdom of God is not meat and drink, but justice and peace and joy in the Holy
Ghost.”> He names joy second among the fruits of the spirit.® He proclaims as the Christian law of
life: ‘Rejoice in the Lord always; again, I say, rejoice.”” and, ‘Let the peace of Christ rejoice in your
hearts.”® When the first Christian communities were organized, ‘breaking bread from house to house,
they took their meat with gladness and simplicity of heart.”” All the trouble, danger, and affliction
which came upon the Christians in times of persecution could not cause anything more than a quasi-
sadness in the midst of real permanent joy, ‘as sorrowful, yet always rejoicing.”!° During centuries of
the most frightful and bloody persecution, amid pain and torment, in flames and funeral pyres, in
rackings and scourgings, in the darkest depths of dungeons, this indestructible joy has always kept up
its exultant song.”!!

4 Matt. XXV, 21; 1 Pet. I, 6-8.
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> Rom. X1V, 17.

6 Gal. V, 22.

7 Phil. 1V, 4.

8 Col. 111, 15.

? Acts 11, 46.

102 Cor. I, 10.

B Keppler-McSorley, More Joy, pp. 116 sq.

186 “The characteristic of all those who have attained to a perfect love of God,” says the most
renowned of contemporary Dominican theologians, Fr. Albert M. Weiss, “is an exceptional and
imperturbable happiness, a cheerfulness so surprising, so permanent, so frank and childlike, that the
prejudiced children of this world are tempted to get vexed at it. . . . Whoever encounters souls of this
kind, perceives from their very appearance that their condition does not depend on the world around
them, but originates in their own spiritual depths. Their minds are not easily upset by storms, for
their lives are built upon God, who is inaccessible to the disturbing influence of the elements. They
have nought to fear from God; they are at peace with themselves. Why then, should they not be
happy?”'?

124 M. Weiss, O.P, Apologie, Vol. III, 2nd ed., p. 831; Keppler-McSorley, op. cit., p. 122.

1871 This joy in God and in divine things inspires reverence for His majesty (amor reverentialis).
Freely does the faithful Christian acknowledge the majesty and sublimity of God, and gladly does he
bow before Him,—not like a slave who dreads the lash, but like a child that confidently trusts in his
father’s kindness. “Perfect charity casteth out fear, because fear hath pain, and he that feareth is not

perfected in charity.”!?

131 John 1V, 18.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 118, 25, n. 7: “Perfected charity casts out this fear, by which punishment
is feared; it makes men free, not through fear of punishment, but through delight in justice. For that fear by which
justice is not loved but punishment is feared is servile, because it is carnal, and therefore does not crucify the flesh. For
the will to sin is alive, and appears in deed when impunity is hoped for. But when punishment is believed to follow, it
lives hiddenly, yet it lives. For it would rather that what the law forbids were permitted, and it grieves that it is not
permitted, because it does not spiritually delight in the law’s good, but carnally fears the evil which it threatens. But
with chaste fear charity itself, which casts out this fear, fears to sin even if impunity should follow, because it does not
judge that impunity will follow when, through love of justice, it regards sin itself as punishment.” (Migne, P. L.,
XXXVII, 1576).—IDEM, Serm., 161 (al. 18, De Verbis Apost.), n. 9: “Servile fear is that by which you fear to burn with
the devil; chaste fear is that by which you fear to displease God.” (P L., XXXVIII, 883).

To this childlike reverence is added gratitude (amor gratitudinis), which consists in the joyful
acknowledgement of innumerable favors received from God without any merit of our own,'* and is
combined with fear of all that runs counter to His will and regret for one’s own weakness,
imperfection, and sinfulness (amor dolorosus). If a man’s individual faults are the object of this
sorrow, it is called contrition; in all other cases, Christian sadness.!®

142 Cor. 11, 14; Eph. V, 20; Col. 11, 15, 17; 1 Thess. V, 18.
15 Matt. V, 5; Rom. XII, 15; 1 Cor. XIII, 6.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 28, art. 2.

I88] 2. The tendency to conform one’s will to that of God (amor oboedientiae sive conformitatis)
takes the form either of obedience or resignation, according to the manner in which the divine will
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manifests itself, namely, as a law or as a decree. Both obedience and resignation to the will of God
must be universal and willingly rendered. However, it is no sin, but sometimes may be a proof of
childlike charity, to desire that this or that particular decree of Providence be changed. Christ prayed
on Mount Olivet: “My Father, if it be possible, let this chalice pass from me; nevertheless not as I

will, but as thou wilt,”'®*—and we are allowed to follow His example.

16 Matt. XXVI, 39 sqq.

3. Zeal for the cause of God is such a necessary requirement of true charity that the latter cannot
exist without the former. This zelus amoris consists mainly in an earnest endeavor to prevent others
from offending God, or to induce them to embrace the true faith, or to do penance for their sins, or to
lead a more perfect life. To be genuine, this zeal for souls must be free from egotistic motives, aim
only at God and His glory, and employ no means except those which are legitimate in themselves or
at least do not hinder the attainment of the end in view. This is but another way of saying that our
zeal must be tempered with prudence and should never outrun the bounds of modesty and
benevolence. Where these conditions are lacking, even the most ardent zeal is apt to injure rather
than to help the cause of God.!”

17 ps, LXVIIL, 10; Matt. XXIII, 15; Luke IX, 51 sqq.; John II, 17; Rom. X, 2; XII, 9; 2 Cor. X, 2; Gal. I, 14; VI, 17 sq.; 2
Tim. L, 3; Jas. [, 21.—P. Chaignon, S. J., Le Ciel Ouvert par le Zéle, Angers 1882 (German tr. by M. Hoffmann, Der
Seeleneifer, Mayence 1902).

189] Legitimate means for propagating the kingdom of God are instruction, example, and intercessory
prayer. To these may be added almsgiving for the purpose of rendering the poor more receptive for
good advice and example. Violence and compulsion are contrary to the spirit of Christianity and
therefore forbidden.'®

18 Epist. ad Diognet., c. 7, n. 3-5 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 402): “Was it, as one might reckon concerning
men, in tyranny and fear and terror? Certainly not, but in gentleness and meekness: as a king sending a royal son, He
sent him; as God He sent him; as a man to men He sent him; as saving He sent him, as persuading, not compelling—
for violence has no place with God. He sent him as calling, not pursuing; He sent him as loving, not judging.”—
Tertullian, Apol., c. 24: “See that this too does not contribute to the charge of irreligion: to take away freedom of
religion and forbid the choice of divinity, so that it is not permitted to me to worship whom I wish, but I am forced to
worship whom I do not wish. No one will wish himself to be worshipped by an unwilling person, not even a man.”
(Ed. E. E Leopold, p. 1, 96).—IDEM, Ad Scap., c. 2: “It is a right of man and a power of nature for each one to worship
what he has thought fit, nor does the religion of one harm or benefit another. But it is not the part of religion to compel
religion, which ought to be undertaken voluntarily, not by force, since even sacrifices are demanded from a willing
spirit.” (Ed. Leopold, p. 248).—A. Seitz, Die Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 192 sqq.

190] READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 28.—F. W. Faber, The Creator and the
Creature, Book III.—St. Francis de Sales, Traité de I’Amour de Dieu.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol.
Mor., Vol. II, pp. 419 sq.—Msgr. Gay, La Vie et les Vertus Chrétiennes, Paris 1876, Tr. XII.

SECTION 4: SINS AGAINST CHARITY

[91] Mortal sin, both as an act and as a state, is diametrically opposed to the theological virtue of
charity, which spells union with God, whereas mortal sin involves separation from Him.!

L Cft. Prov. X, 12; Luke VII, 47; 1 Pet. IV, 8.—St. Augustine, Tr. in Ioan., I, n. 6: “Pride extinguishes charity; therefore
humility strengthens charity; charity extinguishes sins.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1982).—IDEM, De Doctr. Christ., II, c.
10, n. 16: “The more the kingdom of cupidity is destroyed, the more charity is increased.” (P. L., XXXIV, 72).—IDEM,
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Enchiridion, c. 117: “Carnal cupidity reigns where there is no charity of God.” (P. L., XL, 287).—St. Thomas, Summa

Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 24, art. 10: “Every mortal sin is contrary to charity.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 12: “Every act of mortal sin
is contrary to charity according to its proper nature, which consists in this, that God be loved above all things.”—Cfr.

this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 16 sqq.—P. O’Neill, Divine Charity, pp. 14 sqq.

As charity has various degrees, so mortal sin, which is its antithesis, may be more or less grievous.

1. HATRED AND CONTEMPT OF GOD.—Most directly opposed to charity is hatred and contempt
of God.?

2 John XV, 18-25.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 34, art. 1: “God can be apprehended by man in two ways: in
one way according to Himself, for example, when He is seen through His essence; in another way through His effects
[Rom. I, 20]. But God through His essence is goodness itself, which no one can hate, because it belongs to the nature
of the good that it be loved; and therefore it is impossible that anyone seeing God through His essence should hate
Him. But some of His effects are such that they can in no way be contrary to the human will, because to be, to live, and
to understand are both desirable and lovable to all, and these are certain effects of God. Hence also, inasmuch as God is
apprehended as the author of these effects, He cannot be hated. But there are certain effects of God which are
repugnant to a disordered will, such as the infliction of punishment and also the restraint of sinners by divine law,
which are repugnant to the will depraved by sin; and with respect to the consideration of such effects, God can be hated
by some, insofar, namely, as He is apprehended as the prohibitor of sins and the inflictor of punishments.”

192] Hatred of God (odium Dei), in its fully developed form, is the sin of the demons. In men, as a
rule, it results only from an immoral life. “To hate God, the giver of all good things,” says St. Thomas
Aquinas, “is to sin deliberately, and this is a sin against the Holy Ghost. Hence it is evident that
hatred of God is chiefly a sin against the Holy Ghost, in so far as the sin against the Holy Ghost
denotes a special kind of sin: and yet it is not reckoned among the kinds of sin against the Holy
Ghost, because it is universally found in every species of that sin.”?

3 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 34, art. 2, ad 1: “Hatred of God is especially a sin against the Holy Spirit, insofar as sin
against the Holy Spirit names a certain special kind of sin; yet it is not numbered among the species of sin against the
Holy Spirit, because it is found generally in every species of sin against the Holy Spirit.”—Ibid., art. 5: “Hatred which is
opposed to this love is not first in the destruction of virtue, which occurs through vices, but last; and therefore hatred
is not a capital vice.”

Contempt of God may be direct or indirect. Direct contempt (contemptus formalis) amounts to the
same thing as hatred of God, whereas indirect contempt (contemptus practicus) is, strictly speaking,
contained in every sin, because every transgression of the divine law implies a preferring of the
creature to God.

2. MORAL INDOLENCE.—Opposed to the love that produces good works (amor effectivus) is sloth
or indolence (acedia), which we have defined in a previous volume of this Handbook* as a
sluggishness of the soul that makes it dread physical and mental labor in the exercise of virtue. This
fault may manifest itself in neglect of prayer and other religious exercises, lukewarmness in matters
pertaining to salvation, indifference to virtue and spiritual things (desidia, inertia), distraction and
neglect of duty, libertinism, aversion to revealed truth, disgust for religion, ingratitude towards God,
and lack of zeal for His holy cause.’

4Vol. 11, p. 83.
5 Matt. XIII, 19; XX1V, 38; 2 Cor. VII, 10.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 35, art. 1-4.

193] 3. ZELOTRY AND BLIND FANATICISM.—Opposed to charity from still another point of view is
false zeal, which employs this virtue as a cloak to hide its egotistic aims. We have in mind particularly
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the fanaticism of unenlightened even though well-meaning Christians, which so often hinders good
causes. It is wrong to pursue selfish aims under the pretext of seeking the glory of God. Those who
are guilty of such conduct may believe themselves to be actuated by genuine zeal, but they lack
enlightenment and prudence.

Religious fanaticism sometimes develops into disrespect for God and hatred of those who venture to
disagree with the misguided zealot. “Woe to you scribes and Pharisees,” said our Divine Lord,
“hypocrites, because you go round about the sea and the land to make one proselyte, and when he is
made, you make him the child of hell twofold more than yourselves.”® He prophesied to His
disciples: “They will put you out of the synagogues, yea, the hour cometh, that whosoever killeth
you, will think that he doth a service to God.”” We are not permitted to hate any person in the name
of religion, though we may and should hate sin, iniquity, and error. “Let love be without
dissimulation,” says St. Paul, “hating that which is evil, cleaving to that which is good.”®
every species of pseudo-religious zeal which springs from hypocrisy, selfishness, jealousy, error, or
superstition, is wrong and damnable.” Only he who is animated by a pure and an ardent desire for
the glory of God and the welfare of his fellowmen, can truthfully say with the Psalmist: “The zeal of
thy house hath eaten me up.”'°

Therefore

6 Matt. XXIII, 15.

7 John XVI, 2 sq.; Rom. X, 2; Gal. I, 13 sq.; Acts VIII, 3; IX, 1; XXIII, 21; XXVI, 9; Phil. I, 15-17; 2 Tim. I, 3.
8 Rom. XII, 9; cfr. Luke IX, 51-56.

2 Cfr. Matt. VII, 3-5; XXIII, 13; Luke VI, 41 sq.; John XVI, 2; Rom. X, 2; Phil. I, 15, 17.

10 ps. LXVIIL, 10; cfr. John 11, 17.

[94] We sometimes hear it said that one who cannot hate is incapable of loving. There is truth in this
adage. Ardent enthusiasm for what is good usually inspires implacable hatred of evil. We may and
should hate evil, but we are never allowed to hate the evil-doer. The Gospel shows us Christ
inveighing with holy anger against the Pharisees because they degraded God’s sacred temple for their
selfish purposes; but His anger is directed against their evil deeds, not against their persons as such.
Thus, too, our hatred of evil should be free from personal bitterness. No matter how cordially we
detest sin, we must treat those who commit it with kindness and forbearance. Moreover, it is not
always easy to distinguish between good and evil tendencies; much that appears wicked in the actions
of men is at bottom only immaturity or thoughtlessness.

195] READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 34-35.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor.,
Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 382 sqq.—Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 383 sqq.—Chr. Pesch,
S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. VII, 2nd ed., pp. 291 sqq.—F A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I,
4th ed., pp. 373 sqq.—H. Noldin, SJ., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 70 sq.—E. Miiller,
Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 82 sqq.—Suarez, Tract. de Caritate, disp. VI, sect. 1.—Amort, Theol.
Mor.,, tr. IX, § VIII.
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Chapter I: The Nature, Efficacy, and Object of Prayer

B. PRAYER

1961 1. NATURE OF PRAYER.—Prayer (gvUxr1), mpooevx1, oratio) may be broadly defined as the act of
raising the mind to God. All intelligent creatures are bound to think of God now and then and hold
converse with Him in order to exercise their faith, hope, and charity.! This converse may be mental
(verbum mentis) or vocal, i.e., expressed in words (verbum oris).?

st Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 7: “Faith believes; hope and charity pray. But without faith they cannot exist, and by
this very fact faith also prays.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 234).—IDEM, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 9, n. 18: “In faith, hope, and
charity themselves, we always pray with continual desire. But for this reason, at fixed intervals of hours and times, we
also ask God in words, so that by signs of things we may admonish ourselves, may make known to ourselves how much
progress we have made in this desire, and may stir ourselves more ardently to increase it. For a more worthy effect will
follow when a more fervent affection precedes it.” (P. L., XXXIII, 501).

2 ps. XXIV, 1.—St. John Chrysostom, Homil. in Gen., XXX, c. 7: “Prayer is discourse with God.” (Migne, P. G., LIII,
280).—St. John Damascene, De Fide Orth., L. III, n. 24: “Prayer is an ascent of the mind to God or a request of fitting
things from God.” (P. G., XCIV, 1089).—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., LXXXV, n. 7: “Your prayer is speech to God: when
you read, God speaks to you; when you pray, you speak to God.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1086).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol.
I, n. 250: “Prayer, taken broadly, is an elevation of the mind to God, or any pious affection of the soul toward God and
supernatural things. In the stricter sense, however, it is a request of fitting things from God.”—A. Poulain, S.J., The
Graces of Interior Prayer, 2nd ed., pp. 1 sqq.

[97] Prayer in all its forms—adoration, praise, petition, thanksgiving—constitutes an act of divine
worship, because when a man prays he honors and reveres God and acknowledges Him to be the
author of all goodness. Prayer is, therefore, not merely man’s voluntary acknowledgment of his entire
dependence on God, but likewise the first and most immediate act of worship, and consequently an
essential element of that natural religion which is found among all nations, even the most degraded
savages.’

3E.v. Lasaulx, Studien des klassischen Altertums, Ratisbon 1854, pp. 137 sqq.; J. Déllinger, Heidentum und
Judentum, Ratisbon 1857, pp. 199 sq., 369, 526 sq.; W. Schneider, Die Naturvélker, Vol. II, pp. 269 sq., 347 sqq.; C.
Ausfeld, De Graecorum Precationibus, Leipsic 1903.

Prayer attains its highest and most perfect development in the Catholic Church, which teaches that
we must “adore the Father in spirit and in truth,”* and assures us that we have in Christ a Mediator

through whom we shall receive whatever we ask for in His name.®

4 John 1V, 24.
5 John XV, 16; cfr. Matt. VI, 9; Mark I, 35; Luke XI, 1 sqq.; John XIV, 13 sq.; XVI, 23; Heb. V, 7; VII, 25.

In Gen. IV, 26 we read that Enos, the son of Seth, “began to call upon the name of the Lord.” This
rather obscure text can not mean, as some pretend, that Enos invented prayer or was the first to
introduce public worship. The former hypothesis is unlikely on a priori grounds, while the second is
refuted by the fact, attested by the same holy Book, that long before Enos was born, Cain and Abel
publicly “offered gifts to God.” As to what the passage does mean, exegetes are not agreed. Some
think it marks the institution of solemn public sacrifice. Others regard it as a testimony to the
ancient use of the name “Yahweh,” thinking that Enos began to worship God by that name. A third
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group maintains that in the days of Enos the pious Sethites began to be known as children of
Yahweh, in opposition to the wicked descendants of Cain, who called themselves “sons of men.” The
last-mentioned assumption derives plausibility from the fact that in Gen. VI, 2 the Sethites are called
simply “sons of God.” However, we rather incline to the opinion that Gen. IV, 26 was originally a
gloss, explaining that before Enos it was forbidden to pronounce the name of God, and that this
gloss, through an error made by some careless copyist, slipped into the sacred text.°

6 Cfr. A. B. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebriischen Bibel, Vol. I, Leipsic 1908, pp. 25 sq.

198 2. EFFICACY OF PRAYER.—Christ said: “Your Father who is in heaven, [will] give good things
to them that ask him.”” This oft-repeated promise can have but one meaning, namely, that the right
kind of prayer is sure to be heard by God. Prayer, in other words, is absolutely certain in its effects.
Moreover, it strengthens man’s friendly relations with God, confirms faith, invigorates hope, kindles
love, enlightens the intellect, steels the will, purifies the heart, and thus disposes the soul for the
fruitful reception of grace.®

7 Matt. VII, 11; cfr. XVIII, 19 sq.; Jas. V, 16.

8 ps. XLIX, 15; John XVI, 24; cfr. Tertullian, De Orat., c. 24: “Prayer alone is what conquers God. . . . Prayer is the wall
of faith, our arms and weapons against the man who watches us from every side. Therefore let us never walk unarmed.
By day let us remember our station, by night our vigil. Under the arms of prayer let us guard the standard of our
emperor; let us await the angel’s trumpet while praying.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 16).—St. John Chrysostom, Homil. in
Gen., XXX, n. 5: “For prayer is truly a great thing, a great security, a great treasure, a great harbor, an inviolate place.”
(Migne, P. G, LIII, 279).—Pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm., 47 (al. 226 de Temp.): “The prayer of the just is the key
of heaven. Prayer ascends and God’s mercy descends. Although the earth is low and heaven high, God nevertheless
hears the tongue of a man, if he has a clean conscience.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIX, 1838).—Serm., 55 (al. 4 ex Homil., 50),
n. 1: “He truly knows how to live rightly who knows how to pray rightly.” (P. L., XXXIX, 1849).—On Luther’s teaching
concerning the efficacy of “right prayer” (oratio vera) see Denifle, Luther und Luthertum, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 109 sqq.
(Eng. tr. by R. Volz, Luther and Lutherdom, Vol. I, Part I, Somerset, O., 1917, pp. 113 sqq.)

1991 Besides these general effects, prayer has a very special one, namely, to obtain for us the things
for which we ask, provided, of course, we pray in the right spirit, i.e., with due regard to God’s honor
and the salvation of souls. It is in this sense that Christ says: “All things whatsoever you shall ask in
prayer, believing, you shall receive.”®

9 Matt. XXI, 22; cfr. Matt. VI, 5 sqq.; VIL, 7 sq.; XVIII, 19 sq.; XXVI, 39, 42; Mark XI, 24 sq.; John X1V, 13 sq.; XV, 7, 16;
XVI, 23; cfr. 1 Kings III, 18.—F Schmid, Die Wirksambkeit des Bittgebetes, Brixen, 1895.

When St. Monica grieved for her wayward son Augustine, a bishop advised her “to pray for him to
the Lord” and consoled her with the assurance: “It is impossible for a son of so many tears to be

lost »10

10 It cannot happen that the son of so many tears should perish.” St. Augustine, Confessiones, III, c. 12 (Migne, P. L.,
XXXII, 691).

The objections usually made against the efficacy of prayer are inspired by Pantheistic or Deistic
prepossessions and cannot stand the clear white light of Christian revelation.!! Prayer is not
incompatible with belief in God and the immutability of His Providence. We do not appeal to God to
tell Him our needs, which He knows better than we, but to recall to our own minds the truth that He
is the Author of all goodness and that we depend entirely on His bounty.!> When we pray we do not
mean to persuade God to change His eternal decrees; on the contrary, our prayers have entered into
those decrees, as secondary causes, from all eternity.'?
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1 ., st. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 2.—IDEM, Contra Gentiles, III, c. 95 sq.—V. Cathrein, S. J.,
Moralphilosophie, Vol. I, 4th ed., pp. 36 sq.

12 Matt. VI, 8, 32.—St. Augustine, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Divers.), c. 3, n. 4: “Lest perhaps someone say here: If [God]
knows what is necessary for us, why do we say even a few words? Why do we pray? He Himself knows what He knows
to be necessary for us. But for this reason He wished you to pray, that He might give to one who desires, lest what He
gives be held cheap, because He Himself has inspired the desire itself.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 379).—IDEM, Epist.,
130 (al. 121), n. 17: “What reason He does this, who knew what was necessary for us before we ask Him, can stir the
mind, unless we understand that our Lord and God wishes our will, which He cannot be ignorant of, to become known
to ourselves, but our desire, by which we may be able to receive what He prepares to give, to be exercised in
prayers.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 18: “Hence also that which the Apostle says (Phil. IV, 6) is not so to be understood as
though [our petitions] became known to God, who indeed knew them before they existed, but that through patience
they should become known to us before God, not through boastfulness before men.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 500 sq.).—St.
Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 2, ad 1: “It is not necessary for us to address prayers to God so that we
may manifest our needs or desires to Him, but so that we ourselves may consider that in these matters recourse must
be had to divine aid.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 3: “God out of His liberality bestows many things upon us even when not
asked, but He wills to bestow certain things upon us when we ask, and this is for our benefit, namely, that we may
acquire a certain confidence in having recourse to God and that we may recognize Him as the author of our goods.”—
Catech. Rom., P 1V, c. 2, qu. 7.

13 Matt. XXIV, 20.—Conc. Vatic., Sess. III, c. 1: “This one true God, by His goodness and almighty power . . . by a most
free counsel, at once from the beginning of time fashioned out of nothing both creatures, the spiritual and the
corporeal. . . . But all things which He created, God by His providence protects and governs, reaching mightily from end
to end and ordering all things sweetly. For all things are naked and open to His eyes (Heb. 1V, 13), even those which
will come to pass by the free action of creatures.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 2: “By divine
providence it is disposed not only which effects shall occur, but also from which causes and in what order they shall
proceed. Now among the other causes the causes of certain things are human acts. Hence men must do certain things,
not that by their acts they may change the divine disposition, but that by their acts they may fulfill certain effects
according to the order arranged by God; and the same is also true in natural causes. And it is similar also regarding
prayer; for we do not pray in order to change the divine disposition, but that we may obtain that which God disposed to
be fulfilled through prayers.”

[101] St. Thomas says: “All mistakes in this matter arise from failing to note the difference between
the system of the universe and any particular system (universalem ordinem et particularem). There is
nothing to hinder any particular system being changed, whether by prayer or by any other means; for
there is that existing beyond the bounds of the system which is capable of changing it. But beyond
the system that embraces all things nothing can be posited whereby such system could possibly be
changed, depending as it does on the universal cause. Therefore the Stoics laid it down that the
system established by God could nowise be changed. But they failed in a right appreciation of this
general system in supposing that prayers were useless, which was taking for granted that the wills of
men, and their desires whence their prayers proceed, are not comprehended in that general system.
For when they say that the same effect follows whether prayers are put up or not,—follows, that is, as
part of the universal system of things,—they manifestly reserve and except prayers as not entering
into that general system. Supposing prayers included in the system, then effects will follow from
them by divine appointment as from other causes. One might as well exclude the effects of other
every-day causes as exclude the effect of prayer. And if the immutability of the divine plan does not
withdraw the effects of other causes, neither does it take away the efficacy of prayer. Prayers, then,
avail, not as changing a system arranged from eternity, but as being themselves part of that system.
And there is no difficulty in the efficacy of prayer changing the particular system of some inferior
cause, by the doing of God, who overpasses all causes, and who consequently is not bound by the
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necessity of any system depending on any cause; but, on the contrary, every necessity of system
dependent on any inferior cause is checked by Him, as having been instituted by Him. Inasmuch,
then, as pious prayers avail to alter some points of the system of inferior causes that was established
by God, God is said to ‘turn’ or ‘repent.” Hence St. Gregory says that God does not change His
counsel, though He sometimes changes His sentence,—not the sentence which declares His eternal
arrangements, but the sentence which declares the order of inferior causes, according to which
Ezechias was to die, or some nation to be punished for its sins. Such change of sentence is called in
metaphorical language ‘repentance,” inasmuch as God behaves like one repentant, to whom it belongs
to change what He has done. In the same way God is said metaphorically to be ‘angry,” inasmuch as
by punishing He produces the effect of anger.”!*

14 Summa contra Gentiles, 111, c. 96 (Rickaby, God and His Creatures, pp. 258 sq.). In the above passage, according to
Fr. Jos. Rickaby, S.J., whose free translation we have adopted (God and His Creatures, London 1905, p. 259), St.
Thomas admirably, though perhaps inadvertently, “hits off the real meaning of what he and Aristotle called ‘contingent’
in reference to a ‘particular system,” but (apart from the doings of free will) every event is ‘necessary’ in the ‘general
system,” on the hypothesis of that system being. The killing of a sheep by lightning is a contingency unprovided for in

the ovine economy, but pre-arranged in the general economy of the universe, in which general system it is an
hypothetical necessity: it must be, if the system is to stand as it is.”

[102] 3. THE OBJECT OF PRAYER.—Whatever man may legitimately desire, he may also pray for. “It
is permitted to pray for what it is permitted to desire.”!® The opinion that we are permitted only to
pray in a general way that God’s “will be done on earth as it is in Heaven,” is contrary to Revelation.
Both the Old and the New Testament, especially the Epistles of St. Paul, contain numerous instances
of prayer offered for specific objects. Christ Himself prayed not only for the salvation of mankind in
general, but for particular favors, of which the very prayer He taught His disciples enumerates no less
than seven. St. Paul says: “Be nothing solicitous, but in every thing,'® by prayer and supplication,
with thanksgiving, let your petitions!'” be made known to God.”!8

15 g, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 6.—St. Augustine, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Div.), n. 2: “Many ask for
what they ought not to ask, being ignorant of what is expedient for them. Therefore he who invokes must guard
against two things: lest he ask for what he ought not, and lest he ask it from one from whom he ought not.”—IDEM,
ibid., n. 4: “The words which our Lord Jesus Christ taught in the [Lord’s] Prayer are a form of desires. You are not
permitted to ask for anything other than what is written there.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 378, 379).—IDEM, Epist., 130

(al. 121), n. 23: “Therefore let there at least be shame in asking for things which one is not ashamed to covet.” (P L.,
XXXIII, 503).

16 ¢y navtd.

17 14 aithpata vpdv.

18 phj], 1V, 6; cfr. Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XXII, 32; XXIII, 34.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 5.

11031 a) Unconditionally we should pray for the supernatural graces of the moral order and for
sanctification, i.e., eternal beatitude and whatever is required to attain it,—sufficient and efficacious
grace, the gifts of the Holy Ghost, and the higher graces of the interior life. Conditionally we may
pray for such favors and blessings as do not immediately serve the purpose of self-sanctification, e.g.,
the charismata, visions, miracles, revelations,—provided, namely, that the circumstances of the case
are not such as to render our prayer a tentatio Dei. Conditionally we may and should also petition
God for the good things of the natural order. The condition is that we do not desiderate these
temporal blessings inordinately, i. e., for their own sake, but with due subordination to our
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supernatural destiny and the kingdom of God. A superabundance of temporal goods entails many
temptations and dangers, and therefore, generally speaking, man should not desire or pray for wealth
unless it is probable that he will employ it well, and even in that case he should exclude all inordinate
desire by adding to his prayer the condition: “Provided it will help me to save my soul.”!?

19 proy. XXX, 8 sq.; Matt. VI, 33; XIII, 22; XXIV, 20; 1 Tim. VI, 8-10; Jas. IV, 3, 15; V, 17 sq.—Prop. Damnat. Mich. de
Molinos, n. 14 sq. (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1234 sq.).

11041 b) It is wrong and strictly forbidden to pray for anything that would surely prove detrimental to
one’s own salvation or the salvation of others (mala ordinis moralis), e.g., for the withdrawal of some
indispensable grace, or that some one might sin, even if it were only as a means of humiliation and
reform.?°

20 Cfr. Rom. 111, 8; Gal. II, 17.—St. Augustine, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Div.), n. 3: “In the holy Psalms you have read that
the one who speaks in the Psalms seems to call down many evils upon his enemies. And indeed, someone says, the one
who speaks in the Psalms is just; why, then, does he wish such evils upon his enemies? He does not wish them, but
foresees them: it is the prophecy of one who foretells, not the desire of one who curses. For in the spirit they knew to
whom evil was to happen and to whom good; and through prophecy they spoke as though they wished for what they
foresaw. But you, how do you know whether the one upon whom you now call down evil will not become better than
you? But I know that he is wicked, you say. And do you know that you are wicked? Although perhaps you dare to judge
concerning another’s heart, which you do not know, yet you do know that you are wicked.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII,
378).

Evils of the natural order (mala physica), on the other hand, may be made the object of prayer in so
far as they are licit means for the attainment of a higher end.

[105| READINGS.—BI. Albertus Magnus, Tract. de Forma Orandi, ed. A. Wimmer, Ratisbon 1902.—
St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P V,, c. 10 (ed. 2a, Vicetia, pp. 434 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Summa
Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83.—St. Alphonsus de’ Liguori, Prayer, the Great Means of Salvation, tr. by J. B.
Coyle, C.SS.R., London 1922.—G. Tillmann, Das Gebet nach der Lehre der Heiligen, Vol. I, Freiburg
1874.—A. Stockl, Das Christentum und die modernen Irrtiimer, Mayence 1886, pp. 140 sqq.—J. B.
Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 31 sqq.—L. Lemme, Die Macht des Gebetes,
Barmen 1887.—O. Lefranc, La Priére, Paris 1904.—I. M. L. Monsabré, La Priére. Paris 1906.—S.
Schiffini, S.J., Tractatus de Virtutibus Infusis, pp. 574 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol.
I, 11th ed., pp. 151 sq., 157 sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 209 sqq.
—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastoral., Vol. II, pp. 497 sq., 505 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J.,
Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 269 sqq.—J. J. Wynne, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XII,
pp- 345 sqq.—Fisher, A Treatise on Prayer, London 1885.—Jos. Egger, S.J., Are Our Prayers Heard?
London 1910.—Aug. Poulain, S.J., The Graces of Interior Prayer (tr. by L. Yorke Smith, 4th ed.,
London, s. a.).—Pohle-Preuss, Grace, Actual and Habitual, 5th ed., St. Louis 1924, pp. 43, 91, 127
sqq., 133, 142 sq., 266 sqq., 431, 433, 435.—C. Pesch, S.J., Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. IX.
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Chapter II: The Necessity of Prayer and the Duty of Praying

1106 1. THE NECESSITY OF PRAYER.—Prayer is necessary for every adult human being because
without it no one can be saved. It is necessary by virtue of a positive divine command (necessitate
praecepti), as may be gathered from many passages of Sacred Scripture; but it is also necessary as a
means to attain salvation (necessitate medii) because prayer is the ordinary instrument which God
has provided for obtaining the graces without which no man can save his soul.!

Lctr. Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., I, n. 251: “Prayer is necessary for all adults by necessity of precept, indeed more
probably by necessity of means. The former is proved from numerous passages of Sacred Scripture, e.g. Mt. XXVI, 41,
Lc. XVIII, 1. The reason for the latter is that prayer is the ordinary means established by God for obtaining necessary
graces (Io. XVI, 24).” Cfr. Cat. Rom., P IV, c. 1, qu. 2-4.

Christ Himself inculcated the duty of prayer by word and example. “Thus therefore shall you pray,”
He says: “Our Father who art in heaven,” etc.? “Watch ye, and pray that ye enter not into
temptation.”? “Going out, he went into a desert place: and there he prayed.”* “And I say to you, ask;
and it shall be given you; seek, and you shall find; knock, and it shall be opened to you.”® “He spoke a
parable to them, that we ought always to pray.”® “He said to them: Pray, lest ye enter into
temptation.”” “And being in agony, He prayed the longer.”®

2 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.

3 Matt. XXVI, 41.

4 Mark I, 35.

> Luke XI, 9 sqq.

® Luke XVIII, 1.

7 Luke XXII, 40 sqq.

8 Luke XXII, 43.

1107 The Apostles faithfully echo the teaching and reinforce the example of their Master. “Let us
rejoice in hope,” says St. Paul, and be “patient in tribulation, instant in prayer.”? “By all prayer and

supplication praying at all times in the spirit.”!? “Pray without ceasing.”!! Saint Peter writes: “Be

prudent, therefore, and watch in prayers.”’? St. John assures us that “whatsoever we shall ask

according to his will, he heareth us.”13

2 Rom. XII, 12; cfr. Col. IV, 2.
10 Eph. VI, 18.

111 Thess. V, 17.

121 pet. v, 7.

131 john V, 14.

The Fathers of the Church again and again insist on the necessity of prayer. Thus St. Cyprian says:
“The Lord taught us to pray, not only by words, but also in deed, praying frequently Himself and thus
showing us by His example what our duty is. . . . If He who was without sin prayed, how much more
must sinners pray? If He spent the whole night in watching and praying, how much more should we
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pray and watch!”!* Saint Ambrose writes: “The Lord Himself spent all night in prayer, in order to
invite you by His example to pray.”!> And St. Augustine: “Christ, who was the only-begotten Son, co-
eternal with the Father, appeared in the form of a servant, and as such could have prayed silently; but
He desired to appear petitioning the Father in such a way as to remember that He was our teacher,” i.
e., in whatever He did, He never forgot that He was our teacher.!®

14 De Dom. Orat., c. 29: “The Lord taught us to pray, not only by words, but also in deed, praying frequently Himself
and entreating and showing by the testimony of His example what it behooved us to do. . . . But if He who was without
sin prayed, how much more does it behoove sinners to pray! And if He watched throughout the whole night praying

with continual prayers, how much more ought we to watch at night in frequent prayer.” (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat.
Vindob., Vol. 111, 1, 288).

15 Expos. in Ps., 118, s. 8, n. 45: “The Lord Himself spent the night in prayer, that He might invite you by His own
example to pray.”—Cfr. the same Father’s Expos. in Lucam, 1. V, n. 10: “The Lord also is first said to have prayed (Lc. V,
16), certainly not for aid, but for example; for He gave a model for imitation, not seeking influence to obtain
something.” (Migne, P L., XV, 1313, 1638).

16 Tract. in Ioan., 104, n. 2: “The Lord, the only-begotten and co-eternal with the Father, could, in the form of a servant
and from the form of a servant, if this were necessary, pray in silence; but He willed so to present Himself to the Father
as a petitioner that He remembered He was our teacher.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1902).

1108] In view of these and many other similar texts we may say without exaggeration that it is the
unanimous teaching of Sacred Scripture and tradition that no adult who has the use of reason can be
saved without prayer, and that whoever habitually neglects this indispensable means of grace, forfeits
his soul’s salvation.

“Even to the baptized and to the saints prayer for divine assistance is always necessary,” says the
second Council of Orange, “in order that they may be enabled to attain a happy end or persevere in
good works.”!”

17 Conc. Arausic. 11, can. 10; cfr. Vol. II, of this Handbook, p. 101, note 9.

[109] 2. WHAT IT MEANS TO PRAY WITHOUT CEASING.—In saying that we ought to pray
“always” and “without ceasing,”!® Sacred Scripture does not, of course, mean that we must be
continually engaged in actual prayer, but that we should have that habitual or virtual disposition
which the theologians call “a good intention” and through which man’s whole life becomes, as it
were, one continuous prayer or act of divine worship. “Therefore, whether you eat or drink, or
whatsoever else you do, do all to the glory of God,” says the Apostle.!® “Whatever you do,” writes St.
Augustine, “do with a good intention, and you will be praising God.”*°

18 Luke XVIII, 1; XXI, 36; 1 Thess. V, 17; cfr. Eph. VI, 18.
191 Cor. X, 31.

20 Enarr. in Ps., XXXIV, s. 2, n. 16: “Who can endure praising God all day? I suggest a remedy whereby you may praise
God all day, if you wish. Whatever you do, do well and you have praised God. When you sing a hymn, you praise God:
what is your tongue doing unless your conscience also praises Him? You have ceased singing the hymn and depart to
refresh yourself? Do not get drunk, and you have praised God. You depart to sleep? Do not rise up to curse, and you
have praised God. You conduct business? Do not commit fraud, and you have praised God. You cultivate a field? Do not
stir up strife, and you have praised God. By the innocence of your works prepare yourself to praise God all day.”
(Migne, P L., XXXVI, 341).

Gury tersely explains the duty of prayer as follows: “The command to pray obliges frequently, but not
without intermission, because to pray without intermission is impossible on account of human
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weakness. The words, ‘pray al- ways,” or ‘pray without ceasing,” therefore, according to the common
interpretation of theologians, mean that we must pray frequently, whenever an occasion offers, and
never cease to pray because of disgust, sloth, or discouragement; in other words, that we must direct
all our actions to God.”?!

21 Compend. Theol. Mor., I, n. 251: “The precept of praying obliges frequently, but not without intermission, which is
impossible for human weakness. The words, therefore, ‘we ought always to pray,” signify, according to the common
interpretation of the doctors, that one must pray frequently at an opportune time and never cease because of weariness,
sluggishness, dejection of spirit, or even that our actions generally must be directed to God.”

I110] What we may call the moral continuity of prayer consists in preserving the virtue of charity,
which is the true source of all prayer. We should pour out our soul before God, as it were, frequently
and in the most ardent manner of which we are capable. This is the sense of the maxim: “Pray often,
but briefly,” which governed the conduct of so many saints.*

22 Cfy, St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., XXXVII, n. 14: “Your desire is your prayer, and if the desire is continuous, the
prayer is continuous. For the Apostle did not say in vain: ‘Pray without intermission’ (1 Thess. V, 17). Do we bend the
knee without intermission, prostrate the body, or raise the hands, that he may say: ‘Pray without intermission’? Or if
we say that we pray thus, I think we cannot do this without intermission. There is another interior prayer without
intermission, which is desire. Whatever else you do, if you desire that sabbath, you do not cease to pray. If you do not
wish to cease praying, do not cease desiring. Your continuous desire is your continuous voice. You will be silent if you
cease loving.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 404).

“When charity grows cold,” says St. Augustine, “the heart becomes silent; when love burns warmly,
the heart calls to God. If charity glows always, your heart prays, and if you pray always, you desire
always, and if you desire, you think of Heaven.”??

23 IDEM, ibid.: “The coldness of charity is the silence of the heart; the burning of charity is the cry of the heart. If
charity always remains, you always cry, you always desire; if you desire, you remember rest.”

I111] “The cause of prayer,” says St. Thomas, “is the desire of the heart, from which prayer must
proceed, and which must be continuous in us, either actually or virtually, for the power of this desire
is in everything that we do out of charity. Now we must ‘do all to the glory of God,” as the Apostle
says; and therefore our prayer must be continuous. ‘Through faith, hope, and charity,” as St.
Augustine puts it, ‘we pray incessantly with a continuous desire.””**

24 summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 14: “The cause of prayer is the desire of charity, from which prayer must proceed;
and this must be continuous in us, either actually or virtually, for the power of this desire remains in all things which
we do from charity. But we ought to do all things for the glory of God, as is said in 1 Cor. X, 31. And according to this
prayer ought to be continuous. Hence Augustine says: Through faith and hope and charity we always pray with a
continuous desire.”

By entertaining such a desire habitually, and with the aid of short and ardent exclamations known as
ejaculatory prayers (preces iaculatoriae sive iaculatae), we can comply almost literally with the
command to pray without ceasing.?®

25 St. Augustine, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 10, n. 20: “The brothers in Egypt are said indeed to have frequent prayers, but
nevertheless very brief ones and as if hurriedly ejaculated, lest that watchfully raised intention, which is most necessary
for prayer, vanish and grow dull through longer delays. And by this they also show sufficiently that this intention, just
as it must not be blunted if it cannot last, so if it does last, must not quickly be broken off.” (Migne, P. L., XXXII, 501).
—Cfr. P Biirger, Unterweisungen tiber die christl. Vollkommenheit, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1905, pp. 325, 344 sq.
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Christ Himself gave us the most effective ex- ample of continuous prayer. He was able to say: “You
ought to pray always,” for His life was one long, uninterrupted prayer. In all He does thoughts of
eternity flash through the veil of His sacred humanity. In Him all things are consecrated and brought
nearer to God, because all are envisaged from the vantage point of eternity. While His days are
devoted to labor for the glory of God and the benefit of His fellowmen, His nights are given to
watching and praying.?®

26 Cfr. Hettinger-Mtiller, Apologie des Christentums, Vol. II, 9th ed., p. 468.

I112] Continuous praying does not necessarily involve the use of many words. “To make many
words,” says St. Augustine, “is one thing, to have lasting devotion, another. It is written of our Lord
that He spent whole nights in prayer and that He prayed for a long time. Of the brethren in Egypt we
are told that they often prayed, but their prayers were very short and, as it were, stealthily
ejaculated,?” in order that the carefully nurtured devotion which is most necessary for prayer, should
not disappear or be weakened in consequence of the length of time. By this they show that they do
not allow their devotion to become dulled, if it cannot be continuous, and, on the other hand, do not
stop short when it continues. Therefore, do not employ many words when you pray, but pray much
when you have devotion. To employ many words when praying means to waste words in a necessary
matter; but to pray much means to knock constantly and with pious insistence at the door of Him to
whom we direct our petitions. For here sighing and weeping is always better than much talking.”?® In
this passage St. Augustine gives the name of orationes iaculatae to those short and oft repeated
prayers which are so effective if they come straight from the heart and are practiced habitually. He
compares them with arrows shot to Heaven. An early example occurs in Numb. XII, 13: “Moses cried
to the Lord, saying: O God, I beseech thee, heal her [Miriam].” This brief ejaculation is described by
the Talmud as a model prayer.?

27 “They had frequent prayers, but nevertheless very brief ones and as it were ejaculated.”
28 See note 25, supra.

29 Berachoth, 34a. On ejaculatory prayers a modern theologian says: “Short prayers are greatly to be commended to the
faithful, namely, brief petitions by which we beseech good things from God for ourselves or others, and pious
aspirations by which we briefly elicit acts of charity, confidence, sorrow for sins, or others. They provide great
usefulness, inasmuch as by them many graces are obtained, virtues increased, temptations most easily conquered, the
intellect imbued with heavenly light, affection lifted up, will inflamed, whatever earthly attachment and deformity is in
us gradually cleansed, and in a certain way we emulate the blessed themselves in heaven. They can be made day and
night, at home and abroad, and are hindered by no business; rather they make all business easier. Some aspirations are
more fitting for beginners, others for those advancing, others for the very pious or perfect. But let each person elicit the
affections to which, through the grace of the Holy Spirit, he feels himself drawn. Above all, it is profitable to elicit acts
of charity frequently and, while supplicating, to offer oneself and one’s own to the most Sacred Hearts of Jesus and
Mary.” (E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. III, Vienna 1884, p. 520).

[113] 3. THE DUTY OF PRAYING.—No detailed rules can be given for guiding the individual in
complying with the duty of prayer, properly so called. Beyond a few general precepts all is left to
custom and personal inclination and necessity. Certain definite prayers are prescribed for divine
service, in the administration of the Sacraments, in the use of sacramentals, etc. Custom requires the
saying of morning and evening prayers and grace before and after meals.>® Though this custom does
not entail a universally binding precept, one who would not pray at all, either because of neglect or
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indifference, could hardly escape sinning, and continued neglect of prayer is a sure indication of
lukewarmness and spiritual sloth.3!

30 pg, LIV, 17 sq.; LXIII, 7; Wisd. XVI, 28; Eccles. XXXII, 17; Deut. VI, 10; Matt. XIV, 19; XV, 36; XXVI, 26; John VI, 11;
Rom. X1V, 6; 1 Tim. IV, 3-5.—Doctrina XII Apost., c. 8: “Pray thus three times a day.” (Funk, Patres Apost., Vol. I, 2nd
ed., p. 21).—Constitut. Apost., 1. VII, c. 47-49 (ed. Funk, I, 455 sqq.).—Tertullian, De Orat., c. 10: “How rash it is
either to pass the day without prayer (Eph. IV, 26), while you cease to make satisfaction to your brother, or to lose the
prayer through persevering anger.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 7).—IDEM, ibid., c. 20: “But neither to take food before, nor to
approach the bath before, interposing prayer, befits the faithful. The refreshments and foods of the spirit are to be held
before those of the flesh, and heavenly things before earthly.” (Ed. Leopold, II, 14).—IDEM, Apol., c. 39: “We do not
recline at table before prayer has first tasted of God. . . . In like manner prayer ends the banquet.” (Ed. Leopold, I, 112).
—St. Jerome, Epist., XXII, n. 37: “Let food not be taken unless prayer has been offered beforehand, nor let one depart
from the table unless thanks are returned to the Creator.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 421).

31 Cfr. Gury, Compend., I, n. 253: “It is asked whether one sins who omits morning or evening prayers. 1. The answer
is negative precisely in itself, if they are omitted only now and then. The reason is that there is no law commanding set
prayers on each day and at certain hours. Many nevertheless say that it is venial by reason of the general custom of the
faithful. But in practice those who omit them more frequently cannot be excused, both because they do not pray more
at another time or in another way and so frequently fail the precept of prayer, and because on account of the dangers
which occur daily, when prayer is neglected they fall into more sins. The preacher or catechist, however, will act more
prudently if he abstains from expounding that controversy.”

I114] Man has special need of prayer when he is exposed to temptations and dangers, whether of
body or soul, or beset by tribulations and trials.3? It would be a mistake to pray only when the soul is
favorably disposed, for it is precisely in the state of spiritual dryness that we stand most in need of
grace. We must, therefore, cultivate a prayerful disposition and try to preserve it by frequently raising
the mind to God and leading a good Christian life.

32 ps. CXIX, 1; Matt. VI, 13; XVII, 20; XXVI, 41.

11151 4. THE DIVINE OFFICE.—Clerics in higher orders are bound by the law of the Church to recite
the Divine Office.

“All men,” says a recent writer, “should be constantly prostrate before the Divine Majesty to offer
Him their praises and thanks, to implore the forgiveness of their sins and the helps necessary to
salvation. But since the laity, distracted by earthly cares, acquit themselves but very imperfectly of
this great duty, God has charged His Church to supply their inability and neglect. The Church, in fact,
supplies this by the holy Sacrifice of the Mass, which is constantly and uninterruptedly offered
throughout the whole day, and also by the Divine Office, which is the appendix of the Sacramental
Sacrifice. . . .

“The Church is a perfectly organized society, the members of which are conjointly responsible for one
another. From this relation arise social duties which are superior to mere individual obligations, just
as the general good predominates over the individual. Among the social duties the Liturgical Prayer
occupies the first place, and is therefore the most important social work of the priest. The spiritual
progress of each member of the Church depends, before all, on his fervor in prayer. In like manner,
the increase and prosperity of the Church, and consequently the salvation of the world, depends on
the piety with which the priests acquit themselves of their function of official intercessors, both in
the Mass and in the Divine Office. Their official intercession . . . en- joys a far greater power than
their private prayers can possibly attain. . . .
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I116] “The solution of the important, troublesome, and perplexing problems now agitating human
society, depends, even in the purely economic and social domain, on the principles of moral theology,
and they cannot be properly settled without the codperation of the clergy. The present increase of
exterior activity, on our [the clergy’s] part, obliges us so much the more to insist on the primal
importance of the interior life and of union with God. Prayer, and especially the Liturgical Prayer, is in
itself the most fertile social work, for without it all the others would be barren of results. It is prayer
that will regulate our zeal and inspire the choice of means, willed by God and endowed with His
grace. Prayer will animate and sustain our courage and enable us to persevere in our holy
undertakings. Prayer will duly prepare our field of labor, by drawing heavenly blessings upon it; and
prayer alone will impart fecundity to all our labors and exertions. Blessed Gabriel Perboyre was wont
to say: ‘It is only through prayer that we are able to benefit souls.” If the Apostles wrought wonders
in converting nations, it was because they were united to God, prayed without ceasing, and acted
only through the powerful influence of the Holy Ghost. We can, therefore, perceive the deplorable
error of those who regret, as it were, the time devoted to the Divine Office, under the plea that it
could be more profitably employed in works of zeal. Nothing is more disastrous to the Apostolic
laborer than such practical Pelagianism, which pretends it has no need of divine grace to succeed in
its labors. Such is not the calm, arduous, and fertile activity of men of God; it is nothing more than
an inordinate and sterile agitation, inspired by earthly views and aims, and subject to the impressions
of the moment; it chokes the interior life and terminates in provoking wearisomeness, apathy, and
dislike for earnest labor. Experience shows that the priests who are miserly of their time in reciting
the Divine Office, are very prodigal of it when there is question of labors and amusements foreign to
true sacerdotal zeal.”??

33 Willi-Girardey, C.SS.R., The Priest’s Canonical Prayer, St. Louis 1919, pp. 13, 24, 25 sqq.—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol.
Mor. L. IV, n. 140-179 (ed. Gaudé, I, 560 sqq.); M. Wittmann, De Horar. Canonic. Utilitate Morali, Augustae Vindel.,
1810; E. J. Quigley, The Divine Office, Dublin 1920.

I117] The Divine Office is known popularly by the name of Breviary. This term, in liturgical language,
designates a book which contains the regulations for the recitation of the canonical office. The
Roman Breviary, which, with rare exceptions, is now used throughout the Latin Church, is divided
into four parts according to the seasons of the year: winter, spring, summer, and autumn. It consists
of the following elements: (1) the Psalter; (2) the Proper of the season; (3) the Proper of the Saints;
(4) the Common; (5) certain special offices. The Psalter is divided according to a special plan. The
Proper of the season contains the office of the different liturgical seasons,—Advent, Christmastide,
Septuagesima, Lent, Holy Week, the Paschaltide, and the time after Pentecost. The Proper of the
Saints contains the lessons, antiphons, and other liturgical formularies used on the feasts of the
saints. Under the designation “Common” come all the lessons, gospels, antiphons, responsories, and
versicles which are not reserved to a special occasion, but may be employed for a whole group of
saints,—Apostles, evangelists, martyrs, confessors, pontiffs, confessors who were not pontiffs,
abbots, virgins, and holy women.

I118| Each day of the year has its own office. In fact, it would be correct to say that each hour of the
day has its own office, for, liturgically, the day is divided into hours, founded on the ancient Roman
divisions of three hours apiece, namely, Prime, Terce, Sext, None, Vespers, and the night Vigils. In
conformity with this arrangement the Office is portioned out into the prayers of the night vigils, that
is to say, Matins and Lauds. Matins is divided ordinarily into three nocturns, to correspond with the
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three watches of the night, nine o’clock, midnight, and three o’clock in the morning. The day offices
correspond more or less to the following hours: Prime to 6 A. M., Terce to 9 A. M.; Sext to midday;
None to 3 P M.; Vespers to 6 P M. The Office of Compline, which falls somewhat outside the above
division, and is of more recent origin, was recited at nightfall.>*

34 E Cabrol, 0.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 768 sqq.

The obligation of reciting the Breviary, as stated above, binds all clerics in major orders, even those
suspended, excommunicated, or interdicted. Only those who by permission of the Supreme Pontift
have been reduced to the lay state are excused from this duty.

[119] By special privilege the office may be commuted into other prayers. The “Ordo Divini Officii
Recitandi,” which differs in different dioceses as well as in religious communities, indicates the office
to be said day by day by those for whom this particular order is prescribed either iussu praesulum or
otherwise.

The obligation of reciting the Divine Office begins on the day of the reception of the subdiaconate,
and on the hour that corresponds to the time of ordination. Thus one who is ordained subdeacon
before nine o’clock in the morning, must begin with the Prime, whereas one ordained after that hour,
i. e., towards noon, is bound to recite the office of the day from Sext.

The obligation of saying the Divine Office binds under pain of mortal sin (ex genere suo gravis), for
two reasons: first, because its end and object, namely, the worship of God, is a grave obligation and
the Divine Office is an important means of attaining the same. Hence, a cleric, who, without
sufficient cause, omits to say the entire Office, or a notable part of the Office of the day, commits a
mortal sin.

11201 By a notable part of the Divine Office the theologians understand one of the little hours in its
entirety (integra hora parva) or any other portion of the Office equal to it. Hence it is a mortal sin to
omit a whole nocturn with its lessons, or to recite only a very small portion of one of the little hours,
omitting the rest; or to omit nine lessons with their responses; or to omit from several hours
sufficiently large portions to equal a little hour.

The whole office for each day forms the matter of a single ecclesiastical precept, and consequently,
whoever makes up his mind to omit the whole office, by this act of the will and its subsequent
execution commits but one sin.

The obligation of reciting the Divine Office is attached to the day for which the Office is prescribed
and cannot be supplied or made up after the day has passed.*

35 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 791 sqq. We refer to the same author (op. cit., pp. 793 sq.) for an
explanation of the obligatio restituendi fructus ob neglectam recitationem.

Matins, Lauds, Prime and Tierce should be recited before noon, Sext and None before or after noon,
Vespers and Compline in the afternoon (sed sub levi tantum).

An admirable rule for all who are obliged to recite the Breviary is couched in the medieval saying: “To

pray before the hour is prudence, after the hour negligence, at the hour obedience.”>®

36 Elbel-Bierbaum, Theol. Mor., Vol. III, 3rd ed., pp- 159 sq.: “It is asked whether a priest sins by celebrating before
Matins and Lauds? The answer is: Probably venially. The reason is taken from the minor rubrics (tit. I de praep. sacerd.;
De defect., tit. 10, n. 1), where this is numbered among sinful defects. Nevertheless, if this is done for a reasonable
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cause, even if not entirely weighty and grave, for example because he intends to study more conveniently later, or to do
other labors, or is accustomed to pray after the Sacred rite with greater devotion, it will be free from all fault, as
Sanchez, Facundez, Lessius, Castropalao, Illsung rightly teach. Nor should certain older rigorists be heard, who
condemn of mortal sin a priest celebrating without cause before Matins and Lauds, since no command gravely obliging
is found regarding this, nor is any special connection or dependency of the Mass upon these prayers apparent from
anywhere. Cfr. Gury, Compend. Theol. Mor., I, n. 32 sq.”

[121] 5. Where should men pray? No particular place is prescribed for private devotions, and
consequently a man may pray wherever necessity dictates or opportunity permits. The church, which
is preéminently “the house of prayer,” is, of course, better adapted than any other place for praying,
because it directs the attention to God and thus excites and fosters devotion.®’

37 Cfr. Matt. VI, 6; X1V, 23; XXI, 13; Mark I, 35; 1 Tim. II, 8. —Tertullian, De Orat., c. 18 says: “Concerning times of
prayer nothing at all is prescribed, except plainly to pray at every time and place.” And again (ibid., c. 19): “But how in
every place, when we are forbidden in public? In every place, he says (1 Tim. II, 8), which opportunity or even necessity
would bring. For the deed of the Apostles, who prayed in prison while the guards listened and sang to God, and that of
Paul (Acts XXVII, 35), who celebrated the Eucharist on the sea before everyone, is not counted against the precept.”
(Ed. Leopold, P II, 14).—St. Jerome, Ep., XXII, n. 37: “Although the Apostle commands us always to pray and although
the very sleep of the saints is prayer, nevertheless we ought to have appointed hours for praying, so that if perchance
we have been detained by some work, the time itself may admonish us to the duty. But no one does not know the third,
sixth, ninth hours, dawn, and evening.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 421).

READINGS.—]J. Margreth, Das Gebetsleben Jesu Christi des Sohnes Gottes, Miinster 1902.—H.
Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 160 sq.—Ad. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor.
et Pastor., Vol. II, pp. 498 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor,, Vol. I, 11th ed., pp. 269, 272 sq.—E.
J. Quigley, The Divine Office, Dublin 1920.—St. Alphonsus, Breve Trattato della Necessita della
Preghiera, Turin 1830 (Opera Dogm., ed. A. Walter, II, Rome 1903, 631 sqq.).
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Chapter III: The Qualities of Prayer

1122] To be an act of virtue and an effective means of grace, prayer must have the following qualities:

I. It must be worthy of God, i. e., it must be performed with a pure, or at least with a contrite, heart.
This quality is called by some theologians pietas or dignitas orationis. The efficacy of prayer, it is true,
does not necessarily depend upon one’s being in the state of grace; but its supernatural
meritoriousness does. The sinner, too, can pray efficaciously, and is in duty bound to pray, because
prayer is a necessary factor in the process of justification and an important element of Christian
morality.! But the prayer of an impenitent sinner is an abomination in the eyes of God.?

1 Cfr. Pius X’s Exhortation to the Clergy.

2 Prov. XXVIII, 9; Luke XVIII, 13 $qq.—One of the condemned propositions taught by Quesnel (n. 50) read as follows:
“In vain he cries to God, Father mine, if the spirit of charity is not he who cries.” Another (n. 59) ran thus: “The prayer
of the impious is a new sin; and what God grants them is a new judgment upon them.” (Denzinger-Bannwart,
Enchiridion, n. 1400, 1409).—“The holier and fuller of holy desire anyone is,” says St. Augustine (De Civ. Dei, XX, c.
17), “the more abundant he is in praying.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 683). Cfr. the same Saint’s Retract., I, c. 3,n. 3 (R L,
XXXII, 589) and St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 16.

|123] 11. Prayer, to be a truly virtuous act and an efficacious means of grace, must be performed with
attention, i. e., the person who prays must direct his thoughts to the act he is performing.

1. Attention, according to St. Thomas, comprises three stages. In the first or lowest of these the mind
reflects on the words pronounced. This is called attentio superficialis. In the second stage the mind
adverts not merely to the words as such, but to their meaning. This is called attentio verbalis sive
literalis. In the third stage, which is the highest, the mind is directed immediately to God and His
eternal truths. This is called attentio spiritualis.> Whenever a person has the intention to pray or to
honor God by praying, any one of these species of attention is sufficient to constitute prayer a
religious act, and hence to fulfil an obligation (Office, penance, etc.), though the third (attentio
spiritualis) is, of course, the best and noblest.

3 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 13: “Threefold is the attention which can be applied to vocal prayer:
one, indeed, by which one attends to the words, lest one err in them; a second, by which one attends to the sense of
the words; a third, by which one attends to the end of prayer, namely to God and to the thing for which one prays. This

indeed is especially necessary, and even simple persons can have it; and sometimes this intention, by which the mind is
borne to God, so abounds that the mind forgets all other things.”

2. To pray with attention one must withdraw the mind from profane things. This can be done by
appealing to the Holy Ghost for the right disposition, by placing oneself in the presence of God, by
making a good intention,* by paying due regard to ecclesiastical customs and liturgical precepts, by
observing a definite rule of life and order of the day, by putting the body into the proper posture, by
seeking solitude and places particularly adapted to devotion, by properly employing sacred images,
prayer books, and formulas of devotion, and by participating in common practices of piety, such as
processions and pilgrimages.®

4 Ecclus. XVIII, 23; Luke XI, 1; Rom. VIII, 15, 26.—St. Isidore, Sent., I. III, c. 7, n. 3: “When anyone prays, he calls the

Holy Spirit to himself. But whenever He comes, at once the temptations of demons, which thrust themselves into
human minds, cannot endure His presence.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 672).—Catech. Rom., P IV, c. 7, qu. 1 and 5.
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5 Cfr. Ps. LIV, 17 sq.; Deut. VI, 10; Matt. II, 11; VI, 6; XIV, 23; XVIII, 19 sq.; XXI, 13; Mark I, 35; Acts I1I, 1; X, 9; XX,
36.—Among the condemned propositions of Michael de Molinos is the following (n. 18): “He who in prayer uses
images, figures, species, and his own concepts, does not adore God in spirit and truth.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n.
1238).—Saint Thomas says (Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 84, art. 2): “Through the signs of humility which we exhibit
bodily, our affection is stirred to subject itself to God, because it is connatural to us to proceed through sensible things
to intelligible things.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 2: “Genuflections signify our weakness in comparison with God; but when we
prostrate ourselves, we profess that we are nothing of ourselves.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 3: “By the senses we cannot
approach God; nevertheless through sensible signs our mind is stirred so that it may tend to God.”—IDEM, ibid., art.
3, ad 2: “A determinate place is chosen for worship, not for God’s sake, who, as He who is worshipped, is contained as
if in a place, but for the sake of the worshippers themselves, and this for a threefold reason: first, because of the
consecration of the place, from which a special devotion is conceived in those praying, so that they may be heard more
readily, as is clear from Solomon’s prayer (1 Reg. VIII, 29); secondly because of the sacred mysteries and other signs of
holiness which are contained there; thirdly because of the assembly of many worshippers, from which prayer is made
more deserving of hearing (Mt. XVIII, 20).”

[124] 3. Opposed to attention is distraction (evagatio mentis sive spiritus), by which we mean the act
of drawing off or diverting the mind from heavenly to earthly things.

1125] Distraction may be involuntary or voluntary.

a) Involuntary distraction arises from human infirmity.® It is not sinful and, so long as the right
intention persists, does not render prayer inefficacious. When earnestly combatted, involuntary
distraction even helps to make prayer more meritorious in proportion to the measure of self-denial
involved. To pray entirely without distraction is a special grace which God gives only to holy persons
as a reward for long practice.’

6 st Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 13, ad 1: “In spirit and truth he prays, who from the instinct of the
Spirit proceeds to pray, even though afterward the mind wanders through some infirmity.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 2: “The
human mind on account of the infirmity of nature cannot remain aloft for long, for by the weight of human infirmity
the soul is pressed down to lower things; and therefore it happens that, when the mind of one praying ascends to God
through contemplation, it suddenly wanders through a certain infirmity.”—Cfr. Hense, Die Versuchungen, 3rd ed., pp.
466 sqq.

7 Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 126, 210. Cfr. St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., LXXXV, n. 7: “Let each person
attend and see what happens in the human heart: how very often prayers are interrupted by vain thoughts, so that
scarcely does the heart stand before its God, and wish to stand there, and in some manner flee from itself and does not
find bars with which to enclose itself, or certain barriers with which to hold back its wandering and roving movements,
and stand joyfully before its God. There is scarcely such a prayer among many prayers.”—IDEM, ibid., CXVII], s. 29, n.
1: “Then indeed one cries with the whole heart when nothing else is thought. Such prayers are rare among many, but
frequent among few; all, indeed, whether anyone, I do not know.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1086, 1585).—St. Isidore,
Sent., . I, c. 7, n. 8: “Prayer is pure when cares of the world do not intervene in its time; but that man is far from God
who in prayer is occupied with thoughts of the world. Therefore we truly pray when we think of nothing else. But very
few are those who have such prayers. And granted that they are found among some, nevertheless it is difficult that they
should always be such.” (P. L., LXXXIII, 673).

Canon Lejeune says truly that the trials arising from distraction would often be lessened if men took
the trouble to ask God for this favor. “When,” he says, “shall we understand that the success of our
prayers, the triumph over distractions, the inclination and facility for converse with God, depend first
and foremost upon the frequency and fervor of our petitions? I wish that this simple question could
be put to all who bewail their incessant distractions during prayer: ‘How many times a day do you
ask God to free you from your distractions?” Would not many persons be constrained to confess that
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they have never thought of making this request to God? And they are astonished that attention,
recollection, and fervor do not descend upon them suddenly as soon as they begin to pray.”®

8 Oraison Rendue Facile, Paris 1904, P 111, ch. iii, p. 280; quoted by Poulain, op. cit., pp. 419 sq.

I126] b) Distraction is voluntary when it is brought about or sustained by a free act of the will
(evagatio mentis voluntaria in se), or when it owes its existence to some cause that the mind could
remove if it would (evagatio mentis voluntaria in causa). Voluntary distraction consists chiefly in
occupying the mind with thoughts which are incompatible with prayer. They render prayer a mere lip
service (oratio labialis) and neutralize its effects.’ Such service does not honor God, but dishonors
Him, and is therefore sinful.!® Who- ever prays with a voluntarily distracted mind is guilty of
irreverence, even if the prayers which he recites are not obligatory. The fault thus incurred, however,
is not a mortal sin unless it involves grave neglect of some important duty or unless the duty to pray
itself obliges sub gravi and its fulfilment is essentially impaired.!!

7 st. Gregory the Great (Moral., 1. XXXIII, c. 22, n. 43) says: “Although also by this, that words of power and composed
for supplication are uttered, the emptiness of prayer is openly shown. For truly to pray is to resound with bitter groans
in compunction and not with composed words.”

10 g, XXIX, 13; Matt. XV, 7 sq.—St. Isidore, Sent., 1. I1I, c. 7, n. 4: “Prayer belongs to the heart, not to the lips. For God
does not attend to the words of one supplicating, but looks upon the heart of one praying. But if the heart prays
silently, and the voice is still, although it may be hidden from men, it cannot be hidden from God, who is present to the
conscience. It is better, moreover, to pray in the heart with silence and without the sound of the voice, than with words
alone without the attention of the mind.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 672).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83,
art. 13, ad 3: “If anyone intentionally wanders in mind in prayer, this is a sin and impedes the fruit of prayer. . . . But
wandering of the mind which occurs apart from intention does not take away the fruit of prayer.”

1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 253: “It is asked, how does one who is voluntarily distracted in prayer sin? Answer:
Of itself he sins venially whenever he is voluntarily distracted without a just reason, even if the prayer is made without
obligation, because he offers some irreverence to God.” This view is not shared by all; cfr. Noldin (Vol. II, p. 152),
Lehmkuhl, Sabetti, etc.—Cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 402 sqq.

|127] TII. Prayer must furthermore be devout. Devotion is a sincere surrender of the will to God.!? Tt
is not merely a matter of the intellect (thinking of God), but also, nay mainly, of the will. Devotion
may exist without any sensible emotion. All that is necessary for true devotion is that we have an
earnest desire to please and serve God.!® Hence devotion can co-exist with insensibility or aridity of
mind (ariditas mentis), whereas, on the other hand, it may be absent even though the heart
overflows with emotion.

12 g, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 82, art. 1; Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 386 sqq.; P. Birger, Unterweisungen iiber
die christl. Vollkommenbheit, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1905, pp. 457 sqq.

13 St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXVIIL s. 29, n. 1: “The cry to the Lord which is made by those praying, if it is made by
the sound of the bodily voice while the heart is not intent upon God, who doubts that it is made in vain? But if it is
made by the heart even while the bodily voice is silent, it can be hidden from any other man, but not from God.
Therefore, whether with the voice of the flesh when that is needed, or with silence when we pray to God, we must cry
out with the heart. Now the cry of the heart is a great intensity of thought; when this is present in prayer, it expresses
the great affection of one desiring and asking, so that he does not despair of the effect.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVII, 1585).—
IDEM, Serm., 56 (al. 48, de Div.), n. 5: “What you say with your actions, say in your hearts. Let there be the affection
of one praying, and there will be the effect of One hearing.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 379).

1128] Aridity is absence of emotion, or, more properly, desolation during prayer. It is a state in which,
notwithstanding our efforts, we are unable to elicit either pious thoughts or right sentiments. The
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trial sometimes arises from purely natural causes, which it is in our power to remove or diminish, e.
g., a dissipated life, which fills the imagination with frivolities; religious indifference; the lack of
direct preparation for prayer; fatigue proceeding either from ill-health or too many occupations, etc.!*
Sometimes aridity is a temptation or a punishment inflicted by God. But a man may pray efficaciously
even during a state of aridity. It is the intention of the will, not emotion, that constitutes the value of
prayer. To be sincerely sorry because one has no sensible devotion, is in itself a prayer.!® Hence it
would be a serious mistake to omit one’s prayers because one feels no devotion.!® Fr. Poulain says we
must pray to be delivered from this trial, “for otherwise we should not be making use of all the
means within our power. The one that we neglect—prayer, is precisely the most powerful amongst
them; still more, without it all the other remedies will generally be inefficacious, for consolation and
success in prayer are graces. Now, God has ordained that prayer should be the almost necessary
means of obtaining all graces.”!”

14 Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 423 sq.—Cfr. St. Gregory the Great, Moral., 1. XXXIII, c. 22, n. 43: “For
there are some within the holy Church who have lengthy prayers to the Lord, but do not have the life of those who
pray; for they seek heavenly promises with petitions, but flee them by their works. They also sometimes receive tears in
prayer, but when pride has struck their mind after the times of prayer, at once they swell up in the haughtiness of
elation; when avarice incites, immediately they burn through the fires of greedy thought; when lust tempts, they
straightway pant after unlawful desires; when anger persuades, immediately the flame of madness consumes the
gentleness of the mind. Therefore, as we have said, they both begin weeping in prayer, and yet, when their prayers are
finished and they are struck by the suggestion of vices, they in no way remember that they had wept from a desire for
the eternal kingdom. . . . Prayer has no weight of virtue when the perseverance of continual love does not sustain it.”
(Migne, P L., LXXVI, 700).

15 St. Augustine, De Divers. Quaest. ad Simplic., 1. I, n. 21: “Is not our prayer itself sometimes so lukewarm, or rather
cold and almost nothing, indeed sometimes altogether so nothing, that we do not even notice this in ourselves with
sorrow? For if we at least grieve over this, we are already praying.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 127).

16 pg XXXIIL, 2; Jas. V, 13.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., XXXIII, s. 2, n. 3: “When the Lord gives these things, bless
Him; and when He takes these things away, bless Him. For He gives, He takes away, but He does not take Himself away
from one who blesses Him.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVI, 309).—Thomas a Kempis, Brevis Admonitio Spirit. Exerciti, “De
Vigil. Matut.”: “If you do not have devotion in choir, sing with an even mind and await the grace of the Lord from
heaven. Often the Lord gives at the end what He justly denied before. He wills that we labor, He wills that we wait
patiently. He wills that what He has determined to give be pleasing and great to us. He wills us truly to recognize that
we have nothing good from ourselves, but that the whole consists for us of His grace and mercy.” (Ed. Pohl, Vol. II, p.
424).

17 The Graces of Interior Prayer, p. 425.

11291 According to St. Philip Neri, “The best remedy against aridity and against the torpor which
paralyzes the soul, is to present ourselves before God and the saints like a poor little beggar, who
humbly asks for spiritual alms.”!8

18 Bolland., May 26, 2nd Life, No. 189, quoted by Poulain, 1. c.

“This prayer for deliverance,” comments Fr. Poulain, “should, of course, be accompanied, like all
others, by a complete abandonment to the divine will. While waiting to be heard, we must continue
in a state of joyful resignation. St. Teresa says: ‘The soul which begins to walk in the way of mental
prayer with resolution, and is determined not to care much, neither to rejoice nor to be greatly
afflicted, whether sweetness and tenderness fail it or Our Lord grants them, has already travelled a
great part of the road.’!® There are two opposite extremes to be avoided here: one, to desire so
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fervently that we lose our peace and conformity to God’s will; the other, to be so resigned that we no
longer do anything ourselves or unite our own action to that of divine grace.”?°

19 Life, ch. XI, 20.
20 poulain, op. cit., p. 425.

11301 Forcing oneself to pray when one is tired and feels no devotion, is a proof that one is well
disposed, and the will power put into such an act renders it supernaturally meritorious. God never
denies His aid to those who sincerely seek Him.

It is the constant teaching of the Church that the decisive factor of prayer, as in fact of all religious
exercises, is resignation to the will of God. “God hears not the voice,” says St. Cyprian, “but the
heart.”?! A famous fifteenth-century preacher, P. John Herolt, O.P, whom we have quoted several
times before, says: “You must pray with sorrow for your sins and with devotion, because one
Paternoster said devoutly and with a contrite heart, is more pleasing to God than ten thousand
recited without devotion.”?? This is in perfect accord with the teaching of St. Thomas, that “the effect
of prayer depends chiefly on devotion.”?

21 De Dominica Orat., 4: “God is a hearer not of the voice, but of the heart.” (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat. Vindob., III, 1,
269).

22 Serm. de Tempore, 123: “You must pray with contrition and devotion, because one Paternoster said with a contrite
heart and devoutly pleases God more than ten thousand Paternosters without devotion.”

23 Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 72, art. 2: “The effect of prayer depends chiefly on devotion.”

[131] IV. Prayer must moreover be inspired by confidence (fiducia) in the omnipotence and goodness
of God and the infinite merits of Jesus Christ, who is the only Mediator between God and men,
through whom we approach the Father, and in whose name alone we can be saved.?* It is His express
command that we should offer all our prayers to the Father in His name, i. e., with special reference
to His merits and in the firm confidence that we shall be heard through Him and for His sake.?®

24 Matt. IX, 28 sq.; Mark XI, 22, 24; Luke XI, 9 sq.; John XIV, 1; Acts IV, 12; Rom. V, 2; Eph. II, 18; II, 20; 1 Tim. II, 5;
Heb. 1V, 16; Jas. I, 6; V, 15.—St. Isidore, Sent., L. ITI, c. 7, n. 15: “So great must be the affection of one praying toward
God that he does not despair of the effect of the prayer. But we pray in vain if we do not have the confidence of hope.
Therefore let each person ask, as the Apostle says, in faith, doubting nothing (Jas. i, 6), for he who doubts is like a
wave of the sea which is borne and scattered by the wind.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 674).—St. Bernard, Serm. de
Annunciat., III, n. 3: “With Thee hope alone obtains a place for mercy, nor dost Thou put the oil of mercy except in the
vessel of confidence.” (P L., CLXXXIII, 394).—IDEM, Serm. in Ct., XXXII, n. 8: “Great faith merits great things, and as
far as thou shalt have extended the foot of confidence in the good things of the Lord, so far shalt thou possess.” (P L.,
CLXXXIII, 950).—Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 368 sqq.

25 John X1V, 13 sq.; XVI, 23 sq.; Rom. V, 21.

In praying with confidence, therefore, we must not rely on our own merits. They do not give us a
strict right to be heard, though, on the other hand, whatever merits we have will undoubtedly help to
recommend our prayer to God. A life led in obedience to the divine commandments and a clear
conscience justify a higher degree of confidence in God’s mercy. “If our heart do not reprehend us,”
says St. John, “we have confidence towards God, and whatsoever we shall ask, we shall receive of him
because we keep his commandments and do those things which are pleasing in his sight.”?¢
Confidence based on “God our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ,”>” and rooted in the theological

virtues of faith and hope, gives to prayer great value and power, so that we may surely expect to
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obtain that for which we ask. It is “the confidence which we have towards Him [God], that,
whatsoever we shall ask according to his will, he heareth us, and we know that he heareth us

whatsoever we ask: we know that we have the petitions which we request of him.”?®

261 John 111, 21 sq.
271 Cor. 1, 2 sq.; Gal. I, 3.
28 1John V, 14 sq.

[132] Opposed to confidence, in point of faith, is doubt and want of faith, and in point of hope,
distrust and lack of courage.?

29 Matt. XIV, 31; XXI, 21; Mark XI, 22, 24; Jas. I, 6-8.

V. Prayer, to be pleasing to God, must proceed from an humble heart. Therefore we should pray with
submission to the will of God and with a clear realization of our own poverty and unworthiness.*
Humility excludes the sinful passions of pride, anger, violence, hatred, etc.! Pride in particular, and
the self-righteousness to which it gives rise, prevent prayer from being efficacious and render it
sterile.>? “God resisteth the proud,” says Holy Writ, “and giveth grace to the humble.”3® St. Isidore
writes: “If one prays boastfully, desirous of human praise, his prayer not only does not wipe out sin,
but is itself changed into sin.”** “When we have a favor to ask of the mighty,” says the Rule of St.
Benedict, “we approach them humbly and reverently; how much more should we direct our

supplications to God, the Lord of the world, with humility and with a pure, undivided devotion!”3>

30 Gen. XVIIL, 27; Ex. 111, 5 sq.; Is. VI, 2; Luke XVIII, 9-14.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 15, ad 2:
“Humility is necessary on the part of the petitioner himself, because he recognizes his own need.”—St. Isidore, Sent., 1.
I1I, c. 7, n. 20: “Culpably does he extend his hands to God who boastfully discloses his deeds while praying, just as the
Pharisee prayed boastfully in the temple and wished himself rather than God to be praised for his just works.” (Migne,
P L., LXXXIII, 676).—Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 377 sqq.

31 Matt. V, 23 sq.; VI, 10, 14 sq.; XVIII, 23 sqq.; XXVI, 39, 42; Mark XI, 25 sq.; Luke VI, 36 sq.; 1 Tim. II, 8.
32 Matt. VI, 5; Luke XVIII, 9-14.
337as. 1V, 6, 10; 1 Pet. V, 5.

34 Sent., 1. I, c. 7, n. 21: “The prayer of some is turned into sin, as is written of Judas the traitor (Ps. cviii, 7). For he
who prays boastfully, seeking human praise, not only does not have his sin wiped out by his prayer, but the prayer itself
is turned into sin.” (Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 676).

35 Regula S. Benedicti, c. 20.
1133 V1. Prayer must, finally, be persevering, that is to say, we must pray persistently, with un-

swerving purpose and unceasing effort. If we wish to be admitted to God’s presence, we must

“continue knocking.”*® We must pray always and never grow faint.>” We must “pray without

ceasing.”3®

36 Luke XI, 5-10.
37 Luke XVIII, 1 sqq.; XXI, 36; Rom. XII, 12; Eph. VI, 18; Col. IV, 2.

38 1 Thess. V, 17; cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 442 sqq.

1134] To repeat the same words frequently in praying is not identical with the practice of the
Pharisees which our Lord censured, saying: “When you are praying, speak not much, as the heathens;
for they think that in their much speaking they may be heard. . . . Woe to you . . . hypocrites, because
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you devour the houses of widows, praying long prayers.”* What Christ condemns is the heaping up
of words without sense or meaning in the belief that “much speaking” is the essential thing.*® “Our
Lord first censured much speaking,” says St. Augustine, “lest you bring many words to God, as if you
would teach Him by the use of many words. Therefore, when you pray, you must employ piety, not
verbosity. . . . Do not speak much because God knows your needs.”*! And St. Isidore: “Not in much
speaking are men heard by God, as if trying to persuade Him by means of many words; it is not the

wordy speech of the man who prays that conciliates Him, but a pure and sincere intention.”*?

39 Matt. VI, 7; XXIIL, 14; cfr. Mark XII, 40.
40 Cfr. Is. 1, 12, 15; 1 Kings XVIII, 26 sq.; Ecclus. V, 1 sq., 6; Eccles. VII, 15.

41 Serm., 56 (al. 48, de div.), n. 4: “Our Lord first cut off much speaking, lest thou offer many words to God, as though
thou wished by many words to teach God. Therefore when thou askest, there is need of piety, not verbosity. . . .
Therefore do not speak much, because [God] knows what is necessary for you.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 378 sq.).

42 Sent., 1. 111, c. 7, n. 29: “Not in much speaking are men heard by God, as though by very many words they attempt to
bend Him. For it is not the manifold speech of the one praying that conciliates Him, but the pure and sincere intention
of prayer.” (P. L., LXXXIII, 678).

I135] The correct view of the subject can be briefly stated in the words of St. Augustine, to wit:
“Beware of much speaking when you pray, but pray much and with a fervent and constant
intention.”® In laying down this rule the Saint points to the example of Christ, to which may be
added that of the Apostolic Church.**

43 «“Let much speaking be absent from prayer, but let not much praying be absent, if a fervent intention perseveres.”
Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 10, n. 19 sq.

4 Acts 1, 4, 13 sq.; XII, 5, 12; cfr. Luke XXIV, 49.

Opposed to perseverance in prayer is lack of confidence and, in particular, that lukewarmness which,

according to Sacred Scripture, in certain circumstances is worse than sin itself.*®

45 Apoc. 111, 15 sq.; cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, I, 477 sqq.; Vol. II of this Handbook, p. 83.

The oft-quoted text, Ecclus. VIII, 15: “Be not full of words in a multitude of ancients, and repeat not
the word in prayer,” means according to the Hebrew original: “Do not engage in conversation in the
presence of princes and repeat not the word in thy prayer.” The idea is not to warn against “vain
repetitions” in praying, but against showing disrespect to God. This interpretation is confirmed by
the manifest parallelism between the first and the second lines. The wise Preacher evidently wishes
to say: The same respect that you would show in a meeting of princes, you must show towards God
when you pray. The repetition of words is mentioned merely as a sign of inattention or distraction.*®

46 See the Theol. Quartalschrift, of Tiibingen, 1906, p. 623.

On the subject of “vain repetitions” Cardinal Newman says: “Prayer consists in the intercourse
between the intelligent soul and Almighty God. It is essentially an act of the mind, and not of the
body; except so far as the body supplies the organs by which the words of spoken prayers are framed.
Words alone do not constitute prayer, nor are they necessary to prayer, which may exist without the
intervention of any human language at all. And words without the direct action of the soul, speaking
through them, are not prayer at all, but ‘vain repetitions.” If Protestants imagine that Catholics
believe that words uttered by the lips, and not accompanied by the actual aspirations of the heart to
God, can possibly be acceptable as prayer, we have only to request them to put the question to any
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Catholic of any class or any country, and they will speedily be undeceived. Such a notion was never
heard of in the Church. When Catholics are guilty of these ‘vain repetitions,” they are not praying.
You must pray from the heart, or you cannot pray at all.”*’

47 J. H. Newman, Vain Repetitions, reprinted from The Rambler, Vol. IV, No. 21 (Sept., 1855), St. Louis 1910, pp. 13
sq.

11361 All the properties of a good prayer are contained in the petition that is directed to God in the
name of Jesus. “Whatever you shall ask the Father in my name,” says our Lord, “that will I do, that
the Father may be glorified in the Son.”* We pray in the name of Jesus when we address the Father
according to the intention and in the spirit of Jesus, in conformity with His will and with reference to
the kingdom of celestial charity and liberty established by Him. The fact that we belong to this
kingdom, that we are citizens of Heaven, gives us a claim to be heard. Every prayer that is addressed
to the Heavenly Father in the name of Christ is certain of being heard. But the very condition that we
must pray in the name of Jesus limits the scope of our prayers. Whatever we ask for in the name of
Jesus we shall receive; but there are many things for which we may not ask in His name. Hence there
are prayers and petitions which of their very nature can not and will not be heard. In the name of
Jesus, says St. Augustine,*® we may not pray for anything that is opposed to salvation. All prayers
that run counter to the spirit of Christ, or do not fully agree with that spirit, will remain unheard in
the kingdom of Heaven.

48 John X1V, 13 sq.; cfr. John XV, 7; XVI, 23; 1 John V, 14 sq.

49 Tract. in loa., 73, n. 3; 102, n. 1 (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1825, 1896).

I137] Midway between the prayers that cannot be heard because of their very nature, and those that
are certain of being heard, is a third class that hovers as it were between Heaven and earth, and may

be addressed to God only in a conditional way, i. e., with due subordination of man’s earthly to his
heavenly interests and with absolute submission to the divine will.>°

50 Cfr. Odilo Rottmanner, O. S. B., Predigten und Ansprachen, Vol. II, 2nd ed., p. 217.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 15.—Catechismus Romanus, P. IV, c. 1,
qu. 2-4.—G. Tillmann, Das Gebet nach der Lehre der Heiligen, Vol. I, Freiburg 1874, pp. 366 sqq.—]J.
B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, Freiburg 1881, pp. 65 sqq.—Th. H. Simar,

Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, 3rd ed., pp. 251 sqq.—Cardinal Newman, “Vain Repetitions,”
Reprinted from Vol. IV, No. 21, of The Rambler, St. Louis 1910.
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Chapter IV: Kinds of Prayer

11391 The distinction between different kinds of prayer is based partly on their form and partly on
their substance.'

11 Tim. 11, 1.

1. With regard to substance we distinguish prayers of adoration or praise, prayers of thanksgiving,
and prayers of supplication or petition. However, this distinction is a purely abstract one; in reality
each of these species of prayer presupposes or includes the others, because, on the one hand, all
prayer per se serves to praise or glorify God, while, on the other, no prayer is offered to Him, at least
here on earth, that does not somehow partake of the character of a petition.

a) The prayer of those who enjoy the beatific vision of God (the angels and saints) consists in
adoration (adoratio, laudatio) and thanksgiving (gratiarum actio).? These two kinds of prayer are the
most perfect and the sublimest of all. Through adoration, in particular, the Church Militant unites
herself by anticipation with the Church Triumphant.

2 Is. VI, 1 sqq.; Deut. VII, 10; Apoc. IV, 7 sqq.—St. Augustine, Serm., 159 (al. 17 de Verbis Apost.), n. 1: “In the
[heavenly] fatherland there will be no place for praying, but only for praising. Why will there be no place for praying?
Because nothing is lacking. What is believed here is seen there; what is hoped for here is possessed there; what is asked
for here is received there.” (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 868).

[140| The prayer of thanksgiving flows naturally from the heart of man as he perceives God’s favors
and graces.® Christ frequently gave thanks to His Heavenly Father. Prayers of thanksgiving were
inculcated and practiced by the Apostles.” The Church offers such prayers to God particularly
through the Mass, which is essentially a sacrifice of thanksgiving.®

3 Rom. XI, 36; XVI, 25-27; Gal. I, 4 sq.; 1 Tim. I, 17; 2 Tim. IV, 18.
4 Matt. XV, 36; XXVI, 26; Mark VI, 41; VIII, 6; Luke IX, 16; XXII, 19; John XI, 41; 1 Cor. XI, 24.
3 Acts IV, 24-31; Eph.V, 20; Col. I, 12; 11, 6 sq.; I1I, 15, 17; 1V, 2; 1 Thess. V, 18.

6 “It is truly worthy and just, right and salutary, that we should always and everywhere give thanks to Thee. . ..” Cfr. 1
Thess. I, 3; 11, 12.

b) Petition (precatio, postulatio, preces) is preéminently the prayer of those who believe and hope as
wayfarers. It is an expression of bodily and spiritual indigence and may therefore be fitly termed “the
prayer par excellence.”” As long as man has not yet attained the object of his hope, his prayer is
necessarily one of petition, and the more clearly he perceives his helplessness in this “vale of tears,”
the more readily will he direct his eyes towards Heaven and beg God to deliver him from evil and
bless him.® Ps. XXX, 1, 2: “I have lifted up my eyes to the mountains, from whence help shall come
to me. My help is from the Lord, who made heaven and earth.”

7 Cfr. st. John Damascene, De Fide Orth., 1. III, c. 24: “Prayer is . . . the asking from God of those things which it is
fitting to ask.” (Migne, P. G., XCIV, 1089).

8 Matt. VII, 13; Jas. I, 17; cfr. Tillmann, Das Gebet, Vol. I, pp. 62 sqq.

I141] ¢) Special kinds of petition are the prayer for forgiveness of sins (deprecatio) or propitiation,
and the prayer of intercession (intercessio), in which man asks God’s grace for others.
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The prayer of intercession is founded upon the divine economy of salvation. Man stands before God
not as an isolated individual, but as part of an organism, viz.: humanity and the Church (communio
sanctorum). To pray for our fellowmen is an important duty which we owe alike to those who are
members of the mystical body of Christ, and to those who are destined and able to become such.
Christ and His Apostles admonish us to pray for all men without exception,® but especially for our
superiors, our brethren in the faith, and our enemies.!®

9 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XXIII, 34; John XVII, 20 sq.; 1 Tim. II, 1-5; Jas. V, 16.

10 Matt. V, 44; Luke VI, 28; Eph. VI, 18 sq.; Col. IV, 2 sq.; 1 Tim. II, 2.—Cfr. St. Augustine, Epist., 231, n. 6 (Migne, P.
L., XXXIII, 1026).—Gury, Compendium, Vol. I, n. 254: “It is asked, for whom must one pray? Answer: 1. For ourselves
(according to the first rule of charity);—2. For all men who are wayfarers, even unbelievers;—3. For souls detained in
Purgatory. This is inferred, first, from the general law of charity;—secondly, from the words of St. Paul (1 Tim. ii, 1-2).
... Nor are enemies to be excepted, as is clear from the words of Christ, Mt. v, 44.”

To pray for others is a duty prescribed by the law of charity, which varies in proportion to the needs
of our fellowmen and our individual relations to each.!!

11 Cfr. st. Augustine, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 12, n. 23: “These things must be prayed for both for ourselves and for our
own and for strangers and for enemies themselves, without any wavering of doubt, although for one person one
affection and for another another affection may arise or excel in the heart of the one praying, according as relationships
are near or remote.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 503).

1142] The “poor souls” in Purgatory have a special claim to our intercession because they need prayer
most of all and are unable to help themselves.!? After them come the impenitent sinners and those
who are separated from the Church of Christ.

129 Tim. 1, 16-18.

Our social relations oblige us to pray, first of all for parents, children, brothers and sisters; secondly,
for more distant relatives, friends, and benefactors, and thirdly, for those in authority in Church and
State.

To pray for our enemies is an act of heroic virtue and therefore specially meritorious. Generally
speaking it is only a matter of counsel, but there are times when it becomes a strict duty.

The above enumeration shows that we are bound to pray for all men without exception, unless
indeed God should manifest to us by a private revelation that some particular person was
irretrievably lost.'

13 Cft. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 8: “To love enemies in general is under precept, but to love them
in particular is not under precept, except according to the preparation of the mind, so that, namely, a man would be
prepared even in particular to love an enemy and to help him in an occasion of necessity or if he were to ask pardon.
But to love enemies absolutely in particular and to help them belongs to perfection. But similarly it is of necessity that
we not exclude enemies in our common prayers which we make for others. But that we pray for them in particular
belongs to perfection, not necessity, except in some particular case.” (Cfr. art. 7, ad 3).—A. Lehmkuhl, S. J., Casus
Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 390 sqq.

The opinion that “the world,” or certain individuals, may be excluded from our intercessory prayers,
is untenable. Yahweh’s command to Jeremias,'* which is sometimes quoted in support of this view,
does not refer to eternal salvation, for which man may and should always pray, but to the prophet’s
petition that God might avert the temporary punishments He was about to inflict upon the Israelites
for their sins.
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14 Jer. VII, 16.

1143] When Our Lord said to His disciples: “I pray not for the world, but for them whom thou hast
given me,”!®> He merely meant to assure His disciples that they were the particular object of His
solicitude. This interpretation is borne out by verse 20 of the same chapter of St. John’s Gospel,
where Christ says: “And not for them [the disciples] only do I pray, but for them also who through
their word shall believe in me, that they all may be one, as thou, Father, in me, and I in thee; that
they also may be one in us; that the world may believe that thou hast sent me.”!

15 John X V1L, 9.

16 John XVII, 20 sq.; cfr. Matt. 5, 44; Luke XXIII, 34. See, however, J. McRory, The Gospel of St. John, 4th ed., Dublin
1914, p. 286; J. Knabenbauer, S.J., Commentarius in Evang. sec. loannem, 2nd ed., Paris 1906, pp. 505 sq.

A difficulty might arise from 1 John V, 16, were it not evident from the context that the Apostle
means to say, not that it is useless to intercede for those who commit mortal sin, but merely that
prayers said for them are not easily heard.!”

177, B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 62 sqq.

d) As it is permissible to ask the saints in Heaven to intercede for us, provided, of course, that our
confidence in their help does not become to us an occasion of sloth or false security,'® so it is entirely
in accord with the dogma of the Communion of Saints to ask the living faithful for their intercession
here below. St. Paul repeatedly requests his fellow-Christians to pray for him and assures them that
he will pray for them.?

18 St. Jerome, Contra Vigilant., n. 6: “If the apostles and martyrs, while still constituted in the body, can pray for
others, when they must still be solicitous for themselves, how much more after crowns, victories, and triumphs?”
(Migne, P. L., XXIII, 344).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 11: “Since prayer made for others proceeds
from charity, the more perfect in charity the saints who are in the fatherland are, the more they pray for wayfarers who
can be helped by prayers; and the more closely they are joined to God, the more efficacious their prayers are. For the
divine order has this, that the excellence of superiors should flow down into inferiors, as the air is illuminated by the
brightness of the sun.”

19 Rom. XV, 30 sqq.; 2 Cor. I, 11; Eph. I, 15 sq.; VI, 18 sq.; Phil. I, 19; Col. 1V, 2 sqq.; 1 Thess. I, 2; 2 Thess. I, 11; III, 1
sq.; cfr. Heb. XIII, 18 sq.

|144] 2. In regard to its form, prayer may be either vocal (oratio vocalis) or mental (oratio
mentalis).2°

20 G. Tillmann, Das Gebet nach der Lehre der Heiligen, Vol. I, pp. 73 sqq., 85 sqq.; Vol. II, pp. 6 sqq., 203 sqq. Cfr.
Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 7 sqq.

A man prays orally when he expresses his interior devotion by means of words or formularies. The
essential thing, of course, is the interior devotion, for purely external or vocal prayer without a

corresponding interior disposition would be no prayer at all.?!

2115, XXIX, 13; Matt. XV, 7 sq.; Mark VII, 6.—St. Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., CXIX, s. 29, n. 1.

In vocal prayer at Mass, as prescribed by the Church, the words should be uttered so that the one
who is praying can hear them, unless there be an obstacle.*> Each word must, moreover, be
pronounced correctly and according to the manner prescribed (rite ac recte). If one syncopates or
mutilates his words, or corrupts their meaning, he does not satisfy his obligation, unless there be a
parvitas materiae.?® It is not regarded as a corruption to swallow the final syllables.?* Those who
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suffer from a defect of speech or who have unfortunately contracted a habit of inattention, are obliged
to do the best they can and should try to correct their evil habit.?* In saying the Divine Office or any
other prescribed prayer in common with others, it is sufficient to listen with attention to those parts
which are recited by others.?®

22 V. Croix, Theol. Mor., IV, 1294, who calls this opinion “communis.” (Cfr. Bonacina, De Hor. Can., P I, qu. iii, P 2, §
1, n. 24; Salmant., XVI, 3, 5).—St. Alphonsus seems to contradict this view when he says that one who is unable to
hear himself can satisfy this obligation. But the contradiction is apparent only. The Saint does not mean one who

cannot hear himself because the sound his vocal organs make is inaudible, but for some other reason, e. g., because of
great noise or deafness. (St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., IV, 163; VI, 414).

23 ¢, Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1V, 165.

24 Croix, Theol. Mor., IV, 1302.

25 st. Alphonsus, op. cit., IV, 165.

26 Laymann, De Hor. Can., c. V, 8; Salmant., XVI, 5, 6.

1145] In order that vocal prayer be meritorious, it is necessary that it be recited in the state of grace,
for if one is in the state of mortal sin, prayer can bring him only the graces absolutely necessary for
conversion.?’” The theologians distinguish a threefold power of prayer: that of acquiring merit
(meritoria), that of making satisfaction for sin (satisfactoria),’® and that of procuring favors for
others (impetratoria). In as far as it is meritorious, prayer is based upon justice; in as far as it is
impetratory, it is based upon the divine mercy;?” in as far as it is satisfactory, it is based upon justice
in regard to the living and mercy in regard to the dead.’® In as far as it is based upon justice, it
produces its effects infallibly; in as far as it is based upon the divine mercy, it produces its effects
conditionally, i. e., if and in as much as it pleases God. Prayer, in as far as it is meritorious, profits
only the person who prays, whereas impetratory and sat- isfactory prayer may also profit others.
Satisfactory prayer profits the living per modum solutionis, and therefore infallibly;*! the dead, per
modum suffragii, i. e., by the power of impetration,* if and to the extent in which it pleases God to
grant the favor requested.>?

27 Cfr, Jas. V, 16; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 16.

28 St. Thomas, Suppl., qu. 15, art. 3, ad 1.

29 IDEM, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 16, ad 2.

30 Suarez, De Poenit., dist. 23, sect. 1; De Lugo, De Poenit., disp. 26, sect. 1; Cat. Rom., “De Sacr. Poenit.,” n. 51.

31 Suarez, 1. c., and De Lugo, 1. c.

32 Cfr. Leo X, Bull “Exsurge Domine.”

335 R, C., July 28th, 1840.—Cfr. J. D’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 5th ed., Rome 1908, pp. 17 sq.

|146| Interior prayer is a devout communion of the soul with God effected without the aid of external
words or formularies. Vocal and interior prayer do not exclude, but, on the contrary, include each

other, as the former is the beginning and foundation of the latter and can never be entirely dispensed
with even in the highest stages of the spiritual life.>*

34 g, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 12: “The voice is joined to prayer for a threefold reason: first, indeed,
to arouse interior devotion, by which the mind of the one praying is raised to God, because through exterior signs,

whether of voices or even of certain deeds, the mind of man is moved according to apprehension and consequently
according to affection. Hence Augustine says [Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 9, n. 18], ‘that by words and other signs we
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arouse ourselves more keenly to increase holy desire.” And therefore in private prayer voices and signs of this kind
should be used only so far as they help to arouse the mind interiorly. But if the mind is distracted by this or hindered in
any way, such things should be discontinued; this happens especially in those whose mind without signs of this kind is
sufficiently prepared for devotion. . . . Secondly, vocal prayer is joined as though for the payment of a debt, so that,
namely, man may serve God according to the whole of that which he has from God; that is, not only with the mind, but
also with the body, which especially belongs to prayer insofar as it is satisfactory. . . . Thirdly, vocal prayer is joined
from a certain overflow from the soul into the body arising from vehement affection, according to Ps. xv, 9.”

Interior prayer in its higher forms is called meditation and contemplation.

a) Meditation may be defined as the application of the three powers of the soul to prayer— the
memory proposing a religious or moral truth, the understanding considering this truth in its
application to the meditating individual, the will forming practical resolutions and asking for grace to
keep them.3®

35 Addis and Arnold, Catholic Dictionary, 9th ed., London 1917, p. 573.

|147| Meditation differs from the theoretical consideration of religious truths or the study of theology
in this, that it aims at the immediate application of the truths perceived by the understanding to
one’s personal needs and strives to elicit the corresponding religious emotions.*®

36 pseudo-Augustine, Append. Serm., 302 (al. 112 de Temp.), n. 3: “Let there be no delay in doing what you
understand inwardly by comprehending. And he is most blessed who turns the divine Scriptures into works.” (Migne,
P L., XXXIX, 2324).

The essential constituents of meditation are the preparatory prayer, realization of the divine presence,
a lively consideration of the truths proposed, application of the same to one’s personal needs, the
making of practical resolutions with regard to them (e. g., to apply them to-day, or in this or that
concrete case, etc.), and the final prayer (colloquium), which should include thanksgiving, self-
oblation, and a petition for the graces necessary to keep the good resolutions made.

Meditation is an important means of moral perfection, and though not strictly necessary for
salvation, is indispensable to all who wish to lead a truly spiritual life, especially those who are called
to a state of higher perfection.®’

37 Cfr. Pius X’s Encyclical Letter to the Catholic Clergy.

I148] On the uses of meditation St. Bernard of Clairvaux says: “It purifies the source from which it
flows, namely, the mind. It directs the affections,>® guides a man’s acts®® and omissions, corrects his
mistakes, regulates his habits, and makes life honorable. In fine, it introduces a man to the science of
divine and human things. It clears up confusion, unites the things that are separated, collects those
that are scattered, brings to light that which is hidden, and follows the footsteps of truth.*® It
examines probabilities and uncovers semblance and error. It provides due consideration of that which
is to be done, does not lose sight of that which is completed, and tolerates nothing in the mind which
is unregulated or in need of correction.*! In prosperity it reckons beforehand with misfortune and in
adversity scarcely feels that which is contrary, thus performing the task of courage together with that
of prudence.”*?

38 “Affectus.”
39 “Actus.”

40 “Vera vestigat.”
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41 “He reviews deeds, so that nothing may remain in the mind either uncorrected or in need of correction.”
2 pe Consideratione, 1. I, c. 7 (Migne, P. L., CLXXXII, 737).

b) Contemplation®? or effective prayer is the final act (actus completivus) of meditation, by which the
soul flies straightway into the presence of God and beholds Him directly,**—not by intuition, as the
pure spirits behold Him in Heaven, but discursively, i. e., by means of the truths and principles
suggested by the preceding meditation. Hence the three stages of cogitation, meditation, and
contemplation.*®

43 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 179 sq.—For the literature of the subject see Readings, infra, p. 54 sq.
44 Rom. I, 20; cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 179, art. 1, ad 3.

45 Op. cit., qu. 180, art. 3.

I149] Contemplation is called ordinary or acquired (ordinaria sive acquisita) if it is the result of one’s
own endeavor, aided by divine grace; infused, passive or extraordinary (infusa sive passiva) when
directly infused by God. Extraordinary (passive or infused) contemplation is a charism which God
usually gives as a reward to those who cultivate the interior life. It is identical with the mystic state.
In its higher forms it is sometimes accompanied by extraordinary manifestations of divine grace, such
as ecstasies, visions, and revelations,*® and culminates in the mystic union of the soul with God (also
called mystic betrothal, spiritual marriage, mystic death or annihilation). These form the subject
matter of Mystical Theology.*’ They represent a higher stage, being more perfect than the ordinary
prayer, either mental or vocal, first, because they proceed from a higher principle i. e., a mind directly
enlightened by God; secondly, because acts of prayer performed in these states are more intensive,
and, thirdly, because they result in a more intimate union with God.

46 Matt. V, 8.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 180, art. 2: “Something can pertain to the contemplative life in
two ways: in one way essentially, in another way dispositively. Indeed, the moral virtues do not pertain essentially to
the contemplative life, because the end of the contemplative life is the consideration of truth. . . . But the moral virtues
pertain dispositively to the contemplative life. For the act of contemplation, in which the contemplative life essentially
consists, is impeded both by the vehemence of the passions, by which the intention of the soul is drawn away from
intelligible things to sensible things, and by exterior disturbances. But the moral virtues impede the vehemence of the
passions and calm the disturbances of exterior occupations. And therefore the moral virtues pertain dispositively to the
contemplative life.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 3: “The virtue of chastity especially renders man fit for contemplation, insofar as
venereal pleasures most greatly depress the mind toward sensible things.”—IDEM, ibid., art. 5: “The highest degree of
contemplation in the present life is that which Paul had in rapture, according to which he was in an intermediate
condition between the state of the present life and the future life.”—Cfr. ibid., qu. 173, art. 3 (visio prophetica); qu.
175 (raptus).—Tillmann, Das Gebet, II, 423 sqq.—For other literature on the extraordinary phenomena of the higher
spiritual life see Readings, infra.

47 Gal. 11, 20.—Poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 59 sqq., 200 sqq. On the literature of mystical theology see
Readings, infra.

I150| Visions and revelations are not without danger and unless accompanied by suffering and
humiliation are apt to lead not to God but to self-exaltation. St. Paul, one of the greatest masters of
the spiritual life, has expressed this truth in clear terms. Compelled to defend himself against attacks
upon His Apostolic dignity, he calls attention to the ecstasies and visions accorded to him, but
immediately adds: “Lest the greatness of the revelations should exalt me, there was given me a sting
of my flesh, an angel of Satan, to buffet me.” After he had thrice besought the Lord to take this
burden from him, he was told: “My grace is sufficient for thee, for power is made perfect in
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infirmity,” whereupon he exclaimed: “Gladly will I glory in my infirmities, that the power of Christ
may dwell in me. For which cause I please myself in my infirmities, in reproaches, in necessities, in
persecutions, in distresses, for Christ. For when I am weak, then I am powerful.”48 The ways of
salvation have not changed since the days of St. Paul, no more than human nature has changed, or
the destiny of the soul.

48 ) Cor. X11, 7 sqq.—Cfr. V. Weber, Der Galaterbrief, Ravensburg 1901, pp. 255 sqq.—The Vulgate rendition “stimulus
carnis” for ok6Aoy tf] oapki is obscure and inexact, and, in the words of Father E Prat, S.J., “a fini par accréditer une
opinion sans grande probabilité intrinseque, inconnue a toute ’anti- quité et peu conciliable avec le texte original. Le
oko6Moy tf] oapki, ‘I’épine dans la chair’ ou ‘I’aiguillon pour la chair’ désignerait un penchant aux voluptés charnelles,
source de pénibles et humiliants combats. Ni la vieillesse dont il approchait, ni le don de continence qu’il dit avoir regu
ne le mettaient absolument a I’abri de la tentation, et il est impossible de prouver qu’il ait été exempt de cette épreuve.
Mais on peut affirmer sans crainte que rien dans ses paroles n’autorise cette explication. Supposé méme que okoAoy i
oapki plt avoir ce sens, Paul ne ferait-il pas le jeu de ses adversaires en leur révélant I’existence d’une pareille lutte
connue de lui seul et de Dieu? Comment pourrait-il s’y complaire et la mettre au nombre des infirmités dont il se fait
gloire? Laissant de coté les tentations charnelles, nous nous trouvons en présence de deux interprétations qui
partagent les commentateurs anciens: les persécutions et les maladies. Mais il est difficile de comprendre que les
persécutions extérieures puissent s’appeler une épine dans la chair, et on congoit moins encore que I’Apétre s’en trouve
humilié. Ces persécutions sont tellement le lot du chrétien, elles sont si expressément annoncées a quiconque veut
vivre pieusement dans le Christ Jésus, qu’on ne voit pas a quel titre il les regarderait comme un préservatif personnel,
surtout contre les tentations d’orgueil. Et arrivera-t-on a se persuader que Paul en ait demandé trois fois la délivrance?
Reste la maladie: ‘On dit qu’une douleur physique le faisait cruellement souffrir; les douleurs du corps sont tres
souvent dues aux anges de Satan, mais non pas sans la permission divine.” Ainsi parle saint Augustin, et presque tous
les modernes sont de son avis. De quelle maladie s’agit-il? On a nommé la migraine, la podagre, ’ophtalmie, le haut
mal, diverses espéces de fievre. Cette variété d’opinions prouve qu’un diagnostic str est impossible. Supposé que, dans
’Epitre aux Galates, Paul fasse allusion 4 la méme infirmité [Gal. IV, 13 Paul appelle la maladie qui 'oblige 4 rester
parmi les Galates contre son dessein aofévela tijg oapkdg, nielpaopodg év tf) oapki. 1l félicite les Galates de ne I’avoir pas
repoussé (non sprevistis, neque respuistis, 006¢ ¢€erttvoarte): de la certains critiques ont conclu qu’il était attaqué du
haut mal, la coutume étant de cracher sur les épileptiques par dégoiit ou par superstition. Il les remercie de s’étre
intéressés a sa guérison au point d’étre préts a lui donner jusqu’a leurs yeux: d’ou la conclusion tirée par d’autres
critiques encore plus subtils qu’il souffrait d’'une ophtalmie] nous obtenons les symptomes suivants: 1. Le mal dont
souffrait I’Apotre devait étre aigu et cuisant puisqu’il le désigne métaphoriquement par une épine ou un aiguillon
enfoncé dans la chair. 2. Il devait avoir quelque chose de répugnant, car il remercie les Galates de ne pas s’étre
détournés de lui avec horreur. 3. Il devait étre humiliant, car il le considére comme un antidote a la vaine gloire et
comme un soufflet de Satan. 4. Enfin, il devait sembler faire obstacle a son apostolat puisque a trois reprises il supplia
Dieu de I’en délivrer et ne cessa pas que sur cette assurance: ‘Ma grace te suffit.” Ulcére des yeux, malaria ou attaques
nerveuses, le terme pathologique nous importe assez peu. Cf. Menzies Alexander, St. Paul’s Infirmity dans The
Expository Times, juillet et sept. 1904. Apres avoir critiqué les hypothéses de ses prédécesseurs: 1. Ophtalmie aigué
(Howson, Lewin, Farrar, Plumptre, etc.); 2. épilepsie (Holsten, Ewald, Kl6pper, Lightfoot, Schmiedel, etc.); 3. malaria
(Ramsay), I’auteur propose la sienne. Il s’agirait de la fievre de Malte, connue a Gibraltar, a Naples, a Constantinople et
répandue un peu partout sur le littoral méditerranéen. Les preuves ne sont pas tres fortes, mais la critique des diverses
opinions est intéressante.” (La Théologie de Saint Paul, Vol. I, Paris 1908, pp. 216 sqq.).

I151] “Whoever tries to reach the summit of perfection,” says St. Gregory the Great, “and wishes to

stand upon the peak of contemplation, must first prove his mettle by practicing good works.”*’

49 Moral., 1. VI, c. 37, n. 59: “Those who strive to apprehend the summit of perfection, when they desire to hold the
citadel of contemplation, must first prove themselves in the field of works through exercise.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 60: “For
the time of action is first, the time of contemplation last. Hence it is necessary that every perfect man first exercise his
mind in virtues and afterward store it in the granary of rest.” (Migne, P. L., LXXV, 763).
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1152] Richard of St. Victor says that good works, meditation, and prayer are the three means by which
man may attain to contemplation.*°

%0 De Praeparatione Animi ad Contemplationem, c. 79 (Migne, P. L., CXCVI, 56).

1

Seneca®! writes: “We are wont to say that the highest good is to live according to nature. Nature has

adapted us to both meditation and action. . . . Nature desires that I should do both—be active®* and
devote myself to contemplation.>® I do both, because even meditation is not without action.”

51 pe Otio, V, 1, 8.—Cfr. St. Gregory the Great, Moral,, I. VI, c. 37, n. 61: “What is expressed by Mary, who sat hearing
the words of the Lord, if not the contemplative life? What is signified by Martha occupied with exterior services, if not
the active life? But Martha’s care is not rebuked, while Mary is even praised, because the merits of the active life are
great, but those of the contemplative life more excellent.” (Migne, P. L., LXXV, 764).

52 Agere.

53 Contemplationi vacare.

Father Poulain summarizes the teaching of the most prudent ascetics by laying down seven rules for
spiritual directors in regard to revelations and visions, and six rules for those who believe that they
have received such extraordinary favors. The rules for the spiritual director are briefly:

11531 (1) To resign himself to slow progress and be on his guard against his own precipitation and
that of his penitent in judging of extraordinary occurrences.

(2) Not to display admiration for visions and revelations, even if they appear to him to be real.

(3) To be gentle in his treatment of the person. If the visions appear to him suspicious, not to show
his distrust harshly, but strive with prudence to enlighten the supposed visionary.

(4) To bear in mind the end to which the visions, and especially the revelations, tend, exhibiting a
proportionately stronger mistrust if it is a matter having consequences of greater magnitude.

(5) To strive after supernatural aims, always coming back to the question: What spiritual profit have
you derived from the words you think you have heard or the things you imagine you have seen?

(6) To avoid the danger of allowing himself to be dominated by some one else or being carried away
by sentimentality.

(7) To pray much and to make the person directed pray, in order to obtain the necessary illumination.

The rules for those who believe that they have received or are receiving revelations and visions are
the following:

(1) Submit everything to a prudent spiritual director and be guided by his advice.

(2) Mistrust revelations, in general, and remember that this way is subject to illusions of the
imagination or the devil. Even if a vision appears to be divine, mistrust the interpretation that is
given.

11541 (3) Do not ask or desire this kind of grace because it is very conducive to illusions.

(4) In the beginning, at any rate, gently do your utmost to repel the revelations and turn your
thoughts away from them.
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(5) If you believe a corporeal apparition of Our Lord or of the saints to be the work of the devil, do
not go to the length of insulting or treating it with contempt, any more than you would a sacred
picture that had been painted by a scoundrel.

(6) If, in spite of yourself, you have visions, be chiefly concerned in making them serve your progress
in virtue; for if they come of God, you will thus have attained the sole end that is desired, whereas in
the contrary case they cannot harm you.>*

54 poulain, The Graces of Interior Prayer, pp. 380 sqq.
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Chapter V: Various Forms of Prayer

1156 Though every true prayer is a prayer “in spirit and in truth,” the use of set forms or formulas in
conversing with God is by no means forbidden. On the contrary, the Old Testament contains at least
the rudiments of several such formulas,! and in the New, Christ Himself gave us a model in the Our
Father.” That this and other forms of prayer were employed by the early Christians is evident from
the Acts of the Apostles.®

' Deut. XXVI, 5 sqq., 13-15.
2 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XI, 2 sqq.
3 Acts 1, 24; 1V, 24-30.

The use of set forms of prayer corresponds to a deep-rooted need of human nature. Most men could
not comply with the duty of praying and satisfy their spiritual needs without employing definite sets
of words.

We proceed to a brief consideration of some of the most important formulas in use in the Catholic
Church, such as the Lord’s Prayer, the Ave Maria, the Rosary, the Creed, etc.

1. THE LORD’S PRAYER.—The Pater Noster (Our Father) was inculcated by Our Divine Lord
Himself and is therefore fittingly called the Lord’s Prayer (oratio dominica or dominicalis).* It is the
most beautiful and the most sacred of all known prayers, because of its origin and because it includes
all the various objects of prayer (praise, thanksgiving, propitiation, and intercession) and the
necessities of the Christian wayfarer; is replete with the true spirit of devotion (consciousness of
being one with God, reverence for Him as the Ruler of Heaven and earth, resignation to His will,
unselfish participation in the prosperity of the entire human race, the feeling of guilt) and, finally,
combines a wealth of sublime ideas with brevity and simplicity of diction.®

4 Matt. VI, 9-13; Luke XI, 1-4.

> The Latin term oratio dominica is of early date. The phrase Lord’s Prayer, according to Fr. Thurston (Cath. Encycl.,
IX, 356), “does not seem to have been generally familiar in England before the Reformation. During the Middle Ages
the ‘Our Father’ was always said in Latin, even by the uneducated. Hence it was then most commonly known as the
Pater noster.” With regard to the English text now in use among Catholics, the same author says: “We may note that
this is derived not from the Rheims Testament but from a version imposed upon England in the reign of Henry VIII,
and employed in the 1549 and 1552 editions of the ‘Book of Common Prayer.” From this our present Catholic text
differs only in two very slight particulars: ‘which art’ has been modernized into ‘who art,” and ‘in earth’ into ‘on earth.’
The version itself, which accords pretty closely with the translation in Tyndale’s New Testament, no doubt owed its
general acceptance to an ordinance of 1541, according to which ‘His Grace perceiving now the great diversity of the
translations [of the Pater noster etc.] hath willed them all to be taken up, and instead of them hath caused an uniform
translation of the said Pater noster, Ave, Creed, etc., to be set forth, willing all his loving subjects to learn and use the
same and straitly commanding all parsons, vicars, and curates to read and teach the same to their parishioners.” As a
result the version in question became universally familiar to the nation, and though the Rheims Testament, in 1581,
and King James’s translators, in 1611, provided somewhat different renderings of Matt. VI, 9-13, the older form was
retained for their prayers both by Protestants and Catholics alike” (I. c.).—Tertullian, De Orat., c. 1: “Jesus Christ, our
Lord, determined for us, the disciples of the New Testament, a new form of prayer. . . . And what is not heavenly that
belongs to Christ the Lord, as also this discipline of praying? Let us consider, therefore, O blessed ones, His heavenly
wisdom, first of all in the precept of praying secretly, by which He both demanded the faith of man, so that he might
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trust that both the sight and the hearing of Almighty God are present under roofs and even in hidden places, and
desired the modesty of faith, so that he who trusted Him to hear and see everywhere would offer his religion to Him
alone. Wisdom follows in the next precept: although this likewise pertains to faith and the modesty of faith, if we think
that the Lord, whom we are certain provides of His own accord for His own, is not to be approached with a host of
words. Yet this brevity, insofar as it makes for the third degree of wisdom, is supported by the substance of a great and
blessed interpretation, and as much as it is compressed in words, so much is it diffused in meanings. For it has
embraced not only the proper offices of prayer, the veneration of God or the petition of man, but almost every discourse
of the Lord, every remembrance of discipline, so that truly a summary of the whole Gospel is comprehended in the
prayer.”—IDEM, ibid., c. 9: “In the compendia of a few words how many edicts of the prophets, the evangelists, and the
apostles are touched upon, how many discourses of the Lord, parables, examples, precepts! How many duties are
discharged at the same time! The honor of God in the Father, the testimony of faith in the name, the offering of
obedience in the will, the commemoration of hope in the kingdom, the petition of life in the bread, the confession of
debts in the deprecation, anxiety about temptations in the request for protection. What wonder? God alone could teach
how He wished to be prayed to. Therefore the religion of prayer, ordained by Him and animated by His spirit even
then, when it was brought forth from the divine mouth, ascended by its own privilege into heaven, commending to the
Father what the Son taught.” (Ed. E. E Leopold, P II, pp. 1 sq., 6).—St. Cyprian, De Dominica Orat., c. 9: “What
mysteries of the Lord’s Prayer there are, how many, how great, briefly collected in speech but spiritually abundant in
power, so that nothing at all is omitted which is not comprehended in our petitions and prayers by a summary of
heavenly doctrine.” (Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., Vol. III, 1, 272).—Innocent III, Expositio Orat. Domin., n. 1: “This
prayer is privileged in three things: in dignity, because composed by Christ; in brevity, so that it may be learned more
quickly, retained better, and said more frequently; in fecundity, because it contains all petitions and embraces the
necessities of both lives.”—St. Bonaventure, De Sacro Altaris Mysterio, 1. V, c. 16 (Opera Omnia, VII, 652): “This
prayer excels other prayers for many reasons: by the authority of the teacher, the brevity of the discourse, the
sufficiency of the petitions, and the fecundity of the mysteries. By the authority of the teacher, because it was uttered
from His own mouth (Is. i, 20). By brevity of discourse, because it is easily said and pronounced (Mt. vi, 7). By the
sufficiency of the petitions, because it contains the necessities of both lives (1 Tim. iv, 8). By the fecundity of the
mysteries, because it contains immense mysteries (Deut. xii, 4).” (Migne, P. L., CCXVII, 897).—Cfr. Tillmann, Das
Gebet, II, 18 sqq.

I158| In prescribing this prayer, however, our Lord did not mean to forbid the use of others. If this
were not evident from Sacred Scripture, it could be legitimately concluded from the practice of the
Apostles and the Apostolic Fathers, who employed other prayers besides the Pater Noster.®
Nevertheless, it is true that the Lord’s Prayer is preéminently the prayer of Christians and constitutes
both the norm and the basis of all others.”

6 Acts I, 24-30; 1V, 24; Eph. III, 14-21.—St. Justin Martyr, Apol., I, c. 65; Dial. c. Tryph., c. 35 (ed. de Otto, Vol. I, 2nd
ed., p. 155).—Cfr. Constit. Apost., l. VII, c. 24 sqq., 33 sqq., 47 sqq. (ed. Funk, I, 408 sqq.).—St. Chrysostom, Hom. in
Matth., 55 (Migne, P. G., LVIII, 561).

7 Matt. VI, 9 sqq.; Luke XI, 1 sqq.—St. Augustine, Epist., 130 (al. 121), c. 12, n. 22: “Whatever other words we may
say, which the affection of the one praying forms beforehand so that it may be clear, or attends to afterward so that it
may increase, we say nothing other than what has been set down in this Lord’s Prayer, if we pray rightly and fittingly. . .
. If you run through all the words of holy petitions, as far as I judge, you will find nothing which is not contained in
this Lord’s Prayer. Hence it is free to say the same things in prayer in these and in other words, but it ought not to be
free to say other things.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 502 sq.).—IDEM, Serm., 56 (al. 48 de Div.), c. 3, n. 4: “The words
which our Lord Jesus Christ taught in prayer are the form of desires. Thou art not permitted to ask anything other than
what is written there.” (P. L., XXXVIII, 379).

I159] “In the Lord’s Prayer,” says Aquinas, “we pray not only for all the things we may licitly desire,
but also in the order in which we must desire them,” and consequently this prayer is the standard
and rule of human conduct.?
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8 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 83, art. 9: “In the Lord’s Prayer not only are all the things which we can rightly desire
asked, but also in the order in which they are to be desired; so that this prayer not only instructs us to ask, but is also
formative of our entire affection. Now it is manifest that first in our desire comes the end, and then those things which
are directed to the end. But our end is God, toward whom our affection tends in two ways: in one way, insofar as we
desire the glory of God; in another way, insofar as we desire to enjoy His glory; the first of these pertains to the love by
which we love God in Himself; the second pertains to the love by which we love ourselves in God. And therefore the
first petition is placed: ‘Hallowed be Thy name,” by which we ask the glory of God; but the second is placed: ‘Thy
kingdom come,” by which we ask to arrive at the glory of His kingdom. Now something orders us to the aforesaid end
in two ways: in one way through itself, in another way accidentally; through itself, in- deed, the good which is useful
for the end. Now something is useful for the end of beatitude in two ways: in one way directly and principally,
according to the merit by which we merit beatitude by obeying God; and to this pertains: ‘“Thy will be done, on earth as
it is in heaven.” In another way instrumentally, and as if assisting us to merit; and to this pertains what is said: ‘Give us
this day our daily bread’: whether this is understood of the sacramental bread, the daily use of which benefits man, and
in which all other sacraments are also understood; or it is understood of bodily bread, so that by bread is understood
every sufficiency of food, as Augustine says to Proba, because both the Eucharist is the principal sacrament and bread is
the principal food; hence in the Gospel of Matthew is written ‘supersubstantial,” that is, ‘principal,” as Jerome explains,
superior. Accidentally, however, we are ordered to beatitude by the removal of what hinders it. Now there are three
things which hinder us from beatitude; first, indeed, sin, which directly excludes us from the kingdom, according to 1
Cor. 6, 9: ‘Neither fornicators nor servants of idols, etc., shall possess the kingdom of God’; and to this pertains what is
said: ‘And forgive us our debts.” Secondly, temptation hinders us, which especially prevents the observance of the divine
will; and to this pertains: And lead us not into temptation,” by which we do not ask that we not be tempted, but that
we not be conquered by temptation, which is to be led into temptation. Thirdly, the present penal condition, insofar as
it hinders the sufficiency of life; and as to this it is said: ‘Deliver us from evil.””

11601 St. Augustine taught us to distinguish in the Lord’s Prayer seven petitions, three of which are
directed to the glory of God, while the remaining four have reference to our own salvation.’

? For an elaborate commentary upon the Lord’s Prayer see the Catechism of the Council of Trent (English tr. by J.
Donovan, Dublin, 1908, which we use throughout this work wherever we quote from the Cat. Rom.). This quasi-
official commentary, as Fr. Thurston points out (Cath. Encycl., IX, 356), forms the basis of the analysis of the Our
Father found in all Catholic catechisms. “Many points worthy of notice are there emphasized, as, for example, the fact
that the words ‘on earth as it is in Heaven’ should be understood to qualify, not only the petition ‘Thy will be done,’
but also the two preceding, ‘hallowed be Thy name,” and ‘Thy kingdom come.” The meaning of this last petition is also
very fully dealt with. The most conspicuous difficulty in the original text of the Our Father concerns the interpretation
of the words dptog émovotog, which in accordance with the Vulgate in St. Luke, we translate ‘our daily bread.” St.
Jerome, by a strange inconsistency, changed the pre-existing word quotidianum into supersubstantialem in St.
Matthew, but left quotidianum in St. Luke. The opinion of modern scholars upon the point is sufficiently indicated by
the fact that the Revised Version still prints ‘daily’ in the text, but suggests in the margin ‘our bread for the coming
day,” while the American Committee wished to add ‘our needful bread.” Lastly may be noted the generally received
opinion that the rendering of the last clause should be ‘deliver us from the evil one,” a change which justifies the use of
‘but’ instead of ‘and’ and practically converts the two last clauses into one and the same petition.” The doxology, “for
Thine is the Kingdom,” etc., which appears in the Greek textus receptus and has been adopted into the later editions of
the “Book of Common Prayer,” is an interpolation of ancient but uncertain origin. The words “because Thine is the
kingdom and the power and the glory” are found in many ancient codices, both Greek and Latin, of St. Matthew’s
Gospel, in the writings of St. John Chrysostom, and in those of St. Gregory of Nyssa. Hence, if there is an interpolation,
it cannot be charged against the editors of the King James or any other Protestant version, because the incriminated
passage antedates Protestantism by more than a thousand years. Our best authorities hold that the phrase is a liturgical
addition, which at an early period slipped into the sacred text through some copyist’s error. Such doxologies were
recited in the early days after every prayer and sermon. Knabenbauer (Comment. in Matt., Vol. I, ed. alt., p. 280, Paris
1903) traces this custom to St. Paul. The meaning attached to the phrase, “Thine is the kingdom,” etc., by the Fathers
was: “Thou, O Lord, art able to grant us the things we have asked for in this prayer, because thine is the kingdom, and
the power, and the glory, forever.” “Kingdom,” St. Thomas explains, refers to the first and second petitions of the
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Lord’s Prayer, “power” to the third, and “glory” to the rest. (Quoted by Knabenbauer, 1. c.). (Cfr. the Catholic
Fortnightly Review, St. Louis, Mo., Vol. XXII [1915], pp. 494 sq.).

I161] As the Pater noster comprises everything for which man may and should pray, and the
arrangement of its petitions indicates the correct order in which these blessings should be asked for,
this prayer has from the earliest days, according to the testimony of Tertullian, been regarded as “the
legitimate and ordinary prayer,” “the public and common prayer” of the faithful.'

10 g¢, Augustine, De Sermone Domini in Monte, 1. II, c. 4-11 (Migne, P L., XXXIV, 1275 sqq.); IDEM, Serm., 56 (al. 48
de Div.), c. 4-14 (P L., XXXVIII, 379 sqq.); Tertullian, De Orat., c. 9; St. Cyprian, De Dominica Orat., c. 8; cfr. O.
Rottmanner, O. S. B., Predigten und Ansprachen, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 3 sqq.

2. THE HAIL MARY.—The Hail Mary, or Ave Maria, also called the “Angelical Salutation,” is as a rule
recited immediately after the Our Father. It is the most familiar of all the prayers used by the
Universal Church in honor of the Blessed Virgin Mary and consists of three parts.

I162] The first, “Hail [Mary], full of grace, the Lord is with thee, blessed art thou amongst women,”
embodies the salutation of the Angel Gabriel at the Annunciation.!! The second, “and blessed is the

»

fruit of thy womb [Jesus],” is borrowed from the divinely inspired greeting of St. Elizabeth.!? The

third is a petition: “Holy Mary, Mother of God, pray for us sinners now and at the hour of our death,
Amen.” This petition dates no farther back than the fifteenth century.!®

H1ukeT, 28.
121 uke 1, 42.

13 “At the close of the fifteenth century,” says Fr. Herbert Thurston, S.J., “there was not any officially approved
conclusion, though a form closely resembling our present one was sometimes designated as ‘the prayer of Pope
Alexander VI’ (see Der Katholik, April, 1903, p. 334), and was engraved separately on bells (Beissel, Verehrung Marias,
p- 460). But for liturgical purposes the Ave down to the year 1568 ended with ‘Jesus, Amen,” and an observation in the
Myroure of Our Lady, written for the Bridgettine nuns of Syon, clearly indicates the general feeling. ‘Some saye at the
begynnyng of this salutacyon Ave benigne Jesu and some saye after ‘Maria mater Dei,” with other addycyons at the ende
also. And such thinges may be saide when folke saye their Aves of theyr own devocyon. But in the servyce of the
chyrche, I trowe it to be moste sewer and moste medeful [i. e., meritorious] to obey the comon use of saying, as the
chyrche hath set, without all such addicions.” We meet the Ave as we know it now, printed in the breviary of the
Camaldolese monks, and in that of the Order de Mercede, c. 1514. Probably this, the current form of Ave, came from
Italy, and Esser asserts that it is to be found, written exactly as we say it now, in the handwriting of St. Antoninus of
Florence, who died in 1459. This, however, is doubtful. What is certain is that an Ave Maria identical with our own,
except for the omission of the single word nostrae, stands printed at the head of a little work of Savonarola’s issued in
1495, of which there is a copy in the British Museum. Even earlier than this, in a French edition of the ‘Calendar of
Shepherds,” which appeared in 1493, a third part is added to the Hail Mary, which is repeated in Pynson’s English
translation a few years later in the form: ‘Holy Mary moder of God praye for us synners. Amen.” . . . The official
recognition of the Ave Maria in its complete form, though foreshadowed in the words of the Catechism of the Council
of Trent, . . . was finally given in the Roman Breviary of 1568.” (Cath. Encycl., VII, 112). The custom of engraving the
Ave Maria on bells, referred to by Fr. Thurston, arose from its connection with the Angelus.

1163| By adding the Hail Mary to the Our Father we intimate that we expect God to hear our prayers
through the powerful intercession of His Blessed Mother.!*

14 1n the Middle Ages the Ave Maria often became so closely connected with the Pater noster, that it was treated as a
sort of farsura, or insertion, before the words et ne nos inducas in tentationem, when the Pater noster was said secreto.
(See H. Thurston, S.J., in The Month, Nov., 1901, p. 490).
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3. THE ANGELUS.—A triple Hail Mary recited in the evening was the origin of our modern Angelus,
which is closely associated with the ringing of a bell.?

15 See H. Thurston, S.J., in the Catholic Encyclopedia, 1, 487. The tolling of the Ave bell was not identical with the
ringing of the curfew, as has been asserted. The former took place at the end of the ecclesiastical office of Compline and

perhaps coincided with the prayers for peace, said in choir; whereas the curfew was the signal for the close of day and
for the general bedtime. (Thurston, ibid.).

The Church does not oblige her children to say the Angelus, but merely expresses the wish that they
should recite the usual prayer when they hear the bell ringing in the morning, at noon, and at night.
This is a pious and salutary custom, calculated to sanctify the workaday life of the Christian in its
three principal stages,—the beginning, the continuation, and the end. Thrice daily the Angelus bell
calls upon man amid his cares and worries to raise his heart to God, thereby sanctifying his daily life.
“Evening and morning, and at noon I will speak and declare, and he shall hear my voice.”'® The
Angelus bell reminds us of the magnum pietatis mysterium, the Incarnation of the Son of God, and
exhorts us to honor with a grateful heart the Saviour and His Blessed Mother, that they may protect
us from the dangers that threaten us,—in the morning, from “the arrow that flieth in the day”;17 at
noon, from the “invasion of the midday devil,”!8
dark.?

16 ps. L1V, 18.

and in the evening, from the danger that lurks in the

N sagitta volante in die” (Ps. XC, 6).
18 “Ab incursu et daemonio meridiano” (ibid.).
19 “A negotio perambulante in tenebris” (ibid.).

I164] 4. THE ROSARY.—The Rosary (Rosarium, Psalterium Marianum) is a form of prayer consisting
in the recitation of fifteen decades of Hail Marys with an Our Father between each ten, while at each
of the fifteen decades we recall successively in pious meditation one of the mysteries of our
Redemption.?? The characteristic mark or essence of this form of prayer lies in the meditations. Oral
prayer and meditation are here combined like matter and form.

20 Breviarium Romanum.

The name Rosary originated in the idea that the sacred mysteries of the Redemption constitute for
the Blessed Virgin Mary a constantly new source of honor and happiness, symbolized in ancient
times by the rose. The frequent repetition of the Angelical Salutation resembles a wreath wound
about the head of the glorious Queen, who crushed the head of the serpent. The meditations are as
roses inserted in this wreath.

The connection of the so-called mysteries with the Hail Mary arose from the consideration that the
graces which Christ merited for us by His life, Passion, and death are communicated most effectively
through the intercession of His Virgin Mother, who is to be thought of as codperating in all these
mysteries. Through this association of ideas the Rosary becomes perfectly in- telligible for the
unlearned layman, while, on the other hand, even the most learned theologian cannot exhaust its
mysteries. The Rosary is a devotion that is suitable for all conditions of life, and satisfies all needs of
the human heart. It is a most excellent accompaniment for the ecclesiastical seasons. The ease with
which it leads the faithful to meditate, and the necessity of meditation for spiritual progress, render it
invaluable for all. The frequent repetition of the same prayer does not weary the mind, because the
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mysteries meditated upon bring variety into what might otherwise be a monotonous practice. On the
contrary, by repeating the Hail Mary, we increase and intensify our devotion.

1165 These considerations explain the popularity of this beautiful devotion.?! There can be no doubt
that the Rosary, rightly recited, is a veritable wellspring of pious aspirations.

21 Kirchen-Lexikon, Vol. X, col. 1275 sq.—Cfr. Leo XIII’s Encyclical letters: “Supremi Apostolatus,” Sept. 1, 1883;
“Octobris mense adventante,” Sept. 22, 1891; “Adiutricem populi christiani,” Sept. 5, 1895; “Fidentem piumque
animum,” Sept. 20, 1896.

We do not, of course, mean to deny that this devotion involves the danger of thoughtlessness and
routine, but to condemn the Rosary because of the real or possible abuses to which it gives rise,
would be unjust. The danger of its becoming a matter of mechanical routine can be easily averted by
proper instruction on the nature of prayer and the meaning of the sacred mysteries.

It was long a pious belief among the faithful that when the Albigensian heresy was devastating the
country of Toulouse, St. Dominic earnestly besought the help of Our Lady and was instructed by her
to preach the Rosary among the people as an antidote to heresy and sin. From this time forward, the
Breviary informs us,?? this manner of prayer “was most wonderfully published abroad and developed
by St. Dominic, whom [different] supreme pontiffs have in various passages of their Apostolic letters
declared to be the institutor and author of the same devotion.” In matter of fact neither the
thirteenth nor the fourteenth century knew anything of St. Dominic’s alleged relation to the Rosary.
Not a single authentic passage can be cited from the historical, ascetical, or homiletic writings of
Dominican authors during these two centuries that could be construed into a reference to the Rosary,
whereas since the beginning of the fifteenth century whole cycles of Rosary sermons occur. “It would
be difficult to understand,” says a learned Franciscan historian, Fr. Heribert Holzapfel, “why the
Rosary is never even mentioned in the most ancient constitutions and decrees of the Dominican
Order in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, if it were really a form of devotion recommended
and inculcated by the holy founder. The Constitutiones Primae of 1228 contain so many detailed
instructions regarding prayers and devotions to the Blessed Virgin Mary, that one is compelled to
assume that the Rosary would surely have been mentioned had it been a part of the regular practice
of the Order.”??

22 Office for the Feast of the Most Holy Rosary, Oct. 7, second nocturn.

23 Heribert Holzapfel, O. E M., St. Dominikus und der Rosenkranz, Munich 1903, pp. 11 sq., 14, 26; see, however, R.
Devas, O. P, in Am. Cath. Quarterly Rev., Jan. 1916 and Cath. Fortnightly Review, 1920, Vol. XXVII, No. 23.

I166| “The Bollandists, on trying to trace to its source the origin of the current tradition,” says Fr.
Thurston, “found that all the clues converged upon one point, the preaching of the Dominican Alan
de Rupe, about the years 1470-75. He it undoubtedly was who first suggested the idea that the
devotion of ‘Our Lady’s Psalter’ was instituted or revived by St. Dominic. Alan was a very earnest and
devout man, but, as the highest au- thorities admit, he was full of delusions, and based his
revelations on the imaginary testimony of writers that never existed.?* His preaching, however, was
attended with much success. The Rosary confraternities, organized by him and his colleagues at
Douai, Cologne, and elsewhere,*® had great vogue, and led to the printing of many books, all more or
less impregnated with the ideas of Alan. Indulgences were granted for the good work that was thus
being done, and the documents conceding these indulgences accepted and repeated, as was natural in
that uncritical age, the historical data which had been inspired by Alan’s writings and which were
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submitted according to the usual practice by the promoters of the confraternities themselves. It was
in this way that the tradition of Dominican authorship grew up. The first Bulls speak of this
authorship with some reserve: ‘Prout in historiis legitur,” says Leo X in the earliest of all, ‘Pastoris
aeterni,” 1520; but many of the later popes were less guarded.”?®

24 Quétif and Echard, Script. O. P, 1, 849.
25 Cath. Encyclopedia, XIII, 188 sq.
26, Thurston, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 184.

11671 “That the Rosary is preéminently the prayer of the people,” says the same writer, “adapted alike
for the use of simple and learned, is proved not only by the long series of papal utterances by which it
has been commended to the faithful, but by the daily experience of all who are familiar with it. The
objection so often made against its ‘vain repetition,” is felt by none but those who have failed to
realize how entirely the spirit of the exercise lies in the meditation upon the fundamental mysteries
of our faith.?” To the initiated the words of the Angelical Salutation form only a sort of half-conscious
accompaniment, a bourdon which we may liken to the ‘Holy, Holy, Holy’ of the heavenly choirs and
surely not in itself meaningless. Neither can it be necessary to urge that the freest criticism of the
historical origin of the devotion, which involves no point of doctrine, is compatible with a full
appreciation of the devotional treasures which this pious exercise brings within the reach of all.”?®

27 Cfr. J. H. Newman, “Vain Repetitions,” reprinted from The Rambler, Vol. IV, No. 21 (Sept. 1855), St. Louis 1910.

28 Thurston in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 187.

1168 5. THE SALVE REGINA.—The Salve Regina, the most celebrated of the four Breviary anthems
in honor of the Blessed Virgin Mary, is usually ascribed to St. Bernard of Clairvaux, but is probably
the work of Hermannus Contractus.” The use of this anthem at Compline was begun by the
Dominicans about 1221, and before the middle of the thirteenth century the Salve Regina was
incorporated with the other anthems of the Blessed Virgin in the “modernized” Franciscan Breviary,
whence it made its way into the Roman Breviary. The Salve Regina figured largely in the evening
devotions of the confraternities and guilds which were formed about the beginning of the thirteenth
century. In France it was known as Salut, in the Netherlands as the Lof, in England and Germany
simply as the Salve. Fr. Thurston has made it seem certain that our present Benediction service has
resulted from the general adoption of this evening singing of canticles before the statue of Our
Lady.°

29 On Hermannus Contractus see H. P Schlager in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, p. 266.
30Cfr. H.T. Henry in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 40 sqq., with bibliography.

6. THE CREED.—The so-called Apostles’ Creed is a formula containing in brief statements or
“articles” the fundamental doctrines of Christian belief. Tradition ascribes it to the Twelve Apostles;
hence the name. The legend dates back to the sixth century and is foreshadowed still earlier in a
sermon attributed to St. Ambrose.>! About the year 400 Rufinus gives a detailed account of the
composition of the Creed, which he professes to have received from earlier ages.>* Recently Harnack
and other Protestant critics have assigned to the Creed an origin much later than the Apostolic age.
Semeria, Battifol, Thurston and other Catholic authorities hold that while the Apostolic composition
of the Creed cannot be proved, to deny the possibility of such origin is to go further than our data at

present warrant.33
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31 Migne, P L., XVII, 671.
32 Migne, P L., XXI, 337.

33 Thurston in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 631.

11691 While the recitation of the Creed is essentially an act of latreutic worship, namely, confession
and adoration, it also partakes of the character of an impetration, and consequently is really and truly
a prayer.>* For as faith itself is a gift of divine grace, and can be professed only with the help of God,
so the act of faith which consists in the devout recitation of the Creed undoubtedly is a means of
obtaining additional graces.

34 g, Augustine, Enchiridion, c. 7: “Behold, thou hast the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer. What is heard and read more
briefly? What is more easily committed to memory? For since the human race was oppressed by the grave misery of sin
and needed the divine mercy, the prophet, foretelling the time of God’s grace, said: ‘And it shall be: everyone who shall
call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved” (Joel ii, 32); on account of this, the prayer. But the Apostle, when he had
recalled this prophetic testimony in order to commend that grace itself, immediately added: ‘How then shall they call
upon Him in whom they have not believed?’ (Rom. x, 14); on account of this, the Creed. In these two behold those
three things: faith believes, hope and charity pray.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 243).

I170] As the so-called Apostles’ Creed has a place in the canonical hours, and in the rites of the
Sacraments of Baptism and Holy Orders, so the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed is used in the
ritual of the Mass, and the so-called Athanasian Creed in the Roman Breviary.

The Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed is substantially the symbolum of Nicaea as approved in
amplified form by the Council of Constantinople, A. D. 381. The Council of Chalcedon (451)
designated it as “The Creed of the Council of Constantinople of 381” and inserted it in its acts. It is
the profession of Christian faith common to the Catholic Church, to all the Eastern churches
separated from Rome, and to most Protestant denominations.?> The schismatic Greeks cherish it
with almost superstitious reverence as their inviolable and sole norm of faith.3®

357, Wilhelm in the Cath. Encyclopaedia, Vol. XI, pp. 49 sq.
36 Cfr., Pohle-Preuss, The Divine Trinity, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 129 sq.

The Athanasian Creed (“Quicunque”), so called because its authorship was attributed to St.
Athanasius, is of uncertain origin, but was probably compiled in the fourth century under Atha-
nasian influences. It not only states clearly what the Catholic faith is concerning the important
doctrines of the Trinity and the Incarnation, but asserts with equal plainness and precision what will
happen to those who do not faithfully and steadfastly believe these truths.?’

37 Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 33 sq.

117117, THE ORATIO COMMUNIS.—The general prayers said publicly in many churches on
Sundays and holydays of obligation for the peace and prosperity of Christendom are based upon the
admonition of St. Paul “that supplications, prayers, intercessions, and thanksgivings be made for all
men, for kings and for all that are in high station: that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all
piety and chastity; for this is good and acceptable in the sight of God our Saviour, who will have all
men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth.”*® This common prayer corresponds to
the idea of the Church of Christ as the one institution destined to lead all men without distinction of
nationality to Heaven, and is therefore believed to have special power. “If the prayer of one or two of
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us has such might,” says St. Ignatius of Antioch, “how much more has that of the bishop and of the
whole Church?”*

38 1 Tim. I, 1-4; cfr. Acts 11, 42; Rom. X, 12.

39 Epist. ad Eph., c. 5: “For if the prayer of one or two has such power, how much more that of the bishop and of the
whole Church?” (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 216; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers (Loeb Classical
Library), Vol. I, London 1912, p. 178).—Cfr. Tertullian, Apol., c. 39: “We assemble in a company and congregation, so
that, as though with a band formed, we may surround God with petitions as we pray. This force is pleasing to God. We
pray also for emperors, for their ministers and authorities, for the condition of the world, for the tranquility of affairs,
for the delay of the end.” (Ed. Leopold, P. 1, 110).

[172] 8. LITANIES.—The word Litany (Attavewa) is derived from Autry, i. e, an entreaty, or a
supplication, and designates a form of united prayer by alternate sentences, in which the clergy lead
and the people respond. These sentences embody petitions directed to God, or to the Saints, chiefly
for the purpose of obtaining the divine assistance in important matters affecting either the Church or
the faithful, or of appeasing God’s just wrath in calamities.*

40 E Mershman, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 286 sq.
There are five litanies approved by the Holy See for use in public worship, viz.:

a) THE LITANY OF THE SAINTS (Litaniae Sanctorum), so called because in it Saints of every class
and rank are either nominally or by implication asked for their intercession. This Litany is of great
antiquity and has served as a model for all others.

Three forms of the Litany of the Saints are at present in liturgical use. The longer form, as given in
the Roman Ritual, is prescribed for the laying of the cornerstone of a new church, at the blessing or
reconciliation of a church or cemetery, in the rite of blessing the people and fields by virtue of a
special papal indult, for the major and minor Rogation days, in the procession and prayers to obtain
rain or fine weather, to avert storms and tempests, in time of famine or war, to escape mortality in
time of pestilence, in any tribulation, during the translation of relics, in solemn exorcisms, and at the
Forty Hours’ Devotion, on which latter occasion certain verses are added. The Roman Pontifical,
besides the occasions given in the Ritual, orders the recitation of the Litany of the Saints in the
conferring of major orders, in the consecration of a bishop, the benediction of an abbott or abbess,
the consecration of virgins, the coronation of a king or queen, the consecration of a church, the
expulsion and readmission of public sinners on Maundy Thursday, and in the “Ordo ad Synodum.”*!

1 IDEM, ibid., IX, 292.
11731 An abbreviated form of this Litany is given in the Roman Missal for Holy Saturday and the Vigil

of Pentecost.

A third form occurs in the “Commendatio” of the Roman Ritual, in which the invocations and
supplications are specially chosen to benefit the departing soul about to appear before its Maker.

b) THE LITANY OF THE BLESSED VIRGIN, popularly known as the LITANY OF LORETO (Litaniae
Lauretanae B. Mariae Virginis), in which titles expressive of the transcendent dignity and the various
privileges of the Mother of God, as well as of the love, trust, and veneration of her children toward
her, are woven into a chain of animated supplications which have been the subject of endless
panegyrics.
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I174] This Litany came into general use from having been sung in the Holy House of Loreto, whence
pilgrims carried it into all Christian lands. It was definitely approved by the Church in 1587, but a
considerable portion of it is undoubtedly much older than the foundation of the Loreto sanctuary,
which dates only from the thirteenth century.

“The first Marian litanies must have been composed to foster private devotion, as it is not at all
probable that they were written for use in public, by reason of their drawn-out and heavy style. But
once the custom grew up of reciting Marian litanies privately, and of gradually shortening the text, it
was not long until the idea occurred of employing them for public devotion, especially in cases of
epidemic, as had been the practice of the Church with the litanies of the Saints, which were sung in
penitential processions and during public calamities.”*?

27 de Santis, S.J., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, p. 288.

¢) THE LITANY OF THE HOLY NAME OF JESUS (Litaniae Sanctissimi Nominis Iesu) enumerates a
list of praises referring to Jesus as God and man, and begs Him to deliver us from whatever is apt to
keep us from attaining our last end, i. e., from sin and the divine wrath, from the snares of the devil
and the spirit of uncleanness, from eternal death and the neglect of God’s inspirations, and adjures
Him by the mystery of His Incarnation, His nativity and infancy, His divine life and labors, His agony
and Passion, His Cross and dereliction, His languor, His death and burial, His Resurrection and
Ascension, His joys and glory, to have mercy on His children.

11751 This Litany probably owes its origin to the two celebrated preachers of the Holy Name, SS.
Bernardine of Siena and John Capistran, at the beginning of the fifteenth century. It was approved by
Pius IX, in 1862, and by Leo XIII, in 1899.%

43 E Mershman, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 290 sq.

d) THE LITANY OF THE SACRED HEART OF JESUS (Litaniae Sacratissimi Cordis Iesu) consists of
thirty-three invocations in honor of the years of our Lord’s life upon earth, with special reference to
His corporeal heart, which is most intimately united with His soul and His godhead. This Litany was
approved by Leo XIII, in 1899.*

445 R. C., 27th June, 1898; April 2nd, 1899. Cfr. Ch. G. Kanders, Le Coeur de Jésus, Vol. I, Bruxelles 1926.

e) THE LITANY OF ST. JOSEPH (Litaniae in Honorem Sancti Patriarchae loseph), is modelled upon
the Litany of Loreto. It consists of twenty-four titles in honor of the foster-father of Our Divine Lord,
and was approved by Pius X, in 1909.%

455 R. C., March 18th, 1909.

These Litanies, and these only, may be recited publicly and liturgically; but the bishops may sanction
the printing of others for private use.*®

46 Addis and Arnold’s Cath. Dictionary, 9th ed., revised by T. B. Scannell, London 1917, p. 526.

1176 | The discussion of the psalms and Biblical canticles (cantica) underlying the liturgical prayers of
the Church must be left to liturgiology.*’

47 Cfr. Cardinal Wiseman, Miscellaneous Essays, On Prayers and Prayerbooks.—V. Thalhofer and P. Schmalzl,
Erklarung der Psalmen und der im rom. Brevier vorkommenden biblischen Cantica, 7th ed., Ratisbon 1904.—M.
Wolter, O.S.B., Psallite Sapienter, 3rd ed., Freiburg 1904.—N. Gihr, Die Sequenzen des rém. Missale, 2nd ed., Freiburg
1900.—A. Schulte, Die Hymnen des Breviers nebst den Sequenzen des Missale, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1906.
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We will close this Section with a few words about that popular and edifying form of devotion known
as Stations of the Cross.

9. THE STATIONS OF THE CROSS.—By Stations of the Cross (Via Crucis, Via Calvarii) is meant a
series of images or pictures representing the different events in the Passion of Christ, each Station
corresponding to a particular event. Each picture is surmounted by a cross, which is indeed the
essential feature, the pictures not being necessary to gain the indulgences attached to this devotion.
Usually the crosses or pictures are ranged round the church, the first placed on one side of the high
altar, the last on the other.

The Stations of the Cross are among the most popular Catholic devotions and are to be found in
almost every church. Sometimes they are erected in the open air, especially on roads which lead to a
church or shrine standing on a hill.*®

48 Catholic Dictionary (cfr. note 46 supra), pp. 788 sq.

The devotion of the Stations or Way of the Cross began in the Franciscan Order, but did not become
general before the end of the seventeenth century. The ob- ject is to help the faithful to make in
spirit, as it were, a pilgrimage to the chief scenes of Christ’s Passion and death. When the devotion is
performed publicly, a stanza of the “Stabat Mater” is usually sung while passing from one Station to
another. The devotion is richly endowed with indulgences.*

49 G. C. Alston, O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 569 sq.

11771 READINGS.—On the Lord’s Prayer: Origen, niepi €Uxfig (Migne, PG., X1, 416 sqq.).—Tertullian,
De Oratione (Migne, PL., I and II); Engl. tr. by Alex. Souter, London 1919 (S. P. C. K.’s “Translations
of Christian Literature,” Series II, pp. 1-45).—St. Cyprian, De Dominica Oratione (Migne, PL., IV; ed.
G. Hartel, Corpus Script. Eccles. Lat., III, 1-3; Vienna 1868-71).—St. Bonaventure, Breviloquium, P
V., c. 10 (ed. 2a, Vicetia, pp. 434 sqq.).—St. Thomas, Expositio in Orat. Dominicam, (H. Hurter, S.J.,
SS. Patr. Opuscula Selecta, Vol. II, 2nd ed., Innsbruck 1879, pp. 80 sqq.).—J. C. Vives, Doctorum
Angelici, Seraphici, Melliflui, Extatici in Orationem Dominicam et Salutationem Angelicam
Expositiones, Rome 1902.—F. Probst, Lehre und Gebet in den drei ersten Jahrhunderten, Tiibingen
1871, pp. 175 sqq.—]J. von Fiihrich, Das Vater Unser in Bild und Wort, Ratisbon 1884.—L. Glotzle
and A. Knopfler, Das Vater Unser im Geiste der dltesten Kirchenviter in Bild und Wort, 2nd ed.,
Freiburg 1902.—J. M. L. Monsabré, La Priere Divine (Le “Pater”), 5th ed., Paris 1909.—Herbert
Thurston, S.J., art. “Lord’s Prayer,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 356 sq.—Chase, The
Lord’s Prayer in the Early Church, Cambridge 1891.

On the Hail Mary: Herbert Thurston, S.J., art. “Hail Mary,” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp.
110 sqq.—IDEM, in The Month, London, Nov. 1901, pp. 483-499.—“Zur Geschichte des Ave Maria,”
in the Katholik, Mayence, May, 1903, pp. 333 sqq.—Waterton, Pietas Mariana Britannica, London
1879, P I, pp. 143-169.—S. Beissel, S.J., Geschichte der Verehrung Marias in Deutschland wahrend
des Mittelalters, Freiburg 1909, pp. 228 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion,
Freiburg 1881, pp. 114 sqq.

11781 On the Angelus: Rocca, De Campanis Commentarius, Rome 1612.—Gerberon, Dissertation sur
I’Angelus, Paris 1675.—Herbert Thurston, S.J., art. “Angelus” and “Angelus Bell,” in the Cath.
Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 486 sqq.—Thos. Esser, O.P, “Das Ave Maria-Lauten und der Engel des Herrn
in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung,” in the Historisches Jahrbuch, Vol. XXIII (1902), pp. 22 sqq.,
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247 sqq., 775 sqq.—Rock, The Church of Our Fathers, 2nd ed., London 1904, Vol. III, pp. 245 sqq.—
P. Boudinhon, “LAngelus,” in the Revue du Clergé Frangcais, Vol. XXXI (1902), pp. 24 sqq.

On the Rosary: M. Chéry, La Théologie du Saint Rosaire, Paris 1869.—G. Patiss, Der heilige
Rosenkranz, Innsbruck 1881.—Th. M. Leikes, Rosa Aurea, Diilmen 1886.—J]. M. Meister, Die soziale
Bedeutung des hl. Rosenkranzes, 2nd ed., Miinster 1889.—Thos. Esser, O.P, Unsrer Lieben Frauen
Rosenkranz, Paderborn 1889.—D. Chapotin, Quelques Notes Historiques sur le Saint Rosaire, Paris
1901.—W. Schmitz, Das Rosenkranzgebet im fiinfzehnten und im Anfange des sechszehnten
Jahrhunderts, Freiburg 1903.—S. Beissel, S.J., Geschichte der Verehrung Marias in Deutschland
wihrend des Mittelalters, Freiburg 1909, Ch. XII.—H. Thurston, S.J., art. “Rosary,” in the Cath.
Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 184 sqq.—Proctor, The Rosary Guide, London 1901.—H. Holzapfel,
O.EM., Der hl. Dominikus und der Rosenkranz, Munich 1903.

On the Salve Regina: Pseudo-Bernard, Sermones in Antiph. Salve Regina, IV (Migne, PL., CLXXXIV,
1059).—E. Krebs, “Das Salve Regina,” in the Theol. Quartalschrift, Tiibingen 1906, pp. 74 sqq.—H. T.
Henry, art. “Salve Regina,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, pp. 409 sq.—S. Beissel, Geschichte
der Verehrung Marias in Deutschland wihrend des Mittelalters, Freiburg 1909, pp. 122 sqq., 202
sqq., 214, 253, 272, 290, 353, 546.—IDEM, Geschichte der Verehrung Marias im 16. und 17.
Jahrhundert, Freiburg 1910, pp. 494 sqq.—P. Wagner, “Eine bisher nicht verdffentlichte Legende iiber
die Entstehung des Salve Regina,” in the Theol. Revue, Miinster, Vol. II (1903), pp. 214 sq.

On the Apostles’ Creed: S. Baumer, O.S.B., Das apostolische Glaubensbekenntnis, Mayence 1893.—
Cl. Blume, S.J., Das apostolische Glaubensbekenntnis, Freiburg 1893.—F Kattenbusch (Prot.) Das
apostolische Symbolum, Vol. I, Leipsic 1894; Vol. II, 1900.—B. Dorholt, Das Taufsymbolum der alten
Kirche, Vol. I, Paderborn 1898.—F. Wiegand, Die Stellung des apostolischen Symbols im kirchlichen
Leben des Mittelalters, Vol. I, Leipsic 1899.—V. Ermoni, Histoire du Credo, Paris 1903.—A.
Vacandard, Etudes de Critique et d’Histoire Religieuse, 2nd ed., Paris 1910.—A. Seeberg (Prot.), Der
Katechismus der Urchristenheit, Leipsic 1903, pp. 138 sqq.—H. Thurston, SJ., art. “Apostles’
Creed,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. I, pp. 629 sqq.—Batiffol and Vacant in the Dictionnaire de
Théologie, s. v. “Apotres, Symbole des.”—Burn, Introduction to the Creeds, London 1897.—Swete,
Apostles’ Creed, 3rd ed., London 1889.

11791 On the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed: G. Rietschel, Liturgik, Vol. I, Berlin 1900, pp. 371
sqq.—J. Wilhelm in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 49 sq.—Lumby, History of Creeds, 2nd ed.,
London 1880.—Hort, Two Dissertations, Part II, Cambridge 1876.

On the Athanasian Creed: K. Kiinstle, Antipriscilliana, Freiburg 1905, pp. 204 sqq.—G. Morin, O. S.
B., Le Symbole d’Athanase, in the Revue Bénédictine, 1901, pp. 337 sqq.—H. Brewer, Das
sogenannte athanasianische Glaubensbekenntnis ein Werk des hl. Ambrosius, Paderborn 1909.—]J. J.
Sullivan, S.J., art. “Athanasian Creed,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 33 sqq.—Burn, “The
Athanasian Creed,” in Robinson, Texts and Studies, Cambridge 1896.

On the Oratio Communis: St. Clement of Rome, Epist. I ad Cor., c. 59-61 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I,
2nd ed., pp. 175 sqq.).—St. Justin Martyr, Apol,, 1. I, c. 65 (ed. de Otto, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 155 sqq.).
—Constitutiones Apost., VIII, c. 6 (ed. Funk, Vol. I, pp. 478 sqq.).

On the Litanies: A. ]J. Binterim, Die vorziiglichsten Denkwiirdigkeiten der christ-katholischen Kirche,
Vol. 1V, 2nd ed., Mayence 1838, I, 572 sqq.—K. A. H. Kellner, Heortology, A History of the Christian
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Festivals from their Origin to the Present Day, London 1908, pp. 189 sqq.—F Mershman, O.S.B., art.
“Litany,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 286 sq.

On the Litany of the Saints: H. Samson, Die Allerheiligenlitanei, Paderborn 1894.—F. Mershman,
0O.S.B., in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 291 sq.

On the Litany of the Blessed Virgin Mary: Decree of the S. Congr. of Rites, April 22, 1903.—]J. Sauren,
Die lauretanische Litanei, Kempten 1895.—A. de Santi, S. ]J., Le Litanie Lauretane, 2nd ed., Rome
1897 (tr. into French by Boudinhon, Les Litanies de la Sainte Vierge, Paris 1900; into German by
Norpel, Die Lauretanische Litanei, Paderborn 1900).—IDEM, art. “Litany of Loreto,” in the Cath.
Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 287 sqq.—J. E. Zdllner and J. Assmann, Die lauretanische Litanei, Ratisbon
1906.—A. M. Lepicier, The Fairest Flower of Paradise: Considerations on the Litany of the Bl. Virgin,
N. Y. 1922.

11801 On the Litany of the Holy Name of Jesus: J. Rachberger, Die Litanei vom heiligsten Namen
Jesus, Passau 1881.—F. Frank, Die Litanei vom siissen Namen Jesu, Paderborn 1906.—B. Maréchaux,
Les Litanies du Saint Nom de Jésus, Paris 1907.—FE Mershman, O.S.B., art. “Litany of the Holy
Name,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IX, pp. 290 sq.

On the Litany of the Sacred Heart of Jesus: Decrees of the S. Congr. of Rites, June 27, 1898, and April
2, 1899.—P Hagg, S.J. and M. Hagen, S.J., Die Herz-Jesu-Litanei, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1905.—A. Drive,
Litanies du Sacré-Coeur, Tournai 1905.—Ch. Sauvé, Les Litanies du Coeur de Jésus, Paris 1907.—]J.
M. Donnell, SJ., The Litany of the Sacred Heart, New York, s. a.

On the Litany of St. Joseph: Decree of the S. Congr. of Rites, March 18, 1909 (Acta Apostolicae Sedis,
I [1909], p. 290).—Richard, St. Joseph, sa Vie et son Culte, Lille 1896.

On the Stations of the Cross: N. Nilles, S.J., Der schmerzhafte Kreuzweg Christi, 4th ed., Innsbruck
1895.—P. W. von Keppler, Die XIV Stationen des hl. Kreuzweges, 4th ed., Freiburg 1904.—H.
Thurston, S.J., The Stations of the Cross, London 1906.—G. C. Alston, O.S.B., art. “Way of the
Cross,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, pp. 569 sqq.—K. A. Kneller, S.J., Geschichte der
Kreuzwegandacht, Freiburg 1908.
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Chapter VI: The Sins Opposed to Prayer

I181] The sins opposed to prayer, as an act of divine worship, are blasphemy and the irreverent use of
the names of God and His saints.

Opposed to prayer, as an act of intercession for others, are cursing and calling down maledictions
upon one’s fellow creatures.

1. BLASPHEMY.—Blasphemy (from PAdmtw, I damage, and ¢nun, reputation, character), is a speech
or an act which contains within itself a calumny (calumnia) or a contumely (contumelia) against
Almighty God,—either immediately against His Person, being, essence, or providence (blasphemia
immediata), or mediately against revealed religion, the Church, or the saints (blasphemia mediata).

Blasphemy may, therefore, be briefly defined as an imprecatory or contumelious speech against God.!

Lapp insulting utterance against God.” Cfr. Matt. IX, 2 sqq.; XXVI, 60-65.—St. Augustine, De Moribus Eccl. Cath., 1. 11, c.
11, n. 20: “Commonly blasphemy is understood as nothing other than speaking evil words about God.” (Migne, P. L.,
XXXII, 1354).—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., 1, n. 288: “Blasphemy is speech injurious to God. Speech, however, can be
made not only by an explicit word, but also in thought and deed.”

1182] Blasphemy is direct if dishonor to God is intended; indirect, if dishonor to God is not intended,
though foreseen as a consequence.’ Blasphemy is called heretical (haeretica) if it involves heresy;
imprecative (imprecativa) if it involves an imprecation or threat; ordinary (probrosa) if it contains a
mere contumely or insult.®

25t Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art. 1, ad 2: “Just as God is praised in His saints, inasmuch as the works
which God effects in the saints are praised, so also blasphemy which is committed against the saints consequently
redounds against God.”—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, 4th ed., p. 238.

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., 1, n. 288: “Blasphemy is distinguished chiefly: 1. Direct or indirect, according as insult is
directly intended against God by the blasphemer, or is only implicitly contained in his words or gestures; 2. Immediate
or mediate, according as it immediately affects God Himself, or only indirectly, namely, by dishonoring the saints or
profaning sacred things; 3. Heretical, imprecative, and merely insulting, according as it contains heresy, an imprecation,
or a mere insult.”

Blasphemy may be committed in thought (mente vel corde), word (verbo)—spoken, written, or printed,
—or deed (opere),* and is by its very nature (ex genere suo) a mortal sin; in fact, being a deliberate
insult offered to the Lord God of Heaven and earth, it is a crimen laesae maiestatis, the most grievous
sin a man can commit,® assuming, of course, that he acts with full advertence and consent.®

4 ps. XIII, 1: “The fool hath said in his heart: There is no God.”—Cfr. Tertullian, De Idolol., c. 23: “He speaks with the
stylus, he is heard in the wax; the hand is clearer than every sound, the letter more vocal than every mouth.” (Ed.
Leopold, I, 52).

5 Lev. XXI1V, 16; Matt. IX, 2 sq.; XXVI, 65; 2 Thess. II, 3 sqq.; Apoc. XIII, 1, 5 sq.; XVI, 11.—St. Jerome says (In Is.
Proph., 1. VII, c. 18): “Nothing is more horrible than blasphemy, which sets its mouth on high.... For every sin compared
with blasphemy is lighter.” (Migne, P. L., XXIV, 247).—St. Augustine (Contra Mendac., c. 19, n. 39): “It is worse to
blaspheme than to swear falsely, since by swearing falsely God is employed as witness to a false matter, but by
blaspheming false things are said about God Himself.” (P. L., XL, 545).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art.
2: “Blasphemy by its kind is opposed to divine charity, because it detracts from the divine goodness, which is the object
of charity, and therefore blasphemy is a mor- tal sin by its kind.”—Ibid., ad 2: “He takes the name of God in vain more
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who asserts something false about God than he who confirms something false by the name of God.”—Ibid., art. 3:
“Blasphemy is opposed to the confession of faith, and therefore it has in itself the gravity of unbelief; and the sin is
aggravated if detestation of the will supervenes, and still more if it breaks out into words, just as the praise of faith is
increased by love and confession. Hence, since unbelief is the greatest sin according to its kind, it follows that
blasphemy also is the greatest sin belonging to the same kind and aggravating it.”—Ibid., ad 1: “If homicide and
blasphemy are compared according to the objects against which the sin is committed, it is manifest that blasphemy,
which is directly a sin against God, outweighs homicide, which is a sin against one’s neighbor. But if they are compared
according to the effect of harming, then homicide outweighs it; for homicide harms one’s neighbor more than
blasphemy harms God. But because in the gravity of a fault the intention of the perverse will is regarded more than the
effect of the deed, therefore, since the blasphemer intends to inflict harm upon the divine honor, simply speaking he
sins more gravely than the murderer. Homicide nevertheless holds the first place [in punishments] among sins
committed against one’s neighbor.”—Ibid., ad 2: “It is worse to blaspheme than to swear falsely. For he who swears
falsely does not say or think something false about God as does the blasphemer, but employs God as witness to
falsehood, not as judging God to be a false witness, but as hoping that God will not testify concerning this by some
evident sign.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 289.

6 Cfr. St. Augustine, Contra Mendac., c. 19, n. 39: “Each one is the more inexcusable, whether a perjurer or a
blasphemer, the more he knows or believes to be false those things which he asserts by swearing falsely or
blaspheming.” (Migne, P. L., XL, 546).

|183] “There are two ways in which blasphemy may be committed unawares and without
deliberation,” says St. Thomas. “In the first way, by a man failing to advert to the blasphemous nature
of his words, and this may happen through his being moved suddenly by passion, so as to break out
into words suggested by his imagination, without paying heed to their meaning: this is a venial sin,
and not blasphemy properly so called. In the second way, by adverting to the meaning of his words
and to their blasphemous nature: in which case he is not excused from mortal sin, any more than is
he who, in a sudden movement of anger, kills one sitting beside him.”’

7 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art. 2, ad 3: “Blasphemy can proceed without deliberation and by surprise in two ways:
in one way, when someone does not advert that what he says is blasphemy; this can happen when someone, suddenly
moved by some passion, breaks out into imagined words whose meaning he does not consider, and then it is a venial
sin and does not properly have the character of blasphemy; in another way, when he adverts that this is blasphemy,

considering the meaning of the words, and then he is not excused from mortal sin, any more than he who, from a
sudden movement of anger, kills someone sitting beside him.”

|184] To utter blasphemous words by force of an inveterate habit which one is trying earnestly to
break, is not a grievous sin.?
8 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., 1, n. 290: “They do not sin gravely who, carried away by anger or some passion, utter words of

blasphemy without adverting to their meaning. Nor do those who from an inveterate habit of blaspheming, although
earnestly renounced, break out into the same words.”

Blasphemy, as a rule, is an outbreak of anger against God. The temptation and an almost irresistible
inclination to commit this sin often accompany, even in pious souls, certain abnormal conditions
(doubts regarding the faith, internal darkness, scrupulosity), which generally originate in serious
disturbances of the physical organism.’

9 Cfr. B. Schén, Mitteilungen aus dem Leben Geistesgestirter, Vienna 1859, p. 84.

It is blasphemy to say: “May the Blood of Christ destroy thee,” or “May you perish by the
Sacraments,” because the Blood of Christ and the Sacraments are means of grace ordained for the
salvation of men, and not for their destruction. A fortiori it is blasphemy to show contempt for
Almighty God by expectorating in the direction of heaven or gnashing one’s teeth at the mention of
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that place. It is blasphemy to say: “God has forgotten me,” or to ask: “Why did God create me?”—
unless such ex- pressions are used (modo humano) inconsiderately or as signs of pain or
discouragement. It is never allowed to say that God is unjust, that He punishes goodness or rewards
wickedness, etc.!°

10 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., 1, n. 290; cfr. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. 1, 6th ed., pp. 517 sq.

1185] We sometimes hear it said that blasphemy is most common where faith is strongest. Father
Slater thinks this may be a reason why real blasphemy is not so frequent in ordinary conversation
with us as with some other nations.!! Yet there is a great deal of profanity, and we can not but
commend the efforts of the Holy Name Society directed against this vice.

' A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, p. 239.

Even the ancient pagans felt that man should never blaspheme, but always think and speak of the
deity with becoming respect.'?

12 Homer, Iliad, V, 406 sq.; XXI, 193.—Seneca, Epist., 95: “The first worship of the gods is to believe in the gods; next,
to render to them their majesty, to render goodness, without which there is no majesty.”—Quaest. Natural., 1. VII, c. 30:
“Aristotle excellently says that we ought never to be more reverent than when the gods are under discussion. If we
enter temples composedly, if, when about to approach a sacrifice, we lower our countenance and draw our toga close, if
we fashion ourselves to every token of modesty, how much more ought we to do this when ... we discuss the nature of
the gods, lest rashly, lest shamelessly, we either affirm anything in ignorance or knowingly lie!”

2. THE IRREVERENT USE OF THE NAME OF GOD.—God’s holy name is taken in vain whenever it
is used as an exclamation of fear, wonder, or impatience; or merely as an interjection, e. g., in such
phrases as “Good God,” “My Lord,” “By God,” “For Christ’s sake,” etc.

The phrase vana usurpatio divini nominis technically includes the irreverent use of other sacred words,
such as “sacrament,” “holy cross,” and the names of the Saints. To use these words as mere
expletives is not, as a rule, grievously sinful. Still, the habit of pronouncing the names of holy persons
or sacred objects without due reverence is reprehensible and may easily lead to mortal sin.!® The use
of certain locutions which were originally blasphemous, but are now considered harmless, may
become sinful by the intention of the user or because of scandal given; at best, the habit is
incompatible with the dignity of a Christian.!*

13 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., 1, n. 289: “Vain use of the most holy name of God of itself does not exceed a venial sin,

because it does not gravely injure the reverence due to God. Indeed it is often free of fault because of inadvertence,
good faith, etc. Nevertheless, they are not to be excused who from habit always have the name of God on their lips.”

14 cfr Ex. XX, 7; Ecclus. XXIII, 10.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 290: “He does not sin gravely who pronounces words
in themselves blasphemous, but shortened or corrupted, so that he does not attend to the true meaning. For these no
longer have the character of blasphemy.”

I186| Apart from scandal (which is apt to arise especially in the case of a priest) and apart from the
danger of blasphemy, the irreverence involved in taking God’s holy name in vain is not grave, and
therefore, as a rule, only a venial sin. This statement applies even when the name of God or the
names of saints are used as exclamations of anger, provided the outburst is not directed against, and
does not involve formal contempt of, God Himself or the sacred persons or things mentioned.

Gopfert, following the example of many older authors, warns preachers and confessors not to be too
quick in assuming mortal sin when the name of God has been used irreverently, lest penitents
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acquire false notions and thereby be led to commit mortal sin. On the other hand, there is no denying
the fact that the habitual use of sacred names always involves the danger of blasphemy.!”

15 Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. 1, 6th ed., p. 515.

1187 3. CURSING.—To curse means to invoke evil or to call down maledictions upon one’s
fellowmen. This act, when dictated by anger and irreverence towards God, is per se a grievous sin.
Though thoughtlessness, inadvertence, and haste may render it merely a venial transgression, every
one who has acquired the habit of cursing is in duty bound to fight it, because it easily leads to
blasphemy.!® Deliberate and habitual cursing has justly been called the language of hell.

16, Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., 1. 111, tr. 2, c. 1, n. 7: “He who has the habit of such words is bound under
mortal sin seriously to strive to remove it. But if he does this and nevertheless slips, he can sometimes be excused,
because those oaths poured forth by natural impulse are not voluntary, either in themselves or in their cause, since
they have been revoked by an efficacious purpose. If he does not strive, and the confessor observes this, let him
prudently deny him absolution.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 8: “Meanwhile very many are excused because of inadvertence in a
sudden commotion, although what certain persons say does not seem to excuse sufficiently, namely, that by these
words they intend nothing else than to use them as interjections expressive of their anger, both because they can
equally accustom themselves to other words expressive of anger and serious will, and because, even if they could not
do this, nevertheless it does not seem lawful to use words which in the common apprehension of others are
dishonoring to God.”—IDEM, ibid., n. 9: “But if anyone, in anger against a man, not being indignant at God but merely
at the man, merely names the death of God, the seven sacraments, e. g., O death of God! wounds, etc., without scandal
and without those circumstances by which contempt is imported, these are not blasphemies, but the vain use of the
divine name, prohibited by this [second] precept, and a grave sin among venial sins. Although, because of the danger of
falling into blasphemies, and because scandal is rarely absent and nevertheless God and His sacred things are
considered dishonored among the hearers, men are rarely excused and are deservedly deterred from similar
expressions.”

Directly opposed to the duty which every Christian has of praying for his fellowmen (benedicere) is the
sin of uttering imprecations or maledictions against them.!” When directed against creatures that
bear a special relation towards God, they involve blasphemy. To utter imprecations against brute
beasts or against lower creatures which stand in no special relation to God, is not blasphemy and,
ordinarily, does not exceed a venial sin.'8

17 g, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 76, art. 3: “Malediction is that by which evil is pronounced against someone,
either by command or by wish. But to will evil for another, or by command to move to another’s evil, considered in
itself is opposed to charity, by which we love our neighbor while willing his good; and thus by its kind it is a mortal sin,
and so much the graver, the more we are bound to love and reverence the person whom we curse. Hence it is said (Lev.
XX, 9): ‘He who curses his father and mother shall die.” Yet it happens that a word of cursing uttered may be a venial
sin, either because of the slightness of the evil which one invokes upon another by cursing, or also because of the
disposition of him who utters words of cursing, when from a slight movement, in jest, or by surprise he utters such
words, because sins of words are weighed especially from the disposition.”—Cfr. H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol.
Mor., 1. 111, tr. 2, c. 1, n. 10: “In anger to invoke upon others the devil, hail, lightning, etc., although many confuse it
with blasphemy, nevertheless is not blasphemy but a dire imprecation, which very often (at least when it is said against
those loved by the angry person) because of sudden emotion and inadvertence and lack of serious will is only venial,
because when men reflect, they affirm that they feel and felt far otherwise, so that such words seem to be merely
certain interjections for signifying anger, although it little befits Christians to use such absurd interjections.... It is
grave, however, if subjects thus curse superiors, children parents (even if only materially), especially to their face,
because it is contrary to the reverence owed.”

18 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, p. 239.
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1188 Malediction (maledictio), as this sin is commonly called by moralists, may be either formal or
material. It is formal (formalis) if inspired by the wish that the injury called down upon one’s fellow
creatures may really happen; it is material (materialis) if no such wish or intention exists.

According to the common teaching of theologians material malediction (sine pravo affectu) is but a
venial offence, whereas formal cursing is ex genere suo a grievous sin, and becomes venial only when
the evil wish is uttered without full deliberation or the evil is but slight.'

19 ¢, Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. V, n. 83: “Malediction, by which one wishes or invokes evil upon another under the
character of evil, is by its kind mortal.... For malediction to be mortal, three things are required: 1. That the evil uttered
be truly wished; 2. That it be wished with perfect deliberation; 3. That the evil wished be grave.” (Ed. Gaudé, II, 766).

11891 It goes without saying that to curse and utter maledictions is unworthy of a good Catholic and
opposed to both charity and religion.?°

20 Matt. V, 44-47; Luke IX, 52-56.—Tertullian, De Idolol., c. 21: “I know a certain man (may the Lord forgive him!),
when it had been said to him publicly during a quarrel: ‘May Jupiter be angry with you,” to have replied, ‘Rather with
you.” What differently would a heathen have done, who believed Jupiter a god? Even if he had not returned the curse by
the same one, nor by any like Jupiter, he had affirmed Jupiter as a god, through whom he showed that he had resented
being cursed, by cursing in return. For why would you be indignant at being cursed by him whom you know to be
nothing? For if you rage, you thereby affirm that he exists, and your profession of fear will be idolatry: how much more,
when you curse back by that very one, do you pay honor to Jupiter by the same act as he who provoked you! But a
believer in such a case ought to laugh, not rage; indeed, according to the precept, he ought not even to curse back by
God, but plainly to bless by God, so that you may both destroy idols and proclaim God and fulfil discipline.” (Ed.
Leopold, P I, 51).—Cfr. St. John Chrysostom, Hom. in II Cor., V, 4 (Migne, P. G., LXI, 433 sq.).—A. Seitz, Die
Hetlsnotwendigkeit der Kirche, pp. 208 sqq.

Plutarch relates that the pagan priestess Theano refused to call down maledictions upon Alcibiades

because, she declared, it was her business to bless and not to curse.?!

21 plutarch, Alcibiades, c. 22: “She had become a priestess of prayers, not of curses.”

”» “

Profane words and vulgar expressions like “damn,” “bloody,” “go to hell,” and so forth, are
commonly used without definite purpose, and are venial sins, because they are unbecoming, shock
others, or manifest anger and impatience.??

22 Slater, Manual of Moral Theology, 1, 239.

The frequent and unnecessary use of the devil’s name is not sinful, but very unbecoming, especially
for priests and religious.?

23 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 216.

[190| READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, 76.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. 111, n.
121-123 (ed. Gaudé, I, 439).—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, Freiburg, 1881.—
Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, 4th ed., Vol. I, pp. 237 sqq.—E A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie,
Vol. 1, 7th ed., pp. 516 sqq.—J. W. Melody, art. “Blasphemy,” in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. 11, pp.
395 sq.—J. H. Fisher, art. “Cursing,” ibid., Vol. IV, pp. 573 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor.,
Vol. II, pp. 215 sqq.
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Part II: The Duty of External Worship
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Chapter I: Sacrifice

[191] 1. SACRIFICE AS A RELIGIOUS ACT—Sacrifice (oblatio, sacrificium) is an element of natural
religion that is as old as humanity itself. It is an essential part of divine worship and, together with
prayer and adoration, constitutes the most ancient and universal form of latria.

Broadly speaking, a sacrifice is a religious act by which we segregate a material gift from the rest of our
possessions and alter it for the purpose of relinquishing its use and returning it to God.

Every sacrifice is inspired by the conviction that we are indebted to God for whatever we are and
possess and by the intention of showing Him the homage and reverence due Him.!

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85, art. 1: “Natural reason dictates to man that he should be subject to some
superior because of the defects which he feels in himself, in which he needs to be assisted and directed by some
superior; and whatever that may be, this is what among all is called God. Just as in natural things inferiors are naturally
subject to superiors, so also natural reason dictates to man, according to his natural inclination, that he should exhibit
sub- jection and honor, according to his manner, to that which is above man. Now it is a manner suited to man that he
use sensible signs to express certain things, because he receives knowledge from sensible things. And therefore it
proceeds from natural reason that man should use certain sensible things, offering them to God as a sign of due
subjection and honor, after the likeness of those who offer certain things to their lords in acknowledgment of
dominion. But this belongs to the nature of sacrifice. And therefore the offering of sacrifice belongs to the natural law.”

1192] Sacrifices therefore, can be offered only to God, to whom man owes his being and in whom he
has his last end.?

2 St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, 1. X, c. 4: “Of those things which belong to the service of religion by which God is
worshipped, there is surely no man who would dare to say that sacrifice is owed to any but God.” (Migne, P. L., XLI,
281).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85, art. 2: “The offering of sacrifice is made to signify something. Now
the sacrifice offered outwardly signifies the inward spiritual sacrifice by which the soul offers itself to God (Ps. L, 19),
because outward acts of religion are ordered to inward acts. But the soul offers itself to God in sacrifice as to the
principle of its creation and as to the end of its beatification.... And therefore, just as we owe the offering of spiritual
sacrifice to the supreme God alone, so also to Him alone ought we to offer outward sacrifices.” Cfr. 1a 2ae, qu. 102, art.
3.

The primary and essential object of sacrifice is the acknowledgment of God’s supreme dominion over
His creatures. Since the Fall there is also a secondary object, namely, to appease the divine wrath.
This secondary object, though in itself purely accidental, has become inseparable from the notion of
sacrifice in consequence of the sin of our first parents.?

3 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. 11, p. 287.

»

“Man has need of sacrifice for three reasons,” says St. Thomas. “First, to obtain forgiveness of his
sins, which separate him from God.... Secondly, in order that he may persevere in the state of grace
by always adhering to God.... Thirdly, that his soul may be perfectly united with God.”*

4 Summa Theol., 3a, qu. 22, art. 2: “Man has need of sacrifice for three reasons: first, to obtain remission of sin, by which
he is turned away from God.... Secondly, that man may be preserved in the state of grace, always adhering to God....
Thirdly, for this, that the spirit of man may be perfectly united with God.”

11931 That the human race was always conscious of being in a state of grievous sin, appears from the
fact that precious objects, such as the blood of beasts, and even of men, were offered as sacrifices to

101



God at a very early date. Human sacrifices were no doubt a terrible aberration, but they clearly
indicate that even before Christ appeared on earth, man felt that he could atone for his guilt only by
sacrificing himself or his fellowmen.®

SA. Stockl, Das Opfer nach seinem Wesen und seiner Geschichte, Mayence 1861; A. H. H. Kamphausen, Das Verhdltnis des
Menschenopfers zur israelitischen Religion, Leipsic 1896; E. Mader, Die Menschenopfer der alten Hebrder, Freiburg 1909.

The acknowledgment of God’s supreme dominion over His creatures culminates in adoration; the
effort to appease His wrath centres in contrite expiation, for the purpose of obtaining forgiveness of
sin. Hence the distinction between sacrifices of praise and sacrifices of propitiation. And since man is
indebted for many benefits to God, sacrifices have the additional purpose of thanksgiving and petition.

The imperfect sacrifices of the Old Testament were merely types foreshadowing the one perfect
sacrifice of the New Dispensation, which was offered by Jesus Christ upon the Cross. “Being in
themselves imperfect and inefficacious,” says Pohle, “the sacrifices of the Levites could effect ‘a legal
cleansing of the flesh,” but no remis- sion of sins. Their very insufficiency made them prophetic types
of the perfect sacrifice of the New Law. If sins were forgiven in the Old Testament, it was not by the
blood of goats or calves, but by the blood of the promised Redeemer. Hence the variety of the Levitic
sacrifices and their incessant repetition. They were mere types, expressing the constant need of

propitiation through the bloody sacrifice of the Cross.”®

6 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 291 sq.

I194] Hence sacrifice may be adequately defined as the external offering of a sensible gift, which is destroyed,
or at least submitted to an appropriate transformation, by an authorized minister, in recognition of God’s supreme
dominion and in order to appease His anger.”

7 Op. cit., p. 286.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85, art. 3, ad 2: “Man’s good is threefold. The first is the good
of the soul, which is offered to God in a certain interior sacrifice through devotion and prayer and other interior acts of
this kind, and this is the principal sacrifice. The second is the good of the body, which in a certain way is offered to God
through martyrdom and abstinence or continence. The third is the good of external things, concerning which a sacrifice
is offered to God, directly indeed when we immediately offer our possessions to God, but mediately when we
communicate them to our neighbors for God’s sake.”—Ibid., ad 3: “Sacrifices are properly so called when something is
done to things offered to God, as animals were killed and burned, and bread is broken and eaten and blessed. And the
name itself signifies this, for sacrifice is so called from the fact that man makes something sacred. But an oblation is
directly so called when something is offered to God, even if nothing is done to it, as coins or loaves are said to be
offered on the altar, concerning which nothing is done. Hence every sacrifice is an oblation, but the converse is not
true.”—Cfr. qu. 86, art. 1; 1a 2ae, qu. 102, art. 3; 3a, qu. 22, art. 2; qu. 48, art. 3, where St. Thomas says: “Sacrifice is
properly said of something done in the honor properly due to God in order to appease Him.”

There is but one such sacrifice under the New Dispensation, namely, the perfect sacrifice offered by
Jesus Christ. “By one oblation he hath per- fected for ever them that are sanctified.”®

8 Heb. X, 14.—St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, 1. XVIII, c. 20, n. 2: “For by all the sacrifices and oblations [of the Old
Testament] His [Christ’s] body is offered and is ministered to the participants.” (Migne, P. L., XLI, 556).

[195] “Christ,” says St. Thomas, “in His human capacity, as man, was not only a priest, but also a
y pacity, yap
perfect gift or victim, i. e., a sacrificial gift for sin, a peace offering, and a burnt offering.””

9 Summa T heol., 3a, qu. 22, art. 2: “Christ Himself, inasmuch as He was man, was not only a priest, but also a perfect
victim, being at once a victim for sin, a peace offering, and a holocaust.”
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His whole life was a continuous sacrifice of humiliation and self-abasement (exinanitio),'® which
reached its climax when He died on the Cross.!! It is by this supreme act that He redeemed the
human race from sin.

10 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, Christology, pp. 95 sqq.
1 phjl. 11, 8; Col. 11, 14; Heb. X, 5-10.

This sacrifice is continued in the Mass, which is intrinsically and essentially a representation and
commemoration of the Sacrifice of the Cross,!? the pivot and centre of Catholic worship, and the only
liturgical act in which every member of the Church is in duty bound to participate at regular
intervals.

12 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 332 sqq.—Conc. Lateran. IV, c. 1: “In which [the Church] the same One is
both priest and sacrifice, Jesus Christ, whose body and blood are truly contained in the sacrament of the altar under the
appearances of bread and wine.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridion, n. 430).—Conc. Trident., Sess. 22, c. 1, can. 1-4.—N.
Gihr, The Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, 4th ed., St. Louis 1914.—]J. Grimault, La Doctrine de la Sainte Messe, Paris 1905.—For
additional literature on the Mass see Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 273 sq.

Sacred Scripture censures the heathen, not because they offered sacrifices, but because they sacrificed
to idols instead of to the one true God, and says their sacrifices were rejected because they were
inspired by a wrong intention and therefore could not be pleasing to God. To perform acts of external
worship without due regard to the moral law of nature, is not to honor God, but to dishonor Him.!?

131 Kings XV, 22; Ps. XXXIX, 7; L, 18; Os. VI, 6; Am. V, 21-27; Mich. VI, 6 sqq.; Is. I, 10-17; Matt. IX, 13; 1 Cor. X, 19
sq.; Heb. X, 5.—M. Wiener, Die Anschauungen der Propheten von der Sittlichkeit, Berlin 1909.

1196] 2. THE MORAL SIGNIFICANCE OF SACRIFICE.—Christ offered Himself as a sacrifice for
men, and spiritual self-immolation is the essence and climax of every Christian’s life. External gifts,
even though they consist of the very life-blood of the giver, are worthless if unaccompanied by
interior contrition and penitence. To participate in the benefits of the Redemption, the individual
must add to the objective sacrifice offered once for all by Jesus Christ on the Cross, a subjective and
interior sacrifice, by entering into and adopting as his own the intention and purpose for which our
Lord laid down His life.!*

14 Gen. IV, 4; 1 Cor. XI, 26; XIII, 1-8.

This interior union with the sacrificial intention of Christ may manifest itself in various external acts,
which are called sacrifices in a figurative sense, but partake of the true sacrificial character only in so
far as they are consciously referred to the Sacrifice of the Cross.

In this sense, sacrifice consists in humbly sub- mitting to the will of God and patiently accepting the
sufferings and tribulations of everyday life, which are not inappropriately called the “daily cross” of
the Christian believer.

11971 If one has this disposition, it is not sinful for him to wish conditionally that a certain thing may
or may not happen in some particular case,'® and the expressions of pain or impatience that
sometimes escape the lips of even pious persons, when sorely tried, are signs of weakness rather than
sins. Resignation to God’s will is a duty, and to refuse it deliberately, or wilfully to entertain feelings
of positive repugnance, is a mortal sin.

15 Matt. XVI, 24; XXVI, 38 sq.; Luke XXIV, 27; Heb. XII, 1 sq.
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The sacrificial intention which every Christian must harbor in his soul manifests itself, secondly, in
voluntary works of self-denial and humiliation, submission to the will of God, abstention from licit
pleasures, in various works of mercy, and, generally, in doing good. These are all sacrifices acceptable
to God, provided they come from a pure, or at least from a contrite heart, and are inspired by charity
for one’s fellowmen.

One of the noblest sacrifices a man can offer to God is a meek and grateful disposition even in
adversity. The verbal manifestation of this disposition has fittingly been called the language of the
Saints and it ought to be in the mouth of every Christian without exception.'®

16 Tob. 11, 10, 14; Matt. V, 23 sqq.; Eph. 1V, 2; V, 20; Col. II, 15, 17; 1 Thess. V, 18.—St. Jerome, Comment. in Epist. ad
Ephes., 1. 111, c. 5.

The oft-repeated dictum: It is the Mass that matters! was coined by Augustine Birrell, a Baptist. “The
Mass,” he says, “is a mystery so tremendous, so profoundly attractive, so intimately associated with
the keystone of the Christian faith, so vouched for by the testimony of Saints ... If the Incarnation be
indeed the one divine event to which the whole creation moves, the miracle of the altar may well
seem its restful shadow cast over a dry and thirsty land, for the help of man who is apt to be
discouraged if perpetually told that everything really important and interesting happened once for all,
long ago, in a chill, historic past. It is the Mass that matters. It is the Mass that makes the difference, so
hard to define—so subtle is it, yet so perceptible—between a Catholic country and a Protestant one,

between Dublin and Edinburgh, between Havre and Cromer.”!”

17 Nineteenth Century, Apr., 1896; quoted by H. T. Henry, Catholic Customs and Symbols, N. Y. 1925, pp. 133 sq.

1198] On the duty of attending the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, on Sundays and holydays of obligation,
see infra, pp. 336 sqq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 85-87.—F X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der
Moraltheologie, Freiburg 1904, pp. 325 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion,
Freiburg 1881, pp. 478 sqq.—Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. II, pp. 277 sqq.
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Chapter II: Vows

SECTION 1: DEFINITION OF A VoOw

11991 1. A vow (e0x1), votum) is a free and deliberate promise made to God to do something that is good and
possible, and better than its omission.!

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 1: “A promise proceeds from a purpose of doing. But a purpose
presupposes some deliberation, since it is an act of the deliberate will. Thus, therefore, three things are necessarily
required for a vow: first, deliberation; secondly, a purpose of the will; thirdly, a promise, in which the nature of a vow is
perfected.”—Cfr. Codex Iuris Can., can. 1307, § 1.

A vow is essentially an act of divine worship (cultus latriae) because it is, so to speak, a contract which
a man makes with God and by which he deliberately assumes a new obligation that binds him in
conscience.”

2 St. Thomas, ibid., art. 5: “A vow is a certain ordination of the things which one vows to divine worship or service. And
thus it is clear that to vow is properly an act of latria or religion.”

As a rule the taking of a vow is accompanied by prayers and sacrifices offered for the purpose of
obtaining some particular grace. Pious persons wishing to be relieved from evil, or to secure the
divine assistance in circumstances of particular difficulty or danger, have long been wont to add to
their prayers the promise of some sacrifice, e. g., to perform a work of charity or self-denial, in order
to make the appeal to God’s mercy stronger and more efficacious. The vows of which we read in the
Old Testament were all hypothetical, i. e., subject to the fulfilment of some condition.?

3 Gen. XXVIII, 20-22; Numb. XXI, 2; Judg. XI, 30 sq.; 1 Kings I, 10 sq.; 2 Kings XV, 7 sq.—Cfr. A. Aust, die Religion der
Rémer, pp. 29 sq., 126.

1200] Being a formal promise, a vow differs from the mere purpose of doing or omitting something,
because a purpose does not per se oblige in conscience, whereas a vow does.*

4 Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., 1. 11, p. 12, c. 3 says: “A vow is a certain attestation of a spontaneous promise, which is
more properly referred to God alone and to those things which are God’s. For to vow is, by the attestation of a
spontaneous promise, to bind oneself to God and constitute oneself His debtor. For he who promises simply pledges
that he will do something; but he who vows solemnly affirms his promise and confirms the promise itself. Where it is a
promise, he is held; where it is an attestation, he is bound.” (Migne, P. L., CLXXVI, 521).

The mere intention of making a vow is not sufficient to constitute a vow, and involves no obligation.
The essential constituent of a vow is an obligation assumed in conscience. This is a matter in regard
to which the faithful ought to be instructed in confession, lest they erroneously believe that the mere
resolve of making a vow or performing some virtuous act entails the same obligations as the vow
itself. To fail to keep a good resolution may be a sin, if the failure results from carelessness, sloth, or
sensuality; but it is a sin (usually venial) only per accidens, because the sinful character of the omission
lies in the cause, not in the act itself.®

5Cfr. E A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. 1, 6th ed., p. 464.

12011 2. To deny the religious and moral character of vows is to doubt or deny the value of prayer and
the significance of sacrifice. To promise God to do something one is not obliged to do, is manifestly a
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religious act, which derives its moral quality from the fact that it may be made a powerful means of
acquiring virtue. By a vow the will, which is so easily moved, is directed toward goodness, i. e.,
toward God, and thus a fruitful source of heroic virtue is opened.®

6 st Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 6: “For three reasons to perform the same work with a vow is better and
more meritorious than to perform it without a vow. First, because to vow is an act of latria, which is chief among the
moral virtues. But the work of a nobler virtue is better and more meritorious.... Secondly, because he who vows
something and performs it subjects himself more to God than he who only performs it. For he subjects himself to God
not only as to the act, but also as to the power, because thereafter he cannot do otherwise; just as he would give more
to a man who gave him a tree with its fruits than one who gave him only the fruits. And thence it is that thanks are
also given to those who promise. Thirdly, because through a vow the will is immovably confirmed in good. But to do
something from a will confirmed in good belongs to the perfection of virtue.”—Ibid., qu. 189, art. 2.

It is true that a vow binds the will, but this very fact constitutes it a positive instrument for the
acquisition of true Christian liberty, which is the result of self-control, and thus makes a vow a
powerful aid to human frailty.

Christ never made a vow because he was God and confirmed in goodness.” But for men vows are
expressly approved alike in the Old and in the New Testament.® We read in the Acts of the Apostles
that St. Paul and other early Christians shore their heads in pursuance of a vow.® St. Ambrose,? St.
Augustine,!! and others of the Fathers warmly recommended the practice of making vows.!2

7 st. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 4, ad 3: “To Christ, considered in Himself, it was not fitting to vow,
both because He was God and also because, inasmuch as He was man, He had a will confirmed in good, as one
possessing comprehension.”

8 Gen. XXVIII, 20; Lev. XXVII, 2 sqq.; Ps. XLIX, 14 sq.; LX, 9; LXXV, 12.

9 Acts XVIII, 18; XXI, 23 sqq.—Cfr. J. E. Belser, Die Selbstverteidigung des hl. Paulus, pp. 141 sqq.; and the same author’s
Beitrige zur Erkldarung der Apostelgeschichte, pp. 89 sqq.

10 pe Offic., 1. 111, ¢. 12, n. 76-81 (Migne, P. L., XVI, 137 sqq.).

1 Enarr. in Ps., 75, n. 16: “Let each one vow and render what he can. Do not vow and fail to render, but let each one
vow and render what he can. Do not be slow to vow. For you will not fulfil it by your own powers.” (Migne, P. L.,
XXXVI, 967).—IDEM, ibid., 131, n. 3: “Let no one presume to render by his own powers what he has vowed; He who
exhorts you to vow, Himself helps you to render.” (P. L., XXXVII, 1717).

12 3. B. Wirthmiiller, Uber das Sittengesetz, pp. 52 sqq.; Kirchberg, De Voti Natura, pp. 167 sqq., 195 sqq.

1202| That abuses have arisen in connection with vows proves nothing against their legitimacy.'?

13 g, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 189, art. 2, ad 3: “To vow entrance into religion is a certain confirmation of the
will toward better things, and therefore, of itself, it does not give man an occasion of falling, but rather removes it. But
if one who transgresses a vow falls more gravely, this does not detract from the goodness of a vow, just as the fact that
some sin more gravely after baptism does not detract from the goodness of baptism.”—Cfr. H. Denifle, O. P, Luther und
Luthertum, Vol. 1, 2nd ed., pp. 61 sqq. (English ed. by Volz, 1, 73 sqq.); A. Schulze, Das Geliibde in der neueren theologischen
Ethik, Giitersloh 1906.

The Church by esteeming and recommending vows imposes no yoke on any one. The vowing
individual imposes a yoke upon himself, and this act of self-denial, if prudently and deliberately
performed, is truly moral. The Church by her legislation on vows and the binding force thereof does
not impair liberty; on the contrary, her laws are liberty’s best guarantee, for, in the first place, they
prevent the faithful from binding themselves thoughtlessly and without a divine call; and, secondly,
they interpret the obligations incurred by vows leniently and dispense from them when fulfilment
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would prove harmful. This is a great advantage, especially when we consider that, had not the
Church the power to interpret vows, individual Christians would often be sorely troubled in
conscience when they wished to withdraw from such an obligation merely on the strength of their
own private judgment.'*

14 E X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 331.

1203| READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 38.
—IDEM, Summa Contra Gentiles, III, c. 138.—FE Suarez, De Religione, tr. VI, I. 1-6.—St. Alphonsus,
Theol. Mor., 1. 111, n. 194-262 (ed. Gaudé, 1, 495).—]J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion,
pp- 538 sqq.—C. Kirchberg, De Voti Natura, Obligatione, Honestate, Miinster i. W., 1897, pp. 5 sqq.—
Marsot, Traité Pratique des Voeux, 9th ed., Paris 1919.—]. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Moralis, Vol. I,
9th ed., pp. 273 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., 27th ed., pp. 229 sqq.—H. Noldin, Summa
Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, pp. 222 sqq.—Th. Bouquillon, De Virtute Religionis, Part II, Bruges 1880, n. 302-
502.—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 170 sqq.—]J. d’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. 11I,
5th ed., pp. 178 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, pp. 321 sqq.

SECTION 2: DIVISION OF VOwsS
1204] Vows may be divided according to substance, form, or effect.
1. With regard to substance vows are (a) personal, real, or mixed; (b) perpetual or temporary.
a) A personal vow is a promise of some act to be performed, e. g., fasting, nursing the sick, going on a
pilgrimage.
A real vow is one by which a thing (e. g., a sum of money) is dedicated to God.

A mixed vow combines the qualities of both personal and real vows. Such a mixed vow would be a

promise to fast for the purpose of being able to give alms to the poor.!

L Codex Turis Can., can. 1308, § 4.

b) In respect of time, vows are secondly divided into perpetual and temporary. They are called perpetual
if the obligation is assumed for life; temporary, if it is assumed for a limited time only.

2. With regard to form, vows are (a) absolute or conditional; (b) explicit or implicit.

a) An absolute vow (votum absolutum) is one that has no condition attached to it; a conditional vow is
one that has.

[205] In conditional vows the fulfilment of the promise is made to depend upon some definite event,
e. g., a prayer being heard. Consequently there is no obligation to keep the vow until that event has
happened. To this class belongs the so-called penal vow (votum poenale), which is a promise made to
God to perform a definite penance if one should have the misfortune to commit, or fall back into, a
certain sin.

b) An explicit vow (votum explicitum) is one in which the promise is clearly expressed. An implicit vow
(votum implicitum) implies an act necessarily connected with the act expressly promised, as, for
instance, according to a theological opinion, the vow of chastity is implied in major orders.
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3. With regard to their canonical effects, vows are divided into solemn and simple (vota solemnia et
simplicia). The basis of this distinction is not the greater or less measure of solemnity wherewith the
vow is taken, but solely the positive law of the Church.?

2 Codex Iuris Can., can. 1308; cfr. Wernz, Ius Decretalium, 111, 572.

The classification of vows into temporary and perpetual, simple and solemn, in reference to religious
profession, is comparatively new. In the middle of the sixteenth century the only acknowledged form
of profession was the solemn vow, which was supposed to be taken after the novitiate. With the
exception of the Society of Jesus, this practice was followed by all religious orders until 1858, when
the S. Congregatio super Statu Regularium enacted® that, after the novitiate, the members of male
religious institutes should take simple vows, which were to be continued for three years from the
date of simple profession, or longer, according to the prudent judgment of the superiors, but not
beyond twenty-five years. Leo XIII* extended this decree to nuns with solemn vows. Yet up to a few
years ago it was always the opinion of canonists and the practice of the Roman Congregations to
consider these simple vows as perpetual. Lately the Roman Court commenced to regard them as
temporary (triennial), and this view has been embodied in the new Code.’

3 Decree “Neminem latet.”

4 “Perpensis,” May 3, 1902.

> Cfr. P Augustine, O.S.B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. I1I, p. 254, St. Louis 1919.

1206] Solemn vows are those recognized by the Church as such. They are perpetual and are made only

in religious orders properly so called. They include the three essential elements of the religious life,—
poverty, chastity, and obedience.

Temporary profession does not involve such an absolute and lasting contract as perpetual profession.
In regard to the latter the difference between simple and solemn vows is most important. Simple
perpetual profession implies no absolute and irrevocable covenant, whereas solemn per- petual
profession, by its very nature, spells irrevocable consecration to God and acceptance of the act by a
religious superior in the name of the Church.®

6 0p. cit., 111, 259.
1207] The distinction between reserved and non-reserved vows belongs to Canon Law rather than to
Moral Theology. Of private vows, the only ones reserved to the Holy See under the New Code are

that of perfect and perpetual chastity and that of entering a religious institute with solemn vows,
provided the vow has been taken unconditionally after the eighteenth year of age completed.”

7C.1.C., can. 1309.

A public vow is defined by the Code as one accepted by a legitimate religious superior in the name of
the Church. All vows not thus accepted are private.® A solemn vow is always public, but not vice versa.

8C.I.C.,can. 1308, § 1.

READINGS.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., p. 273.—IDEM, Las Religiosas, com.
IV, n. 1 sq.—P. Chas. Augustine, O.S.B., Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, Vol. VI, St. Louis
1920.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 224 sqq.
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SECTION 3: OBJECT OF VOWS

1208| By the object of a vow we understand its matter, or, in other words, that which is promised to
God.

This object must be good, nay something better than its opposite.! It may be something that is not a
matter of duty, but merely of counsel, or something which is a duty, as, e. g., patience in suffering or
chastity corresponding to one’s state of life.> Vows of the last-mentioned kind are often made with
the intention of insuring special fervor in the fulfilment of one’s duties. To the original obligation
arising from the law a vow adds the additional one resulting from the promise made. The so-called
baptismal vow, or a promise made in the confessional to avoid the occasion of sin, to keep the
holydays of obligation, etc., are in themselves mere resolutions, but partake of the nature of vows if
they are accompanied by a solemn promise to employ extraordinary means of grace.

1 Ths. Slater, S.J., Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, p. 247.

2t Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 189, art. 2: “One and the same work done by vow is more praiseworthy than if
it were done without a vow.”—Cfr. qu. 88, art. 6.

Nothing that is sinful, unjust, incompatible with one’s higher duties, or physically or morally
impossible, can be made the object of a vow.

1209 The matter of a vow, by its very nature, must be something which is physically and morally
possible, for no one can reasonably assume an obligation which it is beyond his power to fulfil.?

3 Cfr. Matt. XV, 5 sq.; Mark VII, 11-13.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 315: “I. The matter of a vow must be a morally
good thing, indeed a better good, because God is not worshipped by an indifferent or less good action; for by a vow
special worship is promised to God, which cannot be given except in the promise of a better thing. But a better good is
understood not only absolutely in itself, but also relatively to various circumstances. II. The matter of a vow must be a
morally possible thing, because a vow is a promise made to God with the intention of binding oneself; but no one can
bind himself to something morally impossible for him. But if the thing is divisible and possible in part, the vow is valid
for that part; it is not valid, however, if it is morally indivisible.”

If a vow can be kept only in part, and the matter is capable of being divided (materia divisibilis), the
vovens is bound to do as much as he can, unless he has promised different acts as parts of one
inseparable whole. Thus if a husband or wife had vowed to observe chastity, he or she would at least
have to refrain from demanding the debitum. If one had made a vow to give a certain sum to the poor,
and found that he was unable to give all he had promised, he would have to give as much as he could.

A similar rule governs all circumstances which may enter into the substance of a vow. Thus, if one
has vowed to make a pilgrimage on foot, and finds himself unable to walk, he must go on horseback,
or by train, or in some other way, if he can.

4R A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p. 471.

12101 A vow to avoid all, even the slightest venial sins, would be invalid because the matter promised
is impossible. The case would be different if the vow referred to mortal sins, or to deliberate venial
sins, or to venial sins of a determined species. Such vows are valid, though on account of the
difficulty involved in keeping them, they are not expedient for all.®

5 Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, p. 277; cfr. Mazzella, De Gratia, disp. 2, art. 5.
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A vow to marry or get married would be, per se, invalid, even if it referred to some poor and pious
person. The reason is that, for the vovens, the celibate state would be bonum maius. If, however,
marriage is necessary for any individual, either to remove scandal or to escape the danger of
incontinence, it would be for that person a bonum melius and hence a fit object for a vow. The same is
true if one who had already made up his mind to enter the matrimonial state, would vow to marry a
poor girl in order to rescue her from poverty.®

6 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, p. 231.

To vow absolutely never to make a vow would be invalid, because it is better to vow than not to vow.
To vow never to make a vow except with the permission of one’s confessor, on the other hand, would
be valid, because it is better to make a vow without danger of imprudence than with that danger
present. If one who has vowed never to make a vow except with the consent of his confessor would
afterwards break his promise by making a vow without consulting his confessor, the act would be
sinful indeed, but the vow would be valid, unless the vovens had expressly stipulated that any future
vow thus taken should be invalid.”

7 Ibid.; cfr. P Laymann, S.J., Theol. Mor., 1. 1V, tr. 4, c. 2, n. 5.

12111 READINGS.—Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 315-318.—]J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische
Tugend der Religion, pp. 549 sqq.—F A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., Paderborn 1909, pp. 471
sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, 9th ed., pp. 276 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol.
Mor., Vol. II, pp. 229 sqq.

SECTION 4: CONDITIONS OF VALIDITY
1212] The conditions required to make a vow valid and licit, are the following:

1. He who makes a vow must have the serious and deliberate intention (animus vovendi) of binding
himself by his promise under pain of sin, because every vow is a kind of particular law which the
vovens takes upon himself before God.!

1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 310: “For the validity of a vow there is required both a true and deliberate intention of

making the vow, or a true promise made to God under pain of sin, because a vow is a kind of particular law which the
vower imposes upon himself before God. However, the will and deliberation required for mortal sin suffice.”

2. He must have sufficient knowledge and be free to make or not to make the promise in question.
Hence the following classes of persons are incapable of making a valid vow: a) Minors; b) Those
entirely or partly intoxicated; ¢) Those who have not the full use of reason; d) Those who act under
the influence of substantial error concerning the nature or purpose of the vow; e) Those impelled by
grave fear caused unjustly and with reference to the vow;* f) Those under special obedience, as
children, religious, scrupulous persons, in matters falling within the sphere of parental power,
religious obedience, or special direction, unless they act with the knowledge and consent of their
parents or superiors.

2 Op. cit., I, 323: Question: Is a vow made under fear valid? Answer: 1. No, if the fear is grave, unjust, and instilled
with reference to the vow. The reason is that God is not deemed to accept such a promise as an honorable man would
not accept. 2. Yes, if the fear arises intrinsically or from a necessary cause, unless it deprives the vower of the use of
reason, because then that vow is simply voluntary. Likewise, if the fear comes from a slight cause, because that fear is

not deemed eflicaciously to influence the act and is rather the occasion than the cause of the vow.”—Cfr. Aug.
Lehmkuhl, S.J., Casus Conscientiae, Vol. I, 3rd ed., n. 252-256.
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1213]' A vow made without the serious and deliberate intention of binding oneself (sine animo
vovendi) is called votum fictum. It is, per se, a venial sin, unless it involves contempt of God, grave
scandal, or serious deception, in which case it is a mortal sin.

A vow is invalid if made in complete or partial ignorance of the obligation which it involves; but it is
valid if the subject has at least a cognitio plena habitualis, even though actual advertence be lacking,
or implicita, as, for instance, when one vows to do this or that according to common usage or
custom.

A substantial error affects either the substance of the matter vowed, or some inherent circumstance
of such importance that if the vovens knew of it, he would not make the vow.

The purpose of a vow is the causa motiva or finalis that inspires it. Note that a religious vow always
binds unless the error affects the substance, because of the firmitas status religiosi; the religious state
being precisely that which one intends to vow primarily and absolutely.®

3 St. Alphonsus explains this seeming inconsistency by saying that if the Church did not insist on the validity of such
vows, the commonweal would be injured by many scandals, etc. The vow to enter the religious state, moreover, as
Gopfert points out, involves a sort of bilateral contract, analogous to matrimony, and consequently involves a similar
obligation.

1214] Grave fear is fear that disturbs reason. To make a vow invalid such fear must be unjustly caused
and constitute the motive of the vow. It is plain that a vow taken in this state of mind lacks the
essential element of freedom.

A vow of chastity made about the age of puberty is ordinarily valid. So are all vows made in order to
obtain the divine help in danger of death, no matter whether this danger arises from sickness,
accident, or some other cause.

3. The object of the vow, as we have already seen in a previous section, must be something good and
lawful, and subject to the power of the vovens.

A vow, the object of which were physically or morally impossible, would be invalid, as would also a
vow by which one tried to obligate another without his consent. Thus a child that has been dedicated
to the religious state by a vow of his parents, is not bound to embrace that state unless he has made
the parental promise his own. A vow made by a husband without the consent of his wife or by a wife
without the consent of her husband (absque pari consensu), in regard to matters over which neither
party has exclusive control (e. g., common property or the debitum), does not bind the other party,
and binds the party making it only in so far as its fulfilment is not hindered by the other party.* For
the same reason, i. e., because a vow binds only him who has made it validly, the heirs of a testator
are bound to fulfil a vow made by him, not by reason of the vow itself (ratione voti), but as a matter
of justice, inasmuch as, by accepting the inheritance, they have assumed the moral and legal
obligations connected therewith.

4 Cfr. Numb. XXX, 3-17; 1 Cor. VII, 4-5.—Tertullian, Ad Uxorem, . I, c. 6: “How many there are who immediately
after the laver seal their flesh! How many likewise who by equal consent remove between themselves the marriage
debt, voluntary eunuchs for desire of the kingdom of heaven.” (Ed. Leopold, P. II, 67).—St. Jerome, Epist., 148 (al. 14),
n. 28: “I have learned that you [the matron Celantia], kindled with a wondrous love of faith, proposed continence some
years ago and consecrated the remaining time of your life to chastity. It is a sign of a great soul and an indication of
perfect virtue suddenly to renounce experienced pleasure, to flee the familiar enticements of the flesh, and to quench
the flames of an age still warm with the love [al. ardor] of faith. But I learned at the same time something else which
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troubles and pricks me no little: namely, that you began to preserve so great a good without the consent and agreement
of your husband, although apostolic authority absolutely forbids this, which in this cause alone subjects not only the
wife to the husband but also the husband to the wife’s power (1 Cor. VII, 4). But you, as though forgetful of the nuptial
covenant and unmindful of the agreement of law, vowed chastity to the Lord without consulting your husband. Yet that
which is still in another’s power is promised dangerously. And I do not know how pleasing the gift is if one offers the
property of two. Through ignorance of this kind we have already heard of and seen many marriages torn apart and,
what it grieves me to recall, adultery committed on the occasion of chastity. For while one party abstains even from
lawful things, the other falls into unlawful things. And I do not know in such a case who should be accused more or
who should be blamed more: whether he who, rejected by his spouse, commits fornication, or she who, by repelling
her husband from herself, in a certain manner exposes him to fornication. And that you may recognize what the truth
holds concerning this matter, a few things must be set down for me from divine authority. The rule of apostolic
doctrine neither, with Jovinian, equates the works of continence with marriage, nor, with Mani, condemns marriages.
Thus the vessel of election and teacher of the Gentiles walks temperately and in the middle between the two, so that he
grants a remedy to incontinence and calls continence to its reward. His whole meaning in this matter is that chastity be
proposed by the agreement of both or at least that the common debt be remitted by both.” (Migne, P. L., XXII, 1217).—
IDEM, Epist., 123 (ult. 11), n. 11 (P L., XXII, 1053).—St. Augustine, Epist., 262 (al. 199), n. 2: “I omit the fact that I
learned that she had undertaken that very continence while he was not yet willing, contrary to sound doctrine.”—Ibid.,
n. 3: “What you had both vowed to God by equal consent, you both ought to have rendered perseveringly to the end; if
he has fallen from that resolution, at least do you persevere most steadfastly. I would not exhort you to this unless he
himself had consented to it for you.” (P. L., XXXIII, 1078).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 3a, Suppl., qu. 64, art. 6,

1216] READINGS.—J. P Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 310-314.—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die
moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 558 sqq.—F A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 467
sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, 247 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp.
Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, 9th ed., pp. 274 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 226 sqq.—
A. M. Arregui, S.J., Summarium Theol. Mor.,, ed. 4a, Bilbao 1920, pp. 114 sq.—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor.,
Vol. 11, pp. 172 sqq.

SECTION §: THE OBLIGATION OF VOWS

[217] 1. Every valid vow entails the obligation of keeping the promise made to the best of one’s
ability.!
I Numb. XXX, 3 sqq.; Deut. XXIII, 21-23; Eccles. V, 3 sq.

“It pertains to the fidelity of a man,” says St. Thomas, “that he keep that which he has promised....
Above all man owes fidelity to God, both because of His overlordship and on account of benefits
conferred, and consequently man is in a very special manner obliged to keep the vows he makes to
God.”?

2 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3: “It pertains to the fidelity of a man that he render what he has promised. . . .
Above all, however, man owes fidelity to God, both by reason of His dominion and by reason of the benefit received;
and therefore man is especially obliged to fulfil vows made to God, for this pertains to the fidelity which man owes to
God.”

“A vow obliges per se,” says Gury, “like a law or a commandment of the Church; that is to say, gravely
in an important matter, and lightly in unimportant ones. For a vow is, as it were, a private law, which
a man imposes upon himself.”*

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 319: “A vow obliges of itself like a law or precept of the Church, and consequently
gravely in grave matter and lightly in light matter; for a vow is, as it were, a certain private law which one imposes
upon oneself.”

112



1218] Failure to keep a vow involves faithlessness towards God and a violation of the reverence and
respect due to Him by His creatures. It is a sin against the virtue of religion, and consequently a
mortal sin, unless the matter involved is of no importance (parvitas materiae).*

4 For judging parvitas materiae in regard to vows, Noldin gives the following rule: “For judging smallness of matter in
vows whose matter is promised after the manner of one whole, the matter omitted must be considered not absolutely
but in relation to the whole thing promised, so that only a third or fourth part of the whole is to be considered a
notable thing which cannot be omitted without grave fault. Thus one who promised to attend morning devotion for an
entire month does not sin so gravely because he omits the devotion once or twice, even though the individual
devotions, considered absolutely (if they last half an hour), constitute grave matter, but because he omits eight or ten
attendances.” (Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 233).

In gauging the obligation involved in a vow, the first and most important thing to be considered is the
intention.

“Ordinarily,” says Fr. Slater, “it will be presumed that in a grave matter, such as the Church considers
to be sufficient for a precept to bind under mortal sin, a vow also binds under pain of grave sin, for
the intention of him who took the vow is presumed to accommodate itself to the matter. Nothing,
however, prevents him from limiting the obligation of a vow even in a grave matter, so that
transgressions of it will be only venial sins, if he expressly intends it.”>

5 A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 249.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 3: “The obligation of a
vow is caused by one’s own will and intention.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 319: “A vow obliges according to the
intention of the vower, if he determines the quantity of the obligation in the act of vowing, so that he can bind himself
under light obligation only in matter however grave. The reason is that, just as a legislator or superior can in grave
matter bind under light obligation only, so also one who vows concerning a grave thing can impose upon himself a light
obligation only. He cannot, however, conversely bind himself gravely in a light matter, because light matter is not
capable of a grave obligation.”

12191 In case of doubt it may be presumed that the obligation binds sub gravi. If the matter of the
vow is something commanded by law (e. g., chastity, temperance), failure to keep it would be a
twofold sin, either mortal or venial according as the law in question obliges under pain of mortal or
of venial sin.

2. If it is either physically or morally impossible to keep a vow, the latter ceases to bind; nor is he
who made it obliged to do something which is a mere accessory to the substance of the vow, even if
this were possible. If the matter is capable of being divided, as said above, the vow should be lived up
to as far as possible.® Fr. Slater illustrates this rule as follows: “One who should vow to fast for a
week, if he found this impossible, would not be excused from fasting on the days that he could do so.
But if he had vowed to build and decorate a church, and afterwards found this to be impossible, he
would not be bound to build a portion of it, nor to decorate some other church.””

6 st Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 2: “If that which someone has vowed is rendered impossible by
any other cause, he ought to do what is in his power, so that he may at least have a ready will to do what he can. Hence
one who has vowed to enter a certain monastery ought to make every effort he can to be received there. And if his
intention was principally to bind himself to entrance into religion, and as a consequence he chose this religious
institute or this place as though more suitable to him, he is bound, if he cannot be received there, to enter religion
elsewhere. But if he principally intended to bind himself to this religious institute or this place because of a special
pleasure in this institute or place, he is not bound to enter another religious institute if they are unwilling to receive
him there.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 315.

7 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 251.
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12201 If a vow is unlimited as to time, it should be kept as soon as possible and not be postponed
without grave reason, especially if, through carelessness or later impossibility of fulfilment, the delay
is likely to result in complete nonfulfilment or to render the object of the promise illusory. A merely
temporary impossibility does not annul the obligation, which, on the contrary, revives as soon as the
obstacle is removed. The term assigned for the fulfilment of a vow should be adhered to, but if it has
passed, the neglected duty cannot be validly complied with later.® Violation of a permanent vow (e.
g., of virginity) does not annul the obligation,” but may become an im- portant inducement for the
ecclesiastical superior to grant a commutation or a dispensation.

8 Deut. XXIII, 21 sqq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 3: “If it is in the intention and will of the
vower to bind himself to render it immediately, he is bound to render it immediately; but if for a certain time or under
a certain condition, he is not bound to render it immediately, yet neither ought he to delay beyond that to which he
intended to bind himself.”—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, 321: “Question: What delay is to be considered grave?
Answer: 1. Every delay of a gravely binding vow which is attached to a determined time is grave of itself, as is a vow of
fasting on a certain vigil, etc., because when the time has elapsed, the obligation of the vow ceases and cannot be
compensated. 2. But if no determined time was fixed, or if it was fixed only to urge execution of the vow, a notable
delay in a grave matter will be a grave sin; what delay is notable, however, must be judged from the nature of the thing
promised, from the end, and from other circumstances. Generally speaking, less delay is required for a grave sin where
there is danger of forgetfulness or inability, or a notable diminution of the vow, as in those things which are undertaken
for one’s whole life.”—Ibid., n. 323: “A vow indeterminate as to the cessation of time, for example, concerning a daily
rosary or a fast to be made every Saturday, obliges perpetually unless something else is gathered from the

circumstances. In doubt whether the vow is temporary or perpetual, or for a month or a year, the minimum must be
held.”

9 st. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 2: “If [he who vowed to enter a certain monastery ] falls into an
impossibility of fulfilling the vow through his own fault, he is bound in addition to do penance for his own past fault,
just as a woman who vowed virginity, if she is afterward corrupted, not only ought to preserve what she can, namely
perpetual continence, but also to repent for what she lost by sinning.”

1221 Conditional vows take effect only after the postulated condition has set in. Arbitrarily and
maliciously to prevent the condition from being verified, either by intrigue, force, or malice, is
forbidden.'®

10 g¢, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 3, ad 3.—Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., L. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 4,
n. 11: “Conditional vows do not oblige when the condition ceases, even if the vower himself was the cause that the
condition was not fulfilled, provided he did not prevent it by deceit, force, or malice; for example, you vowed a
pilgrimage if Peter approves it, and then you send someone to persuade him not to approve it; therefore, when he does
not approve it, you are not bound.”

A personal vow binds him who makes it and no one else. A vow conditioned upon the consent of
another takes effect only after that consent has been given.

A “real” vow (votum reale) falls upon the heirs of him who made it, if the matter involved is one of
justice, but it never obliges ultra vires haereditatis. The legal obligations of a testator sub titulo iustitiae
always take precedence of any vows he may have made.!!

Ny Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., L. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 4, n. 5-9; Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 323.

In regard to doubtful vows, Archbishop Simar lays down the following rules: a) If it is doubtful
whether a vow has been made, it may be regarded as not binding. The same rule holds with regard to
any circumstance of which it is uncertain whether or not it formed part of the vow.
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1222] b) If insuperable doubts arise as to the validity of a genuine vow, or if it is uncertain whether
the vow has been fulfilled or not, the obligation remains.

c) If there is doubt as to the qualities or extent of the obligation incurred, this doubt must be solved
with due regard to current views regarding such matters, and according to the commonly accepted
meaning of the terms employed.'?

124 Th. Simar, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, 3rd ed., p. 284; cfr. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p. 323.

The interpretation of vows is subject to the same rules as the interpretation of laws.!® The decisive
factors are: the intention, the nature of the object, and common sense. Consequently, if a man has
vowed to make a donation for some religious or charitable purpose, without determining the amount,
he may give as much or as little as he pleases, provided, of course, the gift be not so small as to
appear a mockery of God rather than the fulfilment of a vow. If one has vowed to give something
without reference to quality, it is sufficient to follow common usage or custom. A vow unlimited as to
duration (for instance, to recite the Rosary every day) is regarded as perpetual, unless the
circumstances of the case indicate a contrary intention.

13 See this Handbook, Vol. I, pp- 177 sqq.; cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 238 sq.

On account of the responsibility and obligation involved, a Catholic should never make a vow
without having consulted his father confessor or some other prudent and experienced guide.

Priests should exercise great caution in regard to vows, especially those intended to be perpetual or
to last for a long time. In many cases it may be advisable to impose a period of probation, say one
year, after the expiration of which the vow may be renewed.

1223| The so-called pledge (to abstain from intoxicating drink) is no vow, but merely a good
resolution made known to a priest, and hence does not oblige sub gravi. Sabetti rightly admonishes

the clergy to “use great prudence and discretion in receiving such promises.”!*

14 Comp. Theol. Mor., § 150; cfr. Irish Eccl. Record, May, 1883, pp. 338 sqq.

READINGS.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 249 sqq.—FE X. Linsenmann,
Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 333 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion,
pp- 562 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 277 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett,
Comp. Theol. Mor., 28th ed., pp. 233 sq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 231 sqq.—
E A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 7th ed., pp. 476 sqq., 481 sq.—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II,
pp. 178 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 328 sqq.

SECTION 6: CESSATION OF VOWS

1224] A vow ceases to bind when the time for which it was taken expires, or if a substantial change
occurs in the object promised, or if a condition upon which the vow depends is not complied with, or
its final cause fails, or, lastly, by irritation, dispensation, or commutation.’

lc.1.C, can. 1311.

1. A vow ceases to oblige per cessationem if the circumstances under which, or the principal motive
or purpose for which the vow was made (motivum principale), cease or change. An effect stops with
its cause. Thus, if a person for whose recovery I vowed a pilgrimage, should die, or if I can not keep
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my promise because of changed conditions, or if circumstances supervene which at the outset would
have prevented the vow from being taken, the obligation ceases.

In case of a conditional vow no obligation arises if the condition is not complied with. If it is
complied with only in part, the obligation becomes modified accordingly.

Substantial error concerning the matter in- volved invalidates a vow, for a substantial mistake hinders
consent of the will: consent is given to something which is not there, and hence there is no real
consent.?

2 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 247.

1225] 2. Cessatio per irritationem or annulment is a declaration of nullity or suspension made by some
one who has authority over the will of the vovens or the object of the vow.

An annulment is direct if the person who has made the vow is subject to the annulling authority, as a
child to his parents, a religious to his superior, etc. “Those who are placed in such a state of
dependency on their superiors cannot undertake any absolute obligation; they can only bind
themselves conditionally, supposing that their superior consents. If he does not consent, the
obligation falls to the ground.”?

3 IDEM, ibid., 1, 251; cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, pp. 241 sqq.

By indirect annulment the obligation can be suspended by any one who has authority over the matter
of the vow; for, as the same author says, “it is not just that an obligation should be undertaken which
interferes with the rights of some one else.”*

4 Slater, ibid., I, 252.

The vows of minor children, therefore, and those of religious, can be directly annulled, i. e., declared
to be perpetually null and void, by their parents or superiors. The only exception is the vow whereby
a religious has promised to enter a stricter order.

1226 The vows of children who have attained majority but remain under the tutelage of their parents;
the vows of spouses with regard to their marital rights and duties; the vows of ecclesiastical subjects
in so far as they affect the personal or “real” rights of their superiors,—all these can be annulled
indirectly, i. e., temporarily suspended.® As soon as the person who has made a vow is able to dispose
freely of the matter of the promise, the obligation takes effect.®

> Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, 324: “The obligation of a vow can cease: 1. From intrinsic causes, namely, by the
cessation of the motivating cause, by a substantial change of the matter, and by physical or moral impossibility; 2. From
extrinsic causes, namely, by annulment, dispensation, and commutation. . . . Annulment of a vow is its cancellation or
suspension made by the one to whose power the will of the vower or the matter of the vow is subject. It is: 1. direct, if

it falls directly upon the person of the vower; 2. indirect, if it falls only upon the matter of the vow.” Cfr. n. 325-327;
also Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 243.

6Q. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., l. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 6, a. 2, n. 8: “Vows annulled only indirectly revive and
oblige when they cease to prejudice another.”

To annul a vow arbitrarily, without sufficient reason, is valid but illicit.”

7 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 328: “Question: Can annulment be made without a cause? Answer: Yes as regards
validity, because a master validly disposes of his own thing; but no as regards liceity, because spiritual progress is thus
unreasonably impeded, etc.”
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3. Cessatio per commutationem takes place when some other good work is substituted, under the same
obligation, for a good work promised.® To commute a vow validly and lawfully requires a just cause.
The substituted good work may be better than the one originally promised, or of equal or less merit.
The person who is under vow may commute it by his own authority into some good work which is
evidently better than the one originally promised. This is called commutatio in melius. When there is
doubt as to the quality of the good work substituted for the one promised, or when the latter turns
out to be a work of merely equal (bonum aequale) or of less merit (minus bonum), the commutation
must be made by the competent superior.” But the self-chosen commutation of a vow into something
which is of equal merit is morally permissible, and even in regard to the commutation of a vow into
something relatively easier or of less value, the confessor should not decide adversely, since the value
of the deed depends not so much upon the external good work actually performed, as upon the
intention with which it is done and the intrinsic value of the work itself.'°

8 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor,, I, n. 332: “Commutation of a vow is the substitution of some work in place of the work

promised. It can be made in three ways, namely: into a better good, into an equal good, or into a lesser good.” Cfr.
Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 251 sqq.

2 Gury, op. cit., I, n. 333: “Except vows reserved to the Pope, unless the change is made into the religious state.”—
Ibid., n. 334: “One who has made a vow cannot commute it into a lesser good by his own authority, for he ought to
give God whatever he promised. . . . Indeed, he cannot even change his vow into an equal good, because once the
promise has been made, it is rightly deemed more pleasing to God that he perform the very thing promised out of
fidelity than substitute another equal thing in its place according to his own judgment.”

10 Gury, op. cit., n. 334: “A priest delegated to commute vows cannot commute them into a notably lesser work,
because otherwise he would dispense in great part and thus exceed the faculty received. Nevertheless, the faculty of
commuting vows is not to be interpreted so strictly as to be restricted to a work altogether equal, but is to be accepted
in a broad sense; otherwise it would be subject to innumerable difficulties and scruples, since it is most difficult to find
equality in things altogether disparate. Moreover, the commutation ought to be made for the relief of the one who has
bound himself by the vow.”

12271 The rule, however, is that in all cases of com- mutation, even when the object of the vow is
changed into some thing seemingly better than that originally promised, the individual should not
follow his own opinion or inclination, but consult with his confessor or spiritual director.

1228| A vow made on behalf of, and accepted by another, can be commuted only with that other’s
consent.

One whose vow has been commuted is always free to return to his original promise (materia voti),!!
for the original good work is supposed to be better than, or of equal merit as, the one substituted
therefor, and the commutation was a favor that may be freely renounced.'?

'y Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., 1. I1I, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 7, n. 5: “If he whose vow has been changed should
afterward prefer to fulfil the first work, he can do so, both because it is better or equal and because the change was
made in his favor under the tacit condition, if it should please him.”

12 ¢, Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 248: “Although the vower has returned to the first work, he can nevertheless
return again to the second work substituted. And furthermore, if commutation into different works has been made
several times, the vower can choose whichever of them he prefers.” (Ed. Gaudé, I, 532).

When a vow has been commuted by ecclesiastical authority, its obligation is extinguished, or
transferred to the new work, and does not revive even if the performance of the substituted good
work is found to be impossible or useless. On the contrary, when the substitution has been made by
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private authority, and the performance of the substituted work is found to be impossible, the original
obligation revives.!?

13 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla, 1. III, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 7, n. 6: “If the matter or work of a vow legitimately commuted by
a superior becomes impossible or indifferent, one is not bound to return to the former work, because the obligation has
been extinguished.”—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 249: “Once a vow has been commuted, even if the
substituted thing becomes impossible through the fault of the vower, or if he has not fulfilled it, he is not bound to the
first thing; for example, a fast on a certain day was substituted for alms: if you then could not or would not fast, you
sinned, but you are not bound to the alms, because through commutation the first obligation is extinguished. This does
not hold, however, if the commutation is made by one’s own authority; for then, if the second work is not fulfilled, the
first must be fulfilled, because the first obligation is not then extinguished, but is satisfied through a superabundant or
at least equivalent fulfilment.”—Slater, A Manual of Mor. Theol., I, 256.

1229] 4. A vow ceases per dispensationem if it is condoned in the name of God by one who has spiritual
jurisdiction in the external forum.!* Such a dispensation can be granted only by legitimate authority
and for a just cause. As examples of a just and sufficient cause theologians give the following: the
public good or the private spiritual advantage of him who is dispensed; unusual difficulty in the
observance of the vow; the fact that the vow was taken with insufficient deliberation or at an
immature age.'®

14 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 328: “Dispensation from a vow is its absolute remission, made in the name of God by

a legitimate superior.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 88, art. 10-12.—Slater, A Manual of Mor. Theol., I,
253.

15 Busembaum, Medulla Theol. Mor., 1. I1I, tr. 2, c. 3, dub. 8, resp. 1: “For this [dispensation] to be valid, a just cause is
required, such as, for example: 1. The good of the Church or the common good of the republic; 2. Notable difficulty in
observing the vow; 3. Imperfection of the act, or the levity and facility from which the vow proceeded.”—Gury, Comp.
Theol. Mor., I, n. 329: “For the validity of a dispensation a just cause is always required; because, since vows are made
to God alone, a man cannot dispense from them except as a delegate; but a delegate cannot validly dispense without a
sufficient reason.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. ITI, n. 250-253 (ed. Gaudé, I, 533); Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor.,
Vol. 11, pp. 245 sqq.

1230] Dispensation is a subject that properly belongs to Canon Law. We will only note that the
Church claims and possesses the power of dispensing from vows;!'® that she exercises this power
through the Pope, the bishops, and the superiors of religious orders; and that parish priests and
confessors have no jurisdiction in the external forum and, therefore, can dispense from vows by
delegated authority only.

16 Wernz, Ius Decretalium, Vol. III, n. 584.

READINGS.—C. Kirchberg, De Voti Natura, pp. 93 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend
der Religion, pp. 575 sqq.—E A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 481 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres,
S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 283 sq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., 27th
ed., pp. 234 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 279 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J.,
Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 239 sqq.—]J. d’Annibale, Summula Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 186 sqq.
—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 183 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 335 sqq.
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Chapter III: Sacrilege

12311 Opposed to sacrifice and vow are sacrilege and simony.

1. Sacrilege (sacrilegium) may be defined as the actual desecration or irreverent treatment of sacred
persons, places, or things. It is the exact counterpart of sacrifice and vow because through sacrifice
and vow persons or objects are dedicated to God, whereas sacrilege desecrates and withdraws them
from His service;—robs, as it were, the Almighty of that which rightfully belongs to Him; hence the
German name “Gottesraub.”

2. Sacrilege, as indicated, may be personal, real, or local. a) Personal sacrilege (sacrilegium personale)
is committed by laying violent hands upon, or robbing, clerics or religious; by sins of impurity
committed, either in deed or intention, by or with persons consecrated to God by the vow of chastity
or by the law of celibacy (sacrilegium carnale); or by violating the privilege of clerical immunity from
civil jurisdiction, as far as this immunity is still in force.

A violation of the simple vow of chastity, ac- cording to a probable opinion, is not a sacrilege in the
proper sense of the term.

12321 b) A real sacrilege (sacrilegium reale) is committed by abusing or treating with irreverence sacred
things, such as the Sacraments, sacramentals, sacred images, relics, Holy Scripture, sacred vessels or
vestments; by stealing an object dedicated to God; by plundering or secularizing convents and pious
foundations, etc.!

! Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Mor. Theol., Vol. I, pp- 228 sq.

¢) Local sacrilege (sacrilegium locale) is committed by polluting a church, public oratory, or cemetery, i.
e., performing therein certain unbecoming actions or committing certain sins which, by their nature,
or by special disposition of the law, are particularly repugnant to the reverence due to sacred places.
Such sins are, e. g., the unjust shedding of human blood, consummated sins against chastity, and
other indecent and irreverent acts.

“It is probable that only external, apparent, and consummated sins against chastity contract the
grievous malice of sacrilege from being committed in a church; internal and secret or not
consummated sins against purity, which do not pollute the church, probably do not contract the

grave malice of sacrilege if they are committed there.”?

2 Ibid. Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 189 sq.: “The illicit emission of human seed, which can take place
either by voluntary pollution, by fornication, or by conjugal intercourse, which without necessity is unlawful in a
church; necessity arising from danger of incontinence, however, renders it lawful even in a church; consequently, the
church is not polluted by this intercourse. Other external sins of lust (touches, looks, filthy speech), although grave,
are probably not grave sacrileges. But grave internal sins (impure thoughts and desires) are certainly not grave
sacrileges, unless there is a desire for an act by which a church is polluted and that desire is conceived for committing
the act within the church.”

12331 3. Of itself (ex genere suo), sacrilege is a mortal sin, because directly opposed to the virtue of
religion, but on account of the smallness of the matter sometimes involved (parvitas materiae)
admits of leniency. The most grievous species of sacrilege is the conscious and deliberate profanation
of the Blessed Sacrament.?

119



31 Cor. XI, 27.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 99, art. 3: “The sin of sacrilege consists in this, that someone
behaves irreverently toward a sacred thing. Reverence, however, is due to a sacred thing by reason of its sanctity. And
therefore, according to the different character of the sanctity of sacred things toward which irreverence is shown, the
species of sacrilege must be distinguished. For sacrilege is so much the graver, the greater the sanctity possessed by the
sacred thing against which the sin is committed. . . . And therefore the sacrilege which is committed against this
sacrament [the Eucharist] is the gravest of all.”—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 275-281.—The New Code says
that whoever “throws away the consecrated species, or carries them away or retains them for an evil purpose, is
suspected of heresy; he incurs an excommunication latae sententiae reserved in a most special manner to the Apostolic
See; he is infamous by the fact itself, and if a cleric he is furthermore to be deposed.” (Can. 2320.)

The very notion of sacrilege imports an act that is illicit and therefore sinful. To employ for profane
purposes an object dedicated to the service of God, is not necessarily always a sacrilege. A church
may, in case of necessity, be used as a storage house, or hospital, or dwelling without profanation,
and even when the law requires that the ceremony of reconciliation be performed because of
pollution, it is not always necessary to assume that a sacrilege has been committed. Similarly, any
object dedicated to the service of God may be withdrawn from its proper use and employed for
profane purposes without a sacrilege, as long as there is no evil intent.

1234] To quote words from Sacred Scripture for other than immediately religious purposes can be
regarded as sacrilegious only if it is done with lascivious intent, or in order to mock God or hurt the
feelings of others.*

4R X Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 337.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 99.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 33
sqq. (ed. Gaudé, I, 390 sqq.).—F X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 337 sqq.—]J. B.
Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 598 sqq.—H. Spelmann, Der Gottesraub,
Ratisbon 1878, pp. 173 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 211 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J.,
Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 249 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 186 sqq.

120



Chapter IV: Simony

1235] Simony is opposed to sacrifice and vow in so far as man, by offering sacrifice or making a vow,
relinquishes a part of his property or a right by dedicating it to the service of God, whereas in
committing simony he attempts to use that which belongs to God for his own benefit.!

L Acts VIII, 18 sqq.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 100, art. 1.—Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, 282-287.

1. Simony may therefore be defined as the serious endeavor to buy or sell for a temporal advantage something
which is spiritual, or which is annexed to what is spiritual.?

25t Thomas, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 25, art. 1: “A deliberate will to buy or sell something spiritual or annexed to
something spiritual.” Cfr. Prop. damn. sub Innocent. XI, n. 45-46 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1195 sq.).

The expression “serious endeavor” (studiosa voluntas) in St. Thomas’ definition, which has been
embodied in the new Code of Canon Law, emphasizes the fact that, even though no explicit contract
exists between the parties concerned, there may still be simony involved.?

3 Slater, A Manual of Mor. Theol., I, 231.

1236] Simony exists only where a material gain is sought or obtained from a spiritual object or
function, contrary to natural or positive law.

To collect the revenues of a spiritual office and to accept juridically determined emoluments or fees
for spiritual functions, such as the so-called iura stolae, is in no sense simoniacal, for “the laborer is
worthy of his hire,”* and “they that serve the altar partake with the altar.””

4 Matt. X, 10; Luke X, 7. Cfr. 1 Tim. V, 18.—O. Link, Messstipendien, Ratisbon 1901; Bishop Alex. McDonald in the
Ave Maria, Notre Dame, Ind., New Series, Vol. X (1919), No. 25.

%1 Cor. IX, 4 sqq-

But the collection of the revenues of a spiritual charge and the acceptance of legitimate fees may
become simoniacal if the office was sought mainly because of its emoluments or if the spiritual rights
are exercised principally for the sake of the pecuniary revenues attached thereto.

2. Simony is called purely mental when no express contract exists between the parties concerned.

It is purely conventional if a contract has been expressly entered into between the parties, but not yet
executed by either.

It is partly conventional when the contract has been executed by one of the parties.
It is real when the contract has been executed by both parties.®
6 Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Mor. Theol., I, 233.

Simony is called “of divine law” (iuris divini) when the transaction is against the law of God; “of
ecclesiastical law” (iuris ecclesiastici) when it runs counter to the prohibition of the Church, who in
her Code forbids certain contractual dealings in spiritual things.”

7 Ibid,; C. 1. C., can. 727, 728 sq., 730, 1446, 1465, 2371, 2392.

1237] 3. Simony is a grave sin in all its species and does not admit of parvitas materiae.
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Simony is opposed to justice as well as to religion because by committing it man puts spiritual on a
level with material things, conducts himself as though he were in control of divine things, and

disobeys the express command of Christ: “Freely have ye received, freely give.”®

8 Matt. X, 8; Acts VIII, 20; 1 Cor. IV, 1.

As it is damnable in itself, so simony is detrimental in its effects, because it destroys order and
discipline and undermines the respect and obedience due to ecclesiastical authority. The grievously
sinful character of this crime is indicated in the words which St. Peter spoke to Simon Magus, when
the latter promised to give him a sum of money if he would impart to him the power of the Holy
Ghost. “Keep thy money to perish with thee,” said the Prince of the Apostles, “because thou hast
thought that the gift of God may be purchased with money.”’

2 Acts VIII, 20.—Tertullian, Apol., c. 39: “The most approved elders preside, having obtained that honor not by a price
but by testimony; for no thing belonging to God has a price. Even if there is a sort of treasury, it is not amassed from an
honorary sum as though from a purchased religion.” (Ed. Leopold, P. 1, 110).

1238| Not far removed from simony is the practice of bestowing ecclesiastical offices or benefices
upon relatives or favorites, without regard to their qualifications and the general fitness of things,
even though there be no desire of material gain (nepotism). The same may be said of unbecoming
and improper efforts and means employed for the purpose of obtaining an office or a benefice.'°

10E x, Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, p. 338.

“There are some,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “who betake themselves to this state
of life [the priesthood] in order to procure a livelihood; so that, like worldlings generally in some
kind of sordid occupation, they seem to look to nothing in the priesthood but gain. For although the
natural and divine law command that, according to the saying of the Apostle, he who serves the altar
should live by the altar; yet, to approach the altar for gain and lucre is sacrilege of the worst kind.”!!

I Catech. Rom., P11, c. 7, qu. 4.

“As he who serves the altar should live by the altar,” says Bishop Linsenmann, “the hope of procuring
a livelihood in an ecclesiastical office is not in itself simony, any more than the exchange of a poor
benefice for a rich one, because it is essential to ecclesiastical administration that every priest should
have an income corresponding to his station in life and his social position.... But the Church owes it
to herself to prevent even the semblance of commercialism in the appointment of her ministers. The
prosperity of a society depends largely upon the honesty and integrity of its officials. An ecclesiastical
superior who would knowingly and willingly permit his subjects to degrade themselves by employing
improper and ignoble means in seeking office, would be guilty of immoral conduct.”?

12 Linsenmann, op. cit., p. 339.

1239] From what we have said it is evident that simony is a sin against religion and may in the last
analysis be reduced to “real” sacrilege.'

13 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. 11, p. 197.
There is a subspecies of simony that occurs only in connection with ecclesiastical benefices. It is
called confidential and consists in this that a man in some way (by election, presentation, bestowal,

resignation, etc.) procures an ecclesiastical benefice for another sub certa confidentia, i. e., with the
obligation on the latter’s part to resign the benefice in favor of the grantor or of a third person, or to
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pay him a pension or part of the income from the revenues. This form of simony, too, may be mental,
conventional or real, and it may be committed in different ways.'*

14 Ibid., p. 207.

4. THE DUTY OF RESTITUTION.—An obligation of making restitution of the money or valuables
received from a simoniacal transaction may arise from the natural law, from ecclesiastical law, or from
both. The natural law demands restitution only if commutative justice has been violated; the
ecclesiastical law obliges to restitution if religion alone has been violated. If the simoniacal
transaction entailed a violation of commutative justice, the restitution must be made before judicial
sentence has been rendered; if there was no violation of justice, restitution need be made only when
it is imposed as a penalty and upon conviction by an ecclesiastical judge.

1240] Commutative justice is violated, (a) if a purely spiritual thing which has no material value is
given in lieu of a temporal gift; (b) if a charge is made for something which one’s office obliges one
(ex iustitia) to bestow gratis. Hence restitution must be made if one has accepted money for a
blessing or a dispensation, for the consecration of a church, etc., or if a pastor has taken pay for
catechetical instruction, or a bishop for the bestowal of a benefice.

The ecclesiastical law imposes restitution for simoniacal acts committed, (a) in connection with a
benefice, and (b) in connection with entrance upon the religious state.

It follows from what we have said that one who would sell a blessed rosary or holy oils would not be
bound to make restitution, unless, of course, the amount received (propter spirituale adnexum)
exceeded the material value of the object.'®

15 Ibid., p. 208.

If the price agreed upon in a simoniacal transaction has not yet been paid, or if restitution of the
same has been made, the spiritual thing bargained for must, if possible, be restored to its original
owner, unless the latter relinquishes his right. If the price has been paid, but restitution has not yet
been made, the spiritual object under consideration, even though it be susceptible of being restored
to its original owner, need not be restored unless restitution is enjoined as a penalty for the crime.
Hence one who has simoniacally acquired a sacred relic or the ius patronatus to a benefice, is not
bound to restore the same, because the title of ownership has passed over to him and the Church
does not require restitution. But if one has simoniacally obtained a benefice, he must return the same
and make restitution of the revenues he has derived therefrom, because the Church has rendered
such acquisition invalid under pain of restitution.

12411 If the duty of restitution arises from a violation of commutative justice, the object acquired by
simoniacal means must be restored to the person who sold it, unless it be an ecclesiastical benefice.
If, on the other hand, the duty of making restitution is based solely upon ecclesiastical law,
restitution must be made according to the terms of the latter, which are briefly as follows: a) If the
spiritual thing that formed the object of the simoniacal transaction has not yet been delivered,
restitution must be made to him who paid the price, for he is the one who suffered the loss. b) If the
object has changed hands, in case of an ecclesiastical benefice, the purchase price must be restored to
the Church with which the benefice is connected, even though no violation of justice was involved; if

the object is not a benefice, restitution must be made in favor of the poor.16
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16 Ibid., p. 209.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 25, art. 1.—IDEM, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu.
100.—Suarez, De Religione, 1. IV.—A. Leinz, Die Simonie, Freiburg 1902.—P. Laymann, Theol. Mor.,
1. IV, tr. 10, c. 8.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 231 sqq.—H. Noldin, SJ.,
Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 194 sqq.—F. A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, pp. 525 sqq.—La
Croix, Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 57.—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 270 sqq.—J. d’Annibale, Summula
Theol. Mor., Vol. III, pp. 90 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 297 sqq.—N. A. Weber,
art. “Simony” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 1 sq.—IDEM, A History of Simony in the
Christian Church, Baltimore 1909.
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Chapter V: Oaths

SECTION 1: DEFINITION AND DIVISION OF OATHS

12421 1. An oath (iuramentum, iusiurandum) is the act of calling on God to witness that a statement is

true, or to make the fulfilment of a promise binding under a more solemn obligation*.!

Iy, Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., L. III, tr. 2, dub. 1: “This invocation consists in this: that one who swears,
so far as lies in him, desires or wills God to attest and manifest that which he swears (if and when, of course, it shall
please Him, whether in this life or in the other), as something known by God Himself and true.”

The invocation of the divine name means that he who takes an oath calls upon God to testify to the
truth of his statement or the sincerity of his promise, under penalty of forfeiting the divine help and
grace if he swears falsely. For this reason an oath is an act of extraordinary divine worship (actus
religionis secundarius.)

In taking an oath we may call on God expressly or tacitly. We do so expressly (iuramentum explicitum)
if we mention Him by name; we do so tacitly (iuramentum implicitum) when we swear by some
creature which stands in a special relation to God, such as the angels and saints, the cross of Christ,
the Gospels or the Sacraments.

1243] 2. With regard to its purpose an oath is either assertory or promissory. a) In an assertory oath
(iuramentum assertorium) we call upon God to witness that what we say is true and not otherwise.
This kind of oath is employed chiefly in law courts. In its more solemn form (adiuratio) it differs
from a simple oath in this that the taker does not call upon God as a witness, but merely uses His
name in order to ascertain the truth by an appeal to the reverence due to His Divine Majesty and to
sacred persons and things.? b) A promissory oath (iuramentum promissorium) is one in which God is
called upon as a witness to the fulfilment of a future promise or event. Such an oath is, e. g., that
taken at a solemn betrothal or by a soldier on the flag.

2 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 295: “An oath is to be distinguished: 1. as assertory or promissory, according as truth
alone is asserted by it, or a promise or agreement is confirmed; 2. as solemn or simple, according as it is made in a form
required by law or with solemn ceremonies, or privately with those excluded; 3. as explicit or implicit, according as
God is expressly invoked as witness of the truth, or creatures in whom divine attributes especially shine forth are
employed in testimony. There is also an imprecatory oath, by which God is invoked at once as witness and avenger of
perjury.”—Ibid., n. 305: “Adjuration is an authoritative and entreating demand, made by interposing the name of God
or of the saints or of a sacred thing, in order that another may be induced to do or omit something. It differs, therefore,

from an oath in this, that it does not introduce God as witness but only interposes His name in order to obtain the
desired thing more efficaciously because of the reverence due to the divinity or to sacred things.”

A subspecies of the promissory oath is that called iuramentum comminatorium, when God is called upon
as a witness that the person who takes the oath has the present intention of injuring his neighbor
and as a guaranty that this purpose will be carried out some time in the future.

12441 3. With regard to form an oath may be (a) verbal, real, or mixed; (b) solemn or simple. a) A
verbal oath (iuramentum verbale) is one clothed in words. A real oath (iuramentum reale) takes the form
of an action, e. g., raising the right hand. A mixed oath (iuramentum mixtum) is one in which words are
combined with actions, as in touching the book of the Gospels while pronouncing the usual formula.
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In the Middle Ages persons when swearing often touched the Blessed Sacrament, relics of the Saints,
sacred vessels, etc. Such an oath was called corporal (iuramentum corporale), a term which has
nothing to do with the corporal or linen cloth on which the Sacred Host is laid, but simply refers to
corporal or bodily contact with the sacred object.?

3 Catholic Dictionary, 9th ed., p. 617, London 1917.

b) A simple oath (iuramentum simplex) is one taken without ceremonies. A solemn oath (iuramentum
solemne) is one clothed with the ceremonies prescribed by law, such as holding up the right hand or
kissing the Bible.

These differences are all formal and do not affect the substance of an oath nor do they pro- duce
various degrees of obligation. A simple oath is just as binding as a solemn oath, and one made
interiorly is as valid as if it were clothed in words or manifested by actions. But the use of symbols
and ceremonies is calculated to emphasize the sacredness of the act and consequently has a salutary
effect on the minds of men.

[245| Sometimes an imprecation is added to an oath, as, e. g., “So help me God.” In this case we have
an imprecatory oath; others are called invocatory.*

4 Thos, Slater, S.J., 4 Manual of Moral Theology, I, 240.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89-90.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist.
39.—St. Bonaventure, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39 (Opera Omnia, III, 861 sqq.).—St. Alphonsus,
Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 133-193 (ed. Gaudé, I, 460).—F Suarez, De Religione, tract. V..—E X.
Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 445 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend
der Religion, pp. 380 sqq.—FE A. Gopfert, Der Eid, Mayence 1883.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of
Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 240 sqq.—Thos. Bouquillon, De Virtute Religionis, Part III, Bruges 1880.
—Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 3rd ed., n. 532-601.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol.
Mor., Vol. II, pp. 253 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 308 sqq.

SECTION 2: LAWFULNESS OF OATHS

1. THE TEACHING OF SACRED SCRIPTURE

|246| That oaths are lawful cannot simply be deduced from the fact that they are acts of divine
worship, for they are not usually taken for the purpose of honoring God. The lawfulness of oaths was
denied by some of the Church Fathers and ecclesiastical writers, by certain ancient and medieval
sects which pretended to restore Christianity to its pristine purity, and by sundry Protestant
denominations. All of them maintain that oaths are forbidden by the Bible. The principal texts which
they cite in support of their contention are the following: a) Christ says: ‘You have heard that it was
said to them of old, Thou shalt not forswear thyself: but thou shalt perform thy oaths to the Lord.
But I say to you not to swear at all, neither by heaven, for it is the throne of God: nor by the earth, for
it is his footstool: nor by Jerusalem, for it is the city of the great king. Neither shalt thou swear by thy
head, because thou canst not make one hair white or black.

1247] But let your speech be yea, yea: no, no: and that which is over and above these, is of evil (from
evil).”! b) St. James writes: Above all things, my brethren, swear not, neither by heaven, nor by
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earth, nor by any other oath. But let your speech be, yea, yea: no, no: that you fall not under
judgment.”?

I Matt. V, 33-37.
2Jas. V, 12; cfr. Ex. XX, 7; Lev. XIX, 12; Numb. XXX, 3.

2. These texts, it is asserted, not only forbid wanton, false, and unjust swearing, or swearing by
creatures instead of by the Creator, or cursing (which is not really swearing at all, rather a mere
profanation of the divine name),> but oaths as such (non iurare omnino). However, the prohibition
contained in our Lord’s utterance and in that of St. James is plainly not absolute. If it were, Sacred
Scripture would contradict itself, for not only has God repeatedly guaranteed His veracity by an oath,
but oaths were an acknowledged part of the legal system of the Old Testament.* Christ acknowledged
the adjuration addressed to Him by the high priest, for He replied to his query.®> St. Paul repeatedly
calls God to witness in a most solemn manner to the truth and sincerity of his preaching,® and in his
Epistle to the Hebrews expressly declares that “an oath for confirmation is the end of all
controversy.”’

3 Cfr. St. Jerome, In Evangelium Matth., 1. I, c. 5: “The Jews are known always to have this very bad custom of swearing

by the elements. . . . Consider that here the Saviour did not forbid swearing by God, but by heaven and earth and
Jerusalem and your head.” (Migne, P. L., XXVI, 39).—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 2, ad 1.

4 Deut. VI, 13; Ps. CIX, 4; Luke I, 73.

> Matt. XXVI, 63 sq.

6 Rom. I, 9; 2 Cor. 1, 23; XI, 31; Gal. I, 20; Phil. I, 8.
7 Heb. V1, 16.

1248] 3. The apparent contradiction between the two series of texts which we have cited can be easily
solved. Both our Lord and St. James state it as a moral principle that in the kingdom of God oaths are
not necessary, since all men would be honest and veracious if they lived up to His teaching. The
disciples are forbidden to swear because oaths are incompatible with the perfect constitution of
Christian society. In matter of fact, however, men are not perfect. They lie, they mistrust and cheat
one another in consequence of the Fall, and whenever important interests are at stake, demand that
God be called as a witness, “to whose eyes all things are naked and open” and to whom all men are
responsible.® By being asked to swear, a man is reminded of Him who is the author and avenger of
the law, and his sense of duty is thereby sharpened.

8 Heb. 1V, 13; Gen. XXV, 33; Matt. XXVI, 63.

An oath, therefore, is the highest and securest guarantee of human veracity, but it is at the same time
a necessary evil, the last resource of society in sustaining law and order. It is, as the Ro- man
Catechism truly says, “a remedy of human frailty and a necessary means of proving the truth of what
we advance,” and “has been instituted on account of human weakness and really proceeds from evil”
(i. e., from the depravation of human nature), as “‘it indicates either the inconstancy of him by
whom, or the contumacy of him for whom it is taken, because he cannot otherwise be induced to

believe.”®

9 Cat. Rom., P 1II, c. 3, qu. 7, 19.
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12491 If taken under the conditions set forth in our next section, an oath is good and lawful because it
presupposes, both in him who demands and in him who takes it, belief in an omniscient, truthful,
and just God, and in this sense may be regarded as a solemn profession of faith.!? This explains why
the Church has condemned it as erroneous to deny the lawfulness of oaths.!!

10 profession of Faith Prescribed to the Waldenses by Innocent III: “We do not condemn an oath; rather, we believe
with a pure heart that it is lawful to swear with truth, judgment, and justice.” (Denz.-Bannwart, n. 425).—St.
Augustine, De Serm. Dom. in Monte, 1. I, c. 17, n. 51: “If you are compelled to swear, know that this comes from the
necessity of the weakness of those whom you are persuading of something; and that weakness is certainly an evil. . . .
Accordingly He did not say, ‘Whatsoever is more is an evil,” but ‘is of evil.” For you do no evil when you make good use
of an oath, which, though not good, is nevertheless necessary, so that you may persuade another of what you usefully
advise; but it is from the evil of him by whose weakness you are compelled to swear.” (Migne, P, L., XXXIV, 1255).—St.
Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 2: “An oath in itself is lawful and honorable. This is plain from its origin
and its end: from its origin, because an oath was introduced from faith, by which men believe that God possesses
infallible truth and knowledge and providence concerning all things; from its end, because an oath is introduced to
justify men and to end controversies, as is said in Heb. VI, 16. But an oath turns to evil for someone from the fact that
he uses it badly, that is, without necessity and due caution. For he seems to have little reverence for God who
introduces Him as witness for a slight cause, something he would not presume to do even concerning an honorable
man. There is also imminent danger of perjury, because man easily offends in word (Ecclus. XXIII, 9, 12; Jas. III, 2).”—
Cat. Rom., P 11, c. 3, qu. 6, 7, 15, 16,

1 Errors of John Wyclif condemned by Martin V, n. 43; Questions to Be Proposed to Wyclifites and Hussites, n. 12 sq.;
proposition of Quesnel condemned by Clement XI, n. 101: “Nothing is more opposed to the spirit of God and the
teaching of Jesus Christ than to make oaths common in the Church, because this is to multiply occasions of perjury, to
spread snares for the weak and simple, and to cause the name and truth of God sometimes to serve the counsel of the
impious.”—Cfr. proposition of the Diocesan Synod of Pistoia condemned by Pius VI, n. 75 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n.
623, 662 sq., 1451, 1575).

12501 5. Qaths being justified only as a necessary means of human intercourse, as an antidote to
untruth and dishonesty, and as a corrective of the unreliability of human testimony, their very nature
demands that they be administered only in important cases, such as legal proceedings and trials, that
no individual take an oath except at the demand of legitimate authority, and that the occasions on
which it is demanded be restricted as much as possible, in order that what is in itself a sacred
function be not cheapened to the detriment of society and sink to the level of an empty ceremony.'?
The too frequent swearing of oaths diminishes their value and the respect in which they are held by
the people.

12 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 5.—Cat. Rom., P III, c. 3, qu. 19.—F A. Gopfert, Der Eid, pp. 221
5qq-

An oath should be demanded only when it can be made with proper regard to truth and the reverence
due to God. No man should be compelled to swear to the truth of a complicated or obscure
statement.

It is entirely just and consistent to debar per- sons who are notoriously unreliable or immoral, such
as profligates, drunkards, usurers, and those convicted of perjury, from taking oaths. But it would be
unjust, on the other hand, to demand an oath of the members of religious sects who in good faith
reject swearing as immoral. American legislation generally allows such persons to “affirm” the truth
of their statements and accepts this affirmation in lieu of an oath. If they “affirm” what is false they
are liable to be prosecuted for perjury.
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12511 Tt goes without saying that atheists are incapable of taking an oath; to admit or, a fortiori, to
compel them to take an oath would be contrary to the very nature of the oath as a religious act.!

13 Wisd. X1V, 28.—Gdpfert, Der Eid, pp. 158 sqq.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 2.—V. Cathrein, S.J., Moralphilosophie,
4th ed., Vol. I, pp. 39 sqq.—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 5th ed., pp. 195 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.]J.,
Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 265 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th
ed., pp. 254 sqq.—E. Hubrich, Konfessioneller Eid oder religionslose Beteuerung, Leipsic 1900.—N.
Cecchini, Del Carattere Religioso del Giuramento e della Soppressione, Pistoia 1903.

SECTION 3: CONDITIONS OF VALIDITY AND LICITNESS

1252] St. Jerome, basing on a passage in the prophecies of Jeremias, lays down three conditions which
make an oath lawful. These conditions are often called “the companions of an oath.” They are: (1)
truth, (2) judgment, (3) justice.! “And thou shalt swear,” the prophet says, “As the Lord liveth, in
truth, and in judgment, and in justice.””

1'n Terem. Proph., 1. I, c. 4: “At the same time it must be observed that an oath should have these companions: truth,
judgment, and justice; if these are lacking, it will by no means be an oath but perjury.” (Migne, P. L., XXIV, 706).

2 Jer. 1V, 2: “And you shall swear: The Lord lives, in truth and in judgment and in justice.”

1. Truth in an oath is the agreement of the assertion made with the mind and conviction of him who
swears; or, in other words, an honest intention to state what is so (when the oath is assertory) or to
keep the promise made (when the oath is promissory). Conformity of the statement or promise made
with the intention of him who makes it is the essential thing, not the actual correctness of the
statement itself.3

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 298: “Truth, that is, conformity of the assertion with the intention and knowledge of
the one swearing. It therefore excludes every lie, but not every error. In an assertory oath truth regards the existence of
the fact; in a promissory oath, the existence of the intention.”

1253 Truth requires also that he who swears should use words in the sense in which they are
understood by others, or in which others have a right to understand them.* This rule excludes
intentional equivocation and secret reservation or mental restriction, as these subterfuges would
contravene the purpose of an oath, which is to offer a guaranty of truth to others.®

4 “The oath must be understood according to the mind of the judge who imposes it.”

5 ps. X1V, 1-4; XXIII, 3-6; Heb. VI, 16.—Proposition condemned under Innocent XI, n. 25: “With a cause it is lawful to
swear without the intention of swearing, whether the matter is light or grave.”—Ibid., n. 26: “If anyone, either alone or
before others, whether questioned or of his own accord, whether for recreation or for any other end, swears that he did
not do something which in fact he did, understanding within himself some other thing which he did not do, or another
way than that in which he did it, or any other true addition, he does not in fact lie nor is he perjured.”—Ibid., n. 27: “A
just cause for using these amphibologies exists whenever it is necessary or useful for the health of the body, the
protection of honor or family goods, or for any other act of virtue, so that concealment of the truth is then deemed
expedient and deliberate.”—Ibid., n. 28: “One who through a recommendation or gift has been promoted to a
magistracy or public office can with a mental restriction take the oath which by the king’s command is customarily
required of such persons, without regard to the intention of the one requiring it, because he is not bound to confess a
hidden crime.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1175 sqq.). All these propositions were condemned. Cfr. further on this
subject, H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla, 1. I, tr. 3, c. 2, dub. 4: “To swear with equivocation, when there is a just cause
and the equivocation itself is lawful, is not evil, because where there is a right to conceal the truth and it is concealed
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without a lie, no irreverence is done to the oath.”—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. I, n. 151 sq., 170.—Gury, Comp.
Theol. Mor., I, n. 299: “Question: Is it lawful to swear with a mental restriction? Answer: No, if it is purely mental; but
yes, if it is broadly mental and there is a grave cause.”—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, 11th ed., n. 918, 4:
“When I lawfully employ a restriction that is not purely mental, it is generally also lawful, in proportion to the gravity
of the cause, to swear with such a restriction. But if the questioner has a right to the full truth, to swear with a
restriction is altogether perjury; if the other has no right, but the speaker swears with a restriction for a slighter cause,
it must be judged from the circumstances of the harms whether it ought to be regarded as perjury or whether he
should be said merely to have sworn rashly.”—According to Lehmkuhl the theses quoted at the beginning of this note
were condemned by the Holy See for two reasons: first, because not everything contained therein constitutes a
legitimate cause, and, secondly, because not everything is understood of mental reservation in the broad sense of the
term (de restrictione late mentali). St. Alphonsus and other moralists take also prop. 28 to refer to the restrictio pure
mentalis, and others say that it applies to the restrictio non pure mentalis, because there is question here of one of
those cases in which mental reservation is absolutely excluded. Cfr. E A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., p.
332; IDEM, Der Eid, pp. 211 sqq.; E K&ssing, Uber die Wahrheitsliebe, Paderborn 1893, pp- 145 sq.; Jos. Mausbach,
Catholic Moral Teaching and Its Antagonists, pp. 113 sqq., New York 1914; Jos. Rickaby, S.J., Political and Moral
Essays, pp. 215 sqq., London 1902.

1254 An attempt has been made to apply the doctrine of mental restriction to oaths by distinguishing
between the animus iurandi and the animus se obligandi. “The many points of view,” says Dr.
Mausbach, “which oaths, and especially promises confirmed by oath, permitted, appealed to the
Scholastic desire of making distinctions and admitted of much logical analysis. It was sought to
distinguish the interests of truth, religion, loyalty, and justice, which are all interwoven in such an
oath, and the question was asked, how far they belonged to the essence of the oath or were separable
from it. The larger works on casuistry contain investigations into the relation of the intentio iurandi,
the intentio se obligandi (ex religione, ex iustitia, etc.), and the intentio implendi, which are marvels
of ingenuity and almost bewilder an ordinary reader, yet are specially designed to avert all
misunderstanding. The short summaries of them, however, given in compendia of casuistry, are more
open to criticism.

One of the most dangerous of these statements is said to be the assertion that an oath is not valid if
the man taking it has an inward intention not to take an oath before God. In this way, we are told, the
trustworthiness of the oath is undermined and public confidence deeply shattered.”®

6 Jos. Mausbach, Catholic Moral Teaching, pp. 108 sq.

Dr. Mausbach proceeds to show at some length that this objection is not justified by the actual
teaching of Catholic moralists, who all agree that such a fictio or simulatio is sinful, because it
involves a misuse of the name of God, and a lie, since the spoken words contradict the inward
thought. We are never allowed to commit even a venial sin. If it is said that the horror of venial sin is
not nearly so deterrent in its effect as the dread of committing perjury, and the moralists, by
questioning the validity of an oath when it has apparently been taken in all seriousness, favor a
distortion of the truth and imperil public confidence, the answer is that the same moralists regard
simulation as a very grievous sin when the declaration apparently made under oath is false, no matter
whether it concerns an important or a trivial matter, and they do the same whenever the declaration,
even if true, is received in a court of law or in any legal proceeding as made upon oath.

1255 The case is similar when, in a promissory oath, the intention of fulfilling the promise is
defective. Here the question of the venial nature of the sin committed refers only to the simulation as
such. It affects a statement that is true and a promise that is seriously meant, and it does so under
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circumstances in which neither the State nor the individual has any right to require an oath. “As soon
as there is any violation of the truth, the invocation of the name of God, made apparently in earnest,
becomes, in spite of the reservation, a grievous insult to God’s honor, about equivalent to perjury.
Moreover, just as soon as public or private rights require a declaration to be made under oath, even a
true declaration failing to be under oath is to be regarded as a grievous sin. This guards against all
abuse of the principle. According to this exposition, a man with an honest intention had better take
an oath seriously, for thus he is free from sin; whereas simulatio is in any case a venial sin, and in
cases where an oath can legally be required, it is a mortal sin. A man who intends to lie, need not
hope to escape grievous sin by means of simulatio; whether he is guilty of perjury in the strict sense
of the word is, after all, only a matter of words.””

7 Ibid., p. 110 sq. Dr. Mausbach adds in a note (l. c.): “Lugo describes the sin simply as periurium. He says: ‘Nor would
he be excused from perjury who, without the intention of swearing, outwardly swore to something false by words
which here and now determinately and altogether signify the intention of swearing and of invoking God as witness.’
(De lust. et Iure, disp. 23, n. 12). The non-fulfilment of a promise made sub ficto iuramento must also be considered
equivalent to perjury. For if contempt of God is shown by apparently calling upon Him to witness a lie, it is certainly a

great insult to Him to be false to a pledge placed under His authority. There are some moralists who have not made
this latter point sufficiently clear.”

1256 | To the question, why the moralists did not simply admit that an oath was really an oath, unless
some external circumstances plainly showed it to be fictitious or taken in jest, the same writer replies
that they did not do so because, according to their ideas of religion and justice, it would have injured
the true character and value of an oath. “They recognized the fact that an oath devoid of inward
intention must still be treated as a real oath, but that an oath unaccompanied by a serious act of the
will should be called a true oath seemed to them as inadmissible as to call a corpse a human being;
the soul is wanting in both cases. It was not a lax, but rather a profound, appreciation of the dignity
of an oath that caused this view to be adopted. An oath was regarded as an act of the religious life or
cultus. Now it was well known that the performance of sacramental rites, though externally perfect,
was null and void without the inward intention. Absence of consent in the Sacrament of Matrimony
nullifies the mutual pledge and destroys the validity of a marriage, even though the external forum
may maintain its validity until evidence to the contrary is supplied. If, in a case like this, where one
human being directly confronts another, it is the interior intention that decides the question of
validity, this appeared to be still more true in the case of an oath, where a human being stands up
before God and invokes Him as a witness and a surety. The specific character of an oath and its quasi-
sacramental dignity could not, it was thought, exist if the will did not consent to this specific moral
obligation.”®

8 Ibid., pp. 110 sqq. Cfr. E X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 450 sq.

1257] By the omission of several essential remarks from statements made by St. Alphonsus, Gury, and
other moralists, their teaching on the subject of oaths and contracts has been seriously distorted.
When they deny the “validity” of a fictitious promise, they do so on the strength of the principle so
forcibly pointed out by Dr. Mausbach, and, as a rule, with all the reservations demanded both by a
sense of justice and by regard for public security.’

9 J. Mausbach, ibid., p. 112.
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St. Alphonsus, who has been criticized with particular severity for his teaching, on account of a brief
reference to the question, says in another place, to which he expressly refers the reader: “In order
that human intercourse may remain duly regulated, the natural law requires for the public welfare
that there should be no deception with regard to contracts, and therefore it binds those who have
recourse to simulatio, in punishment for their deception, to indemnify the deceived party exactly as if
no deception had taken place.”!°

10 Theol. Mor,, 1. II, n. 709; cfr. Mausbach, op. cit., pp. 112 sq.

2. A man swears with judgment (iudicium in iurante, iudicium discretionis ex parte iurantis) when he has a
just cause for invoking the testimony of God, and performs the act with due attention and
reverence.!! Judgment presupposes maturity of mind, understanding, and careful consideration of the
statement or promise made, together with the full use of reason and will-power and calmness at the
time the oath is taken. For this reason minors, weak-minded persons, and those who are insane or
under the influence of liquor or drugs, are unable to take an oath. Physical compulsion, essential
error, and violent fear which excludes deliberation, make an oath invalid, whereas purely moral
compulsion or ordinary fear do not entail invalidity, but merely constitute a ground for dispensation.

1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 298: “Judgment, that is, discretion or a reasonable cause for swearing; for an oath,
since it is a most holy thing, ought not to be employed indiscriminately, but with piety and great reverence.”—St.
Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3, ad 1: “Judgment is not taken here for the execution of justice, but for a
judgment of discretion. Nor is truth taken here as it is a part of justice, but as it is a certain condition of speech.”—
IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39, art. 2, qu. 3, ad 1-2.

1258| Since an oath can be taken only with due care and deliberation, a man who wishes to swear, or
is compelled to do so, is strictly obliged to consider the matter and the circumstances of the case, and
must not allow himself to be moved by love, hatred or any other emotion, but solely by the
importance and necessity of the oath he is taking, for without careful consideration an oath will
nearly always be hasty or indiscreet.!?

12 g¢, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3, ad 2: “Devotion and faith and all things of this kind which are
required for the due manner of swearing are understood in judgment.”—Ibid., art. 7: “If the thing is such that it was
not in his power, the judgment of discretion is lacking to the oath, unless perhaps that which was possible when he
swore is rendered impossible for him by some event.”—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist. 39, art. 2, qu. 3, ad 4: “In
judgment, which is the discretion of the one swearing, are included the due form, event, and time, and all the things
which occur for consideration on the part of the one swearing.”—Cfr. Cat. Rom., P 111, c. 3, qu. 13.—F A. Gopfert, Der
Eid, pp. 219 sqq.

12591 “A just cause [iusta causa iurandi] will be any matter of some importance for the welfare of
either soul or body, whether it be public or private. We are not, therefore, justified in swearing to
every assertion which we believe to be true; there must be some special reason for employing the
name and authority of God to confirm what we say. However, provided that the other conditions are
not wanting, the defect of judgment in swearing will not be more than a venial sin, for it is no more
than the idle use of the name of God.”!?

13 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 242.—Cfr. Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 299: “Question: What is a sufficient
cause for swearing? Answer: Any honorable cause of some weight, for example, peace to be confirmed in families,
greater security in contracts, etc.”—St. Thomas, Comment. in Hebr., c. VI, lect. 3: “The causes in which it is lawful to
swear are these: to confirm peace, as Laban swore (Gen. XXXI, 48); secondly, to preserve one’s reputation; thirdly, to
keep fidelity, as feudatories swear to their lords; fourthly, to fulfil obedience, if something honorable is commanded by
a superior; fifthly, to provide security; sixthly, to attest the truth.”
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3. By justice in swearing (iustitia in obiecto) is meant the moral permissibility or becomingness
(honestas) of the matter concerning which an oath is taken.!* Justice requires that the matter of an
oath should be in conformity with the moral law and Christian duty. Thus in an assertory oath the
assertion should not be sinful, and in a promissory oath that which is promised must be morally
good and lawful.!® Therefore an obligation assumed by oath to commit an act of injustice or a sin is
always null and void.'® An oath so taken would, of course, be doubly sinful. To this class of invalid
and unlawful oaths belong those taken by conspirators in crime, members of forbidden societies,
such as anarchists, Freemasons, etc.

14 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 298: “Justice, that is, that the oath concern a lawful and honorable thing; thus he
would swear against justice who by an oath bound himself to something harmful to his neighbor or forbidden from
another source, or who detracted from his neighbor.”—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3, ad 2: “The
other two [justice and truth] pertain to the thing about which the oath is made, although it could be said that justice
pertains to the cause for which the oath is made.”

15 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 242.

16 Cfr. Matt. X1V, 7; Mark VI, 22 sqq.; Acts XXIII, 12.—Reg. Iuris in Sexto Decr. Bonifat. VIII, n. 58: “An oath made
against good morals is not binding.”—St. Ambrose, De Offic., 1. I, c. 12, n. 76: “Let [a Christian] promise nothing
dishonorable; and if he has promised it, it is more tolerable not to do what was promised than to do what is
shameful.”—Ibid., n. 77: “Herod shamefully promised the dancer a reward and cruelly paid it. It is shameful that a
kingdom is promised for dancing; it is cruel that the death of a prophet is bestowed for the sanctity of an oath. How
much more tolerable in such a case would perjury have been than fulfilment of the oath? If, nevertheless, it could be
called perjury that he swore when drunk amid wine and promised when emasculated amid the dancers’ choruses. The
prophet’s head is brought in on a platter, and this was judged to be a matter of fidelity which was a matter of
madness.” (Migne, P L., XVI, 167).

1260| 4. Of the formulas employed in swearing some certainly involve an oath, either explicitly or
implicitly, whereas others are doubtful, while still others signify no oath at all. a) Explicit forms of
swearing are the following: “God be my witness,” “I swear by God or Christ,” “May God punish me if
I do not tell the truth,” etc. Even the simple phrase: “I swear,” suffices to constitute an oath if the
intention of calling upon God as witness is manifest. b) Implicit forms of swearing are the following:
“I swear by the Blessed Virgin,” “by the cross,” or “by the Sacraments,” etc. He who swears thus may
justly be supposed to invoke God as a witness to the truth of what he affirms. Ordinarily, however,
those who habitually use such expressions as “by God,” “by heavens,” etc., do not think of God, and
therefore these phrases as a rule do not imply an oath because the intention is lacking. c) Ambiguous
formulas are: “Upon my word,” “Upon my oath,” “Upon my faith,” “As God lives,” “God knows
that...,” etc. These phrases indicate a real oath when there is an evident intention to swear, or when
they are uttered in court in lieu of an oath. But if there is no intention of taking an oath, such words
may be taken simply enuntiative, i. e., as a means of creating confidence, not invocative, i. e., as calling
God to witness. Hence, in ordinary conversation, the phrase “I swear that I will do this or that,” or
“Upon my oath I will do so and so,” does not, as a rule, indicate the intention of taking a real oath,
but merely that of making a solemn affirmation. d) Such expressions as “truly,” “surely,” “certainly,”

» «

17 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 11th ed., pp. 258 sq.

12611 “As surely as I live,” “I will die on the spot,” “Let my ears be cut off,” “May the devil get me if
this is not true,” etc., are mere exaggerations and imply no invocation of God. Therefore if an untruth
is affirmed by means of these and similar phrases, this manner of affirmation in itself constitutes
merely a venial sin, though the lie may be mortal. Only when the formula contains mention of a
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punishment to be inflicted by God, as, “May lightning strike me if this be false,” can there be
question of a genuine oath.

If a priest asserts something upon his honor as a priest, he does not swear an oath, but simply affirms
in a solemn manner.

Certain expressions in which the truth of an assertion is compared to the dogmas of religion, e. g., “It
is as true as that there is a God in Heaven,” “I am as innocent as the Blessed Virgin Mary,” etc., are
held by some theologians to be genuine oaths involving blasphemy; but we prefer to hold with
Noldin that they neither constitute an oath, because God is not invoked as a witness, nor involve
blasphemy (provided the assertion made is true), because the person who uses such an expression
intends merely to assert a similarity between the certainty of his assertion and that of the revealed
truth, not their equality. However, those who employ such phrases sin venially by taking the name of
God in vain, and if the assertion made is false, they also commit objective blasphemy.

1262] READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89, art. 3.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent.,
III, dist. 39, art. 1-3.—F X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 450 sqq.—Thos. Slater,
S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 241 sq.—E A. Gopfert, Der Eid, Mayence 1883, pp. 221
sqq-—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 257 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol.
Mor., Vol. I, pp. 266 sqq.

SECTION 4: SINS COMMITTED IN CONNECTION WITH OATHS

1263] Whenever any one of the conditions required for the lawfulness of an oath is wanting, he who
swears it commits a sin.

If the condition lacking is truth, the sin committed is called perjury (periurium); if judgment, the sin is
called unjustifiable swearing; if justice, we say that the vovens swears unjustly.

1. PERJURY.—Perjury (periurium, peieratio, iuramentum falsum) may be defined as calling on God to
witness the truth of an assertion which we know to be false, or in confirmation of a promise which
we do not intend to keep.!

! peter Lombard, Sent., I1I, dist. 39, n. 1: “Perjury is a lie confirmed by an oath.”—Ibid., n. 2: “He also is believed to
perjure himself who swears falsely with the will to deceive; and he who, thinking false what is true, swears; and he
who, thinking true what is false, swears.” (Migne, P. L., CXCII, 835).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98, art.
1: “Moral acts receive their species from the end. Now the end of an oath is the confirmation of a human statement, to
which confirmation falsity is opposed. For a statement is confirmed by showing that it is firmly true, which cannot
occur concerning that which is false. Hence falsity directly destroys the end of an oath, and for this reason the
perversity of an oath, which is called perjury, is specified chiefly by falsity. And therefore falsity belongs to the essence
of perjury.”

a) The moral guilt of perjury is measured, not by the importance of the matter involved, i. e., the
assertion or promise made under oath, but solely by the perjurer’s knowledge of its untruth. This
applies to simple (periurium simplex) and also, a fortiori, to solemn perjury (periurium solemne), when
the false oath is taken after due instruction and admonition and with the ceremonies prescribed by
law.

|264| Perjury is ex toto genere suo a grievous sin, being not merely a qualified lie, an attack upon the
highest guaranty of veracity, and a criminal profanation of the name of God, but likewise a public
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scandal and a sin against religion,? which even the civil law punishes severely.> As a rule this sin
involves a gross violation of justice against one’s neighbor and against society.

2 Zach. VIII, 17; Mal. 111, 5; 1 Tim. I, 8-10.—Proposition condemned under Innocent XI, n. 24: “To call God as witness
to a light lie is not so great an irreverence that He would or could condemn a man because of it.”—Ibid., n. 25: “With a
cause it is lawful to swear without the intention of swearing, whether the matter is light or grave.” (Denzinger-
Bannwart, n. 1174 sq.)—Cfr. the Bull “Inter cunctas,” of Pope Martin V, n. 14 (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 664).—St.
Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98, art. 2: “To swear is to invoke God as witness. But it pertains to irreverence
toward God that someone invoke Him as witness to falsity, because by this he gives it to be understood either that God
does not know the truth or that He is willing to testify to falsity. And therefore perjury is manifestly a sin contrary to
religion, whose office it is to show reverence to God.”—Ibid., art. 3: “Whatever by its own nature pertains to contempt
of God is a mortal sin. But perjury by its own nature implies contempt of God; for from this it has the character of
guilt, because it pertains to irreverence toward God. Hence it is manifest that perjury by its own nature is a mortal sin.”

3 Cfr. E Bittner, Lehrbuch der kath. Moraltheologie, pp. 376 sq.

All sins of perjury are of the same moral species as the various oaths themselves. This holds even of
the so-called periurium exsecratorium, which involves cursing one’s neighbor, though we do not, of
course, mean to deny that if the evil is wished seriously, it entails an additional sin against charity.*

4 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 268.

1265| The alarming increase of perjury in our time is no doubt largely attributable to the decline of
religious faith and the growing carelessness in matters of morals. Another, minor cause is the
unnecessary multiplication of oaths and the frivolous manner in which they are often administered
by public officials. This abuse should be cured by the State, but the Church can aid powerfully by
influencing the consciences of men. “We are forbidden to take the divine name in vain,” says the
Catechism of the Council of Trent; “for he who is led to make oath, not by deliberation, but by
rashness, evidently involves himself in grievous sin. That this is a most grievous crime, these very
words declare: ‘Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain,” words which, as if to
assign the reason why this is so grievous an enormity, namely, because the majesty of Him is abased
whom we profess to be our Lord and our God. By this commandment, therefore, it is forbidden that
men swear falsely; for he who shrinks not from the enormity of calling God to witness falsehood,
offers a signal injury to God, branding Him either with ignorance, as though the truth of anything
could be hidden from Him, or at least with improbity and depravity, as though He would by
testimony confirm falsehood.”®

5 Cat. Rom., P 1II, c. 3, qu. 20.

In some dioceses perjury committed in a court of law is a reserved case in both the internal and the
external forum. (Cfr. C. I. C., can. 2323.)

b) Akin to perjury is the wilful breaking of a valid oath or the intentional nonfulfilment of a promise
given under oath (fractio iuramenti promissorii). The sinfulness of this act depends not only on the
degree of malice inherent in the will, but likewise on the extent to which the oath is actually broken.
To neglect to keep a promissory oath is, therefore, ex genere suo a grievous sin because the obligation
imposed by such an oath is grievous. It permits, however, of parvitas materiae. “He who binds
himself by an oath to the performance of something, not intending, however, to fulfil his promise, or
having had the intention, really neglects its performance, is guilty of the same sin [as he who
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commits perjury ]; and this applies also to those who, having bound themselves to God by the
covenant of a vow, fulfil it not.”®

6 Cat. Rom., P 111, c. 3, qu. 23: “He is to be deemed guilty of the same sin who promises under oath that he will do
something, although either he did not have the intention of fulfilling the promise, or, if he did, he does not in fact
perform what he promised.”

1266 The validity and binding force of a promissory oath may not be presumed, either morally or
legally, but must be proved, for the principal factor is the promise, the oath being merely an accessory
to the principal. Hence if the promise was invalid, because of physical or moral inability to keep what
was promised, it remains invalid even if an oath was taken to confirm it, and if it becomes invalid
later, the obligation arising from the oath ceases, according to the axiom, “Cessante principali cessat
accessorium.”

12671 2. Unjustifiable or careless swearing (iuramentum vanum sive incautum) is not grievously sinful
unless it involves formal contempt of God,” but it easily leads to perjury and should therefore be
avoided.® To this class of acts belong the oaths of those who habitually call upon God in trivial
matters, such as buying and selling, though they really have no intention of taking an oath.’

7 H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor,, L. III, tr. 2, c. 2, dub. 3, n. 1: “As to judgment, if this alone is lacking, the
sin is for the most part only venial, as if someone swears without necessity, whether from a certain levity of mind or
from habit.”—Ibid., n. 2: “Nevertheless, even here one can sin mortally or venially according to the amount of
negligence which the one swearing admits in investigating the truth or removing the habit.”—Ibid., n. 3: “And thus the
state of those is mortal who do not remove the habit of swearing without attention as to whether that which they are
accustomed to swear is true or false.”

8 Ecclus. XXIII, 9.—St. Augustine, Epist., 157 (al. 89), c. 5, n. 40: “Avoid swearing as much as you can. For it is better
that not even the truth be sworn than that through the habit of swearing one often falls into perjury and always draws
near to perjury. . . . Because the Apostle [Paul], a man most firm in truth, swore in his letters, swearing ought not on
that account to be a game for us. For it is much safer, as I have said, so far as concerns us, that we never swear. . . . Not
because it is a sin to swear to the truth, but because it is a most grave sin to swear falsely, into which he who is
accustomed to swear falls the more quickly.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 693).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 89,
art. 3, ad 3: “In an oath there is great danger, both because of the greatness of God, whose testimony is invoked, and
also because of the instability of the human tongue, whose words are confirmed by an oath. And therefore these things
[justice, judgment, and truth] are more required for an oath than for other human acts.”

9 Cat. Rom., P III, c. 3, qu. 13: “Of this kind also is the irreligious affirmation of those who swear in a most trivial
matter and without any reason or judgment, but from a certain evil habit. We see this done commonly every day by
sellers and buyers.”

3. To swear unjustly (iuramentum iniustum) means to affirm under oath something that is false or
promise something that is forbidden. It is a grievous sin because it involves an abuse of God’s holy
name for the purpose of doing evil.!° To keep such an iniquitous oath would, of course, be an
additional sin."!

10 5t. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98, art. 2, ad 1: “He who swears that he will do something unlawful incurs
perjury by swearing because of the defect of justice.”—Cfr. H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., 1. I, tr. 2, c. 2,
dub. 3, n. 4: “As regards justice, he sins mortally who swears that he will do a mortally evil thing, such as that he will
kill someone, because it is a grave irreverence to bind oneself, as it were, to mortal sin by divine authority, so that here
two kinds of malice concur: one, that he wills evil; the other, that for this purpose he abuses the authority of God, who
hates every evil.”—Ibid., n. 5: “But he sins venially who swears to do a venially evil, vain, useless, or frivolous thing,
since only light irreverence is deemed present there.”—Ibid., n. 6: “Likewise, he sins venially who swears something
contrary to the evangelical counsels, as that he will not enter religion or give alms or a loan.”
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1 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 304: “One who has sworn to do an evil thing is never bound by the oath; indeed, he
sins twice if he fulfils the oath, namely against religion and against the virtue to which the matter of the oath is
opposed.”

1268 | READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 98.—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., III, dist.
39, art. 4.—]J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 429 sqq.—F A. Gopfert, Der
Eid, pp. 365 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 267 sqq.
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Chapter VI: Superstition

SECTION 1: NATURE OF SUPERSTITION

12691 1. DEFINITION.—Superstition (8eioidapovia, superstitio, falsa religio) is the vice of excess in
religious worship. Not as if it were possible to give God too much honor, but we may honor Him in
the wrong way (modo indebito) or give to other persons (or to things) the worship due to Him alone
(cultus falsus).!

1 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 92, art. 1: “Superstition is a vice opposed to religion according to excess, not
because it offers more in divine worship than true religion, but because it offers divine worship either to whom it ought
not or in a manner in which it ought not.”

St. Thomas divides superstition into four classes, namely: worshipping God in the wrong way,

idolatry, divination, and vain observance.?

2 Ibid.

Superstition, therefore, not only involves a false religious belief, but adds to that belief (vana opinio)
a misdirected act (vana observantia). In other words, it substitutes for the true faith and the right
worship of God a false belief and a wrong worship. Therefore supersti- tion is directly opposed to the
virtue of faith, like heresy and unbelief, and more generally, to the virtue of religion (virtus religionis),
and is consequently called the false imitator of true piety (verae pietatis falsa imitatrix).*

3 Supra, Part L.

4 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXII, Decr. de Observand. et Evitand. in Celebrat. Missae.—On the derivation of the word
“superstition” see Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 11 sq.

1270 2. NATURE OF SUPERSTITION.—Superstition as a false belief and a wrong worship is both an
intellectual aberration and a moral fault. It is a grievous sin because it runs counter to true faith and
right reason. It surrenders the substance of the true faith (fides quae creditur) as well as its
theological motive (fides qua creditur) by substituting its own notions for the revealed truth and by
rendering obedience, not to the legitimate divine authority, but to irrational human opinion.

Superstition, moreover, entails many evil consequences. Under the influence of fear and terror it
produces fanaticism and fatalism, makes men hard and cruel, and thereby corrupts individuals and
endangers society.

Superstition, when complete, that is, when consciously harbored and allowed to influence one’s
moral and religious life, is ex genere suo a mortal sin because it contravenes the faith, religious
practice, and reason.

However, not every kind or degree of superstition is eo ipso destructive of the Catholic faith and of
the true worship of God, more particularly if, as is often the case, the false belief arises from
invincible ignorance.®

5 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 257: “Vain observance is a grave sin of its kind, because it gives divine honor to a
creature by expecting from it what ought to be expected from God alone, and because it rests upon an implicit pact

with the demon. Nevertheless, it can often be venial because of the imperfection of the act, simplicity, some ignorance,
or timidity, as happens especially among the uneducated in the observance of events.”
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|271] Pastors are in duty bound to acquaint themselves with the different forms of superstition
current among their people. Superstition fears the light and is, therefore, hard to combat. The most
effective weapon against it is instruction on the nature and operation of God, for the purer man’s
knowledge of God, the less chance has superstition to grow in the soul. We must show that
superstition is both foolish and dangerous.® It is folly to assume that superstition, because it leads
people to believe too much, is apt to strengthen religion and piety. Superstition means not merely to
believe too much, but to believe what is false, and therefore is essentially inimical to true piety. On
the contrary, the firmer the grasp a man has on his religion, the more energetically will he reject
every kind of superstition and unhealthy craving for miracles.’

62 Kings I, 2-4; Acts XIII, 8-11.
7 C. Krieg, Die Wissenschaft der Seelenleitung, Vol. I, pp. 248 sq., Freiburg 1904.

Faith does not engender superstition; contrariwise, superstition is a child of unbelief. As Pascal justly
observes, “Unbelievers are the most credulous of men.” We have all known persons who boasted of

their unbelief, yet were scared to death if they happened to be one of a group of thirteen sitting at
table.®

8 J. H. Graf, Ueber Zahlenaberglauben, insbesondere die Zahl 13, Bern 1904.

|272| Superstition may manifest itself in the natural, in the preternatural, and in the strictly
supernatural sphere.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 92 sq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 1-
11, 14-28.—Ferraris, Prompta Bibliotheca, s. v. “Superstitio.”—H. Th. Simar, Der Aberglaube, 2nd
ed., Cologne 1879.—]J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 608 sqq.—E A.
Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, 6th ed., pp. 493 sqq.—E Walter, Aberglaube und Seelsorge,
Paderborn 1904.—W. Fischer, Aberglaube aller Zeiten, Paderborn 1906.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa
Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 163 sqq.—A. Lehmkuhl, SJ., Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 275 sqq.—]J. Wilhelm,
art. “Superstition” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 339 sqq.

SECTION 2: SUPERSTITION IN THE NATURAL ORDER

1273] 1. ORIGIN.—The varied and mysterious processes and phenomena of nature place man before a
multitude of riddles. Science has succeeded in clearing up some of these, but many more remain
unexplained and give rise to superstitious notions and fears. Instead of awaiting further reliable
information, credulous persons are prone to attribute the things they cannot understand to preter- or
supernatural causes. They honor and revere these mysterious powers, endeavor to obtain their aid,
try to fathom them in order to turn them to their own advantage, either by obtaining remedies or
preventives for disease or by peering into the future.

2. DIFFERENT KINDS OF SUPERSTITION.—The principal species of superstition in the natural
order are the following: a) Ordeals (iudicia Dei sive divina), a form of superstition wherein supernatural
aid is invoked in the place of evidence, as in trial by fire, water, poison, or battle. This was formerly
conceived as an immediate appeal to the judgment of God. There were various forms of ordeal. The
hand was plunged into boiling water, a red-hot iron was carried nine paces, etc. If no injury appeared
after three days, the accused was declared innocent.!
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b) Divination (divinatio) is the pretended forecasting of future events by means of the stars
(astrology), or the lines of the hand (chiromancy, palmistry), or the bumps of the skull (phrenology),
by signs or omens (augury), the laying of cards, the study of meteorological conditions, and the
interpretation of dreams.?

1 Knight, England, Vol. I, ch. 8, p. 33; A. Franz, Das Rituale von St. Florian, pp. 180 sqq.; IDEM, Die kirchlichen
Benediktionen, Vol. II, pp. 307 sqq.

25t Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 95, art. 1: “If anyone presumes in any manner to foretell or foreknow future
things of this kind, unless God reveals them, he manifestly usurps for himself that which belongs to God. . . . Therefore
it is not called divination if someone foretells those things which happen by necessity or for the most part and which
can be foreknown by human reason, nor even if someone knows other contingent future things through God’s
revelation; for then he does not himself divine—that is, do what is divine—but rather receives what is divine. But then
alone is he said to divine when he unduly usurps for himself the foretelling of future events. This is established to be a
sin. Hence divination is always a sin. And for this reason Jerome says (In Mich., 1. I, c. 3) that ‘divination is always
taken in a bad sense.””—Cfr. 2a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 3, ad 2; Slater, II, 220 sq. Frequently divination, express as well as tacit,
is only a venial sin on account of the ignorance of those who indulge in it, or because they do not entirely believe that
the future can be known by such methods and use them in joke or out of curiosity. In this way young people who
consult astrologers or palmists are ordinarily excused from grave sin.

1274| Astrology is nearly as old as the human race.” At all times there have been men who believed
that the “stars,” particularly the planets, not only foretell, but also influence the future. The
astrologer gives his judgment by finding the position of the planets at a given moment (for instance,
at birth). The child born when Mars was in the ascendant will be of a warlike temperament, and so
forth. All the planets, they say, have an influence on human life and must be taken into account. But
several planets, e. g., Uranus and Neptune, were unknown when astrology was in flower. Thus all
past horoscopes must have been wrong. And yet astrologers have their clients to-day.

"B.C.A. Windle, “Astrology,” in the Cath. World, N. Y. 1922, Vol. CXVI, No. 691, pp. 76-81; E O. Wedel, The
Medieval Attitude toward Astrology, Yale University Press, 1920.

1275] Palmistry does not confine itself to the comparative study of hands, which would be harmless,
but proceeds to divination from the lines or marks of the palm. Here, again, we are in touch with an
ancient superstition of the East. In China palmistry is said to have existed three thousand years
before Christ. The gypsies brought it to Europe in the sixteenth century. As the marks on the hand
are caused by the mechanical arrangement of the bones and sinews, it is hard to see how people can
be led astray by the claims of the palmists, who in some countries are punishable under the law as
vagabonds.” As to phrenology, while it is true that the brain is the organ of the mind, we know very
little about their mutual relations. Modern medical science condemns phrenology as quackery and
tells us that the grey matter on the surface of the brain cannot be mapped out into thirty or forty
areas corresponding to mental or moral qualities, such as intellectual acumen, benevolence,
veneration, etc. The outer table of the cranial bones does not accurately represent the contour of the
brain surface; the thickness of the skull varies in different individuals; in short, the “brain bumps”
mean nothing. An expert on the brain sums up the case against phrenology in these words:
“Psychology, physiology, and experience alike contribute to discredit the practical working of
phrenology and to show how worthless the so-called diagnoses of character really are.””

c) Magic is the pretended art of producing preternatural effects by bringing into play the action of
supernatural beings, of departed spirits, or of the occult powers of nature. To this category belong the
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supposed arts of witches, the use of amulets, magic salves and lotions, talismans, “chain-prayers,”
etc. d) Another form of superstition is belief in the efficacy of occult remedies and so-called
sympathetic cures by means of mysterious personal or moral influences, etc.?

: J. Nestler, Lehrbuch der Chiromantie, Leipsic 1922.
"G.E. Smith, The Old and the New Phrenology, London, 1924.
3A. Hartung, Die Sympathie als Heilmittel, 3rd ed., Leipsic 1900; E. M. Zimmer, Krdutersegen, 2nd ed., Donauworth 1902.

[276] We do not, of course, mean to say that the use of so-called secret remedies is always
superstitious and therefore forbidden. Nature contains curative powers which Science has not yet
fully investigated and cannot explain. The intimate connection existing between the soul and the
body gives rise to a personal influence of one man over another which can be utilized for the benefit
of the sick. So also the application of prayers and sacramentals for the healing of diseases is not
necessarily superstitious. The belief or practice becomes superstitious only when there is a tendency
to ape the doings of the Church, or an attempt to influence the patient by mock ceremonies, etc.

|277] Divination in all its forms is per se mortally sinful, because, in the words of Father Slater, “it is
a great insult to God to hold intercourse with, and seek aid from, the devil, His bitter enemy,” who is
invoked either expressly or tacitly whenever men try, by inordinate means, to find out what is secret
and hidden.

The same writer pertinently recalls a remark which St. Thomas makes after St. Augustine, and which
should always be borne in mind when there is question of the practices with which we are here
dealing. It is said that the devil wishes to excite among men a greater curiosity about occult matters,
“so that, being implicated in these observances, they may become more curious and get themselves

more entangled in the manifold snares of pernicious error.”*

4 Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 96, art. 2 sq.; Slater, I, 220 sq.

e) Among the abnormal conditions that invite superstitious practices are somnambulism, magnetic sleep,
and hypnosis.> These states generally involve an increase of intellectual acumen on the one hand and a
dangerous limitation of will-power on the other. Their nature is not yet sufficiently cleared up,
though Science has shown that they need not be traced to supernatural or diabolical causes. Hence it
is superstitious and therefore sinful to assume such causes and by means of them to try to obtain
supernatural effects, elicit revelations, or pry into the future.

5 E. L. Fischer, Der sogenannte Lebensmagnetismus oder Hypnotismus, Mayence 1883; L. Haas, Ueber Hypnotismus
und Suggestion, Augsburg 1894; A. Moll, Der Hypnotismus, 3rd ed., Berlin 1895; L. Schiitz, Der Hypnotismus, Fulda
1897; Th. M. Coconnier, O.P, LHypnotisme Franc, 2nd ed., Paris 1898; O. Stoll, Suggestion und Hypnotismus, 2nd ed.,
Leipsic 1903; J. Lapponi, Ipnotismo e Spiritismo, 2nd ed., Rome 1906 (Engl. tr. Hypnotism and Spiritism, N. Y. 1915);
K. Hasert, Gedankenlesen, Hypnotismus und Spiritismus, 2nd ed., Graz 1906; A. Forel, Der Hypnotismus, 5th ed.,
Stuttgart 1908; G. v. Doss, Der Hypnotismus, Halle 1907.

1278] £) Hypnorism.—The question has been raised whether it is permissible to put a person into a
hypnotic sleep even when no superstition is involved and the danger of abuse is reduced to a
minimum. The hypnotic state is a partial sleep of the motor side of the nervous system and of
portions of the sensory nerves. While certain of the higher intellectual powers are quite awake,
liberty of action is diminished, if not entirely suspended. Granting that no one can be hypnotized
against his will, the further question arises whether one may give his consent to be put into this
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state, which is but another way of asking whether a man:is allowed to renounce his will and place it
completely under the control of another. There can be no doubt that such an experiment may be
justified by an exalted and important purpose, such as scientific research, provided, of course, all
danger of abuse is excluded and no injury is to be feared for one’s health. The same rule applies to
attempts at curing disease by means of magnetism and hypnotic suggestion, as long as the necessary
moral precautions are ob- served and the danger of abuse is excluded. A conscientious physician, in
applying these means, will, in his own interest, if for no other reason, insist upon the presence of
reliable witnesses.

12791 Tt goes without saying that a priest, on account of the seal of confession, may not allow himself
to be hypnotized or magnetized or put into any state in which he loses the full control of his will.

The use of hypnotism or hypnotic suggestion for the purpose of reforming moral perverts has not yet
been sufficiently explored to enable the moralist to declare it permissible.6 Pierre Janet, Fére, Grasset,
Binswanger, and other competent writers are sceptic on the subject. It is quite generally admitted
that organic diseases cannot be cured by hypnotism, but that its influence extends only to functional
diseases of the nervous system. Even these hypnotism does not cure radically, but merely alleviates
certain particularly unpleasant symptoms, and that only for a time. It can offer no guarantee against
their recurrence. Moreover, its effects upon the nervous system are not entirely devoid of danger. The
intellectual dependence of the patient and his suggestibility are apt to be increased. The firmness
with which he will resist immoral suggestions depends, as in the dream state, upon the character and
self-control exercised when awake. Re- peated hypnotizing increases the suggestive power of the
influence proceeding from the hypnotizer.”

6 A. Forel, Der Hypnotismus und die suggestive Psychotherapie, 4th ed., Stuttgart 1902; F. Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp.
242 sqq.—A decision of the S. Congr. of the Holy Office, of June 23, 1840, and July 28, 1847, says: “With every error,
divination, and explicit or implicit invocation of the demon removed, the use of magnetism—namely, the mere act of
employing physical means otherwise lawful—is not morally forbidden, provided it does not tend to an unlawful or in
any way evil end. But the application of purely physical principles and means to truly supernatural things and effects in

order that they may be explained physically is nothing but an altogether unlawful and heretical deception.” (Denzinger-
Bannwart, n. 1653).

7 See the famous Jesuit review, Stimmen aus Maria-Laach, Vol. LXX (1906), pp. 457 sq.

1280] g) SPIRITISM.—Closely allied with animal magnetism and hypnotism is Spiritism, which is
therefore commonly treated under the same general heading by theologians and in the decisions of
the Roman Congregations. Spiritism may be defined as the belief that the living can and do
communicate with the spirits of the departed and receive certain information from them. Though Fr.
Thurston has recently tried to justify the use of the name Spiritualism for this movement, we agree
with Dr. Pace that Spiritism “should be carefully distinguished from Spiritualism, which is the
philosophical doctrine holding, in general, that there is a spiritual order of beings no less real than a
material, and, in particular, that the soul of man is a spiritual substance.”®

8 Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. X1V, p. 221.

a) This is not the place to describe the phenomena of Spiritism or to give an account of its history. In
some form or other it is as old as the human race.” Modern Spiritism dates from the year 1848, when
the Fox family, at Hydesville, N. Y., first began to hear strange “knockings,” and then received
messages. Catherine and Margaret Fox were the first “mediums.”!? Since then the phenomena have
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multiplied and there are hundreds, nay thousands of mediums in all civilized countries receiving
“messages from the other world.” Modern Spiritism has passed beyond the limits of a merely popular
movement and challenges the attention of scientists, among whom it has brought about serious
divisions. For those who denied the existence of a soul distinct from the body it was a foregone
conclusion that there could be no communication between the dead and the living. This view derived
plausibility from the innumerable cases of fraud which were brought to light upon closer

examination of the methods employed and of the mediums themselves.!!

7 W. R. (“Dean”) Harris, Essays in Occultism, Spiritism, and Demonology, St. Louis, 1919; Catholic Encyclopedia, art.
“Necromancy,” Vol. X, pp. 735 sqq.

10 On Horace Greeley’s view of their doings (he knew them well), see H. Thurston, S.J., A Sober Condemnation of
Spiritualism, London 1920 (C. T. S. pamphlet).

11 Dr. Pace in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 222.

1281 B) The phenomena of Spiritism are partly physical and partly psychical. The physical
phenomena appear as effects produced in physical substances and often occur in connection with
external objects. They may be divided into two groups, one of which includes mainly such effects as
locomotion, counteraction of gravitation, and percussion, or, in general, the application of a
seemingly physical force to objects, while the others embrace phenomena suggesting a more
profound alteration in physical nature or implying the conveyance of intelligence by physical means.'?
The phenomena of the first group consist of movements of inanimate objects, apport, change in
weight, levitation, touches and sounds, while the second group includes elongation, ability to touch
burning substances, production of inanimate substances, materialization, impressions, spirit-
photography, direct spirit messages, spirit voices, etc.

12]. Liljencrants, Spiritism and Religion, p. 45, New York 1918,

1282| The psychical phenomena show a different aspect. They are of the mental order and can be
verified only from the accounts of those who claim to have experienced them. Automatic writing and
speaking constitute the main and most interesting phenomena of this group. y) That some of the
physical as well as psychical phenomena of Spiritism are real, admits of no doubt. Even Dr.
Liljencrants, who tries to explain most of them by an appeal to automatic activity, secondary
personality, subliminal memory, telepathy, and so forth, acknowledges it to be “possible that in
individual cases there has actually been present an influence from a spirit world,” and that this
element must be diabolical, since “the assumption that God would allow departed human beings,
whether in a probationary state or after they have attained their super- natural end, to cause the
phenomena presented by Spiritism, is . . . preposterous.”!® That the devil, with the permission of
God, can produce such phenomena is a thesis which can be theologically demonstrated. All Catholic
theologians who have treated of the subject uphold the view that where a preternatural element is
found in Spiritism, it is to be referred to evil spirits and not to departed human souls.!*

13 0p. cit., pp. 268 sq.
14 0p. cit., p. 269.

1283] &) This unfavorable view is confirmed by the character of the alleged spirit messages and by the
fact that such eminent modern Spiritistic writers as Sir Oliver Lodge and Sir Arthur Conan Doyle
herald these messages as a “New Revelation,” which contradicts the old in all its vital points. Mr. J.
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Godfrey Raupert summarizes the content of this “New Revelation” from the writings of its principal
prophets as follows: The New Revelation claims to be divine and authoritative. It asserts that man
has not fallen into sin; that the Incarnation and death of Jesus Christ were in no sense an atonement;
that death does not fix man’s destiny, but the undeveloped soul, after being separated from the body,
passes into a temporary penal state, which becomes a means of its development and education.!®
These teachings, as the same writer points out, are wholly subversive of historical Christianity and

therefore must come from some one who is a liar and a deceiver.'®

15 The New Black Magic and the Truth about the Ouija-Board, New York 1919, pp. 19 sqq.
16 Op. cit., pp. 24 sq.

|284] ¢) The evil tendency of modern Spiritism was perceived from the beginning by the Church
authorities. As early as June 25, 1840, the Congregation of the Inquisition, having animal magnetism
in mind, decreed as follows: “Where all error, sorcery, and invocation of the demon, implicit or
explicit, are excluded, the mere use of physical means which are otherwise lawful, is not morally
forbidden, provided no unlawful or evil results are intended. But the application of purely physical
principles and means to things or effects that are really supernatural, in order to explain these on
physical grounds, is unlawful and heretical.”!” This decision was reiterated on July 28, 1847. A
further decree, issued on July 30, 1856, after mentioning discourses about religion, evocation of
departed spirits, and “other superstitious practices,” exhorted the bishops to put forth every effort for
the suppression of these abuses, “in order that the flock of the Lord may be protected against the
enemy, that the deposit of faith may be safeguarded, and that the faithful may be preserved from
moral corruption.”!® On March 30, 1898, the Holy Office condemned Spiritistic practices, even when
intercourse with the demon was expressly disavowed and communication sought with good spirits
only.!® On April 24, 1917, the same sacred Congregation forbade even passive assistance at Spiritistic
séances.?’ A little later the question was proposed, whether it was permissible to take part in any
Spiritistic communications or manifestations, even of a genuine and reverential nature, either by
interrogating “souls” or spirits, or by listening to their answers, or as a simple spectator, tacitly or
expressly protesting that one wishes to have nothing to do with malign spirits. The answer was,
“Negative in omnibus.”?!

17 Cfr. Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. X1V, p. 224.

18 Ibid.

19 Liljencrants, Spiritism and Religion, p. 280.

20 Op. cit., p. 281.

21 Text of the decree in the Ecclesiastical Review, August, 1917, p. 186, and in Liljencrants, op. cit., p. 281.

1285] Whether this decree forbids laboratory work with entranced persons, if conducted without
reference to spirits of any kind, is doubtful.**

22 Liljencrants, op. cit., p. 281.

The basic malice of Spiritism is to be found in its opposition to the virtue of religion. It explicitly
attributes to creatures what belongs to God. ‘There is another and secondary objection to Spiritistic
practices, and that is, that they presuppose explicit or implicit commerce with the devil.?>

23 J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I, 9th ed., pp. 247 sq.
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h) THE OUIJA BOARD.—This is a simple con- trivance, by means of which messages are obtained
that have the appearance of coming from the spirits of the dead. According to Mr. Raupert,®* who is
thoroughly familiar with its workings, the ouija board (also called planchette), in the beginning,
before the mind of the experimenter has attained any great degree of passivity, gives out messages
which are wholly normal and drawn from the slightly awakened subconscious mind. Sometimes the
messages appear to come from an independent personality, such as the spirit of a deceased friend or
relative. But so long as the statements made contain no matter foreign to the mind of the
experimenter, and no answer to a question that might not have been projected from the subconscious
storehouse of his own mind, there is no valid reason for assuming the presence of an outside
intelligence. In proportion, however, as the mind becomes more passive and lethargic, the
phenomenon begins to change its character, and imperceptibly passes from the natural into the
preternatural. Here and there a message is jerked in, which is startling and seen at once not to be a
part of the experimenter’s mental outfit. Events happening at a distance are accurately reported and
commented upon, disclosures are made respecting the character and doings and intimate personal af-
fairs of persons not known to the experimenter. Messages are given, clearly and conclusively
indicating knowledge and information beyond the reach of the writer’s own mind, and they are
conveyed in a form and manner suggesting the presence of a critical and observant mind and of a
judgment quite at variance with that of the experimenter. When further questions are asked, the
answer generally is that the spirit of some departed friend or relative is present, that he has
discovered this simple means of communication, and is eager to cultivate intercourse with the living
for the benefit of the experimenter and of the human race at large.

24 The New Black Magic, pp. 207 to 234.

1287| The experimenter, fascinated by these communications, and convinced that he has come upon a
great and valuable discovery, readily adopts the advice given and resorts to the ouija board habitually
and systematically. . When trust and confidence have been secured, the spirit will slowly begin to
undermine the Christian belief of the experimenter, deny the divinity of Christ, the authority of
conscience, and the reality of the judgment to come. It will feed the mind with empty platitudes, very
acceptable to the natural man, but ultimately in contradiction with the fundamental truths of the
Christian religion.

Perhaps the most conclusive proof that the spirits communicating through the ouija board are evil is
to be found in the physical, moral, and mental effects which the practice has upon the experimenter.
Mr. Raupert sums up the testimony of many scientific students of the subject in a series of
paragraphs of which the following is the gist: Persons habitually and systematically using the ouija
board, or planchette, or similar automatic devices for obtaining spirit messages, after a time
experience a peculiar condition of lassitude and exhaustion, often accompanied by severe pain at the
top of the spine and gradually spreading over the entire brain. This state of prostration is attributable
to the fact that in order to obtain the movements of the board, vital or nerve energy is withdrawn
from the organism of the experimenter, often out of all proportion to his or her physical health and
constitution. In professional mediums, who practice their power incessantly and for pecuniary gain,
this prostration is apt to be so great that they become complete nervous wrecks after a time. The
inexperienced experimenter scarcely ever attributes this condition to the true cause, and it is difficult
to convince him that a practice seemingly so harmless, could be attended by such bad effects. If the
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experiments are continued, the general health begins to fail, there manifests itself a kind of apathy
and weariness which unfits the person for the ordinary duties of life, deprives him of all interest in
them, and is only relieved by the ouija board. Communication with the “friends” in the unseen world
now becomes the one exciting and all-absorbing interest and occupation to which all other duties and
interests are subordinated. In proportion as physical vigor, and with it the power of resistance,
decline and passivity and apathy increase, the “spirit” gains closer access to the mind, directs and
influences its operations, and, in course of time, obtains complete control of it. The mind becomes
more and more susceptible to suggestion and less and less able to discriminate and resist. The
messages come with greater regularity, but their moral tone declines. They become distinctly
immoral and mischievous in aim and character. The Christian law is ridiculed and Christian customs
and practices are declared to be old-fashioned and out of date. As the “psychic development”
advances, the entire mental and moral nature of the experimenter becomes disordered, and he
discovers to his cost that, whilst it was an easy thing for him to open the mental door by which the
mind could be invaded, it is difficult if not impossible to expel the invader and shut that door. The
final result is a pitiable condition of mental and moral collapse, which often terminates in suicide or
insanity.

1290 Mr. Raupert merely echoes the warning of such truly scientific and thoroughly well informed
scholars as Dr. Mercier in London, Dr. Viollet in France, and the late Dr. Lapponi in Italy, when he
cautions against these practices as dangerous to mental and moral health.?®

25 1bid., p. 233.—Father Hubert Gruender, S.J., the well-known psychologist, author of An Introductory Course in
Experimental Psychology (Chicago, 1920), explains the first stages of the workings of the ouija board as follows in an
article contributed to The Queen’s Work, St. Louis, Mo., August, 1920, Vol. XII, No. 8, pp. 198 sqq.: “In the first stage
the person handling the ouija board has no intention to spell out a definite answer to a given question, but he expects a
definite answer or he is afraid that a certain answer will be given. In other words, the writing is involuntary but
conscious. Under these conditions the heart-shaped table or planchette on the ouija board moves apparently of itself
and pulls the hand along. As a matter of fact, however, the hand really pushes the planchette, and invariably in the
direction of those letters or signs which are in accord with the expectations or fears of the operator. Involuntary
movements of this kind are due to what may be appropriately called the ‘motor power’ of images. What is meant by the
phrase is simply: When we imagine a familiar movement of our body—that is, if we recall how such a movement feels,
or how it looks, or how it sounds, these images tend to produce the movement itself. I say they tend to do so; for by an
act of the will we can inhibit the gross movement. But the initial movement—the first beginnings of the movement—
will occur in spite of ourselves. These initial movements are so slight that they cannot be detected by an ordinary
observer. Under laboratory conditions, however, they can be detected with precision. . . . When persons have become
accustomed to the use of the ouija board they develop gradually another form of automatic writing. They write not only
involuntarily but unconsciously, or, more correctly, subconsciously. In other words, persons in an advanced stage of
passivity and mental lethargy communicate by means of the ouija board thoughts which exist only in the subconscious
background of their minds and which they could not communicate under normal conditions. . . . There are always a
foreground and a background in our conscious experience.” The thousand objects of sense which we see, hear, and feel
without being aware of the fact (as the ticking of a clock while we are reading or conversing) “are lost to us as far as
our normal conscious experience is concerned,” but “they are not entirely lost. They make an impression on our brain.
However faint the traces may be which such impressions leave on the brain, the record is there. And under favorable
conditions these experiences can be brought to light again just as truly as a phonographic record can be used to
reproduce the musical sounds which made the record. It is particularly under abnormal conditions that such
subconscious experiences are revealed. . . . In the case of the second form of ouija-board writing . . . there is a brain
record of experiences which never reached the focus of attention; there is the abnormal lethargic condition of the
operator of the ouija board, made habitual by long continued dabbling in the mysterious; there is the motor power of
images; the neural current discharges into the motor tracts, which lead in the first case to the muscles of the vocal

146



organs, and in the other case to the muscles of arm and hand. . . . Sometimes for persons in this stage of ouija-board
writing the images of the words to be spelled out become so vivid as to amount to real hallucinations. Such persons
then hear voices. What they write is dictated to them by some mysterious agency. They experience an irresistible
impulse to write, and then the ouija board works overtime. When it comes to this, such persons are ripe—or will soon
be ripe—for the insane asylum. And this is another danger connected with operating the ouija board. Many of its
victims do actually end in the insane asylum.”—See also H. Carrington, The Problems of Psychical Research, N. Y.,
1921, pp. 247 sqq.

12911 i) The rarer phenomena of clairvoyance, by which scenes and events passing at a great distance
are seen, or by which an ignorant medium shows knowledge not possessed in the normal state, is by
most theologians attributed to preternatural causes. “It seems impossible,” says Fr. Slater, “that
natural forces should be able to produce effects altogether beyond their range.”?

26 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 223.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 92-93; 95-96.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1.
III, n. 1-11; 14-28.—H. Th. Simar, Der Aberglaube, 2nd ed., Cologne 1879.—]J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die
moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 608 sqq., Freiburg 1881.—F Walter, Aberglaube und Seelsorge,
Paderborn 1905.—W. Fischer, Der Aberglaube aller Zeiten, Paderborn 1906.—J. B. Ferreres, S.].,
Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. 1, 9th ed., pp. 235 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II,
11th ed., pp. 164 sqq.

On ORDEALS: E A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, p. 516.—A. Lehmkuhl, SJ., Theol. Mor., 1, p.
292.—]J. P. Kirsch, art. “Ordeals” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 276 sqq.—A. Franz, Die
kirchl. Benediktionen im Mittelalter, Freiburg i. B., Vol. II, pp. 307 sqq.—Vacandard, Etudes de
Critique et d’Histoire Religieuse, Paris 1905, pp. 19 sqq.—Patetta, Le Ordalie, Turin 1890.

1292] On Divination: H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 166 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J.,
Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 237 sqq.—J. P Graham, art. “Divination” in the Cath. Encyclopedia,
Vol. V, pp. 48 sqq.—FE A. Gopfert, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, pp. 507 sqq.—E. Miiller, Theol. Mor., Vol. II,

pp. 242 sqq.

On MAGIC: Suarez, De Religione, 1. 11, c. 14.—P. Laymann, Theol. Mor., 1. 1V, tr. 10, c. 4.—]J. von Gorres,
Die christliche Mystik, Ratisbon 1842, Vol. IV, 9th book.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp.
177 sqq.—J. Diefenbach, Der Hexenwahn, Mayence 1886.—]. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I,
pp- 239 sq.—J. P Arendzen, art. “Occult Arts” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XI, pp. 197 sqq.—Andrew
Lang, Magic and Religion, London 1910.—Habert, La Magie, Paris 1908.—Kiesewetter, Geschichte des
neueren Okkultismus, Leipsic 1891.—Thorndyke, The Place of Magic in the Intellectual History of Europe, New
York 1905.

On HYPNOTISM: L. Haas, Ueber Hypnotismus und Suggestion, Augsburg 1894.—A. Moll, Der
Hypnotismus, 3rd ed., Berlin 1895.—L. Schiitz, Der Hypnotismus, Fulda 1897.—T. M. Coconnier, O.P, Le
Hypnotisme Franc, 2nd ed., Paris 1898.—A. Forel, Der Hypnotismus, 5th ed., Stuttgart 1908.—G. v. Doss,
Der Hypnotismus, Halle 1907.—G. Surbled, art. “Hypnotism” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. VII, pp. 604
sqq.—Gregory, Animal Magnetism, 4th ed., London 1896.—Wetterstrand, Der Hypnotismus und seine
Anwendung in der praktischen Medizin, Vienna 1891 (tr. New York 1897).—J. Lapponi, Ipnotismo e
Spiritismo, 2nd ed., Rome 1906 (Engl. tr. Hypnotism and Spiritism, New York 1915).—G. Surbled, La
Morale dans ses Rapports avec la Médecine, Vol. 1V, Paris 1891.—IDEM, Pour ou contre I’Hypnotisme, Paris
1898.—O’Malley and Walsh, Essays in Pastoral Medicine, New York 1906, pp. 120 sqq.—A. E. Sanford,
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Pastoral Medicine, ed. by W. Drum, S.J., New York 1905, pp. 155 sqq.—J. Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis,
4th ed., Vol. II, pp. 18 sqq., Rome 1920.—E. B. Barrett, S.J., “The Meaning and Use of Hypnosis” in
The Month, Vol. CXLI, No. 705 (March, 1923), pp. 209-218.—IDEM, S.]., The New Psychology, London
1925, pp. 265 sqq. mus und das Christentum, Ratisbon 1881.—C. Gutberlet, Der Spiritismus,
Cologne 1882.—IDEM, Der Kampf um die Seele, 2nd ed., Mayence 1903, pp. 498 sqq.—W. Schneider,
Der neuere Geisterglaube, 2nd ed., Paderborn 1895.—]J. Dippel, Der neuere Spiritismus, Munich 1897.—E.
Meric, LAutre Vie, 14th ed., Paris 1920.—F Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 301 sqq.—G. Dumesnil, Le
Spiritualisme, Paris 1905.—E. Meric, LImagination et les Prodigés, Paris 1906.—A. R. Wallace,
Miracles and Modern Spiritism, London 1897.—G. Surbled, Spiritualisme et Spiritisme, Paris 1898.—
IDEM, Spirites et Médiums, Paris 1901.—Bennett, Spiritualism, New York 1907.—H. Carrington,
The Physical Phenomena of Spiritism, Boston 1907.—A. Ph. E von Schrenck-Notzing,
Materialisationsphdnomene: Ein Beitrag zur Erforschung der mediumistischen Teleplastie, Munich 1914
(English by E. E. Fournier D’Abbe, under the title, The Phenomena of Materialization: A
Contribution to the Investigation of Mediumistic Phenomena, London 1920).—W. Whately Smith,
The Foundations of Spiritualism, London 1920.—Hudson Tuttle, Arcana of Spiritualism: A Manual of
Spiritual Science and Philosophy, Manchester 1900. —F. Podmore, Modern Spiritualism, 2 vols.,
London 1902.—IDEM, The Newer Spiritualism, London 1910.—E. A. Pace, art. “Spiritism” in the Cath.
Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 221 sqq.—J. G. Raupert, Modern Spiritism, St. Louis 1912—IDEM,
Dangers of Spiritualism, London 1914.—IDEM, The New Black Magic, New York 1919.—]J. Liljencrants,
Spiritism and Religion, New York 1918.—Elliott O’Donnell, The Menace of Spiritualism, London
1920.—W. R. (“Dean”) Harris, Essays in Spiritism, Occultism, and Demonology, St. Louis 1918.—
Jos. Sasia, SJ., A Safe View of Spiritism for Catholics, San Francisco 1920.—T. J. Hardy (Anglican),
Spiritism in the Light of Faith, London 1920 (to be used with caution on account of its bias against
the Catholic Church).—A. M. Lépicier, O.S.M., The Unseen World: An Exposition of Catholic
Theology in its Relation to Modern Spiritism, 2nd ed., London 1909.—]J. Antonelli, Medicina
Pastoralis, Vol. II, 4th ed., Rome 1920, pp. 1 sqq.—A. T. Schofield, Modern Spiritism, Philadelphia
1920.—Hereward Carrington, The Problems of Psychical Research, N. Y. 1921.

SECTION 3: SUPERSTITION IN THE PRETERNATURAL ORDER

1294] Superstition in the preternatural order, which we have to some extent already anticipated in the
last Article, is of a twofold kind, according as it concerns man’s relation to the demons or to the souls
of his departed fellowmen.

1. SUPERSTITION IN REGARD TO MAN’S RELATION TO THE DEMONS.—a) Undoubtedly this
form of superstition draws sustenance from the theological belief in the existence of demons, from
the possibility and reality of their influence upon mankind, and from the deep-seated conviction
existing in the minds of men that evil spirits exercise extraordinary power. Nevertheless it is not true
to say that this kind of superstition is a by-product of Christian angelology; rather is it an
unconquered relic of paganism,' and consequently, like superstition itself, much older than the
Christian Church. Wherever Christianity has not yet penetrated, this particular kind of superstition
takes the form of a distortion of Catholic teaching. For this reason it is a mistake to try to eradicate it
by simply denying the existence of the devil and his kingdom. Only by propagating the undiluted
truth concerning Satan and his work can this spiritual malady be overcome.

! Cfr. Déllinger, Heidentum und Judentum, pp. 181 sqq., 617 sqq.
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1295] The Catholic Church teaches: (1) that the evil spirits, like the angels, are entirely subject to God
and can do nothing without His concurrence and permission; (2) that they can work no miracles, but
by means of their superior insight and of a certain control over the powers of nature, are able to
produce what seem to us extraordinary phenomena; (3) that they are, by themselves, incapable of

producing any good effects, but, on the contrary, habitually practice falsehood and deception.?

25t Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 8; qu. 114; Cat. Rom., P IV, c. 15.

From these truths it follows that it is superstitious and foolish to attribute exaggerated power to the
evil spirits, to ascribe extraordinary happenings to them too readily, to invoke their help in order to
injure others, and, in general, to attempt with the aid of the devil and his fallen angels to do things
which transcend the order of nature.

b) The principal forms of this species of superstition are sorcery and witchcraft. These and other
practices, by which disproportionate means are employed to procure a certain effect, are embraced by
theologians in the technical term vana observantia.

1296| @) Sorcery, in the broad sense (also called natural, artificial, or white magic), is defined as the art of
working apparent wonders by the help of natural causes. In a stricter and more limited sense sorcery
means the art of producing effects which, though not supernatural, exceed the powers of man and,
consequently, can be wrought only by the help of the devil, explicitly or implicitly invoked for that

purpose.’

3 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor,, I, n. 264: “Magic broadly taken, or natural or artificial magic, which is called white magic, is
the art of doing wonderful things, at least apparently, through natural causes or human skill without any ministry of a
demon. Magic strictly so called is the art of doing wonderful things which, although they are not supernatural,
nevertheless surpass the powers of man and consequently can be done only by the aid of a demon explicitly or
implicitly invoked.”

There is only an accidental difference between these kinds of superstition and divination; for while
divination uses disproportionate means to discover, by the help of the devil, what is hidden,
witchcraft and magic employ disproportionate means to obtain certain and wonderful effects by the
same agency. Morally, therefore, the two practices are equally reprehensible.

B) Witchcraft, like divination, may imply an express or a tacit compact with the devil. If the compact is
express, it always involves mortal sin. If it is merely tacit, ignorance, good faith, or lack of confidence
in the effect will frequently be a cause of leniency. Moreover, there must be ad- vertence to the total
inadequacy of the means to produce the desired effect, and to the danger of diabolic intervention,
otherwise there will be no sin of superstition.*

4 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, pp. 221 sq.

1297] Belief in malevolent witchcraft (maleficium) is based upon the idea that certain persons,
especially of the female sex, in virtue of a formal compact with the devil, command diabolical powers,
by means of which they can produce preternatural effects for the purpose of injuring their fellow-
creatures.’

5 Gury, Comp. Theol. Mor., I, n. 264: “Magic broadly taken, or magic involving the intervention of a demon, is
distinguished into two kinds, namely, amatory and harmful. Amatory sorcery, or a philter, is a diabolical art by which

lustful love or hatred toward another person is violently aroused in someone. Harmful sorcery is precisely the art of
injuring one’s neighbor in various ways with the aid of a demon, for example, by diseases, dullness, etc. Harmful
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sorcery is commonly called sortilege, because through it an evil lot is cast upon those against whom vengeance is
exercised by a diabolical operation. Hence in canon law and ecclesiastical history male and female magicians are called
sorcerers.”—Ibid., n. 265: “Magic does not differ from vain observance except in that its effects are more wonderful, for
example, the transformation of bodies, etc. It does not differ in moral species either from vain observance or from
divination, because it matters little whether knowledge of hidden things or wonderful effects are sought from a demon.
Harmful sorcery, however, differs in species from other superstitions because, besides the sin opposed to religion, it
inflicts injury on one’s neighbor. Amatory sorcery does not necessarily induce one to commit a sin of lust; for it does
not take away freedom but only violently excites lust toward some determined person by altering and more vividly
arousing the imagination, presenting more beautiful appearances, and stirring the humors lustfully.”—Cfr. A. Stockl,
Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Vol. III, pp. 424 sqq., 450 sqq.

Though the possibility of a mystic union between man and Satan is admitted by Catholics, the
epidemic occurrence of witchcraft and the persecution of alleged witches in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries is not traceable to this theoretical belief, but finds its explanation, partly at
least, in the religious, political, and social conditions of the time, in the introduction of narcotics and
alcoholic liquors, and in the low state of theology and the natural sciences.® We say, “partly at least,”
because from the Catholic point of view there can be no doubt that the devil has a hand in exploiting
the superstitions and prejudices of men.

6 See the works on witchcraft cited in the bibliography infra, p. 303.

1298 | “The possibility of human intercourse with Satan,” says Pohle, “cannot be denied in view of the
many instances recorded, or assumed as true, in the New Testament. The medieval witch-baiters
sinned grievously by exaggerating the power of the devil, by neglecting the most elementary
principles of sound psychology, and by proceeding with unpardonable carelessness and inhuman
cruelty in the trial of persons accused of witchcraft. No period of the world’s history is characterized
by so many insane superstitions and such a radical want of common sense as the terrible time during
which thousands of supposed witches were tried, tortured, and executed for practicing sorcery.” Of
course, the theological principle that there are demons, and that they have power to injure men in
body and soul, is no more disproved by these medieval excesses than by the all too ready credence
which in our own time thousands of well-meaning Catholics gave to the bogus revelations of Leo
Taxil and his fictitious Diana Vaughan.”®

7 See J. Janssen, Geschichte des Deutschen Volkes seit dem Ausgang des Mittelalters, Vol. VIII (English tr. by A. M.
Christie, Vol. XVT).

8 Pohle-Preuss, God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, 3rd ed., St. Louis 1919, pp. 348 sq.

It is pleasing to remember that the principal opponent of witchcraft was a Catholic and a Jesuit, the
renowned Friedrich von Spee. He was born at Kaiserwerth on the Rhine, Feb. 25, 1591, and died at
Treves, Aug. 7, 1635. His famous “Cautio Criminalis,” written in elegant Latin, is a powerful
arraignment, based upon the author’s own awful experiences, of trial for witchcraft. The book was
printed anonymously in 1631, although Spee was undoubtedly known to many as its author. He
describes in thrilling language and with cutting sarcasm the horrible abuses in the prevailing legal
proceedings, particularly the inhuman use of the rack, and demands measures of reform. Several
generations passed before the persecution of witches ceased in Germany, the classic land of these
outrages, but the “Cautio Criminalis” finally brought about its abolition in Mayence and a number of
other places and led the way to its general suppression.” Christian Thomasius (i 1728), the leading
opponent of witchcraft among the legal profession, confesses that it was the Jesuit theologian, Spee,
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who turned him against the inhuman practice of persecuting women as witches. The abuse was
strongly defended by the famous jurist Benedict Carpzov (f 1666), whose teaching was endorsed as
late as twenty years after the death of Thomasius by the Protestant jurist Bechmann,'® of Saxony.
Bechmann advocated the burning of “witches” even when no damage could be proved, and does not
even mention Spee and Thomasius. In view of these facts it is unjust to blame the theologians for the
survival of this barbarous superstition.'!

? H. Cardauns in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XIV, pp. 213 sq.; B. Diel and B. Duhr, S.J., Friedrich Spee, Freiburg 1901.
10 Discursus Iuridicus de Crimine Maleficii, Halle 1749.

U Cfr. B. Duhr, S.J., “Zur Biographie des P. Friedrich Spee,” in the Historisches Jahrbuch, 1905, pp. 327 sqq.

12991 The Bull “Summis desiderantes affectibus,” of Pope Innocent VIII is not, as many older writers
have asserted, responsible for the witch mania of the two succeeding centuries. Innocent may have
personally believed in the actual existence of illicit intercourse between evil spirits and human
beings; but he does not say so in his Bull. What he says is that he had heard such evil practices
charged against witches in Germany; for example, intercourse with incubi and succubi.'? To judge his
attitude correctly, we must consider that, in the words of Fr. Thurston, S.J., “not only had an active
campaign against most forms of sorcery already been going on for a long period [before the
publication of the Bull “Summis desiderantes affectibus”] but in the matter of procedure, of punishments,
of judges, etc., Innocent enacted nothing new. The direct purport of his Bull was simply to ratify the
powers already conferred upon Henry Institoris and James Sprenger, inquisitors, to deal with persons
of every class and with every form of crime (for example, with witchcraft as well as heresy), and it
called upon the Bishop of Strasburg to lend the inquisitors all possible support.”!?

y) It may be advisable to add a few words on the so-called magic wand or divining rod, a forked twig,
generally of witch-hazel or witch-elm, used to discover springs of water, mineral deposits, oil wells,
etc. The rod is held by the tips, and the larger end is supposed to bend toward the earth when the
spring or deposit is reached. The divining rod is sometimes used also to find lost articles and to
detect criminals. This latter use is clearly illicit be- cause superstitious. To employ the rod for
discovering water, oil, or mineral deposits is permissible only if all superstitious beliefs are excluded.
There can scarcely be a doubt that the divining rod in the hands of some persons aids in the discovery
of water, oil, and minerals. The reason for this has not yet been satisfactorily explained. Fr. Slater
thinks that “particular individuals may be very sensitive to the presence of water or minerals, even
when hidden under the surface of the earth,” and that a power of detecting the presence of
underground water from the vegetation or other surface indications may be developed.!*

12 “Indeed, it has recently come to our hearing, not without immense distress, that in certain parts of Upper Germany .
.. many persons of both sexes, forgetful of their own salvation and deviating from the Catholic faith, abuse themselves
with incubi and succubi demons. . . .” (Bull, “Summis desiderantes affectibus,” 1484).—On incubi and succubi cfr. St.
Augustine, De Civ. Dei, 1. XV, c. 23; St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a, qu. 51, art. 3, ad 6; St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1.

111, n. 475 (ed. Gaudé, I, 697); J. Hansen, Zauberwahn, Inquisition und Hexenprozess, pp. 25 sqq., 185 sqq., Leipsic
1900.

13 Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV, p. 676.

14 A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 220. Noldin says (Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 172): “He will scarcely err
who attributes the movement of the rod placed in the hand of a certain determined person to natural magnetic or
electrical forces, which are contained more copiously in the bodies of certain persons, in the branches of certain trees
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(for example, peach trees), and in certain bodies (water, metals), provided the rod moves independently of the
intention of the one using it, only toward certain bodies (water, metals), and always in an equal manner toward those
bodies.”—A correspondent of the Scientific American (Vol. 108, No. 15) recently suggested an explanation of the
modus operandi of the divining rod which was favorably received by a number of journals (cfr. the Catholic Fortnightly
Review, Vol. XX, No. 9). It may be termed the theory of mental expectancy. The whole secret, this writer thinks, “is in
the way the rod is held. Get a forked stick, with each limb about fifteen inches long, and small enough, so as to bend
easily. Take a firm hold of both limbs, one in each hand, with the palm up, so the limbs will enter the hand under the
little finger and go out under the thumb. Now begin to explore for water. My first experiment was to walk over a water
pipe about six feet under ground. Just as I passed the pipe, the end of the stick rose in the air, came over toward me,
and pointed down and back in the direction of the running water, but the pull was too strong to be accounted for by
any action of the water. The rough knots would have cut the skin of my hand if I had not loosened my grip. I crossed
the pipe repeatedly, always with the same result, until I tried it with my eyes closed, so as not to know when I passed
the pipe. In this case it failed to work at all. I also found that when the stick is held in any other way, it will never
move. Held in the way directed, the muscles of the hands and arms are in a strained position, and the limbs are bent
outward, so that a very slight movement of the ends of the limbs will cause the end of the stick to move a long distance
in either direction.” In the opinion of this writer the natural efforts of the muscles to relieve the strain, and the
automatic action of the mind, account for the working of the divining rod. This theory is not quite satisfactory, but so
much is certain that the effect of the virga divinatoria is nowadays commonly explained by natural powers and
therefore St. Alphonsus’ condemnation of its use is no longer sustained by moralists. (Cfr. Ad. Tanqueray, Synopsis
Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II, Tournai 1905, p. 522; Revue du Monde Invisible, Paris, Oct. 15, 1898; Surbled, “Le Secret
des Sorciers” in the Science Catholique, Paris, Sept. 1902).

1302] The use of the divining rod in the belief that a stick of a particular shape, cut from a particular
kind of tree or bush, will point out hidden treasures, or mines, or springs of water, is superstitious
and sinful for the reason that “there is no natural force which acts in the arbitrary manner in which

the divining rod is said to act under the circumstances.”!”

15 Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, I, 218 sq.

2. SUPERSTITION IN REGARD TO MAN’S RELATION TO THE SOULS OF THE DEPARTED.—
This species of superstition owes its existence to a perversion of the Catholic dogma of purgatory and
of the revealed teaching that the living can aid the souls of the dead by prayer and sacrifice. It was an
ancient belief that the souls of departed criminals were confined to the place where the crime was
committed, or compelled to watch over the treasure they had unjustly obtained, and that these souls
could be cited and forced to give up their hidden riches by the use of magic formulas and the
performance of certain acts which atoned for their crimes. To this class of superstitions belong, e. g.,
the so-called sacrifices for the dead, the invocation of spirits, digging for treasure, etc. They are one
and all sinful, first, because they are opposed to the truth that God’s vindictive justice works itself
out fully, not in this world, but in the next,'® and, secondly, because they evince an unwholesome
desire for unearned wealth.

16 Cfr. John 111, 17.
[303| On Spiritism proper, see supra, pp. 280 sqqg.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 96.—IDEM, Summa contra Gent., l. III, c. 103-
108.—E X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 355 sqq.—J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die
moralische Tugend der Religion, pp. 622 sqq.—F Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 265 sqq.—H. Noldin,
S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, 171 sqq.
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On WITCHCRAFT in particular: J. Diefenbach, Der Hexenwahn, Mayence 1886; IDEM, Der
Zauberglaube des 16ten Jahrhunderts, Mayence 1900; S. Reizler, Besessenheit, Zauberei und
Hexenfabeln, Francfort 1893; B. Duhr, SJ., Die Stellung der Jesuiten in den deutschen
Hexenprozessen, Cologne 1900; B. J. Diel and B. Duhr, S.J., Friedrich Spee, Freiburg 1901; J. Hansen,
Zauberwahn, Inquisition und Hexenprozess, Munich and Leipsic 1900; H. L. Strack, Das Blut im
Glauben und Aberglauben der Menschheit, 7th ed., Munich 1900; E Frank, Der Ritualmord, Ratisbon
1901; IDEM, Nachtrige zu “Der Ritualmord” etc., Ratisbon 1902; K. Mommert, Der Ritualmord bei
den Talmud-Juden, Leipsic 1905; B. Duhr, SJ., Jesuiten-Fabeln, 4th ed., pp. 342, 488, 879; K. Binz,
Dr. Joh. Weyer, Der erste Bekdmpfer des Hexenwahns, 2nd ed., Berlin 1896; W. H. Roscher, Ephialtes,
Leipsic 1900; L. Giinther, Ein Hexenprozess, Giessen 1906; O. Syell, Hexenprozesse und
Geistesstorung, Munich 1891; H. Thurston, S.J., art. “Witchcraft,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. XV,
pp. 674-677; J. Janssen, History of the German People (English tr., Vol. XVI); Kittredge, Notes on
Witchcraft, Worcester, Mass., 1907. (For additional bibliographical data see Thurston, 1. c.)

SECTION 4: SUPERSTITION IN THE SUPERNATURAL ORDER

1304] In regard to the strictly supernatural order there are two additional forms of superstition,
namely, superstitious Naturalism and exaggerated Mysticism.

1. SUPERSTITIOUS NATURALISM.—The Church teaches that grace is ordinarily (modo ordinario)
communicated to men by means of external signs, i. e., Sacraments, sacramentals, and prayer. This
truth is distorted by those who believe that these divinely appointed means of grace produce their
effect by magic, and especially that, under certain definite conditions or external circumstances, this
effect is absolutely certain; for instance, that a definite number of masses said for some poor soul will
infallibly release that soul from purgatory, or that a determined number of Pater nosters recited in a
certain place or at a certain time will surely procure the desired favor, or that the intercession of the
Saints will follow upon the recitation of certain prayers or is assured by invoking them in some
particular place. Thus the grace of God is, as it were, materialized.

1305] The superstition consists in the wrong belief that certain prayers or formulas operate infallibly,
that some masses are of greater value than others, or that a definite number of them, said in a
particular place, possess a special power, etc.!

Ip Laymann, Theol. Mor., 7th ed., l. IV, tr. 10, c. 4, n. 4: “For although God confers upon certain persons the grace of
healings, which is numbered among the graces freely given, He nevertheless confers it in such a way that it is a
personal grace and is not infallibly annexed to a certain thing or action which any man can employ and thereby produce
a miraculous effect.”—Cfr. K. Eberle, Der Tricenarius des hl. Gregorius, Ratisbon 1890; A. Franz, Die Messe im
deutschen Mittelalter, Freiburg 1902, pp. 87 sqq., 244 sqq.

One curious form of superstitious Naturalism which has become very popular of late years is faith-
healing, especially in the shape of “Christian Science.” Christian Science does not owe its alleged
successes to prayer, because its foundress, Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy, expressly rejected the dogma of the
efficacy of intercessory prayer. This deluded woman and her followers deny the existence of disease
and reject all the knowledge of curative agencies which the human race has accumulated in the
course of many generations. They exclude physicians from the sick-room, deny that drugs have any
power to heal, and reject, those that are consistent, opiates and anesthetics, the greatest boon
medical science has conferred on man. Their anodyne for the agony that finds expression in the
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heart-rending cry of the sick is the formula: “There is no disease,” “Pain is imaginary,” “Think of God
not as a person, but as a principle,” “Get rid of this nonsense about being sick, and you will be as
well as anybody.” The Christian Scientists and other “faith healers” reject the things which God has
endued with healing power and which even the brute beasts instinctively seek when ill. Their
exaggerated trust in “faith” is a superstition that is apt to entail very dangerous consequences.? Aside
from its unreasonableness and heretical tendency, faith-healing is sinful because it is apt to produce
an effeminate type of character which shrinks from pain and concentrates attention upon itself. It sets
up false grounds for determining whether a person is or is not in the favor of God. It opens the door
to many superstitious practices, such as attaching undue importance to dreams and signs, opening
the Bible at random, expecting the Lord so to influence the thoughts and minds of men that they can
gather His will from the first Bible text their eyes accidentally fall upon; impressions, “assurances,”
etc. By violating reason this superstition often leads to mental derangement.’

2]. M. Buckley, Christian Science and Other Superstitions, p. 45, New York 1899.
3 G. M. Searle, C.S.P, The Truth About Christian Science, New York 1916, p. VIL.

1306 Of all delusions in the matter of religion, which have ever gained support among apparently
intelligent people, “Christian Science” is perhaps the most surprising. It has been justly remarked
that this system is “neither Christian nor science.” For, as Father George M. Searle, C.S.P, points out,
in what is probably the best refutation of this modern heresy, “a doctrine professing to be Christian
should (as is evident) be one founded on the words of Christ as a whole, which the person holding
such a doctrine endeavors to explain in their genuine sense, rather than on theories which he himself
has elaborated, and supports, here and there, by such words of Christ as he can manage to fit to suit
his purpose. Also, a system professing to be scientific should rest on a solid basis of fact, and be
stated clearly and distinctly, not in vague generalities, which are either truisms or have no precise
meaning whatever. A scientific system should in some way be a contribution to our knowledge. But
the most favorable criticism on the lucubration known as ‘Christian Science’ would be that it
contains ‘some things which are new, and some things which are true; but the things which are true
are not new, and the things which are new are not true.”” Despite its absurdity, “Christian Science” is
a dangerous and soul-destroying error, which has deceived and is deceiving thousands of well-
meaning persons. It strikes at the very root and foundation of all the Christian virtues, and
substitutes for humility an overweening pride, which calls it a delusion to think that we are not as
just and as good as God Himself. It is dangerous also for the reason that it has, superficially, a
specious appearance of good and presents in its poor dupes a fair-seeming counterfeit of the joy and
peace which Christ promised to give to His true followers.*

41 Cor. XII, 9.—Searle, ibid., p. 209.

1308 | Father Noldin gives the following criteria for distinguishing superstitious practices from the
scriptural “grace of healing,” of which St. Paul speaks in his first Epistle to the Corinthians (xii, 9),
and which it is reasonable to believe that God even now occasionally bestows upon saints and other
individuals for the common welfare. We should inquire, he says, (1) Whether the healer is the only
one who is able to produce the effect in question, or whether it can be produced by others with the
same means, and whether he has learned his art from others; (2) Whether the means employed are
silly and inappropriate; because if God makes a cure dependent upon external signs, as He sometimes
does, these signs will never be silly or inept; (3) Whether the healer believes that his power of curing
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disease inheres in the words or signs employed, because God gives the grace of healing to persons
and does not attach it to external signs.’

5 See note 1, supra.

Those who go about healing diseases in man or beast should be subjected to the following tests: a)
Inquiry should be made whether the means or remedies employed produce their effect by virtue of
their natural power. If this can be affirmed with any degree of probability, their use may be permitted,
but protestation should be made against the possible influence of the devil. b) If the effect produced
can by no probable conjecture be ascribed to the powers of nature, the whole thing need not be
rejected a priori as superstitious and illicit, but a careful examination of each case should be made
with all its attending circumstances. c) If this examination shows that the method employed is not
positively superstitious, if the prayers and invocations used by the healer contain nothing wrong or
inept, and if the healer himself is in good faith and does not attribute infallible efficacy either to the
remedies he prescribes or to the formulas he employs, it will not be necessary to forbid the practice,
though it is always prudent to advise those who submit to such ministrations that they should make
a formal intention of rejecting any and all effects that might possibly be produced by the intervention

of the evil one.®

6 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp- 176 sq.

1309] 2. SUPERSTITIOUS MYSTICISM.—The Church teaches, and history attests, that the religious
life in its higher (mystic) stages is characterized by extraordinary signs or states, such as visions,
ecstasies, raptures, stigmata, mystic espousals, miracles, revelations, and prophecies.” This truly
Christian belief becomes superstitious when purely natural phenomena, or phenomena produced by
diabolic power, are proclaimed to be miraculous effects of divine grace, or when apparent or fictitious
miracles or revelations are incautiously and credulously accepted as genuine. The Church, to prevent
such aberrations, im- poses upon her children the strict duty of exercising reserve and caution when
confronted with such dubious phenomena, that is, not to form an opinion on them according to their
own subjective notions, but to be guided by the judgment of the legitimate ecclesiastical authority.
The reason is because, even in extraordinary states or phenomena of genuine mysticism, the personal
element is always very pronounced, and it is therefore difficult to distinguish purely natural or
diabolical from supernatural effects. In such cases the following rules will be found helpful: a) All
phenomena and statements which run counter to the faith, to sound piety, or to approved Catholic
custom, or which in form or substance contain anything equivocal, unbecoming, or ludicrous, are
undeserving of belief because the circumstances of the case absolutely exclude supernatural
revelation. b) Persons whose behavior does not fully conform to the strict requirements of Christian
morality, or who are physically or mentally abnormal, or obviously eager to create a sensation or to
derive some advantage from their condition, or claim special consideration or favors on account of it,
or are extremely sensitive to criticism or to doubts expressed by others in their good faith or honesty,
or who proudly raise themselves above and criticize others, nay, attempt to reform the Church itself,
must be suspected of simulation or fraud. ¢) Even when the phenomena are undoubtedly genuine
and there is evidence of a divine revelation, not everything is to be accepted as equally supernatural,
because every private revelation is dependent more or less on the subjective views and the
individuality of the medium, and it is easy for purely human opinions and even errors to become
mixed with genuine communications from above. For this reason private visions and revelations need
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not be received with divine or theological, but can claim only human faith (fides humana), and it is
strictly forbidden to publish miracles and private revelations as such before the Church has
pronounced upon their genuineness through her legitimately constituted authorities.®

7st. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 171-178; E. Amort, De Revelationibus, Visionibus et Apparitionibus Privatis

Regulae Tutae, Aug. Vindel., 1744; J. v. Bonniot, Wunder und Scheinwunder, Mayence 1889; J. H. Newman, Two Essays
on Biblical and Ecclesiastical Miracles, new impression, London 1911.

8 Conc. Trident., Sess. XXV, De Invocat., Venerat. et Reliquiis Sanctorum et Sacris Imaginibus.

I311] How strenuously the Church has always combatted superstition appears from the many laws
she has made against it in the course of centuries and from the punishments she has at various times
inflicted upon those who transgressed these laws.

1312] READINGS.—F Walter, Der Aberglaube, pp. 373 sqq.—P. Laymann, Theol. Mor., 7th ed., 1. IV,
tr. 10.—K. Eberle, Der Tricenarius des hl. Gregorius, Ratisbon 1890.—A. Franz, Die Messe im
deutschen Mittelalter, Freiburg 1902, pp. 87 sqq., 244 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et
Pastor., Vol. II, pp. 519 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 174 sqq.—Berardi,
Praxis Confessariorum, Vol. I, 3rd ed., pp. 433 sqq.—]Jas. ]J. Walsh, art. “Psychotherapy” in the Cath.
Encyclopedia, Vol. XII, pp. 549 sqq.—Cutten, Three Thousand Years of Mental Healing, New York
1911.

On “CHRISTIAN SCIENCE”: J. M. Buckley, Christian Science and Other Superstitions, New York
1899.—G. M. Searle, C. S. P, The Truth About Christian Science, New York 1916.—The New Schaff-
Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Vol. X, pp. 288-297 (contains a copious bibliography,
pro and con).—L. A. Lambert, Christian Science before the Bar of Reason, New York 1908.—C. Van
der Donckt, Mrs. Eddy and Bob Ingersoll, or Christian Science Tested, Pocatello, Ida., 1901.—V. Krull,
C.PPS., A Common Sense View of Christian Science, Collegeville, Ind. 1908.—C. Buotich, O.EM.,
Christian Science, an Apostasy from Science and Christianity, San Francisco 1917.—]J. Goggin,
Christian Science and Catholic Teaching, Notre Dame, Ind. 1912.—Thos. E Coakley, Christian
Science and the Catholic Church, Pittsburgh 1912.—T. J. Campbell, S.J., The Delusion of Christian
Science, Brooklyn, 1906.—R. H. Benson, Christian Science, London (C.T.S.), s. a.—J. M. Logan,
Christian Science Expounded and Exposed, London 1923.—A. Bellwald, S.M., Christian Science and
the Catholic Faith, New York 1922 (the best Catholic work on the subject, with an extensive
bibliography).—Jas. J. Walsh, The Educated Classes and Bogus Religions, N. Y. 1923.—C. R. Brown,
Faith and Healing, N. Y. 1924.—H. Thurston, S.J., Christian Science, N. Y. 1925.—W. Riley, E W.
Peabody and C. E. Humiston, The Faith, the Falsity, and the Failure of Christian Science, N. Y. 1925.

On superstitious MYSTICISM: E. Amort, De Revelationibus, Visionibus et Apparitionibus Privatis
Regulae Tutae, Aug. Vindel. 1744.—J. v. Bonniot, Wunder und Scheinwunder, Mayence 1889.—]J.
Zahn, Einfithrung in die christliche Mystik, Paderborn 1908, pp. 524 sqq.—Catholic Encyclopedia,
Index, under “Revelations, Private,” “Visions,” etc.
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Part III: The Commandments of the Church
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Chapter I: Object, History, Number, and
Obligation of the Commandments of the Church

13131 1. Opyect.—Among the many ecclesiastical precepts contained in the Canon Law a few are
preéminently called Commandments of the Church (praecepta seu mandata Ecclesiae) because they
bind every Catholic who has attained the age of discretion. These commandments are but corollaries
drawn from the precepts of the natural and positive divine law,! determining more accurately the
manner or time of their observance.?

L' E Suarez, De Legibus, 1. IV, c. 1, n. 10: “These [precepts] for the universal Church . . . are only certain determinations
of divine law morally necessary for men, as is plain concerning the precept of annual confession and Communion, fasts
and feast days, and the payment of tithes.” (Opera Omnia, V, 330).

25t Augustine, Epist., 36 (al. 86), c. 11, n. 25: “Revolving this in my mind in the evangelical and apostolic writings
and in the whole instrument which is called the New Testament, I see that fasting has been commanded. But on what
days one ought not to fast and on what days one ought to fast, I do not find determined by a precept of the Lord or of
the apostles.” (Migne, P. L., XXXIII, 147).—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 3: “Just as it pertains to
secular princes to hand down legal precepts determining the natural law concerning those things which pertain to the
common advantage in temporal matters, so also it pertains to ecclesiastical prelates to command by statutes those
things which pertain to the common advantage of the faithful in spiritual goods. . . . It has been said [art. 1] that
fasting is useful for the destruction and restraint of fault and for the elevation of the mind to spiritual things. But
everyone is bound by natural reason to employ only so much fasting as is necessary for him for the aforesaid purposes.
And therefore fasting in general falls under the precept of the natural law, but the determination of the time and
manner of fasting according to the convenience and advantage of the Christian people falls under the precept of
positive law instituted by the prelates of the Church; and this is the fast of the Church; the other is the fast of nature.”

13141 As the worship of God by faith, hope, and charity cannot be left to the arbitrary judgment of the
individual, the Church has formulated certain precepts for the purpose of inducing her children to
obey the will of God and instructing them how to obey it. The character and purpose of these so-
called Commandments of the Church is, therefore, essentially moral and ascetic. They refer partly to
divine worship, partly to the reception of the Sacraments, and partly are directed against
concupiscence and the pursuit of pleasure.

2. History—The list of Commandments of the Church as it appears in our catechisms, is of
comparatively recent origin. The Catechism of the Council of Trent does not even allude to them,
though collections of these precepts had been compiled before that time. Three years before the
appearance of the Catechismus Romanus, as it is generally called, the French Jesuit Edmund Auger
published a Catéchisme et Sommaire de la Réligion Chrestienne, in which it is stated that, besides
the Ten Commandments of God, there are five other ancient precepts which every Catholic must
observe. These five “Commandments of the Holy Catholic Church” seem to have been transcribed
from the Small Catechism of Bl. Peter Canisius, first published in Germany in 1556. The Summa
Casuum. Conscientiae of Angelo de Clavasio, which appeared at Venice, in 1486, contains two
separate and distinct lists of Church Commandments, which, though differing slightly from each
other, are substantially identical with those now in force. Before Angelo de Clavasio these precepts
had been catalogued by St. Antoninus, and consequently Villien is probably right when he dates the
collection, as we have it, from the second third of the fifteenth century. Successive catechisms did not
adhere closely to the earlier list, but since the second half of the seventeenth century catechisms
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everywhere give in a few precise numbers a summary of the obligations imposed by the Church on
every Christian.?

3 A. Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 2 sqq., St. Louis 1915.

1315] 3. NUMBER.—Angelo de Clavasio’s Summa contains two lists of Church Commandments.

The first enumerates five precepts, referring to (1) the celebration of feasts; (2) the obligation of
hearing Mass; (3) fasting during Lent and on the vigils of holydays; (4) the duty of confession; (5)
the reception of the Holy Eucharist; (6) the paying of tithes; and (7) the obligation of avoiding
excommunicated persons. This is the longest and most complete of the older lists so far as known.
The second is even more detailed. St. Antoninus’s list runs as follows: (1) To observe the feast days;
(2) to keep the fast on the days appointed by the Church, as throughout Lent; (3) to abstain from
flesh meat every Friday; (4) to hear Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation; (5) to go to
confession at least once a year; (6) to communicate annually on Easter Sunday; (7) to pay the tithes;
(8) to abstain from all acts prohibited under pain of excommunication; (9) to avoid excommunicated
persons at divine worship and even at other times, in conversation, at table, etc., when association
with them might be construed as contempt of the Church; (10) to stay away from Mass and divine
office when celebrated by clerics who publicly live in concubinage.*

4 Villien, op. cit., pp. 9 sqq.

[316| Later the number of these commandments was reduced to five, and this division is maintained
up to the present day. These five commandments are enumerated as follows in the Catechism
approved by Pope Pius X for the Province of Rome:

13171 (1) To hear Mass on Sundays and all other holydays of obligation; (2) To fast during Lent, on
Ember Days, and on the appointed vigils, and not to eat meat on forbidden days; (3) To confess at
least once a year and to receive holy Communion at Easter time, each one in his own parish; (4) To
pay tithes to the Church according to usage; (5) Not to celebrate weddings in prohibited seasons,
that is, from the first Sunday of Advent to the feast of Epiphany, and from the first day of Lent to the
octave of Easter. (This law has been modified by the new Code.)

To these general precepts some diocesan, provincial or national catechisms added one or more
particular ones, imposed by local bishops or councils. Thus the German-English Catechism of
Deharbe, edited for the United States of America, contains under number six the following precepts:
Not to contract marriage without the presence of a priest and witnesses; not to solemnize weddings
in forbidden times; not to espouse non-Catholics or those related within a prohibited degree, or to
contract marriage in any way forbidden by the Church. Father Firber’s Catechism, which is also
widely used in this country, gives under number four the prohibition of affiliating with condemned
secret societies.

In French Canada the bishops, on whom it everywhere rests to decide what teaching is most
necessary for the faithful of their respective dioceses, emphasize the precept of paying tithes. Certain

American catechisms have adapted this precept to domestic conditions as follows: “Thou shalt

contribute to the support of the Church and of the pastor according to thy means.””

> Villien, op. cit., pp. 20 sqq.

I318| The catechism in common use in the Greek Catholic Church enumerates nine general precepts.
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It has been contended that, from the moral point of view, it would be preferable to leave the
observance of the precepts embodied in the so-called Commandments of the Church to the free-will
of the faithful. This objection carries no weight if we consider the frailty of human nature after the
fall. Even if every citizen knew what had to be done to protect the country against its enemies, it
would still be necessary to have laws compelling all to do their duty. Human nature is weak and
corrupt, and between knowing a thing to be right and doing it, there is a vast gulf, which the law
endeavors to bridge by urging and, if necessary, compelling each individual to do what he perceives to
be right. Even though every Catholic were firmly convinced that he must receive the Holy Eucharist
at least once a year, in order to comply with our Saviour’s wish and the purpose for which He
instituted this Sacrament, many would disobey if the Church did not enjoin annual communion as a
strict duty. This statement applies with even greater force to practices of mortification. How many
Catholics would do penance if the Church did not oblige them to? Thus the Commandments of the
Church influence both the intellect and the will by convincing the former and moving the latter to
act. In other words, the Church compels us, as it were, to perform our Christian duties.®

6 Wilmers, Lehrbuch der Religion, 6th ed., by Lehmkuhl, Vol. III, pp. 463 sq.

13191 The Commandments of the Church are, and are intended to be, means of sanctification or
instruments of perfection (media sanctificationis sive instrumenta perfectionis).

4. OBLIGATION

The Commandments of the Church oblige strictly, i. e., in conscience and under pain of mortal sin,
unless the unimportance of the matter involved or inability or inadvertence excuses.” To transgress
any one of them, therefore, is a mortal sin, not only when it is done habitually, or in open contempt
of ecclesiastical authority, or when accompanied by grave scandal, but as often as it is done without
sufficient reason or legitimate excuse in an important matter.

7 Matt. XVIII, 17; Luke X, 16. Cfr. Conc. Trid., Sess. VI, can. 20; Sess. VII, De Bapt., can. 7-8.

A sufficient excuse is physical or moral impossibility arising from sickness or from notable danger to
one’s health, honor, or temporal possessions.

That the Commandments of the Church entail a strict obligation appears (1) from the importance of
their subject matter, (2) from the common teaching of theologians, (3) from the custom of faithful
Catholics, and (4) from certain explicit decisions of the Roman authorities.®

8 Proposition condemned by Alexander VII, n. 23: “One who breaks the fast of the Church to which he is bound does
not sin mortally unless he does this from contempt or disobedience, namely, because he does not wish to subject
himself to the precept.” (Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 1123).—Proposition condemned under Innocent XI, n. 52: “The
precept of observing feast days does not bind under mortal sin, scandal set aside, if contempt is absent.” (Denzinger-
Bannwart, n. 1202).

[320| The question, at what age the Commandments of the Church begin to bind, was long disputed
among theologians. The Lateran Council declared that every faithful Catholic must confess and
communicate “after he has arrived at the years of discretion.” This law has been adopted into the
New Code of Canon Law.? According to the common teaching of theologians the age of discretion is
reached when reason is sufficiently developed to distinguish good from evil; which means, on the
average, at seven years.'!? The law of abstinence binds all who have completed the seventh year; the
law of fasting, all who have completed the twenty-first and not yet entered upon the sixtieth year.!!
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2 Can. 906; 859, § 1.
10 Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 170.

11 can. 1254.

In the early days of Christianity the faithful began to fast as soon as they were able. Some fasted at
the age of fifteen, while others waited until they were twenty-one. Alexander of Hales, for canonical
and physiological reasons, fixed the beginning of the obligation at eighteen, which was the age
designated by the Church for admission to the religious state. St. Thomas held that the juridical
obligation of fasting began at the age of twenty-one, because at this age, which marks the end of the
third septenary, bodily growth ceases and there is less need of food, as a rule.!'?

12 symma Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 4, ad 2; Villien, op. cit., pp. 267 sq.

1321 READINGS.—St. Antoninus, Summa Theol., P I, tit. xvii, p. 12.—Th. Tamburini, Tractatus
Quinque in Quinque Ecclesiae Praecepta, Dillingen 1697.—A. Villien, A History of the
Commandments of the Church, St. Louis 1915.—Th. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I,
pp- 563 sqq.—J. W. Melody in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 154 sq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp.
Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 382 sqq.

161



Chapter II: The Observance of Sundays and Holydays of Obligation

I. MEANING AND PURPOSE OF THIS COMMANDMENT

1322] Man, being dependent upon God every moment of his life, and constantly enjoying His
blessings, naturally owes Him supreme worship and adoration always. The devout Catholic must,
therefore, make his whole life, as it were, an act of uninterrupted divine service. But since it is
impossible for him to worship His Maker actually at every moment, without interruption, the divine
and the ecclesiastical law has set aside certain seasons in which he is bound to serve God more
assiduously and to worship Him in a special manner.

“By this [the third] precept of the Law,” says the Roman Catechism, “‘is prescribed in due order that
external worship which is due by us to God; for this is as it were a fruit of the preceding precept. Led
by the faith and hope that we repose in Him, to worship Him piously in our inmost souls, we cannot
but adore Him with external worship and thanksgiving. And as this is a duty which cannot be easily
discharged by those who are detained by the occupations of human affairs, a fixed time has been
appointed, when it may.be conveniently performed.”!

! Cat. Rom., P 111, c. 4, qu. 1: “By this [third] precept of the law that external worship which is owed by us to God is
rightly and orderly prescribed; for it is, as it were, a certain fruit of the preceding precept, since we cannot but venerate
with external worship and give thanks to Him whom we piously worship in our inmost affections, moved by faith and
by the hope which we have placed in Him. And since these things cannot easily be performed by those who are
occupied with human affairs, a certain time has been established in which they may conveniently be accomplished.”

1323] The sanctification of the days and seasons thus appointed by the Church constitutes an
essential part of divine worship. “To this it will materially conduce,” says the same authority, “if the
people be given to understand and see clearly, how just and reasonable it is that we have some certain
days which we should devote entirely to the divine worship, and on which we should acknowledge,
adore, and venerate our Lord, from whom we have received supreme and innumerable blessings.”?

2 Cat. Rom., P 111, c. 4, qu. 26: “It is of very great value that the people should understand and plainly perceive how just
and consonant with reason it is that we should have certain days which we devote wholly to divine worship, and that
we should acknowledge, worship, and venerate our Lord, from whom we have received the greatest and innumerable
benefits.”

And again: “The worship of God and the practice of religion, which are expressed in this precept,
exist in the law of nature, since it is ordained by nature that we should spend some hours in those
things that belong to the worship of God, a proof of which is that we find among all nations certain
fixed public festivals, which were consecrated to the performance of sacred and divine things.”?

3 Ibid., qu. 6: “The worship of God and religion which is expressed by this [third] precept has its origin in the law of
nature, since nature has arranged that we should occupy some hours in those things which pertain to the worship of

God. As proof of this, we see that among all nations there have been certain fixed and public feast days which were
consecrated to sacred and divine things.”

1324] 1. Under the New Dispensation Sunday takes the place of the ancient Jewish Sabbath. The
commandment which bade men to keep holy the Sabbath day was partly moral and partly ceremonial.
It was moral in so far as man is obliged by the moral law of nature to devote some time exclusively to
the worship of God; it was purely ceremonial in so far as it fixed the time to be devoted to this
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service. As a ceremonial precept, the law was susceptible of being changed, and was actually changed
for prudent reasons by the Apostles.* Whereas the Jewish observance of the Sabbath served as a
reminder of the creation of the world, which was the first creative act of God, the celebration of the
Christian Sunday is intended to remind us of the second or higher creation, namely, the redemption
of the human race by the Son of God, more especially His Resurrection and the sending of the Holy
Ghost, the seal and assurance of redemption. The true meaning of the commandment is that man
shall set aside a certain period of time during which he refrains from bodily labor and devotes himself
to divine worship.’

4 Acts XX, 7; 1 Cor. XVI, 2; Apoc. I, 10.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 122, art. 4, ad 4: “The observance of
the Lord’s day in the New Law succeeds the observance of the Sabbath, not by force of the precept of the law, but by
the institution of the Church and the custom of the Christian people.”—Cat. Rom., P III, c. 4, qu. 18.

5 Gen. 11, 3; Ex. XX, 8-11; XXXI, 17; Deut. V, 12 sqq.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 103, art. 3, ad 4: “The
Sabbath, which signified the first creation, is changed into the Lord’s day, on which the new creation begun in the
resurrection of Christ is commemorated.”—Cat. Rom., P III, c. 4, qu. 1: “The true and proper sense of this precept
tends to this, that man should apply both mind and body to this care: that, at a certain appointed time, free from
business and bodily labors, he piously worship and venerate God.”—]J. Winkler, Der Sonntag, Lucerne 1847, pp. 46
sqq.; G. Miiller, Sabbat und Sonntag, Bremen 1898; J. Hehn, Der Israelitische Sabbat, Miinster 1909.

1325] 2. Besides Sunday, the Church has set aside certain festival days, known as holydays of
obligation. This was done with a twofold purpose, first, to recall to the faithful particular mysteries of
the Redemption and to induce them to venerate the Saints,—men and women in whom the grace of
Jesus Christ has proved itself extraordinarily effective; secondly, to spur them on to insure their own
sanctification by following the example of Christ and His Saints. The feasts of the Saints are in the
last analysis, feasts of our Lord Himself, who has given them the grace to conquer sin, death, and the
world. These feasts should serve primarily to glorify God, through whom the Saints were able to
practice virtue; secondarily, to thank Him, the Giver of all good things, for the graces and favors by
means of which He has chosen them for His fa- vorite children and made them co-heirs of Heaven.
These festivals should, moreover, serve to remind us of our own helplessness. Being unworthy
sinners, who have no right to be heard by God, we ask the Saints to intercede for us at the throne of
mercy.®

61 Cor. XV, 57; 1 John V, 4.—Cat. Rom., P IIJ, c. 4, qu. 19: “Other feast days, however, were instituted from the
beginning of the Church and then in subsequent times by the apostles and our holy Fathers, so that we might piously
and holily cultivate the memory of God’s benefits. Among them those days are held most celebrated which are
consecrated by religion because of the mysteries of our redemption; then those which are dedicated to the most holy
Virgin Mary, then to the apostles and martyrs and the other saints reigning with Christ, in whose victory the goodness
and power of God are praised, due honors are paid to them, and the faithful people are incited to their imitation.”—St.
Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 13, art. 1, ad 2: “God is praised in His saints insofar as the works which God

effects in the saints are praised.”—On the relation of the Old Testament holydays to those of the New Testament see St.
Thomas, Summa Theol., 1a 2ae, qu. 103, art. 3, ad 4.

1326| Holydays of obligation must be kept in the same way as Sundays.

II. IN WHAT SUNDAY AND HOLYDAY OBSERVANCE CONSISTS

The commandment to keep holy the Sundays and holydays of obligation involves a twofold duty,
namely, to abstain from servile work and to participate in certain prescribed acts of worship.

163



1. Abstaining from servile labor and attending religious services are integral constituents of the one
and eternal idea that has found expression in the Decalogue, and can no more be separated than body
and soul in man. The body honors God by resting, the soul by participating in divine worship. In both
respects the sanctification of the Sunday corresponds to a necessity of human nature and is to be
regarded as part of the natural law, which has merely been determined in a more precise way by
positive law.’

7 E X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 370 sq.

13271 The ethical, economic, and hygienic importance of the Christian observance of Sundays and
holydays is now pretty generally acknowledged, and there is hardly a civilized State that does not
consider it part of its duty to enforce Sunday rest and the observance of such additional holidays as it
officially recognizes.®

8 G. Uhlhorn, Ueber die Sonntagsfrage in ihrer sozialen Bedeutung, Leipsic 1870; P Niemeyer, Die Sonntagsruhe vom
Standpunkte der Gesundheitslehre, Berlin 1876; R. Engelbert, Der Sonntag, Leipsic 1898; P. Engelmann, Le Repos du
Dimanche dans I'Industrie, Paris 1899; Jos. Husslein, S.J., The World Problem, New York 1918, p. 82.

2. Sunday is not only a day of prayer, it is also a day of rest. As man requires a certain number of
hours daily for sleep, so he needs a periodical respite from work. That the observance of Sunday as a
day of rest corresponds to a deep-seated need of human nature is evident from the venerable age of
this institution, as well as from the fact that, when the French government, at the time of the
Revolution, attempted to substitute the tenth for the traditional seventh day, the people refused to
accept the change.

The universal experience of mankind shows that servile work on Sunday is unhygienic and
economically unprofitable. Sunday observance increases the laboring man’s capacity for work and
tends to lengthen his life.’

9Cfr. P Barth, Schlaf und Sonntag, Basle 1899.

1328] 3. Sunday is also a day of recreation and innocent amusement, by which men may recuperate
from their labors and regain some of the lost joy of life.

“The prospect of one day of rest frequently intervening,” says Andrew Carnegie, “gives a toiler
something bright to look forward to, without which his life must stretch before him as one
unceasing, unvarying drag. In this one blessed day his slavery ceases, the shackles fall. He is no
longer a brute—fed and clothed solely because of his physical powers, his capacity to bear burdens—
but a higher being, with tastes, pleasures, friends. Life becomes worth living. The man puts on his
best clothes—and there is much in this—the woman gives her cottage an extra brushing up.
Something extra is prepared for dinner—there is a great deal in this, too—and, in short, the day is
marked by a hundred little differences from those of labor—a stroll in the fields, a visit to relatives, or
a meeting with neighbors at church, all in their best; and then the swelling organ and the choir—
these things lie closely at the root of all improvements; and if ever the race is to be lifted to a higher
platform—and who shall dare doubt it?—the weekly day of rest will prove itself an agency in the
good work.... The best mode of improving its most precious hours for the toiling masses is therefore
a question of infinite moment, apart altogether from the question of its divine character, and viewed
only as a human enactment of the highest wisdom. It would seem clear that to make this only respite
from manual labor a day exclu- sively set apart for the mournful duty of bemoaning our manifold
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shortcomings—which must at best give rise to gloomy thoughts—would defeat the purposes I have
indicated. I want a compromise—church service in the morning, with a sermon ‘leaning to the side of
mercy,” as Sidney Smith suggested, which meant that it should not exceed twenty minutes, for, as one
wit says, ‘a minister who can’t strike ile [oil] in twenty minutes should quit boring’—and then the
fields and streams for the toilers who are cooped up in factories and workshops all the week long, or
a visit to picture galleries, or to musical concerts of a high order,... to anything that would tend to
brighten their existence. I am now convinced that there is an important change to be made in the
mode of keeping our Sundays—the cessation of labor as far as it is possible, to remain a cardinal
point, but better facilities to be provided for cultivating the higher tastes of our poor workers, that
the day may be to them indeed ‘the golden jewel which clasps the circle of the week.””1°

10 Andrew Carnegie, Round the World, New York 1884, pp. 326 sq.

2

1329] “The old privileges,”
simply to God and the sun, were called ‘sun-rights.” In the same sense, Sunday may be called the
people’s ‘sun-right.” What rights and what joys are lacking in the individual life when Sunday counts
as nothing, when servile work burdens the Lord’s Day or debauchery dishonors it! The day is made a
day of real joy through a wonderful combination of the natural and supernatural pleasures
contributed by godly rest, the loosening of labor’s yoke, the united worship of God, the sermon at
high mass, the outing in the fields and woods, and the hours of quiet enjoyment at the family hearth.
In the Hymelstras'! Brother Stephen gives a charming description of the father of a family taking ‘his
little folk’ to the sermon and afterwards asking them what they have heard, supplementing their
observations with his own. Then he gets his little drink and sings his good little song, and ‘thus he
and his little flock were happy in the Lord.””!?

says Bishop von Keppler, “which came from no over-lord, but were due

1 pyblished at Augsburg, Germany, in 1484.

12 p W. von Keppler, More Joy, tr. by Jos. McSorley, C.S.P, St. Louis 1914, p. 93.

13301 In his Book of Childhood, Bogumil Goltz has described the fascination of Sunday for the child
mind: “Ah! on this day nothing was the same as on school days and work days. We felt the difference
in the air we breathed and the soil we trod; we drank it in with the very water. The sunbeams flashed
it into the soul; the sparrows twittered it among the notes of the church organ; the trees told it to
one another with rustling leaves. Before sunrise, in the grey dawn, the coming hours of happiness
were borne on the wings of the morning wind to this chosen day. O Lord, my God, in very truth it
was Sunday, —Sunday in every hour and minute, in every twinkling of an eye, in every flash of a
sunbeam, in every throb of the pulse, in every drop of blood, in all the body and all the soul. One
could hear and see nothing, be aware of nothing, will nothing, think nothing, but just that it was
Sunday, the sacred day. All that one looked at or experienced, was different from that on other days,
—the same and yet not the same, for it was illumined, hallowed, and invested with the mysterious
radiance of Sunday.”!3

13 Quoted by Keppler, op. cit., pp. 93 sq.
3. In regard to Sunday rest the Church forbids:

a) Servile labor (opera servilia), i. e., the rough and harder sort of manual work which is ordinarily
done by common workmen and which used to be done by slaves. This prohibition is based on the
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very object for which the Sunday observance was instituted. The day could not be devoted to the
service of God were men to engage in their usual pursuits.!*

14 Lev. XXII1, 25; Ex. XX, 8 sqq.—Cat. Rom., P III, c. 4, qu. 21: “By these words we are first instructed altogether to
avoid whatever things can hinder divine worship. For it can easily be perceived that every kind of servile work is

prohibited, not indeed because it is shameful or evil in its own nature, but because it draws our mind away from divine
worship, which is the end of the precept.”

13311 Any work that is in itself servile, retains this characteristic even if performed for pleasure or to
while away the time.” Contrariwise, any occupation that is not in itself servile, does not become such
if performed for material gain or accompanied by bodily fatigue, for the intention of the doer does not
change the nature of the work.!

15y, Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., 1. III, tr. 3, c. 1, dub. 1, resp. I, n. 1: “Whether it is done for profit or
recreation, with this or that intention—pious, vain, or shameful—is irrelevant to the nature of servile work.”—Ibid., n.
2: “It is likewise irrelevant whether it is done with fatigue and labor or not, whether for a short or a long time, etc.,
because none of these things changes the nature of the work.”

Opposed to servile labor, and consequently permitted on Sundays, are (1) the so-called opera liberalia
or artes liberales, i. e., all work predominantly intellectual and aiming at the development of the mind,
such as reading, writing, instructing others, etc.; (2) the so-called opera media sive communia, mixed
work which serves both the bodily and the spiritual interests of man, such as traveling, fishing,
hunting, etc.; (3) do- mestic labors (opera domestica) that cannot be postponed or performed in
advance, such as cooking food, feeding cattle, and so forth.

1332] Among the causes which excuse a man from the observance of the law forbidding servile labor
on Sundays and holydays of obligation are: dispensation, legitimate custom, necessity, charity
(nursing the sick, burying the dead, etc.), piety (the erection of altars, decoration of streets and
houses for religious ceremonies, etc.), and the public welfare or security (postal service, running the
railroads, etc.).

In determining what is servile work and therefore forbidden, says Fr. Slater, “we must consider not
only the nature of the work itself, but also the way in which it is done, the light in which it is
commonly regarded, and other circumstances. Thus it is usually held that although the rougher work
of the sculptor is servile and unlawful, the more delicate is liberal and may be done on a Sunday.
Similarly, fishing with rod and line is not unlawful, but going out to sea with a fishing smack and
plying the trade in the ordinary working-day way is forbidden. In the same way one who lives by
photography should not ply his trade on a Sunday, but it would not be wrong for an amateur to do
the same work on that day by way of recreation and amusement.”!®

16 A Manual of Moral Theology, 1, 264 sq.

1333] The exercise of the barber’s trade is generally regarded as licit on Sunday because it appertains
to the necessary care of the body. Barbers are not, however, on that account dispensed from hearing
Mass. One compelled to stay away from Mass would be bound in conscience to look for another
position and meanwhile would be excused from hearing Mass only in case obedience to the law of the
Church would be likely to cost him his job.

It is to be regretted that so many men are now-a-days compelled to work on Sunday, often under
conditions which make it impossible for them to go to church. Thus the Lord’s Day is withdrawn
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from its sublime purpose and degraded to profane and worldly uses.

The inhabitants of large cities should by all means be given an opportunity to get out into the open
and enjoy nature, and the farmer has the right occasionally to visit the city on Sunday without
incurring loss of time or money. Traveling is a biological necessity that does not, in itself, contravene
the commandment of keeping holy the Sabbath day.

b) The Church further forbids business and court proceedings (opera forensia), such as public sales,
the hearing of witnesses, etc., in so far as they disturb the public peace and are thus opposed to the
sanctification of the Lord’s Day. Annual fairs that are customarily held upon a holyday of obligation
had better be transferred to another day. Theatrical performances, baseball games, and similar
entertainments may be permitted on Sundays and holydays of obligation for the reason that, as St.

Alphonsus says, “such dem- onstrations of joy are morally necessary to the common weal.”!”

17 Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 304: “The reason is that such signs of joy are morally necessary to the commonwealth and are
therefore permitted by custom.” (Ed. Gaudé, I, 567).

1334 The prohibition of servile labor and of business and court proceedings obliges, generally
speaking, under pain of mortal sin, but admits of parvitas materiae (operis seu temporis). According
to a more probable opinion, now held by most theologians, it is not a mortal sin to work, say, two or
two and one-half hours on Sunday, provided the work engaged in is not extremely servile in character
and does not exhaust the body. Scandal or disturbance of the peace may render even a shorter period
mortally sinful. In regard to opera forensia the determining factor is not the duration of the
proceedings (quantitas temporis), but the nature or character of the work done (qualitas operis).

4. The religious observance of Sundays and holydays of obligation implies: a) The performance of
works of piety and charity, e.g., praying, listening to the word of God, spiritual reading, reception of
the Sacraments, visiting the sick, etc. The main purpose for which we are commanded to abstain
from bodily labor and business on Sundays and holydays of obligation, is that we may be able to
devote ourselves more freely to the worship of God and to works of mercy. “We observe the Sabbath
fully and perfectly,” says the Catechism of the Council of Trent, “when we render to God the duties of
piety and religion; and this is evidently the ‘Sabbath’ which Isaias'® calls ‘delightful,” for festivals are,
as it were, the delight of God and of pious men. If, then, to this religious and holy observance of the
Sabbath are added works of mercy, the rewards proposed to us in the same chapter are indeed very
great and numerous.”*?

18 15 v, 13.

19 Cat. Rom., P 111, c. 4, qu. 10; cfr. qu. 25-28.

1335] To hear the word of God on Sundays and holydays of obligation is not contained in the letter,
but is certainly demanded by the spirit of the commandment with which we are dealing. The Church,
by compelling her ministers to preach on Sundays and holydays?° clearly expects that the faithful will
listen with fervor and devotion. Attendance at the sermon is demanded, first, by the reverence we
owe to the word of God, and, secondly, by the duty we have of informing ourselves about the truths
of our holy religion.?! To miss the sermon purposely and habitually indicates lukewarmness and
dislike of God.**

20 Conc. Trid., Sess. V, De Ref,, c. 2; Sess. XXII, De Sacrif. Missae, c. 8; Sess. XXIV, De Ref., c. 4.

21 Cfr. Matt. XXVIII, 19 sq.; Luke X, 16; Acts II, 37-41; 1V, 4; VIII, 5 sq.; Rom. X, 14, 17.

167



22 Cfr, H. Busembaum, S.J., Medulla Theol. Mor., L. II], tr. 3, c. 1, dub. 3: “Attendance at a sermon is commanded, but
not under mortal sin, except insofar as each person is bound to learn the things necessary for salvation. I said, except
insofar, etc., because more uneducated men who are ignorant of the principal mysteries of faith, especially those which
it has been said they are bound to know under grave obligation, are bound by the law of charity (if otherwise they
cannot conveniently learn them) under grave sin to attend a sermon, or rather catechesis. Bonacina adds that in that
case even a sermon is to be preferred to Mass.”—Cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 308 (ed. Gaudé, I, 569).—
Cat. Rom., P III, c. 4, qu. 25: “The sacred sermon must be heard attentively and diligently by the faithful; for nothing is
less tolerable or so truly unworthy as to despise the words of Christ or to hear them negligently.”

The word of God should be listened to earnestly, rever- ently, and with an ardent desire to utilize it
for the good of the soul.??

23 Matt. XI11, 1 sqq.; Luke VIII, 4 sqq.

13361 It has been asserted that towards the end of the Middle Ages the sermon ceased to constitute
an integral part of divine service. This is an error. The medieval confession books, issued for the
instruction of the faithful, inculcate the hearing of the sermon on Sundays and holydays as a strict
duty, neglect of which is on a level with failure to hear Mass. Bernardine of Busti, an Italian
Franciscan, who died in the year 1500, in a sermon declares that every Catholic is obliged under pain
of sin to hear the word of God and that those who are uninstructed in the fundamental truths of
salvation commit a mortal sin if they neglect to hear an occasional sermon. To the question what
would be more meritorious,—to attend Mass or to hear the word of God, he replies that on week-
days it is better to hear a sermon, whereas a distinction should be made in regard to Sundays and
holydays of obligation: he who is familiar with the truths necessary for salvation must attend Mass in
order not to violate the express commandment of the Church; but he who is not well instructed in
these truths, must hear the sermon rather than attend Mass, because the latter is enjoined by a
precept of the Church only, whereas the former is commanded by a positive law of God.**

24 Cfr. Der Katholik, Mayence 1899, I, 95 sq.

b) To hear Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation is a strictly binding precept.?®
25 Cft. Vol. 11 of this Handbook, p. 133.

a) It implies assisting at a whole Mass. He who is unable to hear a whole Mass, should try to be
present at least at the essential and integral parts of the Holy Sacrifice, i. e., consecration and
communion. Should he be legitimately prevented from assisting at these essential portions, however,
he is under no obligation to assist at the remaining ceremonies, which are merely accidental.?®

26, Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 278; Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., II, n. 781.

13371 Wilfully to miss any part of the Mass on Sundays or holydays of obligation is a sin,—either
grave or light, according to the nature and length of the part missed. The more important parts of the
Mass which may not be missed without grave sin are: (1) from the point of view of duration (ratione
durationis), the part extending from the psalm Iudica to the offertory, inclusive; (2) from the point of
view of dignity (ratione dignitatis), the part from the preface, exclusively, to the consecration; the
part from the consecration to the Pater noster; the consecration and communion taken together, and
the consecration alone, though not (probabiliter) the communion alone. One who leaves the church
before and returns immediately after consecration, does not, strictly speaking, satisfy the precept.?’

27 Suarez, De Eucharistia, qu. 88, sect. 2, n. 6; Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 278 sq.

168



To determine the guilt of those who come late to Mass, says Noldin, we must look, not so much to
the part missed, as to the degree of negligence of which they are guilty and their awareness of the
danger of not hearing the whole Mass. He who fails to hurry to church because he thinks he will miss
only a small part of Mass, commits a venial sin, even if he arrives after the offertory, whereas he who
is in doubt, or anticipates that he will miss an important part of the holy Sacrifice, sins grievously,
even if he should arrive in time for the Gloria.?®

28 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 279.

1338 Does one who hears one-half each of two different Masses comply with the law of the Church?
If he hears the two halves simultaneously, he does not comply with his duty, because the Mass, by its
very nature, consists of successive parts.?” If he hears the two halves successively, one after the other,
and the consecration and communion form part of the same Mass, he satisfies his obligation, because
he hears one complete Mass; but if the consecration and communion do not form part of the same
Mass, he does not satisfy his obligation because the parts at which he attends do not constitute an
integral sacrifice.®°

29 Innocent XI condemned the following proposition (n. 53): “He satisfies the precept of the Church concerning
hearing Mass who hears two parts of it, indeed even four, at the same time from different celebrants.”

30 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, 279.

From what we have said it follows that if one has not heard a complete Mass, he is bound, if possible,
to supply the defect (obligatio supplendi), under pain of mortal sin if the parts omitted were important,
under pain of merely venial sin if they were small and unimportant.®!

31 1hid.

B) The duty of hearing Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation implies a bodily presence which
is both moral and continuous (praesentia moralis et continua). A person is morally present at Mass, (1)
if he is morally united with the celebrant, (2) if he kneels, stands or sits somewhere within the
church or near it in a place from which he is able either to see or hear the celebrant, or at least to
follow the sacred rite by watching those who can see or hear the priest at the altar.

1339] Therefore Mass may be lawfully attended anywhere within the church, including the choir, even
behind the organ, or in some side chapel, from which the celebrant can be neither seen nor heard,
provided the hearer can follow the sacred ceremony by attending to the ringing of the bells or
watching others who are able to see what is going on.

Mass may be lawfully heard also in the sacristy or some other place near the altar, from which the
celebrant can be seen or, if the door is closed, can at least be heard.

Those who leave the church for a brief space to ring the bells or fetch the wine, remain morally
present because they are participating in the sacrifice and their withdrawal from it is but temporary
and for the purpose of co-operation.

One may also hear Mass outside the church, near the door, even though it is closed, provided the
ceremonies can be followed by means of the sense of hearing.

The same is true of one who stands some distance away from the church and cannot approach closer
because of the attending multitude.*?
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32 1bid., p. 280.

The precept of hearing Mass on Sundays and holydays of obligation may be satisfied in any church, in
any public or semi-public oratory, and also in private chapels on cemeteries, but not in other private
chapels, unless a privilege to this effect has been expressly granted by the Holy See.*?

33 C. 1. C., can. 1249; cft. can. 1190.

Does one satisfy the obligation of hearing Mass if he goes to confession while the Holy Sacrifice is
being of- fered? Since going to confession does not exclude a certain degree of external attention,
Ballerini-Palmieri, Génicot, Noldin, and other authors hold that one who goes to confession in the
course of one Mass need not assist at another in order to comply with his Sunday duty.>*

34 Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol. Mor., 2nd ed., II, n. 773; Génicot, Theol. Mor. Inst., 7th ed., Bruxelles 1909, Vol. I, n.
431; Noldin, op. cit., II, p. 278.

1340] y) Mass must be heard with a right intention and with due attention.

(1) One need not have the formal intention of complying with the commandment of the Church; it is
sufficient to attend religiously, i. e., with a view to worship. Therefore, one who would go to church
merely to hear the singing would not comply with his obligation, whereas a boy who went to Mass
because he was compelled to go by his parents, would satisfy the ecclesiastical precept.

(2) Attention is internal or external, according as it excludes distraction from within or from without.
External attention negatively consists in avoiding every outward activity incompatible with internal
attention; positively, in a certain vague consciousness that one is assisting at the holy Sacrifice.
External attention at least is necessary to hear Mass, because without external attention the act
would be neither human nor religious. Therefore one does not satisfy his obligation if he reads
profane books or attentively studies paintings or inscriptions while assisting at Mass. The moral law
of nature and the virtue of religion furthermore require that internal attention which is part of the
reverence man owes to God. The ecclesiastical precept does not demand internal attention, and,
consequently, one would satisfy his obligation under the law even if he were (either voluntarily or
involuntarily) distracted during Mass.

I341] As the Church merely requires assistance at Mass, but does not prescribe any particular prayers
to be recited during the ceremony, the question what kind of attention is necessary to satisfy the
obligation resolves itself into this: whether an act of divine worship can be performed with a
distracted mind. Opinions differ on this head; but, as Noldin points out, the opposing groups are not
so far apart as it may seem, since those authors who insist on the necessity of internal attention
require such a small degree thereof*® that it really does not amount to much more than what the
authors of the opposing group mean when they speak of purely external attention.>® Therefore, he
says, a man does not satisfy his obligation if he sleeps during a considerable portion of the Mass and
is thus unable to realize what is going on upon the altar. But he who dozes so lightly as to be aware,
at least in a confused manner, of what is going on, even though he nods during a considerable part of
the Mass, satisfies his obligation. The same is true of one who gossips with another, because this act
does not preclude that confused kind of attention which is sufficient to satisfy the law.

35 s, Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1. III, n. 313.
36 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, p. 277.
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1342 Those who play the organ, sing, take up the collection, serve as ushers, and so forth, satisfy
their obligation even though they are occupied throughout the whole Mass, because the acts they
perform do not exclude the required attention. For the same reason one who would assist at the holy
Sacrifice in a half-wake or semi-drunk condition would satisfy at least the letter of the law.’

37 Noldin, op. cit., p. 277.

¢) It remains to deal with the reasons that excuse men from attending Mass on Sundays and holydays
of obligation. As this precept does not belong to the graviora, any really weighty reason will excuse

one from compliance with it. The more common reasons may be conveniently grouped under four
heads:

(1) Moral impossibility; (2) charity; (3) office or occupation; (4) custom.

(1) By reason of moral impossibility are excused: (a) Those who live too far away from church.
According to St. Alphonsus all, even those in good health, are excused from hearing Mass on Sundays
if they have an hour and a quarter’s walk to church, or even less, if the weather is bad or the person
weak. Those who are able to ride or drive are not excused, unless the distance is at least twice that
which a man can walk in an hour and a quarter. Busembaum adds that due regard should be paid in
this matter to the custom of the country or neighborhood.

1343] (b) Those who are afraid of losing their honor or reputation either because they lack becoming
clothes, or girls who have become pregnant in consequence of secret fornication, unless they have an
opportunity to attend early in the morning. (c) Those who are compelled to travel or are unable to
interrupt a necessary journey already begun. (d) Those who have reason to fear a notable loss of
worldly goods; but this loss must be considerable, measured by the status and condition of the
owner. (e) The sick and convalescent, who cannot attend Mass except with grave danger to their
health or a notable retardation in their recovery. Whether such danger is really to be feared, does not
necessarily require the decision of a physician or a priest, but may be determined by the patient
himself, provided he is capable of forming a prudent judgment. Generally speaking, one is excused
from attending Mass if his condition is such that he omits other important affairs involving an equal

effort for fear of injury or relapse.®

38 Ballerini-Palmieri, Opus Theol, Mor,., I1,-n. 803,

Not a few persons in delicate health find the air in church oppressive. If it affects them seriously, for
instance, by causing difficulty in breathing or fainting spells, they are excused from assisting at
Mass.* (f) Those who work in offices or factories, and whose occupation is such that they cannot get
away without grave inconvenience or danger. When there is no real necessity, however, the employer
is in duty bound to give his employees time enough to attend Mass on Sundays and holydays of
obligation. (g) Wives and children who cannot comply with their duty because it would excite the
husband or father to furious anger; also soldiers who would incur vexations on the part of their
officers or subject themselves to continuous and intolerable slurs on the part of their fellow soldiers.

39 Capellmann, Medicina Pastoralis, pp. 90 sq.

|344] (2) The demands of charity excuse the following persons from hearing Mass on Sundays and
holydays of obligation: (a) Those in charge of the sick and infirm. (b) Those who assist others in case
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of fire or flood. (c) Those who have reason to hope that by their presence elsewhere they will be able
to prevent sin.

(3) By reason of their office or occupation the following are excused from hearing Mass on Sundays
and holydays of obligation: (a) Soldiers on duty; watchmen in cities and villages; shepherds in care of
flocks; the custodians of buildings in places where but one Mass is celebrated, etc. The superiors of
all such persons, however, are in duty bound to permit their subjects or employees to hear Mass
whenever possible. (b) Mothers and nurses who can neither leave their charges nor take them along
to church. (c) Servants who cannot get away because of urgent duties. These are, however, obliged to
hear Mass if they can do so without great inconvenience, e. g., by rising earlier in the morning. In
case they are prevented by their employers, they may acquiesce if they have reason to fear serious
consequences, but if the inconvenience to be apprehended is light, they should do their duty and
bravely make the sacrifice which it involves. If they are regularly or frequently prevented from going
to church on Sundays, servants should seek another position. (d) Those who have to prepare food or
provide other necessaries of life; but where there are several Masses, such persons, with a modicum
of good will, ought to be able to attend one of them.

1345] (4) Custom in some countries or places ex- cuses certain classes of persons from attendance at
Sunday Mass. Among these classes we will mention: (a) Women for a month or six weeks after
childbirth. (b) Widows who remain secluded at home for a month after the death of their husbands.
(c) Brides in countries where it is not customary for them to attend Mass on the Sundays when the
banns of marriage are proclaimed.*°

40 In the above we have followed Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., II, pp. 282 sqq.

I346] This is an appropriate place to add a few words about the so-called holy or closed seasons,
during which the Church wishes her children to eschew noisy celebrations and festivities. They are
Advent, until Christmas inclusively, and Lent, i. e., the time from Ash Wednesday to Easter Sunday,
inclusively. During these seasons known as tempora clausa the solemn nuptial blessing is forbidden,
though under the new Code the Bishop may allow it to be given for a grave reason.*!

41c.1.C., can. 1108, § 2.

With the so-called Easter duty, i. e., the obligation of confessing one’s mortal sins, if one has had the
misfortune to commit such, and receiving holy Communion once a year, during the paschal season,
we shall deal infra, pp. 388 sqq.** The Easter duty binds all the faithful who have reached the age of
discretion, and was imposed to remind them of the institution of the Holy Eucharist and to prevent
them from starving their souls. “I am the living bread which came down from heaven,” says the Lord;
“if any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever.”*

42 See also Vol. II of this Handbook, pp. 125, 152.
43 John VI, 51 sq.; cfr. Rom. VI, 4 sqq.; Col. 11, 3.
1347] READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 122, art. 4—IDEM, Comment. in Sent.,
III, dist. 37, art. 5.—Sporer-Bierbaum, Theologia Moralis, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 730 sqq.—St.
Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, 1. III, n. 263-307.—W. Wilmers, S.J., Lehrbuch der Religion, Vol. III,
6th ed. (edited by A. Lehmkuhl, S.J.), pp. 468 sqq.—]J. B. Wirthmiiller, Die moralische Tugend der

Religion, pp. 522 sqq.—K. A. H. Kellner, Heortology. A History of the Christian Festivals from Their
Origin to the Present Day, English ed.,, London 1908, pp. 6 sqq.—A. Villien, A History of the
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Commandments of the Church, English ed., St. Louis 1915, pp. 1 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp.
Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 383 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 273 sqq.
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Chapter III: The Law of Fasting and Abstinence

SECTION 1: DEFINITION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF FASTING

I348| 1. DEFINITION.—To fast, broadly speaking, means to abstain from sensual pleasure or to
mortify the senses from a virtuous motive. In a narrower sense it means to abstain from food and
drink as a means of penance and moral perfection. Fasting, therefore, is an essentially virtuous act
(actus virtutis abstinentiae).!

s, Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 1 sq.; cfr. qu. 141, art. 1; qu. 146, art. 2.

The theologians distinguish a fivefold kind of fasting: (a) ieiunium spirituale, which consists in
refraining from sin; (b) ieiunium naturale, which consists in abstaining from food and drink before
the reception of the Holy Eucharist (also called ieiunium Eucharisticum);?> (c) ieiunium morale,
which consists in the moderate use of food and drink; (d) ieiunium ecclesiasticum, i. e., the bodily
fasting (ieiunium corporale) enjoined by the third commandment of the Church; (e) ieiunium poenale, i.
e., fasting for penitential reasons over and above the measure imposed by the Church.

2 Cfr. this Handbook, Vol. II, pp. 128 sqq.

2. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF FASTING

[349| Fasting has a twofold signification, (a) moral-ascetical and (b) social. a) As a moral and an
ascetical practice, fasting was known among the ancient heathen, and is partly recommended and
partly enjoined by Divine Revelation® for the reason that to abstain from permissible pleasures of the
palate, if done as a matter of duty and for the purpose of strengthening the spiritual powers of the
soul, is an excellent means of suppressing lustful appetites, doing penance for one’s sins, and
advancing in grace and virtue. The angel said to Tobias “Prayer is good with fasting and alms more
than to lay up treasures of gold.”* Jesus declared that a certain kind of evil spirits “is not cast out but
by prayer and fasting.”® The Apostles and disciples are often described as fasting.® The Church prays
in her Lenten Preface: “O God, who by means of bodily fasting dost restrain the evil passions, uplift
the heart and freely bestow virtue with its reward. . . .”” St. Ambrose calls fasting “the food of the
mind,” “the life of the angels,” “the death of sin,” “the root of grace,” and “the foundation of
chastity.”® In a sermon formerly attributed to St. Augustine fasting is described as “cleansing the
mind, elevating the senses, and subjecting the flesh to the spirit.” It “disperses the mists of
concupiscence, extinguishes the fires of lust, and kindles the light of charity.”® St. Leo the Great says
that nothing is more efficacious for bringing us nearer to God and resisting the blandishments of sin,
than fasting. “Fasting has always been the food by which virtue is nourished.”*°

3 Cfr. Deut. IX, 18 sq.; 2 Kings XII, 16; Jud. IV, 8; VIII, 6; Joel II, 12; Matt. IV, 2; 2 Cor. VI, 5.—St. Leo the Great says
(Serm., XV [al. XIV], c. 2): “Among the number of these [duties of piety] is also the solemn fast of this tenth month,
which is not therefore to be neglected because it was taken from the observance of the Old Law, as though it were
among those things which have ceased among distinctions of foods, among differences of baptisms, and among
sacrifices of birds and cattle. For when those things which bore figures of future things were fulfilled, the things which

they signified came to an end. But the grace of the New Testament has not removed the usefulness of fasts and has
embraced with pious observance continence of body and soul as always profitable.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 175).

4 Tob. XII, 8.
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5 Matt. XVII, 20.
6 Acts XIII, 3; XIV, 22.

7 Miss. Rom., Praef. in Quadrag.: “O God, who by bodily fasting repress vices, elevate the mind, and bestow virtue and
rewards.”

8 De Elia et Ieiunio, c. 3, n. 4: “What is fasting but the substance and image of heaven? Fasting is the refreshment of
the soul; fasting is the food of the mind; fasting is the life of angels, the death of fault, the destruction of sins, the
remedy of salvation, the root of grace, and the foundation of chastity.” (Migne, P. L., XIV, 699).

9 Pseudo-Augustine, Appendix Serm., 73 (al. 230, De Temp.), n. 1: “Fasting purifies the mind, raises the sense, and
subjects the flesh to the spirit. Fasting makes a contrite and humbled heart, which God does not despise. Fasting
disperses the clouds of concupiscence, extinguishes the fires of lust, and kindles the light of chastity.” (Migne, P. L.,
XXXIX, 1887).

10°st. Leo M., Serm., XII (al. XI), c. 4: “There are three things which especially pertain to religious actions, namely,
prayer, fasting, and almsgiving. . . . For by prayer God’s propitiation is sought; by fasting the concupiscence of the flesh
is extinguished; by alms sins are redeemed (Dan. IV, 24); and at the same time through all of them the image of God is
renewed in us, if we are always ready for His praise, unceasingly solicitous for our purification, and continually intent
upon the support of our neighbor. This threefold observance, dearly beloved, embraces the effects of all the virtues. It
attains to the image and likeness of God and makes us inseparable from the Holy Spirit. For in prayers right faith
remains; in fasts, an innocent life; in alms, a kindly mind.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 171).—IDEM, Serm., XVII (al. XII), c. 1:
“What can be more efficacious than fasting, through whose observance we draw near to God and, resisting vices,
overcome alluring sins? For fasting has always been the food of virtue. From abstinence proceed chaste thoughts,
reasonable wills, and more wholesome counsels. Through voluntary afflictions the flesh dies to concupiscences and the
spirit is renewed in virtues.” (P. L., LIV, 172).

[351] In the ideal sense, says Bishop Linsenmann,'! to fast means to abstain from sin.!? It has never
been the wish of the Church that abstinence from material food and drink should supplant fasting in
this ideal or spiritual sense, but she regards bodily fasting, both in its ascetic aspect (mortification)
and from the religious and mystical point of view (sadness, penance) as a condition of sanctification,
its beginning and means, because it is only by religious exercises and bodily abstinence that men are
enabled to appropriate the fruits of the atonement and thereby attain forgiveness of sin.!?

1 Moraltheologie, p. 383.

12 . 1s. LVIII, 2 sqq.; Pastor Hermae, Simil. V, c. 1, 4-5; c. III, 5-6 (Funk, Patres Apostolici, Vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 530,
535; Kirsopp Lake’s ed. in The Apostolic Fathers [Loeb Classical Library], Vol. II, pp. 153, 159 sq.)—St. Augustine,
Tract. in Ioann., XVII, n. 4: “The great and general fast is to abstain from iniquities and from the unlawful pleasures of
the world, which is a perfect fast.” (Migne, P. L., XXXV, 1529).

13 5t. Jerome, Epist., 130 (al. 8), n. 11: “You ought so to fast that you do not palpitate or can scarcely breathe and are
carried or dragged by the hands of your companions, but so that, with the appetite of the body broken, you do no less
than usual in reading, in the Psalms, or in vigils. Fasting is not a perfect virtue but the foundation of the other virtues;
and sanctification and chastity, without which no one will see God, furnish a step for those ascending to the heights;
nevertheless, if it is alone, it will not be able to crown a virgin.” (P L., XXII, 1116).—IDEM, Epist., 148 (al. 14), n. 22:
“Take care lest, if you begin to fast or abstain, you think yourself already holy. For this virtue is an aid, not the
perfection of holiness. . . . Then, I say, is abstinence illustrious; then is chastisement of the body beautiful and
magnificent, when the soul fasts from vices.” (P L., XXII, 1214).—St. Leo the Great, Serm. XIX (al. XVIII), c. 2: “Since
all vices are destroyed by continence, and whatever avarice thirsts for, whatever pride aspires to, whatever luxury
desires, is overcome by the firmness of this virtue, who does not understand how great a protection is bestowed upon
us through fasts? In them it is commanded that we be temperate not only from foods, but also from all carnal desires.
Otherwise it is superfluous to undertake hunger and not put away an unjust will, to be afflicted by cutting off food and
not draw back from a sin conceived. It is a carnal, not a spiritual, fast where the body alone is not spared, while
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perseverance continues in things more harmful than all delicacies. What does it profit the soul outwardly to act as
mistress and inwardly to serve as captive, to command its own members and lose the right of its own liberty? And
deservedly it very often suffers a rebellious servant, since it does not render due service to the Lord. Therefore, while
the body fasts from foods, let the mind fast from vices and judge earthly cares and desires by the law of its King.” (P. L.,
LIV, 187).

1352| Bodily abstinence (ieiunium corporale) is a means of spiritual or perfect abstinence, as may be

gathered from the liturgical prayers of the Church, who again and again during the Lenten season
declares: “as we abstain from food in the body, so may we abstain from sin in the mind.”

)’

“Bridle gluttony,’
inclinations.”!*

says Thomas a Kempis, “and thou shalt the more easily restrain all carnal

14 De Imit. Christi, 1. I, c. 19 (ed. Pohl, 11, 34). Cfr. Stéhr-Kannamiiller, Handbuch der Pastoralmedizin, 5th ed., pp- 530
sqq.; Antonelli, Medicina Pastoralis, Vol. II, 3rd ed., Rome 1909, pp. 487 sqq.

“At all times and every day during this our earthly life,” observes St. Leo the Great, “fasting makes us
stronger in combatting sin; it conquers the carnal inclinations, drives away temptations, curbs pride,
softens anger, and aids the will in striving after virtue, provided that it is accompanied by
benevolence and charity and wisely exercises itself in works of mercy.”!®

156t Leo the Great, Serm., XV (al. XIV), c. 2 (Migne, P. L., LIV, 175).

b) The social value of fasting consists not merely, nor even principally, in the substitution of almsgiving
for abstention from food, but in supplementing that act of mortification by works of corporal and
spiritual mercy. Already in the Shepherd of Hermas the faithful were exhorted to give to the poor and
needy what they saved by fasting.!® “Let the refreshment of the poor be the abstinence of the one
fasting,” says St. Leo.!” The Church has always taught that fasting without almsgiving, i. e., without
the simultaneous exercise of charity, is an act of covetousness rather than of self-denial. “Let our
fasting be rich in fruits of liberality,” says Pope St. Leo, “and fertile in generous donations for Christ’s
poor. In this even those who are not wealthy should not grow careless, thinking that what they might
be able to save would be but little. The Lord knows the ability of each and, seeing through everything
in justice, knows how great or how small is the measure with which each one gives. Inequality of
possessions prevents equality in giving, but in most cases the unequal gifts are equalized by merit,

for the intention may be the same, even though the means differ.”!®

16 past. Herm., Simil. V, c. 3, 7 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 534).

17°st. Leo the Great, Serm., XIII (al. XII), c. 1: “Because the salvation of our souls is not acquired by fasting alone, let
us supplement our fasting with mercies toward the poor. Let us devote to virtue what we withdraw from pleasure. Let
the refreshment of the poor be the abstinence of the one fasting. Let us devote ourselves to the defense of widows, the
advantage of orphans, the consolation of mourners, and the peace of those at variance. Let the stranger be received, the
oppressed be helped, the naked be clothed, the sick be cherished, so that whoever of us has offered to God, the Author
of all goods, the sacrifice of this piety from his just labors may deserve to receive from Him the reward of the heavenly
kingdom.” (Migne, P. L., LIV, 172).

18 Cfr. St. Leo the Great, Serm., XV (al. XIV), c. 2: “For fasting without almsgiving is not so much the purification of
the soul as the affliction of the flesh, and is to be referred more to avarice than to continence when someone so
abstains from food that he also fasts from piety. Therefore, dearly beloved, let our fasts abound in fruits of generosity
and be fruitful in kindly gifts to the poor of Christ. Nor let men of moderate means be delayed in this work because
what they can take from their resources is little. The Lord knows the powers of all, and the just Inspector knows from
what measure each gives what he can. Dissimilar fortunes cannot have similar expenditures, but what differs in
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expenditure is often equaled in merit, because an intention can be equal even where the property is unequal.”—IDEM,
Serm., XLIX (al. XLVIII), c. 6: “With the supreme Father, he who has not been in the charity of his brethren will not be
counted among the sons. In the distribution of alms and the care of the poor let Christian fasts also grow rich, and let
each spend upon the weak and needy that which he withdraws from his own sins.” (P. L., LIV, 175, 305).

I354] If the law of fasting and abstinence were obeyed in the right spirit by all, its enforcement would
undoubtedly exercise a wholesome economic influence by causing men to use the good things of this
earth with greater moderation and thereby preventing extreme and wide-spread poverty. The example
of self-denial given by the rich would induce the poor to bear with greater patience and fortitude the
privations imposed on them by bitter necessity. If the law of fasting oppresses the poor, instead of
alleviating their lot by almsgiving and the decreased consumption of utilities, and still more, if it can
be evaded by the rich through the use of substitutes or purchased dispensations, then it does not
fulfil the social purpose for which it was imposed.

The Church expects the individual Christian, impelled by love and the spirit of penitence, to do more
than the letter of the law commands. The rich man is in duty bound to give alms even aside from the
requirements of the law of fasting, whereas the poor man is not required to give that which he saves
by fasting to others who are no needier than he.'

19 Cfr. E X. Linsenmann, Lehrbuch der Moraltheologie, pp. 388 sq.

1355] To the evangelical commandment which bids us pray for those who persecute us,?® the Didaché
adds the exhortation to fast in their stead.?! This precept, which is mentioned nowhere else, is hardly
to be interpreted in the sense of Hermas, who recommends that the food saved by fasting be given to
the poor, or in the sense of the ninth beatitude which Origen says he read “in some book” and credits
to the Apostles, namely, “Blessed is he that fasts in order to feed the poor.” What the unknown
author of the Didaché probably meant was that fasting is useful for strengthening the prayers a man
offers for those who persecute him on account of his religion.??

20 Matt. V, 44.

21 Doctr. XII Apost., c. 1, 3: “Bless those that curse you, and pray for your enemies, and fast for those that persecute
you.” (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 4; Kirsopp Lake, The Apostolic Fathers, Vol. I, p. 309).

22 Cfr. J. H. Kurtz, Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte, Vol. I, 13th ed., Leipsic 1899, p. 179.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 146 sq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium
Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 389 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 697 sq.—Ad.
Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Past., Vol. II, pp. 631 sq.

SECTION 2: THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF THE ECCLESIASTICAL FAST

1356 The subject-matter or content of the ecclesiastical law of fasting (ieiunium ecclesiasticum), or,
in other words, the thing it commands, is twofold, viz.: (a) abstention from food both with regard to
quantity and to quality (ieiunium, i. e., fasting proper) and (b) abstinence from certain kinds of food,
particularly flesh meat (abstinentia), on certain prescribed days.

ARTICLE 1: DAYS OF FASTING AND ABSTINENCE

1. The days of fasting and abstinence (ieiunium cum abstinentia, ieiunium plenum) are:
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a) ASH WEDNESDAY AND THE FRIDAYS AND SATURDAYS OF LENT.—This is a modification of
the former law, which made all the days of Lent, from Ash Wednesday to Easter, with the exception
of Sundays, days of fasting and abstinence.!

I'E X. Funk in Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen, Vol. I, pp. 241 sqq.; Kellner, Heortology, pp.
88 sqq.; Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 254 sqq.

13571 The early Christians seem to have fasted on all Wednesdays and Fridays throughout the year.

This pious custom is mentioned in the Didaché?, in the Shepherd of Hermas®, and in the writings of
Tertullian.* That fasting should form an essential feature of the commemoration of the Passion was
indicated in Christ’s words: “Can the children of the bridegroom mourn, as long as the bridegroom is
with them? The days will come, when the bridegroom shall be taken away from them, and then shall
they fast.””
those in which Jesus lay in the grave,—Good Friday and Holy Saturday. These days were nearly
everywhere kept as obligatory fast-days of the strictest kind.® About the middle of the third century
in many places men fasted the entire Holy Week on water, bread, and salt, while on the last two days
they ate nothing whatever. Soon the fast came to be extended over several weeks. In the fourth
century the forty days’ fast is a well-established institution. The fifth canon of the first Nicene
Council mentions Lent as a common observance, though the Festal Letters of St. Athanasius bear
witness that it was not yet kept everywhere. The fare on fast-days consisted of water and broth made
with flour, fruit, oil, and bread. The Lenten fast must have commenced on the Monday after
Sexagesima.” St. Leo the Great in his sermons explains the object and significance of the Lenten fast.

The days when the Divine Bridegroom was taken away were held from the first to be

He says Lent was appointed in order to prepare the souls of the faithful for a fruitful commemoration
of the mystery of Easter. It was to be a time for purification and sanctification,—a time, first of all, for
doing penance for past sins and breaking off sinful habits; a time also for the exercise of all virtues,
especially almsgiving, and reconciliation. Fasting was to form only a part, though the most essential
part, of this penitential preparation, and Leo declares it to be incumbent upon all, not only the clergy,
but the laity as well. He regarded the forty days fast before Easter as an Apostolic institution.® The
term became fixed, no doubt for the reason that Jesus had fasted forty days in the desert.’

2 Doctr. XII Apost., c. 8.

3 Past. Herm., Simil. V, c. 1.

* De leiunio, c. 1, 10, 14.

> Matt. IX, 15.

6 Tertullian, op. cit., II, 13, 14.

7 Villien, op. cit., pp. 261 sqq.

8 st Leo, Serm., XLVII (al. XLVI), c. 1; Serm., XLIV (al. XLIII), c. 1 (Migne, P. L., LIV, 294, 285, 287).—Cfr. St. Thomas,
Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 8, ad 3.

? Kellner, Heortology, pp. 88 sqq., 94 sq.

1358 | Originally, it seems, the forty days’ fast (quadragesima) was taken to mean the days before
Easter as a whole, Sundays excluded. This gave for a period of six weeks only thirty-six fast-days,
and, where Saturday was not kept, only thirty. To rectify this mistake, the number of actual fast-days
was increased to forty, with the result that, in the West, the beginning of Lent (caput ieiunii) was put
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back four days. In the East, where only five days in each week were fast-days, it had to be put back
still further. There Lent began eight weeks before Easter, and since the Saturdays (Holy Saturday
excepted) were not fast-days, extended actually over forty-one days instead of forty. Abstinence from
flesh meat began on the Monday after the eighth Sunday before Easter, corresponding to the Latin
dominica sexagesima, which is called “the Sunday of Abstinence from Flesh Meat.” From the following
Sunday, called “the Sunday for Eating Cheese,” milk products (lacticinia) were forbidden.!°

10 Kellner, Heortology, pp. 95 sq.

13591 b) The Ember Days are days of sacred fasts (angariae), dedicated to the Lord every three months,
and corresponding to the four seasons of the year, from whence they derive their Latin name,
Quattuor Tempora. The Ember tides are peculiar to the Western Church. In Rome they were observed
from the earliest times, so that Leo the Great was inclined to regard them as of Apostolic origin. He
connects them with the four seasons of the year!! and says that during these days we should give due
honor and praise to God for the gifts He bestows on us to support our bodily life, abstain from
luxuries, and be generous to the poor. The Ember tides in general, especially that of December, St.
Leo connects directly with agriculture and the harvest,'? and the earliest liturgies contain prayers for
a good crop.!® Dr. Kellner thinks that these indi- cations give us the clue to the origin of the Ember
fasts, and says they were most likely heathen practices, which were taken over by the Church and
given a Christian form and character.!

1 germ., XIX (al. XVIII), c. 2: “The [fasts] have been distributed through the circuit of the whole year so that the law
of abstinence might be assigned to all seasons.”

12 Serm., XVI, c. 2: “And when the gathering of all the fruits has been completed,” etc.
13 Morin quotes passages from the Leonine and Gelasian sacramentaries; see Migne, P. L., LV, 153 sqq.
14 Heortology, p. 184.

1360 Pope Gelasius commanded that ordinations of priests and deacons should be held on all Ember
tides and in the middle of Lent, whereas in St. Leo’s time ordinations took place at Easter only.

In the earliest service books, the Ember fasts were called, respectively, ieiunium primi, quarti, septimi et
decimi mensis, and fell in March, June, September, and December. It does not appear that the original
object of the Ember days was to petition God to raise up worthy priests in His Church, for this
purpose is not mentioned until after the popes had appointed the Ember days as fixed times for
ordinations.!®

15 Ibid., p. 186.

For a long time it remained uncertain in which week of the months in question the Ember days
should be observed. At Rome they were kept in the first week of the month.!® Elsewhere the practice
differed, until Gregory VII'’
which is as follows: Ember Days are the Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday after the third Sunday of
Advent (ietunium hiemale); the Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday after the first Sunday of Lent (ieiunium
vernum), the Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday after Pentecost (ieiunium aestivum); the Wednesday,
Friday, and Saturday after the feast of the Exaltation of the Holy Cross, which falls on the third
Sunday in September (ieiunium autumnale). This arrangement may be remembered by means of the

put an end to all doubts and variations by establishing the present usage,

following verses:
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16 Ibid., p. 189.
17 Micrologus, c. 24; cfr. Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 234 sqq.

[361|

After Lucy, Ashes, after the Holy Spirit and the Cross,
the following Wednesday gives the four seasons.

c) THE VIGIL FASTS are those kept on the days preceding Pentecost, the Assumption of the B. V.
Mary, All Saints, and Christmas.'®

18 c. 1. C., can. 1252, § 2.

A vigil originally was the watch vigiliae which used to be kept on the nights before important feasts.
The practice of spending such nights in public prayer is at least as old as Christianity itself. Vigils are
mentioned by Tertullian,' and the Apostolic Constitutions®° tell of one maintained till “cock-crow”
on Holy Saturday. St. Jerome?! defends the custom against Vigilantius, admitting, however, that the
watches were sometimes accompanied by gross immoralities. It was probably these and other abuses
which led to the discontinuance of the practice.

19 Ad Uxorem, II, 5.
20 Const. Apost., V, 10.
21 Epist., CIX; Adv. Vigilant., n. 9.

The obligation of fasting on the vigils did not begin till later. Villien says it would be difficult to give
the precise date of its origin.?? Perhaps the linking of the fast with the vigil is an extension of the
ancient fast by which the faithful prepared themselves for the celebration of Easter. Both the
discipline of the watch and the motive of the fast are indicated in a synodal decree of Auxerre,
adopted in the last third of the sixth century. The principal object of the vigil, says this decree, is
prayer in preparation for the approaching feast; the fast is its necessary accompaniment, so to speak.
The fast is observed because the watch is kept in church and to enable the faithful to communicate at
Mass.??

22 History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 236.

23 Op. cit., p. 241.

I362] For quite a while the tendency was to increase the number of vigils on which fasting was
obligatory. Besides the vigils of Easter, Christmas, Pentecost, and the Assumption, there were those
for most of the feasts of the Apostles.?* To them custom or episcopal constitutions in course of time
added other diocesan or provincial vigils. It is likely that the feast of the patron saint was everywhere

preceded by a vigil. To the feasts of the Apostles were ultimately added those of St. Lawrence, and St.
John the Baptist, and, in the Frankish countries, that of St. Martin of Tours.

24 Op. cit., p. 247.

Of late the tendency has been rather to diminish the vigils. In the United States only four were
observed (before Christmas, Pentecost, the Assumption, and All Saints), the same that have now
been made universal by the New Code.?®

25C.1.C., can. 1252, § 2.
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2. The law of abstinence from flesh meat (abstinentia, ieiunium semiplenum) obliges on all Fridays of the
year except when Christmas or some other holyday of obligation falls on that day.*®

26 C.1.C., can. 1252, § 3.

1363 | Formerly Wednesday and Friday were widely observed as days of fasting and abstinence in
commemoration of the death and burial of Christ. Regino of Prim inserted into his canonical
collection a text of Rufinus, which says that the fasts of Wednesday and Friday must not be dispensed
with except in case of grave necessity,—Wednesday, because it is the day on which Judas decided to
betray our Lord; Friday, because on that day Christ was crucified.?’

27 De Eccl. Disc., Append. I, c. XVII; Villien, op. cit., p. 283.

Later the practice declined. Fagnani, following the teaching of Innocent IV, affirms that, according to
the common opinion, the Friday fast is merely of counsel, not of precept, like abstinence from flesh
meat on Wednesday.?®

281n c. “Consilium,” n. 23; Villien, op. cit., p. 276.

The discipline of the Saturday abstinence outside of Lent, which survived in some countries until the
promulgation of the New Code, began in the West at a comparatively late date.?’ The Code marks its
end.

29 Villien, op. cit., p. 287.

Abstinence from flesh meat on Friday is obligatory upon all Catholics who are not excused by
sickness, by the nature of their work, or by a dispensation, as granted, e. g., in the “Bula de

Cruzada.”>°

30 For an account of the privileges of the Bulla Cruciata see Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 771 sqq. and
the same author’s book, La Nueva Bula de Cruzada Espafiola y sus Extraordinarios Privilegios, 3rd ed., Madrid 1915.

READINGS.—St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 5 sqq.—St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., 1.
III, n. 1004 sqq. (ed. Gaudé, II, 384 sqq.).—A. Linsenmayer, Entwicklung der Kirchl. Fastendisziplin,
Munich 1877.—FE X. Funk, “Die Entwicklung des Osterfastens” in Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen
und Untersuchungen, Vol. I, pp. 241 sqq.—V. Ermoni, Le Caréme, 2nd ed., Paris 1907.—K. A. H. Kellner,
Heortology, London 1908, pp. 88 sqq.—G. Berthelet, Traité Historique et Moral de I’Abstinence, Rouen
1731.

ARTICLE 2: IN WHAT FASTING AND ABSTINENCE CONSISTS
13641 1, The law of fasting (ieiunium plenum) involves three points.
a) With regard to quantity, it permits but one full meal a day (unica per diem comestio).!
I'c.1.C,can. 1251, § 1.

The taking of but one full meal a day constitutes the essence of the strict fast. Were one to take
several meals a day he could not be said to be fasting.

However, the law of fasting does not forbid the taking of some food in the morning and again in the
evening, provided approved local custom be observed with regard to the quantity and quality of the
food taken.? Legitimate custom permits a collation (collatio vespertina) in the evening and a light
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breakfast (frustulum matutinum, ientaculum) in the morning. The noon and evening meals, i. e., the
prandium and the collatio, may be reversed ad libitum.?

2C.1.C, can. 1251, § 1.
3C.1.C, can. 1251, § 2.

The fast is not broken by liquids which, per se, serve to satisfy thirst rather than hunger; but to
consume excessive quantities of liquids, or to drink with a view to circumvent the law (in fraudem
legis) would be sinful and contrary to the mind of the Church.*

4 J. B. Gury, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 507: “The fast is not broken by a drink of water, wine, and other
beverages which of themselves are ordered and commonly employed to quench thirst, although according to the first
discipline of the Church Christians abstained altogether from wine and similar liquors. Hence the axiom: Liquid does
not break the fast. By liquid, however, is understood only that which according to common usage is taken after the
manner of drink, not after the manner of food, as milk,” etc.—Cfr. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 2a 2ae, qu. 147, art. 6,
ad 2: “That [fast of the Church] is broken only by those things which the Church intends to forbid in instituting the
fast. But the Church does not intend to forbid the taking of drink, which is taken more for the alteration of the body
and the digestion of foods consumed than for nutrition, although it nourishes in some way; and therefore those fasting
are permitted to drink several times. But if someone uses drink immoderately, he can sin and lose the merit of his fast,
just as if he consumes food immoderately in one meal.”—IDEM, ibid., ad 3: “Electuaries, even if they sometimes
nourish, are nevertheless not principally taken for nourishment but for the digestion of foods. Hence they do not break
the fast, just as neither does the taking of other medicines, unless perhaps someone fraudulently takes electuaries in a
large quantity after the manner of food.”—IDEM, Comment. in Sent., IV, dist. 15, qu. 3, ad 4, dub. 1, n. 17.

[365| The moralists are not agreed as to what constitutes a collation. Some permit the fourth part of
an ordinary meal, whereas others allow but three or four ounces of food. St. Alphonsus® permits from
eight to ten ounces (an ounce being equal to thirty grains). To us it seems that no definite and
universal rule can be set up in a matter of this kind, where so much depends on climate,
temperament, physical constitution, and other factors, which vary in different persons and regions.®
Some men ordinarily eat two and three times as much as others and naturally find it more difficult to
keep the fast. St. Thomas says: “The quantity of food can- not be the same for all men because of the

difference of bodily constitution, on account of which one needs more food than another.”’
5 Theol. Mor., L. ITI, n. 1025 (ed. Gaudé, II, 405).

6 Cfr. A. Koch, “Zur kasuistischen Behandlung des Fastengebotes” in the Theologische Quartalschrift, Tibingen 1904,
pp- 60 sqq.

7 Loc. cit.

1366 The duration of the time for which fasting is prescribed must also be taken into consideration,
and consequently a larger collation is permitted in Lent than on Vigils or Ember days.

As regards the amount of food permitted for the collation, those who are obliged to fast may eat as
much as they deem necessary to enable them to fulfil their obligations, with due regard to bodily
infirmity, exhaustion, and the nature of their work. No doubt, other things being equal, a priest who
ministers to the spiritual needs of a large congregation may, even without a dispensation, take more
food than one who works but little.® To fasting, too, may be applied the words of St. Paul: “Who also
hath made us fit ministers of the New Testament, not in the letter, but in the spirit. For the letter
killeth, but the spirit quickeneth.”” In this sense a recent author justly observes: “As regards fasting
we must be guided not only by the letter, but also by the spirit of the law, and beware against
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scrupulously weighing the amount of food permitted as well as against adopting the superficial view
of those who put all the emphasis on the spirit and neglect the letter. The law should be observed
both in letter and in spirit. As the letter killeth without the spirit, so the spirit departeth where
obedience is not practiced.”!°

8 Cfr. Th. M. J. Gousset and J. N. P Oischinger, Moraltheologie, Vol. I, Schafthausen 1851, pp. 126 sq.

92 Cor. 111, 6.

1OJ. Schmid, Lehrbuch der kath. Moraltheologie, 2nd ed., Ratisbon 1872, p. 362.

13671 The interpretation and application of the law of fasting must be based upon the teaching of the
Didaché: “Concerning food, bear what thou canst,”!!

means that every Christian should practice abstinence according to his ability and the circumstances
under which he lives.!?

which, according to the common interpretation,

H poctr. XII Apost., VI, 3 (Funk, Patr. Apost., Vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 16; Lake, The Apost. Fathers, I, 319).
12 K. Béckenhoff, Das apostolische Speisegesetz, pp. 22 sq.

It would be a useful undertaking, says Bishop Linsenmann, to determine the duration of the principal
meal, the measure of the collation permitted, and the limits of the parvitas materiae; but it is
impossible because the conditions of living and nutrition differ so greatly from house to house and
from country to country. It would be too materialistic to gauge the value of different foods solely by
the percentage of nourishment they contain. Eating is not merely the taking in of food, and fasting
means something more than to endure hunger.®

13 Linsenmann, Lehrb. der Moraltheologie, pp. 384 sq.

To prevent misunderstanding, however, it is well to add that the speculations of casuists to determine
the exact quantity of food permitted to those who are obliged to fast, if intended to serve not as a
legal norm, but as a guide to the correct interpretation of the law, are unobjectionable, nay, may prove
decidedly useful.!*

14 A. Koch in the Theol. Quartalschrift, Tiibingen 1904, pp. 60 sqq.

b) In regard to the quality of food, the law prescribes abstinence from flesh meat. Formerly the
Church was much more exacting. The law of abstinence originally seems to have comprised all food-
stuffs ministering to the maintenance of vigor. The so-called Apostolic Constitutions and the Didaché
limit the Lenten diet to bread, salt, vegetables, and water. In course of time the pristine severity was
relaxed. From the fifteenth century on, general indults were more frequently granted, and in the
second half of the nineteenth century they were extended to almost every country.'®> The New Code
abolishes the so-called maigre strict by defining that “the law of abstinence forbids the eating of flesh
meat and meat juice, but not of eggs, nor of milk products (lacticinia) and whatever condiments, even
those made from the fat of animals.”!® This is a noteworthy departure from the ancient discipline, for
many are the texts to show that the prohibition of flesh meat and of meat juice, blood, and grease
always went hand in hand. On this point, too, as on others, the pia mater Ecclesia saw fit to introduce
mitigations into her discipline at a comparatively early date. “For many centuries,” says Villien, “flesh
meat and its by-products, juice, lard, and grease, have been differently treated. Many are the minute
discussions of theologians on this matter; the most divergent opinions appealed to custom, until at
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last the Church restored peace and calm of conscience by many gracious indults.” Canon 1250
completes the development.”!”

15 Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 309 sq.
16.C. 1. C., can. 1250.
17 Villien, op. cit., p. 304.

1369] As for milk and eggs, they were excluded from the cibi quadragesimales until the ninth century,
when a very sensible relaxation was made. A council of Angers (1365) tolerated the use of milk and
butter in regions where fish and oil could not be easily obtained. While the great bulk of Christians
still continued more or less faithfully to observe the prescribed abstinence from eggs and milk, at
least in Lent, means were found to obtain legitimate dispensation for many. When, towards the end
of the nineteenth century, the respective indults were extended almost throughout the Church,
exemption was made in the case of butter and milk, not only for the principal meal, but also for the
collation.

In regard to the quantity and quality of the food allowed for the collation, even under the New Code,
local custom is decisive.!® The ancient prohibition of flesh meat and fish at the same meal (in eadem
refectione) no longer exists.!?

18 1.C,can. 1253,§ 1.

e C., can. 1251, § 2.—A marked distinction was made as early as the fifth century, in point of view of abstinence,
between the flesh of fish and that of other animals. The reason for this difference was found in the mystical order. “The
use of flesh and wine,” says St. Isidore of Seville, “was granted to man only after the deluge, and Jesus Christ said by
the mouth of His Apostle: ‘It is good not to eat flesh and not to drink wine,” and to be satisfied with vegetables.” But
“since our Lord Himself used fish after His resurrection, we can eat of it, for neither the Saviour nor the Apostles have
subsequently forbidden it.” (De Eccles. Officiis, 1. I, c. XIV; Migne, P. L., LXXXIII, 777). On the strength of this
reasoning the use of fish on fast-days and during Lent was formally permitted. The only point in doubt for some time
was whether fish could be eaten at the collation. Would not this food give to the collation the character of a true meal?
Under the influence of this consideration the first moralists who permitted the use of fish for the collation allowed only
small fish, because their delicate flesh was considered as less nourishing. However, the distinction was too fine not to
succumb to practice. To-day most moralists admit that the flesh of large fish taken in small quantities at the collation is
no more opposed to the observance of fasting than the same quantity of small-sized fish. (Villien, History of the
Commandments of the Church, pp. 311 sq.).

[370| The distinction made between different foods from the point of view of fasting and abstinence,
is based on the assumption that the forbidden foods contain more nourishment than the others and
consequently heat the blood and incite the sensual inclinations more strongly than the so-called
Lenten foods. This consideration also explains why the laws of the Church attribute greater
importance to the act of abstention itself (continentia) than to the kinds of food upon which it is
exercised (abstinentia) and why liquid beverages, as such, are not forbidden.?® Modern physiologists
agree with their brethren of a bygone age that liquids, particularly spirituous liquors, contain but
little nutriment, and therefore cannot be regarded as a substitute for solid food, except in a secondary
sense, namely in so far as they aid in the assimilation of the coarser Lenten foods and render the
pangs of hunger less acute. Consequently, the mild practice of the Church in regard to beverages does
not run counter to the spirit of the law, provided, of course, that liquors are not used to excess, either
absolutely or relatively, because they incite to sensuality.

20 “Liquidum non frangit ieiunium.”
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The Council of Baltimore and many diocesan regula- tions counsel abstention from spirituous liquors
where observance of the fast is impossible.

1371] Besides liquid beverages (liquida) properly so called (water, wine, beer), there are the semiliquida,
such as tea, coffee, chocolate, and what Italians call sorbetti, i. e., lemonade, fruit ices, etc. Most
authors regard the latter as permissible because they are taken for their refreshing rather than for
their nourishing qualities. The case is different with the fruits themselves, which are generally
regarded as food.

The distinction between warm-blooded and coldblooded animals offers some difficulty. Fish, oysters,
turtles, crabs, are not forbidden, and in some countries other animals which have some connection
with water, are allowed.?!

21 Sabetti-Barrett, Compendium Theol. Mor., p. 318.

In determining the quantity of food which constitutes materia gravis, moralists vary. Noldin estimates
it at more than four ounces (120 grains), regardless of whether this quantity is consumed at one
sitting or at different times in the course of a day, because several light lunches taken during the day
coalesce into a full meal and thus constitute materia gravis, as is evident from proposition number 29
condemned by Alexander VII. According to this view, therefore, a sin is committed not only by taking
more than one meal, but likewise by taking more than four ounces of food, either at breakfast, or at

the evening collation, or at any other time of the day out- side the principal meal.**

22 Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 698.

1372 What about the practice of taking a bite of solid food with a drink in order to prevent possible
harmful effects (“ne noceat potus”)? Diana, Leander, and other authors regard this practice as
permissible, but Ferreres observes that it cannot be allowed unreservedly because frequent snatches
of food (toties quoties) would render the law of fasting nugatory and an object of mockery. But it is
permissible to take a bite once or twice a day.?

23 Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 395; cfr. St. Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., n. 1018.

c¢) The unica comestio, i. e., the full meal allowed once every twenty-four hours on days of fasting and
abstinence, is commonly taken after twelve o’clock. Though it should not be eaten until about noon**
no definite hour is prescribed. The collation is usually taken in the evening, but for any good reason
may be taken in the morning and the ientaculum postponed till evening.> The chief point to be kept in

mind is that fasting essentially consists in taking but one full meal a day.

24 “Circa meridiem.”

25C.1. C., can. 1251, § 2.

The mitigation of the ancient law in favor of a collation resulted from the increase of agricultural and
industrial workers among the faithful. The full meal, which was originally taken at sundown, was
now frequently served at noon, and this made it necessary to permit a light luncheon in the evening.

The custom of consuming a little dry bread with tea, coffee, or chocolate in the morning (ientaculum)
and the occasional eating of a small quantity of food with liquid beverages, was long frowned upon by
the ecclesiastical authorities, and they finally permitted it only out of consideration for those whom a
weak constitution or poor health did not permit to fast rigorously. Now it has become a privilege
granted to all.
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13731 2. The law of abstinence (abstinentia sine ieiunio) forbids the use of flesh meat and meat juice on
all Fridays of the year, except when Friday coincides with a holyday of obligation.?®

26y supra, Art. 1, no. 2.

In the olden time, abstinence, extended to a number of other foods besides flesh meat,?” was deemed
not only an effective means of mortification, but suitable for purifying the soul and keeping it free

from sin.?®

27 Supra, p. 370.

28 Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 301.

Flesh and wine were considered impure by the Gnostics and Manichaeans. Against these heretics the
Church maintained that, in the words of our Divine Saviour, “not that which goeth into the mouth
defileth a man, but what cometh out of the mouth,”? and, in the words of St. Paul, “every creature of
God is good, and nothing [is] to be rejected that is received with thanksgiving.”*° She vigorously
combatted the false asceticism of the above-mentioned sects, which was based on the belief that flesh
meat and wine are bad in themselves because they are produced by a Bad Principle. That the laws of
abstinence were not the result of superstition or error is plain from the fact that they originated with
the Apostles, who, at the Council of Jerusalem, commanded the faithful to abstain from “things
sacrificed to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled.”?!

29 Matt. XV, 11; cfr. Mark VII, 15.
30 1 Tim. 1V, 4.
31 Acts XV, 28 sq.

1374] The saying of our Lord, “Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man,” etc., has often
been adduced as an argument against the ecclesiastical law of abstinence. This is a mistake. It is not
the eating of forbidden food, as such, that is sinful, but the spirit of disobedience or gluttony or
impenitence that inspires the act. “I do not fear the uncleanness of the food,” says St. Augustine,
“but the unclean cupidity.”

Another Scriptural passage that is sometimes alleged against the law of abstinence is 1 Cor. X, 25-28,
to wit: “Whatsoever is sold in the shambles, eat; asking no question for conscience’s sake. The earth
is the Lord’s, and the fullness thereof. If any of them that believe not invite you, and you be willing to
go; eat of anything that is set before you, asking no question for conscience’s sake. But if any man
say: This has been sacrificed to idols, do not eat of it for his sake that told it, and for conscience’s
sake.” The passage is somewhat obscure, but its meaning seems to be that the eating of meat that
was offered as a sacrifice to idols is not sinful per se, because it does not necessarily entail a
participation in heathen worship. Where such participation is involved, however, and scandal is given

to others, it is forbidden to eat the meat.>?

32 Cfr. J. McRory, The Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians, Dublin 1915, pp. 150 sqq.

SECTION 3: OBLIGATION OF THE LAW OF FASTING AND ABSTINENCE

13751 1. The law of fasting proper (ieiunium) binds the faithful only after they have attained the age of
twenty-one and until the beginning of the sixtieth year.! This law renders it grievously sinful not only
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to take more than one full meal a day, but also to take small quantities of food at frequent intervals,
so that the total amount is considerable (say, four ounces).

l'Cc.1.C., can. 1254, § 2.

When one who is obliged to fast has taken two full meals, he has broken the fast, and the law of
fasting no longer binds him; whereas the precept of abstinence may be broken again and again, and a
new sin is committed every time the forbidden act is repeated.

Many who are per se bound to fast are excused by virtue of a dispensation, or on the ground of
inability (impotentia), or because they are engaged in important work (labor), which cannot be omitted
without serious inconvenience and to do which they need ample nourishment, or because they would
be hindered in their works of piety (pietas) if they fasted. a) A dispensation, to be valid, must be
based upon a truthful statement of the case. If the reason for which the dispensation is asked, is
certain and undeniable, no express permission is required, particularly if legitimate custom can be
adduced or there is difficulty in reaching the competent superior. Confessors and physicians can
declare that there is sufficient reason in this or that case to exempt one from the law, but they have
no power per se to dispense.

1376 Dispensations from fasting as well as abstinence may be obtained for any good reason from the
bishop, or the pastor, or some other priest having ordinary, quasi-ordinary, or delegated jurisdiction.

Those who are dispensed from fasting are not eo ipso dispensed from keeping the law of abstinence.

b) Inability to fast may be physical or moral. It excuses the sick, convalescents, pregnant and nursing
women, all who are in delicate health, the poor who cannot obtain enough food at any time to eat a
full meal, as well as those who are obliged to perform hard bodily labor in fields, mines or
workshops, or severe mental work, such as teaching, frequent preaching or hearing confessions; also
physicians, judges, travellers (un- der certain circumstances), and those whom fasting would hinder
in the performance of pious and charitable works. The Church imposes fasting and abstinence as a
means of furthering good works, and therefore does not wish this law to stand in the way of anything
that is better or more necessary.

13771 The exception made in favor of those who are under twenty-one or over sixty, is based on the
fact that the very young as well as those advanced in years require more frequent nourishment, the
former because they are still in process of physical development, the latter because they are usually
weak and infirm. The exemption is general because laws are made for the generality of men, not for
those who are exceptionally situated.

Some moralists hold that women are probabiliter exempt from fasting at the age of fifty, as they age
more rapidly than men, and usually take less food—a view which, in praxi, would seem to justify
certain mitigations.

2. The law of abstinence binds all Catholics who have completed their seventh year, except those who
are duly excused.

This law binds per se under pain of mortal sin because its matter is objectively important; but it
admits of parvitas materiae.

187



One is exempt from keeping the law of abstinence by a valid dispensation or by inability to live up to
the Church’s command. This exemption applies to the poor who have no choice of foods, to all who
cannot sufficiently regain their strength without the use of flesh meat, to the sick and convalescent,
to those who are in delicate health and cannot digest Lenten foods, to those who are dependent upon
others for the preparation of their meals (e. g., travellers, soldiers, servants, apprentices, etc.). But
those so exempted should substitute for fasting some other work of penance or mortification to show
their willingness to obey the law.?

2 Cfr. Thos. Slater, S.J., Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 575.

1378 | The United States has been favored with three separate indults regarding the law of abstinence.

a) The first, called the Quadragesimal Indult, permitted the faithful to continue, or, more strictly, said
they need not be prevented from continuing, the practice of eating eggs, milk, butter, etc., at the
collation in Lent, and permitted the use of drippings and of flesh meat on Holy Thursday.

b) The second indult permitted soldiers and sailors in actual service to eat flesh meat on any day of
the year except Ash Wednesday, the vigils of Christmas and of the feast of the Assumption, and the
last three days of Lent. Holy Saturday afternoon has since been exempted by the New Code.* This
privilege extends also to the families of soldiers and sailors, while living with them, but not if they
live apart.

3C.1.C,can. 1252, § 4.

¢) The third indult was granted in favor of workingmen. It gives each bishop the faculty to permit
workingmen and their families the use of flesh meat on all days of abstinence, except Fridays, Ash
Wednesday, the last week in Lent, and the vigil of Christmas. This indult even permits flesh meat to
be used more than once a day by those who are not bound to fast, but its application is left to the
discretion of the Ordinary. Many bishops in the exercise of this faculty do not permit the use of flesh
meat more than once a day even to those who are excused from fasting.

13791 The question who are operarii in the sense of the indult is controverted. Fr. Michael Martin, S.J.,
who contributed the notes on American legislation to Slater’s Manual of Moral Theology, says on this
point: “Does it [the term operarii] mean only those who are usually designated by the English word
workingmen, i. e., general laborers, mechanics, etc., or does it include also those engaged in the
liberal professions, physicians, lawyers, etc.? Sabetti holds the former view, arguing from the
intention of those who petitioned for the faculty and from the purpose of the concession itself. The
other opinion is defended by a writer in the American Ecclesiastical Review, Vol. XIII, pp. 295 sqq.,
where he says: ‘Under the term working people (operarii) seem here to be included all classes of
people who cannot observe the abstinence laws on account of the labor they are obliged to perform,
whatever may be the character of that labor. Lex non distinguit.” This second interpretation may, it
seems, be followed so long as there is no decision of the Holy See restricting the meaning of the word
operarii. While the intention of the archbishops in presenting the petition was very probably limited
to those who are usually called working people, and while the Holy See is to be presumed to grant
the petition according to the mind of the petitioners (the archbishops of the United States), still the
word operarii employed in the response of the Sacred Congregation is frequently taken to signify
others besides working people. When, however, in the Lenten regulations, which usually make
reference to this indult, the bishop employs the term workingmen or working people, he would seem
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to indicate his intention that the privilege could be used only by those commonly designated by the
term, and not by others who might be included under the word operarii. From the words of the
indult itself it is manifest that a bishop has authority to make such a limitation, even if operarii be
capable of bearing a wider meaning. It may be noted that, in order to share in this indult, it is
sufficient that any member of the family, male or female, belong to the class in whose favor the
bishop may extend the faculty.”*

4 Slater, Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 571 sq.

1380 READINGS.—H. Noldin, SJ., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 697 sqq.—Th. Slater, SJ., A
Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 566 sqq.—A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. II,
pp- 633 sqq.—J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 393 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett,
Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 326 sqq.
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Chapter IV: The Precept of Annual Confession and Communion

1381 We have adverted to the ecclesiastical precept of annual confession and Easter Communion in
Volume II of this Handbook. The importance of the matter justifies the insertion of an extra chapter
on the subject here. We shall treat of it in two Sections: (1) The Annual Confession; (2) The Easter
Communion.

SECTION 1: THE ANNUAL CONFESSION

1382 1. The precept of annual confession is stated in the New Code of Canon Law as follows: “Every
Catholic of either sex, after having arrived at the years of discretion, that is, after having attained the
use of reason, is bound to confess all his sins truthfully at least once a year.”!

1c.1.C., can. 906.

a) The subject of this law is omnis utriusque sexus fidelis, i. e., every baptized Catholic who has arrived at
the age of discretion. The age of discretion, as the law itself explains, is that at which a child begins
to use his reason, i. e., about the seventh year. Pastors are consequently obliged to prepare the
children entrusted to their care for the reception of the Sacrament of Penance, hear their confession,
and give them absolution if they have committed a mortal sin, when they approach their seventh
year, nay, even earlier if they enjoy the use of reason before that age.? Pope Pius X, in his famous
decree “Quam singulari,” condemns the custom of not admitting children to confession, or not
absolving them, when they have arrived at the age of discretion.?

2 Cfr. A. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Moralis et Pastoralis, Vol. I, p. 29.
3 “Quam singulari,” Aug. 8, 1910; cfr. J. B. Ferreres, S.J., The Decree on Daily Communion, tr. by H. Jimenez, S.J.,

London 1909.

1383] b) The object of this precept is stated in the phrase, “omnia peccata sua.” It is the common opinion
of theologians that this law affects only those who have fallen into mortal sin, as there is no precept,
human or divine, which makes it obligatory to confess venial sins. The divine law does not impose
this obligation, as the Council of Trent explains,* and the Lateran law, transcribed by the Code,
merely determines the divine law.’

4 Conc. Trident., Sess. XIV, c. 5.
5 Slater, Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, pp. 576 sq.

Hence a Catholic who has committed no mortal sin in the course of a year is not strictly bound to go
to confession. It is advisable, however, that those too, who are conscious of venial sins only, go to
confession at least once a year, lest, deprived of the grace of the Sacrament of Penance, they fall more
easily into mortal sin.°

6 Tanquerey, op. cit., I, 29.

Some theologians hold that the precept of annual confession is not satisfied by confessing venial sins
only and that, therefore, if one has gone to confession, say, at the beginning of the year, or of the
paschal season, with none but venial sins, and afterwards, before the end of the year, has had the
misfortune of falling into a mortal sin, he is obliged to go again, in order to comply with the law of
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the Church. Others (Palau, Victor, Reginald, Coninck, Laymann, Bonacina, Ballerini, Génicot, Tan-
querey, etc.) hold that the ecclesiastical precept is fulfilled by any valid confession. In practice,
therefore, it will be prudent to advise, but not to compel, penitents to make another confession.’

7 Op. cit., 1, 30.

1384] ¢) The manner in which the faithful should confess their sins is described by the word “fideliter,”
which means that the confession must not be voluntarily invalid. “He who makes a sacrilegious or
voluntarily invalid confession does not satisfy the law.”® Voluntarily to make an invalid confession is
to commit a sacrilege, and the law of the Church cannot be satisfied by a sacrilege.’

8.1 C, can. 907.
? Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. I, p. 30.

d) The frequency with which confession should be made is determined by the words, “saltem semel in
anno.” The year within which the obligation must be complied with may be reckoned variously, e. g.,
from Easter to Easter, or from one confession to the next, or from the first of January to the thirty-
first of December.!® However, as the Easter time is expressly assigned for the annual Communion,
the two precepts are in practice generally fulfilled together within the time appointed for the Easter
duty.!! “Hence one who in the beginning of the year foresees that he will probably not be able to go
to confession before the year ends, if conscious of mortal sin, must receive the Sacrament of Penance
when the opportunity presents itself; for as the precept obliges “once a year,” it must be satisfied
when it is morally possible to do so.

10 cfy, J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 386; J. Bucceroni, Theol. Mor., Vol. I, n. 1558.
1 cfr, Slater, Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 577.

1385] One who is conscious of mortal sin, but has neglected to go to confession during the prescribed
period, must do so as soon as the opportunity presents itself, because the law assigns the time for
satisfying the obligation ad determinandam, not ad finiendam obligationem. This is the opinion of
most theologians, though a few eminent authors hold that the obligation ceases when the time
appointed for its fulfilment has expired.'? No difficulty is likely to arise on this head, however, as St.
Alphonsus teaches!® that one who has neglected the duty of annual confession one year, and comes
to confession the next, accusing himself of the mortal sins he has committed in both years, satisfies
his duty and is not, therefore, bound to confess twice, and the penitent, whether he knows of the
theological discussion or not, will not consider himself guilty of a multiplication of sins for not
having confessed quam primum or whenever an opportunity offered after the year had elapsed.

12 cfr. Tanquerey, Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. I, p. 30.
13 Theol. Mor., n. 669.

e) According to the present discipline it is no longer necessary to make the annual confession to
one’s pastor, or to some priest authorized by him, for the Code says: “Every Catholic is free to
confess his sins to any legitimately approved confessor, even of a different rite, as he may prefer.”!*

14 ¢ 1.C, can. 905.

13861 f) A few historical notes on the precept of annual confession may be welcome. The canon
“omnis utriusque sexus” of the fourth Lateran Council (1215), which has been received into the new
Code, is the first universal law imposing annual confession in the Latin Church. It was preceded by
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many particular or local laws, which made the practice all but general throughout the West several
centuries before that council was held. How far back the origin of this discipline goes cannot be
determined with any degree of certainty. In the early days of Christianity the faithful probably went to
confession only when they had committed “grave and mortal sins,”—sins of which St. Augustine says
that, unlike the daily faults which God Himself pardons, they can be ordinarily remitted only through
the power of the keys.!> A synodal statute of Rheims (perhaps of the seventh century) designates
Lent as the time of the year when the pastor should hear the confessions of his people. But the
authenticity of this law is doubtful. Towards the middle of the eighth century annual confession
appears to have been a common practice.!® Later it became customary to go to confession three times
a year,'” and laws to this effect were passed in various dioceses.'® But they were poorly observed. In
1215, the fourth Lateran Council finally issued its twenty-first canon, which still governs
ecclesiastical discipline on this point.'?

15 Serm., 278 (Migne, P. L., XXXVIII, 2273 sqq.).

16 Cfr. A. Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 158.

17 Ibid., pp. 162 sqq.

18 Ibid., pp. 166.

19 Text of the whole canon in the Corpus Iuris Canonici, 1. V, tit. XXXVIII; analysis in Villien, op. cit., pp. 167 sqq.

READINGS.—Ths. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 576 sq.—Ad. Tanquerey,
Synopsis Theol. Mor. et Pastor., Vol. I, pp. 27 sqq.—H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp.
713 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 386 sq.—A. Lehmkuhl, S.J., Theol. Mor.,
Vol. I, pp. 838 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 328 sqq.

1387 On the history of the precept see A. Villien, A History of the Commandments of the Church
(English tr.), St. Louis, 1915, pp. 151-188.

SECTION 2: THE EASTER COMMUNION

1388 1. The precept of the Easter Communion is formulated as follows in the new Code of Canon
Law: “Every Catholic of either sex, who has reached the age of discretion, that is, attained the use of
reason, must receive the Sacrament of the Eucharist once a year, at least during Easter time, unless
he should deem it his duty to abstain therefrom temporarily on the advice of his pastor and for some

reasonable cause.”!

1'C.1. C, can. 859, § 1; cfr. P Chas. Augustine’s Commentary, Vol. IV, pp. 237 sqq.

This precept is divine so far as its substance is concerned, but purely ecclesiastical in regard to the
time appointed for its fulfilment. In other words, it is a divine commandment to receive the Body of
Christ, aye, to receive it frequently as a nourishment of the soul; and an ecclesiastical precept to
receive it at least once a year during Easter time.

2. The time within which the Easter Communion must be made, is the paschal season, which is
reckoned from Palm Sunday to Whitsunday, but may be prolonged by the diocesan Ordinaries so as
to embrace the period from Laetare to Trinity Sunday.? In this country the bishops still enjoy the
privilege of extending the time to the first Sunday in Lent. (See Appendix, p. 418.)

2C.1.C., can. 859, § 2.
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I389] This precept is a grave one, both in itself and with regard to the time appointed for its
fulfilment, and hence a Catholic who culpably neglects to receive holy Communion within the Easter
season, commits a sin which is per se mortal.

The determination of the time within which this precept must be fulfilled was made not ad
finiendam, but ad urgendam obligationem; consequently, if one has not received holy Communion
during the paschal season, he is bound to do so afterwards, though it is not necessary that he do so
as soon as he can;? for, as De Lugo observes, “when the paschal Communion is impossible, all that
remains is the precept to communicate once a year, which can be satisfied at any time.”*

3C.1.C, can. 859, § 4.

4 De Lugo, De Euch., disp. XVI, n. 69. Cfr. Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 717. Others take a stricter view.

No one is bound to fulfil this precept as long as the paschal season has not yet commenced, even
though he may foresee that he will be prevented from making his Easter duty later. But if the paschal
season has commenced, he is bound to communicate as soon as possible in case he anticipates an
impediment, nay, to remove the impediment, even though it be grave (because the precept is divine
and grave), and he should, therefore, communicate once more during the Easter season if he can,
even though he has done so already by anticipation.®

5Cfr. C. 1. C., can. 861.

One who has received holy Communion during the paschal season as viaticum (per modum viatici), has
complied with his Easter duty and need not go to Communion again because the intention to fulfill
the law is not required by the law.

1390] This precept is not satisfied by a sacrilegious communion.

3. The place where the Easter Communion should be received is one’s parish church; those who
comply with their Easter duty in some other parish are advised to notify their pastor of the fact.®
There is no longer a strict command, therefore, to communicate in one’s parish church.

6C.1.C., can. 859, § 3.

Can. 859, § 3 says: “Who satisfies the precept in some other parish.” This seems to make it
obligatory to receive the Easter Communion either in one’s own or in some other parish church, to
the exclusion of churches that are not strictly parochial, and of public oratories. However, in Fr.
Ferreres’ opinion, this is not the mind of the legislator. “As there is no obligation, but merely a
counsel to receive the Easter Communion in one’s own parish,” he says, “there can, a fortiori, be no
obligation to receive it in some other parish church.””

7 st Alphonsus, Theol. Mor., n. 207; Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 388 sq.

4. The question at what age children should be admitted to first Communion has given rise to many
controversies and considerable differences in practice. The matter was definitely decided by a decree
of the S. C. of the Sacraments, Aug. 10, 1910, which says that children should be ad- mitted to
confession and Communion as soon as they have arrived at the age of discretion, which generally
happens about the seventh year. Of course, they should first be duly instructed. The fitness of a child
to be admitted to first Communion in forma privata is to be judged by the confessor and the parents.
Children who are not able to grasp the elementary truths of the Catholic religion are not permitted to
receive holy Communion.® If confessors and parents neglect their duty, the pastor is obliged to see to
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it that the children are admitted to the Holy Table as soon as they have attained the use of reason and
are properly disposed. For this purpose he may hold an examination if he sees fit. But to admit
children to first Communion is not strictly a parochial right, and all synodal decrees or particular
customs treating it as such are abrogated by the new Code.!°

8 C.1. C, can. 854, § 1, n. 1; cfr. P Chas. Augustine, Commentary on the New Code, Vol. IV, pp. 226 sqq.
9C.1 C, can. 854, § 5.
10 Ferreres, Comp. Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 241; P. Chas. Augustine, Commentary, Vol. IV, p. 228.

13911 Parents, confessors, teachers, and pastors are in conscience bound to see to it that all minors
entrusted to their care comply regularly with their Easter duty after they have been admitted to first
Communion.!!

1'c 1. C., can. 860.

5. The history of this precept has been traced at length by Villien.'? In the early days of Christianity
no law was required to induce the faithful to receive holy Communion frequently. But already in the
time of St. Augustine the practice of communicating on certain days, or at certain periods, was
imposed either by custom or by a law or precept.!* The Council of Agde, in Gaul (506), treated those
who did not communicate on the three great festivals of Christmas, Easter, and Pentecost, as
apostates.!* This ruling was substantially adopted by other councils, and finally through divers
collections of canons and capitularies found its way into Gratian’s Decretum and thereby became, so
to speak, a universal law.!> In course of time some churches succeeded in inducing the faithful to
receive Communion every Sunday in Lent, but the main obligation, the minimum below which no
one was allowed to fall without being cut off from Christian fellowship, was annual communion.'®
The fourth Lateran Council rendered the discipline uniform by requiring nothing more than the
minimum universally accepted. Its famous twenty-first canon, “Omnis utriusque sexus,” has
substantially found its way into the new Code.

12 History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 189-223.
13 villien, op. cit., p. 193.

14 1bid., p. 194.

15 Ibid., pp. 195 sq.

16 Ibid., p. 203.

1392] READINGS.—Ths. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, pp. 578 sq.—H. Noldin, SJ.,
Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 716 sqq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp.
387 sqq.—Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., pp. 330 sqq.

Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, English ed., pp. 189 sqq.
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Chapter V: The Precept of Contributing
to the Support of Church and Pastor

13931 1. The Church claims the right, independently of the civil power to exact from the faithful
whatever is necessary for divine worship, for the decent support of the clergy, and for all other
purposes implied in her divine mission.!

1'c.1.C., can. 1496.

To this right corresponds, on the part of the faithful, the duty of paying public worship to God and of
providing the means necessary for that worship and for the support of those engaged in it. “Know
you not,” says St. Paul, “that they who work in the holy place eat the things that are of the holy place;
and they that serve the altar, partake with the altar? So also the Lord ordained that they who preach
the gospel, should live by the gospel.”?

21 Cor. IX, 13 sqq.

“As there was special provision made by God for the support of the priests and the maintenance of
religion under the Old Law, so under the New Law our Lord commanded that His ministers should
be supported by those to whom they ministered. The faithful then are bound by divine precept to

contribute according to their means to the support of their pastors.”?

3 Thos. Slater, S.J., Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, p. 580.

[394] 2. The manner in which this obligation must be met is determined by the Church for every age
and country.

The historians of ecclesiastical discipline trace the custom of paying tithes to the very beginning of
the Christian era. Thomassin finds its first recorded manifestation in the conduct of those among the
early Christians who sold their property and gave the proceeds to the Apostles for their own support
and that of the poor.* Origen derived the precept from Holy Writ.> St. Caesarius of Arles admonished
his diocesans to “give the tithes of their harvest each year to the Church and to the poor,” adding that
good Christians should not be content with obeying this precept, but should dedicate the surplus of
the remaining nine-tenths of their crops to the needy.® The law enjoining the payment of tithes can
be traced back to the Council of Macon (585), which decreed a revival of the “ancient custom”
according to which the tithe was paid by all under pain of excommunication.” Under the Carolingian
régime the tithe attained its full development as a fiscal obligation. Gratian’s Decretum, published
about the middle of the twelfth century, contains some twenty texts on the subject. In course of time,
however, the tithe as a legal tax became odious and was no longer enforced. In France it was
suppressed after the Revolution by a series of laws, beginning with that of Sept. 21, 1789.% In the
countries where it is still enforced as a true tax of obligation, says Villien, “when one gives what he
can, no more is demanded.”’

4 Ancienne et Nouvelle Discipline de I’Eglise, P IIL, 1. 1, c. 1.

> See Migne, P. G., XII, 640 sqq.

6 Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, p. 327.
7 See the text in Villien, op. cit., pp. 329 sq.
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8 villien, op. cit., p. 355.
? Op. cit., p. 355.

1395] The new Code of Canon Law provides that, “so far as regards tithes and the payment of tithes
and first-fruits, the peculiar statutes and praiseworthy customs of each country should be
observed.”1°

10c 1. C., can. 1052.

Regarding statutes, can. 1507 says: “The taxes to be paid throughout each ecclesiastical province for
the various acts of voluntary jurisdiction, or for the execution of Apostolic rescripts, or on the
occasion of the administration of the Sacraments or sacramentals, should be determined by a
provincial council or at a meeting of the bishops of the province; but no decision taken by them shall
go into force until it has been approved by the Holy See.”

3. The obligation, then, of contributing to the support of church and pastor is a dictate both of
religion and of justice, and consequently grave; but it is not easy to determine when a mortal sin is
committed in particular cases by failure to comply with this duty. Archbishop Kenrick says: “All must
be convinced that each individual Catholic is in duty bound to contribute something on his part
towards the necessary support of the clergy; but as long as this obligation is not enjoined and defined
by any definite law, we would not venture to condemn any one as guilty of mortal sin who neglects to
contribute a fair share, provided there is no danger that the clergy suffer want and provided others
are not unduly burdened on this account. However, those who, in the circumstances just described,
refuse to give anything out of avarice, seem to be guilty of grave fault and unworthy of sacramental
absolution, because they transgress the law of Christ our Lord concerning the support of the

ministers of the gospel and endanger their own salvation and that of others.”!!

I E P Kenrick, Theol. Mor., 2nd ed., Malines 1860, p- 142: “But all ought to be persuaded that it is necessary for each
person to contribute something for his part, lest priests lack necessary support; but so long as the burden is not
imposed and defined by any certain law, we do not dare to condemn of mortal sin one who omits to contribute a fair
portion, whenever there is no danger that the priests lack it for this reason or that the other faithful are burdened
excessively. Those, however, who through avarice refuse to give anything in the circumstances which we have indicated
seem gravely guilty and unworthy of sacramental absolution; for they violate the law of Christ the Lord concerning the
support of the ministers of the Gospel and expose themselves and others to the danger of salvation.”

1396] This passage from Kenrick is quoted in Sabetti-Barrett’s Compendium Theologiae Moralis, the
manual of moral theology now most widely used in our seminaries, with the following statute of the
Third Plenary Council of Baltimore appended as a warning to the clergy not to be too exacting in
their demands: “Rumor has it (oh, that it were groundless and false!) that in some places are found
priests who, when no grave fault is apparent, deny the benefit of sacramental absolution to those of
the faithful who refuse to contribute to collections a share to which it is not clear that they are
obliged under pain of mortal sin, nay, who even (what is far more contemptible) refuse to assist the
sick and the dying and to bring them the Sacraments.”!?

12 Conc. Plen. Balt. III, n. 292; Sabetti-Barrett, Comp. Theol. Mor., 27th ed., p. 333. The passage reads as follows in the
original: “Report has it—would that it were groundless and falsel—that in some places priests are found who, where
grave fault does not appear, deny the benefit of sacramental absolution to the faithful who are unwilling to give an

offering to collections to which it is not established that they are bound under grave sin; indeed, they even refuse—
what is far more detestable—to assist the sick and those near death and to provide the sacraments. . . .”

196



13971 “Much depends,” says Father Slater, “on the degree of necessity in which a pastor is placed, and
on the means of the parishioner.”!® Entrance into the church during divine worship should be
absolutely free to all, regardless of any contrary custom existing before the promulgation of the
Code.'* No priest is justified in refusing the consolations of religion to the dying on the ground that
they have neglected the duty of supporting their pastors during life. The priest is bound to his flock
by such exalted ties that his actions must not even be suspected of material motives.

13 Slater, Manual of Moral Theol., Vol. I, p. 581.
“c.1c,can. 1181

4. Sabetti-Barrett’s Compendium in this connection asks and answers two practical questions, to wit:
a) May priests who do not receive sufficient support from their parishioners collect alms outside the
limits of their parishes? Answer: No, unless they have obtained permission from their own bishop.
For the Baltimore Council says: “Since grave inconveniences may arise from the practice of
unattached and unknown priests going about collecting alms from the faithful, it has pleased us
strictly to forbid any priest, without the written permission of his Ordinary, to collect alms outside
the congregation entrusted to his care, or in any other diocese without the permission of the

Ordinary of the same.”!”

15 Conc. Plen. Balt. II, n. 119; III, nn. 294 sqq.

1398 b) The question whether a priest may leave the altar during Mass to take up a collection, is
answered by the same authors negatively, in view of the prohibition contained in the decrees of the
Second and Third Plenary Councils of Baltimore.®

16 Sabetti-Barrett, Compend. Theol. Mor., p. 333; Conc. Plen. Balt. III, n. 293: “Most grave are the words of the
preceding Council by which it condemned the perverse manner of acting of those priests who withdraw from the altar
during the very solemnities of Mass and go around the sacred building asking alms from each of the faithful. But such
obstinacy of some and such sloth in observing even the strictest laws appears that we, who have been appointed
guardians of ecclesiastical laws, are constrained to promulgate anew and inculcate with a loud voice the decree of our
predecessors. Therefore, we reprove the noted most shameful abuse, injurious to the Church and her sacred rites,
which provokes the blush and indignation of Catholics but the derision and contempt of non-Catholics, and we decree
that it is to be utterly rooted out. In this matter the conscience of each bishop is burdened.”

In collecting the customary revenues from the faithful the clergy should carefully avoid anything and
everything that might arouse a suspicion of avarice or render the Catholic religion odious to the
faithful or contemptible to non-Catholics.!”

17 H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 749.

READINGS.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. I, pp. 580 sq.—H. Noldin, SJ.,
Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, pp. 748 sq.—]J. B. Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 382
sq.—J. Wernz, SJ., Ius Decretalium, Vol. III, nn. 142, 214.—Sabetti-Barrett, Compendium Theol.
Mor., pp. 332 sqq.—E P. Kenrick, Theologia Moralis, 2nd ed., Vol. I, Malines 1860, pp. 140 sqq.

A. Villien, History of the Commandments of the Church, pp. 320-356.
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Chapter VI: The Law of the Church Concerning Books

13991 1. The legislation of the Church concerning books is partly preventive and partly repressive.

2. Its underlying principle is stated thus in the new Code: “The Church has the right to demand that
the faithful should not publish books which she herself has not previously examined, and also, for a
just cause, to forbid books, by whomsoever published.”!

lCc.1.C., can. 1384, § 1.

The laws now in force, both in regard to preventive censorship and the prohibition of books, are
contained in Book III, Title XXIII, can. 1384 to 1405, of the Code. All previous legislation is expressly
abrogated, but the Index of Forbidden Books, as last edited and published in the year 1900, remains
in force.?

2 See infra, pp. 415 sq.

3. The laws of both censorship and prohibition affect not only books properly so called,® but also
periodical publications, in fact all published writings, except where the contrary is evident from the
text of a law. Hence, generally speaking, this legislation does not apply to manuscripts, type-written
or lithographed sheets, etc., unless they are issued in considerable numbers and sold like books; nor
does it apply to non-periodical publications of very small size and insignificant content.*

3H. Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. II, p. 701.

‘cL C., can. 1381, § 2; cfr. J. B. Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 625 sqq.; Noldin, Summa Theol. Mor.,
Vol. II, pp. 726 sq.

1400| 4. Though all laws referring to the censorship and prohibition of books may be interpreted
leniently, yet, as St. Alphonsus says, in matters of this kind it is ordinarily better to follow the stricter
opinion.®

5A M. Arregui, S.J., Summarium Theol. Mor., 4th ed., p. 256.

No prohibitive law on this subject ceases to bind except when it would miss its purpose by being
obeyed, as when one is obliged to refute a forbidden book and cannot obtain timely permission to
read the same. The reason is that such laws are based upon the general presumption that the thing
prohibited constitutes a universal danger.®

6 Ibid., p. 256.

SECTION 1: THE PREVENTIVE CENSORSHIP OF BOOKS

[401] I. The preventive censorship of books consists in an examination made before they are
published, followed by a judgment of approbation or condemnation.

1. The previous permission of the Holy See is required for the publication of a) Any authentic
collection, in whatever language, of prayers and pious works to which the Holy See has attached
indulgences; and of b) Any list of Apostolic indulgences, or summary of indulgences, whether
collected at some former time and never approved, or newly collected from diverse documents;! also
of ¢) Any vernacular translation of Holy Scripture without notes drawn from the writings of the holy
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Fathers and of Catholic theologians;> with the possible exception of certain devotional parts of the
Bible, which are apt to kindle the piety of the faithful, such as the Psalter, the Sunday gospels, etc.;
these, according to a probable opinion,® the bishop can permit without notes.

I'c.1.C, can. 1388, § 2.
2C.1.C., can. 1391.
3 Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 632.

[402| 2. The permission of the Sacred Congregation of Rites is required for the publication of
anything and everything pertaining to the beatification and canonization of saints.*

‘c L C., can. 1395 sq.

3. The permission of the prefects of the various Roman congregations is necessary for reprinting the
decrees of the respective congregations in new editions.’

>C. 1 C., can. 1389.

4. The permission of the diocesan Ordinary, that is, the bishop of the diocese in which the author
lives, or in which the book is printed or published, is required for the publication of a) Any book,
pamphlet, summary or leaflet containing indulgences,® and of b) All books of Holy Scripture, or notes
or commentaries on the same,” or translations or paraphrases of such books in the vernacular with
notes from the Fathers and approved theologians,® or books which treat of Sacred Scripture, revealed
or natural theology, Church history, Canon Law, ethics, and other religious and moral disciplines;9
and of c¢) Books or pamphlets containing prayers, devotions or instructions on religious, moral,
ascetical, mystical or similar subjects, even though they appear to promote piety;!° and of d) Any
other writings having special reference to, or involving the interests of, faith or morals;'! and of e)
Sacred images or pictures, no matter how manifolded, with or without prayers attached.!?
6C.1.C,can. 1388, § 1.

7C.1.C,can.1385,§ 1, n. 1.

8C.1.C, can. 1391.

9C.1.C, can. 1385, § 1, n. 2.

10 1hid.

1 Ibid.

12 Can. 1385, § 1, n. 3.

1403] 5. No cleric may publish books on profane subjects, or write for newspapers or magazines, or
edit any periodical publications, without the permission of his Ordinary.'?

13¢.1.C, can. 1386, § 1.

6. Religious, besides the permission of the diocesan Ordinary, must have also that of their major
superior in order to publish any of the things listed under n. 5 and n. 4, b, ¢, d, and e.!*

4 C.1.C, can. 1385, § 3; can. 1386.

Except for a just and reasonable cause, approved by the Ordinary of the diocese, neither clerics nor

laymen are allowed to write for newspapers, reviews, or magazines that habitually attack Catholic
faith or morals.
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The permission of the Bishop (imprimatur) must be printed in the beginning or at the end of the book
or picture thus approved, and must contain the name of the Ordinary or his representative, together
with the place and date when the permission was granted.!®

I5¢c.1.C,can. 1391, § 1.

A new imprimatur is required for the translation of an approved book into some other language and
for each new edition of the book itself, but not for articles or excerpts reprinted from periodicals.!®

16 ¢ 1. C, can. 1392.

1404] No episcopal imprimatur is necessary for reprinting liturgical books or any parts thereof, or
litanies approved by the Holy See, but the Ordinary of the diocese where they are printed or
published must certify that the text conforms to the originals.!”

17C. 1. C., can. 1390.

SECTION 2: THE PROHIBITION OF BOOKS
1405] 1. The right and duty to forbid books for a just cause belongs:

a) For the universal Church, to the Supreme Pontiff and to ecumenical councils; b) For their
respective subjects, a) To the diocesan Ordinaries and particular councils; B) To the abbots of
independent monasteries and to the highest superiors of exempt institutes of religious clerics, acting
together with their chapter or council; or, y) When delay would be dangerous, to the other major
superiors, acting with the advice of their consultors; but in this case the highest superior must be
informed of the matter as soon as possible.!

1'c.1.C, can. 1395.

2. Laws prohibiting books do not affect:

a) Cardinals, bishops (diocesan and titular), and other Ordinaries,” including the major superiors of
exempt clerical orders,? all of whom, however, must apply the necessary precautions.

2C.1.C, can. 1401.
3C.1.C, can. 198, § 1.
1406] When issued by the Roman Pontiff or by his authority, these laws do affect.

b) All other members of the Church, no matter where they live or into what language the forbidden
books are translated; when issued by an inferior prelate, they bind all his subjects.*

4C. 1. C, can. 1395 sq.

3. The common law of the Church, as laid down in the Code, forbids:

a) All editions of the original text and the ancient Catholic versions of Sacred Scripture, including
those of the Eastern Church, when published by non-Catholics; also all translations of the Bible or
any part thereof, into whatever tongue, when made by non-Catholics or edited by them.®

5C.1.C., can. 1399.

The use of such editions of Holy Scripture and vernacular translations as lack the required
approbation is permitted to those who are engaged in theological or scriptural studies, provided,
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however, that the editions are faithfully and completely edited and do not attack the doctrines of the
Catholic Church, either in their prolegomena or notes.®

6C.1. C., can. 1400.

b) The common law further forbids all books, pamphlets, leaflets, and periodicals, no matter by
whom composed, that defend heresy or schism, or in any way strive to undermine the foundations of
religion.”

7C.1.C, can. 1399, n. 2.

1407| This prohibition, in the opinion of competent theologians, includes all writings which in word
or picture (caricature) ridicule religion and aim at subverting its foundations. But it does not include
encyclopedias compiled by Catholics and non-Catholics in collaboration, even though the articles

contributed by the latter may contain heresies or champion materialism and other grievous errors.®

8 Cfr. Arregui, Summarium Theol. Mor., p. 260; Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 636.

¢) The common law of the Church also forbids all books that purposely or professedly attack religion
or morals.’

9C.1 C, can. 1399, n. 3.

d) Also all books written by non-Catholics, which treat ex professo'® of religion, unless it is certain
that they contain nothing against the Catholic faith.!!

10.0n the meaning of this phrase see Timothy Hurley, A Commentary on the Present Index Legislation, Dublin 1907,
pp- 84 sqq.

¢ L., can. 1399, n. 4.
e) Likewise, unapproved editions of, or commentaries upon Sacred Scripture, or translations into the
vernacular, whether with or without notes; also those mentioned supra, as well as all books describing

new apparitions, revelations, visions, prophecies, or miracles or introducing new devotions, even
though it be under the pretext that they are private, if published without canonical approbation.'?

2o C., can. 1385, § 1, n. 1; can. 1391; can. 1385, § 1, n. 2; cfr. Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 638.

f) The common law also forbids books which impugn or deride any Catholic dogma, or defend errors
that have been condemned by the Holy See, or detract from divine worship, or attempt to subvert the
discipline of the Church, or purposely (data opera) malign the ecclesiastical hierarchy or the clerical or
religious state.

1408 | g) All books that teach or recommend any form of superstition, witchcraft, divination, magic,
the evocation of spirits, or other similar practices.

h) All books that represent duelling, suicide or divorce as permissible, or defend Freemasonic or
other societies of the same kind as useful and not pernicious to Church and society.

i) Also all books which treat ex professo of lascivious or obscene things.

j) Also any and all editions of approved liturgical books in which anything has been changed, so that
they no longer agree with the authentic originals approved by the Holy See.

k) Also all books containing spurious indulgences or such as have been proscribed or revoked by the
Holy See.
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1) Also images or pictures, no matter how manifolded, of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Blessed Virgin
Mary, the angels and saints or other servants of God, depicted contrary to the mind and the decrees
of the Church.!?

Ber C., can. 1399; cfr. Ferreres, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 637.
1409] The last-mentioned prohibition does not affect statues, coins, or paintings.

4. The effects of the prohibition of a book by the ecclesiastical authorities are indicated in canon
1398, as follows:

a) The prohibition of a book has the effect that it cannot, without due permission, be published, or
read, or retained, or sold, or translated into another language, or in any way communicated to

others.'*

4 ¢ 1.C,can. 1398, § 1.

b) A book which has been in any way forbidden, may not be republished except after the necessary
corrections have been made and permission has been obtained from him who forbade it, or from his
superior or successor in office.®

15Cc.1.C., can. 1398, § 3.

To publish a book (edere) means to cause it to be manifolded and disseminated, either at one’s own
expense, or at the expense of somebody else.!®

16 A, Vermeersch, S.J., De Prohibitione et Censura Librorum, 4th ed., Rome 1906, n. 49, 127.

To read a book means to peruse it understandingly, not merely to listen to its being read, or gaze at
the letters without comprehending their significance.

To retain a book means to keep it in one’s house, or to entrust it to another, without relinquishing
one’s ownership. This prohibition does not affect book-binders and librarians.

A forbidden book may not be sold, either publicly or in private, nor may it be given or loaned to any
one who has not permission to read forbidden books.

[410] 5. The laws of the Church on books bind per se under pain of mortal sin, but admit of parvitas
materiae.

It is a mortal sin to retain a dangerous book that has been forbidden by the Church, for more than a
month, or to read any considerable part of it, or to read any passage in it which is apt to cause serious
danger to faith or morals. It is also grievously sinful to read habitually forbidden newspapers or
magazines, or any sizeable pamphlet or article directly opposed to faith or morals.

6. Permission to read and retain books forbidden by the common law of the Church or by decree of
the Apostolic See, can be obtained for a just and reasonable cause from the Supreme Pontiff, either
personally or through the Roman Congregations.

The diocesan bishop can give permission to individuals to read single forbidden books in urgent
cases. If he has obtained the necessary faculty for this purpose from the Holy See, he may also give a
general permission, but should not do so except for a just and reasonable cause.
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The general faculty to read forbidden books does not extend to books specially forbidden by the
Ordinaries, unless the respective papal indult contains the clause “a quibuslibet damnatos,” or
something to the same effect.!”

17¢c 1. C., can. 1402 sq.

14111 No permission, from whomsoever obtained, excuses a person from obeying the precept of the
natural law which forbids the reading of books that constitute a proximate occasion of sin, and
commands that forbidden books be properly safeguarded, so that they do not fall into the hands of
those who are not allowed to read them.'®

18 ¢ 1.C., can. 1405, § 1; can. 1403, § 2.

Catholic booksellers are forbidden to sell, loan or retain books that treat ex professo, i. e., of set
purpose, of obscene things, and they should not sell prohibited books unless they have permission to
do so from the Holy See, and even then, should sell them only to those of whom it may be prudently
presumed that they are authorized to read and keep them.!®

D¢ C., can. 1404; cfr. A. M. Arregui, S.J., Summarium Theol. Mor., of which we have made liberal use in compiling
this section.

7. To denounce dangerous books is a duty incumbent upon all Catholics, but especially upon clerics
and ecclesiastical dignitaries, and among these more particularly upon the delegates of the Apostolic
See, the diocesan Ordinaries, and the rectors of Catholic universities.’° Denunciation may be made
either to the Ordinary of the diocese, or directly to the Holy See, and should contain not only the title
of the book, but also, if possible, a statement of the reasons why it is considered dangerous.?! Those
who receive such a denunciation are bound in conscience to keep the name of the accuser secret.??
Local Ordinaries should, either personally or through reliable priests, watch over the books published

and sold within their territories.??

20C.1.C, can. 1397, § 1.
21 C.1.C,, can. 1397, § 1 and 2.
22C.1.C,, can. 1397, § 3.
23 C.1.C,, can. 1397, § 4.

[412| Books that demand a more careful examination or call for action on the part of the supreme
authority, should be submitted by the Ordinaries to the judgment of the Holy See.?*

24 C. 1. C., can. 1397, § 5.

To decide whether this or that particular book is forbidden by the general laws of the Church is left to
the judgment of the individual, unless a special declaration exists on the subject. Hence, when one is
in doubt as to the character of a book, whether it belongs to the category of forbidden books or not,
one is allowed to read as much of it as may be necessary to form an opinion. Those who are unable to
form a judgment for themselves, should consult learned men, especially their pastor or confessor.?®

25y, Noldin, S.J., Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 747.

Generally speaking, the law of nature forbids the reading of any book that one feels to be dangerous
to faith or morals. Nor does that law make any distinction between bad books of one kind or another,
or between the manner of reading, whether a book be read in the ordinary way or by listening to
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others. The prohibition ceases with the danger. Consequently, the same book may be prohibited to
one person and permitted to another.

|413| The gravity of the sin committed by reading a book forbidden by the law of nature depends, not
on the quality or size of the volume, but simply and solely on the danger arising to the reader from
its perusal. If there is proximate danger of mortal sin, the act of reading such a book is mortally
sinful; but if the danger of mortal sin is remote, or there is danger of committing a venial sin only, the
act of reading is venially sinful. Hence it is permitted, for a proportionately grave reason, to read
books from which only a slight or remote danger of sin is to be feared.?®

26 Noldin, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 736 sqq.

READINGS.—A. M. Arregui, S.J., Summarium Theol. Mor., 4th ed., Bilbao 1919, pp. 250-263.—
Sabetti-Barrett, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., 28th ed., New York 1920, pp. 334-342.—]. B.
Ferreres, S.J., Compendium Theol. Mor., 9th ed., Barcelona 1918, pp. 404-419.—Joseph Hilgers, S.J.,
art. “Censorship of Books,” in the Cath. Encyclopedia, Vol. II, pp. 519 sqq.—T. Hurley, Commentary
on the Present Index Legislation, Dublin 1907.—A. Vermeersch, S.J., De Prohibitione et Censura
Librorum, 4th ed., Rome 1906.—]. Hollweck, Das kirchliche Biicherverbot, 2nd ed., Mayence, 1897.
—Alb. Sleumer, Index Romanus, 6th ed., Osnabriick 1915.—Ph. Schneider, Die neuen Biichergesetze
der Kirche, Mayence 1900.—G. Péries, LIndex, Paris 1898.—A. Boudinhon, La Nouvelle Législation
de I'Index, Paris 1899.—]. Wernz, Jus Decretalium, Vol. III, Rome 1901, n. 95-131.—H. Noldin, S.J.,
Summa Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 722 sqq.—]J. Hilgers, S.J., Der Index der verbotenen Biicher, Freiburg
i. B. 1904.—Art. “Index of Prohibited Books” in the Catholic Dictionary, 9th ed., London 1917, pp.
449 sqq.—Thos. Slater, S.J., A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. II, pp. 459 sqq. (contains the full text,
in English, of Leo XIII’s Constitution “Officiorum et munerum”).

SECTION 3: THE INDEX OF FORBIDDEN BOOKS

[415] 1. The whole of the Church’s organization against pernicious literature is generally called the
Index. In this organization there are three principal parts—(a) the laws governing the censorship and
prohibition of books, as set forth in the preceding two Sections, (b) the Congregation of the Index,
which has lately been combined with the Congregation of the Holy Office, and (c) the Index of
Forbidden Books, i. e., a list or catalogue of books which are expressly forbidden to Catholics. This
list forms the second and larger part of the volume entitled “Index Librorum Prohibitorum,” which,
up to the publication of the new Code, contained the entire ecclesiastical legislation relating to
books. The general laws have now been superseded by the respective canons of the Code, but the list
or catalogue remains in force, as revised under Leo XIII and re-edited under Pius X, and is being
added to at irregular intervals.

2. The Church has always exercised the greatest vigilance in protecting her children against the
dangers that lurk in unregulated reading. Lists of dangerous and therefore forbidden books were
drawn up in various dioceses or provinces at a very early date. Pope Pontianus condemned the
heretical writings of Origen. Leo the Great suppressed the books of the Priscillianists. Leo IX
condemned the writings of Scotus Eriugena and Berengarius on the Holy Eucharist. The Council of
Constance ordered all the books of John Hus to be publicly burnt. Leo X, in the Bull “Exsurge”
(1520), condemned the earlier heretical writings of Luther.
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1416] The first Roman “Index of Prohibited Books” was published in 1559, under Paul IV. Each
succeeding edition contained new titles. Leo XIII reorganized the ecclesiastical legislation in regard to
forbidden books and revised the catalogue known as “Index,” giving it the form it still retains. A few
dozen titles have been added since this revision (1900).

3. It is a mistake to assume that all forbidden books are on the Index. In matter of fact only a very
small portion of the books proscribed by the natural law and by ecclesiastical decrees are mentioned
in that catalogue. Nor does it contain the worst books in their respective classes, as some people
imagine, but merely those which were at one time or another reported to the Holy See and formally
condemned.

[417] The clause “opera omnia” includes only those books of an author which treat of religious subjects
or are forbidden by a general or a special decree of the Holy See, e. g., on account of their obscenity.!
It does not include books published by the same author after the promulgation of the “opera omnia”
decree, though they may justly be regarded as suspect and presumed to fall under some general
decree, unless the writer has given signs of a change of mind.?

1 See the Preface to the Index. If there is question of a Catholic and “it is established concerning some certain book of

his that it is prohibited neither by any general decree nor by another special one, you would not rashly judge this book
to be exempt from that general prescription.” (Ed. 3a, Rome 1911).

2 Ibid.
The clause “donec corrigatur” has reference only to the manner of the prohibition, not to its effect.?
3 Ibid.

4. Laymen should guide themselves by the advice of their confessor in all matters pertaining to

dangerous books and newspapers.*

4. C. Inquis., 1832, ad Episc. Helvet. The bishops of Switzerland had inquired: “Whether the faithful, with a safe
conscience, can read newspapers or books which have not undergone the censorship of the Ordinary?” The answer
was: “Let them have recourse to their confessor.” (Cfr. Ferreres, Compend. Theol. Mor., Vol. I, p. 418).

The confessor himself should follow the directions of the bishop and always remember the
admonition of St. Alphonsus that in matters of this kind it is ordinarily safer to follow the stricter in

preference to the more lenient opinion.®

> “In this matter it is ordinarily expedient to follow the safer opinions.” Cfr. Ferreres, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 418.

|418| READINGS.—]J. B. Ferreres, Compendium Theol. Mor., Vol. I, pp. 417 sqq.—G. Péries, LIndex,
Paris 1898.—]J. Hilgers, S.J., Der Index der verbotenen Biicher, Freiburg i. B. 1904 (the opus
classicum on the subject).—E X. Betten, S.J., The Roman Index of Forbidden Books, 6th ed., St. Louis
1920 (a useful summary in popular style).—J. Hollweck, Das Kirchliche Biicherverbot, 2nd ed.,
Mayence 1897.

APPENDIX

The Fathers of the First Provincial Council of Baltimore, in 1829, petitioned the Holy See for a
prolongation of the Paschal season from the first Sunday of Lent to Trinity Sunday, inclusive. The
petition was granted by the S. C. de Propaganda Fide, Sept. 26, 1830.! The concession reads: “granted
the requested faculty,” without a time limit. It entered the Second Plenary Council of Baltimore, in
1866,> and thus became a particular law for the United States. As such it would have to go according
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to can. 6, n. 1 of the new Code; but as the grant was originally made in the form of a faculty or an
indult, and particular privileges and indults remain in force even after the promulgation of the Code,
unless expressly revoked, our bishops may, and some of them do, continue to make use of this
privilege of extending the Paschal season.

1 Coll. Lac. Conc., t. I1I, col. 36.

2 Coll. cit., t. VI, col. 464.
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INDEX (VOLUME IV)

ABSTINENCE, 352 sqq., 356 sqq., 364 sqq.

Adoration, 139 sq.

Alexander VII, 371.

Almsgiving, 352 sqq.

Alphonsus, St., 333 sq., 342, 365, 400, 417.

Ambrose, St., 107 sq., 202.

Amusement, 328 sqq.

Angelus, 163 sq.

Antoninus, St., 315, 316.

Apostasy, 39 sq.

Aridity of the soul, 80, 128 sq.

Astrology, 274 sq.

Athanasius, St., 357.

Atheism, 36.

Auger, Edmund, 314.

Augustine, St., 17, 18, 21, 30, 32, 65, 99, 108, 109,
110, 111, 134, 135, 160, 202, 386, 392.

Ave Maria, 161 sqq.

Aversion for God, 57 sq.

BARBER’S TRADE, 333.

Baseball, 333 sq.

Bernard, St., 65, 148.

Bible, 401, 402.

Birrell, Augustine, 198.

Blasphemy, 181 sqq.

Booksellers, 411.

Books, Law of the Church concerning, 399 sqq.

Breviary, 115 sqq.

Bula de Cruzada, 363.

Busembaum, S. J., 342.

Business on Sunday, 333 sq.

CANISIUS, BL. PETER, 315.

Carpzov, Benedict, 299.

Censorship of books, 399 sqq.

Charity, Nature of, 71 sqq.; Motive of, 74; Object of,
74 sqq.; Necessity of, 77 sqq.; Fruits and effects, 85
sqq.; Sins against, 91 sqq.; Works of, on Sunday,
334 sq.

Christian Science, 305 sqq.

Clairvoyance, 291.

Clavasio, Angelo de, 315.
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Code, New, 320, 363, 368, 369, 386, 392, 395, 399,
406.

Collation, 365.

Commandments of the Church, 313 sqq.; Object of,
313 sq.; History, 314 sq.; Number, 315 sqq.;
Obligation, 319 sqq.

Communion, Easter, 388 sqq.

Concupiscence, 15.

Confession, Annual, 381 sqq.

Confidence, 131 sq.

Contemplation, 148 sqq.

Contempt of God, 92.

Credulity, 40 sq.

Creed, The, 168 sqq.

Cruelty to animals, 75.

Cursing, 187 sq.

Cyprian, St., 24, 107, 130.

DAYS OF FASTING AND ABSTINENCE, 356 sqq.

Deharbe’s catechism, 317.

Demons, Man’s relation to, 294 sqq.

Denunciation of books, 411 sq.

Departed, souls of the, 302 sq.

Despair, 66 sqq.

Devotion, 127 sqq.

Didaché, 355, 357, 367, 368.

Dispensation from fasting, 376 sq.

Distraction at prayer, 124 sqq.

Divination, 274 sqq., 408.

Divining rod, 300 sqq.

Dominic, St., 165 sqq.

Doubt, 27 sqq., 132.

Doxology, 161.

Doyle, Conan, 283.

EASTER DUTY, 346 sq.

Ecclus. VIII, 15, 135.

Eclecticism, 35 sq.

Eddy, Mrs. M. B., 305.

Ember Days, 359 sqq.

Enos, 97.

Error against the faith, 31 sq.

Evil, 105.



Excess of hope, 58 sqq.
FAIRS, 333 sq.

Faith, Nature of, 1 sqq.; Necessity of, 6 sqq.; Duty and

extent of, 9 sqq.; Qualities and fruits of, 18 sqq.;
Sins against, 27 sqq.

Faith-healing, 305 sqq.

Fanaticism, Religious, 93 sqq.

Farber, Wm., 317.

Fasting, 348 sqq.

Fides divina, theologica, catholica, 4 sq.; Implicita, explicita,

9; Actualis, habitualis, 13 sq.

First Communion, 391 sq.

Fishing, 332.

Friday abstinence, 362 sq.

Fruits, 371.

GELASIUS, POPE, 360.

Goltz, Bogumil, 330.

Grace, 61 sq.

Grace of healing, 308.

Gratitude, 87 sq.

Gregory the Great, St., 151 sq.

Gregory VII, 360.

HAIL MARY, 161 sqq.

Hales, Alexander of, 320.

Hatred of God, 91 sq.

Hearing the word of God, Duty of, 335 sq.

Heresy, 29 sqq.

Hermas, Shepherd of, 353, 357.

Herolt, John, O.P, 17, 130.

Holydays of obligation, 325 sqq.

Holy Week, 357.

Hope, Nature of, 44 sqq.; Object of, 48 sqq.;
Necessity of, 50 sq.; Qualities of, 53 sq.; Fruits of,
54 sqq.; Sins against, 57 sqq.

Humility, 132 sq.

“Hymelstras,” 329 sq.

Hypnotism, 278 sqq.

IENTACULUM, 372 sq.

Ignorance, 32 sq.

Imprecations, 187 sqq.

Imprimatur, 403 sq.

Index of Forbidden Books, 42, 415 sqq.

Indifferentism, 35.

Indolence, Moral, 92 sq.
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Indulgences, 401, 408.

Indults regarding abstinence, 378 sqq.
Infidelity, 7, 33 sqq., 271.

Innocent IV, 363.

Innocent VIII, 299 sq.

Institoris, Henry, 300.

Intercession, Prayer of, 141 sqq.
Interior prayer, 146 sqq.

Irreverent use of the name of God, 185 sqq.
Isidore, St., 133, 134.

JEROME, ST, 361.

Jesus, Praying in the name of, 136 sq.
Joy in God, 85 sqq.

Justification, 65.

Justin Martyr, St., 24.

KELLNER, 359.

Kenrick, E P, 395.

Keppler, Bishop, 85, 329.

LABOR, SERVILE, 326 sq., 330 sqq.
Lent, 356 sqq.
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Litany of the Sacred Heart of Jesus, 175.
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Love, 72 sq.
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Magic wand, 300 sqq.
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Mass, 195; Duty of hearing, 336 sqq.
Meditation, 146 sqq.
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Milk and eggs, 369.

Miracles, 36 sqq., 407.
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Mpysticism, Superstitious, 309 sqq.
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Mystic union of the soul with God, 149 sq.

NEPOTISM, 238.

Noldin, H., S.J., 63 sq., 308.

OATH, Definition of 243; Division of, 243 sqq;
Lawfulness of, 246 sqq.; Conditions of validity and
licitness, 252 sqq.; Sins in connection with, 263
sqq.
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Oratio Communis, 171.

Ordeals, 273 sq.

Ordo, 119.
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Photography, 332.

Phrenology, 275 sq.
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Sermons, 335 sq.

Simony, 235 sqq.
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Stoicism, 101.
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Superstition, Definition of, 269 sq.; Nature of, 270
sq.; In the natural order, 273 sqq.; In the
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Theatrical performances, 333 sq.
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Thomasius, 299.

Thurston, Herbert, S.J., 300.
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Victor, Richard of St., 152.

Vigilantius, Pope, 361.

Vigil fasts, 361 sqq.

Villien, A., 315, 361, 368, 391, 395.

Visions, 149 sq., 153 sq., 311, 407.

Vow, Definition of, 199 sq.; Religious and moral
character of, 201 sq.; Division of vows, 204 sqq.;
Object of, 208 sqq.; Conditions of validity, 212
sqq.; Obligation of, 217 sqq.; Interpretation of, 222
sq.; Cessation of, 224 sqq.; Commutation of, 226
sqq.; Dispensation from, 229 sq.

WAY OF THE CROSS, 176 sq.

Weiss, A. M., O.P, 86.
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