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The members of the Soclety are dispersed in every corner of the world,
and divided into as many nations and kingdoms as the earth has limits:
division, however, marked only by the distance of places, not of senti-
ments; by the difference of languages, not of affection; by the dissem-
blance of faces, not of manners. In that family the Latin thinks as the
Greek, the Portuguese as the Brazilian, the Hibernian as the Sumatran,
the Spaniard as the French, the English as the Flemish; and amongst so
many different geniuses, no controversy, no contention; nothing which
gives you a hint to perceive that they are more than ONE. . . . Their
birthplace offers them no motive of persounal interest. . . . Same aim,
same conduct, same vow, which like a conjugal knot has tied them
together. . . . At the least sign, one man turns and returns the entire
Society, and shapes the revolution of so large a body. It is easy to move,
but difficult to shake.

Imago primi sceculi Societatis Jesu; published with the author-
ization of Mutio Vitelleschi, General ; 1640.

These doctrines, the consequence of which would destroy natural law,
that rule of morality which God himself has implanted in the hearts of
men, aud, consequently, would break all the ties of clvil soclety, in anthor-
izing theft, lying, perjury, the most criminal impurity, and generally
all passions and all crimes, by the teaching of secret compensation, of
equivocation, of mental restrictions, of probabilism and philosophical
sin; destroy all feelings of humanity among men, in authorizing homi-
cide and parricide, annihilate royal authorlty, etc., etc. . . .

Decree of the Parliament of Paris, 5th of March, 1762,
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Notice

FOR THE THIRTEENTH EDITION.

THE invitation that T have addressed in my preface (page 23),
¢ to my enemies’’ has been heard. They have been kind enough
to indicate a certain number of mistakes in the translation, which
I have corrected in the present edition. I may safely say besides,
that they were of no importance, except one, pointed out by
Monsieur ’Abbe Danglas, who appears to have made a deep
study of my book.

‘We believe after so many criticisms, coming from men so compe-
tent, and surely not blinded by their friendship for my person,
that my translation may henceforth be considered sufficiently per-
fect and labelled ne varietur.

We will then let it stand as it is. However, it is my duty, in
offering to the reader this 13th corrected edition, to thank those
who have made themselves my fellow-workers, without inquiring
about the feelings that have inspired them. I hope that their
satisfaction will equal my sincerity in offering them the expression
of my gratitude.

Paris, the 18th of May, 1880.



PUBLISHERS’ PREFACE.

In esending forth the present work, it will not be necessary
to say much by way of introduction. M. Paul Bert, who
translated Gury’s works from the Latin into the French (from
which French this translation has in turn been made), was a
statesman of great ability, having the courage of his convic-
tions. He saw the harm done to society by allowing the
Jesuits to become educators of the French youth, and strug-
gled successfully to bave them disqualified by law from man-
agement of such education. This book is a terrible exposure
of the principles of these would-be teachers of religion.
Their religious principles are simply statutable crimes, un-
natural and repugnant to all good men; and how we Ameri-
cans can Jet them train our children, when the great French
pation across the water have decided that they are unfit to
control the instruction of its youth, it is not easy to tell.
Surely, we should have as much concern that our future cit-
izens be not indoctrinated in crime, as the French.

The value of a book like that in the hands of the reader
is, that it settles a controversy as to the moral worth of the
principles of the Society of Jesus. Protestants have claimed
that those principles are abominable; Rome, on the other
hand, has said that they are holy and good. The book tells
what those principles are: namely, murder, lying, stealing,
perjury, and the like. And thus, out of their own mouth
these bad men stand self-condemned.

As to the trauslation—there may be some errors ; it would
be wonderful if there were not. But we believe the sense at
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least of the original is preserved. However, if the reader
sees anything that should be changed to make it more exactly
accord with the original, we shall be happy to correct it in
future editions, upon notification. If the Jesuit does not
like the translation here given, we will print his own render-
ing, provided we are satisfied it is true to the original text.

Hoping all will give aid as they are able to help extend
the circulation of this book, we rémain

THE PUBLISHERS.




Pevication

To M. FREPPEL, BisHor oF ANGERS,

WHO HAS PUBLICLY CALLED ME A CALUMNIATOR AND A FALSIFIER
OF TEXTS.

Moxsizur L’EVEQUE:

To you I dedicate this book ; and that is justice ; for without you
it would not have been born. On the morrow after my speeches
of July 1879, an avalanche of pamphlets, letters, articles, either
anonymous or signed with names more or less authentic, from
Jesuits, or from persons pretending to be so, fell on me. I cared
little about the vulgar insalts, threatenings even, that were heaped
in them, and returned to my studies without otherwise heeding

*¢This lot of insulters howling at my breeches.”

As for you, coming into line, you have bluntly called me a ca-
lomniator and falsifier of texts. This, from & former colleague in
Sorbonne, paid by the State, and of about the same rank as I in the
administrative hierarchy, could not remain without an answer.
To that answer I gave the form of this present book. Why? I
am going to give the explanation in a preface which will interest
others than you. And it is the publie at large to whom I appeal,
who shall judge between you and me.

You have deeply offended me, Monsieur I’Eveque ; but, let me
tell you, although that may be very indifferent to you, I bear you
no grudge. It is clear for me that you have not been able to
understand the value, applied to a man of science, of the expres-
sions used by you.

Calumniator, falsifier, imposwr, are, in. tact, words of frequent
use in the language of the thaumaturgists; and which they com-
monly exchange between each other, without appearing to attach
any importance to them, by those who live on human credulity and
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foolishness. Let them throw at each other’s heads the famous
¢t Mentiris impudentissime,” nobody cares.

But, do you not know, Monsieur ’Eveque, what is a man o/
science ; with what a pure worship he devotes his life to the seek-
ing of the Truth, the eternal and holy Truth, which he invokes
and pursues, in spite of the anathemas of bewildered super-
stition? Do you not know that his respected word cannot be
impugned? Do you not know that the least suspicion of his
veracity inflicts on him the most deadly injury; that lying is for
him, what prevarication is for the judge, and cowardice for the
soldier? No, surely, you are not accustomed to speak to men of
science.

And now here are the documents of the prosecution. Your
‘¢ eminent moralist,” as you call him,—that Gury the text of whomn
you accuse me of having matilated, and falsified the intentions, is
going to be appreciated by every one. I went to seek him in his
den; I have stripped him of the impure Latin behind which he was
hiding ; I haye reduced him to his simplest expression ; and I bring .
him forth before the public, in the light of day, ashamed of his
nakedness and blinking in the rays of the sun. '

Compare now my requisitions of the 5th and 7th of July with
the text of the Jesuit, the justificative document. Calmly I wait
for the judgment, having remained far beneath the truth.

Ah! the Jesuits called me a falsifler, a calumniator ; and you put
yourself, Monsieur 1’Eveque, at their head or in their train. It
matters little! Ah! Bazile has veiled his face, Tartuffe has blushed
at last! They who made of calumny a system, and of lying a
theory, they felt the whip, and cried : Imposture! Who were the
impostors? Themselves |

Ah! It is their usual game.

Who has not seen in the streets of our large cities, running
before & group, bound to overtake him, a frightened man, crying
louder than all: ¢ Stop thief!” Who is he? The simpletons
alone are deceived. . . .

Monsieur ’Eveque, to you I dedicate this book.

Paur Berrt.
Paris, the 27th of February, 1880.




PREFACE.

I.

A AXD PraX oF THE Book.

On the 21st of June, 1879, was opened, in the Chamber of
Deputies, the dizcussion of the scheme of law touching ¢ Liberty of
Superior Education;” a scheme in which the most important
clause (Article 7), interdicted teaching in all degrees to the
Jesuits, and other members of religious congregations not recog-
nized by the laws of the State.

On that day I made a speech,® in which I tried to demonstrate,
from a purely political point of view, the dangers of an education
given by that sect, to the tranquility and moral unity of our coun-
try. Where that sect has been tolerated, it has always carried
with it the germs of civil war; that all those countries have ex-
pelled and cursed it; and that, according to the terms of exist-
ing French legislation, its members ought to be immediately
expelled. ’

A few days later, the Minister of Public Instruction brought to
the tribune, to second the same proposition, some quotations drawn
from books of history by the Jesuits, which excited the indignation
of the Chamber, and clearly proved the imminence of the peril.

This called me again to the Parliamentary stage, and forced
me more deeply into the question. The historical judgments and
previsions are but one of the applications of morality ; it is, then,
the Jesuits’ doctrine of morality that I attacked and summoned
to the bar of the Chamber, on the 5th of July, 1879.1+ Briefly, I
recalled the eloquent attacks of Pascal; then, passing to a more

* See page 495. t See page 537.
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recent time, I borrowed freely from the justificative documents of
the famous sentence rendered by the Parliament of Paris on the
5th of March, 1762; at last I came to modern times, and expoeed
the persistence of those odious doctrines, together with their intro-
duction into the teaching mnot only of youth, but even of the
smallest children.

From a devoted friend, I received next day some interesting
extracts ®* from the works of the Jesuit Gury, who was then com-
pletely unknown to me. I miust confess, I took advantage of
them, and inserted them in & reply to M. de la Bassetidre.t

The effect of my speech on the 5th of July was, I may say
_without vanity, truly extraordinary. The emotion in the Chamber
was intense. A newspaper which published it in extenso, sold
more than 100,000 copies, solely on account of it. I received
numerous letters of felicitations and even of thanks; friendly
hands were stretched towards me from all parts of France,
Belgium, Switzerland, Canada, and from all the countries invaded
by the sons of Loyola, under cover of silence and shadow.

It was not the fault of the Jesuits if the picture had no dark
side, and that the deep joy I felt in being the recipient of so many
marks of sympathy was not troubled by the violence of their
insults and threats. ‘But their arrows fell short of the mark;
scorn made me insensible to their attacks.}

The most moderate among my defamers said I had made use of

* Unfortunately an error of the copyist was found, for which I have
been harshly reproached, ulthough in reallty it was of no importance what-
ever. See page 586.

t See page 582.

1 Reasonable people who do not know the resources that hate furnishes
to the devotees of Rome, will never understand, cannot have an idea, of
the insults, of the vulgarities, that the Jesuits, as well as their natural
allies, poured over me. It was an impotent rage : spumat rabies vesana
per ora. A medical newspaper of Vienna, which had honored me in pub-
lishing a long blographical notice, sums up all these products of Catholic
charity in the following terms: ¢ The Catholic papers call him a libertine,
ashameless materialist, a man infected with all the vices and turpitudes of
Paris, a shame to the French tribune, a wretch, a rake, a mischief-maker!
“ne can see hy this furious inundation, that Paul Bert has struck right
in the bull’s eye.” And I can affirm that the Austrian paper has remained
far beneath the reality. I mention also the more characteristic aggres-
sions for which the Police Court of Paris has jusv punished the authors.
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falsified texts; that I had falsified some of them myself. Falsi-
ficators Pascal, Dumoulin, Pasquier, La Chalottais, and so many
others! Falsificators, the Commissaries of Parliament! I found
myself in good company.

I would not have been otherwise disturbed, if, among my
accusers, I bal not found some ecclesiastical functionaries, besides
two or three bishops, one of whom, M. Freppel, called me directly
to account, using the harshest of terms.

I resolved to answer, and began a pamphlet threatening to
become very extensive. It was, up to this time, an exposure
of Jesuitical doctrines; an accumulation of new citations drawn
from the very sources, accompanied by keen comments and
indignant tirades; in brief, an imitation more or less happy of
the immortal Provinciales.

But my plan was suddenly changed, after a glance at the cata-
logue of the National Library. I saw that after an ephemeral
success, my book, on that subject, would have the same fate, and
fall into the same abyss where so many books sleep the sleep of
forgetfulness. Numbers of those works are marvels of indepen-
dent spirit, logic, erudition, eloguence, and the Provmclales them-
selves have not escaped oblivion.

How are we to account for and justify such public and general
indifference? What can be the cause of it? How is it possible to
escape it? Whence comes the uselessness of so many efforts often
so powerful? I struggled with the problem, and I believe I have
solved it.

I suppose a book conceived such as the one I had at first mde.
I adorn it with all imaginable qualities : the bitter raillery of Pascal,
the highly-strung indignation of La Chalottais, the sensitive elo-
quence of Michelet, the winged poetry of Quinet. I hand it to a
wise, moderate, liberal man, in whom the Jesuits cause a certain
and secret apprehension, but who refrains from appearing an enemy
of religion : this species is not rare, it constitutes to-day almost the
totality of the French ¢‘bourgeoiseie;’’ this man must be convinced
before anything is done, firstly, because it is his own opinion, the
public opinion ; then, because he has children, with prowling Jes-
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uits around ; and if his wife belongs to them, his daughter is al-
ready in the meshes, and his son threatened.

Our good man opens the book and reads it to the end ; I admit
that Le is at first interested, then indignant. Call on him a month
later.

‘“Well! You have read! What quotation! It is odious, as-
tounding !”

¢¢ Yes, yes,” he answers ; ‘‘ but, do you see, I have thonght about
it; it does not prove much. They are very old, those quotations.
Those men of the sixteenth, seventeenth, eighteenth centuries even,
could not have on morality, any more than ou politics, the same
ideas that we now have. To reproach the Jesuits of Lhomond Strect
for the maxims of Tolet, Emm Sa, Fagundez, Suarez, Filliucius
and so many others already dead in the time of Pascal, is to stretch
the rights of polemic; it is to mix up a dead theology with the ac-
tual, living morality. Periods of history would be systematically
confused! As well compare the League with the French Revolution
and make the one responsible for the other.

¢“The language, moreover, is quite different : the gross vulgarities
of those times would in our days rouse indignation. One could not
reprint Sanchez! Think of Rabelias, of Brantone, the delight of
ladies at Court! What princess to-day would pass the whole night,
like young Mary of Prussia, copying ‘¢ La Pucelle,” and would
boast of it? Those ignominies of old casuists have lost their
effect in these times of ours.

¢¢ Further, you can not put any confidence in those extracts. I
know well that the author has copied them accurately ; the rascals
who accuse their adversaries of falsifying the texts prove only
that they are mean enough to do it. Besides, one can hardly
verify them; the books are rare, and can be found only in large
libraries. Then, the author belongs to a party, he is a soldier
a fighting man ; he had to write accordingly. The Jesuits have
written much, and a great many volumes ; hundreds in folio form.
One looks through them in every corner, with no distinction of
epochs, countries, characters ; one selects phrases, parts of phrases,
some odious things, I admit, that startled me. But what of it?
All that is artistically arranged ; lines writt n centuries apar* are
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brouglt to complete one another; they are prepared and framed
in a skillful exposition. What is more serious, they are torn
from their former setting; they are isolated from the principles
constituting their philosophical value, or from the application
which gave them their practical utility. It is the difference
between a herba:ium and a green fleld. Who knows if the rule
has not been taken oftentimes for the exception, the incidental
phrase for the principal, the reserve for the principle; add to this
the unavoidable errors, the alterations of texts often quoted from
former cuttings, and at last, errors of translation, inevitable in
such arduous matters. . . . No, decidedly, I cannot be convinced ;
it is skillful argaing, I admit, and sincere, I am sure of it;
atleast, so far a3 it is possible for a party-man to be sincere. But
the more I think of it, the less I agree with it. It is again
the eternal Truth: ‘Give me four lines from the hand of a man,
and I can bave him bung.” Yours is a curious book, but it proves
nothing.”

Such is his defence: many times did I hear such language.
Surely, this is not hard to refute ; but the book itself cannot do it.
Besides, you will very seldom be listened to; the reader has made
up his mind ; he has got rid of an irritating problem ; perhaps he
has 'found the means to avoid household quarrels ; to discuss with
Lim would be as wise as to pull out a nail by striking on its head
with a hammer.

What is to be done, then? Ask him, and he will answer you.

¢¢ What is necessary, you see, is-to show me that the modern
Jesuits, those with whom we live, those to whose school my wife
wants me to send my son, teach actually the same doctrines,
speak the same language, that the old ones spoke. I readily admit
they were not worth much. We know truly that none of them can
pablish a book without the consent of their Superiors, and 8o no
personal opinion can be entertained. I have even read some-
where that they boast to have but one language and but one
thought, so that one of their generals said :

That they would be what they are, or they would not be.

¢+ But all thesc are general maxims, things written for effect, for
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show, if you ‘will allow me to say so. Itis said also, that they
ale so skilful, so concil'ating, so insinuating, so supple! There
is contradiction in the two ways of looking at them. As for me,
I belicve they stand on the level of circumstances, and that they
are living up to the spirit « f modern times.

*¢ I know full well that it woull not be difficult to clear up that
question. There are books quite recently written, in which
Jesuits, actually living, expose the compendium of their d- etrines.
This is what I would like to read! There, I should have a true
idea of things, secing them well set in order, without the interven-
tion of a third party, always suspected. But they are big volumes,
very tiresome, they say, and I have no time. Besides, thcy ar:
written in Lutin; and, between us, my consciones is pretty rusty,
ard it has never been my forte.

*“What I would like is a modern book, a complete book writ-
ten by a Jesuit, having f-!l authority, and having been translated
without any abridgment, cutting off only what does not interest
me; for I care little about metaphysics, and «till less about
theology. That wou'd be indeed to render a great service to
myselt and to many others. We would read and judge for our-
sclves, without needing help fiom fabricated phrases; we are a
people with common sense and honor.”

The s« lution was found, and our bourgeois was right. Yes, the
authors who have written about Jesuits have put too much self into
their books. We must change all that, and replace the subjective
mcthod by the objcetive one.

This was understood : I threw my work into the waste-basket,
after having gathered a small part relating to the alterations of
text of which I was accused,® and I set about to find a Jesuit who
might answer my purpose.

I found him easily ; indeed, Gury was all that could be desired.
IIe died quite recently, after having taught morals for a long time
in the college Romain, the Jesuit's college in Rome. He has pub-
lished two voluminous works in two large volumes, each represent-

* M s falsifications: Letter to the Director of the Republique Francaise
(see 29th 0f August, 13.9) published in a pamphlet. by the Editor of the
Petite R publigue Francaise. -
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ing ten times the matter treated in th> present book, Chrmpendium
Theologie Moralis, and, a Casus Conscientice. Those books have
bad several editions ; the la-t one heing publi-hed in 1875 : they
are in the hands not only of all Jesuits, but also in thoss of a
large number f pniests; and, by the testimony of M. Guibert,
archbishp of Paris, they have happi'y transformed, in the last
thirty years, the spirit of the French Clorgy.* So, in Gury was
to be found the two prominent qualities required, actuality an‘l
authority. Besides, it was from him I had quoted, about whom I
bad cowmitted an involuntary error, and him I was accused of
having calumniated. There could not be any possible hesitation.

I took then the four volumes of the last edition,{ and began the
most ardous of works to compile the present book. I proceeded
thus:

The Compendium is a theoretical book, divided into a series of
treatises (un human actions, on conscience, on laws, etc., etc. )

The Casus Conscientice is a compilation of cuses, species, ancc-
dotes, which constitute as many problems on theological morality :
they are grouped by treatises corresponding to those of the Com-
pendium. I began to dismmember, so 1o speak, those two works,
and melt them iuto one, each treatise of the Compendium being
followed by the cases relating to them, each theoretical exposition
followed by its practical application. Different typegraphical
symbsls help to recognize them at a glance.

Let us sec now the mode of abridgment.

For the Compendium, T have carefully preserved all the general
aspect of the book. Each treatise is divided into parts, sections,
chapters, articles, paragraphs ; I have reproduced tiie same order ;
I have even kept the nuwbers which correspond to each new
idea, in each paragraph. In & word, the ind x is absolutely
intact. This done, I tovk care not to analyze anyihing whatever ;
there is not, in the whole book, a single line written by myself.

® <« There i3 no doubt that the two works of P. Gury have powerfuily

eonntributed to extend among the French Clergv the easiest solutious of
probabilism.” (P. Matiguon 8. J.: Etudes Religieuses, 1866).

t Revised, corrected, angmented, pnt in order hv Henri Dumas, 8. J.;
second edition. Lyon: Briday, 1875. Casus Cunscientie, tifth edition.
Lyon, Briday, 1875.
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When the saying of the casuists seemed interesting, I translated it
textually and completely ; otherwise, I set it aside and replaced it
by a line of dots whose very changeable valuc is easy to measure
by the number of missing numbers.

In that distinction between what appearcd to me worthy of
reproduction and what I thonght better not to mention, I was
guided by very diverse considerations. At first, I systematically
omitted all that had but a purely theological interest or ecclesias-
tical discipline. The treatise on Theological Virtnes, Church Pre-
cepts, Sacraments, (principally those of Baptism, Confirmation,
Eucharist, Extreme Unction, Order,) Censures, Irrcgularities,
Indu'gences, have been very much shortened. In t'c other
treatises, I have retained only what may intcrest the liity, viz:
the general principles, and their most important deductions, the
exceptions so often destructive of the rule, reserves, subterfuges ;
also, occasionally, the odd questions, the odious vices, that Gury
borrows from former casuists, or invents; for he was a man of &
very fertile imagination. But bear in mind that I have not trans-
lated only that which seemed to me reprehensible ; far from it, and
I am ready to take the responsibility of a great number of tle
propositions reproduced further; those not mentioned seem also
to me very often blamcless. My aim has not been to expose an
extract of bad or dangerous maxims; but to give an outline, as
complete as the method permits, of the Jesuitical doctiines of
the present day.

As for the cases, a sort of fimw, often fastidious, but sometimes
strange and ingenious, whose multiplicily in the oral teaching
gave, it seems, to the Lectures of Rev. Father Gury, a parti-
cular savor, the choice has been a great deal easier. I took
at first a good part of those on the Jesuitical solution not in
accord with the lay morality ; then, those which are interesting in
themselves ; either because they reveal the crafty dodges that
often take place in the confessional between confessor and peni-
tent ; or because they set in action some grotesque superstitions ;
or because they show the proof of the eratic preoccupation which
haunts, in all circumstances and in all places, the imagination of
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the Jesuit, and compels him to introduce the ¢ res venereae” in all
casuistical matters. :

A certain number of notes are added to the text. Some of
them demonstrate the persisting accord that exists between the
ancient Jesuitical rules, and the actual doctrine formulated by
Gury.* Also it will be clearly seen, that in spite of certain attenu-
ations of form, imposed by the spirit of the times, the Jesuits
bave renounced none of their ancient doctrines. Not even those

* The texts that I quote are borrowed from the celebhrated ¢ Extracts
of the danogerous, and as pernicious assertions of every sort of the
ro-called Jesuits, verified and collected by the Commissaries of the Parlia-
ment of Paris 1762.” 1 vol., 4to, of 544 pages.” From this volume I
drew the numbers of my citations.

It is known that the Jesunits have tried to contest this formidable
accumulation of facts, in taking advantage of a certain number of errors
of no importance, which they have collected and compiled ; and this fear-
ful number, 758, they zealously show up before the world. Here is how
they were classified after the answer, in four voluminous books, edited by
the R. F. Grou and Sauvage:

In the Latin extracts.

Errors against the letter and the sense of the text of the author 41
Suppression of phrases in the text . . . . . 261

Mautilation of the text . . . . . . . . Gl

Mistakes . . . . . . . . . . 04 457
In the French version.

Grammatical errors in the Latin construction . . . 16

Alteration of the sense in the words . . . . . 220

Alteration of the sense in the phrase . . . . . G5 301
758
1n all justice, a defalcation of the errors in the French version ought to
be made; the * Extracts of Assertions” give the Latin text in juxtaposi-
tion to it. Then, looking more attentively, we see that the ¢ Suppression
of phrase,” and the * Mutilation of text” in Latin, have absolutely no sig-
niticance in the finmense majority of cases. The Jesuit, to sustain his
accusation, iy obliged to drown himself in page after page of explanation;
this indicates that his answer, which ought to have been 8o brief and so
simple, forms four large volumes, 4to.

Again, the Archbishop of Paris, thinking to he able to find twenty-
seven errors in those texts, the Parliament named in 1764 a numerous
Committee, who carefully received the questions and answered these
allegations.

From all this, there remained only one more proof of the impudence
of the Jesuits. The seven hundred and fifty-cight falsifications are to be
added to the twenty-four with which I have hecn reproached, one among
these being the falsification of the namec of Casnedi, being written Cas-
sendi by the proof-reader of the ‘ Official.”
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denounced by Pascal, which were condemnad in 1679 by Pope
Innocent XI. Other notes show those doctrines used in the
teaching of childhood by recent catechisms, and especially in the
one by ‘ Grand Vicaire Marotte.” 1 took this catechism as a
type, being the official book of our primary and normal schools.
Many allusions to recent facts are found in them, and one may
safely consider these facts as logical applications of the Jesuitical
maxims.

"The analysis of Gury’s books under the conditions indicated
above, do not constitute the whole of the present volume.

At first, I added to it the analysis of a work (page 448) exten-
sively spread amongst the clergy of the South of France, perfect-
ing on one point the work of the Jesuit. It is a ‘‘Dissertation on
the 6th and 9th Precepts of the Decalogne,” from the authorized
pen, so dear to the Jesuits, of .Abbe Rousselot, professor in
the grand Seminary of Grenoble, and principal author (after
Mademoiselle de 1a Merli¢re) of that shameful comedy called the
apparition of *‘la Salette.” Here I made numerous abbreviations
and left a good deal of Latin, for special reasons that every one
will understand. I beg pardon for having almost completely trans-
lated, although softening the terms, the corresponding passages
of Gury! I felt that it was necessary to show to everyhody
what degree of aberration the casuistic mania may reach; and how,
in reality, the odious Sanchez is living still, if not perfected.
And when we know that this book is for the special use of young
confessors and pupils of grand seminaries, we may well as{ our-
selves what must be the effcct of these descriptions and medita- -
tions on the mind of youth. ‘

A second addition (page 486) is the list of the 65 propositions
condemned by Pope Innocent XI. on the 16th of March, 1679.
Pascal’s calumnices, as the Jesuit’s saying is, will have some prac-
tical value; because most of these propositions had been taken from
the Jesuitical text, and denounced in his “Lettres a un Provincial.”
From that time the Jesuits have avoided condemnation with an
admirable skilfulness, and set on foot all those propositions that
might be of practical interest for them as soon as they were
overturned.



Prefuce. xxiii

At 11st I close this book, hy t'ie repro:luction, after the ¢¢ Journal
Offi:ial,” of the speeches which have been the cause of the
present conflict.

Such i3 this book. The common sense and the good judgment
of the reader will decide. Let me add only one lust ohservation.

Errors of translations may have escaped me; it eou.d not be
otherwise in so tedious a work, done so quickly, with a Latin
so strange and oftentimes so obscure. I depend on my enemies
to point them out, and beg them instantly to set themselves to
work, in order that I may profit by their criticisms. My excellent
publisher has kept the stereotype plates in view of these correc-
tions.

As for these errors, as wcll asfor other similar ones, T can
do no better than to put myself under cover of a very reasonable
passage of the Jesuit publisher of the famous ¢ Reponse auz
assertions du Parlement.”

¢-Accuracy and precaution must be our first duty in such a work,
where it is difficult that no errors could escape us which will
not be infallibly pointed out and magnified by our enemies in
the eyes of the public, and treatcd as capital faults, no matter how
light they may be. We are convinced that the work itself leaves
no ground for contest, and that all the resource that remains
fo them will be to attack a few oversights which will not better
their cause.”

This caution was singular from his pen. It answered in advance
all its complaints and the work of the Commissaries of I’arlia-
ment. I adopt it for myself in its true light.

The books of Gury are at the disposition of the public at a very
moderate price, 8o, those who are tormented by the critical spirit,
may easily alleviate their thirst for truth by comparing the
original with my extracts and translation.






II.

Summary of the Book.

The first impression felt by a lay realer, in looking over a
Jesuitical Compendium, is wonder and dread. This book is
all, or at least pretends to he all : canon law, civil law, penal law,
even commercial law, jurisprudence, and also divine anid luman
scicnce, all may be found here. One feels that the disciple who
in the course of his studies has hecn thoroughly impregnated with
it, who carries it with him out from the Seminary, often into the
very heart of the country, where, by the side of the breviary, of
the Catechism and Confessor’s Manaual, it will form all his library,
must persuade himself that all is found there which will guide his
conduct towards men as well as his relations with Heaven. Noth-
ing escaped the casuist, and on all things the priest will find the
ready prepared solution; he will be able, book in hand, to
discuss the origin of morality, or the validity of trusts, the S.cra-
ment of the Eucharist, or matters of Exchange. Society can have
00 hold on him, nor teach him anything; everything has been
foreseen by his chiefs.

When from this he comes to the study of a part of that Ency-
clopedia at once profane and sacred, the layman is struck by
the absence of any genmeral principle, of any rule comprising a
considerable number of facts or ideas. Everywhere, on the con-
trary, a need of curtailed definitions, and above all, of divisions
and classifications, which crumble the principle, shorten, cbill, and
cause the bringing up of a large number of small aphorisms, that
will be later easily opposed to eacu other. Let us take for
instance, the chapter on conscience. Immediately after a defini-
tlon which seems the very negation of free will, we have the
divisions : Conscience is upright or erroneous, certain or doubtful,
elo., etc. (page 61); then the subdivisions and secondary divi-



xxvi Dreface.

sions : vincibly erroneous or invincibly erroneous ; invincibly erron-
cous which commands, vincibly erroneous which permits, ete.,
cte. As much as to say, the trve truth, the doubtfui truth, the
fzlse truth. These sublime woras lose thus all elevated and haoly
signification, and this is just what the casuist is aiming at: he will
soon have the best of it.

A third surprise for the reader not used to that sort of books is
the facility with which, out of an excellent principle, he deduces
the most monstrous consequences. It is always the old sophism
about the splitting of a hair. Circumstances,added one to the
other to the primitive truth, like water added drop hy drop to gen-
crous wine, transforms the one into a sour beverage and the other
into scandalous error, without knowing at what precise moment the
transmutation happened. One feels full of anguish and drawn
towards a fatal declivity, the tufts of grass tearing « ff under our
crisped hands. It is the strength of the casuist, and the ne plus
ultra of his art: he knows that, at last, tired and bruised, the pa-~
tient will roll into the ahyss.

And what shall he find there? The downiest of beds, soft as t'e
mire: probabilisin. This is the true pillow of doubt, but not in
the sense puinted out by Montaigne. No more principles! 7Their
fragments alone fell 1nto the abyss, and over each oue of them a
casuist cavils and disserts. For any question, he holds the solu-
tion well in band; he offers it to the passer-by; and as he is, accord-
ing to the formula of thedJesuits, doctor, honest man and savant, his
opinion becomes probable, aud the passer-by may choose, in the
tranquility of his errii g conscience, what best suits him, practi-
cally, between all these solutions handed to him Ly those doctoral
hands. Remark, that if he avails himself of one to-day, he may
hold to-murrow the contrary opiuion, if it is his interest to do 8o’
(pages 69, 77, etc.) The confessor, however, master in so many
things, can do nothing about it, and he mu-t submit and absolve
when the penitent can refer to the opinion of a dircctor, had
he sought him for a long time. (Puges 70, 75, etc.) How is it
possible not to rejuice at such a convenient doctrine, and echo
the thankegivings of Escobar: *¢Verily, when I consider so
many diverse sentiments on the matter of morals, I think it is
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a happy dispensation of Providence, such a variety of opin-
ions helping us to bear along more agrceably the yoke of the
Lord!”

I do not insist on Pascal’s revengeful imprecations, which vibrate
yetin all memories. But it will Le sufficient to look over the present
book to see that the Jesuits have in no point renounced the famous
doctrines of probabilism, (pages 65-72,) and of philosophical sin,
cause of the invincibly erroneous conscience (page 62-72.) This
may have burlesque or monstrous consequences.

See what becomes in the skilful hands of the Jesuits of this cvi-
dent and primordial principle: ‘¢ When there is no wicked inten-
tion there can be no error of conscience.” While there is no fault,
says he, there is no obligation to compensate an evil committed
quite involuntarily. Then he brings the case of Adalbert, (page
56) who, wanlting to kill his enemy Titius, kills his friend Caius;
and be gravely declares that Adalbert, being in nothing culpable of
the homicide committed, can not be held to any restitution by the
heirs of the one he has assassinated.

A step further: let us take another principle, intinitely less sure
but admissible in practice under reserve, viz.: that one is not
obliged to denounce one’s self for a wicked act that one has com-
mitted ; and let us introduce it in the following category. We

have then the case of Julius (page 228), who inadvertently drinks -

the poisoned wine offered to Didyme by Cursius in order to kill
him. Cursius, says the casuist, was not obliged to warn Julius,
for it would have been to denounce himself; and he is not held to
indemnify his heirs because he has no intention to kill him ; he has
been the occasion, not the efficacious cause of the death, and Julias
killed himself! Stretching the point a little further, one can fecl
that Cursius might sue for damages!

Another principle, better yet: ¢ One is held to indemnify but
the wrong that one has really caused.” Then, if Jacob (page 242)
bas killed Marc, who was ruining his family through luxurious
living and drunkenness, he owes nothing to the family of his vic-
tim, because he has not wronged it in any way. Moreover, he
has been of service to that family, having prevented a more com-
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plete ruin! If we draw the consequence, he might ask for a
reward !

We can see that nothing prevents such a way of looking at
these principles: of that method, frequent examples are given in
the present book. I shall not indicate any other; I will content
muself to make here a remark of the highest importance.

Gury oomplains somewhere (page 246), with a charming
naivete, ‘“of the difficulty that exists in harmonizing the laws of
conscience with those of the civil code.’”” I will say that this is
easily understood; and that, @ priori, there must be very often
important differences between the decision of the judge of con-
science, that is to say, of intention, such as the priest must under-
stand, and the solution of the lay magistrate, in fact, otherwise
of the civil law in principle. But in what sense must we under-
stand the difference? In the sense, it seems, of a greater severity
on the part of the religious judge. In fact, the civil magistrate
cannot condemn, except when the act is added to the wicked
intention, the commencement of its execution. Rightly, the civil
law, which has not for its mission to appease the conscience, but to
maintain order in society, is obliged to pass condemnation on
many acts that ought to be condemned by the religious judge.

Is it thus that the Jesuits view the question? Far from it;
examples abound. Here is a thief : he must indemnify, there is no
doubt of it, and the civil magistrate will constrain him by all ways
and means. But he consults the casuist, and he authorizes him
to defer the restitution, when he cannot do it ¢ without losing a
position legitimately acquired,” that is to say, acquired by theft
(page 201). Here is a simpleton, Simplicius, who let, foolishly,
his borrowed horse be stolen from him. *¢So much the worse for
you,” will say the civil judge; “you shall pay for the horse.” ¢Oh,
no,” will say the soft casuist; “Simplicius is so stupid I” (page 230).
Here is Quirinus, who enters a store during the night to steal, hold-
ing a candle: a cat jumps; the candle falls, and sets the house on
fire; everything is burned. What will be the decision of the civil
judge? I don’t know; I know, however, the lay morality in such a
case: as for the casuist, he does not lesitate: ¢ Poor Quirinus!
He owes nothing; it is not his fault, it is the cat” (page 196) !
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Herc is Zephirin, who digs a hole in his field; and who, knowing
that Andre is going to pass that way, takes care not to warn him.
Andre falls and breaks his leg. The civil judge will lose his
suit in this case, but the moral judge! have no fear: Zephirin
owes nothing (page 225.) There is Phileas, a seminarist, who let
one of his comrades be expelled as culpable of a theft that he has
himsclf committed ; the consequences of which are grievous for
the poor Albin. Here again the civil judge can do nothing ; the
Je-uit, without hesitation, exempts Phileas from all indemnity (page
227.) Olympius, during an auction sale, went into coalition,
liable to fine and even imprisonment by the civil judge ; the casuist
absolves him (page 287.) At last, not to multiply the examples
to excess, we come bhack to Adalbert, the murderer of Caius: we
see that surely the civil judge will condemn him to pay damages
to the family of kis victin ; and perbaps, as having attemptcd the
assasination of Titius. The Jesuit washes his hands of all this:
Adalbert did not do it on purpose, that is sufficient.

I call the attention of the reader to this general observation:
he will find in the book & number of precepts or cases which are,
without doubt, in harmony with the spirit of the civil law, but to
that the law permits rather than approves, and which it com-
mands, not on account of the hunesty of the act or formula, but
because there would be grievous sociul inconvenience to proceed
otherwise. I will mention only one: On his death-bed, a father
commands his son to make a certain gift. Truly, in civil procedure,
there is not here any will, and it is a case calling fur the judge of
conscience ; well, the casuist discharges the son of executing
the will of his dying father (page 278.) In a word, the casuist
always accepts the solutions of civil law when they are in favor of
moral culpability ; but when the guilty one is condemned by them,
the .Jesuit strives to find a loop-hole through which he may
escape.

It is one of the features of Jesuitical casuistry to always take
the part of the sinner, and this is not the least cause of his definite
trimwph over the Junsenist’s rigoiism. Betwecen the thief and his
victiig the Jesuit never hesitates: he takes the part of the thief.
Sce the cxamples I bave just related. When it is a question of
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avoiding restitution, he is all honey for the thief ; he must not he
forced to be **deprived of his servants, or fricnds;” but the
victim, meanwhile, may quictly die of hunger: he exempts
Simplice, without any compensation to the stableman who loses
his horse; for the merchant, al hough innocent, burnt out by
Qu'rinus, he cares not a straw ; neither for Andre and his broken
leg: nor for the poor devil of whom Olympius has clogged the
sale ; ncither for Albin, disgraced and ruined ; nor for the innocent
heirs of murdered Caius. Noj; his sympathies arc elsewhere.
Do you wonder that Parliaments have expelled him?

A great deal might be said about secret compensation, so
energetically condemned by the civil law and by lay morality ; so
completely approved, and oftentimes so spiritually taught, by the
Jesuit (pages 88, 187, 272, 282, 291). The theory and practice
of this thieving art is found in many passages of the book, and
one shudders in thinking how many deluded persons such teaching
has sent before the criininal tribunals when it fell on well-disposed
natures. What of the thcory of theft, so-called? Its gravity is
according to the fortune of the victim ; and not, as in our codes,
according to the circumstances of escalale, infraction, cte., cte.
(page 183). And the light th ft, which is not passable for dam-
ages! And indulgence for thievish servants (page 184)! Aund
necessity excusing theft (page 184) ! And the possibility of in-
teresting God for the success of a theft (page 103) !

What yet remains to be spoken of 7 Absurd superstitions (pages
111, 112) : the deviltry of turning tables, for instance (page 113);
diabolical possession (page 113); carnal intercourse with devils!
Political formulas : kings holding their power only from the church
(page 78) ! Doctrines of the most savage intolerance; herctics
consitlered, though rebels, as subjects of the church, and under its
laws (pages 80, 356, 382); terrible phrase, which logically calls for
the auto du fe; their children baptized in spite of them (pages 329,
346) ; interdiction to notifying a Protestant minister that his co-
religionist is dying and calls for him (page 108) ; audacious in-
fractions of the prescriptions of civil law taught and justified
(pages 83, 311, 326) ; donation for causing death (page 253);
denial of the equality of shares (page 253) ; state and property
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of the monks (pag2 811, 823) ; substitution and trusts (page 254) ;
dissimulation of inheritance (page 253) ; fraud of duties (pages 91,
205). etc ; the difference of gravity of sins according to their being
aslvantageous or not; wonderful Jesuitical discovery (pages 127,
136) ; the murder of an innogent one, the excuse for which is hidden
under obscure and fearful conditions (page 137) ; the theory of
denunciation, commended hy the constitution of Ignatius (Reg.
Comm. XX), introduced in the lay-world, and highly recom-
mended (page 104) ; destruction of books under interdiction, and
their theft openly preached (page 106) ; contempt for paternal
authority, when it is & question of entering into religious orders;
and ferocious heartlessness towards parents (pages 131, 133,
319) ; the art of cheating at play (page 297); the legitimacy
of slavery and the slave-trade (page 177);: illegal opening of
bodies (page 330) ; the most brazen-faced usury, hidden behind
the prescription of the church which prohibits it (pages 255, 239,
261) ; * violation for money of a promise of marriage (pages 373,

* [ cannot resist the pleasure of analyzing the interesting chapter
relative to usury, that is to say, lending at interest. We know that the
Catholic Church proscribes it ahsolutely, and we like to see here an appli-
cation which, in spite of it4 exagzweration, is an honor to the Christian
moralist exercising the priuciple of charity. Let us see how the casuist
has donc away with the difficulty: this was important. for the Jesuits
were admirabhle manipulators of money. But that was difticult, in face of
proposition 41, condemnced by Innocent XI.

So, it Is forbidden to me to lend you a thousand francs that you must
give me back in ten years, to tell you: * Each year you will give me fifty
francs of iuterest.”

But first, In lending you that money, I may suffer a certain loss; I
know not exactly what, but I have to foresee it. It is just then that [
should take my precautioans, in stipulating, for instauce, that in ten years
von will give me back, not a thousaud francs, but two thousand francs;
for [ deem the lnss suffered by me worth a thonsand francs.

Then, that horrowed money [ cannot use any more in my business or
in my industry; [ woald have put it to good usage. I estimate at a
thousxand francs the benefit I might have realized with it during ten vears.
You have prevented me; it is then another thousand francs that you will
have to give me at the tixed time.

But this i3 not all.  Who i3 gzuarantee that you will pay me hack? Ten
years—It is & long time. [ ron a risk there; that is well worth tive
hundred fraucs, 1n good conscience. Besides, you are not quoted as very
solvent.

Last, it i3 well understood that you will pay me at the fixed day. But
if that were not the case? 1f you were late in your payment? ‘Think that [
depend on that mnoncy at the precise moment. If you do not pay me then,
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404) ; the injustice of the civil marriage (page 380), the numerous
causes for the destruction of the marriage tie (pages 876,384) ;
scorn for the people, and crawling before the great (pages
108, 384, 400, 412) ; false witness (page 157) ; lies (page 165) ;-
perjury, mental restriction (page 156) ; the nullity of marriage
with infidels or heretics ; distinction between the value of legacies
not under legal formalities ; void if profane, valid if pious (pages
252, 280) ; the chase in prohibited time (page 180) ; the auda-
cious clerical impertinence of taking up the old thesis that the
clergy are not under the civil law (page 80), and setting in the
first rank of crimes, the fact of baving (even as a child) struck a
priest, or violated the monastic claustration.

But it would take a long timne to exhaust the matter, and the
reader will do me the justice that I did nothing but to graze the
subject. I leave him to his own reflections ; and he shall judge if
the condemnation of the Parliament of Paris, inscribed in epigraph
on this volume, can be applied justly to the modern Jesuits.

But yet, I beg to call his attention to the error with which
Gury seems impregnated, like all the casunists who preceded him.
That lubric licentionsness of imagination is seen in two different
manners: first, in the study of what they call the ‘¢ shameful
mat:ers,” that is to say, the VIth and IXth Precepts of the Decalogue
(pages 142, 153), and the duties of married people (pages 338,
899, 425, 435) ;* it 1s manifested by a luxury of lascivious researches,
a love of obscene details, an invention of unclean circumstances,
it will be ten francs a day for the delay : take it or leave it at your pleasure!

This Is more than necessary, it seems: and the poor borrower would pre-
fer a good deal to pay 5 per cent out of his capital; so the Casuist’s pupil
might be done for, in spite of all his ingenlous foresight. But be easy: if
the civil law allows the loan at interest, that is to say, the limit, as this
takes place in France; immediately, that practice, solemnly prohiblted by
the Church, *‘in virtue of natural, divine and ecclesiastical rights.” becomes
permitted; and more, the lender may stipulate the nterest of the inter-
ests ; besides, he can exceed the allowance of the legal rate if his debtor is
not in great distress: at last let his mind be easy, if he is a banker,. be-

cause he may exact something from everybody in remuneration for his

trouble.
Here i8, if I am not mistaken, a situation very much simplified ; hut what

would Benolt X1V. say to it? and what would become of his ** Bull Vix
pervenit” agalnst the loan at interest?

* See also Rousselot, page $49-485.
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which leaves far behind all that has been imagined by tlie anthors
of Justin and of Gamiani.®

But what is far more intercsting, is to see the genetic preju-
dces haunting, in so constant a manner, the mind of the Jesuit,
that be is dominated by them in many cases where they have
absolutely nothing to do with the subject. Is it a question of
invincible ignorance? he takes for an example children ‘¢ qui
egerunt de se illicita” (page 49) ; of the indirect will? it is Lubain,
with his carnal temptations (page 56) ; an effect of violence? it
is Suzanne (page 51), or Bertine and her master (page 57) ; of the
crroneous conscience? it is Ferdinand, George, Gustave, a child
ten years old, and his ¢‘tactus turpes” with his first cousin
(page 73) etc., (see especially the cases on confession). Isita
guestion of the general theory of intentional sin? the only example
that comes into his mind is, that ¢‘in confession one accuses one’s-
self of fornication : it is necessary to declare the parental degree,
sffinity, marriage, chast’ty, which relates to the person in question ”’
(compendium, Vol. 1., No. 167). Then, with what ingenuity he de-
tails the reserved cases (pages 351 and fol.), opposition to marriage
(page 412 and fol.), with the unclean story of Sudimille (page
412) ; together with hundreds of cases cropping out from all parts
of the book. .

What sha'l we say of the shameless way he treats the marriage
question ; conjugal duty; marriage consummation, petition and
surrender to duty? He thinks of nothing else. And what skillful
solutions, in order to have mastery over the husband through the
wife.

But the most interesting fact that is brought out in this part of
our stady is, the deep scorn that the Jesuit has for woman. In
the daily practice of life, there is no kind of mystic caresses,
nor wheedling undulations of voice and gesture, that he does
not resort to, in order to seduce her. Here are the mysterious and

* Do not wounder, after this, that those who are impregnated with such a
doctrine are drawn to the most monstrous results. I have pointed out in
my report on the proposition of law of M. Barodet (primary instruction)
that in the last two years, our tribunals little suspected of partiality, have

condemned for crimes and attempts against morality, ahout four times
more (in proportion to number) cungregational teachers thau lay ones.
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nocturnal meetings ; where they go, with eyes down-cast, under the
veil, and grazing the walls, with sighs, predications, music, incense,
intoxication of the inferior senses, in the depths of obscure and
sonorous chapels, where the step grows furtive, and where the
lustre, hung high, hypnotizes. Elsewhere, the propaganda or
charity societies confraternities, where the Jesuit knows how to
set in motion the multiple attractions of vanity in playing some
part—a need not satisfied by modern society,—even in the noblest
aspirations of the heart of feminine generosity. Everywhere
there are manifestations of respect, gratitude and love : they have
placed the woman upon the altar, and have exempted ¢ the Mother
of God” not only from all sin, but even from original sin. Mari-
olatry dominates Christianity, and this after the sons of Loyola.

Very well ; this is for the world, for the outside, for policy, for
domination ; because the master of the woman is the master of
the man. But listen how they speak when they are together, far
from the mystic ears of the zealots and banner-bearers. They
take for themselves the harsh words of the ecclesiastic: ¢ From
the cloak comes the scurf; through the woman, the evil to man.”
(page 806). ¢ Bear this truth well in mind,” says Gury, ¢¢ better
feel the evil will of a man, than the good will of a woman” (page
868). In all their dissertations, their deep scorn for the daughter
of Eve, the first corrupter, is often manifested under the most
vulgar form. I could show hundreds of examples that the reader
will meet along the way : let me quote only one — very curious in
many points of view. The casuist asks himself, if it is necessary
to baptize the children born of a beast and a human being. Yes,
he answers, if it is a question of a man with a beast; Mo, if it is
of a woman and a beast; for in the first case only the child
may be considered as a descendant of Adam! (page 483).

So the woman is nothing to the Jesuit, but a kind of ground
where the human plant germinates: she belongs to mankind only
as a feeding receptacle. Do not ask the casuist, then, to under-
stand anything about the noble sentiments which are the honor of
humanity. He knows not what is love; he knows only forni-
cation. He pollutes, with his unclean reveries, all that is most
holy, most pure in the world. It is n t o:ly the nuptial bed,
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the mysteries of which he scratinizes with an insatiable lubricity,
tormented by a quivering jealousy; he surveys olliquely the
chaste conversation of a married couple; the kiss of the sister
and brother, father and danghter, mother and little child (page
144) ; he blights them with his impure suspicion, and also the first
quivering of the awakening soul, and the games of childhood, that
he hates and calumniates (Page 144). Over this joy, this tender-
ness, these exquisite graces, we see his viscous trace, like the slime
of the snail on the most brilliant flowers.

If he does not know what is love, nor even decency,* no
more does he know what is delicacy, generosity, devotedness,f
friendship, personal dignity, civic duty, love of country: he
ignores so thorough'y these noble things, that he does not know
even their name.

You will not find a single one of these words in Gury’s volumes.
Everything that makes the heart of himunity palp‘tate. leaves
him cool. Do not speak to him of progress, of fraternity, of
science, of liberty, of hope; he understanls not: he rehearses, in
his obscure corner, erroneous consciences, secret compensations,
mental restrictions, shameful sins; and with all that, he tries
to compose I know not what clectuary, in order to stupify and
enslave human‘ty.

For he degrades everything he touches. Suppressing conscience,
delivering free-will into the hands of a director, practising deceit
— even towards the confessor, who by him is suspected of being
tinged with secularism — a means for governing the souls of men,
narrowing the horizons, cutting the wings, eternizing twilight
around thought and conscience, worse than the night, because all
becomes doubtful and takes a fantastic aspect: see what he has
done with all those he has set his hand on! I say nothing of the

* See the incredible thesis defended hy the Jesuit, that for a girl to
shandon herself to others, and have children by them, is not to wrong her
afflanced husband. (Page 404).

t Neither for his country, which is never mentioned among Jesuits,
they having no country of their own; neither for his fellow-men, for no
one i3 obliged to devote himself to others; nor even for a sick husband,
:’gose abaudonment is cxcused, ordered even, in case of dauger. (Page

).



xxxvi Preface.

French clergy, whose actual members would take in bad part the
instituting of a contrast between themselves and their predeces-
sors. But the French nobility, so bright, so proud, so generous,
in spite of their levity, regard it, though distasteful, as without
power, barbed not with iron, as of old, but with scapularies and
blessed nick-nacks. As for the bourgeoisie, with its strong and
wise spirit, loving wo:k, progress and liberty ; see it, powerless,
affrighted, the victim of reactions. And they were going to seize
the magistracy ; they were stretching their hands over the army ;
those two safeguards of a nation! AL! it was time, truly, to open
our eyes ; for, more skillful than Simon, the cursed magician, they
were selling for money, not only the holy things, but also material
properties, giving in exchange a few pious tomfooleries !

Happily, among those they brutify, they themselves may be
reckoned in the first line. During three centuries, it has been often
remarked, they have not produced one man of the first, nor even
of the second rank; but they do not seem to perceive it. To
Richelieu they oppose, impudently, Bellarmin, Suarez to Pascal,
Rapin to Corneille, and Nonotte to Voltaire.

Ah! it is not with impunity that cne submits one’s heart and
mind to such a discipline! In reading the Jesuits, I have often
evoked before my mind the image of what would be a complete
specimen of their intellectual and moral fabrication. We can
almost see him, while I write, stealing on over there, discreetly,
in the shadows of the wall. It is not that he always puts on the
mask of humility given to him in the comedy : often, he is loud in
talk, and of arrogant bearing. But you will recognize him in this,
you can never see his eyes: the Constitution of Lis masters have
taught him ¢‘to look lower than the one to whom he speaks.” His
sccret thought will escape you, and his close-shut lips will not
betray him. But such as he is, young or cld, if he is well impreg-
nated with Lis authors, with Gury only, be on your guard, all of
you!

Trust him not, O young maiden! do not sny that thou art with-
out fear, because he is betrothed to thee a half sacrament. If thy
fortune disappears, ov if his increases, he will abandon thee with-
out remorse, with authority from his director (pages 878, 404) ; it
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Is bis right to do so, if hetween thce and him there is a notahle
difference of situation (page 400), and that whatever may have
been his previous protestations (page 463). Be on your guard;
because, if warmed up by his immoral reading, he incites thee to
evil-doing, even after a solemn promise of marriage, he may aban-
don thee with thy child (pag- s 208, 267, 417). Trust him not,
even if he marries thee ; for he can, by the simplest of processes,
sever the bond two months after marriage, if he declares its
requirements not to have been fulfilled (page 876), and leave thce
mercilessly, and dishonored. Trust himm not; because if, in pro-
nouncing the sacramental words, he has had the intention not to
contract marriage, the act will be void : miud it (pages 407, 405).
Trust him not; because he will not trust thee, knowing that, if
thou art a pupil of the same masters, thou canst, without remorse,
and persuaded that thou dost him ‘‘no wrong,” abandon thyself
to others before thy marriage. and hide from him the existence of
children born of thee (pages 375, 405).

Trust him not, ye his wife! if some contagious sickness is upon
thee ; for his moral law does not oblige him to take care of thee
(page 468). Trust him not, as he will not trust thee; because
thou hast the right to abandon him in the same case; and besides,
the casuist authorizes thee to borrow from his purse reckles:ly
(pages 178, 215).

Trust him not, ye, his father! for if he dares not, in this 19th
century, denounce thee to the criminal judge when thou hecomest
a heretic or an exile, he will be authorized to torment thy con-
science at the snpreme hour (page 129) ; for, in order to hide in
some convent unknown to thee, or in spite of thee (page 130), he
will abandon thee, old and miserable, persuaded that his act is
agreeable to God (page 319). 'Trust him not; because, if he can
no more rejoice in the possession of his inheritance, after having
killed thee (page 100), it will be at least allowable to ‘¢ rejoice
in the inheritance that Lis murder will have procured him” (page
100). Look out for him ; for if on thy death-bcd thou entrust him
with a gift for a friend, he has the right to disobey thy last will

(page 258).
Trust h m not, ye, his child! for he is permitted to wi-h
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for thy death, either in view of thy eternal happiness, in view
of diminishing the cares of his family, or of delivering tbee from
the risks of a sinful life (page 109).

Trust him not, ye, his brother! bocause he may, calumniating
thee at the death-bed of thy father, deprive thee of thy legitinate
inberitance, provided he does not do it through hate for thee
(page 227) ; because he may leave in misery thee and thy family,
without remorse, and carry his fortune to a neighboring convent
(page 319) ; because be will be authorized to make up skillfully
fiom the paternal inheritance for what he may consider an in-
justice committed against him (page 208).

Trust him not, you, his friends! because he is authorized to
betray your secrets, even the most iatimate, when he judges
that so to act is in the interest either of the Church, or of a
third person (page 407) ; trust not a letter into his hands; because
he will always find some good reason to epen it without sin (pages
164, 169) ; and if your secrct is a bad action, remember that
he can divulge it to any one who is interested in knowing it (page
161). Do not lend him any books; because, if he deems them
bad from his point of view, he is autborized not to give them back,
unless he is threatened with a good thrashing (page 106).

Trust him not, all of you! who have with him business inter-
course ; beoause, in case of a doubtful transaction, he can interpret
it either in one sense or the other, with all safety of conscience,
according to his interests (pages 69, 76). For instance, if he sar-
renders his goods, be may secretly keep part for himself and family
(page 251), and even dissimulate his indebtedness (page 240) ;
yea, he may even invent ingenious secret compensations, grazing
the swindle (page 219). Because, if you make a will, he will
always find the means to have the benefit of it without executing
the clauses of it (pages 268, 280); and he will know, without
any heart-anguish, bhow to dissimulate the errors of form (page
91), and even to set right the material ambiguity (pages 277,
304); if you refuse, be careful to declare that he owes you
money ; without that, he will find a reason not to give it back tv
your beir (page 276). Because, if you lend him your horse, and
he should be stolen from him, he can refuse to pay you (page 283)
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Because, if you convey any money to bim, he will use it in trade,
and keep the benefit for himself (page 284.) Because he is
persuaded that he does no injustice in combining with others to
hinder your auction-sale (pages 262, 287.) Because he has a
thousand ways to dispense himself fromn paying back what he
owes you (page 192.) Because,— and this is worth a poem!—
he can wish you a temporal injury, and rejoiee at it, with a good
end in view! (page 104.)

Do not bet with him; because he is full of resources to make
dishonest bets without sinning (page 297.) Do not play with
him ; because he will conduct himself as an infamous Greek, with
all safety of conscience (pages 297, 298.)

Do net believe, under the thought that he is pious, in his
promises, nor in his oath, when he sells something to you: those
are little peccadillos permitted to merchants (page 261.)

Do not take him as a servant ; beeause he knows thoroughly the
theory of little thefts, thefts of article of food, with the conditions
of restitution (page 184) ; and if he judges that you do not pay
him enough, or make him work too much, he will find a way to
establish the just equilibrum (psg+s 188, 218.)

Look out for him, clerks of the toll-office, clerks of custom duty,
whoever you may be! because he does not admit the legitimacy
of your tax, and he will avoid it by any means possible: do not
interrogate him, he will lie, under oath, if that is necessary : he is
authorized (pages 91, 205, 219) ; and watch him well, if heis a
notary, because he will help, in conscience, to defraud the tax-
gather (pages 244, 817.)

‘I'rust him not, members of the council of revision! because he
is held to mno restitution, if he has somebody ready to take his
place (page 206.) Look out for him colonel! he will desert
Jegitimately, if he does not find in the regiment facilities for con-
fessing (page 205.)

Beware of him, judge! when he appears before you as plaintiff,
accused, or witness. In vain you compel bim to lift up his hand
aond give his oath before Christ, his God. Almost in all circum-
stances he will find means to escape you (pages 157,164, 163, 168,
272, 808, 316, etc.) ; and if you condemn him, he can, if he deems
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his conscience free, compensate himself sccretly, to your condem-
nation.

Beware of him, all of you, and avoid him as the plague! neither
your goods, nor your life, nor your honor are in safety with him.

Because, if he advises and induces a thief to plunder your
house, he owes you nothing (pages 194, 198, 283) ; because if he is
a judge and renders against you, for complicity with his colleagues,
an unjust sentence bought with a bribe, he owes you nothing (page
284) ; because, if his children or his servants have destroyed some
of your property, he owes you nothing (page 235) ; because, if
he sees a thief take away your goods, and he receives money as a
bribe for his silence, he owes you nothing (pages 237, 249);
because, if he has set fire to your house, wanting an occasion to
steal, he owes you nothing (page 196) ;: because, if he has
killed your cow, in firing wilfully at your denkey, he owes yon
nothing (pages 56, 196, 247) ; because, if he has hurped your
house, wanting to burn your neighbor's, he owes you nothing (pages
196, 228, 233) ; because, if he is the thief and you are accused
and condemned for his theft, he owes you nothing; even should
he have committed that theft in order to have you suspected of it
(pages 195, 216) ; because, if you are the creditor of a man whom
he has assassinated, he owes you notting (page 203) ; because, if
you are the wife or the child of a man murdered by him, and if
that man was leading a bad life (page 242), or even was soon to
die (page 203), he owes you nothing; because he in no cise owes
you anything, if in Killing your father he believed he was killing
another man (page 228) ; neither if, having voluntarily murdered
your father, he deems that you are able to provide for yourself
(page 208).

Because he can defame you freely, if he is skillful and has
profited well by his lessons (pages 161, 168) ; and even when the
defamation is without excuse and compels damages, he can avoid
paying them, if he deems the conservation of his good reputatio..
s‘useful to religion” (page 162) ; because he can seduce a young
girl, even under promise of marriage, and have children by ber,
and then abandon her mercilessly, if he can argue a certain
inequality of situation either previvus or subsequent to tae promise
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(page 463) ; and do not speak to him of coming fo the help of
the poor girl, because be would answer you loftily, that ¢ the loss
of virginity can neither be estimated nor indemnified” (pages 204,
243) ; because, if you take in his house some poisoncd nourish-
ment destined for another, he is not bound to warn you, and
besides, after your death he will owe nothing to anybody (page
223).

Run away from him; becanse he has at his disposal ¢ the
largely mental restrictions and ambiguous words-’ (page 156),
which allow.him, in fact, to lie every time it is for his interest
to do so. :

Run away from him ; because the doctrine of probabilism allows
bim always to find out a grave doctor whose opinion will he suffi-
cient to legitimatize his action, and will authorize hiin to act
according to his own welfare.

Avoid him; because, once his opinion is grounded, he can
violate with safety of conscicnce all civil laws, and if condemncd
by the judge, can extensively and quietly use secret reparation
(page 188) ; it is on this point that it is necessary to insist. In
virtue of the doctrine of intention, he comes to substitute his own
authority for all other. The laws exist no more for him ; neither
the civil law nor the sacred ties of the family ; neither the laws of
honor nor anything constituting that cement which binds together
the elements of society. He will do such a thing if he deems it
good, according to his point of view; for, having on his side a
renowned doctor, he has a right to find it good. In all cases,
having performed the act according to a conscience invincibly
erroneous, as he has not committed any theological fault, he is held
to no reparation whatever; and if the civil judge dares to order
one, he will compensate himself accordingly.

Such would be, in the maximum of development, the best pupil
of Jesuitical doctrines. Fortunately, they have never, I belicve,
furmed one 8o complete. Honesty, which is in the depth of human
nature, takes the upper hand in the pupil, as well as in the teacher ;
and this above all in France, the abode of generosity. It is with-
out doubt for this reason, that, for three centuries, not a single
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Frenchman has been impregnated thoroughly enough with the
Jesuitical spirit to deserve the rank of General.

But is not such teaching, even mitigated by common sense and
native honor, a true social peril? Who can say how many strug -
gling generations would pass away, before all the noble qualities
which yet exist would be blighted and vanquished for ever? As
for me, I cannot think of it without shivering. May the reading
of the present book communicate to all my sincere and profound
terror! May liberals, the most compromised to-day by a generous
logic, understand that principles are not made for the sake of
those who act in opposition to principles, as the freedom of ex-
change is not violated when pestiferous bales are seized in our

ports!
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MORAL THEOLOGY.

CASES OF CONSCIENCE.

BOOK 1.
TREATISE ON HUMAN ACTIONS.

v

Chapter I.
OF THE NOTIONS OF HUMAN ACTS.

1. Definition. The act, in general, is the determination of
power, or the faculty to act, consisting in exercise, or even the
use of this acting faculty. Power, in circumstances in which
it may become action, is ordinarily called first act, and its deter-
mination, second act.

But the human act procecds from the deliberate will of man, or
from his free will, turned towards good or evil. The human is
then a moral act. . . .

The human act differs from the act produccd in man without
deliberation, such as the involuntary acts, or spontaneous move-
ments (primo-primi), or the heedless acts of man, in sleep, delir-
ium, folly, drunkenness, when he is not under the control of his

reason.

2. — Division.. The human acts are multiple :

1. Spontaneous or commanded. . . .
2. Internal or external. . . .

8. Good, bLad, or indifferent.

4. Natural or supernaturil. . . .

5. Valid or void. . . .
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CHAPTER 1I.
PRINCIPLES OF THE ACTS.

8. They are: knowledge, will, and liberty.
They constitute those acts, and are necessary for each one of
them, as it results from the definition of the human act. . . .

ART. I. — Of the voluntary act.
Skcrion 1. — Of the voluntary act in general.

4. The voluntary act proceeds from the will with the intellectual
Enowledge of the end. The reason of that definition results from
what has just been said, or from the necessity of a previous knowl-
edge, so that the will could be induced to act.

1t differs : first, from the wilful act which is only the object of
the will, and as such, does not proceed from nor depend on it;
8o the rain falling on a barren land will be called wilful Ly the
farmer, but not voluntary; second, from the spontaneous act,
which is produced by a knowledge purely material and sensual,
and so imperfect, such a8 one may recognize in beasts.

5.— There are several wills :

1. Perfect or imperfect.

2. Simply voluntary, or dependent on something (secundum
quid). . . . Thus to throw goods intv the sea when one is threat-
ened with a wreck, is said to be an act simply voluntary, though
involuntary in relation to something, on account of the reluctance
without efficiency of the will.

8. Direct or indirect. . . .

4. Positive or negative. . . .

5. Formal or tacit. . . .

6. Actual, virtual, babitual and interpretative. . . . .

6. — In the sBame act, there may be a direct will in itself, indirect
in its cause, and involuntary.

Example: Titius wanting to kill Caius, his enemy, attacks him,
risking to wound his comrade who is with Lhim; but the bullet,
besides the two men, strikes also Simpronius, that Titius could nt
see, not knowing him to be there. Ca'us is struck by the direct
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will of Titius, his comrade by the indirect will, and Sympronius
outside of any will.

Secrion 2.—Of the voluntary act in particular.

There is no particular difficulty in the other wills, we shall
speak only of the indirect will.

7.—That will, as it has been said, has not a direct aim in itself,
but results from something else directly thought of, as the eff-ct
from the cause. Who wants the cause, wants the effect which
follows it, if that effect has been foreseen. . . .

There are several sorts of causes:

1. Physical or moral. . . .

2. Immediate or mediate. . . .

8. Nearor faroff. . . .

4. Cause by itself (per se) or by accident (per accidens). . . .

The first one tends, by its nature, to produce the effect. Thus,
drinking too much is the cause in itself of drunkenness. The
second, although not being destined in its nature to produce the
effect, may, however, hring it out through circamstances. Thus
liomicide may result from drunkenness.

8.—A bad effcot proceeding from indirect will, that is to say,
from a cause indirectly willed, must not always be imputed as a
fault to.its author.

In order that there should be fault, these conditions are neces-
rary : That the author has forseen the effect, at least confusedly ;
that he may not have been able to produce the cause . . . ; that
lie has been detained from producing the cause, or to have sup-
pressed it, if it already existed. . . .

9.—It is permitted to produce a cause good or indifferent, from
which follows immediately a double effect, a gnod one and a hal
one, if the cnuse is serious and the intention honest, not dirccted
towards the bad effect.®

* Q. “ Are we always obliged to abstain from an act from which we
furesee some bad effect caused by the malice of a third person?

A. No, when we have a legitimate motive to do that act, and when we

have a right to the advintages it must bring out, one i3 not obliged to
sacrifl ;e the good that will result fro.n it (Petit Catecchi-me de Marotte.)
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Because if this was not allowed, the author would sin, either by
the intention of a bad cffect, by the production of the cause, or
by the prevision of the bad effect. Nothing of this can be sus-
tained. . . .

10.—Examples: . . .

A young girl sins gravely if she miscarries in order to avoid dis-
honor. The reason of it is, that the miscarriage is directly a
wmeans to liherate herself from infamy, and that she seeks good
through evil.®

Article II. Of free will.

11.—Free will is what proceeds from the will acting upon itself,
with power not to act. Then, liberty is the faculty to act or not,
or of choosing one thing rather than another. So, all that i3 free
is voluntary, but the converse is not true. o

Although free will and will differ between themselves, neverthe-
less, inthe acts by which man travels upon this earth, tending to
his end, they are never separated in reality. . . .

There are several kinds of liberty :

1. Liberty without constraint, or of indifference, or of choice.

2. Liberty without any outweighing power, exempted from any
exterior violence.

3. Liberty of contradiction, faculty to act contrariwise.

4. Liberty of contrariety, by which one can choose either one
thing or its opposite. :

5. Liberty of specification, faculty to employ one's self in
different things.

* This {s indeed what decided Innocent XI. to condemn the following
proposition, on the 2d of March, 1679: *¢ [t is permitted to provoke
ahortion before the animation of the feetus, for fear that the girl should
be exposed to death or infamy.” (Prop. 34).

But, if we may be allowed to believe they have to make apology to-day,
the Jesuits did not always avow themselves vanquished hy the decree of
the Papacy. Jean Marin wrote, in 1720: * Oune could perhaps admit
the doctrine of the coudemned proposition, to avoid infamy, if no other
means {4 to be found to hide the crime and avoid the infamy. And
perhaps he would not be in the case of the condemned proposition who
would say that abortion is permitted, not to avuid his own inlamy, but that
of areligious community.” (Page 423).
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ARTICLE III.

Obstacles to free will and to will.
Thero are four of them: Ignorance, concupiscence, fear and
violence.

Section I.— Of ignorance.

13. — Generally speaking, ignorance is the want of knowledge.

We distinguish : 1st, The ignorance positive or negative, from
what we ouglit to know or what we ought not. . . .

2. Of right or of fact. . . .

3. Superable or insuperable, that is to say, that one can over-
ocome by one’s efforts, or not; physically, by any means, morally,
by any moral attention. . . . .

4. Antccedent or consequent. . . .

We distinguish three superable ignorances: Firstly, Simply
such, when in order to conquer it we bring some attention, but
not enough ; Secondly, Vulgar, when no effort, or scarcely any, is
wade to discover the truth; Thirdly Affected, when one seeks,
directly and positively, to ignore, either to sin more freely, or in
order to have an excuse for sinning.

14. — Insuperable ignorance effaces the will.* Then no act
proceeding from it can be imputed to its author. . . .

Superable ignorance does not take away the will . . . but
diminishes it. . . . _

The vulgar ignorance and the affected ignorance diminish the
will a good deal less,and consequently the sin. . . .

EXAMPLES :

A busband sinning with & woman that he ignores in an insuper-
able manner, as the sister of his wife, is culpable of adultery, but
not of incest.

Children who have made an illcit use of their own bodies, with-
out remorse of conscience, have not sinned in principle, though
having attained the age of reason. . . .

* Insuperable ignorance, that i3 to say, the one we are not able to over-
come hy ordinary meaus, takes away the will and excuses the sin. (Mar-
otte Pesit Catechisme).
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Secrion 2. — Of concupiscence.

15. — Concupiscence is the movement of the sensual appetite
which incites the will to a sensual pleasure.

There are two of them; the one antecedent which precedes the
voluntary act, the other consequent, which follows it. . . .

Antecedent concupiscence, far from effacing the will, rather
augments it, if we hear in mind the inclination of the will; but it
diminishes it, and even takes it away altogether, if we understand
the judgment of reason and the deliberation of will. . . .

SecrioN 8. — Of fear.

17. — Fear is the agitation of the mind in presence of actual or
future danger,for one’s self or relations.

Fear is subdivided thus:

1. Grievous or light. . . . It may be grievous, absolutely or
relatively. . . .

2. Intrinsical or extrinsical. . . .

8. Just or unjust. . . .

18. — The act proceeding from fear, though grievous, is simply
and absolutely voluntary and free.

Section 4.—Of violence.

20.—Violence is a constraint brought by an exterior and free
force, in spite of the will. . . .

Violence is absolute and relative. . . .

ExAMPLES :

21.—1. A woman who resists by all possible means what is
offered her does not sin, although the victim of a rape; because
no one sins in spite of himself.

2. Women sin grievously in submitting to violence, without
resistance, through timidity or fear, for instance, in order not to
offend the aggressor, even in setting aside all danger of consent;
because although they do not consent to the sensual pleasure,
however, not resisting as they might, they agree, which is equiva-
lent,to their own ravishment, and co-operate in the crime of the
man.— But & woman overcome by force, who does not cry for
halp, for fear of death, does she sin? There is controversy.
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A ccording to the probable opinion, one may say no, putting aside
the danger of consent. And so, the woman is not obliged to cry
if sbe runs the danger of suffering some notable injury, either to
lose her reputation, or to be called a prude; besides, if she has
resisted as much as she could, she is not held to fight against
violence, t0 expose herself to so great an injury. This is the
opinion of St. Liguori. However, as there is almost always the
danger of consept, in practice, the contrary is advocated.® . . .

CHAPTER 1III.
MoraLrry or HuMaN Acts.

EssExcE oF MoraLity. Its SOURCES.

ART. 1. — Of the essence of morality.

22. — The essence of morals consists in the relation of human
acts to the eternal law, which is the divine reason, otherwise, the
will of God.t . . .

ART. 2. — Of its sources.
They are three: The object, the circumstances, the end.

SkecrioN 1. — Of the object.

26. — The object is the immediate aim of the moral act, but to
which converges most nearly and naturally the will of the acting

agent.
It is good, bad, or indifferent. . . .

SkcrioN 11. — Of circumstances.

* It is here that is found, in the ancient casuist, the case of the chaste
Suzanne, to the exaggerated rigorism of whom they do not spare criticism :
¢+ Suzanne,” says Jacques Tirin, “‘might have avolded her troubles if, fear-
ing infamy and death,.she had let the adulterers satisfy their lewdness,
without consent or co-operation, permitting only, and remaining neutral.
In fact, to preserve her chastity, she was not obliged to call for help,
and in 80 doing defame her reputation and even endanger her own life;
for the integrity of the body is of a less consequence than reputation or
life.”” (page 291.) It isalso the opinion of Cornelius, Dicastille, etc., etc.

+ All this passage may be summed up in these bold words of Jean Ger-
son: ** God does not will certain actions because they are good; but they
are good hecause He wills them. Just the same as others are bad because
He forbids them.
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27. —Circumstances are the accidental determination of the
act, without which it m'ght exist in its substance, but nevertheless
injure in some way, its morality. Circumstances are not the
object of the act, because will reaches them only in the second
degree. . . .

S8ecrioN III. — Of the end.

28. —The end, in general, is the reason for acting. There are
two: The end of the act being the crowning of the act, and the
end of the agent, that is to say, that on which the agent directs
his intention.

Appendix.
ON THE MERITS OF THE ACTS.

83.—A meritorious act is a good work, worthy, throngh grace, of
reward or retribution. Acts are of two kinds: The meritorious
act de condigno, to which a reward is due in justice, that is to say,
by the promise of God ; and the act de congruo, which has a right
to a reward, not by the justice of God, but by a certain agreement,
and through God’s generosity. . . .

84. — What is necessary in order that an act should be merito-
rious de condigno?

It should be: 1st, Free . . . ; 2nd, honest . . . ; 3d, produced
by grace . . . ; 4th, the agent must be in a state of grace. . . .
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Case 1.
Or WiLL.

ARNULFE, an honest man but imperious, meets his enemy;
harassed by him with insults and blows, burning with a desire to
kill him, he seizes a dagger and springs upon hLim. But he
masters his anger and runs away. Then, becoming calmer, and
fearing he has committed an attempt against life, throws hiwsclf
at the feet of his confessor and avows his fault.

In another instance, knowing that when in a state of drunken-
ness le i3 of a quarrelsome disposition, he takes good care not to
drink to excess. But it happens that, excited by his friends tuv
drink more than usual, he gets drunk before thinking of his danger,
and becoming furious, he quarrcls with the others. Coming to
himself, he hurries to do penance and goes to his confessor.

Ques. Has Arnulfe sinned in both cases?

Ans. Arnulfe does not seem to have sinned in any case, at least
grievously ; because he had not a knowledge full and perfect of
evil, and there was no premeditation, as we can see in the peru-
sal of cases of conscience. Besides, Arnulfe, being subject to anger
in the first case, we may think that he has followed his first impulse
(ez motu, primo-primo egisse). As for the second case, he could
not sin if he did not think of all the pcrils of drunkenuess.

Case II.
OF WiILL.

1.— Elpidius, a drunkard and fighter, who grows furious in a
state of drunkenness, quarrels with Titius, and decides to revenge
himself on him; however, he puts off his project to another time.
Then, he repairs to a tavern in the neighborhood to drown his
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anger ; but coming out during the night in a state of drunkenness,
he meets Titius, and beats him fearfully, so that he (Titius) is
forced for many weeks to leave his work, and sustains great loss.

2.—Blazius, in order to cause injury to Caius, takes his gnn, and
shoots at the donkey of the latter. But alas! a double misfortune
happens. He misses the donkey, which escapes safe and sound,
and kills Titius’ cow, resting quietly behind a hedge, and which he
had not seen.

Ques. 1. Must the injury caused to Titius during the drunkenness
of Elpidius, be imputed to the latter, and must he be held for dam-
ages?

2. Quid, in the case in which, not being in the habit of driuking
to excess, he would have done it through inadvertence?

8. Can Blazius be hLeld to a restitution for the donkey that he
missed, or for the cow which he killed ?

Ans. Question 1.—Yes, the reason of it is, that the injury
is plainly voluntary, and foreseen in its cause, at least vaguely (in
confuso). Elpidius wanted, in fact, to wrong Titius; he drank
in danger of getting drunk, being, by nature, a drunkard. Besides,
he must have foreseen, impliedly at least, that he would cause some
wrong in such a state, being aware tiat he becowes furious, and
that he may i1 jure some one. Elpidius can not then be absolved
from a grievous sin against justice, nor dispensed frow the obligation
to compensate the injury.

Ans. Question 2.—In this hypothesis, the evil committed by
Elpidius cannot | e imputed to him; because he is not volantarily
in the act (in actu), the reason missing, neither in the cause (in
oausa) the evil not having been foreseen.

Ans. Question 8.— Blazius is bound to no restitution. Certainly
not for the donkey, which ran away safe and sound; neither for
the cow, having not foreseen that misfortune, nor supposed it.
Then, in conscience,® and before the sentence of the judge, he can
not be constrained to any reparation for the injury. Quid, if the
donkey and cow had belonged to the same Cuains? I answer, in
the widest acceptation of principles, that, not even in that case,

¢« Tn conscience, one i8 exempted from restitution if the wrong, even
grievous, has been done without theological faults. ” (Frachala 1759).
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shou!d Blazius be hecld to repair the injury, having done it
involuntarily.

Case 1V.
Or tae INDIRECT WILL.

Richard, an inn-keeper, happy in having a large patronage,
furnishes abundantly wine to the drinkers, incited by the love «f
lucre, and also by the desire to prevent blasphemous talk, though
foreseeing that many of them will get drunk ; in his conscience, he
is not sinning. He barbors, even cheerfully, men who hold impious
or obscene conversations, and he does not reproach them for it,
because, says he, he is not responsible for their conduct.

Ques. 1. Does Richard sin gravely in furnishing wine to peo-
ple who will get drunk, without any better reason than his love for
gain?

Ques. 2. Does he sin grievously in trying in such a manner to
prevent the drinkers from blaspheming ?

Ans. Question 1.—1st, Yes, in certain particular cases; for
instance, if it is a question of a toper almost drunk, who asks for
more wine. The reason for it is, thut in this precise case, he is
only subject to a slight loss, in order to avoid a certain and
determined sin.

2d, Generally, in theory, No; because the inn-keeper is not
held to sustain a considerable loss in order to prevent the habitual
sin of drunkenness in his clients ; charity does not force upon us
such a sacrifice.

The love of gain, understood in a vague and general manner, is
sufficient for not oppousing those sins. They are committed acci-
dentally, and against the intention of the innkeeper; besides, he
cannot refuse to serve the drink called for without sustaining con-
siderable loss, because it is hard to finl a tavern where a large
number of clients do not drink to excess, quarrel, etc., ete. So
if the publican refuses what is asked for, his customers will go
somewhere else, and he will sustain great loss.

Ans. Question 2.—No ; the desire to prevent blasphemies is suffi-
cient to allow drunkenness; because, of two evils we must choose
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the least. Now the greatest is blasphemy ; for, according to Ilier-
onymus, nothing is more odious than blasphemy.

Case V.

Or Tne Ixpirect WiLL.

Lubanus, to amuse himself, is in the habit of going on horse-
back. But often, during that cxercise, he is subjected to carnal
temptations, and even oftentimes to pollutions. Al hough he
deeply regrets these sorrowful occurrences, he fears to soil his
conscience, and he asks his confessor if Lhe must no more enjoy that
exercise.

Ques. Has Lubanus sinned?

Ans. Let not Lubanus be troubled. Though it is only for
amusement, it would be hard for him to renounce it forever. It
would be otherwise if it was a question of only one or two parii-
cular cases.

Case VI.
EFrFECTS OF IGNORANCE.

Adalbert makes this confession: 1st, Wanting to murder my
enemy, Titius, I have killed my friend Caius; 2nd, Firing on a
deer, I struck my enemy hidden in a bush, and whom I wanted to
kill ; 8d, Ignoring that I was in the time of fasting, I ate mcat;
but, through laziness, I had not been to mass on Sunday when tie
obligations for the week had been announced.

Ques. 1. Was there an ignorance excusing sin, and what was it?

Ques. 2. What must we tuink of Adalbert?

Ans. Question 1.— 1st, Insuperable ignorance excuses from all
sin ; because it entircly prevents knowledge of evil, and suppresses
the will. In presence of that ignorance, the obligation or prohibi-
tion of the law cannot be known, and so cannot compel ; because
¢¢ Nothing is willed if not preconceived.” 2nd, Insuperable
ignorance does not excuse from sin, not suppressing will; and in
presence of that ignorance, there is a sufficient and vague know-
ledge which obliges us to search for the truth.

Ans. Qestion 2.—1Ia the first caze, A lalhert must Lo cxcused
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from all sin for the homicide committed, if he has not foreseen
the death of Caius; for instance, if he took good care to strike
any other than Titius. The reason of it is, that this outward
act does not eonstitute an injustice toward Caius, killed involun-
tarily. So, he cannot be held for any restitution to his heirs. It
would be otherwise if he had omitted the precautions that he
onught to take, or if he had vaguely foreseen the danger of Kkillii 2
Caius. ‘

In the second case, we must distinguish : either he has taken the
necessary precautions to avoid injuring another, or not. If he
took them, Adalbert cannot have sinned in the absence of will,
even trying to kill his enemy, because, although he wanted to kill
him, he was not ready to do it at that particular moment.

In the third case, we must also distinguish : if Adalbert, avoid-
ing to assist at mass on Sunday, has had a grave doubt on the
obligation that would be imposed for the week, and if he has
neglected to inform himself, or to interrogate prudently others on
the subject ; because then, his ignorance has been superable, and
he has sinoed against the commandment of the Church. But if,
neither at that moment nor later, he thought of the obligation in
guestion, though Le has sinned in not going to mass, he has not
sinned in breaking the fast.

Case IX.
Or FEAR aND Vmuixcn.

BerTINE, a servant fearing God and having a horror of sin, fre-
quently solicited to do evil by her master, resists him every time.
Her confessor exhorts her to avoid the occasion of sin: she asks
him, she begs of him, to let her stay in the same house, because
her wages are well paid, and she could only with difficulty find
another sitnation. The confessor consents to it.

Soon after, her master presses her again to sin with him, and
she is ensnared. What will the unfortunate servant want to do?
She dares not cry, for fear of losing both her own and her mas-
ter’s reputation. Then, as she begins to cry out, her master,
blinded by passion, threatens her with death. But, Lhowever, find-
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ing herself in her such embarrassment, she remains purely
passive, and from the bottom of her heart curses the sin.

Ques. 1. Was Bertine obliged to avoid the occasion of sin, and
be constrained by her confessor, and even if he refused her
absolution ?

Ques. 2. Did she sin grievously in not calling for help for the
reasons mentioned by her?

Ques. 8. Did she sin grievously in not defending herself to the
last, and in abandoning herself, passively, for fear of death?

Ans. Question 1.— Bertine ought to have been advised to avoid
the actual occasion of sin, if she could have found another situa-
tion ; but, as it was a question only of a probable occasion, she
could not be constrained to leave her place.

Ans. Question 2.— There is controversy. According to some,
she has grievously sinned in principle; first, in not calling out,
unless she is excused for her good intention. Because she had
an easy remedy against the danger that her chastity incurred, and
her excuses have no weight. There was no risk of losing her
reputation ; because, only honest women ecry out in such circum-
stances. As for the reputation of hLer master, he could impute its
loss but to his own perversity.

Ans. Question 8.— There is controversy. But according to
Lacroix and others, she must be excused for the fear of death;
inasmuch as there was, on her part, no co-operation whatever.

Case X.
Or CONCUPISCENCE.

MARCHAND, 1st, reads different novels, foreseeing that he will
take pleasure in obscene subjects ; 2nd, occasionally, he looks at
the nakedness of statues, but resists the temptations caused by the
sight ; 8rd, he takes pleasure in shameful acts, but does not know
for certain if he was sleeping or awake; 4th, obliged by his
position as a merchant, to have relations with persons of both
sexes, he finds that he takes a great deal more pleasure in the
society of women than of men.
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Qnes. What sball the confessor decide in each one of these
cases ?

Ans. 1. If he reads for an honest motive he does not sin, pro-
vided he resists temptation, because the movements of concupis-
cence are quite involuntary; and hesides, there is a sufficient
caage for permitting them. If he reads for curiosity things a lit-
tle dangerous, he commits & sin, it is true, but venial, always
sapposing that there was no consent. But if he reads without
«wanse some very obscene books, he sins grievonsly, at least, on
the ground of the danger of giving way to tcmptation, except
however the case where, reading f.r pure curiosity, in considera-
-of ‘Lbis o!d age, cold temperament, or for son:e other particular
zeasons, he is not in grave danger of succumbing.

Aans. 2. He sins grievously if the statues are in a state of
womplete nakedness, and if he looks at them designedly,-closely,
and for a long time ; because, without reason, he exposes himself
o shameful temptations, and runs the risk of sinning grievously.
It would be different in principle if he sees themn in passing by
drom a distance, or even if the statues are of no artistic merit.
“TlLiis is the opinion of St. Liguori on pictures, which may be applied
o statues.

Aas. 3. One may presume that it bas happened during sleep ;
Tbecamse the acts of a man awake are easy to recognize. Then,
in doubt, it must be thought that it happened during sleep.

Ans. 4. He has not sinned, provided he remains honest and
Tesists temptation. No matter if he is attracted more towarls
‘women than men; because this tendency does not come from the
heart aor from the will, but rather from nature: then, in princi-
ple, there is no harm done. But it must be admitted, that
such a tendency is disagreeable for a chaste mind, and even
dangerous for an imprudent man. It is necessary to advise
Marchand to moderate that inclination, and repress it accord-
{ing to his strength.

Case XI.
Or THE OBJECT OF MoORALITY.
{~ Monigue, inn-keeper, . . . in order to prevent guarrcls and

-~
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blasphemies, a custom to which her husband is addicted, very
often tells white lies; experience has shown her that this is quite
nccessary to keep peace in the housebold.

Ques. Must we approve this way of correcting her husband ?

Ans. It is never permitted to lie, not even in view of an advan-
tage; for, we must not do evil in order to benefit by the good that
may come out of &¢. Now, lying is in very nature an evil,
although it may be only a venial sin; but although Monigue
must abstain carefully from lying, she is not obliged to tell all
the truth to her angered husband. We will explain more fully in
treating the eighth precept of the Decalogue.

Case XIV.
OF THE INTENTION OF THE AGENT.

Blondine, vain-glorious, seeing other women of her own con-
dition go very often to confession, communion, masses, etc.,
receives the same sacraments, and goes very devotedly to mass, in
order not to appear less pious than they. Learning that, her
Confessor declares that Blondine’s confession and communions are
sacrilegious, and that the masses heard are useless for her own
eternal salvation, because good proceeds from & pure motive, evil
from an imperfection, whatever it may be. |

Ques. Are Blondine’s confessions meritorious? and what do we
think of her other actions?

Ans. The Confessor seems rather severe. Why should Blon-
dine’s confessions and communions be sacrilegious? The motive
of vanity has not been the prime idea; at least, we may suppose
80, Now, if this is admitted, there is but a venial sin in each case ;
but a sacrilege does not result from a venial sin committed in the
reception of the Sacrament of Penitence or of the Eucharist, unless
such a hypocrisy should be the principal aim of the person. Acts
produced by vanity are not always without merit, because that
vanity is not the principal motive of the person. We may apply
the axiom: ¢¢ Good is the product of a pure motive,” because a
motive is pyre: 1st, by its object, 2d, by its end, at least partially,
84, by its circumstances. It would not be good if it had none of
these conditions of purity.
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86. Conscience is the practical voice of reason, or the practical
judgment by which we think that we can or may do a thing,
because it is good or commendable; or that we must not do it,
because it is bad. So it differs from reason, which gives only the
general principles.

It is subdivided thus:

1. Conscience is sound or unsound.

2. Conscience is certain or doubtful.

8. Conscience is scrupulous or lax.

4. Conscience is probable or improbable.

CHAPTER 1.
SouNp AND UNsoUND CONSCIENCE.

87. The sound conscience represents the object such as it is in
itself ; otherwise it is called unsound; and the unsound one is
called vincible or invincible, as to whether ignorance or error is
culpable or not.

The conscience invincibly unsound which commands, must be
obeyed in all cases.®

The invincible conscience which permits, suppresses all sins.t

¢ Do we not recognize several cases of conscience?

Ans. Yes, we recognize the true and the false conscience, the certain and
the doubtful, the probable and the improbable, the scrupulous and the laz.
(Pctit Catechisme de Marotte).

+ This is the origin of the doctrine of philosophical sin, the name of
which is hidden by the modern Jesuits, through prudence, but without
having renounced, in spite of the numerous condemnations of the Church,
any of the principles from which it is deduced. In order to have a com-
plete idea of it, it Is necessary to refer to what they wrote hefore our
unhappy epoch of distrust and free investigation. They have never
denied those odlons doctrines, the trace of which is found in all the acts
of their puplls; but they content themselves to-day with making it an
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CHAPTER II.
TrE CERTAIN OR DoOUBTFUL 'Conscmncn.

ART. I.— Of the certain counscience.

89. — The certain conscience judges, without any fear of mis-
take, whether a thing is good or bad.

There are three sorts of certainties: 1st, Metaphysical . . . ;
2d, Physical . . . ; 8d, Moral . . . ; the latter subdivided into
perfect or imperfect. . . .

There are also the direct certainty and the indirect cer-
tainty. . . .

The certain conscience is the only rule of morals. . . .

The conscience morally certain, even imperfeot, is sufficient. . .

ART II. — Of the doubtful conscience.

40. — This is one which hesitates to pronounce on the honesty
of an action. . . . It differs then from the probable opinion and

object of oral teaching. We find it also in some of the cases of conscience
printed even in our days. Here are citations as odious as they are ludi-
Crous.

Sanchez: ¢ In order that a man should sin mortally, he must consider
either that his action is bad, that there is danger from malicious intention,
or he must have some doubt or scruple. 1f nothing of that exists, ignor-
ance, inadvertence, forgetfulness, ought to be acknowledged, as quite
natural and invincible.” (page 107.)

De Lugo: *‘8t. Paul said to the Corinthians; If you are adulterers, you
shall not possess the Kingdom of God. . . .

¢ But if the Corinthians had paid no attention to the offence to God
they would have committed a philosophical adultery, but not a theological
one, the latter being a mortal sin.

¢ Homicide becomes so grievous by the prohibition of God, that from a.
philosophically moral evil, it beconmes a mortal sin, if that prohibition is
known; because, if it was ignored, and that without any fault, it would
have but the philosophical gravity which comes from its nature.” (page.

109.)

Dicastille: *“A theft, in default of deliberation, may be a venial sin. . . .
This may happen by the violence of the tempration; above all, when there:
is such haste that there can be no time to deliberate.”

Tambourin: ¢ The one who through inveterate habit swears falsely,.
without any attention, is generally excused. . . . He may also be excused
from confessing it.” (page 111.)

Georges de Rhodes: ¢ As there {8 no sin where there is no attention to-
the malice of the act, 8o, there cannot be any mortal sin when one dwes.
not perceive the gravity of the malice, or the danger of that gravity.

‘ For instance, one man kills another, thinking, indeed, that it & am
evil, but thinking it only a slight evil: such a man does not sin grievausly ;



Treatise on Conscience. 63

conscience which does not suspend, but gives its assent, thongh
with fear, to the truth of the contrary opinion.

‘We distinguish several doubts:

1. Positive or negative.

2. Of right or of fact.

3. Speculative or practical. The speculative doubt is subdivided
into simple speculative and practical speculative..

41. — The practically doubtful conscience is not to be depended
on altogether, and we must follow the safest way. But one may
sometimes be satisfled with the speculatively doubtful con-
science. . . .

A doubt purely negative, is held to be void. . . .

Ques. What is to be done is case of a perplexing conscience?

Ans. Consult a confessor, if possible.

because It is knowledge alone which applies to the will its malice or its
E:avlty. 80 malice is imputed in proportlon to the knowledge that we
ve had of it.

«If some one commits an adnltery, or a homicide, knowing well, but
however, in an imperfect and superficial manner, the malice and the gravity
of these actions, that man, however grievous is the act, sius, nevertheless,
but lightly. The reason is, that, as the knowledge of malice I8 neces-
sary for the sin, 8o, to commit a grave sin we must have a full and
clear idea of it, and consider it as sach. . . . My opinion is, that there
will be only venial sin every time that one wul think, in general, of the
malice of the act, without thinking that such an act may be mortal.” (page
114.

Pl)atel: ¢« A sin, however contrary to reason it may be, committed by a
man who ignores invincibly, or bears not in mind that there is a God, or
that God 18 offended by his sin, is not a mortal sin . . .; it is a philo-
sophical wrong.”

Casnedl : * When, to a morally insuperable ignorance of the prohibi-
tion and malice of the actiun, is added an invincible error upon the
honesty of the object or precept, the action made in consequence of that
iznorance and of that error, is always honest and meritorious, if the
other circumstances are to be found there.” (page 119.)

Georgelin: ¢ In order to sin, some consideration or attention, even
actual, to the moral malice, is necessary. . . . This is true of the venial
sin, as of the mortal.” (page 120.)

Jesuits of the College of Caen: ¢ There I8 no law, elther natural or
positive, which commnands us to attribute all and each of our actions to
an end naturally good and honest. Even if such a law existed, either
positive or natural, it could not be eunforced, because it would not be
sufficiently promulgated.” (114.)

Le Moyne, Professor at the College of Auxerre: ‘‘ It is true that the
natural law teaches that one must not lie; but this same law ordains us
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CHAPTER III.
Tae ScrupurLous AND Lax CONSCIENCE.
ART. 1. —Tre ScrupuLous CONSCIENCE.

The scrupulous conscience is that which, for a vain and slight
motive, doubts the honesty of an action, and fears to sin, where
there is no occasion for sin. . . .

I. Causes of scruples.

They are:

1st. The divine permission.— It is God who permits false appre-
hensions, by taking the light from us.
2ud. The operation of the devil. Because the devil is very

to follow conscience, which by an insuperable ignorance can teach that
one may lie.” (page 129).

Mathien Stoz: ‘“ To commit any sin, venial or even mortal, it {8 not
sufficient to have a habitual knowledge of the malice of the action; that is
to say, it does not suffice to have had it yesterday, or a few days previous;
but it 18 necessary that the advertence should be actual, and at the very
time when the will commits the bad action, or begins to commit it. More-
over, one cannot say that a man sins st the moment when he has not an
actual knowledge of the moral malice of the action, although he had it a
little while before.

Then the actual and invincible inadvertence of the malice of the object
excuses the sin.” (page 138.)

Busembaum and Lacroix: “ Althou (Fh we all know that, by the natural
law, lying is ordlnarlly forbidden, also, that it is ordinarily permitted
not to k%ll anybody upon one’s own authority; notwithstanding, such
circumstances may be found in which we think, invincibly, that these
things are permitted at the present moment.

This 1s the opinion of the saintly and learned Cassien. . . . And others
think that official lying is sometimes permissible. . . . Vasquez relates,
that a vulgar man thought that he could act honestly and piously by turn-
ing over a sick man and occasioning a8 prompt death, and thus deliver
bim from considerable pain. . . .

Sarasa, in his book, ‘‘Art de se rejouir toujours,” relates, that another
man, through zeal for the glory of God, and for the salvation of souls,
baptized the children of the Moors brought to him by their parents, and
killed them immediately after; to make sure of their salvation, and for fear
that, carried back to their parents, they would not be taught the faith of
the church.” (page 143.)

At last, the Petit Catechisme de Marottesets this beautiful doctrine beforej
the eyes of little children, in the following terms:

¢ Ques. Is it permitted to follow a consclence invincibly erroneous?

¢« Ans. Yes, it is permitted to act according to the inspiration of a false
conscience, when the error comes from an insuperable ignorance ; hecause
that error, not being voluntary, cannot be removed, and the acting agent
does not wish to commit, and does not belleve that lie is commitung. evil.”
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skilful in discovering scruples, urging the course of tic blood,
changing humors, and calling forth vain apparitions.

8. The melancholy and phlegmatic complexion. . . .

4. The weakness of the judgwent. . . .

5. Too great uneasiness. . . .

6. Relations with scrupulous people. . . .

ITI. Consciences inclined to be scrupulous.

ILI. Inconvenience of scruples.

1V. Remedies against scruples.

V. Rules for scrnpulous people.

48.—They must obey absolutely and hlindly their confcssor, and
show in everything the greatest humility and contidence. . . .

AgT. 1I.— Tneg Lax Coxsclence.

49.— This is the one which, for too slight a motive, believes that
to be permitted which is not so.

There are three kinds:

The conscience simply laxz. . . . hardened. . . . pharisai-

CHAPTER 1V.

Tas ProBABLE AND IuPROBaABLE CONSCIENCE.

We must treat: 1st, of the nature ; 2nd, of the efficacy ; 3rd, of
the probability.

ArT. I.—Tue Natcre or ProBasBiLITy.

50.— Opinion, in general, is the assent to cither of two ideas, or
the adhesion to either of two countrary opivions, through fear that
the other may be the true one.

Probable opinion is hased on a grave motive, although one
fears the truth of the contrary opmion. Improbable opinivn is a
judgment that is not based on a solid reason.

Probability is subdivided thus:

1. Intrinsic or extrinsic, according as it is based either on rea-
sons drawn from the thing itself, or from authority.
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2. Of right or of fact, based on the existence of a right and of
its application, or on some fact.

8. Speculative or practical, as we consider the thing in an
abstract manner, or in relation to the action.

4. Absolute or relative, whether it appears such to everybody,
or only to one or & small number.

5. Solitary or comparative, according as it appears such con-
sidered in itself, or compared with the contrary opinion.

6. Certain, doub!ful or slight, according to the motives on
which it is based.

We distinguish three kinds of comparative probabilities :
1. Major, 2. minor, 8. equal.

_ Any proposition may be more, less, or equally as probable as the
contrary proposition, according to motives more, less, or as
steadfast on which it is based. But the more probable admits
different degrees; for it is less or notably more probable than
those of the contrary opinion. It is called wvery probable, if it is
caused by a very serious motive. It is that, said St. Liguori,
which is based on a very serious foundation. The coatrary
opinion is called probable in a slight or doubtful manner.

Moreover, an opinion i3 sure, if it simply favors the law, more
sure if it favors it more, less sure if it favors it less. Then, the
more probable opinion is not always more sure, because a greater
probability may favor liberty.

DIFFERENT SYSTEMS ON PROBABILITY.

1. Absolute tutorism or rigorousness, according to which one
must always follow the surest opinion; that is to say, the one
which favors the law. (legi favens) ; unless there is certainty in
favor of liberty. This opinion bas been disapproved by the
church.

2. Mitigated Tutorism, according to which it is only permitted
to follow the most probable opiniun, which favors liberty.

8. Probabiliorism, by which one wust follow the opinion
favoring the law, nnless the contrary opinion be more probable.

4. AEquiprobabilism, according to which it is not permitted to
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follow the less sure opinion, unless it should be as probable, or
nearly so, as the contrary opinion.

5. Probabilism, according to which one may follow the less sure
and less probable opinion, provided that its probability is true and
so'id.

6. Laxism, according to which it is always permitted to folloy
the slightly probable opinion ; but this system has been condemned,
as we shall sce later. ’

Theologians, according to their opinion on probability, have
received different names : rigorists, tutorists, mitigatists, etc. . . .

1. Probability, by its nature, excludes necessary moral certain-
ty ; because it is in this only that it may differ from it.

2. Any probability, however great it may be, in the presence of
the contrary opinion baving become certain, is destroyed.

3. One must surely accept as probable an opinion considered as
such by most theologians, or even looked upon as absolutely true
by five or six theologians, distinguished for their honesty, judg-
ment and science ; unless there should be a sure reason against that
opinion.

4. An honest and learned man regards as surely probable an
opiniun that he has carefully examined, and which he believes to
be true, or surcly probable, for serivus motives, when he judges it
aside from all irregular passion.

5. As to the intrinsic probability of right, only theologians,
very wise and well versed in morals, can judge; because they
alone know that nothing certain can be brought against their
decision.

6. A man indifferently learned may judge of the extrinsic
. probability of an opinion, if, knowing the question thoroughly, he
sees it affirmed by superior authority, that is to say, approved by
theologians.

7. A single authority above all exception, bringing a reason that
tbe others have not examined or sufficiently explained, and itself
explaining well the reacons of others, renders its opinion surely
probable, though opposed to the common opinion.

8. An ignorant man, hearing one whom he looks upon as honest,
prudent and learned, say to auother, thut an opinion is surely
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probable, may consider it as such; because he cannot jndge for
himself, and he has no other means of knowing the intrinsic
probability.

ART. II.— EFricacy oF ProBaBILITY TO ForyM CoNsCIENCE.

55. — This efficacy consists in the strength of probability to
make the voice of conscience practically certain. . . .

FIRST THESIS.

56. — It is not permitted to follow the probable, nor the more
probable opinion, leaving aside the more sure opinion, every time
that there is an absolute obligation to obtain, with efliciency, a
determined end, that could be compromised by the use of means
probably ill appropriate to that end. Then, we must follow the
more sure opinion. . . .

SECOND THESIS.

58. It is not permitted to follow an opinion slightly probable,
leaving aside the more sure one. . . .

THIRD TIIESIS.

59. It is permitted to follow tiic most probable, and even the
more probable opinion, leavii.g aside the more sure opinion, if it is
a question only of the honesty of the action. . . .

FOURTH THESIS.

60. Tt is permitted to follow an opinion truly and strongly
probmble, leaving aside the more sure opinivn, equally and even
more probable, it it is only a question of what is permitted or for-
bidden.

This proposition is demonstrated by three kinds of arguments
drawn from: 1st, reascr; 2d, authority; 3d, consequerces of the
contrary opinion.

This is the demonstiation by reason: there is no obligation to
obey a law the existence of which i3 not certain; a law bas no
certain existence if a true and strong probability exists against it.
Then, there is no obligation to follow the more sure opinion, and
set aside the truly probably opinion, leaving aside the more sure,
even the more probuable. . . .
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ART. 1II. Tue Use oF PROBABILITY.

75 — Outside of the general principles which constitute the
theory of probabilism, viz: No obligation can be imposed unless
one 13 sure of the thing; or, a doubtful law does not oblige, there
are certain special rules, confirming those principles, to be applied
in particular cases.

1. In doubt, we must hold to what we presume. . . .

II. In doubt, we must judge after what ordinarily happens. . . .

III. In doubt, we must consider the value of the act. . . .

1V. In doubt, we must prefer what is favorable, and leave what
is odious. . . .

V. In obscure things, we must do what is the less onerous. . . .

VI. 1st, In doubt, one presumes not a fact; it must be demon-
strated. 2d, In doubt, one presumes as a fact what was to
be done according to rights ; 8d, In doubt, nobody is presumed to
be malicious, unless he is proved so.

VII. In doubt, one must follow the more sure opinion. This
rule must be applied only to practically doubtful cases. . . . As
for speculative doubts, it is no more a rule, but a simple advice.

80.— . . . Among several probable opinions, is it permitted to
follow sometimes the one, sometimes the other which is contrary
to it?

Yes!* ...

* Here is, in full, that doctrine of probabflism, ¢¢ that miserable doctrine,”
said the Bishop of Rhodez, ‘‘source of so much corruption in morals and
8o opprobrious for religion, that the enemy of marn (the Jesuit) had sown
in the schools during darkness and the sleep of the pastors, and which
has, at last, been banished forever. It has come back triumphantly to-
day, in spite of the coalition of Popes and Bishops, Pastors, Theologians
and laymen, conspiring against it in order to destroy it.”

1t i8 easy, In fact, to see, by the preceding abridged chapters, and by
many following cases, that the Jesuits have renounced nothing of that
odious doctrine.

Moreover, in order to have it in all its splendor, it is good to have
recourse to the ancient casuists, expressing more freely their thoughts:

Henriquez sald, in 1600 : ¢ A scrupulous man issafe, if he chooses against
his scruples what he judges to be probable, though he thinks that the
other opinion is more probable; and the confessor must, against his own
opinlon, conform himself to that of the penitent, considering that it excuses
the latter before God.” (page9.)
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Case L.
ErroNEOU3 CONSCIENCE.

FLoRrINE makes this confession : I have lied, but I did not believe
I was sinning, because I was constrained by a very grave motive ;
it was to excuse my cousin, and save him from a severe
chastisement.

Ques. Can Florine be excused from sin, and is her action
commendable ?

Jean de Salas: ‘¢ It is a true opinion, that it is not permitted to follow
the more probable sentiment, although the less sure; but one may even
take also the less sure opiniun, when there is equality of probability.

“The most powerful motives are necessary to a person in the religious
orders to believe that a revelation is probably true, by which God exempts
him from contracting marriage, in spite of the common law; because
God has never given such a dispensation. 1f, nevertheless, he had a troe
probability, he could, to avoid inconvenience, make use of a doubtful
and only probable dispensation.”

Grégoire de Valence: ** It is asked if a julge may, without respect for
persons, determine, according to the interests of his friends, his judgment
in favor of a probability, Indistinctly applicable to one or the other
opinion, when a point of law divides the jurists?

*¢Isay: If the judge thinks that both opinions are equally probable, he
may, legally, to favor his friend, judge according to the opinion which
authorizes the pretension of his friend. Moreover, he could even, to
serve his friend, judge sometimes by one opinion and sometimes by the
contrary one, provided no scandal results from his decision ” (page 14).

Gilles of Coninck : *“ When the opinion of the Doctors is divided on
some point, we can follow the sentiment which most pleases us, though
the least sure and the least probable, provided it is truly probable.”

Vasquez: ‘‘ It 18 sufficient for an ignorant man to follow the opinion
that he believes probable and which Le sees taught by honest and learned
men, though this opinion should be neither the more sure nor the best

known. Sylvester says, it is sufficlent for an ignorant man to follow

the advice of his master and doctor. ”

Laymann: ¢ A doctor may advise whoever consults him, not only accord-
ing to his own opinion, but also according to the contrary and probable
opinion of others, if this last advice is more favorable or agreeable to the
one who consults him, . . . although the same doctor is persuaded that
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Ans. She ought to be excused from the sin of lying, becanse of
an invincibly erroneous conscience.

Moreover, she has acted well, What might be opposed to this
decision is, that she might have had in view a formal evil : now
that cause does not exist, because it is sufficient, in order to be
meritorious, that the end ia view shou!d be good in principle; so

certainly his sentiment is speculatively false, and that he could not follow
it himnself in practice . . . ¥rom this we conclude, that a learned man may
give opposite advices according to the probable sentiments opposed to
each other, observing, nevertheless, discretlon and pradence.”

Filliucius : ¢* The authority of an hon®st and learned doctor makes a
probable opinion, because such an authority is no slight foundation for a
decision.” (page 29).

Escobar: ** Verily, when I consider ro many diverse sentiments on the
matter of morals, I think itis a happy dispensation of Providence, such a
:haﬂety of opinions, helping us to bear along more agreeably the yoke of

e

¢¢ Then Providence has willed that there should be several ways to follow
in the moral actions, and that the same action might be found to be good,
eitlier in acting according to one opinion or its opposite.

¢¢ We are permitted to consult different doctors’ authorities until we find
an answer in harmony with our desires . . . on condition of having right
intention in seeking a probable opinfon which I8 in our favor, and in
being firmly resvlved to do nothing contrary to the probable conscience.”
(pagze 85

Busem)bnum says, yet more clearly : ¢¢ We mn<t not condemn those who
consult different doctors until they find one in harmony with their way of
thinking, provided such a one i3 looked upon as prudent and pious and
not peculiar.”

Tambourin: ¢ Ignorant confessors, who always imagine they do good
in obliging their penitents to restitution, because it i more safe, ought to
be blamed. Assuredly, if those penitents had sought to know what is
more sure, they would not have waited for their advice, but they would
have made the restitution themselves.” (page 88.) .

De Lugo: ¢ If his advice is called for, in order toknow if the penitent
is obliged to make restitution, the confessor must follow the opinion of
the penitent, if it is probable, and absolve him.”

Louis de Scildere: *¢ An inferior, who probably helieves that his superior
has no jurisdiction, must not obey him, even if the superior is in possession
of his office.

*¢ Likewise, an inferior who thinks that his superior’s command exceeds
the limits of hisauthority, must not obey him.

** Then, an accused person, who probably believes that the judze has no
legitimate authority to interrogate him, i8 not obliged to answer.”

Georges de Rhodes: ** A goud reason is sufficient to make an opinion
probable. Now, the authority of a renowned and pious doctor is a good
reason ; because, I suppose that he I8 in the possession of a good reason;
as his opinion is notrejected by the doctors as too old and absurd. Then
the authority of one doctor is sufficient to make a probable opinion.”

Térille: *¢ Generally, in matters of faith as well as of morals, any man is
permitted to follow any opinlon directly, the lcast probable and the least
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that, in conscience, one should be convinced of its excellency.
Do not say that an object materially bad is opposed to the
divine will ; because, though it is opposed to the primary divine
will, it is not opposed to the secondary one, by which God
orders or permits us to do something, in supposing our ignorance
insuperable. God, indeed, by His consequent will, wants man to
do what he feels uncontrollably obliged to do.

sure, though he believes that the contrary opinion is the most probable
and the must sure, and that it really should be so. Buat what I say is re-
stricted to the opinion whose practical probability Is certain for the acting
agent.” (page 43.)

Gobat, who accepts and develops this doctrine, gives it yet more savor,
and suppresses the caution of Térille, in declaring with Oviedo, ¢ that an
opinion speculatively probable is also probable in practice.” (page 56.)

Fabri: ¢ Two contrary opinions, truly and certainly probable, are both
safe, materially and formally.

It is allowable to follow a less probable moral opinion, provided that
its probability is certain . . . The opinion which permits one to follow
the least probable, is in itself the most probable. Thus in following the
least probable, in actu exercito, one follows really the most probable, in
acty signato.” This is the quintessence.

Casnedi: * It is always allowable, and in all matters, . . . tofollow the
opinion the least sure and the least probable in practice, without taking into
account any stronger speculative probability attached to the contrary and
more sure opinion; and this every time that the less sure and less prohable
opinion certainly preserves its safety and its practical probability, though
less sure than the other.” (puge 67.

Lacroix: * One is justificd in acting according to what is probable,
although it 18 evident that the contrary sentiment is more probable. . . .

¢ It i3 justifiable to follow what is less probable, not only in regard to
positive haman rights, but also in regard to divine and natural rights. .
. . Because, if, with all respect to the human legislator, I can say to him:
¢ Although, according to the force of direct judgment, it i3 more probable
for me that your law exists, however, in virtue of my deliberate judgment,
less probable, I will not do its command.’ Such language would
not be contrary to the respect due to the author of the divine or
natural laws.”

Muszka: ‘¢ If we meet in the matter of morals two opinions certainly
probable, one i3 not always obliged to follow the one which is the most
probable and themost sure. Conseguently, it is sometimes permitted to
act according to the least probable and the least sure opinion.” (page 103).

At last, to close by a recent and practical application, here is how the
Petit Catechisme de Marotte, the disseminator, par excellence, of these
doctrines, expresses itself on this subject:

¢ Ques. Can we act according to & conscience probable?

¢ Ans. In what concerns faith, the validity of sacraments and in all,
cases when one is held to procure an effect that one is not sure to obtain,
without taking the opinion the more sure, we must choose that opinion;
but outside of this case, one may, without sin, follow the most probable,
though the least sure; acting thus, is to act prudently.”
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Besides, a man can certainly sin in acting against a conscience
which i3 insuperibly mistaken, then he may also deserve reward
in acting according to its orders.®

Case II.

ERrRrONEOUS CONSCIENCE.

1. The mind of Ferdinand is often haunted by wicked desires,
for instance, to revenge himself on an enemy, to commit shame-
ful attempts against decency, by contact or otherwise, or the
desire for fornication. But he has never acknowledged them in
confession, thinking that these acts, purely internal, were not
sins.

2. Georges, during childhood, has had for many years the habit
of polluting himself, but did not admit it in confession, not think-
ing it was an evil. But later, knowing the truth, he doubts the
validity of those confessions, and asks himself if he is in duty
bound to make a general confession.

2. Gustave, a child ten years old, has abandoned himself to
obscene touchings on the person of his first cousin ; he has avowed
it in confession, but omitting the circumstance that it was his
cousin, because he was ignorant that a sin was more grievous on
that account. Later he recognizes his error, and inquires if he
must coufess anew, indicating that circumstance.

Ques. 1. Had Ferdinand an crroncous oonscience relative to
his wicked desires?

Ques. 2. Did Georges ignore invincibly the malice of pollution?

Ques. 8. Is Gustave obliged to recommence the confession of
his sin,—yes or no?

* Charll: *“We discern in God two kind3 of will, which constrain the
will of man, a will antecedent, prinitive, which is such by itself; and a
will consequent, which comes after and accidentally. By the antecedent
will, God commands directly with a primary intention, that men should or
gfhould not do a thing. Such is the will by which God . . . forbids
lying. The consequent will is the one by which God commands indirectly ;
and in the supposition of an error on man's side, that he should or should
not do a thing.

¢ Thus it is God who wills that a man should lie, if we suppose that by

an invincible error that man believes that it is good to lie in such circum-
stance.” (page 126.)



74 The Doctrine of the Jesuits.

Ans. Question 1.— Many affirm it, as Elbel, Sanchez, Lacroix ;
but the contrary must be admitted, with St. Liguori. i

Ans. Question 2.—Georges may have been in good faith at the
beginning. But it is difficult to believe that his good faith has
lasted so long.

Ans. Question 8. — Gustave is not obliged to a new confession
in order to add the omitted circumstance, if, at the mnoment when
he committed the sin, he was not aware that in such a case there
was a particular gravity, because the difference is not in the act
but in the principle. In principle, insuperable or absolute igno-
rance excuses him from the sin of incest. Let not his peace of
mind be disturbed.

Case III.
Dotsrrrr CONSCIENCE.

Faustine, a young lady, twenty years old, finds herself in an in-
extricable embarrassment. She has made a vow of chastity at the
time of ler first communion, but she doubts that there wus suffl-
cient deliberation, either on account of her age, or of devotion, and
asks if she may accept an advantageous marriage that is proposed
to her.

Ques. How can we solve Faustine’s doubts?

Ans. With St. Liguori, the vow must be observed, even in doubt
of sufficient deliberation. That must be admitted in theory, becauso
the utterance of the vow is considered as having the value of an
act. DBut that doctrine does nor seem to be absolute ; it may hap-
pen, in certain circumstances, that the necessary deliberation can
not be easily determined, and it may even be presumed that it waas
missing altogether.

‘The advice of the bishop is necessary in this case.

Case VIIL.

OX PgroBABILITY.

Philibert, a professor of theology, after having discarded all ths
systems on probability, has imagined a new one that he believes
will solve all difficulties in cases of conscience. Here is the
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foundation of his opinion, . . . & well-known law compels, an un-
known law does not. Then, for the same rcasons, a law imper-
fectly known obliges but imperfectly, more or less according to
the degree of knowledge ; but there is always a certain obligation,
because there is always more or less danger of materially violating
the law. Moreover, if a law constrains us more or less, according
to the degree of our knowledge, the motive which excuses us from
obeying the law, must be in proportion to the gravity of the
obligation. This is why a not very puwerful motive excuses us
from an obligation imperfectly known.

Ques. What shall we think of thc new system?

Auns. Philibert supposes, without foundation, that it is not allow-
able to run the risk of materially violating the law when it is not
very well-known.

What evil is there in that material violation, if I ignore the
obligation? How can I commit a sin if I ignore what makes it a
sin? Besides, this assertion would lead us to & condemned tutelege ;
for, if we admit it, it would not be possible, any more, t> act from
an opinion, however probable it may be; because we would be in
a perpetu.l fear of materially violating the law, if the surest way
was not chosen. Moreover, if that material violation exists, it is
not voluntary ; because, not knowing the law, there is no intention
but ignorance.

Case IX.
AvuTtsHORITY OF THE CONFESSOR RELATIVE TO OPINIONS.

The following dialogue takes place in confession between
. Lucanus and the priest Aquilinus:

Confessor.— Have you not made an usurious contract?

Penitent.— My father, it is true; but I know that honest men
do so with the approbation of learned men.

Confessor.— That doctrine is not mine, and you must tear up
that contract, or at least indemnify your partner, in giving back
what you owe him. ,

Penitent.— I beg your pardon, my father, while honest and
learned men approve of such a contract, I tiink, at least probably,
that it is not forbidden.
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Confessor.— It is not my doctrine, and I profess the contrary
opinion. Go, my friend, I cannot absolve you; look for another
confessor who will share your own opinion.

Lucanus goes to Pancrace, another confessor, and sets the
case before him: *Do not trouble yourself,” sa.d Pancrace, ‘‘your
opinion is not probable for me, but I know that it is looked upon
a8 such by many very learned men, you may set your conscience
at rest; go in peace.”

Ques. May a confessor, looking upon an opinion as not probable,
bhut approved by renowned theologians, permit his penitent to
follow it?

Ans. The confessor cannot permit the penitent to follow false
opinion, because his duty is to lead him from error ; butif the penitent
wants to follow an opinion admitted as probable by well-known
theologians, the confessor has no right in the case, though he looks
upon that opinion as not probable. Because, if an opinion advo~
cated by several theologians ; for instance, by five or six of them
recommended for their honesty, science and prudence,—if it has not
been condemned, if it is not in opposition to a law then in force,
it it has not against it evident reasons, that opinion may be admitted
as probable, and consequently, cannot be prohibited by a common
confessor.*

Case XI.
Ox tHE CHANGE OF OPINION.

Lucien, an heir, recognized a3 valid a will made in his favor,
though in it certain necessary formalities are missing; he relies
for that on the probable opinion of doctors. Another day,
changing his opinion, he asks for and obtains through the Court of

* It Is exactly what was said more clearly by Jean de Salas, as early as
1607: ‘“‘Any confessor may, against his own sentinent, absolve the peni-
tent who follows a probable opinion, though the least sure, no matter if
that opinion is, or i8 not prejudicial to others.” (page 1l.) And Sotus,
Vasquez, Busembaum, etc.: ‘ Not only may he, but he must.” ‘Ihe
Jesuits have never changed their opinion on this, any more than on
anything else.

But the confessor Aquilinus would have done much better by holding
his tongue, according to the pure doctrine of the Jesuits.

6 When,” says the celebrated Jean Marin, ¢ the confessor believes with
probability that his advice will be rejected, he must not say anything;
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Justice, the setting aside of a will equally irregular, made in favor
of Caius, in order that himself, the nearest of kin, shall inherit.

Ques. 1. Is it permitted to change one’s opinion, and if so,
when?

Ques. 2. Same as Lucien's case.

Ans. to the first question. — It is permitted to change one’s
opinion if there is no compability between that decision and a
truc probability ; that is to say, provided thatin chanzing one’s
mind, one fullows another probable opinion, and that there would
be no contradiction either theological or practical. Because one
who follows one of two probuble opinions, does not cease to look
upon the other as probable, and he remains, as before, in the
snme uncertainty towards the other. Then, occasionally, if it is
for his advantage, he may follow that other opinion, though pre-
viously he had followed the contrary one, except in cases when
that change of opinion would suppress all probability.

Ans. to the 2d question. — Lucien, having always followed a
probable opinion, may have legitimately changed his mind in
practice on the validity of the illegal will, according to diverse
circumstances ; for, in keeping his inheritance, before the decision
of the judge and in spite of its irregularity, he has acted accord-
ing to his rights, having followed a probable opinion ; but he has
not ceased for that to look upon the contrary opinion as probable,
aund le has not renounced the right belonging to any citizen of
asking the setting aside of the other will if it is for his advan-
tage to doso. Then he has used his right in asking for the annul-
ling of the will before the court, and he must not be disturbed.*
even if the =in in question should be a continued action, injurious to
others. For instance, the penitent exercises usury, and is, on this matter,
in a state of Invincihle ignorance, on account of reasons given to hin by
others whom he has consulted. The confessor sees that his advice will
be of no avalil, neither to make a restitution of illicit gains, nor to prevent

it for the future; therefore, he must not say anything.” (page 125.) Itis
also the opinion of Suarez, Escobar, Gobat, Trachala, etc., cte.

¢ Tambourin was of that opinion when he wrote in 1659: ** It is prob-
able that one can he indemnitied for the Joss of one’s reputation, by money ;
It is also probable that one cannot be indemnitied at all. Can I, then, to-
day, I, whose reputation has been hlackened, exact fromn the defamer an
indemnity in money; and to-morrow, and even to-cday, can I, myself, who
has defamed the reputation of another, refuse to indemnity him by that
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Law is the external rule for human acts, as conscience, the prac-
tical voice of reason, is the internal rule for the same acts.

PART FIRST.

LAWS IN GENERAL.

NATORE AND QUALITIES OF THE Law.

81. — Law is a disposition of order in view of the common good,
promulgated by the one wbo has the care of the comwunity. . . .

We distinguish several kinds.

1. Divine or human. . . .

2. Natural or positive. . . .

8. Ecclesiastical or civil. . . .

4. Moral or penal or mixed. . . .

5. Affirmative or negative. . . .

6. Prohibitory, annulling, or tolerant. . . «

7. Favorable or odious. . . .

8. Written or transmitted by custom. . . .

82. — What are the qualities or conditions of the human law?
1t must be: possible, honest, useful, just, permanent or stable,
and promulgated. . . .

CHAPTER 1I.
Tne LEGISLATOR.

88. — We call the legislator, the sovereign who has the power,
independent and supreme, or subordinate, to make laws for the
community which he governs. . . .
same money, for the loss of his reputation? I am sure that one can legally,

in xuch a case, do the one or the other, according to one’s own opinion.”
(Page 88:)
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1. God alone is the supreme legislator. . . .

II. The church has the power to make laws in order to accom-
plish the end which she has in view. . . .

84. —III. Princes can make laws in view of the temporal
happiness of their subjects, . . . because they have received from
God the power to govern their subjects.® . . .

IV. We must always obey the just laws of legitimate superiors ;
their authority coming directly from God, or from God through
the medium of the people. . . . '

‘When honest and learned men are not agreed upon the injustice
of a law, we must look upon it as just.}

* Bat it is on condition that they shall govern according to the divine
law, that i to say, according to the will of the Catholic Church.

¢«Any Christian prince,” said Philopater, ‘‘as soon as he manifestly sets
aslde the Catholic Faith, and wants others to do the same, forfeits all power
and dignity through buinan and divine rights; this is not only certain, but
of faith. (page 445.)

Bellarmine has clearly expressed this principle, in a passage of his Con-
troversies which Father Clair qualifies as “*immortal.”

«*Spiritual power is independent of temporal things, but it lets them
operate as they did before they were united, provided they are not an
obstacle, or are not necessary to the spiritual end in view. For if there is
at times a resemblance, the spiricual power can and ought to repress the
temporal one, by all means and expedients which it judzes to be necessary.
. . . It has the right to transforin kingdoms, to take them from one and
give them to another as a sovereign spiritual prince, if this is necessary
to the salvation of souls.

“It is not permitted to Christians to tolerate an infidel or a heretical
king, if that king tries to lead his subjects into heresy or intdelity; bat
it i3 to the Sovereign Pontiff, who has the care and the charge ot religion,
that beloungs the right to judge if the king leads or n»ot into hevesy. [t is
the Sovereign Pontiff who should judge if the king must be deposed,
ornot. . . .

¢+ If Christians have not formally deposed Nero, Diocletian, Jullan the
apnstate, Valens, Arian, etc., it 18 because they were not powerful
enongh.” (page 447.)

Jean Ozorius: * The power of the keys is given to Peter and to his
successors; this power is sutficient to make kings, and to depose them,
when they tnrn aside from the faith or oppose its doctrines.

** When the spiritual good demands it, the Pope can remove lords,
kings, and emperors. and deprive of their kingdoms those impious, dis-
ohedient kings who prevent the publication of the Gospel.” (page 461.)

+ What shall we think, according to this expresslon, of laws establishing
taxes?

Escobar explalus the question in the following very easy terms for the
tax-payers:

¢* The subjects are excusable for not paying taxes, by reason that: as
the prince justly imposes the tribute according to the opinion which
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CHAPTER III.
OBJECT ANXD SUBJECT OF THE Law.
ART. 1.—Object of the law.

88. — The object of the law is all that it can command or
forbid. . .

ART. II. — Subject of the law.

91. — I. Man is born under and remains subject to the nataral
law . .. .

II. Those alone who have the habitual use of reason are under
submission to the himan law. . . .

92. Children not having reached the age of reason, and the in-
sane, are not under submission to the laws. Tuey may conse-
quently, eat meat when the Church forbids it.

However, insane persons having the use of their reason at certain
intervals, people under the effects of drink, or when asleep, are
under the laws, because they usually possess the use of their rea-
son ; they may be exemptied occasionally when they are not uander
the control of their reason. It is not permitted to give them meat
on the prohibited days.

Heretics, schismatics and others, being baptized, although not
Catholics, are subject per se to the eccles.astical laws, because, al-
though rebels, they do not cease to be subjects of the Church. . . .

93.—Ques. Arec ecclesiastics obliged to obey the civil laws?

Ans. No; not the laws in force which are contrary to their pro-
fession, or to their sacred canons.* . . .
assures with probabllity that it is just; in the same way, the subject may
justly refuse to pay the tribute, in following the opinion which attirms

probably that such tribute is unjust. It is the scntiment of Sanchez.
Lessius, Lopez, Moliva, Filliucius. I approve this sentiment.” (page 33.)

* These are timid formulas, and such as are required by the rigor of the
time. But the truth, which oral teaching alone dares to proclaim in its in-
tegrity, is cootained in the words of Emm Sa: “The revolt of an ecclesi-
astic against the king is not a crime of high treason, because he Is not 2
subject of the king.”

Ferdinand de Castro Palao said no less clearly : ¢‘An ecclesiastic, as such,
being exempted from the lay jurisdiction, it follows certainly that he
cannot be condemned by a lay judge.” .

Jacques Gordon : ‘1 assert here, that ecclesiastics are exempted from civil
authority. . . . *
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94.—Ques. Must foreigners obey the laws of the country in
which they find themselves?

Ans. Yes, they must fulfil contracts, and obey the laws neces~
sary to the public good.

As for other laws there are three probable opinions:

The first exempts them, setting scandal aside, because the law
has its effect on subjects only.

The second obliges them to obey all the laws ; because the one
who enjoyes the advantages must also bear the burdens.

The third one makes a distinction : they must obey all laws if

It would he a great indecorum to aver that eccleslastics are liable to
condemnation by civil laws. . . .”

Dijcastille: *“That the clergy must be exempted from lay authority, even
in temporal things, is evident, hecause nobody is under suhjection to one
who has no jurisdiction over him. Now, the prince has no jurisdiction over
ecclesiastics, or clergy. . . . They are exempted from the lay power, not
only by canonical, civil, and human rights, but also by divine rights.”

Jacques Platel: ¢t Ecclesiastics and religious orders are, but indirectly,
under the civil laws; because, not being under the jurisdiction of secular
magistrates, they are not obliged directly and immediately to obey their
laws, but only in consequence of the law of nature, and with the pre-
sumed consent of the Pope, on account of the conformity of these laws
to natural equity.

“The laws which dispose directly or indirectly of the properties or

ns of ecclesiastics are contrary to their immunities. . . . It follows
then, that they are not obliged to obey the laws concerning the payment
of tributes and taxes.” (page 514.)

J. D. Taberna: ‘Are the clergy under the jurisdiction of the civil
laws?

*As to the directive force, the clergy are obliged, at least indirectly, to
submit to the common laws of the Republic in which they live, if the
object of these laws concerns them somewhat, and are in no way relative
to the clerical profession, the holy canons, or exemptions of the church.

¢ have said, as for the directive force, because speaking absolutely,
aside from the prerogatives accorded to princes and the consent of the
Pope, secular princes have no compulsory power over the clergy; but
when the latter are culpable, they must be punished by their superiors
only.” (page 525.)

Laymann : *‘ Ecclesiastics are in submission to the laws of secular
princes according to the directive force . . . but not according to the
compulsory force, because they do not incur the judgment of the civil

We o o &

+¢ 80 the civil laws which annul & contract, a will, by incapacitating per-
sons to contract, to makea will . . . have no power on ecclesiastics.”

Busembaum: ‘ The clergy being exempted by divine right from civil
authority, clvil laws do not bind them directly or by the compulsory force;
it follows that the secular prince cannot punish them.

*« To strike an ecclesiastic, to arraign before a secular tribunal, is a
personal sacrilege.
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that country is the end of their journey ; otherwise, only negative
laws. Such is the opinion of Suarez, who recognizes that the first
opinion is also probable. . . .

CHAPTER 1IV.

PROMULGATION AND ACCEPTATION OF THE LaAw.

- ART. 1— Promulgation.

97 — This is the publication of the law by legitimate authority,
to impose its obligation on subjects. . . .

ART. 2 — Acceptation.

98 — This is the submission with which the subjects, at least
the best and wisest part of them, accept the law formally or
virtually.

I. By itself, for its power, the law does not depend in any way
on the acceptation of the people; otherwise all legal authority
would disappear, and a subversion of social order would follow.

1I. Accidently, a law tbat is not accepted bas no power, by
the tacit or express consent of the superior, because of a privilege,
or of a tolerated custom.

99 — Ques. Is a law in force if the best and wisest part of the
people has not accepted it?

Ans. There is controversy. . . .

Ques. Must we obey a law of the church which, prohibited by a
civil government, has not been accepted?

Anps. Yes; because the church has received her authority from
Christ, not from a civil power, from which she is quite independent.
Christ said : ‘¢ Whatever thou shalt bind on earth, shall be bound
in heaven.” (Math. 16: 19).

CHAPTER V.
OBLIGATION OF THE Law.

ART. I—The force of the obligation. . . .
ART. II — Manner of satisfying the obligationof the law. . . .

ART. III — Causes exempting from obeying the law.
Section 1: Nature of these causes.
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108.— These causes are either eximious or prokibitive.

The first exonerate us completely from the power of the
law ; for instance, if we retire into a country where the law is
not enforced. The second are those which prevent the suh-
ject from remaining under the power of the law, or from fulfilling
it, or which excuses him from it. They are subdivided into
fynorance and impotency. . . .

SectioN 2. Voluntary application of these causes.

110.—They may be applied directly or indirectly ; as to whether
the author wishes to escape the obligation of tiie law oris impellel
by another motive, having foreseen, however, the impossibility of
obeying that law.

Besides, those causes may be near or removed ; near, if the law
constrains immediately ; rewoved, if it allows a certain interval of
time.

I. One may always apply eximious causes, and, according to the
opinion the most probable, in a direct an'l near manner. . . .

II. But one cannut apply directly prohibitive causes, near er
removed. . . .

II1. Nor even indirectly- prohibitive causes of the near manner,
if there is not any proportionate ne essity besides. . . .

1V. According to the more probable opinion, one may apply,
even without motive, removed and indirectly prohibitive causes.

CHAPTER VI.

INTERPRETATION OF THE LAw AND oF EPIKEIA.

SectioN 1.  Interpretation.

112.— The interpretation of the law is its natural explanation
according to the legislative spirit.

It is authentical, doctrinal and usual, being made either by the
sovereign, by learned men, or by custom.

Strict or liberal. . . .

Simple, comprehensive or extensive; if we give to the words
their proper sense, or a larger one.

SectioN 2. Moderation. (Epikeia).
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115.— This is the kind, but just interpretation of the law, by
which it is understood that the law does not include a case which
is not mentioned in the text ; as if the legislator, though prudent,
had not wished to foresee or mention it. For instance, the law
forbids the carrying of arms in the night; I may carry some if I
am obliged to go out, and if I risk being attacked by my enemy,
who has sworn to take my life.

CHAPTER VII.
D1sPENSATION OF THE Law.
114. — Dispensation is the relaxation of the law in a particular

case.
It may be:
1. Legal or illicit, if the cause is just or not.
2. Valid or void, if it exempts us from obeying the law or not.
8. Absolute or conditional, if it is accorded with or without

conditions.
4. Surreptitious or obreptitious, if we mention exactly what is

to be done, or if we present a case in a false light.
ART. 1. — Power which exempts. . . .
ART. 2.—Causes required in order to be exempted. . . .
ART. 8. — End of the exemption.
It can cease for three reasons: 1st. When the cause is at an
end; 2nd. Its annulment ; 3rd. Renunciation.

. CHAPTER VIIL

CESSATION OF THE Law,




PART SECOND.

Different Sorts of Laws.

Natural and divine law. — Ecclesiastical and civil law. — Annul-
ing and penal law. —Unwritten or traditional law. — Favorable
law.

CHAPTER 1.
NATURAL AND DivINE Law.

ART I.— Natural law.

122. —The natural law is the divine will manifested by a
natural light, commanding what is necessary to the preservation
of good order. . . .

ART. II.— Positive divine law.

There are two kinds, the ancient and the modern.

CHAPTER 11.
EccLESIASTICAL AND CiviL Law.

ART. I— Ecclesiastical law.

125. — This law is established by the ecclesiastical power, for
the good government of the church and the cternal salvaticn of
souls.

The compendium of the ecclesiastical laws constitute the canon
laws, which make three volumes. . . .

126.— What are the Roman Congregations?

There are eight of them. . . .

5. The Congregation of the Index, founded by St. Pius V., com-
prises the cardinals and several learned doctors. 1ts unique func-
tion is of great importance for the good of society, ecclesiastical
as well as civil; because it inspects all the published books, in
order that they should propagate nothing contrary to religion and
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good morals. Those that are judged injurious to the faithful are
noted carefully, forbidden, and inserted in the Index, which is
called, for that reason, ¢* The Index of Forbidden Books,” to pre-
vent the faithful from reading them. Sometimes, however, books
are condemned by the Congregation of the Holy Office, and by the
Sovereign Pontiff himself in brief and dogmatical particular con-
stitutions, and especially if they are infected with heresy.

6. The Congregation of the Holy Office, or Sacred Universal
Inquisition, is called supreme, and is composed of cardinals, pre-
lates and theologians.

They attend to heresy, and to doctrines suspected of heresy or
contrary to religion. It was founded by Paul 11I., and confirmed
by Sixtas V. . . .

ART. II. — Civil law.
131. — The law, or civil rights, is the collection of laws and
decrees made by temporal princes in view of the good of society.

CHAPTER III.
PeExAL AND ANNULLING Law.

ART. I. — The Penal law.

133. — This is the one which obliges one to do something, or to
avoid it, only under threat of a temporal punishment, that is to say,
that such law should be accepted as just.

I.— There cannot be any purely penal law, that is to say, one
which does not oblige conscience at all; because any order from
the sovereign must oblige in some way.

1I. But a law simply penal can be established: it obliges in
con-cience either to obey the law, or to suffer the ptnalty in cases
where the law is violated, . . .

ART. II. — The Annulling law.

185. — This is the one which establishes that an act is not va'id
in its principles, or, that it may be invalidated by a judgment.
There are then annulling laws, ipso facto,; of others only after the
sentence of the judge.
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CHAPTER 1V.
UNWRITTEN AND TrRADITIONAL Laws.

137. — Custom, considered in its cause, is the way of acting
which is induced by the acts of the community, or of the majority ;
in its principle, it is a right constituted by morals, which is accepted
as law when the law is wanting.

There are: 1st. Custom according to rights, or according to
lInw. . ..

2. Outside of the law or right. . . .

3. Against the law or right.

CHAPTER V.
FAVORABLE OrR PriviLEGED Law.

141. — Privilege is a constant and permanent favor accorded to
certain persons, or certain dignities, by the sovereign, against the
common law, or outside of that law.

It is: 1. Personal, local, or real.

2. Against the law, or outside of the law.

3. Agreeable or odious.



Cages of Congrience on the Laws.

Case XII.*

ARE WE UNDER OBLIGATION BY A Law, or AN OrPINION FoUNDED
oN A FaLse PresumpriON?

1. The shepherd Tityre watching prudently his flock, goes
inadvertently into a deep sleep, The flock goes grazing in the
adjoining fields; the rural constable appears, summons Tityre
before the justice, and the shepherd is fined and condemned to pay
damages. The latter, looking upon this judgment as unjust, does
not hesitate to indemnify himself, partly on private property and
partly at the expense of the public treasury.

2. One night his donkey is carried away by a thief; but he
escapes into the neighboring fields, where he causes damages.
Tityre is again condemned; but, indignant, has recourse to the
same cowmpensation.

8. At another time, the unfortunate man is condemned to pay
a debt which he had already discharged. As he has no means to
prove it before the judge, he hastens to calm his grief by a new
sccret co:npensation.

Ques. 1. Must we obey a law or a judgment founded on a false
presumption?

Ques. 2. Ought Tityre to have accepted the sentence ; or had he
any right to compensate himself in these three cases?

Ans. Question. 1.—First, No, if the judgment, that is to say
the law, is founded only on the presumption of a particular fact,
on error, fraud, or damage ; because if the truth of the fact does
not exist, the obligatory principle disappears also.

2. Yes, if the judgment is founded on the presumption of the
general danger of error; because the common interest demands'.

* See my speech of the 7th of July, 1879,
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that all should be leld by that obligation, on account of the danger
of temptation (hallucinatio), and because the judge can deal only
with exterior facts.

Ans. Question 2. — First, Tityre has acted badly in seeking
a secret compensation in the first case, because he has been
justly condemned. The damage exists really ; and, besides, the
sbepherd has committed a fault at least judicial, which justifies
the sentence. The law, in fact, seeks to make men more prudent
and more vigilant in order to prevent damages: Tityre is then
obliged to make restitution.

2. In the casc of the donkey, the presumption of the judge is
false, the shepherd baving committed no fault; not even judicial.
He could not be punished for his lack of vigilance ; because he has
not been able to prevent the damage, which must in no way be
imputed to him. If he has been condemned on presumption of
neglect, which he has not and could not commit, the judgment is
false and materially unjust. ‘Then, as for Tityre, it is a case in
which he has no responsibility and he must be absolved. There is
no injustice on his part, and he has the right to exact compensa-
tion.

8. If he has paid already, he cannot be obliged to pay over
again, because the motive of the judgment is false: then the
judgment, being based on a false principle, is materially unjust ;
and Tityre cannot be accused of injustice if he has sought a com-
pensation, this being the only means to compensate himself.

Case XVIIL

LicexsE AT First ReEFUsEp AXD LLATER ACCORDED RY THE SAME
SUPERIOR, WO DOES NoT REMEMBER THE First RErusaL.

Leopold, bound hy a perpetual vow of chastity, wishes to marry
Sylvia. In order to obtain a dispensation, he writes to the Holy
Penitentiary, under the iictitious name of Titius, for instance,
as is done in secret affairs. He alleges as a reason, the serious
temptation to which he is exposed, making his vow very difficult
to keep.

He is refused. Not being discouraged, he tries once more.



90 The Doctrine of the Jesuits.

After a month or two, he writes again to the same Congregation ;
but using another name, Simpronius for instance, and without
speaking of the first refusal, mentioning however the same motive.
His ruse is successful this time, and he obtains the dispensation.

Ques. 1. What is it that we call an obreptitious or a surreptitious
dispensation, and when is it of no value?

Ques. 2. Is Leopold’s request surreptitious and of no value?

Ans. Question 1. — We call obreptitious dispensation, the
one in which a false reason is alleged as the principal motive,
which reason, had it been known, would have prevented the dis-
pensation.

We call it surreptitious, when a truth is hidden which ought
to have been indicated, according to the rights and regula-
tions of the Curia, above all, if any ruse or fraud is used. It is
evident that such a dispensation is of no value. But if the false
reason is but a determining motive, without which the dispensation
would have been accorded, but with greater difficulty ; or if we hide
a truth which is not directly and intrinsically related to the sub-
ject of the dispensation, or that one is not obliged to declare after
the regulations of the Curia, the dispensation i3 valid ; because the
superior is supposed to have been willing to give it, provided the
principal motive is mentioned.

Ans. Qnestion 2.—No, this dispensation is not at all surrepti-
tious, though perhaps the superior would have refused it if he
had recalled to mind his first refusal; the presumption that the
superior would have refused has no foundation. If he accords it
on account of the same reasons given before, it is a proof that
those reasons are sufficient for the dispensation. No matter about
the first refusal, because it has no relation to the case ; and to refuse
the dispensation for that reason only, would be a breach of common
sense. This is evident ; for if there is a just reason, it is better to
palliate the rigor of the first refusal that to confirm it. Then the
circuwmstances of the first refusal has no relation with the validity
of the subsequent dispensation. Leopold was not obliged to recall
it to the superior, and that dispensation, not being surreptitious, is
valid. Do not object, because Leopold, gave another fictitious
pame; no atlention is paid to names by the IHoly Penitentiary,
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since pseudonyms are used so habitually. No matter whether the
name is Titius or Simpronius. Do not say that Leopold can be
accused of the criminal intention of deceiving the superior; be-
cause we cannot deceive when we use our rights.

Case XIX.
TrE ANKGLLING Law.

Thirsus having become an heir, perceives that the will made in
his favor lacks an essentially legal formality. However, without
saying anything about it, he receives the inheritance and enjoys it
quietly.

Ques. What should we advise Thirsus to do?

Ans. The most probable opinion commands that Thirsus should
not be troubled, if no judgment interferes; because, according to
many theologians, an annulment of such & nature does not exist
(ipso facto), but must be declared by judgment.

Case XX,
THE PENAL Law.

Sapricius is accustomed to carry in his wagon, on his horse, or
in some other way, wheat, wine, and other goods under toll-duty.
He evades it whenever Le can do so, without fear of a fine, either
in passing during the night by an out-of-the-way road, avoiding the
custom officers, deceiving them by ruse, etc. He does not think
he is doing any barm ; because the duty charged is considerable,
and of ten established uselessly for the public interests, and because
the law which establishes it is purely penal. However, going to
confession and feeling a scruple, he asks if he hus done well.

Ques. 1. Do we establish simply penal laws?

Qnes. 2. Has Sapricius sinned? is he obliged to make restitution?

Ans. to the 1st Question. — 1. Laws of such a nature can be
established, that is to say, to be enforced in a disjunctive manner,
either to obey the law, or to pay the penaslty it the offender has
been taken in the very act. A law has obligatory force only by
the will of the legislator; and the legislator can only enforce
the penalty if it is nccessary to the common interest. Now,
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this suffices for certain laws not very important for the good order
of society.

2. Certain purely penal laws seem to be established, at least in
certain localities, so think many theologians. St. Liguori says:
¢ The laws of the cities interdicting the cutting of wood, grass,
etc., or fishing or hunting, do not create obligations under the
penalty of sin; such is the custom.— But what are the purely
penal laws in each locality? Learned and experienced men of the
place alone, can judge.

Ans. to the 2d Question. — There is controversy between the
theologians. Some say, Yes, others say, No. Thisis the opinion of
Sanchez and others, recalled by St. Liguori, who does not express
any personal opinion : ¢*Sanchez thinks that nobody, going straight
along on his way, is obliged to pay toll for passing a door or a
bridge es'ablished for the keeping of roads in order; because it
would be hard to oblige strangers to know this regulation about
doors and bridges.” And Sanchez, with others, looked upon that
opinion as probable, even if goods are hidden, or if one hid himself ;
because those dutics established are only to be paid if they
are asked for. In a general way, spzaking of all duties,
Lugo thinks that the people ouzht to be informed before-
band, in order to oblige them to pay. One cannot oblige
an individual to make a restitution for that of which he has de-
prived the treasury, if he is persuaded, in a probable manner,
that amongst a great number of duties, ke has paid some unjust
ones, or that he has sufficiently contributed to the expenses of the

State.”
According to these authorities, Sapricius must not be disturbed.®

¢ See Treatise on Justice and Rights. No. 744,
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PART 1.

SiN8 IN GENERAL, THEIR NATURE, GRAVITY AND DISTINCTION.

CHAPTER 1.
NATURE oF SIN.

143.— Generally, sin is thus defined : It is a free transgression
of divine law, in other words, of any law which obliges in con-
science.

There are several sorts of sins:

1. Present or habitual.
. Mortal or venial.
. By commission or by omission.
. Against God, others, and one’s self.
. Of malignity, ignorance or weakness.
. Formal or material.
For a formal sin, besides the objective malignity of the act, the
attention of the mind and the consent of the will are necessary.

I. Attention of the mind. . . .
11. Consent of the will. . . .

145.— There is no obligation to positively resist the allurements
of the flesh, when such a resistance does nothing but excite them
more ; a material resistance is yet less necessary. . . .

Likewise, we are not compelled to oppose a positive resistance
to any temptation of long duration; because it would be too diffi-
cult, and we would be exposed to imnumerable scruples,

D O BN
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CHAPTER II.

GRAVITY OF SIN, AND ESPECIALLY OF MORTAL AND VENIAL
Six. . ..

CHAPTER III.
DisTINCTIONS OF SIN.

ART. I.— Specific distinctions.

The specific distinction of sin comes from a particular malignity,
that is to say, from a different fault, by which a sin differs essen-
tially from another one. '

159.—Example: Four sins are committed by the one who,
bound by a vow of chastity, sins with a married relation ; because
he violates four different virtues: chastity, religion, piety and
Justice. . . .

ART. Il.— Numerical distinction.

‘We treat numerical distinctions in the same manner; for it is
evident that sins distinguished by their kinds, may also, and for
better reason, be distinguished by their number ; so there is no par-
ticular rule to give on that subject. . . .

160. — Example: A single sin is committed when, in view of
fornication, one indulges in sensual contact with a woman, kissing,
bolding obscene talk, and then fornicating ; because all these acts,
in their nature, precede and bring out the completion of the final
act. But if in the beginning the tonching only was intended, and
that later, blinded by passion, fornication had resulted, there woul:l
have been two sins then, and to confess fornication only would
not be sufficient. . . .

Several sius are committed when more than one act is accomp-
lished sucessively with the same woman ; because each act is final
in itself, and constitutes a complete intention.
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PART 1II.

KiNDps oF SiINs.

CHAPTER 1.
INTERNAL SINS.

*

167. — They are divided into three classes: 1st. The pleasure
in which one delights (delectatio morosa *) when one delights freely
in the evil represented by the imagination, without desiring it.

2nd. The joy, when one takes pleasure, and with deliberation,
in thinking of the accomplished evil.

8rd. The desire, or act of the will, in view of obtaining, and later
of accomplishing, a bad action. It is called efficacious if there is
intention or absolute design in obtaining ; Inefficacious, if there is
hut a feeble desire, or conditional consent ; for instance, if we say :
I would like to steal, if I only could ; I would like to possess that
woman, if I was not afraid of losing her or my reputation. . . .

170. — Does the pleasure in which one delights receive a par-
{icular malignity from the circumstances in view, as the desire
aad the joy?t . o

Ans. Controversy. . . .

Ques. Can we desire to do evil, if that evil is permitted ?

Ans. Controversy. . . .

172. — Ques. Can we rejoice at the voluntary omission of some
forgptten precepts? . . .

Ans. Controversy. . . .

173. —The doctrine of St. Thomas teaches that there is no
sin if a nocturnal pollution pleases us, as being a natural relief ;

¢ I do not find any expression to translate the morosus spoken of by the
casuist. Itis a word of low Latin which has nothing in common with the
Rorosus of the ancient authors. In theological dialect, that morosus has

Yeen deduced from morari. Delectio morosa signities a pleasure in which
one delights.

+ This is the right place to insert the ingenlous species imagined by St.
Liguorl and recalled by Moullet : “If any one takes delight in thoughts of
criminal relations with a married woman, not because she is married, but
pecause she is beautiful, abstracting the circumstance of marriage, such a
deliberation has not the malignity of adultery, but of simple fornication.”
(Compendium, vol. 1, page 126, 1834).
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but the pleasure inherent to the pollution, being shameful, is cul-
pable in itself. This is the explanation of the holy doctor. St.
Liguori does not want even that it should be so understood for the
pollution resulting from touch or obscene dreams ; because, in this
manner, it is culpable objectively. It is otherwise if it is a question
of a purely natural pollution, when nature relieves herself. Besides,
in practice, we must avoid taking pleasure in it, although honest
in principle, for fear of the danger which may result. . . .

CHAPTER 1I.
CapitTaL SINS.

We call them thus, because they are as the source of the other
sins. Considered in general, they are rather vices, than sins,
properly so called.

There are seven of them: pride, avarice, luxury, envy, anger,
laziness, and gluttony. . . .




@ases of Congeience on Jins.

Case 1.
GRAvVITY OF SIN.

Mevius, a kind-hearted and pious man, tormented and pursued
night and day by temptations, does not know if he has given
his consent or not. He is particularly troubled on account of
certain hallucinations, or even indecent actions, whose victim he
has been during a light sleep, so it seems to him.

Ans. Has Mcevius grievously sinned ?

Ans. He must be advised to be at peace, because he does not
seem to have given his consent; at least, in a perfect manner, to
the temptation.

Case II.
Seecrric DisTINCTION oF SINs.

Alexander confesses himself to have bad desires, but without
indicating either the object or the condition of the persons.

Ques. Ought he to confess all these circumstances?

Ans. Yes; his confession is incomplete; . . . if the woman he
was desiring was married, a relation of his, or bound by the vow
of chastity, he ought to have declared it.

Case 1II.
Seectric DiISTINCTION OF SiNs.

Nicolinus, on a Sunday, and also on a day on which he had
received the holy communion, sinned with Bertha his servant, who
is his cousin in the third degree; in his confession he says, only,
that he has had relations (rem habuisse) with a woman.

Ques. Has he sinned against the integrity of the confession ?

Ans. His confession is bad, having omitted the specific cir-
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cumstance of the sin committed with a relation. But he is not
obliged to declare that she was his servant: because the sin does
not become, by this, a new kind ; unless it should be a question of
a young girl confided to a master by her parents; in which case
the contract would have been broken.

Case IV.
NuMericAL DisTINCTION OF SINS.

Basile, induced by a grave temptation against chastity, gave his
intimate consent to a bad desire; he proposes to himself to sin
really (efficaciter), and looks out for the occasion all day long,
with his desire always present, and making no effort to overcome
it. At last, improving the occasion, after obscene talk and
indecent gestures, he accomplishes the external act of sin.
Repenting, he made this confession: ¢ I have committed once, the
sin of fornication.”

Ques. Is Basile’s confession correct?

Anps. His confession is complete, because he has committed hut
one sin. In fact, the antecedent actshad but the same bad aim,
and involve themselves with it in the same action.

Case VI
Nomericar DisTINCTION oF SINS.

Delphin, wishing to seduce a young girl, uses different means
for that purpose, unchaste and endearing talk, love letters, obscene
engravings, sensual contact ; but the sin, through fortuitous circum-
stances, could not be consummated.

Ques. Has he committed several sins?

Ans. He has committed as many sins as there are bad acts of
different species, . . . because the sin not having been consum-
mated, all its divers means, each one bad in itself, cannot be attrib-
uted to a common aim, and be assimilated with the consummation
of the sin.
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Case VIII.
"INTERNAL S:Ns.

Blaise, a man of joyful disposition, experiences great pleasure
for several motives:

1. At the death of his brother, because he remains the only
heir.

2. At the death of his boy five years old, on account of his
futare happiness, and the diminution of the burden for the
family.

3. Because, on the day before not knowing that it was a fast day,
Le escaped that painful obligation without sinning.

4. For seeing women maltreating each other, blaspheming and
cursing ; and also in hearing of a theft skilfully accomplished.

Ques. What is to be thought of Blaise’s joy in cach one of these
cases ? )

Ans. Blaise, in several cases, ought to regret his joy, if that
joy was not spontaneous, but the result of fully deliberated act;
in almost all the cases, he must be excused.

1. He sins grievously in rejoicing at the death of his brother,
if it is for the death itself, though he does not do it through hate,
but hecause he remains alone to inherit; for it is not permitted to
rejoice at an evil happening to another, above all to & brother, on
account of the advantage which will result fromit. This is estab-
lished by the XIIIth and X1Vth propositions condemned by Inno-
cent XI.*

" ;l These propositions, condemned on the 2nd of March, 1779, are the
ollowing :

l:i.—"%f it is done with moderation, one may, without sin, complain of
the life and rejoice at the natural death or a person, to ask for it and to
wish it with an ineflicacious desire, not through hate for the person, but
in view of a temporal advantage.”

14 —¢¢ It is allowable to wish for the death of one’s father; not in view
of the harm he will experience, hut in virtue of the advantage which will
result from it, that is to say, some rich inheritance.”

There was besides a proposition:

15.—**A son may lawfully rejoice for having, while drunk, Kkilled his
father, on account of the riches coming to him by inheritance.”

This last monstrosity emanates from the Jesuit Fagundez (Vol. IX in
Decalogum). The Jesuit Gobat, who accepts it, explains himself exten-
sively on this subject.
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Because he could not wish for the death of Lis brother for that
reason, then he cannot rcjoice at it. It would be otherwise if he
did not rejoice at the death of his brother, but only at the inheri-
tance which comes to him from it.

2. Blaise must be excused in the second case; because the
motive which directs him is not a transgression of the principle of
charity, thinking only of the good of his son and family. But he
must not be excused for the joy he feels from that death om
account of the relief which results at it for the family. This
would be. in reality, contrary to the principle of charity. . . .

¢ As it is supposed that the parricide has been innocently committed by
8 lack of deliberation caused by drunkenness, and that there had been no
premeditation; hesides, that parricide has for effect the gailning of great
riches, an effect which is good, or at least, certainly, not bad: it follows
that the doctrine of F. Fagundez, which may seem paradoxical, is true in
speculation, although dangerous in practice.” (page 437)

) Tambourin maultiplies the species, and makes a more complete cata-
ogue :

i May a son wish for the death of his father, . . . in order to enjoy his
inheritance?

¢ May a mother wish for the death of her daughter, in order not to be
obliged to feed and endow her?

¢ Can a priest wish for the death of his prelate in the hope of sacceed-
ing him, or to be delivered from that prelate who is contrary to him, and
other such things?

«If you only desire orlearn with joy of those events, viz. an inheritance,
the end of your grief, a prelacy, etc., the answer i3 easy; hecaunse it is
permitted to desire these things and to receive them; because you do not
rejoice at the evil of others, but at the good which comes to you.” (page
429,

Lg. Croix: ¢ It is permitted to wish for the death of some one, or to rejoice
at it, when a great good, even a temporal one, results from it to the public
or to the Church.”

Cardenas : ** It is allowable to a son to rejoice at the inheritance which
comes to him through the death of his father, without rejoicing at the
death itself.” (page 422.)

Casnedi: ‘‘I may wish for the death of my father, either as being for
him an evil, and that is not permitted . . . or being advautageous tv me,
and then we must distinguish: firstly, I can rejoice as much at the gool
which comes to me through the death of my father as in my father’s
death itself, which is the cause of that great good; . . . secondly, I can
rejoice fully at the good which comes through the death of my father,
and not at his dcath which procures to me that good.

¢ The first manner isnot permitted . . . but the second one is; because
then I make an abstraction, but I rejoice only at the good.

¢ This doctrine must become familiar; because it i3 useful to all those
who wish for some good which they can have only through the death of
some one; as when it i3 a question of some profession or situations, in
peace or in war, or some ecclesiastical or secular dignity.” (page 438.)
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Case XV.
ONX DRUNKENNESS.

Gaudiosus, an iaveterate drinker, remains for whole hours
drinking with his comrades, and especially on Sunday.

But though his head feels heavy and he staggers, he does not
lose his reason ; and swears, blasphemes, and sings obscene songs.

Ques. Has Gaudiosus grievously sinned ?

Ans. Theologians generally admit, that drunkenness is not a
mortal sin if there is no voluntary and total loss of reason. Now,
in principle, Gaudiosus is not culpable of mortal sin, although he
drank more than the others ; I say in principle; because he com-
mits a grave sin when, in provoking others, he co-operates in
their sin, in inducing them to lose their reason.

Case XVI.
ON DRUNKENNESS.

Gaudentius gets drunk on very little. IHaving many occasions,
he is often drunk. Most of the time, when in such a state, he
goes to sleep; but one day he grew furious, and broke a very
precious crystal vase, belonging to Titus.

Ques. 1. Does Gaudentius sin gravely?

Ques. 2. Is he ovbliged to pay for the vase?

Ans. Question 1. — Gaudentius cannot be excused from a
grave sin ; because he knows by experience, that, with the com-
pany he frequents, and the little quantity that is nccessary to

We see by these extracts and even by Gury’s case, that the condemnation
pronounced by Innocent XI has been easily evaded by the Jesuits.

But what is more shocking, is to see such aninfamous doctrine preached
to little children, in our XIXth century. Open the Petit Cutechisime uf
Marutte, (fourth edition, 15870, page 181), and read:

**Ques. I it allowableto wish for a bad action or to rejoice at it, on
account of the advantage which ought to result?

‘*ans. It is never allowable to wish for a bad action, nor to rejoice at
it, whatever may be the advantage resulting from it; thus, a son cannot
rejoice at the murder of his father on account of the rich inheritance
which comes to himm. But it is allowable to rejiice at an advantawe,
though it results from an evil; for instance, a &on may, with pleasure,
take possession of the Inlieritance which comes to him through the
murder of Lis father.”
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make him drunk, he is liable to becom: mischievous. He ouzht
either to have abstained totally, or have mixed a notable quantity
of water with his wine, and shunned his habitual boon companions.
It would be otherwise if he seldom got drunk and against his will.

Ans. Question 2. — But he cannot be made to pay for the dam-
age ; it is evident that he has not foreseen the harm he has caused.
Then, this harin has been voluntary, neither in the act nor in the
cause ; there is no theological fault; and in conscience, Le is not
obliged to make a restitution.

Case XVII.
ON DRUNKENNESS.

Hypacus, a physician, every time he performs a difficult surgical
operation, an amputation for instance, gives to his patient a large
dose of intoxicating liquor, opium, or ether, to make him insensible.

Ques. What i3 to be thought of Hypacus?

Ans. According to St. Liguori, and the other theologians gen-
erally, Ilypacus sins gravely in administering an intoxicating
potion in order to procure insensibility ; because in acting thus he
sccks good from evil: now, we must never commit an evil deed
even if good istoresult from it. But, according to some, Hypacus
does not sin, because he does not seek directly inebriety; the
cffcct directly in view being insensi ility, and the cffect purely per-
mitted the suppression of reason. Now, the suppression of reason
for a short time and for a grave motive does not seem to be an
intrinsic evil; and, in reality, as onc uses opium and cther in such
a casc, one may also usc wine.



Treatise on Virtues.

185. — Virtue is the habit of acting honestly, in other words,
according to good order.

We distingnish virtues as:

1. Natural or supernatural, if we acquire and preserve them by
our own natural strength or by supernatural grace.

2. Innate or acquired, if they are given by God or acquired by
repeated struggles.

3. Theological or moral, if they are immediately related to God,
or if they have honesty for their immediate object.

There are four moral and cardinal virtues: prudence, justice,
fortitude, and temperance.

We shall speak here chiefly of theological virtues: faith, hope,
and charity.

CHAPTER 1.
Faitu.

186. — Faith, in general, is acquiescence in the authority of
a word. Relatively to our subject, and as a virtue so-called, it
is an inspired supernatural disposition, which calls on our intellect
to acquiese firmly in the truth revealed by God and proposed by
the church, in virtue of the authority of the divine revelations.

ART. 1. — Necessity of faith. . . .

ART. 2. — Object of faith. . . .

ART. 8. —Vices opposed to faith. . . .

CHAPTER II.

IlopPE.

211.— Hope is a supernatural virtue, by which, according to the
prumise of God, we look for future happivess, and the means of
attaining it.
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CHAPTER III.
CHARTITY.

217. — Charity is a virtue by which we cherish God as the
sovereign Good, on account of himself, and our neighbor on
account of God.

ART. I.— Love to God. . . .

ART. II. — Love to our neighbor.

SecrioN I. Precept for the love of our neighbors.

223. — Ques. Is it contrary to charity, to wish for a temporal
evil to another, or to rejoico at it, for a good end?

Ans. 1. No, if the order desired through charity is not violated ;
in other words, if it is done in view of a greater good or a lesser
evil. Itis then permitted: 1st, for the spiritual good of others;
2nd, for the spiritual or temporal common good ; 3rd, for the good
of a large namber and of greater importauce, as for the good of
the family, or of the community.

2. Yes, when the order willed by charity is violated. Thus,
a woman cannot wish for the death of Ler husband, because she
is maltreated by him. . . .

225.—Ques. Can we wish for a public punishment for our
enemy, and even ask for it?

Ans. Yes, in principle, provided that any sentiment of revenge
be set aside ; but it is dangerous in practice.

Ques. Must the offender ask pardon for the offence?

Ans. Yes, in principle, if there are no other means of reconcili-
ation. Except the case in which the offender would be the superior
of the offended ; or if the offcnded deemed it prudent to pardon the
offence. . . .

226.— . . . We must not, without examination, accuse of sin,
especially of a grave sin, penitents who coufess that they hate
some one ; because they often confound the proper appelation for
enmity with hatred of abomination, or of rank, or of failure, where
they feel but a natural and overmastering aversion: Ilowever, it
is necessary to take care that the aversion for rank or for character
does not degencrate gradually into hate for the person.
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Secrion 2. Works of mercy, alms, and brotherly correction.

Brotherly correction : this is an admonition by which, in virtue
of charity, one endeavors to prevent others from sinning. . . .

231. —Ques. Does the precept of brotherly correction oblige
under grievous sin?

Ans. Yes, in principle. . . .

232. Ques. What order must we keep in brotherly correction ?

Ans, 1st, To reprimand secretly ; 2nd, Before witnesses, if the
first admonition is not sufficient ; 8rd, To report to a superior. . . .
Sowetimes, one can and must change this order. . . .

233. —Io regular communities, colleges, seminaries etc., it is
convenient that correction should be made by denunciation, either
directly or by an intermediate agent.* School-fellows and com-
rades cannot be absolved if they do not consent 1o make such a
denunciation, when it is a question of great damage to the com-
munity.

SectioN 8. Vices opposed to charity for our neighbors.

The principal are: hatred, envy, quarreling, scandal, and co-
operation in the sins of others.

ART. 1. —Scandal.

234. — Scandsl is a speech, or an act scarcely honest, giving
occasion for a spiritual fall. . . .

237. —Ques. Is it permitted to advise some one to commit a
lesser evil, when he has resolved to commit a greater one?

Ans. Yes, more probably. . . .

* «“When the sin of another is secret. we must warn the guilty one
secretly. If le shows himself intractable, he must be censured in the
presence of one or two prudent persons; if he perseveres in his sin, his
saperior must be warned. But it may happen that it is necessary to
change this order, and immediately denounce the offender to the superior.”
— Murotte.

This is the theory of espionage hetween comrades which is the rule in
Jesuit's establishments, aud contributes o powerlully to degradation of
character; it is known how tattlers are treated in our colleges.

The newspapers exposed recently to public indignation, an article of
the regulations in the military school of Saint Cyr, which is evidently dic-
tated by the Jesuitical spirit:

**The pupils of the first division are in duty bound to inform the author-
ities of any pupil of the second division, whose bearing. deceds, and ges-
tures, when outside, might injure the good reputation of the schoul, for
which a:l pupils are respousible.”
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Ques. Can we allow sin occasionally, in order to correct the
guilty one?

Ans. Yes; because to permit it, is not to engage in it.

238. — Ques. Is it allowable for a just motive to create an
occasion for sin?

Ans. Controversy.—The affirmative is more prohahle. . . .

Ques. What arc we to think of the relations between the faith-
ful and the Jews?

Ans. In order to guard safely the dignity of the Christian
religion, and to avoid the peril of perversion, it has been decreed
by the church : 1st, That Christians should not live with Jews ; 2d,
That they should not attend their feasts ; 3d, That they should not
have the same masters; 4th, That they should not eat of their
unleavened bread; 5th, That Christian women should not suckle
Jewish children. . . .

On bad books.— Of all kinds of scandal, none is more
abominable than that resulting from impious and obscene books.
It is an invention of the devil, the most efficacious of all, Lo preci-
pitate crowds of souls into the bottomless pit of hell. It is an
awful scourge, which infects not only a country or a generation,
but diffuses itself everywhere, in all time, muking numberless
victims. Who could tell the frightful evils which have come out of
them, as from a poisoned source, to assail religion,— evils which
will be propagated and multiplied to the end of the world ?

Let the ministers of God, preachers and confessors, multiply
their efforts. Let them sacritice themselves to oppose that torrent
of iniquity, and snatch from the infernal abyss the souls in danger.

Permission to read, print, or publish books contrary to the Chris-
tian faith and manners, must never be given. . . .

241. — Ques. Must such books, if borrowed, be given back to
their owners?

Ans. No; unless some great inconvenience is to be feared. This
results from the principle we gave. There is a grave inconvenience
in quarrels, blasphemies, hate, and other similar things, which are
to Le feared from the owner. A slight contrariety, or the fear of
losing his friendship, is not, most of the time, a sufficient reason. . .

Arrt. II. — Co-operation.
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248. —Itis: 1. Mediate or immediate. . . .

2. Near or removed. . . .

8. Positive or negative. . . .

4. Formal or material. . . .

There is also co-operation direct or indirect, physical or
moral. . . .

250. — Ques. Is a servant allowed to open the door of a house
to a courtesan? '

Ans. Controversy. St. Liguori concludes in the affirmative, if
there is some other person who would do it. . . .

In cities. . . it is allowable to let a house to courtesans, if no
other tenants are found, or if they could easily find some other
house. . . .

251. — Ques. Can a servant harness a horse for his master who
is setting out to commit a sin, and can he accompany him?

Ans. It does not appear to be forbilden to get the horse ready,
because the servant no more co-operates in his inaster’s sin than by
opening the door to the courtesan. But he cinnot accompany his
master, unless in case of serious damage. . . . Or if he is not certain
about the design of his master. . . .

Ques. Is a servant permitted to carry his master’s love-letters to
a concubine?

Auns. No; at least, not without a weighty reason. . . .

Ques. Is a servant permitted to carry gifts to a courtesan?

Ans. No; unless there is a very weighty reason.

256. -— Ques. Are inn-keepers permitted to give newspapers to
their customers, to read?

Ans. They cannot subscribe to papers which are evidently and
ordinarily contrary to religion and good morals, even if tacy run
the risk of losing their customers.
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Case VII.
ReLaTION wiTtH HERETICS.

Leocadie, a nun, a hospital nurse, where Catholic and heretic
patients are received, is requested by Quirinus, a very sick
Protestant, to send for a minister of his sect, in order to receive
from him the consolations of religion.

Leocadie does not know if she must obey.

Qnes. May Leocadie send for a Protestant minister?

Ans. No; itisevident that she cannot ; that would be communi-
cation with heretics in a religious case, and co-operation also. Here
is the decision of the Holy Congregation of the Inquisition on the
15th of March 1848 :

‘“ Venerable Father,

¢D. N. humbly informs your Holiness that, in the city
of M——, there is a hospital of which he is the chaplain, and
where the patients are under the care of nuns. Others than
Catholics are received, an‘l often Protestant ministers are sent for.
It is asked if nuns are permitted to bring in ministers of the false
religion? 1Is it also allowable to call for a Protestant minister
when some heretic is treated in the private house of a Catholic?”

15th of March, 1848.

In the General Congregation of the Roman, Universal and Iloly
Inquisition, deliberating in Council, in presence ot I'neir Eminences
and Reverences S, R. E. Cardinals, especially delegated by the
Holy See in order t» fight heresy all over the world : After having
heard the reading ot'the above request, and the wish of the Poctors
consulted being known, their Eminences and Reverend Lords
have said : *¢ According to what has heen said, such a thing is
not allowable,” and added : ¢* Let them keep a passive attitude.”

ANGELTS ARGENTI.

S. Rom. and Univ. Inquisit. Secretarius.
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Case XII.

CuoariTy Towarps oUR NEIGHBOR. MATERNAL AND CoNJUGAL
Love.

Calpurnie, the mother of a large family, wishes for the death of
a new-born child, of another one five years old, deaf and duwmb,
and also of another, nine years old, an invalid, in order that they
should enjoy bappiness in heaven. She wishes also for the death of
her daughter, not being able to marry on account of her poverty
and homeliness, who if dead, would be prevented from sinning.
She desires also the death of her husband, an old and sickly
man always complaining. Sometimes, in & moment of passion,
she would send her children to the devil; and an instant after,
moved by piety, she would devote them to God and wish them
dead. But she falls sick, and her husband, Culpurnius, runs to the
nearest monastery and prays for the death of his wife.

Ques, 1.— Did Calpurnie sin in these divers cases, and how?

Ques. 2.— What is to be thought of her husband?

Ans. Question 1.— 1. Calpurnie has not sinned in her first wish
about her three sons and daughter, because she is not influenced
by passion, but by the thought of a better state for them. She
did not sin against charity, or against the virtue of piety.

2. In wishing for the death of her husband, she sinned griev-
ously against charity and piety ; because her motive is a perverse
one, and her wish is caused by annoyance, impatience, or hate for
her husband.

8. She committed a grave sin in devoting ber children to the
devil, unless she acted through anger; or again, what often hap-
pens, not meaning seriously what she said. However, as the
movement of passion is seen, and the imprecations heard by the
children, it is difficult to avoid a grave scandal. But she did not
sin in wishing that God would gather her family and place it in
heaven, provided she was moved only by faith and piety.

Ans. Question 2.— It is evident that the husband has grievously
sinned against charity and piety.



110 The Doctrine of the Jesuits.

Case XIII.
ONX DaANcCING.

Lucile, foreseeing that she would soon be obliged to dance at
her sister’s wedding, and also at balls, public or private, when
introduced into society by her father, asks her confessor if she is
obliged to obey her father.

Ques.— What is the decision in Lucile’s case?

Ans.— Lucile must be praised for her scrupulous and timid
conscience ; and also, because, secing the peril, she comes to ask
the advice of her confessor. I advise that good girl to seek
for some means to avoid dancing; but I do not impose that
obligation. If she cannot escape it, let her think, while dancing,
of death and divine justice.




Treatise on the Precepts of the Decalogue.

I am the Lord thy God. . . . Thou shalt have no other gods before me.
(Exodus xx. 2, 3).

PRECEPT I.
CHAPTER 1.

Acts RELATIVE TO TuE VIRTUE OF RELIGION.

ARrT. 1.—On Adoration.
Agrt. 2.—On Prayer.

CHAPTER 1II.
Vices OpposeEp 170 RELIGION.

Art. I.— On superstition.

263. — Superstition is a vice contrary to religion by its excess,
and by which we render to God a worship we do not owe him, or
to creatures a worship we owe only to God.

SecrioN 1. — On Idolatry. . . .
SectioN 2. — Forbidden worship. . . .

265. — It is a superstition to address prayers to St. Bridget, or
others, and expect from them an infallible effect. Notwithstanding,
we must not blame, but praise, those who wear medals, pious
images, or relics, with the hope of receiving divine help. . . .

Secrion 8. — On divination.
266. — This is the searching of sacred things with the help of
the devil.

It is expressed if one invokes the devil expressly, and implied if
that invocation consists only in forbidden practices.
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We dist'nguish several kinds of divination, the principal are:
. Judicial astrology, by the stars;

. Augury, by the songs of birds ;

. Aruspicy, by their flight;

. Aruspicy, by the entrails of animals; .
. Chiromancy, hy the lines of the hand ;

. Geomancy, by the signs of the earth ;

. Presage, |y chance;

. Necromancy, by the invocation of the dead ;

. Oneiromancy, by dreams ;

10. Sorcery, by spcll;

11. Oracle, by idols;

12. Prophecy, by soothsayer or cards; . . .

270.— Ques. Is it possible to foretell the fature by dreams?

Aps. No, generally; . . . because the dreams sent by God
are very rare, and present signs easily distinguished from natural
dreams or diabolical ones.

Ques. Is it permitted to use the divining rod? . . .

Ans. We must not quite condemn that means of discovering
water and metals, provided the rod should move equally if we
search for them or not; but we protest against any diabolical
intervention, and exclude all spirit of superstition.

© 00 a1 O ON -

SectioN 4. — On magic and witcheraft.

271. —In its strict sense, magic is the art of wonder-working,
which, though not supernatural, is above the strength of man,
and can be obtained implicitly or explicitly only with the help of
the devil who has been invoked.

Witcheraft is the art of doing injury with the intervention of
the devil. There is an amorous witchcraft and an envenomed
witchcraft. The first, the philter or love-charm, is a diabolical
art consisting in creating a sensual love or a violent hate for some
one. The second is the art of injuring by causing sickness, in-
sanity, etc., etc.*

* Ques. What is magic?
Aus. Itisthe art of doing astonishing things ahove the power of man,
and consequently by the intervention of Satan.
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Arrenpix I.— Table turning. . . .

273. — Pious men, who had seen in turning tables a purely
physical phenomena, have recognized in it, with no doubt what-
ever, an infernal divination.

274. —Is it possible to question marble or wooden tables and
expect answers from them? Nobody is foolish enough to believe
that; so people think, generally, that spirits are moving the tables,
and they have been called spirit-rappers; now, they cannot be
good spirits; it would be blasphemy to affirm that angels and
saints enjoying an eternal lhappiness would intervene in such a
childish game of men, obeying them and giving satisfaction t>
their insane curiosity. Moreover, it would be impious to affirm
that God, who abominates divination and forbids it so severely,
should permit the inhabitants of heaven to interpret them. Spirits
of that sort then are bad spirits, cursed by God for eternity, and
seeking to entrap men in their meshes. Now, shall we not refuse
with indignation to entertain relations with those unclean spirits,
to evoke them, or render to them a true worship? Is not this the
crime of divination forbidden by God as abominahle? #

ArpexpIX II.— Animal magnetism.

279. — The Roman Curia, questioned on the use of magnetism
in general, answered through the Congregation of the Holy Office
on the 21st of April, 1841: The use of magnetism, as it is
explained, is not permitted. . . .

AppeNpix III. — Consultation of Spirits, or Spiritualism.

282. — This is a new superstition, the worst of all, sent by hell
for the destruction of souls. . . .

Ques. What is witchcraft?

Ans. Itis magic aiming at injuring others by the intervention of the
devil. It takes also the name of sorcery; because it consists in throwing
spells, with the help of the devil, over our enewmies.— Petit Catechisme dr
Marotte.

Here Is what is thought in the 19th century, in face of the light of
modern science.

* Ques. What is to be thought of turning and speaking tables?
Ans. The experiments on turning and speaking tables are nothing clsg
than superstitious and diabolical vractices.—Pctit Cutcchisme de Marotte:
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It is clear that it is a diaholical consultation. a so-called divina-
tion, severely forbidden by the Church. Those who consult
spirits or spiritualists, in order to diffuse more easily their pesti-
lential error, have formed a sect, which grows from day to day in
large cities. . . .

ARrt. II. Irreligion.

This is a particular lack of respect which addresses itself to God,
either immediately, or through the medium of persons and sacred
things. The principal kinds are: temptation relative to God,
sacrilege, simony, and perjury.

Secrion I. Temptation relative to God.

283.—This is & word or an act by which one seeks to know if
God is powerful, wise, merciful, or gifted with some otherqualities.

Secrron II.  Sacrilege.

284.—This is a violation, or an unworthy treatment inflicted ona
sacred thing. Itis: 1, personal; 2, local; 8, real. . . .

285. —— A personal sacrilege is committed : 1st. in laying violent
hands on one of the clergy, or on a monk ; 2nd. in luxuriously vio-
lating persons devoted to God, even by simple sensual countact;
3id. in traducing ecclesiastics before a tribunal.*

Secrion III. Simony.

288.— Simony, so called from Simon the magician, is the desire
which seeks to sell, or to buy a spiritual benefit for a temporal
price. It is called, seeking will or deliberate will.

The canon laws recognize three sorts of temporal prizes: Gift
of the hand; . . . Gift of the tongue; . . . (praises, etc.,) Gift
of obsequiousness. . . .

Simony is subdividel into mental; . . . conventional; . . .
actual. . . .

* §t. Liguort has imagined a very ingenlous species which makes it
doubly sacrilegious: ** If a priest in administering sacraments or in the
act of saying mass, when clothed in sacred vestinents or leaving the altar,
pollutes himself voluntarily, or delights in venereal pleasures, he commits
8 sacrilege ” (Book III., No. 363).

With a little imagination, one could invent a triple sacrilege. Thisls a
pretty problem, that I present to any one concerned in the matter.
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‘We distinguish the simony of divine rights (indulgences, sacra-
ments) . . . and that of ecclesiastical rights (benefices). . . .

289. — Simony is a very grave sin.* It comprehends no trifling
reasons in natural and divine rights; . . . in ecclesiastical rights
it may.

290. — Ques. Is it simony, to give temporal things to conciliate
a superior in view of obtaining a favor? _

Ans. No, if the principal intention is to give it gratuitously . . .

Ques. Is there simony if one exercises sacred functions especially

in view of his salary?
Ans. No, at least according to the probable opinion ; because

one does not receive the salary as the price of the sacred functions,
but as something due to a person working for the good of others. . .
291.— Is there simony in giving or receiving something for enter-
ing a religious Order?
Ans. Itis evident that a poor convent is permitted to exact some-
thing for the feeding, etc., of the new comer ; because then one does

* Do not be frightened by such a show of severe principles. Already
the exceptions Indicated by Gury teach us, t':at there are ways and means
of compromising matters with Heaven. The ancient Jesuits, even in pro-
claiming the same theoretical horror, expressed themselves more clearly
yet:

Emm. Sa: “It is not simony to give something to a man in order to
gain his friendship, by means of which a bhenetice will be obtained:
ncither to give a hencfice secondarily. and not principally, for personal
good; . . . nor with the agreed coudition that the beneficiary shall resign
it when hie shall have a better one; nor with this other condition, that he
will remit a debt not valid in justice; nor with the equally express con-
dition, hut nevertheless without a contract, that he will give it to some
one else.” (page 148.)

To let: *‘ Any one promising money in order to receive a benefice, but
whose promise is insincere, taking the resolution not to keep it, if he
thus obtains the benefice, is he guilty of simony? No; because it i3 the
intention which determines the nature of exterior acts. This is the opin-
fon of Lessiug, Suarez, de Valence, Fabri, Laymann, etc., etc.”

Grégoire de Valence: ‘‘It 1s not simony to render some service to a
bishop, or to present him with some tewmporal gifts, In the hope of obtain-
fog from him, in gratitude, some spiritual benefice.”

Filliucius: ¢ If some sacred thing was given for an immodest pleasure
and this as the price of it, and not simply out of gratitude or kindness,
then this would be simony and sacrilege; as for instance, if the collect-
fon, election, or presentation of & benefice was the price of lewdness
committed with the beneficiary’s sister. I have sald not out of gratitude;
because in this case there would be neither sacrilege nor simony. but only
a rort of irreverence in rewarding a shametul and profanc action by a
thing sacred and dedicated to God.” (page 151)
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not exchange a spiritual thing for a temporal one; and besides,
equity demands something, so that the convent shall not be ruined
by expenses. . . .

It is evident that nuns are permitted to exact a dowry from the
new comer, as it is established everywhere by custom. . . .

292.— Ques. Is there simony when a priest offers a mass to a
layman for a stake, whilst his companion exposes a material stake?

Ans. No, in principle ; because a spiritnal thing is not balanced
by a temporal one in this manner; it is just as when a nass is said
for a specified price ; it is only offering a spiritual payment instead
of a temporal one. . . .

Ques. Is there simony when a priest exacts for a mass a price
above the habitual tariff, or that fixed by the bishop?

Ans. No, in conscience and before God, unless there is a
thought of siinony ; as long as he has a right to exact a renumera-
tion, no exchange of a spiritual thing for a temporal one is in-
tended. . . .

295.—One is not guilty of simony when, through gratitude he
gives a temporal benefit for a spiritual benefit received, and vice
versa. Thus, there would be no sin on the part of a chaplain
who willingly puts himself at the service of a bishop out of grati-
tude for former kindness; such things are not looked upon as a
price. Moreover, it i3 honorable and praiseworthy to show one’s
self grateful for past favors. . . .

Ques. Is it necessary to restore the price of simony which has
been received for a spiritual thing?

Ans, If the crime of simony only has been committed, and if
justice has not been violated, there is no obligation to pay back be-
fore you are condemned to do it by a judgment; unless the price
is above the estimation of the temporal good given to the other in
exchange. . . .
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Case IX.
ON DivINATION.

Lazare has heard that a ring or a stone hung to a thread, held
between the thumb and the index in such a way as to strike a
glass, indicates the hour. Drawn by curiosity, he was going to
test it ; when some one told him that it is not allowable, because
it is a superstitious practice. He asks for the advice of his con-
fessor.

Ques. Can he make the experiment? Is it a superstitious prac-
tice?

Anps. Lazare must not make the experiment, asit is evidently
a superstitious practice. This is no natural cause for indicating the
hour, since such indications proceed necither from pulsation, nor
from the imagination, nor from the attraction of the stars.

Case X.
Magic AND WITCHCRAFT.

Sabellus, betrothed to Sigolena, is on the point of marrying
her. But Dafrosa, the step-mother of Sigolena, and a fast woman,
hears of it, and does all she can to prevent it, but in vain. Then,
in anger, she said to Sigolena: ‘‘ Let my curse fall upon thy
head!” After the marriage, Sabellus conceives such an aversion
for his wife that he cannot see her without disgust. Sigolena sus-
pecting Dafrosa of having thrown a spell over her, complains to
Dafrosa of her husband’s aversion, and asks if she knows a remedy,
¢¢ Yes,” answers Dafrosa, ‘‘but I will not give it thec, until I
receive one hundred pounds.”

Ques. Can we reasonably conjecture that in this case there is
intervention of magic, or witchcraft?
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Ans. Yes, this seems to be the result of all the circumstances.
Assuredly, a natural aversion maycome between man and wife, as
we see many examples of it; but it does not come, without a
known cause, with such rapidity anl viol:nce. Add to this the
threats of Dafrosa, a courtesan, and the remedy she claims to
have at her disposal, if she i3 paid for it. In the Scriptures, we
see there were magicians, witches, and sorcerers; thisis also
established in different passages of the canon laws, with abundant
proofs. So we cannot refuse to have faith in all the diabolical
facts of this nature, in general and in particular, when there are
unquestionable indications of it. In all ancient times there have
always been perverse men, selling themselves to the devil, in
order to have his intervention in revenging themselves on others
ina strange and frightful manner. Why, in so corrupt a time as
this, should there not be also magicians and sorcerers? But we
must avoid believing too easily everything that is related : most
of these are intentions, and the people, too credulous, often attrib-
ute to witchcraft the calamities and plagues which result from
natural causes.

Case XII.
TaBLe TurNING.

Camille, mother of a family, drawn by feminine curiosity, has
often, of her own free-will, attended meetings in which the attenu-
ants, forming a circular chain by means of a light contact at the
extremity of the fingers, make tahles tarn, stop them at will, make
them walk, go back, answer by conventional signs, ani even, oh
stupefaction! make them write with a pencil fixed to one of the
legs, all the answers asked of them. . . .

Ques. What must we think of these practices?

Ans. Assuredly, we must attribute to the devil everything that
is done in the form of divination, all that is relative to divination ;
and those questions asked of tables on things secret or future, and
the answers received by signs or characters. In reality, why
put questions to a wooden or marble table, and expect answers?
You are not foolish enough for that. You believe, then, that you
are in communication with an intelligent being, or some spirit, who
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can move an inert table. Now, such beings cannot be good.
‘Who would dare to affirm that it is God himself, or an angel sent
by Him, who intervenes in these foolish games of men, and who
always zealously yields to their vain curiosities and impious
notions? It would be a horrible blasphemy. And it could not be
either from souls expiating in Purgatory that we can expeoct the
knowledge of sacred things; because they can do it only accord-
ing to God’s will. Of course, it is the devil himself who is im-
plicitly invoked; it is he who is worshipped, in spite of God’s
probibition.
Case XIII.
ANIMAL MAGNETISM.

There are three degrees in the effects of magnetism: 1. The
state of sleep, which consists only in the torpor of the senses; 2.
The state of somnambulism, in which, in spite of the torpor of the
senses, one sees, one speaks, one answers; 3. The marvelous
knowledge of one’s position and the requisite remedies necessary
1o it, as well as the sight of things which happen far from there.
This granted :

1.—The third degree must certainly be condemned as forbidden,
and full of superstition. It is nothing else, in fact, than an evi-
dent divination, which we must abominate in all cases.

2.— The second degree, the somnambulism, can in no way be
considered as natural, and must be attributed to the intervention of
the devil. Because nobody can see with his eyes shut. No one,
in a state of deep sleep, can answer clearly and distinctly any
question whatever.

8.— The first degree, if we consider only the state of sleep, could
be looked upon as natural; but this cannot be admitted in any
way. . . .

Then the first degree must be called superstitious, and must
certainly be prohibited.

Case XVI.
ON SACRILEGE.

Renatus went to church on a feast day, not to worship God.
but to meet and see his betrothed. During all the divine service,
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he looked at her with unchaste desires; he allowed his mind to be
filled with depraved thoughts, and did nothing else, but de se
toucher et polluer.* The mass being over, he invited the young
girl, by signs, to abandon herself to him (copulam habendam) in
some other place.

Ques. 1.— Has he committed one or several sacrileges?

Ques. 2.— Has the church been profaned ?

Ans. Question 1.— He has not committed any sacrilege by his
obscene thoughts . . . neither by his immodest looks . . . nor by
the signs to his betrothed.

But he has committed a sacrilege by polluting himself, even
f iis as often as it took place; . . . and also, at least
\ ¥, because of his self-contact.

m 2.— The church has not been profaned by Rena-
1 though he has committed a sacrilege ; because the
] » secret one.

irases will remain untranslated.
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¢ Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain.”
Exodus xx. 7.

CHAPTER 1.

VaIx UsurPATION or THE NAME oF Gop, AND BLASPHEMY.

ART. I.— Vain usurpation of God’s holy name.

296.— It is a vain usurpation of the name of God, when it is
pronounced without reasonable cause, and without the respect it
deserves.

ART. II.— Blasplhemy.
299.— Blasphemy is a word, or an expression, insulting to
God. . ..

CHAPTER II.
OAaTns.

806.— An oath is an invocation of the divine Name to attest
the truth. . . .

ART. I.— The conditions of an oath.

SecrioNn 1.— Conditions required for the validity of an oath.

807.— There are two of them: 1st, The intention, at least
virtual, of taking an oath; because without this intention there
can be no valid oath. 2d, A formula for the oath ; in other words,
a sign by which we express sufficiently, either explicitly or
implicitly, that we take God as our witness. . . .
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ART. II.— The obligation of the oath.

812.— That obligation must be strictly interpreted, and must
conform itself to the nature of the act or of the contract to which
it is added, as well as to all their conditions.

The first reason is, that the one who gives his oath, is regarded
as wishing to be bound the least possible; the second reason is,
that the oath does not change the nature of the act, but only adds
to it a religious obligation ; and, consequently, must be under the
same conditions and be bound hy the same limits. . . .

315.—One is not bound by an oath given in & promise of
marriage to a young lady, rich, healthy, a virgin, and of good
reputatioa, if she falls into poverty, sickness, infamy, or fornica-
tion ; because a simple promise does not oblige in this case.* . . .

APPENDIX ON ADJURATION.

316. Adjuring is a supplication, made with authority and
prayer in the name of God, of the saints, or of a sacred thing, in
order to induce som: one to do or avoild something. . . .

318. Ques. Coucerning what may we question the devil?

Ans.— Concerning everything related to his expulsion; for
instance, on the time and cause of his taking possession, ete. . . .

Ques. What are the signs of a true possession by the devil?

Ans. The principal are: 1. Speaking a language not known
before the possession ; 2. Divulging secret and strange things
not known by men; 8. Obeying the purely internal orders of the
priest ; 4. Experiencing greater suffering or greater tranquility,
induced by the devil, when ignorantly touching sacred things. . . .

In general, we must not believe easily that some oue is pos-
sessed ; because true possessions very seldom happen in our time.

CHAPTER III.
Vows.

819.—A vow is a deliberate promise made to God concerning a
a better welfare.

*The promissory oath does not oblige: 1st, when it cannot be kept
without incurring grave damages, etc. (Marotte).
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Vows are:

1. Solemn or simple. . . .

2. Selfish or real. . . -

8. Temporary or perpetual. . . .

ART. I.—Conditions required for vows.

There are two principal ones included in the definition: 1, a
true intention ; 2, a qualified motive.

SecrioN I.  The intention required by the vow. . . .

822.—Ques. Is one held by a vow if he doubts that he has
pronounced a vow or only a simple proposition ; or, that there has
been sufficient deliberation?

Aps.—1. No; in consequence of what has been said on the
subject of probability. But if, when promising, he believed thatit
would be a sin not to fulfil the vow, it is to be judged that the
vow is valid.

Ans.—2. No, for the same reason; if we have positive and
serious doubts about a sufficient deliberation. Most of the time,
the question must be decided after the examination of the circum-
stances. . . .

Secrion II. Motive for the vow.

824.—Ques. 1s a vow valid, if it has a perverse aim, or evil
conditions ?

Ans. 1.—No, if the bad aim is attached to the vow; for
instance, if you vow to give alms in order to steal successfully.

Ans. 2.—Yes, if when the vow is made, one is influenced by
good sentiments ; it is valid then, though having a bad cause or
evil conditions : for instance, to vow to give alms if one is not
caught stealing. Because, if to steal is an evil, not to be canght
is not one, but certainly a gift of God; now, the vow does
not bear upon evil, but on good, insomuch it is good by itself.

ART. II. Obligation of the vow. . . .
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ART. III. Cessation of the vow.

829.—The obligation of the vow may cease :
causes, for instance, by the cessation of the
4 the change of the motive, a moral or physi-

: causes, by annulment, dispensation or change.

nlment of the vow. . . .
pensation from the vow. . .

ange of VOW. . . o
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Case VII.
THE VaLve oF Vows.

Gervais, & youth, vowed : 1st, to preserve a perpetual chastity,
which he thought easy to do, but later difficult to keep; 2d, not
to eat the heads of animals, in honor of St. John the Baptist, the
beheaded. . . .

Ques. Are these vows valid ?

Ans. Yes, for the first. . . . No, for the second.

Case VIII.
Tur VaLue or Vows.

Veronica, mother of a family, observing with grief that her
daughter Martine is pregnant by Titus, and fearing dishonor for
the family, vows before God and the holy Virgin to give a
hundred pieces of gold to the church if her daughter dies before
giving birth to the child.

Ques. Is the vow valid?

Ans. Though valid as to the object of the vow, it is illicit as
to the end. . . . Indeed, though one cannot condemn a mother
who, to avoid such dishonor, wishes for God to take away her
daughter; however, as there is here an eternal injury for her
child, and as the desire of the mother is not suhject to the condi-
tion of hLer eternal salvation, but is absolute, that desire is illicit.
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“R: member the Sabbath day, to keep it holy.” Exodus xx. 8.

CHAPTER 1.
WHAT 18 CoMMANDED ON FEasT Days.

ART.I. What is to be done, generally, on Feast Days.

338.— All the faithful having reached the age of reason, are
obliged, under penalty of a grave sin, to atten | mass every Sun-
day and feast day, unless there should be a legitimate reason. . . .

ART. II. The hearing of mass in particular.

341.— . . . One attends mass, according to the more probable
opinion, if one is in a house in the neighborhoo!l from which one
can sce, through the door or window, the altar or the atten:lan's,
provided a little space only separates tlic house from the church.
- 1 be otherwise if there was a large space or square. . . .

—In order to hear mass properly, at ention, at lea-t ex-
is required.

internal attention is also necessary, at least, the desire to
88, .« . .

of the three following internal attentions is sufficient:
n to the words and acts of the priest; to the meaning of
ds and of the my-teries ; to God himself. . . .

—. . . Mass isrufficiently listened to, if one is involuntari'y
l, even during the whole ceremony : unless one should be o
»sorbed by other thoughts as to lend no attention what-
me who goes to sleep from time to time does not commit a
n. if once in a while his attention is called to what happens
him. '
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Those who are diverted, do not commit a grave sin, if they lend
a virtual attention. That is to say, if, baving had in the begin-
ning the intention of listening, they have been disturbed during
all the time of the mass, without changing their first intention. . . .

353.— Ques. Can the realization of a notable gain be alleged as
a sufficient excuse for non-attendance at mass?

Ans. Yes, according to the probable opinion, because the pre-
cepts of the Church do not oblige us to suffer a serious loss, as
has been said in the Treatise on Laws, No. 100, but such gain
must be extraordinary. i

CHAPTER 1II.
TaiNGS FORBIDDEN ON SUNDAYS AND FEeast Davs.

ART. 1. Forbidden work on Feast Days.

355.— In principle, all manual labor (servilia) properly so called,
is forbidden to the faithful. . . .

But liberal works, common works, and the manual labors nec-
essary to every day life, are permitted. . . .

857.— Ques. Is it permitted: 1, to write; 2, to transcr.be
anything, on a feast day?

Ans. 1. Yes, because it is a liberal art.

Ans. 2. Yes, according to the more probable opinion.

It is permitted then to draw, to copy musie, to correct books.

Ques. Is it permitted: 1, to sculpturc; 2, to paint?

Anps. 1. Noj sculpture is generally classified as a mechanical
art.

Anps. 2. For painting, controversy. . . .

858.— Ques. Are fishing and hunting permitted !

Ans. Yes, because they are not manual works, provided no
great noise, bustle, and great preparations are made. . . .

Ques. What is the serious motive for work done on a fast
day?

Ans. According to many, if it is a purely manual work, two
hours are sufficient ; if it is scarcely manual, three hours. . . .
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Ques. Is it a grave sin to order one’s servants to work each
oune one hour on a feast day?

Ans. No, in principle, and according to the more probable
opinion, whether the servants work together, or one after the
other; because their works do not form a totality, but they sin
only venially each one in particular; then the master commits but
a venial sin in ordering them to do a work forbidden under venial
sin.

ART. II. Causes for which salaried works are permitted on
feast days. . . .

Cascs on the Third Precept of the Decalogue.

They are of special order, and not interesting, except as
indicating the cunning used by parishioners to dcceive their
pastors, or elude the rules.
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¢ Honor thy father and thy mother.” Exodus xx. 12.

That precept aims primarily and in a direct manner at the
obligations of children towards their parents ; and secondarily, in
an implicit manner, at the obligations of parents towards their
children ; as well as at the reciprocal obligations of other superiors
and inferiors.

CHAPTER 1.
OBL1GATIONS OF CHILDREN TOwWARDS THEIR PARENTS.

863.— Children are bound towards their parents by wholly
special obligations. They have their duties to fulfil; to love,
respect, and obey. . . .

Section I. Love.*

* Ques. In what consists the assistance which children owe to their
parents in their spiritual needs?

Auns. It consists: 1, in respectfully recalling to them tbe truths of
the faith, the fear of God, and love and zeal for religious duties, when
they see them indifferent to their salvation; 2, to warn them of their state
when they are dangerously sick, to exhort them to receive the sacra-
ments, and take care that they shall be adminiatered at a propitious time,
and before they are at the point of death.— Petit Catechisme de Marotte.

One is astonished and indignant at hearing of so many odious scenes at
death-beds.

We must, however, recognize, that in Gury no trace is found of the
infamous doctrine resumed by Escobar in the following terms: *‘A son is
and 18 not obliged to feed an intidel father who is in the greatest meces-
sity, if the latter tries to induce him to abandon the faith.”

¢« He is ahsolutely obliged to it. . . .

‘“ He i8 not at all ohliged to it. . . .

*“This last sentiment must be held absolutely; because Catholic child-
ren are obliged to denounce their fathers or relations guilty of heresy,
. + . even should they know that their fathers ought to be delivered to
the flames, according to the teachings of Tolet. . . . Then . . . they
may refuse them nourishment, and even let them die of hunger. Fagun-
dez . . . adds, that they may even Kkill them; keeping, however, the
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Secrion II. Respect. . . .
Section III. Obedience.

867.— Children must obey their parents in all lawful and honest
things relative to them, so long as they are in their power. . . .
But in bad things, children neither must nor can obey; tbis is
evident by natural right.
~ 869.—Ques. Are children obliged to obey their parents in the
choice of a profession?

Ans. No, in principle: because every man in view of sure
means of drawing himself towards God, his highest aim, or
in order to regulate his life fully and freely for such an end,
is quite independent of others. So parents sin gravely by
forcing their children directly, or even indircctly, to choose a
profession, either monastic, ecclesiastical, or conjugal ; and also, if
without any just motive, they prevent them from following one of
those profession.

I bave said in principle, because it would be otherwise if, for
weighty or reasonable causes, the parents were opposing the will
of their children; for instance, if, heing in poverty, they were
obliged to have recourse to them, the children not being able to
succor their parents without remaining with them.

Ques. Are children permitted to enter religious orders in spite
of their parents?

Ans. Yes, in principle; moreover, the child being attracted
by vocation to a religious profession, and believing that he will be
unjustly opposed by his parents, will act more wisely if he hides
his intentions from them, and obeys the Divine will. However,
this advice must not be given to minors when it is not an urgent
case, or when one is not sure of his vocation. In France espe-
cially, good care must be taken not to advise minors thus, because
the parents, with the help of the secular power, can take them
from any institation, and carry them back home. . . .

moderation proper to a legitimate defence, as with enemles violating the
rights of humanity, if they want to force their children to abandon the
true faith; but nevertheless, they must not bind them to make them die
of hunger.” (page 486.)
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CHAPTER II.
OBLIGATIONS OF PARENTS TOWARDS THEIR CHILDREN.

They owe them love and education.

Secriox I. Love. . . .
Secrion II. Edacation.
It must be material and spiritual.

872.— Material education requires a triple foresight on the part
of parents: for the life, for nourishment, and for profession.

874.— Parents must, above all, procure spiritual education for
their children ; because man, besides his material body, in cowm-
mon with other animals, received from God a soul reasonable and
noble, created in the image of divinity; he was born to’'draw
nearer to God through time and eternity. . . .

This education requires: 1, doctrine; 2, correction; 3, exam-
ple. . ..

CHAPTER III.
CoNyugaL OBLIGATIONS.

878.— Married people owe each other reciprocally :

1. Mutual affection. . . .

2. Conjugal society and cohabitation. . . .

8. Nourishment, and what is necessary for an honorable
position. . . .

4. Conjugal duty, when it is seriously asked for, there being
no reason to refuse. . . .

379.— The husband’s duty is particularly :

To see that his wife fulfils her religious duties, and follows the
precepts of the divine law and of the law of the church; beeause
he is the head and the chief of the family, and so must attend to
the good direction of his wife and other members of the family.

To punish his wife when she commits a fault, when it is
necessary to correct her and prevent a scandal. . . .

381.— . . . In the beginning he must gently reprove her, in
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order to correct her; or, if that is of no effect, to have recourse

to more severe punishments. . . .
The confessor must not immediately believe a woman who

complains of her husband, because women are habitually given to
lying. . . .
CHAPTER 1V.
OBLIGATIONS OF OTHER SUPERIORS AND INFERIORS.

ART. I. Obligations of masters and servants.

Section 1. Master’s obligations.

382.— Masters must treat their servants well ; instruct, correct
and pay them sufficiently. . . .

ART. II. Obligations of masters and pupils. . . .

ART. III. Obedience and respect towards temporal author-
iy. - ..




Cages on the Fourth Precept of the Decalogue.

Case III.
Tae Duties or Soxs.

1. Agatha, a young girl born of honorable parents, is asked
in marriage by a noble and brave soldier, richer in qualities
than in temporal goods, and she accepts his proposal. But her
father opposes it, and protests that he never will give his consent
to the marriage of his daughter with that wandering soldier,
exposed to a thousand perils. But the indignation of that excel-
lent father is of no avail with Agatha. On the contrary, after
having asked her father’s consent in the legal way several times
in vain, she contracts the marriage in spite of him.

2. Eulalie, after deep reflections, decides to enter a convent.
Her father refuses his consent and & dowry. But Eulalie, distin-
guished by her intellectual and moral qualities, obtains the privi-
lege to be admitted free, and without warning her father, she takes
refuge in the convent. .

Ques. 1. Must children obey their parents, when it is a question
of vocation?

Ques. 2. What is to be thought of Agatha and Eulalia?

Ans. Question 1.—No, in principle; because a man is free to
choose his own profession. DParents, then, sin gravely by using
constraint to turn children away from their vocation; they may,
however, oppose them when there are just reasons for it.

Ans. to Ques. 2.—1. In regard to Agatha, it is a difficult ques-
tion. However, it would be well to advise her to obey her
father, or renew her supplications. If these two means were not
successful, she could not be accused of mortal sin in marrying an
honorable man.

Moreover, ber father commits a great fault in refusing, without
reasonable motives, his consent to the marriage; it would have
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been a more grievous sin if she had become pregnant in her rela-
tions with the soldier.

2. We must excuse Eulalie; because, having a vocation for it,
she has embraced the religious profession only after sufficient
deliberation, and after having respectfully asked for the consent
of her parents. She must be condemned for having secretly run
away, seeing no other way to obey the divine will. But the father
has committed a grave sin by unjustly opposing her vocation and
disappointing his daughter of her dowry.

Case VI.
Tue DuTiEs oF PARENTS.

Mathurin, a godless father of a family, takes suitable care of
his sons, in a temporal point of view, but seems very unconcerned
ahout their education. The oldest, almost deprived of Christian
instruction, be employs in his own trade; the second is appren-
ticed in a shop to learn a trade in company with dissolute young
men ; the third is sent to a college very little recommended for its
teaching of morals and the faith.

Ques. What is to be thought of Mathurin?

Ans. Mathurin has committed a mortal sin about each one of
his sons. . . . Alas! How many such men we see in our days!

Case VIIL
Tue Duries or MAsTERs.

Titius, careless of his own salvation, is unconcerned about the
morals of his servants. . . .

They do not go to mass on Sunday and at Easter-time; ihey
neither go to confession, nor to communion. Titius sees all that,
and does not reprove them.

Ques. What is to be said of Titins?

Ans. Titius is a bad, detestable master, and has committed a
sin in each one of these cases. . . . Alas! How many masters in
our days are just like Titius !




Fitth Preeept of the Decalogue.

“Thou shalt not kill.”” Exodus xx. 18.

CHAPTER 1.
SuiciDE.

889.—One Is not permitted to kill himself dircctly ; that is to
say, with intention, without the intervention of divine authority.

390.—Ques. Ought a virgin to prefer death to dishonor?

A. No, according to the probable opinion, provided her will
protests, and that there is pbo peril in consent, because that
permission is not formal co-operation, but only material, to the
sin of another, and there is a just motive for permission, the
danger of death. But this practice must not be advised when one
may prudently fear the peril of consent. . . . .

391.— . . . . A virgin i3 not obliged to undergo an operation
at the hands of a doctor, even in danger of death, if through

modesty she looks upon it as very grave, and has more horror of.
it than of death itself. . . . .

CHAPTER 1I.
MuRrbER.
ART.—The murder of a guilty person, or of a criminal.

394.—Ques. 1Is it allowable to kill a tyrant? ®
Aps. Upon the whole, No.

*Here 13 one of the few questions on which Jesuits have completely
changed their opinion. Formerly there was no doubt in their mind as to
the legitimacy of killing a tyrant or usurper. It is interesting to notice
that this change took place at the time of the first Empire, when they dis-
owned their former doctrine. And this doctrine was not left as a
theoretical teaching. Practically, they sustained their assertion. Listen

speaking of the murderer of Heory 111., a legithnate king :
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ART. II.—Murder of an unjust agzressor.

895.—May one defend his own life, even by killing an unjust
aggressor? *

896.—Ques. Is it permitted to kill an unjust aggressor for the
preservation of one’s limbs? '

Ans. Yes, according to the common opinion.+

Ques. Is it permitted to kill one who steals considerable
property, if there is no other way of keeping it?

s« Jacques Clement, a Dominican, born in Serbonne, a little village of
Autumois, was studylng theology in a college of his Order, when,
instructed by the theologians that it was permitted to kill a tyrant,
he mortally wounded the king, striking him in the stomach with a poisoned
kuife he kept hidden in hiv hand. A bold and memorable action. . . .

¢ The murder of the king gave him a world-wide reputation. . . .

““Thus perished Jucques Clement at 2¢ years of age, a young man of
rimple character and weak constitution; but a great virtue sustained his
strength and his courage.” (p. 452.)

* Theologians battled a great deal on this point, especially when the -
murderer was a priest or & monk. We shall not speak of these quarrels:
legitimate defense. in a case of actual necessity. has been justly adinitted
hy our Code (Art. 828) ; but the Jesuitical spirit has placed the application
very far from the principle.

Valére Reginald sets down the following case: ¢ Yon hear false witness
agalnst me, and a sentence of death will result, and I cannot escape any
other way, I am permitted to kill you.” (p. 899.)

Lessius: ¢ You have resolved to arm your servant or a murderer to kill
me; if I have no other hope of escaping death than by anticipating your
h;rr.entlon’; Iam 4|3.~rum.wd to do it, let tue danger be present . . . or far
off. ... p. 401,

De Lugo:( “Can) you kill one who, by calumnies and false witness,
causes you to be sentenced by the judge ?

* The affirmative {8 probable enough.” (p. 418.)

Escobar: ¢ It is quite allowable to kill one bearing false against you, if
such act comproinises your life or your honor. . . . It may be done also
if the false witness has temporal grod in view. (p. 416.)

* One may secretly kill a calnmaoiator, if there are no other means of
warding off the peril.” (p. 419.)

Busembaum adds: ‘* Every time that some one has the right to kill
another, according to what his been said on the question, some one else
can do it for him and in his place, seeing that charity allows it.” (p. 441.)

+ Our penal laws are more severe. But we shall not insist. Only it is
marvelous to see what cousequeunces the Jesuits have drawn for this
dangerous principle.

Henriques, for instance, supplied the ingenious case following: ¢ If an
adulterer, even a priest, well aware of the danger, has called at the
adultercss’ house, and, surprised by the husbaud, he kilts the latter
to save his own life aud limbs, it does not seem that he incurs irregu-
larity.” (p. 896.)
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Ans. Yes, at least more probably. Every one has the right to
keuvp considerable property for his own enjoyment.®

398.—Ques. Is a woman permitted to kill the one who makes
an attempt on her modesty?

Ans. Yes, according to the more probable opinion; because it
is a property more precious than riches; then, if it is allowable to
kill to defend our property, there is more reason for it when it is
to defend modesty.

899.—A young girl is not permitted to kill, after the crime, the
one who attempted to destroy her honor. She may, however,
strike him, and treat him with the greatest harshness ; because, in
not showing her perseverance and repugnancy in this way, the
guiity man would not go away, or might be induced to repecat the
crine.

ART. III. Murder of an innocent person.

400.—1. It is never allowable to kill directly an innocent per-
son, by private or public authority, even in view of the comnmmon
good ; hecause it is an intrinsically guilty action, positively for-
bidden by the divine law.

2. It is allowable, for a grave reason, to do an action good in
itself, from which, against our intention, results the death of an
innocent person.t

* This is more serious, and quite contrary to the doctrine of our penal

.

The Jesuits had gone very far in this, they having said that one can
regularly kill a thief to save a crown; a proposition rightly condemned by
Innocent XI.

De Lugo, a cardinal, wants the stolen sum to be at least one ducat, and
that there should be no violence. (p. 422.) But most of them take
refuge in appreciations vaguely formulated on this point.

Marotte does not hesitate to preach, in his Petit Catechisme, the Jesuitical
doctrine, little disturbed about its unlawfulness.

‘“Ques. Can we kill a thief to save the property he tries to take away
from us?” :

**Ans. No, we are not permitted to kill a thief to save temporal
property, inferior to the life of man; but if the thief tries to take away

property of a very considerable value, its owner would have the right to
resist him by violence, even to striking and wounding him.”

t1t is, in fact, Escohar's doctrine of sayving: **The murder of an
innocent person i~ absolutely forbidden, unless in some case it should be
necessary for the good of t .e Republic.”

Marotte does vot fear to offer it to the meditation of little children.
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8. One is not guilty of homicide when, even without motive,
but acting carefully, one dues an action, not causing death by
itself, but from which results homicide by accident, because that
bomici.e is quite fortuitous and involuntary. . . .

ABORTION,

403.— . . . In no way can physicians be excnsed from homi-
cide, who, in order to save the mother in childbirth, being in
danger of death, as well as the child, have recourse t7 cepha-
lotomy or embryoctony; in other words, by the help of forceps, to
crush the child’s cranium in the mother’s womb, and then take out
the dead feetus. . . .*

CHAPTER III.
DukLinG.

Dueling is never permitted by private anthority. . . .

405.—One cannot accept a duel, even to revenge an ignommnious
offence. . . .

A soldier cannot accept a duel, even if his refusal leads to his
losing a commission necessary for the support of his family.

It is not allowable to cngage in a duel on condition that the fight
will cease at the first blood drawn, or after & determined number
of wounds. . . .

Ques. ‘Is it sometimes permitted to kill an innocent person? *

Aus. ¢ It is never permitted to kill, directly, an innocent person, even
in vlew of public Interest: but one can, in a grave and urgent case, do an
action good in ftself, although liable to cause the death of one or several
innocent persons, provided the one who does the action should have
nothing else in view than the good which will result from it, and does
what is possible to remove the bad effect dreaded.” — Petit Catechisme.

* « It is forbidden. under penalty of a very grave sin, to surgeons and
midwives, to caure the death of a child in his mother’s womb, in order to
deliver the mother froin a dangerous situation, uuavoidable without that
action.” (Marotte.)

+¢¢Of all kinds of homlclides, dueling is the most criminal.” (Marvite.)

The horror of dueling was so great with the Jesuitx, that we read in
Navarre, S8anchez, Escobar: ¢ One is obliged to refuse the duel, if one can
secretly kill the calumniator; because then, one does not expose one’s self
to loss of life, and the other is prevented thereby from comumltting & new
sin in accepting the duel or offering it.” (p. 419).

This has not prevented the Je-uits from having, in all times, and even
to-day, bravos and hullies in thelr ewploy.

.
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CHAPTER 1V.
W aR.

407.—War is the strife of a multitude of men with another
foreign multitude, to avenge or defend the State. . . .

408.—Ques. . . . May the soldiers fight, if they doubt the
justice of the war?

Ans. If it is a question of a soldier not yet enlisted, he must
inform bimself about it, and, if he doubts, he cannot enlist;
because no one must aid in the despoiling of others, if he is not
sure that the possession has been unjustly acquired. . . .

Qies. Can a victor kill the innocent, as well as the guilty?

Ans. The guilty, that is to say, the soldiers who bave fought,
can sometimes be killed, if it is necessary for the establishment of
peace, for security, or to avenge an injustice, unless they should
have surrendered with the condition of having their lives spared.

As for the innocent women, old men, foreigners, priests,
monks, etc.,—they can not be killed directly, unless it should be
proved that they co-operated in the war. But they can be killed
indirectly, before the end of the fight, if they are mixed with the
guilty, and in such a way that, if they were spared, soldiers could
escape.

409.—Soldiers cannot kill the enemy in an unjust war, even in
self-defence. If they cannot run away, they are to take care not
to strike the enemy ; because they are the unjust ngzressors, and
in one cause there cannot be two contrary right. . . .

It is sometimes permitted to pillage a captured city, but only for
very weighty reasons.



Cages on the Fifth Precept of the Decalogue.

Case 1II.
ADMIRABLE ExPEDIENT OoF A VIRGIN.

Eulalie, a pious virgin, very careful of her chastity, being
pressed by a soldier, and threatened with lust without means of
escape, spoke thus to her would-be seducer: ¢ Listen, and I will
teach you a marvelous thing.” He desisted. ¢¢ Here it is; spare
me, and 1 will tell you a way to risk nothing in battle. See, I rub
mwy neck with this ointment; now take your sword, strike my
neck, and you will see the virtue of my art.”” The soldier,
induced by curiosity and love of novelty, makes the experiment,
and cuts off the head of Eulalie, who, by this means, was saved
from the danger of losing her virginity.

Ques. 1. Did Eulalie act lawfully? Was it necessary to resort
to death, in order to save her chastity? ‘

Ques. 2. Could she throw herself through a high window to
cscape violence and preserve her virginity ?

Ans. Question 1. No, in principle ; except in case of celestial
inspiration, or of good faith. The reason is, that she directly
procured her own death.

Ans. Question 2. Yes, because death, although the conse-
quence of the fall, was not directly desired.

Case IX.
ABORTION.

Gaspard, a physician, making a general confession, avows to
his confessor that: 1, to a pregnant woman, on the point of death,
he gave a remedy that was a sure cure, but foreseeing that the
feetus would perish; 2, to another one, on the point of certain
death, he had given a remedy the effect of which was to kill the
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fetus and expel it, in order that the woman delivered should
get cared.

Ques. What is to be thought of Gaspard?

Ans. In the frst case, he is not reprehensible. . . .

In the second one, he has gravely sinned, by committing a direct
homicide. In fact, though the intention was good, he obtained
the result by unlawful means.

Case X.
ABORTION.

Cure of a mother through the death of her child.

Pelagie, pregnant for four or five months, is dangerously sick,
and on the point of death. Besides the family doctor, three
others are called in consultation. After deep deliberation, here
is the decision: If the art of the physician can procure the
expulsion of the fatus, the latter will perish, but may probably
be baptized bhefore death, and the mother will be saved from
certain death. Otherwise, mother and child will both die, and
the child will be deprived of the benefit of baptism. After this
decision, they prepared to effect the expulsion. The result con-
firmed their prevision; the child was expulsed, and after having
been baptized died immediately, and the mother was saved.

Ques. 1s this justifiable? In this case can one procure an
abortion ?

Ans. No, absolutely; because abortion is in its nature cer-
tainly & homicide. It is employed, and is destincd in itself, so
say the doctors, to effect the cure of the mother and the baptisin
of the child. Nevertheless, though they apply it to a useful end,
they directly seek and procure homicide.
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¢ Thou shalt not commit adultery. Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s
wife.” Exodus 20: 14, 17.

410.—Let us repeat the words of St. Liguori: . . . ¢“As this is
a matter most frequently and abundantly treated in confession, I
have been obliged, for the instruction of those studying moral
science, and in order to be clear, to discuss particular cases. ButI
beg of the students who are preparing themsclves to be confessors,
in reading this treatise and the other one on conjugal duty, to reject
all curiosity, to often lift up their souls to God, and to recommend
themselves to the immaculate Virgin.,”* . . .

411.—Lust is an unruled appetite in love, and consists in a
carnal pleasure (delectatio venerea) tasted voluntarily outside of
marriage. Now, that pleasure is produced by the excitation of
the genital organs, and must not be confounded with a purely
sensual pleasure from the contact of a sensible object on some onc
of the senses; for instance, from a visible object on sight. Lust
and sensuality have then a different object. A sensual pleasure
either is not guilty, or does not exceed, most of the time and in
principle, a venial sin.

There are several sorts of lust. There is a difference between
bodily contact and immodest looks, between solitary acts and
those done with others, between consummated acts and those

* This 18 & gnod precaution; but we must also remember how the ancient
(?) Jesuits, while condemning lustiul sins with indignation and a chaste
horror, found, nevertheless, that there are practical accommodations.

Escobar, quibbling on the sins which Pius V. saw himself obliged to
prohiblt to priests addicted to sodomy, makes very clever distinctions,
which a low an excuse: ¢ 1, Priests who have unnatural relations with
woinen; 2, who are patients; . . . 3, who have co nmitted the prohibited
act hut one, two anl three times; 4, who commit the crime of bestiality.”*

And as the rape of a woman is punished with death, he concludes that
t(l:)e ;ggt; of a young man by a man (causa libidinis) i3 not punishable.
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which are not, between acts done according to nature and those
done against nature. These species are yet subdivided, as we
shall see later,

There is lust directly sought ont, and lust indirectly sought out.
The first one exists where one has precisely in view a carnal
pleasure ; the second one is, when something else being sought out,
the pleasure comes against our intention, as immodest reading
done through curiosity, or for any other motive.

412. Lust of every kind and species, is, in principle, a grave
sin. . . .

Lust, directly voluntary, never admits of light matters. . . .

CHAPTER 1.
Lustrol Sins Nor CoNSUMMATED.

ART. I. Tmmodest kisses and bodily contact.

413.—1. Unchaste contact, made without motive, with a per-
son’s shameful parts, are almost always under the penally of
mortal sin, even leaving aside the sensual pleasure, on account of
a grievous indecency, and the danger of debauchery brought
thereby. .

However, it i3 more easily excused from mortal sin, if it is per-
formed on a person of the same sex.

2. Kissing, orfeeling of the honorable or slightly dishonorable
parts, constitutes mortal sin, if carnal pleasure i3 the motive of
these ac!s; venial, if there is nothing more than lightness, jokirg
or curiosity, ctc. They are not guilty if it is the custom, or if it
is done out of politeness or benevolence.

414.—38. Kissing or touching even the honorable bodily parts
cannot be easily excused from mortal sin, it it takes place in
a protracted manner among young people, especially of d:fferent
sexes, without any necessity, because those repeated and pro-
longed acts produce an excitation and a carnal pleasure.

4. Kissing, touching, embracing for a carnal pleasure, in view
of carnal desires, are evils of different gravily, according to the
person’s circumstances, because they are supposed to be of the
same species as the consummated act, to which they lead by their
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nature. So, in confession, it i3 necessary to specify with what
persons they have been practiced,—if it is the same sex or of a
different one, married or not, etc., ete.

415.—1. There is no fault in the kisses given by mothers and
nurses to little children. Neither with those who kiss those clil-
dren, even of another sex, setting aside any depraved sentiment.

2. We must not readily accuse of i grave sin young people
who, in certain games, without any bad intention, kiss each other
decently ; although it is prudant to advise them not to play those
games, on account of the perils which they bring.

8. The opinion of Sanchez, Salmant and others, affirming that
there is no sin in the chaste kisses and embraces of young people
betrothed to each other, though they seek a carnal pleasure, and
there exists a slight excitation of the genital organs, setting aside
the peril of pollution and of consent to the sexual union, is looked
apon as little probable in practice by St. Liguori, who thinks
much more probable, even in theory, the opinion after which such
acts are forbidden to engaged young people, just as much as to
other free persons. The reason is, that betrothed people have
yet neither reciprocal rights on their bodies, nor a right to sexual
union to which such acts generally tend.

4. But kissing other more hidden parts of the body, for
instance, the bosom, must be looked upon as a mortal sin,
especially between persons of different sex; and also protracted
kisses on the mouth, especially if the tongue is brought into play.

416.—5. One does not sin in principle, when one is obliged to
touch one’s self in order to wipe out the bodily filth, to appease
pruriency, or attend to some infirmities ; however, if the itchings
is supportable, one must abstain from touching one’s self. But if
one touch his body without motive, only a venial sin is committed,
provided the carnal pleasure is set aside, as it is done only with-
out reflection, through lightness or pure curiosity, when one does
not run the risk of inflaming the passion. -

6. Feeling of the shameful parts or about, even over the
clothes, constitutes a grave sin: unless it is done only through
petulance, joke, lightness, or in passing by. The same may be
said of women touching each other’s bosoms,on account of the
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sympathy of those parts with the sense of touch. There is a near
danger, or carnal pleasure.

7. More than that, unless in a case of necessity, there is a
mortal sin in touching the shameful parts of a person of a different
sex, even for a little time, because it is done only through errotic
passion ; and besides, it is a gross attempt on decency, leading to
the danger of pollution and carnal pleasure. However, servants
coming in contact with the shameful parts of children while
dressing them, must not be accused of a great sin, unless it is
done in a protracted manner, and feeling sensual pleasure in .
doing it.

8. There is a venial sin, in principle, in touching slightly, and
in passing by, the fingers, hands, or face of a person of a different
sex, putting aside all thoughts of a bad aim, all sentiments and
danger of dehauchery, if this is only through pure curiosity, there
being no danger for us or others.

Besides, as in so lubric a matter, it is not always easy to see
clearly what is venial or mortal; and as there is often a grave
danger of sinning, even in cases which do not exceed in principle
a light sin; for instance, if this takes place frequently and in a
protracted manner between persons addicted to debauchery, the
confessor ought to make an effort to prevent the penitent, espe-
cially the young one, from indulg'ng in sensual contact with
persons of the ditferent sex.

ART. 1I. Looking on obscene things.

417.— 1. Looks cast without motive on shameful things, con-
sti ute grave or light sins, according to the intention of the person,
the degree of turpitude, and the danger of consent to debauchery.
The sin is not so grievons when acting on our own person as
when it is a question of somebody else, because there is less
excitation ; it is also less grave when it is a question of a person
of the same sex.

2. Looks gravely immodest, without serious motives, especially
on persons of another sex, constitute, in principle, a mortal sin,
even in the absence of all carnal passion ; because ordinarily, there
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is a near danger of debauchery, as it has been said above ahout
guilty bodily contacts.

Ques. Is it necessary, in looks as in contacts, te take account
of the circumstances of persons looked at in an obscene manner?

Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion, if there is
no desire ; because they are not supposed to tend to the consum-
mation of the act; so the act of looking in such a manner at
parents, married people, or sacred persons, do not constitute a
fault dependent on adultery, incest, or sacrilege.

418.—1. There is no mortal sin, in principle, when persons
of the same sex lock lightly at each other being naked, bathing,
or swimming, especially when they have not reached the age
of puberty.

2. To look at the shamefal parts, or near to them, of a person
of anotber sex, constitutes a mortal sin, unless it is from afar, or
for a short time; because these looks excite passion, or lead to
sin. One is not excuscd even if they are seen through a very
light and transparent veil; in this case, passion, far from being
diminished, is increased thereby. Except: 1, if it is a question
of a child, or of an old man, quite pussinnless, because they are
not much excited; 2, if one looks at a very young chld, there
being not much of excitation. So servants and nurses do not
commit a grave sin in looking in this way at the children confided
to their care, unless they do it in a protracted manner, at differ-
ent intervals, or with a guilly sentiment.

3. To lovk at the honorable parts of a person of another sex,
even being besutiful, is not a sin in principle, if it is not done
through curiosity or with persistence ; the sin is generally venial,
but it is a mortal one when one luoks for a long time, running
the near danger of a shameful concupircence or of a protracted
pleasure, especially if the mind is excited, and with more reason
if one loves the person inordinately.

4. To look at the parts slightly dishonorable, but not shameful,
of a woman, as the bosom, arms, limbs, do not constitute a
mortal sin in principle, putting aside he¢ wever, the near danger
of a guilty satisfaction, which would easily be produced if the act
was protracted. But generally, those who luvk witliout motive at
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the hare bosom of a beautiful woman, with a notable insistance,
are generally guilty of mortal sin; because of the peril encoun-
tered by the sight. But there is not a grave sin when, leaving
aside all special peril, one looks at mothers and nurses suckling
children, also, by looking on the uncovered bosom of an oll
woman, or of one too young to be physically developed.

5. To look at obscene paintings through pure curiosity is not
a mortal sin, if there is no shameful pleasure, nor any necar
danger. Bat in practice, it would be difficult to excuse of mortal
sin a man who would look at the shameful part of a woman in a
painting ; because he could not avoid very well experiencing
sbameful pleasure at the sight, unless for a short time, from
a distance, or that the state of decry of the painting should
attenuate the strength of the temptation. Billuard, with others,
excuse from mortal sin those who look slightly, passing by,
through curiosity, or if the paintings represent only children,
because painted pictures do not excite as living things do. This
opinion seems probable, unless it should be necessary to judge
otherwise, on account of the weakness of the looker-on.

ART. III. Immodest reading and conversation.

419.—1. To say, 8ing, and listen to ohscene things with the
intention of finding in them a carnal pleasure, or run the danger
of consent, is a great sin. But if there is no guilty intention,
po peril of consent, and there being a legitimate cause to say,
write, or listen to them, there is no sin.

2. To read obhscene books without a legitimate reason is a
grave sin, even if it is done out of curiosity or for distraction,
in principle, such reading leading to debauchery. Except occa-
sionally, and taking into consideration the case where the readers,
out of personal curiosity, advanced age, cool temperament, and
their knowledge of these things, would not run into the grave
danger of giving way to passions.

3. To read Looks about love, or that are slightly ohscene, is
not a mortal sin in principle, though it is very dangerous in
practice, especially for young people. As for obscene books up
to a certain point being also scientific, it is not, in principle, a sin
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to read them, in order to instruct one’s self or for a beneficisl
purpose, setting aside the peril of carnal pleasure always to be
feared in young people. :

420.—1. Itis a grave sin generally, to speak even in joke of
the conjugal act, or what is permitted or forbidden bhetween
married people, of the means to prevent conception, or to procure
pollution, especially if it is between young people of different
sex.

2. It is a grave sin to tell shameful things for the only
pleasure that is found in thinking of them. There is no excuse
for those who, in joking, have recourse to equivocal, but clear
sayings, meaning to tell the thing in order to amuse themselves.

8. It s a grave sin to boast of one’s own shameful sins, and
generally for three reasons: Because one finds pleasure in it, on
account of the scandal, and also the sin of pride.

4. In principle, it is not a sin to tell shameful, but slightly
obscene things, if it is for joke or to console one’s self ; unless the
hearers are weak-minded enough to be scandalized about it.
Thus, ususlly, there is no grave sin in the shameful talk of the
reapers, vintagers, and waggoners, because generally they say it
only for a joke.

5. Gallant conversations between persons of different sex mast
not always be considered as mortal sins, althoagh they are full of
danger, unless they are repeated, prolouged, or held in solitary
places.

What shall we think of love-making, as it is called, especially
among young people? It is not to be called mortal sin, without
distinction ; though generally there is in it & near danger of mortal
sin, at least in its progress and circumstances ; for instance, if the
lovers are left alone too long, or during the night, etc., etc.

6. There is no great sin to read light books out of curiosity,
because they do not excite passion very much, and do not expose
the reader to great danger, such as many comedies and poems do.
But if that reading has for object instruction, or the study of elo-
quence, there is no sin in it.
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CHAPTER 1II.

LustrrL SiNs CONSUMMATED.

ART. 1. Sins consummated according to nature.

SectioN 1. FORNICATION,

421.—Fornication is the sexual union (copula) of a frece man
with a free woman, by mutual consent. . . .

SEcTION 2. ADULTERY.

422, —Adultery is the sexual union with the husband or wife of
another ; it is to enter into a bed that is not one’s own . . .

SectioNn 8. INCEsT.

423.—This is the sexual union with parents or relations, of
degrees forbidden by the Charch. . . .

SECTION 4. SACRILEGE.

424.—According to the sin of lust, it is the violation of a
person or of a secret place by a carnal act. . . .

SECTION 5. DEFLORATION.

425.—1. In the large sense of the word, it means all forbidden
venereal commerce ; theologians, in its proper meaning, and as
far as its particular species is mentioned in the canon law, describe
it thus : it is the defloration of a virgin, which happens when she
is soiled for the first time by the contact and the consummated act
of a man.

Defloration violently consummated, besides the sin against
chastity, contains another one against justice, which must be
acknowledged in confession.

426.—1. 1t is defloration to fornicate with an insane virgin
drunk or asleep, because she is violated against her consent, aud
then receives a great injury.

2. According to the opinion more common and more probable,
it is not defloration to fornicate with & young girl formally con-
senting to it, who is in nowise constrained, though she is soiled for
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the first time ; because the defloration, on account of the formal
outrage made to the honor of a vitgin, may be looked upon as a
special sin against chastity. Then, in this case, a virgin being
the mistress of her own body, can use it freely, and cedes her own
right. Then . . . it follows that. . . .

8. The defloration of a virgin, if she consented to the act, is
not forcibly to be declared in confession, according to the moure
probable opinion ; because, in principle, it is not to be lvoked upon
as a defloration, but as a simple fornication.

4. However, and though physical strength or violence are not
required as a condition for the defloration, it is sufficient that a
girl is induced to consent, in spite of herself, through crafi, threats,
repeated prayers, which triumph over her constancy.

Besides, Lessius warns us very wisely, that the violation of a
young girl who gives lher full consent, though not containing the
special malignity of defloration, may contain a grave fault, a
-special one, which it is necessary to declare in confession, because
of the grief and shame resulting from it for the parents.

SECTION 6. RAVISHMENT.

427.—Ravishment . . . is defined: a violent act performed on
a person, or on those on whom she depends, in view of satisfying
a lustful desire. . . . :

If, after the ravishment, the passion is satiated, not only the
sin of lust, in other words, fornication, adultery, or rodomy, ete.,
but the ravishment itself must be expressly declared in con-
fession.

ART. II. Sins committed against nature.

There are three kinds: pollution, sodemy and bestiality. We
must add onanism, or Onan’s sin; which is the sexual act com-
menced but consummated outwardly, to avoid conception, either
between married people or other persons. We shall speak of it
d propos to marriage.

Secrion 1. ON PoOLLUTION.

428.—Pollution consists in cxpending one’s sperm without any
commerce with another.
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The voluntary pollution, the only one with which we occupy
ourself, is sought for directly or indirectly. 1t differs from the
distiilation, in which a more liguid fluid is expended. In pollution,
the sperm is ejaculated with intense pleasure and great commotion.
Distillation takes place without any pleasure, or with a slight one.

429.—1. Direct and perfectly voluntary pollution is always a
mortal sin. . . .

2. The indirect pollution, or only voluntary, in its cause, is &
great sin if . . . and venial sinif . . .

3. The voluntary indirect pollution leads to no sin, when there
is no sufficient reason to expose one’s self to it; . . . because,
when two effects must follow an indifferent cause, a good one and
a bad one, it is permitted to expose one’s self to the cause, having
the good in view though permitting the bad.

430.—Involuntary pollution is, in no way, a sin. Thus, there is
po fault in the pollution felt by a doctor, a surgeon, or & con-
fessor, in fulfilling the duties of their charges, provided their
intention is pure, and gives no consent to pleasure. . . .

431.—4. Any spermatic effusion done deliberately, and how-
ever weak it may be, is a pollution, and consequently a mortal
sin. Such is the case if one gives his consent to the pleasure of
pollution, even for a little time, even if it is produced without any
intention, spontaneously, for some motive ; so much the more if it
is called forth by some effort. . . .

6. It is not a sin, in principle, to go on horseback in order to
amuse one's self reasonably, to lay down in a certain position, to
nourish one’s self with heating food, to speak with a person of
another sex for an honest motive, to be in the service of sick
persons, to help them in bath, to practice surgery and other
things, though one foresce that a pollution will result from it, pro-
vided there is no intention, that one should be decided not to
consent, whatever the case may be, and that there should be no
danger of consent.

432.—7. The voluntary distillation, even indirect, if it is
notable and accompanied by a commotion of the genital organs,
may be a mortal sin, because it is a grave disorder, which leads to
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the near danger of pollution. DBat if it is a weak one and without
any notable commotion, it is to be distinguished: 1, if it is
directly voluntary there is a mortal sin, because all seminal loss
brings with it some commotion and effusion ; 2, if it is indirectly
voluntary, one may casily excuse it from all sin, because it is
nothing else but an excretion.

8. Unruled movements, accompanied by venereal pleasures,
whether grave or light, are mortal sinsif . . . venial sins if . . .
and sioless if . . .

9. When a violent itching is felt in the shameful parts, it is
permitted to soothe it with the help of the hand, though a
pollution should result from the act; provided that such itching
is caused by the acrity of the blood, and not by lustful passion;
because, if pollution is produced, by setting aside the peril of
consent it.is accidental, and 8o there is no fault in it.

Secrion 2. On Sodomy.

433.— The horrible crime of sodomy consists in cobabitation
with a person of the same sex or of the different one, but in a
manner againet nature (in vase indebito.) There is then perfect
sodomy, which consists in having relations with a person of the
same sex; and the imperfect sodomy, with a person of different
sex, but outside of the natural laws, (extra vas naturale), or with
a passion contrary to nature (affectus ad vas innaturale.) . . .

434.— 1. Perfect sodomy is not of the same species as the
imperfect one, because in the first, one man is drawn towands
the same sex and against nature; in the second one, he is
attracted only against nature.

2. The act of a man with a woman against nature, is an
imperfect sodomy, distinct in species from the perfect one.

8. One could not call sodomy si fieret tantum applicatio manus,
aut pedis, ad partes genitales allerius, because there would be
no sensual connection.

4. More probably, one must not declare in confession who bas
been the agent or patient, because the species of sin is the same.
But pollution, if therc has been any, as it happens more easily to
the agent, must be fully related.
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Secrion 3. On Bestiality.

435.— The infamous and abominable crime of bestiality con-
8ists in having relation with a beast. . . .

436.— Unclean handling of a beast, though not a sin of bestial-
ity, so called, must be declared in confession, if carnal pleasure
has been in view. But the circumstances must not he necessarily
declared, si quis mediante lingua jumenti, aut alterius bestie,
voluptatem veneream aut pollutionem in se excitet. It is not neces-
sary to declare in confession what kind of beast it was, if it was
a male or a female,

@ases on the dixih anv Ninth Precepts of the
Decalogue.

Gury does not think it i3 urgent to study any particular case,
because ¢¢if every thing pertaining to this lustful matter is
extremely frequent in practice, there is no serious difficulty in
explaining them.”



Wreatige on the Bebenth anv Tenth Precepts of the
DBecalogue.

“Thou shalt not steal.” Exodus 20: 15-17.

The Seventh Precept of the Decalogue forbids any attempt on
the property of others.

The Tenth Precept forbids the internal sin of concupiscence, in
other words, the dexire for others’ property and unjust action
towards them. We shall speak of the ditferent sins of injustice
regarding goods, in the treatise on justice and rights.

Cases on the Schenth and Tenth Precepts of the
Pecalogue.

They are to be found in the special treatise on justice and
contracts.




Eighth Precept of the Decalogue.

«“Thou shalt not bear false witness.” Exodus 20: 16.

CHAPTER 1.
Lying.

ART. I. Lying in general.

438.—A lie is a word or a sign contrary to the thought,
with the intention of dcceivirg. If it is made by sign or
by action, it is called pretence; pretence in ils turn takes the
name of hypocrisy, when one simulates to be other than one is ; for
instance, a sinner who pretends to be just.

There are three kinds of lies: prejudicial lies, by which one
wrongs another ; officious lics, by which one helps one’s self or
another ; and joyous lies, to make people laugh.

439.—Lying, properly so-called, is always an evil. . ., . the
prejudicial lie has a gravity proportioned to the wrong done, and
which one is obliged to compensate.

The officious lie is a venial sin, in principle; because it does not
occasion a grave disorder; for better reason, the same may be
said of the joyous lie. . . .

ART. II. Mental restriction.

441.—This is an act of the mind turning aside, or restricting the
true meaning of words about some subject, to another sense than
the natural one ; whence it follows that it is not true, unless it is
taken in the same sense given hy the speaker.

Mental restriction is: 1, purely and strictly mental, if the sense
attributed by the speaker can in no way be understood, whence it
is called properly mental; 2, largely or improperly mental, if the
sense ¢:n be understood by what is added to it.  Mentul restric-
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tion comprises equivokes or amphibologics, words with two mean-
ings, the one more natural, and the other less *

442.—1. It is not permitted to make use of the purely and
properly mental restriction.

448.—2. It is sometimes permitted to make use of the restriction
largely ; that is to say, improperly mental, and also of equivocal

* Jacques Platel has explained this difference in the most luminous
terms, (1680):

*God cannot (and this is never permitted to men, for any cause what-
ever) use purely menral restriction, in other words a restriction which in
no way lets itself be percelved, neither by circumnstances nor by any
external marks.

¢Gud can, however (and this is also permitted to men for a just canse),
use the restriction which is not purely mental, when the words externally
pronounced are joined with external circumstances, which glves such help
to the sense of words that an intelligent hearer is able to undersiand the
restri:tion internally retained. or at least suspect it.” (Page 322.)

Pope Innocent XI. ha« condemned amphibology; but the Jesuits had
victoriously answered. Jean de Cardenas, who published in 1702 a special
dissertation on the Papal decreee, expresses himself in such a way as to
take all scruples away :

**Thomas Sanchez,” says he, ‘‘proposes two kinds of amphibologies
which he looks upon as certainly allowable. supposing there i3 a just cau-e
for seeking for the truth ; the tirst onc is, when the words used are equivo-
cal, and that the one who speaks uses it in one sense, while the hearer
thinks he i3 speaking in another sense. In this case, {f there i3 no just
cause for hiding the truth, such an amphibology is not allowable, but it is
not a lie. For instance, if any one hal killed a man of French nationality,
in Latin Gallum. he says. without lying, that he did not kill Gallum,
meaning that Latin word Gallum, which means a rooster. It is such an
amphibology that is mentioned in the reflection on the chapter Ne qnis
22, question 2, in these terms: Let the one who Is interrogated acutely
deceive his interrogator, by answering in Latin, He ix not here, meaning
he eats not here, being favorised by the equivocatlon of the Latin word is,
which means equally he s, and he eats.

s It i3 certain that this kind of amphihology is not condemned by Inno-
cent XI.; because he condemns only the amphibologies which are made
by means of a mental restriction adding to the spoken words a thought
fuwardly retained.

“Now in the kind of amphibology of which it is questioned here, no
inward thought is added to the uttered words; because these different
significations are equally proper to the equivocal words in themselves.”
(Page 824.)

Here is the precious doctrine offered to the meditation of little children :

Ques. ¢ Is it justitiable to use equivocal words, or mental restricti.ns?”

Ans. It 18 not justifiable to use them, when they are such that the
gense cannot be understood hy the hearers; because then, they are actual
lies. But when, according to custom or circumstances, the true meaning
can readily be understood by the hearers, they may be used, if there is a
legitimate reason for doing 80.” (Petit Catechisme de Marotte.)
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words, when the meaning of the speaker can be understood. The
reason is,that in itself it is not an evil, others not being properly
deceived ; but for a just motive, they are placed in a situation to
deceive themselves. Besides, the good of society demands that
there should be a means to lawfully hide a secret ; now there is no
other way than by equivocation or restriction, largely and
improperly mental.

One is permitted to use this restriction, even under oath. . . .

444.—A culprit interrogated judicially, or not lawfully, by the
judge, may answer that he bas done nothing, meaning: ¢¢ about
which you have the right to question me;” or, ‘that I am obliged
to avow.” ®

¢ This {s Emmanuel 8a’s own formula, in the year 1600: ‘‘Any one not
legitimately interrogated, may answer that he does not know anything
about what is asked, understanding mentally, in such a manuer that he is
obliged to tell it.” (Page 295.)

Lessius speaks in the same way : *‘If a judge interrogates on an action,
which must have been comnmitted without sin, at least a mortal one, the
witness and the culprit are not obliged to answer according to the judge's
intention.”

We see that the doctrine has remained intact till our day. We find the
proof of it in more recent facts, when a civil jndge allows himself
to question a clerk about matters about which the latter believes that he
need answer nothing to the civil anthority.

For instance : On the 11th and 18th of December 1879, the priest Vincent
was arraigned bhefore the police court of St. Julien (Haute-Savoic),
incriminated for having illegally opened a free school. The sitting was
marked by a curlous iucident, reported as follows by the Putrivte
Sacoisien :

¢+ Bad falth, lies, concealments of all kinds, have not been lacking to the
culprit and professors of the school called as witnexses.

‘¢ At the begining of the examination ot a young priest, the president
of the court deemed it uscful to recall to him the importance of the oath,
on account of his sacerdotal character.

¢ The reserved hearing of this witness, his efforts to escape the incisive
and precixe questions of the magistrate, brought him this sharp and witty
reprimand

- [ was not wrong, sir, to recall to you the importance of your oath
before justice; I see, with grief, that your calculated concealinents show
me that I was entirely right.”

«¢The attorney of the Republic, in his turn, did not fear to tell the
culprit: *‘As a magistrate, I am indignant at your attitude; and as a
Cutholic, I am ashamed of it.'”

Those words, from the mouth of a good communicant Catholic
magistrate, have a signification understood by everybody.

1f the words of the worthy inagixtrate have been understood, it seems
that those of the priest have not. The latter remained in the strict right,
aud obeyed Gury.  The right to teach belougs to the Church aud to the
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This mode of restriction may be used by all public functionaries
questioned on things coufided to their discretion; or secretaries,
ambassadors, generals, magistrates, lawyers, physicians, and all
those who have reasons, to hide some truth relative to their charge.
Because, if the secrets confided to those persons were violated,
grave inconvenience would result for society.*

Church alone; the civil law, in this matter, is purely penal; the incrimi-
nated act was nothing else than a «in. Then the jndge had truly no right
to interrogate, and the priest could answer whatever he liked, even being
under oath. He would have, if he had dared to do it (but the revolution-
ary spirit has mollifled the strongest courages,) answered with Tabherna:

¢ A priest cannot be obliged to bear witness before a secular judge;” or
with Tambourin :

‘“The culprit, if he 13 a priest, may swear equivocally before a secular
judge: that he has not committed the offence; . . . because the judge is
incompetent towards ecclesiastics. . . .” Or better yet, with Fagundez:
¢« If the judge questions an action done without sin, at least a mortal one,
the witness and culprit are not obliged to answer according to the judge's
intention, in a case where the judge might belleve that there is fault on
the part of the accused one, and for that reason would think that he is in
duty bound to punish him severely.” (Page 815.)

** He might have even victoriously sustained the same thesis, in a far
more important matter than the illegal opening of a «chool, Has he not
with hiin, besides other illustrious doctors, Georges Gobat, (1701)?

« If you have Kkilled Peter in self defeunce, you can swear before the judge
that you did not kill, restrictivg mentally unjustly, if you cannot prove
wlat is true, nevertheless, that your defence has been really legitimate.
. . . In the same way, when it is more probable that the protit on certain
goods is too low, and that on account of this you usxe false weights
secretly, you can, in presence of the judge, deny under oath, that you have
been using false weights, (adding mentally,) from which the buyer has
unjustly suffiered.” (Page 322.)

* The hardness of the times and the sarcasms of infidels have com-
pelled the Good Fathers to attenuate very much, in theoretical exposition,
the compliances of their doctrines. Doubtless the ground work has
remained the same, as is8 easily recognized by a perspicacious eve, and
as fucts of experience demonstrate, but they speak with lexs clearness,
Ah! what a good time when the true doctors could speak freely! Listen:

‘T'olet: ¢ A culprit is not permitted to tell a lie. . . . However, he can
say: 1 have not done it; or, I have not had any accomplices. But he
must take good care to say these words in a sense true and conformabhle
to the intentlon he has in his mind. For instance, it he answers: [ have
not done it, it is necessary that his thought should be to say, I have not
done it since 1 am in prison! If he answers: I have not had any accon-
plices: he must mean by that answer, lu some other crime than the one
about which he is interrogated, or some other similar intention; other-
wise he would tell a lie, whilst he does not tell any in thi< way; because,
in this case, the words must be con<idered not according to the judge's
intention, but according to that of the culprit * (Page 297.)

Suarcz: “A lie is something said against the very thought of the




Eiglih Precept of the Decalogue. 159

CHAPTER 1I.
DEFAMATION.

ART. I. On the Sin of Defamation.

445.—Defamation is the unjust violation or reviling of another’s
reputation by words not expressed in public . . .

speaker himself; because it is the one who speaks who is obliged to
conform his words to his own intention, and he is not always obliged
to conform them to the listener’s intention. Now one cannot say that
such a one speaks against his thoughts who uses equivocal terms in a
sense conformable to his own intention. Then he does not lie; then he
does not utter an untruth; then, to speak thus is not intrinsically an evil;
because it would be only on account of the lie that evil could exist.
Whence another conclusion would be, that there is no perjury in afirming
under oath what is said in such a manner; because by that oath one dves
not take God as a witness for a lie, there being no lie.” (Page 800.)

. . . . . . . .

“If aome one who has promised, or externally contracted without inten-
tion of promise, is questioned by the judge, and is called upon to declare
under oath if he has promised or contracted, he may simply say, No;
because that may have a legitiinate sense, viz.: I have not promised by a
promise which binds me; and he has a legitimate reason for answering
thus; becanse otherwise, not being able to prove the lack of intention,
he would be condemned to pay what he does not owe in fact. or to
cohabit with a person with whom he has not truly contracted. Navarre
teaches this thoroughly.

Filliutius: ‘¢ We must distinzuish two ways by which persons with
jodgment may use amphibology. ‘The first one consists in having the
intention to say outwardly but material words; and for greater safety,
when one commences by saying: ¢ [ swear,” must add inandibly, ¢ that [
say;’ and answer aloud, * that [ have not done this or that;’ because the
saying i3 true in this way. The second one consists in having the intention
not to finish the sentence by exterunal words only, but also with a mental
restriction ; every one being free to express his thought fully or in part.
As for ignorant people. who do not conceive of amphibology in particu-
lar, it is sufficient that they should have the intention of aftirming or
denying in a sense true in itself, and for that, it is necessary that they can
alxo deny in some truthful rense, otherwixe they could not speak in a
sense eonformable to the truth.” (Page 809.)

F. de Castro Palao, shows in this a spirit of foresight and prudence
above all praise : **Every time that a just subject for disguising the truth
presents {tself, one can, without sin, give an amphibological oath. as is
proved by the examples quoted, and the reasons alleged; because such an
oath contains justice amd truth; and inasmuch as the oath is useful it
does not invalidate the judgment. It is then in no way vicious. . . . So,
even if the questioner should exclude all equivoke, and if, besides the
oath taken, he shoull ask for another oath not to caluinniate, and should

exact you to swear to tell the truth sincerely and without equivocation,
you woull, even then, use an amphibological oath, mixed up with restric-
tion; because you can mentally reserve that you swear without any urjust
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Defamation is called simply such, if the reputation of a personis
violated by the revelation of a true crime; it is called calumnious
if & false crime is invented. Defamation can be direct or indirect.

446.—Any direct defamation, simple or calumnious, is mortal
in itself; because it is a graver sin than theft. But the gravity or
slightness of defamation ought to be estimated especially in con-
sideration of the gravity of the damage caused, and not of that of
the crime attributed to the defamer. One must then take into
account the value of the defamer, and that of the defumed.

equivoke. There s, in fact, no proposition in whatever Jarge spirit it is
taken, which is not susceptible of some mental restriction.”  (page 813.)

Busenbaum: ‘It iy not a mental restriction if some oune answers
according to the thought of the questioner. though the words he utters in
the answer are false in themselves, if they were not raid regarding sach
circumstances. For instance, If sume one asks me if I have killed Caius,
1 answer: I have not killed Lkim. Though I did kill him, I do not lie, [
do not sin.” (Page #89.)

But Charles Autvine Casnedi carries the day by having profited by the
experience of his pred. cessors, so far as the judgment of an humble lay-
nman, incompetent in morals, can go.

** Now,” nays this great man, ¢ I am going to examine a new manner of
telliug no lies while hiding the truth; and this, not in shutting oue's
mouth, but by the speaking itself.

* This manuer consists in speaking but materially, and in pronouncing
words with the intention of giving them no signitication, as if, in fact,
they had no meaning whatever ; just a3 when I pronounce the word bliceri,
or as when some one pronounces words which he doex not hear. Because
words drawing, so to speak, their life trom the intention that one has of
giving them a signification, it follows that without that jutentioun, the
proffered words are hike dead words, or some Kind of skeletous of wonds;
they have then uwo formal sense to meau what they ought to siguily by
their institution. (Page 825.) . . .

*But supposing once that there words: I do not know, I have not done
it. or other similar ones, do not signify anything, in a case when sprak-
ing is neccssary, and notwithstanding, at the sane time hide the heart's
secret, one explaing how easily : * Not only is there none, but even these
cannot he any lie In the one who speaks, because no one lies but by
words which signify something opposed to what is in the mind.

**‘I'he one who swears materially dues not swear, because, in order to
swear, the use of the words * I swear” is necessary, as signitication
of the oath. Then the one who uses the words ** I swear” as not being
siguiticant, does not swear.” (page 827.)

Grégolre de Valence (that illustrious man), says the Jesuit Clair, who
was taken in the flagrant offitnce of falsifying texts before the Pope,
Clement VIII., (See La Furee d'un Jeésuite, by Lanjninais, 1879, page 64)
had the same idea, but did not express it 8o clearly. He proposed to give
to the word horse the value of the word man, to obolas the value of ducat,
etc. But it was not very practicable.”
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447.—It is never allowable to attribute a crime to some one
without cause, as results from the 44th proposition condemned by
Innocent XI. But one can reveal the tiue and bidden crime of
some one, when he has a just cause. These just causes are: 1,
The notable interest of the revealer, for instance, in order to ask
for aid and advice in a grave matter, but taking care not to have
the desire to defame; 2, the interest of the delinquent, for his
instruction, his correction, ete. ; 3, the public interest, to prevent
some evil threatening the State, religion, or some community ;
4, the grave, even private interest of the one who listens, or of
somebody else.®

448.—Ques. Is it a grave sin to reveal the one mortal sin of
another?

Ans. Tt is not always a mortal sin, even, when it has been
revealed to several persons.

449.—Ques. Can one reveal a published crime to those who
are igoorant of it?

Ans. Yes, without any grave sim

Ques. Can one reveal a published crime i) 4 plgce where it is
igoored?

Ans. Yes, more probably to one’s self, and without any grave
sin, if it is a question of a neighboring place. . . .

455.— . . . It is not sinning mortally to speak evil of some one
unknown and indeterminate; to say, for instance: there are in
such a place many thieves, drunkards, and immodest persons;

* The Petit Catechisme de Marotte does not fail to reproduce this excep-
tion which destroys the whole rule, taking care to pick out some admissi-
ble specles, in order to make the principles pass:

Qnes?. *]s it never permitted to publish the faults or defects of
others

Ans. *“Itis permitted to publish them when there is a necessity for it;
in other words: 1, when it is for the good of religion or the State; 2,
when the one who reveals the faults or vices of another does it for his own
advantage; for instance, to defend himself against calumny, to ask for
advice or aid in an important affair; 3, when the good of the one who
committed the fault, or who has secret defects demands that his conduct
should he known to those being in position to correct him; 4, at last,
when other persons have an Interest in knowing the life and manners of
the offender, in order to guard themsclves agalnst the damage they can
receive from them.”
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because nobody suffers a grave injurv. Inthe same way, it is not
a grave matter to report the crime of some one whom the hecarers
do not know and will never be acquainted with, even if his name
is mentioned : even this contains no fault in itself. . . .

456.—There is no sin, at least grievous, if, in order to soothe
one’s self, leaving aside any reviling intention, one relates to a
friend the injury which has been done him, though dishonor may
result from this to the author. 8o, according to the probable
opinion, servants relating iujuries done them by their masters,
wives those by their husbands, children by their fathers, ecclesias-
tics by their prelates, etc., are excused at least from mortal sin ;
because the author of the injustice cannot reasonably get angry
about it, and exact so difficult a thing that the injured persons
shall be deprived of consolation and necessary advice. . . .

ART. II. Reparation for outraged honor.

457.—The defamer is obliged, by justice, as much as possible :
1, to make a reparation for the honor unjustly defamed ; 2, to pay
all damages resulting from the defamation, and foreseen in some
way.

460.—Ques. What are the reasons exempting from that repa-
ration?

Ans.—1. If the fault divalged by you to one or several persons
has got abroad to the public in some other way, or if the repara-
tion has been made in another manner; for instance, by a judg-
ment.

2. It one prudently judges that the remembrance of the crime
is effaced in the course of time.

8. If the reparation cannot be made without endangering the
life of the defamer; because life is a gift preferable to reputation.
In the same way, if the honor of the defamed one is of less
importance than the injury to which the defamer would be liable;
for instance, if the reparation had to be made by an honorable
man, very useful to society and religion.

4. If the reparation is morally impossible, on account of .dis-
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tance or other difficulties; for instance, if those who heard the
defamer could be brought to change their opinion.

5. If it is judged that those who heard have not given faith to
the defamation, as it often happens when done in a moment of
anger.

6. If the reviled person has remitted the reparation expressly
or tacitly, provided she can do so, even this presumed pardon is
oftentimes satisfactory.

461.—Ques. Is one obliged to give money for compensation, if
the reparation of honor cannot be made?

Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion; because
justice demands a return of only what has been taken, or the
equivalent of it. Now, one has not taken money by reviling, and
it is not the equivalent of Lonor, since it belongs to another
order.

CHAPTER 1III
OUTRAGE.

462.—Outrage is an attempt on the honor of a person present,
and knowing it . . . .

CHAPTER 1IV.

Rasa JupGMENTS, SuspIcIONS AND Rasm DocBsrts.

Appendix: Oa Violation of ‘Secrecy.

468.—Secrecy, in geoeral, is all that is hidden: as for what
concerns us, it is all that ought to remain hidden by its nature, or
by special convention.

There are three kinds of secrets:

The natural. . . .

The promised. . . .

The confided. . . .

470.—Ques. What are the just causes for divulging a secret ?

Ans.—1. The well-presumed consent of the person who is
interested in hiding that secret; 2, If it has been divulged already
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elsewhere ; 3, the damage which may be caused by the secret to
the public good, or to private interests.

Ques. Can one reveal a secret if he has promised to keep it,
even at the risk of his life?

Ans. Yes, if the public good demands it : because any promise
contrary to the public good is void. . . .

471.—Ques. Do we sin gravely by divulging a secret to one or
two honest persons, enjoining them to keep it?

Ans. No, in principle, according to the probable opinion;
because in this case one does not do a great wrong.

Ques. Is it a grave sin to open or read the letters of another?

Ans. Yes, in principle . . .

Except in the following cases:

1, If there is a tacit or presumed consent of the writer, or of the
one to whom it is written; 2, if one knows or presumes that the
letter does not contain anything of importance; 8, if one has a
legitimate reason; for instance, to prevent a public or private
misfortune, provided one reads only what is necessary for that
purpose ; 4, if one opens it carelessly, or through inadvertence.*

472.—You must keep a confided secret, even if you are ques-
tioned about it by a superior, a judge, etc. You must answer
them: *¢ I do not know anything about it;” because that knowl-
edge is for you absolutely as if it did not exist; and this, should
the secret be confided expressly or tacitly. . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .

* Marotte has not failed to present these elegant formulas to children :

Ques. ‘¢ Is it permitted to open and read sealed letters addressed to
someone else?

Ans. No. it 18 forbidden under penalty of a grave sin to open letters
sealed and addressed to another: and even to read those found unsealed
and placed on a desk or some other place of that kind; unless we have
reason to believe in the consent of the author of the letter, or of the
person to whom it is addressed.”
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Case II.
MEeNTAL RESTRICTION.

1. Theofride, having received an inheritance and hidden his
riches in order not to pay his creditors, answers that he has
hidden nothing. Another time, having returned some money he
had borrowed, interrogated by the judge, he denies having received
it. At a third time, questioned by an officer of customs if he
was carrying goods liable to duty, he answered negatively.

2. Anna, guilty of adultery, as her suspicions husband was
questioning her, answered him at first that she had not broken
her marriage vow. Then, having received absolution for ber sin,
she answered: ¢‘I am innocent of such a crime.”” A third time,
to the entreaties of her husband, she absolutely denied the fault:
¢ I have not committed it,” said she; meaning ‘¢ adultery such
as I am obliged to reveal;”” in other words, ‘‘I have not com-
mitted an adultery.”

Ques. 1. Must Theofride be condemned as a liar?

Ques. 2. Must Anna be condemned?

Ans. Question 1. Theofride has not sinned against truth in
the first case; because, in reality, he bas hidden nothing, accord-
ing to the sense of the guestioner,*® or in the sense in which one

* This is exactly, in spite of the reticence of the Compendium, the true
and primordial doctrine. Listen to Emm. Sa:

¢ 1t is not a mortal sin to swear falsely as to the words, when your oath
is true as to the intention of the one who interrogales you; as, if you
swear in pestiferous timesa that you do not come trom such and such a
place, adding mentally, where the plague exists; or that you have not
spoken to a certain man of the things that your interlocutor suspects.
In this way many think with probability what d res not secm to me quite
sure, and which I would not advise anyone to do; without, nevertheless,

disapproving one who would do it. According to tke same doctors, you
can swear before the judge that you have not done a thing, viz.: in his
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could justly interrogate him. So by answering that he has hidden
nothing, it is as if he said: I have committed no injustice against
my creditors ; this being the only sense in which the judge and
creditors can interrogate him.

And he has not sinned in the second case, for the same reason ;
because he is questioned only on his debt, whether he has received
the borrowed money, and if he has not returned it.

Neither in the third case,* at least according to the probable
and common opinion, which looks upon those laws concerning the
transfer of objects from one place to another as purely penal.
So to say ‘“I have nothing,” it is as if one was saying, ‘‘ I have
nothing to declare of myself; it is your duty to look for it your-
self, instead of questioning.” Butl we advise ecclesiastics to tell
the truth, to avoid a scandal by denying the thing, if it comes to
be known.

Ans. Question 2.—In the three cases Anna may be excused
from any lie; because:

In the first case, she could say that she had not droken the mar-
riage bond, it being existent yet.}

own way of thinking; and to answer one who would constrain you to
do something not permitted, or which you are not obliged to do, that
you will do it; viz.: if that is permitted, or if you are forced to it; and
also to one who tries unjustly or by force to draw a secret from you,
tha:a)lrou are ignorant of it, viz.: in such a way that you are obliged to
reveal it.

«¢ Moreover, they say that when you are not obliged to swear conform-
ably to the intention of your questioner, you can swear relatively to your
own; this others deny, saying that such a way of understanding one's
own intention does not exclude ahsolutely false expressions. But both
parties are learned men, who, respectively, think with probability.”

* Gury reproduces here the case already imagined by Sanchez. (1614).
And even Sanchez’s man is more excusable than Gury’s, according to lay
morality. * The one who has hidden some property for fear that ft
should be scized by his creditors and he should be reduced to poverty,
such a man. I sav, questioned by the judgze, can swear that he has hidden
nothing. And those also who know of it, may swear to the same thing,
provided they are assured that he lawfully hid that property for such an
aim, understanding mentally that he hid nothing about which he is
obliged to declare to the judge.” (Page 802).

+ This Is almost as zood as the Case of Fegeli: ‘A man being asked if
the thief has passed that way, can answer, lawfully. putting his foot uvon
a paving-stone: He did not pass this way ; meaning, on this paving stoue.
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In the second case, she could call herself innocent of adultery;
becanse, after having been to confession and having received
absolution, her conscience is at rest, having the moral certainty
that her sin was pardoned. She could even, according to St.
Liguori, affirm it under oath.

In the third case, she could deny her sin, according to the
probable opinion, meaning: ‘‘In such a way that she was not
obliged to reveal it to ler husband ;” as a culprit may say to a
judge who does not question him legitimately : ¢ I have not com-
“nitted any crime,” adding mentally, ‘“in such a manner that I
should reveal it.”’ This is the opinion of St. Liguori, and of
many others. '

Case V.

DEFAMATION.

Pascal, knowing of a crime commitied very secretly by Peter,
reveals it to Paul, and uses an oath to enforce the belief on Paul’s
mind. But he makes Paul promise also, under oath, that he will
never divulge it to anyone. Soon, however Paul violates his oath,
and reveals Peter’s crime. . . . Later, Paul repents, . . . and
forms the resolution to acknowledge that he has been mistaken,
when he learns that Peter has previously defamed him (Paul) ;
then he decides not to retract anything until Peter sets the
example.

Ques. 1. Has Pascal sinned equally by revealing Peter’s crime
to one man only?

Ques. 2. Has he sinned against religion, by making an oath to
confirm Peter’s crime?

Ques. 8. What is the sin of Paul in violating Lis own oath?

Ques. 4. Does the obligation to repair the Lonor cease; or is
it only postponed, if the defamed one has equally defamed his
defamer?

Ans. Question 1. Pascal sinned gravely if he has foreseen,
even confusedly, that Paul would reveal the secret. In the con-
trary hypothesis, there is controversy; most of the theologians
say, Yes ; more, robably ; because there is no actual defamation
in relating the crime to one man only ; however, more trustworthy
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authors deny this probability, reputation being dependent on the
opinion of the generality of men.

Ans. Question 2. Pascal has sinned against religion by taking
an oath to confirm his saying, because he swore without a cause,
and uselessly invoked God’s name. . . .

Ans. Question 8. Paul has sinned gravely against religion and
against justice.

Ans. Question 4. There is coutroversy to know whether the
defamer is exempt from retracting until the one who hus defamed
shall retract. Both opinions are probable, according to st
Liguori. '

Case VI.
DEFAMATION.

Sylvia, a servant, leaves her master, an honorable man, and
learns that Veronica, an bonest girl, has entered his service; she
tries all means to induce her to leave him, affirming that he is a
bard and fussy master. As she was not believed by Veronica, she
adds that he is an immoral man, and very dangerous to the virtue
of his servants.

Ques. Did Sylvia sin by defaming her master?

Ans. Not at all; because defumation includes an unjust revil-
ing of another. Now, Sylvia’s defamation has not been unjust,
having been done for a grave and just motive, for the good of the
soul, or the salvation of Veronica. . . . Then . ..

Case X.
ON Skcrecy.

Amand, promised, under oath, to Marinus, that he would never
reveal a theft committed by the latter, and about which Marinus
told him, making him promise the secret under oath. Iut, as the
thing was not suspected, Amand was called as a witness before
the judge, and revealed the secret, after interrogation.

Ques. Was Amand right, and was it his daty to reveal the
confided secret?

Ans. He ought not to have revealed the theft known secretly
under oath; Lut he ought to have answered: ‘I do not know
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anything,” understanding, * nothing that I am obliged to reveal,”
1y using a mental restriction. Because such a secret constrains’
in all cases, by natural rights, except in a case of public interest.
A superior or a judge cannot compel one to violate natural rights :
thien . . . and lhere, the reason of common interest does not exist ;
because society does not run so great a danger from a theft not
brought to light. So Amand has committed a grave sin against
religion and justice, Ly revealing publicly, before tlie court, a
confided secret which, under oath, he had promised to keep.

Case XI.
OPEN LETTERS.

Olivier, having fallen in love with Rosa, committed several
times with her shameful acts. Sometime later, Rosa declares that
she is pregnant, and that she will divulge his conduct towards her, .
if he does not give Ler two hundred pounds to provide for future
expenses. Olivier was going to lct ber have the money, when he
learns that the girl keeps company with Titius. Then lLe begins
to doubt if she is not pregnant of Titius. What is to be done in
order to know the truth? Suspecting that the lovers keep up a
correspondence, he profits by an opportunity to secretly open
Rosa’s trunk ; he takes some lctters and reads them, and finds one
in which Titius avows himself to be the father of the child, and
declares himself to be ready to take care of him, and pay all
expenses. Olivier decides to show the letter, in order to reveal
Rosa's trickery and falsehood ; but befqre dving this, he asks for
Lis confessor’s advice.

Ques. 1. Is it a grave sin to open and read somebody’s letter?

Ques. 2. Has Olivier sinned gravely in reading letters addressed
to Rosa, and can he make use of them for his defence ?

Ans. Question 1. Yes, in principle; because natural rights and
the rights of nations command us to respect the secrecy of letters,
for public security and common confidence; otherwise, social
relations would be absolutely compromised.

Except in the following cases: 1, when there is & tacit or pre-
sumed consent of the writer, or of the one addressed; 2, when
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there is a reasonable motive; for instance, to prevent a public or
private misfortune ; 8, if it is supposed that the matters treated
in the letter are of very little importance. In these cases, tie
reader of the letters would not commit a very grave sin.

Ans. Ques. 2. Olivier has committed no sin, either grave or
slight, by taking Rosa’s letters and reading them ; because he did
it for a grave and just motive, in other words, to avoid a consider-
able loss. Theologians generally teach, that one is justified in
reading another’s letters, or in revealing a secret, when there is
necessity for it, in order to defend one’s self or another person
for a just motive.




Wreatise on the Precepts of the Chureh.

473.—When there is a grave motive, the Church has the power
to establish precepts obligatory on the faithful, for Christ himself
has given legislative powers to her, as has been said in the
Treatise on Laws, No. 83.

PRECEPTS 1, II.
Ox tHE KEEPING OF FEAST Davs.

PRECEPT III.

ON ANNvUAL CONFESSION.

PRECEPT 1V. -

ON CoMMUNION AT EASTER.

. . o . . . . . . 0 . 0

PRECEPT V.

Ox ABSTINENCE FroM MEgaTs, Oruer TuaN DuriNg THE TIME oF
FastiNag.

. . . . . t . . . . .

486.—Ques. Is it a mortal sin to eat pies, etc., prepared with
meat and butter? )

Apns. Yes, if that dish contains a notable sauce; otherwise
there is only a venial sin. Tt is a mortal sin if the sauce has bicen
prepared with a large quantity of meat. . . .
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PRECEPT VI.

ON THE ECCLESIASTICAL FasT.

CHAPTER 1.
THE EsseNce AND OBLIGATION OF THE Fasr.
ART. I. On the one meal and lunch.
499.—Ques. Is fish permitted at lunch?
Ans. Yes, if it is a question of small fishes, and especially of
preserved ones; also, according to the probable opinion, larger

fishes are allowed. However, St Liguori thioks that those fishes
must not weigh more than two or three ounces. . . .

ART. II. On abstinence from meat in fasting. . . .
ART. III. Hours for meals. . . .

CHAPTER 1I1I.
ON Causes WaicH ExEMer FroM FastING.




Cases of Consclence on the Precepts of the Chureh.

They are numerous, but of little interest to lay readers. I will
quote only a few of them as examples ; such puerilities are curious
only for the craftiness they inspire in the faithful, and this with
the intention to deceive their priests and their God.

Case VIII.
Ox Fasting.

Castor, not once, but on several occasions, drinks copiously of
wine, beer, etc., on days of fasting, putling into practice the
axiom: ¢* Liquid does not break the fast;” and, consequently,
passes the whole of fast-time with scarcely any suffering. More
than this, from time to time he dips a small piece of bread in
wine, and eats it, saying: ¢ In this way the drink will not hurt
me.” Also, in the morning, he takes some chocolate, tea, coffve,
sugar, with a piece of bread, saying: ¢ That these things are
taken as a remedy ”

Ques. What is to be thought of Castor? . . .

Case XII.
ON ExcCusING FROM THE FAsT.

Strigonius would not be willing to violate the fast, though he
finds it different in practice. Then he imagines a way of satisfy-
ing his appetite, without the risk of sinning. . . . 1, He under-
takes very heavy work, in order to profit by the dispensation from
fasting in such a case, on account of extreme fatigue; 2, with
the same aim in view, he passes the whole day hunting up hill and
down dale; 3, he sets out on a pious pilgrimage, obliging him
to walk fifteen or twenty miles, always with the same object
in view.

Ques. What shall we think of Strigonius? . . .
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Case XIII.
ON ABSTINENCE FROM MEAT.

Nicodemus eats, without any scruples, on prohibited days, one
or two small pieces of meat; because, says he, ‘‘ 8o very little
cannot be of any account.” At other times he eats readily of
stews, of pies, of vegetables, seasoned with meat-gravy, lard,
etc.; and in so doing he does not think he sins grievously,
because meat alone is forbidden by the church.

Ques. 1. What is a light and a grave matter in this law?

Ques. 2. What are the prohibited meats?

Ques. 8. Quod, of Nicodemus?

Ans. Question 1. There is controversy. St. Ligunori says that
it is a matter of gravity, when we eat the eighth part of s
ounce. Voit thinks that a slight matter is the equivalent of 8
large hazelnut.

Ans. Question 2. The prohibited meats are those of all animals
living on the earth. So fishes, frogs, snails, etc., are not pro-
hibited.

Ane. Question 8. Nicodemus sinned gravely, if the little piece
of meat was larger than that above indicated.

He bas sinned mortally, in principle, by eating of pastry, pies,
etc., and of dishes prepared with meat gravies, grease, lard, eic.,
unless very little of this has been used.




Treatise on Justice and Rights.

PART 1.
NATURE AND PrINCIPLES OF JUSTICE AXD RiGcnrts.

CHAPTER 1.
GENERAL NoOTIONS ON JUSTICE AND RIGHTS.

ART. I. Nature of Justice.

517.— The word justice seems to be a derivation of just. That
is called just which is adequate, and measured with the rule.
Whence justice, in general, is that tendency of the soul which
strives for that adequateness and that measure. . . .

518.— We distinguish four kinds of justice: legal, distributive,
vindicative, communicative. . . .

ART. II. Nature of Rights.

521.— We distinguish especially, the right in the thing and the
right to the thing. . . .

ART. ITII. General Principles of R.ghts and Justice.

SectioN 1. General principles of Rights.

522.— Proposition 1. God alone is truly and absolutely the
Master of all. . . .

523.— Proposition 2. Man may be a proprietor to another
man. . . .

524.— Proposition 8. If a man has acquired some property
legitimately, he has acquired an inviolable right in himsclf to
the said property. . . .

SeEcTION 2. General principles of Justice.

532.— Proposition 1. Commutative justice obliges under a
grave penalty, and at the same time imposes restitution.



176 The Doctrine of the Jesuits.

533.— Proposition 2. Othe. kinds of justice oblige under grave
penalty, but do not compel restitution. . . .

CHAPTER 1II.

PrincipaL Kinps or RigHT.

They are: Ownership, usufruct, usage, servitude.

ART. I. Ownership.

536. Ownersbip is the legitimate power of disposing of a thing
as of yourself.

There is the perfect ownership and the imperfect one, according
to the right that we have of disposing both of the thing itself and
of its benefits, or of either the one or the other only.

The imperfect one is subdivided into direct and indirect, or
useful.

There is also high ownership and low ownership. The first one
is the right of the supreme power to dispose sometimes of private
properties for the good of the community. The second one is
individual ownership.

Section 1. Object of ownership.

537.—1. Man has the useful ownership of what belongs to him
intrinsically, viz.: the soul and the body. So he may, without
doing wrong to anyone, use them for his own benefit, for any pur-
pose not interdicted by law.

However, the Holy Scriptures establish that he has not the
direct ownership of them.

538.—2. Man may have the useful and direct ownership of
external goods legitimately acquired. . . .

539.—Ques. Can a man have the right of ownership of another
man? . . .

Ans. 1. A man can, by natural rights, sell himself for life to
another man as useful property. Because, if he can do it for a
time, he can do it for life, being able to cede that which he
possesses. . . .

2. Slavery, or perpetual subjection, by which one disposes of
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all of one’s work to another, in exchange for food, is not, in prin-
ciple, contrary to natural rights.*

540.—Q es. What ar> the titles to slavery?

Anps. Slavery may come . . . 4, from birth in slavery;
because. by right, those born from slaves are slaves themselves.
It is thus, by the rights of nations, according to the common
opinion.

541.—Ques. TIs the slave trade permitted?

Ans. It is abeolutely forbidden and contrary to all rights. . . .
But if it is & question of necgroes, or others, being in legitimate
slavery, in principle, it is not absolutely forbidden; because,
admitting slavery to be legitimate, the master has a legitimate
right over his slaves and their work, and so it follows that he may
transmit it to others. I said, in principle, because circumstances
may be in opposition to it; for instance, if it is necessary to
separate & woman from her husband, or if the civil law forbids it;
since slavery is generally forbidden in Europe.

Secrion 2. The subject of ownership.

542.— The master of a thing is the one to whom it belongs.

1st point : — Ownership of the sons of the family. . . .

2d point : — Ownership of wives. . . .

554.—A wife does not sin in stealing something for. the food
and clothing of her family, whose husband does not employ
himself, after having asked him in vain.

If a husband wastes or squunders his property, to the prejudice
of his family, his wife may hide and keep what she can for the use
of the family.}

s« Slavery does not constitute a crime before any law, divine or
human. . . . What reason can we have for undermining the foundations
of slavery with the same zeal that ought always to animate us in over-
coming evil? " (Observativas on Slavery, by Rigord, Priest, Fort Royal,
Martinique.)

+ ¢ When one thinks of the state of degradation In which the hordes of
Africa live, the slave trade may be considered as a provideutial act, and
one aimost repudiates that philanthropy which sees in man but one thing,
material liberty.”  kigord, 1 riest, Fort Royal Martinique.)

t«If the wife apprehends trouble with the heirs of her husband,
becaure of the dissipation of the lattr, she can, if she survives him, com-
pensate herself honestly and secretly.”  (J. Gurdon, 1634.)
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The wife does not act unjustly, if, without the knowledge of her
husband, she takes something which the latter would readily
accord if it was asked for; because she has the presumed permis-
sion, and oftentimes a legitimate reason; she must not conduct
herself as a servant.

The wife can, in the absence of her husband, pay, out of the
common property, what is necessary to avoid a gross injury to the
family. . . .

555.—Ques. May the wife give alms out of the common
property? .

Ans. Yes,* even when she has property of her own. . . . The
husband is presumed to consent to everything his wife dves, pro-
viding it is conformable to her habits and position ; it would be
wholly unreasonable for him to oppose it. . . .

556.—Ques. Is restitution obligatory to the husband who has
squandered, or unwisely spent, a notable part of the common
property ?

Ans. Yes, probably; no, probably: controversy.

557.—Ques. Is it a ~in for a wife to subscribe something from
the ccmmon fund, or from the interest of her dowry, and apply it
to the maintenance of her parents, or of children by a first
marriage ?

Aps. No, it she has no property of her own, and if her
husband refuses to give her the necessary money; becuause, by
natural right, she wust feed her parents, and the husband wust
consent to it. )

Ques. Is the wife obliged to make restitution fer this, if it
happens that she shares an inlberitance with the husbaund, or
recovers her dowry?

«If a hushand, at his death, leaves his property indebted for more than
its value, his wite can subtract what Is necessary for her waintenance and
that of the family. . . . This is the reason why, it she is called to swear
that she has taken nothing, she can do it lawfully; because the sense of
the question asked would be to know if she had not subtracted something
that does not belong to her.” (Reuter, J., 1758, page 389.)

* A wife may give alms either for her husband's spiritual needs,
(because, then she makes of her husband's property a use beneficial for
him) or in following the custom of women of her rauk; if her husband
forbids it, he is supposed to forbid only the excess. (J. Gordon, 1634.)
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Ans. No, if those subtractions are not considerable : because,
then, they are considered as common alms which need no restitu-
tution.

Several say equally no, even if the wife has taken a consider-
ble part; because the burden and charges of the family are to be
borne by both.

3d point : — Ownership of the Clergy.

562.,—Ques. Ought pensioned ecclesiastics to give to the poor
what they possess in excess of their need?

Ans. No; because the Holy Father, for alegitimate reason, by
paying these pensions out of his own money, already makes use of
it for a pious end ; they are not obliged then to use it for another
pious purpose.

563.—Ques. Ought the pension paid in France to ecclesiastics
to be likened to ecclesiastical property ?

Ans. Yes; because after the Concordat of 1801, the above
pension was established as a compensation for the property
taken during the Revolution. Then, it is of the same nature as
that property of which it takes the place. . . .

4th point : — Ownership of Authors.
566.—I¢ is certain that every man ought to enjoy the fruit of
his work ard talent by natural right. . . .

568.— Ques. Has the publisher of a book the right to prevent
the sale and printing of it, to the injury of the author or hookseller
to whom the author has transmitted his right? ‘

Ans. 1. Yes, according to positive right in force in France and
in some other countries.

1. If it a question of natural right, there is controversy. . . .

Section 3. The Acquisition of Ownership.

It may take place:

1, By occupation; 2, discovery; 3, prescription; 4, occasion}
§, by contracts, of which we shall speak in a particular treatise.

First point.—By Occupation.

569.—Occupation consists in taking possession of something
belonging to nobody, with the attention of appropriating it to
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one’s self. It is a legitimate way of acquiring property, provided
there are the required conditions, viz.: 1, the object must be
susceptible of private proprietorship, and must not belong to any-
body; 2, the first occupant must have the intention to appropriate
it when he takes it; 8, there must be no law reserving it to a
detevmined master, as for example, the State, as somethiog
previously occupied.

The most frequent cases, relating to the possession of animals,
we will mention only this one:

We distinguish three kinds of animals: wild ones, . . . domes-
tics, . . . and the tamed ones. . . .

571.—Ques. Do we sin, and how, by hunting and fishing in
spite of the prohibition of the law?

It is a question only of those who hunt or fish in a prohibited
time or place, without a permit.

Ans. The probable opinion denies that there is any sin against
justice, or even against obedience ; because, according to custom
and the common opinion of men, such law seems to be a penal
one only. . . .

572.— Ques. Do we sin against commutative justice 1y hunt-
ing on anotber’s property without his permission ?

Anps. 1, Noj; if that property is accessible there is no sin,
unless some other dam-ge result ; because beasts ought not to be
cousidered as the production of the land.

2. Noj; if the property, though inclosed, for instance, a forest
by a hedge-row, was very large, in such a way that the animals
may easily escape from the hunter or fisher; because, not being
seized and used by the proprietor, they do not belong to him.
574.— A swarm of bees, escaped from your hee-hive, belongs
to you so loug as you can see and pursue it easily. Otherwise, it
helongs to the first occupier. By French law, it belongs to the
m ster of the land on which it alights.

‘Those who buy from the Sta.e the right of fishing, cannot be
deprived of that right without injustice; but those who would
take or destroy such n quantity of fishes as to.caunse a notable
wrong, may be callcd upon Lo compensate it. It is different if
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only a small quantity is taken; because then, the right of the
proprietor of the place does not suffer, as the fishes can escape,
and it is not certain that they can be caught in that place. . . .

2d Point.— By objects that are found.

575.— There are four kinds: treasures, recently lost objects,
abandoned property, and unoccupied property. . . .

577.—Ques. Is a workman, working about a house, and
finding a sum of money hidden in a wall, or in an old coffer,
permitted to keep part of it?

Aps. It is necessary to distinguish. If there are indications
that it belongs to some member of the family, it must be given
up to him, the property being considered as recently lost; other-
wise, the workman may keep half of it, because it is like finding a
treasure,

3d Point.— By prescription. . . .
4th Point.— By accession. . . .
ART. II. Of usage and usufruct.

593.— Usage is the right of using another’s property in sparing
their substance. Usufruct is the right to make use of and gather
the fruits of another’s property, sparing also their substance. . . .

ART. II. By servitudes. . . .

PART SECOND.

ViorLaTioN oF RignTt, oR INJUSTICE.

CHAPTER 1.
INJUSTICE IN GENERAL.

599.— Injustice is the violation of the rights of another. It
is formal or material, according to its being done knowingly or
willingly, or outside of the knowledge of our will.

Grave or slight, according to the injury caused to others.
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Direct or indirect, if we seek it deliberately, or only permit and
foresee it in its causc.

603.—Ques. Can an internal act make an external one bad?

Aps. 1. No, if the external act does not wrong materially, in
principle, the rights of another, notwithstanding the guilty inten-
tion of injuring by the act. It is because, where there is no right
injured, there is no injustice. So, one does not sin against just ce
by refusing, through hate, to succor another, unless one is com-
pelled to it by right.

Ans. 2. No, again, when the author has the right to do directly
an external act injurious to another, even with the intention to
injure ; because a guilly intention cannot make unju-t what is just
in itself, not being able to change the nature of the external act.
So, a judge does not sin by an external act against justice, by
condemning, through hate, Lo a capital punishment well deserved ;
por a merchant selling at low prices, to do wrong to others. . . .

604.—Ques. What will be the decision, if the external act was
proceeding from a bad intention, but with uncertainty as to the
evil which will result?

Ans. There is controversy between the most serious theolo-
gians. Examples will help to clear up the question: 1, some one
places poison or a trap in a place very little frequented by his
enemy, but with the intention to kill him if he happens to pass
that way; 2, a physician prescribes for his hated patient just
what he is obliged to, nothing more, because he hates him; and
the patient dies. Have they caused these unjus: deaths?

There are two opinions: the first one, which seems the more
common, answers No; because in one way, the external act is not
unjust, since, in human acts, we must not think of the real possi-
bility of doing wrong to another. Besides, the internal act does
not contain any injustice on account of the intention, the intention
having no influence over the efficiency of the cause ; in other words,
over the risk of damage. Thus, it is a purely accidental cause,
and the guilty intention does not change its nature.

The second opinion answers, Yes. . .o.
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CHAPTER II.
InyusTICE IN 1TS KIND, OR, SINS AGAINST JUSTICE.

ART. 1. Nature of Theft.

605.— Theft consists in taking what does not belong to you, in
spite of the reasonable will of the master.

We distinguish :

Simple theft, committed in secret.

Rapine plunder, done with open violence.

Sacrilegious theft, if it is a question of a sacred thing.

Theft, in its species, is a very grave sin ; because it is, in prin-
ciple, quite contrary to natural law. . . . '

606—Ques. When is there a grave matter in a theft?

Anps. 1. It cannot be determined. . .-.

607.—Ans. 1, In order that a theft should be looked upon as
grave, relatively, . . . it must be of the value: 1, of one franc
for the poor, aud a little less for the very poor: 2, about two or
three francs for workmen who live day by day; 8, about three or
four francs for moderately rich people; 4, about six or seven
francs for rich people.

In order that the matter should be absolutely grave, two or
three pieces of gold, of the value of one dollar each, are necessary.
But we must remember that the more scarce the money, the greater
is its value.®

*In all times the Jesuits have established criminal degrees of theft;
not according to the circumstances, as does the lay laws, but according to
the amount of the stolen sum and the position of the victim. It is the
opiniun of Tolet, Navarre, Sotus, Gordon, etc., quoting only the most
eminent ones.

Such a preoccupation of the stolen sum lead them to very curious con-
sequences :

Vasquez says, ‘‘that the theft of thirty pleces of gold is a graver sin
than sodomy ;’’ and Guimenius explains this very learnedly, thus: ‘“The
gravest sin Is the one which violates the greatest virtue. Now, theft is
the contrary of justice, one of the greatest virtues; the sodomy of
chastity being least, it follows . . . (page 365)

Such a doctrine is accepted and taught to little children.

‘Q?ues. “What is the quantity required, in a matter of theft, for a mortal
sin

Ans, ‘¢TIt is difficult to determine, with reasonable precision, the
required quantity necessary to constitute a mortal sin; this depends, not
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608.—Ques. When is the thefts committed by wives, children
and servants, a grave matter?

Ans. It is admitted by everybody that more is necesary to
establish a grave matter in thefts by wives, children and servants,
than by strangers. . . .

More probably, the sum must be double ; but there is no general
rule indicated.

For servants, it depends also on the severity or liberality of
the masters, on the quality and nature of the stolen object; for
instance, if it is eatable or not, kept under key or not; according
to many authors, smail thefts of food or beverage never become
mortal sins, . . .

560.—Ques. Can small thefts become a grave matter by their

tality ?

Ans. 1. Yes, absolutely, if it is a question of small thefts to
the injury of the same person. . . .

2. Yes, according to common opinion, if it is & question of
small thefts to the injury of different persons.

610.—Ques. Are small thefts united to form a whole, if they
are separated by a long interval of time?

Ans. 1. No, according to the common opinion ; because after
a certain lapse of time, small thefts are not supposed to unite, and
80, do Bot constitute a common object in morality. Besides, one
does not see grave prejudice done to the owner, not being aware
of it, and he is not supposed to be gravely opposed to it.

Ques. What is the time which must elapse between the thefts?

Ans. According to the more probable opinion, no more than
two months ; according to others, one year is necessary. . . .

611.—Ques. When is there a grave matter in small thefts?

only on the stolen object considered in itself, but also on the condition
and need of the theft’s victim, on the damage suffi:red by that person, etc.
So, a theft of ten francs’ value, even to the prejudice of the richest, is
always a mortal sin; but, relatively, to the poor, to workmen, to those who
have a competency, a theft of one, two, three, four or five francs, is also
a mortal sin. .

Ques. Can several little thefts coustitute a grave matter, sufficient
enough for a mortal sin?

Ans. Yes; and also when these little thefts are morally united, and a
notable damage results from them.”—Petit Catechisme de Marotte.
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Ans. 1, If they take place at different intervals to the preju-
dice of the same person, the matter will he grave when they con-
stitute the half the sum necessary for a mortal sin.

2, If they take place to the prejudice of several, there is a
grave matter, in principle, when the stolen sum is twice as large.

Ques.  Does a retraction of the will prevent subsequent thefts
from uniting with the preceding ones?

Ans. 1, Yes, if the retraction has been efficacious, in other
words, if restitution has b:en made for the first thefis; because,
restitution being made, they do not exist any more.

2, Yes, even if the retraction has not yet been -efficacious, if
the second theft is done for a particular motive.

612.—Ques. Is it a grave sin to steal some small ohjects, after
having committed a theft liable to be considered grave?

Ans. Controversy. . . .

613.—Ques. Is it a grave sin to complete by a small theft the
grave matter commenced by other persons to the prejudice of the
same owner?

Ans. 1, No, if one is ignorant of the first theft; because, one
has no knowledge of the prejudice done to the owner.

2. No; according to the more probable opinion, even if one
is aware of that prejudice, Lut setting aside the case of con-
spiracy. . . .

614.—Ques. Tf several persons, without agreeing with one
another, but induced by example, commit slight thefts, consti-
tuting a grave totality, does each one sin gravely?

Ans. No; according to the more probable opinion, from the
point of view of the prejudice done.*®

*All that is summed up In a masterly manner hy Trachala (1759) :

¢¢Observe that It is a greater quantity of small thetts that ave necessary
to constitute a mortal «in, when they fall on different persons, than when
one and the rame person is the victim. Thus, says Laymann, if there are
thirty merchants, from each one of whom you steal a small quantity, it
may happen that you do uot sin mortally; because you are not doing
considerable wrong to any of them individually. In the sccond place,
If you steal from one or several persons, when the thefts are doue at
long intervals of time, a greater quantity is nccessary to constitute a
mortal sin. 8o, when a servant steals cach time one cent, which amounts

after four years to a golden ducat, I do not tnink, says he, that one
must look upon him as guilty of a wortal sin. In the third place, if yoa
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ART. II. On causes excusing from theft.

There are two of them: 1, necessity ; 2, occult compensation.
SecTioN 1. Necessity excusing from theft.

Necessity is extreme, grave, or common. Extreme, if there is
a danger of death, or threatening of a very serious evil; grave,
when life is full of inconvenience; common, as in the habitual
case of poor beggars.

616.— Man can, in a case of extreme need, use the property of
others, so far as it is nccessary to get himself ovt of that posi-
tion ; because there is Lere no derogation to natural rights when
one stares and takes for one’s self what is necessary in a case of
absolute need. In this case, everything becomes common ; and
the one who takes the property of another in a case of need, takes
the common property, which he appropriates to himself, as this
took place before the division of property. Then he dues not
commit any theft.

617.— . . . What is said of extreme need, may also be said of
very grave necessity.*

steal to-day from Caius six cents, him from whom you have already
stolen many times, but to whom you have made restitution, the last six
cents have no relation to the first ones, and consequently do not consti-
tute a wmortal sin. In the fourth place. when several persons commit
successively several thelts from some one, which, taken together, does
that person a considerable wrong, then, if each thief is ignorant of the
thefts of the others, no one sins grievously. 1f they formed together the
same thieviog project, each oune of them sins grievously; finally, if
respectively they know of thelr thefts, but if no one of them should be
the cause of the theft of the other, it is more probable that there is no
mortal sin committed.” (Page 892.)

* The excusing of theft is also a very old Jesuitical doctrine. We read
in Pierre Alagon (1620): ¢ Is one permitted to steal on account of the
need in which he flnds himself?

«IIe is permitted, either secretly or openly, if he has no other mcans
of providing for himself. It is neither theft nor rapine; hecause then,
according to natural rights, everything s in commoun. A third person
is also permitted furtively to take property and give it to some needful
person, as in the above case.” (Page 357.)

Longnet: ‘¢ When one man fluds himself in such indigence, and an-
other one in such affluence that the latter may be obliged to help the
former, the poor man can take secretly, in a right way, from the rich
oue without sinning, or being ohliged to inake restitution.” (Page 363.)

Doubtless it is to this way ot stealing that Casncdi referred, when he
wrote the followlng obscure seutence: ¢ Gud forbids steallug only when
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618.—Ques. May one take some of the property of another,
not only to help one’s self, but also others.

Ans. Yes, according to the common opinion; because, in a
way, one substitutes himself for the indigent, and shows by the
act that one loves his neighbor as himself.

619.—1In a case of extreme need, or nearly so, whatever may
be the cause of it, can we steal an objcct of great value, or a lurge
sum, if we are in need of it?

Ans. There are two opinions: the first one answers No; the
second one, more probable and more common, answers Ycs,
provided the rich one is not brought by that theft to an equal
needful situation, and the poor one takes only what he needs.*

Stcrion 2. Secret compensation.

it s looked upon as bad in itself, but not when it 1s acknowledged good.”
(Page 368.)

Busxembaum is clearer, and more complete: ‘‘ One who is very poor
may take what is necessary for his maintenance, etc.; and what a mman
can do for himself, he can do also for another who is in extreme
puverty ”

De Coninck, Lessius, Dicastillh, Tambourin, add that “a poor man
could even Kill one who woulil prevent him from taking the thing need-
ful to him; as one can kill a thief who takes away something of great
importance, or at least needful, or who retains them by violence.”
(Page 885.)

Marotte culminates in an answer admirably laconlc, the theory of
excusing theft, and of occult compensation :

Ques. ‘‘Are we always guilty of theft when we take other’s property?

Ans. ¢“No; it may happen that the person from whom the property
is taken has not the right to oppose the theft. This takes place, for
instance, when the one who takes is in a state of extreme need, and
takes only what is necessary to get out of that state; or, when he takcs
secretly from another by way of compensation, not being able otherwise
to get what is justly due him.”— Petit Catechisme de Marotte.

* Besides, if those thefts were to result in quarrels and wars, we must
not be frightened about it, according to Busembaum: ¢ It is more prob-
able that a person cannot, in a case of extreme necd, take a thing of great
valne; for inxtance 3,000 crowns . . . ; as however, the contrary senti-
ment i8 also probable, the fndizent can, by holding this last sentiment as
probable for him in his sitnation and at the last inoment, take even some
precious things, and the rich one could also oppose it by holding the
other opinion.  From this it ~ill not follow that the war declared would
he materially and absolutely just, but only a war formally just, and in
the supposition of two contrary opinions, being both probable, which
is without any inconvenience.” (Page 385.)
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620.— It consists in recovering a thing belonging to us by
taking something which is not our own.

621.— Secret compensation may be just and permissible, if it
presents the required conditions. . . .

622.—These conditions are the following: 1, that the debt is
certain; . . . 2, that it cunnot he recovered in any other way;
. « . 8, that the thing must be recovered by taking natural prup-
erty, if possible; . . . 4, that a damage is not inflicted on the
debtor; for instance, that he is not obliged to pay twice. . . .*

623.—Ques. Cuan servants, judging that they are not paid
enough, have recourse to secret compensation ?

Ans. No, in general; because that proposition has been con-
demued by Tnnocent XI. . . . Except, after manyt . . . 1, Il

* There is absolutely nothing changed in the famous doctrine of occult
compeusa jon. Already, in 1601, Tolet sald: ‘‘When some one takes what
is due him from another who is not willing to pay back; for instance, if
a person was taking from his debtor the sum owed him, he does not steal
in that case, and is not obliged to make restitution.

¢He does not sin if he observes certain conditions:
m"The first one is, that he must be very sure that the sums are duoe to

m.
¢The second is, that he cannot easily obtain the payment hy way of
Justice; either because his debtor i3 a man of power, or that he can show,
no proof of the debt, or that he fears some harin from the debtor, or that
it may cause scandal.

““The third is, that no damage or scandal will result for others.

*“The fourth is, he must take all possible precautions, #o that the debtor
from whom he has already taken the amount of the debt, and so made
him pay it in spite of himself, should not pay it a se :ond time.

*The fifth is, he must take nothing more than wbat was owed bim.”
(page 349.)

De Lugo, who accepts that doctrine with all the Jesnits, has, besides,
found a very ingenious species, which allows him to ally the occult com-
pensation with mental restriction: ‘‘1f I know that you are not disposed
to pay me in one month, and that I cannot avoid the wrong you are doing
to me without anticipating you and taking what belongs to you in order
to defend myself, I can take it, and there is nothing in this that exceeds
what I can do for the defense of my property; because if I know that yoa
are to come tomorrow to steal one hundred pounds from me, who can say
that I cannot take as much from you to-day, to indemnily myself of the
wrong you are to do me to-morrow ?

“From this, we conclude . . . that if the judge questions, and even
exacts theoath, from one who compeusated himself, he can deny ; because
the sense of his oath is, that he has not taken or does not retain anything
unjustly, and in such a way as to oblige him to restitution.” (page 361.)

¢+ This beautiful maxim was familiar to the Jesuits of old. Thus.
Fernand Rebelle says clearly : ©If, for a service rendered by a servant, a
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under the pressure of need, the servant has aocepted the low price,
in a time when the master coull not have found anyone at the same
rate, or if he has not taken liim through pity, the servant begging to
enter his service; 2, if the servant is overwhelmed with work that
he ought not to do.

Ques. Can a servant compensate himself, if he does more than
he ought to?

Ans. Yes, if it is by the express or tacit will of the master
that he works excessively ; because one who works must be paid
in proportion to his work, by rights. . . . The value of this just
compensation may be left to the judgment of the servant, provided
he is prudent, careful, and distrustful of self, a thing which seldomn

happens.

624.—Ques. Can we have reeourse to secret compensations, if
we are condemned by judgment to pay a debt which we have not
contracted, or which we have already paid?

pecuniary ralary was due him larger, according to the common estimation
of the time when the contract between that servant and his master was
signed, and if he could not recover it easily by rightful ways, in this case
he will be permitted to subtract secretly, aud without scandal, the surplus
over the lowest price owed legitimately.” .

8. de Lessau: *‘Servants, or others, do not sin by taking something,
presuming the master's consent; becauxe they persuade themselves,
according to the light of reason, that tueir master will not be unjust.”
(Page 343.)

The Jesuits had, at least one time, to repent of their teaching. In 1647,
a man, Jean d'Alba, who was in their service, stole from them, pretending
they owed hiwm, thirty pounds. Traduced before the Chatelet, he argued
fron the teachings bie had received from his masters, viz : *“That a per-
son can pay himsclf for his wages.” ‘The judge, on the 4th of April, set
him at liberty, with a simple admonition. (Page 360)

After Innocent XI. had condemned them, they were compelled to give
in; butsoon, however, they set about quibbling.

J. de Cardenas rays: “The rovereign Pontiff, in this condemnation,
does not speak of the case In which it is clear as daylight that masters
commit an injustice, either by diminishing the salary that justice obliges
them to give, or by not paying the pri-e agreed upon.

«*In fact, in so evident a case of injuztice, it 13 permitted to servants or
others, to get through justice the remainder of the salary due them; or,
1f not possible, to take justice into their own hands, and use secret
compen~ation.” (Page 866.)

And J. Taberna, while bowing respectfully, doex not hesitate to write:
““The one who judges that he is not pail enough, may compensate himself
secretly, if he is justly sure that more i8 owed him.” (Page 374.)

Is not thiy the very conde nued propogitiou?
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Ans. Yes; because the junigment is unjust, being based on the
false presumption of a fact, and does not oblige in conscience. In
matters of right, we must always obey the judgment ; unless tie
law or the judgment should be evidently false.

However, it would be d.fferent, setting aside the scandal, if the
judge is certainly decided about a fauct upon which he looks as
true ; moreover, the judge has not the power tu change the prop-
erty, and the one who gained the suit, after having discovered
the error, cannot keep that which has been paid over again to lum.

625.—Ques. Is it a grave sin and against justice, to compen-
sate one’s self. without first having recourse to the judge?

Ans. 1. No, not against justice, in principle, provided one
takes nothing more than what is owed ; and so, one is not under
obligation to m-ke restitution. The reason is that, after this
compensation, equality is re-established. I have said, in principle;
because a prejudice on the subject of a thing deétermined might
result to the debtor.

2. In general, there is no grave sin; because no scandal results
frum it ordinarily, nor any grave disorder for the State.

8. There is no sin, if it is difficult to have recourse to the
judge, it there is danger of scandal, or extraordinary expenses,
etc. ; because then the recourse is morally iinpossible.

TIIRD PART.
ON RestrTUTION

SectioN 1. Restitution in general.

CHAPTER 1.
OBLIGATORY RESTITUTION.

Restitution consists, 8o far as the name is concerned, in replacing
a thing in its first state ; its object is, t» repair the wrong done o
others’ property.
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626.—Restitution for itsclf, or at least in the desire, is abso-
lutely necessary to salvation, in principle, if it is a a question of a
grave matter. . . .

Ques. Can we make restitution with a different kind of prop-
erty?

Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion; because
there is no comparison between properties of a different order, and
no compensation can then be given. One could never avithmeti-
cally compute what ought to be restored, there being no common
measure between properties of different orders. . . .

However, by vindictive justice, it may happen that a judge or a
superior requires that, for an injury to a certain property, one should
give something of a different kind; but according to the more
probable opinion, this is a penalty, and not justice. Besides, the
wronged person has the right to denounce his offender, and to
receive money for not denouncing himn; for instance, a violated
woman can traduce before the Court the gu‘lty person, or exact
money from him in order to renounce her rights. . . .

631.—Ques. Is a thicf, having stolen a large sum of money,
obliged, under heavy penalty, to make restitution of the whole sum?

Ans. No, he must restore only what constitutes a grave matter ;
because after this, the amount retained is no more a grave matter.
One may be obliged, under heavy penalty, to restore a slight mat-
ter, but the obligation does not come from the slightuess of the
thing, but from the grave quantity. . . .

CIIAPTER 1II.
Tur Roors or REestiTecTioN.

633.—They are the causes for which one is obliged to make
restitution. They have a treble origin: 1, the acceptance of an-
other’s property ; 2, for a wrong unjustly done; 3, for an unjust
co-operation. The last can be assimilated with either of the pre-
ceeding ones ; but it shall be treated by itself, in order to establish
a greater distinction between what is to be said about each one.
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ART. I. The acceplance of another’s property. « « o
Secriox I. The owner in good faith. . . .
SkectioN II. The owner in bad faith. . . .

646.— Ques. Must a thief make restitution for having stolen a
thing whioh would have been lost anyhow ?

Anps. Yes, deducting however the expenses and the price of the
work done to save it; because, though being in peril, that thing
had not ceased to belong to its master.

Except, according to many, by the probable opinion, if the thief
consumes the thing in peril ; for instance, some fo>d or drink, which
were going to be destroyed in a fire; because the thing unsaved
would be of no more value to the master. -

Several extend this exception to the case in which the property
snatched from peril is consu:ned right off ; for instance, if one takes
wine which is going to fall into the possession of the enemy, and
drinks it among the family and friends. )

647.— Ques. Is a thicf obliged to make restitution if the stolen
thing is lost in his own house?

Ans. 1. Yes, absolutely. . ..

. o . . . . . . . . .

3. No, if the property would have been lost as its master's, in
the same timne and in the same case, by some intrinsioc d.fect;
because there is then no prejudice to the owner. According to
the more probable opinion, it would be the same case, if the prop-
erty came to be lost in the same time and was expsed to thesame
danger as when in the thief’s possession ; forinstance, in the same
fire, or publio calamity. The reason is, that the theft has not been
the cause of the damage, the thing being fated to be lost in the
same way and at the same moment.

By the French and Ruman code, in whatever way the thing is
lost when in the hands of the dishonest possessor, the latter is
obliged to make restitution ; but it does not seem that he should
be obliged to do it befure & judgment; unless, by natural rights,
be is evidently under the obligation to do it. . . .

649.— Must a thief, besides the capital, restore also the interest?
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Ans. Yes, if heis sure, orif it is presumable that the possessor
would have mad: that gain; because he must be in.lemnified. It
is different, according to the probable opiuion, if one is not sure
ofit. . ..

SectioNn 3. The owner of doubtful fai.h. . .
ART. II. Unprofitable Wrong-doing.

657.— This is doing wrong- to others, injuring the ‘property of
others, without any profit to onc’s self by the act.

In this act, there are two fuults: the theological Pault, which
includes an offence towards God, in other words, which contains a
formal sin, mortal or venial; and the judicial one, which consists
in negligence, the cause of the wrong, whether it is formal sin or
not. . . .

658.—I. The author of the injury must restore: 1, the entire
equivalent of the wrong done; for instance, if he has set fire to a
house, the value of the house; 2, the full equivalent of the dam-
age foreseen, besides the prejudice caused.

659.—II. Three conditions are reqmred in order that the pre-
judicial act should compel restitution: that it is unjust; that it is
the eflicacious cause of the damage ; and that it should be theologi-
cally condemnable, in other words, that it should be unjust; ins
manner true, efficacious, formal. . . .

660.— A cause only occasional of prejudice, is not sufficient to
compel to restitution ; because it is not an efficacious cause, but
only the occasion of an efficacious cause. Thus, if, on the occa-
sion of a theft committed by yourself, another is accused and
condemned, you are not obliged to make reparation for that wrong.

661.—Ques. Is a theological fault sufficient to oblige to resti-
tation for a wrong caused to another by detaining his property, by
virtue of a contract, for instance, a lease, a deposit?

Ans. The opinion which seems more probable absolutely
affirms it. . .

662.—Ques. Is a theological fault sufficient to oblige to restitu-
tion for tbe wrong done to another in fulfilling the duties of one’s
charge, as in the execution of a quasi-contract ; for instance, if a
physician gives by mistake an injurious potioa to his patient?




194 The Doctrine of the Jesuils.

Ans. Yes, acconling to the more probable opinion. . . .
+663.—Ques. If, doing some forbidden work. we ctuse an injury
accidently, are we obliged to make reparation for that injury?

Ans. No. bicause that injury is not voluntary, not having been
foreseen. No matter if the act is illicit, justice has nothiug to do
with it. If an ecclesiastic, in hunting, in spite of the church’s de-
fence, kills a man instead of a beast, he is no more reprehensible
than a layman. And even the prejudice caused by accident must
not be repaired, though it results from an unjust action, it having
no relation to it. So, we owe no reparation if we killed Titius,
not seen by us and not known to be there, instcad of Caius, the one
we wished to kill.

664.—Ques. Are we obliged to make reparation for the wrong
done by mistake, wishing to injure another; for instance, by set-
ting fire to Caius’ house, mistaking it for that of Tit'us?

Ans. Yes, seems the right answer ; because the three conditions
required for restitution are here. Do not say that your action
was not unjust, relatively, to Caius, because you wanted to destroy
a determined thing. Now, by destroying it, you impose on yonr-
self the obligation to compensate for the damage. No matter to
whom it belongs ; the question is not about the name, but about
the object. Some deny it, however, (St. Alphonse, l.ugo,
Lacroix) because the act has not been voluntarily perpetuated
towards the wronged person, coming from an involuntary ignor-
ance of right. This reason seems to have but little value.

665.—Ques. What is the case of one having caused a grave
prejudice through a slight fault; for instance, through careless-
ness?

Ans. He is liable for nothing. according to the more probable
opinion. He cannot, in fact, be under obligation of a grave
penalty ; because a grave penalty would not be in proportion to a
slight fault; nor under a light penalty, because a light obligation
is not in proportion with something of gravity. . . .

666.—Ques. If one thinks, by uncounquerable error, that the
prejudice caused is much more considerable than it really is, are
we under obligation to restore the whole, if later, the true
value is known ; for instance, if we throw into the sea a precious
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stone worth a hundred francs, thinking it is worth only ten
francs?

Ans. According to the probhable opinion, we must make repar-
ation only for that which one thought to destray; because, what
is ignored in an invincible manner, is not supposed to be a wrong
willingly done.

667.—Ques. Must a master make reparation for the damage
caused by his animals ? A

Ans. 1. Yes, if by theological fauit he has neglected to look
after his animals. Because, every one, by natural right, ought to
watch and prevent them from damaging another's property.

2. But if there is no theological fault, he is not obliged to do
80 before a judgment.

Ques. Ought we to make restitution if, showing bad example,
we induce others to wrong doing, having foreseen the evil?

Ans. The more probable opinion denies it, because example is
not the cause, but the pure occasion of the wrong. Because the
bad action does not tend, in principle, to excite others to imitate
it. Then the others determine themselves to commit the evil
deeds. . . .

668.—Ques. 1. If we are in doubt that we have been ourselves
the cause of the prejudice, is restitution obligatory?

Ans. 1. If the existence of the prejudice is doubtful, more
probably there is no obligation.

2. If the influence of the action over the evil done is doubtflul,
there is controversy, and two probable opinions. . . .

669.—Ques. Must we make reparation for the wrong done to
some one, occasioned by an unjust action of our own; for
instance, if you had stolen something and he should be accused of
the theft?

Ans. 1. No, certainly, if the wrong has not been foreseen.

2. No, according to the more probable opinion, even if it has
been foreseen ; because your action, done with the only prevision
of the wrong done, is not the cause, in principle, but only by
accident.

3. No, according to the probable opinion, even if you have
done s0 with the intention that he should be accused of it;
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because that action is only the accidental, not the original causeof
the wrong, since it had no cicacious influence on it, by its
nature. . . .

672.—Case I. Didacus places in a corner of his house, where
nobody was to pass, a very precious vase, belonging to Caius,
expecting to put it the next morning in a safer place. But
Bazile, entering during the night without any light, knocks the
vase down and breaks it. Quid juris? — Ans: Neither Dilacus
nor Bazile are to be held fur reparation; because there is no
theological fault from them ; neither thought of harm or danger.
They would not be under obligation even it they had thought of a
remote danger ; because, in matters of morals, we must not mind
pure possibility.

Case II. Quirinus, wanting to steal some cloth, enters a store
during the night and lights a candle, taking good care, however,
to prevent a fire; but a cat upsets the candle, which, falling on
straw, sets it on fire, and the house is burned ; the thief runs away
and escapes.—What is to be thought of Quirinus’ case?

He is under no obligation to make restitution; because he has
not foreseen the danger. Ile is not even obliged to pay for the
clothes he wished to steal, even had he ran away with the goods;
because the damage is involuntary, since the fact of stealing the
cloth is not the cause of the damage, and the fact of carrying the
candle does not induce the danger of fire, when reasonable pre-
cautions are taken.

Case 11I. Poemponius, blinded by revenge and not being seen
by anyone, shoots at Maurus’ goat, quietly browsing; but he
misses it, and instead, kills Mairus’ cow, resting behind a hedge.
What of this case? He owes nothing. Nothing for the goat,
having missed it; nor for the cow, not foreseeing the misfortune.
—Quid, If the cow had belonged to the same master? The diffi-
culty is increasing, the aggressor truly striving to wrong the
person ; because, though he does not destroy the animal he had in
mind to kill, as in principle he seeks to injure his enemy, his
action causes him a formal prejudice. However rigorously, in prio-
ciple, he may be excused, according to the more probable opinion,
i ha hqg not at all foreseen that evil, not even confusedly, one
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can say that it happened purely through accident, and the inten-
tion to do injury t» some man does not make the prejudice caused
on the subject of a thing unknown become voluatary.

Case 1V. Babin, by dint of prayers and fluttery, but withont
having recourse to any knavish tricks, prevails over Roger, on bis
death-bed, to tear up a will mide in favor of Paul, in order that
he (Babin), or some relations of his, should become the heir.
Now, Babin not only does this for his own or his friend’s advan-
tage, but also from hate for Paul.—Ques. Is he guilty of
injusticc?—Ans. Not at all; because, though he has sinned
gravely against charity, be did no violence or injustice, not having
violated any strict rights of Roger. So would it be for the one
who, through hate, would have prevailed on Roger to change bis
mind and make his will in favor of another one than Paul, or
choosc another heir in his stead.

ART. ITI. On unjust co-operation.

Secriox 1. One who orders evil.

673.—He must make reparation for all the wrong he com-
manded to do: it would be different, if he had only approved of
the evil done in his name. . . .

674.—Ques. Must the one who gives the order make repara-
tion, if he changed his idea before the prejudice has been caused?

Ans. No, if the proxy knew of it before the exceution of the
mandate ; it would be different if he did not know of it, or if it
came too late to his knowledge ; because, in the first case, the one
who gave the order did not have any influence on the evil, whilst
in the second case he had some.

Ques. Must the one who gives the order make reparation for

the injustice which the proxy caused to another by an invincible
error? :
Ans. No, because the true cause of the prejudice is the error
of the proxy. This is the cominon opinion, unless it proceeds
from the nature of the prejudicial action itself, or from its neces-
sary results, so that he has been forced into an error which he
could scarcely foresee ; then the one who gave the order has been
the cause of the error, and the prejudice resulting from it. . . .
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SkcrioN 2. One who advises evil.

676.— . . . The counsellor is not obliged to make restitution,
if the author of the evil would have caused the prejudice in the
same manner without his advice; because that advice has not
been efficacious for the prejudice.® . . .

678.— Is the one who only advises the means of injuring an-
other obliged to make reparation ?

Ans. No, if the means are purcly accidental, such are, gener-
ally, the circumstances of time, place, and manner.

Ques. Ought one to make reparation, if he advises that the
injury be done more quickly?

Ans. No, if it is certain that the other was determined to do
wrong.t

Secrion 3. The one who gives consent.

681.— He must make reparation for each time he has given,
knowingly and freely, his consent or advice, from which directly
resulted the wrong done to another; in other words, every time be
gives an efficacious consent causing prejudice to others. If his
consent was not eficacious, he could not be held to make repara-
tion, having given his consent to the evil in an affective, and not
effective manner. . . .

Section 4. The flatterer. . . .

* Escobar: ¢Can you advise Antonio, getting ready to steal some
wheat, to steal rather, through friendship for you, a sum of mouey, be-
cause you desire to buy that wheat from Antonio? or could you advise
somebody who wishes to steal something from Peter, or from John, not
belng declided to steal from one rather than from the other, to steal from
Peter, because John is your friend? . . .

« I believe more probably that such a counsellor. would not be obliged
to make restitution,—such is Sanchez’s opinion.” (Page 365),

+ Trachala: ‘You ask me if you are obliged to make restitution in a
case in which sowme one, heing disposed to commit a theft, receives en-
couragement fromn yow, by advice or exhortation, to commit that crime
with more promptness and ease?

I answer negatively, with probabllity,

But what would have been the answer If you had been ounly the material
cause of the damage? For instance, if you had held the ladder while the
thief was stealing, though he could have gone up the ladder just the same
if you had not held it. I an<wer, that you are under no obligation. It is
also the opiuion of Laymaun.” (Page 391.)
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Secmion 5. The receiver of stolen goods. . . .
Section 6. The participator.

There are two kinds: the one participates in the plunder; the
otler, in the guilty act which procures it.

686.—The first one must restore what he has received and what
he detains. :

The second one, who co-operates with others, in a mediate or an
immediate manuner to do the evil, must restore, in general, every
time that his co-operation has had a real influence on the sub-
stance of the prejudice. . . .

687.— Ques.  In the matter of justice, does one permit, and
at what moment, an immediate co-operaticn to the prejudice?

Ans. . . . For temporal fortunes, three cases are admitted, in
which, in consequence of a grave fear, co-operation is permitted ;
because the owner is not supposed to oppose it reasonably: 1, if
the co-operator can and will make reparation for the prejudice ;
2, if the grave prejudice would have been caused just the same
by the principal author without that co-operation; 3, if the loss
is slight for the owner, wLo, by charity, ought to suffer it will-

ingly. . . .
SectioN 7. Those who keep silent, make no opposition, do not
divulge; or, negative co-operators.

692.— Ques. Must a superior make reparation for the wrong
done by his inferiors?

Ans. 1, Outwardly: Yes, after the Roman and French. codes.

2, Inwardly : 1, Yes, if the silence of the superior is the equiva-
Ient of a tacit advice; 2, No, if there is no theological fault; 3,
No, according to the probuble’ opinion, although he has sinned
gravely by not preventing the wrong, if his silence had no in-
fluence, above all when it is a question of wrong dobe to others
tbhan to his inferiors.

693.— Ques. Is restitution obligatory if one receives money
from a thicf to keep silent, when duty does not command him to
call for belp?
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Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion, at least in
principle ; because justice does not oblige you to call for help.
Likewise, if they give or promise sqme gift to keep you quiet.

CHAPTER III
O~ THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF RESTITUTION.

ART. 1. How much it is necessary to restore.

694.— The quantity to be restored must be measured by the
quantity of the stolen object, of the wrong committed, or of the
influence on the wrong caused to others. . . .

695.— Any co-operator concurring in an efficacious mianner in
the wrong done, so that one could morally impute to him all the
evil, must make restitution for the whole.

696.— Ques. Is one obliged to make restitution for all when
the co-operation has influence on the individual wrong, but is not
sufficient or necessary, or does not come from a direct plot; for
instance, if four carry away a beam which three might have
carried ?

Ans. No, hecause the only reason for the obligation is the
influence on the wrong act.

697.— Ques. Are you obliged to restore the whole, if your
action has heen sufficient to cause all the prejudice, but not at all
necessary, nor coming from a plot? For instarce: if you and
several others set fire to a house at the same time?

Ans. There is controversy : yes, according to the probable
opinion, and even more probable, of many; no, according to the
probable opinion of others. . . . St. Liguori finds both opinions
probable.

ART. II. To whom is it necessary to make restitution? . . .
ART. III. In what order is it necessary to make restitution?

That order may be considered either in rela'ion to those who
must restore, if several have co-cperated ; or relatively to those to
=% the restitution must be made. . . .
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+ 703.—. . . The one who advises and the one who consents,
are not obliged, in principle, t) restore before the one who exe-
cutes : this one is the first to make restitution ; because, outside of
the one who gave the order, he is the p inc'pal cause of the preju-
dice. . . .

ART. IV. How is the restitution to be made? . . .

708. We may say, in general, that it is necessary and sufficient
if the resti'ution be made in such a way that justice shall be satis-
fled and the injured party indemnified. . . .

ART. V. When is the restitution to be made?

718.— As for the things owed, they must be restored as soon as
possible without any great inconvenience. . . .

CHAPTER 1V.
Cases Wuicea Exexpr FroM REeSTITUTION.

715.—Excuse for atime: 1, physical powerlessness, or impossi-
bility of all sorts, which happen in extreme or even very grave neces-
sity to the debtor or to his family ; 2, moral powerlessness, or grave
difficulty to make the restitution, when it cannot be done without
great inconvenience ; for instance, without losing a situation justly
acquired ; because then, there is a true impossibility to make resti-
tution : since, in moral things, we call impossible what is diflicult,
and that which cannot be done decently and honorably. Thus, if
a man of the nobility cannot restore without depriving himself of
his servants, horses, arms; or one of the first citizens, without
taking a mapual trade to which he is not accustomed, they may
postpone the restitution, and pay little by little what they owe.*

* Marotte, In his *“ Petit Chatechisme,” reproduces, for the use of little
children, these dangerous distinctions, all In favor of the thieves:

Ques. *‘What are the causes which permit one to postpone restitution?

Ans. “These causes are: 1, physical powerlessness ; in other words, the
condition of the debtor, who isin extreme need; 2. moral powerlessness,
in other words, the situation in which the debtor could not make re~titu-
tion without notably falling from a position justly acquired, without

plunging himself and family into poverty, or expusing himself to the danger
of losing his reputation.”
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716.—Excusing forever; . . . remittance of the debt, ...
compensation; . . . thirty years’ prescription.

718.—Ques. Could some one, overwhelmed with debt, enter a
monastery ; and has he got rid of his debts, unce he has entered it?

Ans. 1. No, if the payment can be promptly effected. It
would be different, according to the more probable opinion, in
principle, if a notable time must elapse. However, if the debts
are considerable, such an instance, though valid, is forbidden by
the Canon Law.

2. The Church is not obliged to pay those debts out of her
own property. A monk is obliged to pay his debts out of the
property he had before his entrance into religion ; or out of what
he inberits by will, if he took only simple vows. It would be
different, if he had taken solemn vows. . . .

722.—Ques. Does a reasonably presumed allowance excuse
from all restitution ? '

Ars. Yes, at least, according to the more probable opinion;
because, to detain the property of others, or not to make restitu-
tion for it, is un unjust action only if it is against the will of the
owner.®* The allowance does not occur in spite of him, if it is
done by his permission reasonably presumed. But it is necessary
to guard against abuse, in order to prevent great injustice.

SecrioN 1I.  Different kinds of restitution.

CHAPTER 1.

RestiTUTION POR INJURY DONE T0 THE WELFARE OF THE SOUL.

. . . . . . . . . .

In his Cours Complet, he imagines a new cause, not lacking iu originality :
‘““Another legitimale cause for postponing restitution, is when one foresees
that the creditor will inake an abuse of it for his own harm, or to the
detriment of another.”

What a touching solicitude of the thief for the interest and salvation of
his victim!

* It is not a mortal sin to take secretly from some one what he would
give if it was a<ked of him, though he does not wish it to be taken in
secret; and it is not liable to restitution.”—Emm. Sa.
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CHAPTER 1II.
RestrruTioN For INJURY TO THE Bobpy.
‘ART. I. Restitution for homicide.

725.—Homicides (those who have wounded somebody), and
their beirs, must make restitution to the mutilated or wounded
ones, for all loss resulting from that mutilation or homicide before
his death. But, according to the more probable opinion, they
ought to compensate nothing for life or limbs; because, in strict
rights, those things cannot be subject to any estimation.*®

If the person died before, the restitution must be made to his
heirs : or, if there are none, to the poor. . . .

726.—Ques. Is a homicide obliged to make res‘itution to the
wife and children of his viclim, even for future prejudice, if they
can shift for themselves?

Ans. There is controversy. The more common opinion says
Yes; t'e probable opinion says No.

Ques. Must we pay something to the creditors of one’s victim ?

Anps. No, according to the more probable opinion ; though the
murderer should have foreseen it, provided he has had, direcly,
no intention of wronging them, since this wrong is but an acci-
dental consequence. . . .

Ques. Must on: who kills another in a ducl make reparation?

Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion, no matter
whether he is the provoker or the provoked one. . . .

ART. lI. Restitution for rape and fornication.

728.—For a purely natural injury—for the destroying of the
body’s integrity—for having caused the loss of purily, restitution
is not obligatory, at least, according to the more probable
opinion ; because such injury cannot be compensated with money.

729.—Ques. Must the ravisher marry the young girl be violated
under promise of marriage ?

* [t is In deduction of these principles that, in the opinion of Lacroix,
Casuists agree that: ¢ 'he one who killedd & nan who was soon to die a

natural or justly deserved death, is not obliged to make restitution, since
he is uot supposed to have doue any great damage.”  (Page 388.)
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Ans. The first opinion affirms it. . . .

The second, fullowed by a very few, denies it.

The first is common, and must be followed ; however, it admits
several exceptions discussed by St. Liguori. Thus, there will be
exemplion : if sorry consequences frowm that marriage are appre-
hended ; if a great dishonor results for the family from the differ-
ence of condition, etc. But then, one is obliged to give a dowry
to the girl.

Ques. Docs the ravisher owe something to the girl’s pareuts, if
she freely consented to the act ?

Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion; because
none of their strict rights have been violated, and they cannot
prevent their daughter from giving up her right, rclatively, to
temporal injury.* . . .

ART. IL. Restitution for adultery.

The obligations of both adulterers ought to be examined accord-
ing to different circumstances, as to whether the adultery has been
fully voluntary in bot" participants, or not ; aud if it has caused
injury to the family, or not. . . .

732.— Ques. Is a woman obliged to reveal her crime, if there
is no other way of repairing the evil?

Ans. No, ingencral. . . .

733.— Ques. What is to be done when there is doubt if the
child i3 legitimate, or illegitimate ; or if he proceeds from this
adultery, or from another onc?

Ans, According to the more probable opinion, adulterers are
under no obligation; because they have no koowledge of the
injury caused. Other say, that reparation must be made propor-
tionally. . . .

Ques. Must a son believe his mother, who tells him, under
oath, that he is illegitimate ?

Ans. No, because, by right and common scnse, no one is

*Ques. “What 13 to be expected as a restitution from one who has
caused the defloration of a virgin ?

Ans, “If the girl has consented, nothing but to do penance; becaus<e

she had the right to concede the use of her hody, and the parents cannot
prevent it.”—F. X. Fegeli, 1750, (I’age 294.)
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obliged to believe one witness, cven if there is no doubt whatever
of his good faith. . . .

734.—Ques. If the children of rich adulterers or fornicators
are sent 1o the House of R:fuge, must they pay for their ex-
penses?

Ans. There is controversy. The first opinion, more probable
and more common, affirms it. The second one denies it. . . .

CHAPTER IIIL

ON ResTITUTION ¥OR THE INJURY CAUSED TO TEMPORAL
FoRTUNE IN PARTICULAR CasEs.

ART. I. Of Taxes.

736.— Subjects pay an income-tax, out of their own properties,
to the government or sovereign, to cover the public expenses
of the State. .

There-is the direct tax, and the indirect one. . . .

737.— 1. The action of establishing the income-tax is incum-
hent on the legitimate and supreme authority ; which alone las
the right to exact from the cilizens what is necessary to the
publie good.

2. The sovereign has the right to establish taxes ; hecause his
power extends to everything relative to tae public good. . . .

4. Laws relating to taxes, considered in general, are not
purely penal, but oblige in conscience. . . .

738.— Ques. Must one constrain the people to pay indirect
taxes, and compel restitution f.r frauds committed ?

Ans. The solution is difficult.

744.—Ques. 13 it a sin, and is reparation obligatory, if one
imports prohibited goods?

Ans. 1. As for the restitution, no, absolutely; because no
strict rights are violated, neither the sovereign's rights who did
nut reserve these goods, nor impose duty on them, nor any par-
ticular rights, nobody having the privilege to sell them.

2. As for the sin, tiere is controversy. . . .
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ART. II. Of injury caused on the occasion of military service.

747—Ques. Under what obligation are refractory conscripts?

Ans. 1. By obedience, or legal justice, they must join their
corps. [Except: 1,if there was a grave danger for their salva-
tion ; for instance, if they had not the facility of confessing, as
it happens in some pl.ces; 2, if, when reintegrated, they were
going to suffer the penalty of death, imprisonment, or some other
grave penalty ; 8, if the war is evidently unjust.

2. Deserters are under no obligation to make restitution, if
the law takes nobody in their place; because they do not wrong
commutative justice, since they do wrong to no one.

749.—Ques. Under what obligation are conscripts who rua
away, or obtain exemption under false pretence ?

Anps. If the law does not fill their places, they sin against
legal justice, but they owe no rcparation; but it the law takes
somebody :

1. Those who bribe magistrates or doctors, in order to be declared
improper for service, must make reparation.

2. And also, according to the more common opinion, those who
deceive magistrates with lies, frauds or deliberate mutilations done
beforchand.

However, several authors, whose opinion seems probable enongh,
deny it; because these conscripts are not the efficacious cause of
" the departure of others, their dupery inducing neither physically
nor morally the magistrates to take others. . . .

ART. III. On confiscation of property in the revolutions in
France.

SecrioN 1.  Eeclesiastical property.

750.—The Church’s property has been pillaged (direspta), some
by the governments, some by individuals. . . .

751.—Those, who have usurped the Church’s property, have
committed a grave sin, if they did it of their own authority, and

are obliged to restore it ; for they are thieves, and have never been
pardoned. . . .

Secrion II. Individual property.
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752.—The property of cmigrants, unjustiy expelled, has, like the
Church’s property, been confiscated by the State and by individu-
als. . . .

753.—Individuals who, of their own authority, have confiscated
this property, are under obligation to make restitution, and cannot
invoke prescription, since they have been possessors in bad faith.



Cages of Congcience on Justice any Right.

ON PATRIMONY.
Case 1.
Or THE PrOPERTY OF CHILDREN.

Leopold, a merchant’s son, after the death of his father,
remains in the paternal home, and conducts business so skilfully,
that in eight years he gains two thiousand pounds. At this time
his mother dies without making a will, and he wants the largest
part of the fortune. But two young and invalid sisters of his, who
had gained nothing themselves, object to his greed, and ask for
an equal share ; as, by the law, when there is no will, the rights of
children are ecqual. Leopold, having protested in vain, keeps
sccretly for himself an imnportant sum of money he had in his pos-
session.

Ques. Is Leopold right in coveting the greatest part of the
inheritance ; and, after the refusal of his sisters, can he justly
compensate himself ?

Anps. Natural right commands that Leopold can demand the
greatest part of the money he gained himself, for this seems con-
formable to cquity ; because that enormous gain realized does not
proceed only from the money belonging to the family, but from
the particular skill and extraord.nary work of Lecopold, and not
from the sisters. Besides, the aasociation of brother and sisters,
at their father’s death, relative to the paternal inheritance, left
intact in order to continue the husiness, seems to be likened to a
contract of commercial association. Then, it is equitable that the
one who, in the contiract, brings more money and work, should
also have a larger part in the profit. Then, Leopold, having
brought not only a larger sum, Lut also more work and skill,
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should have a larger share in the gain in question; for, although
civil law does not make any difference in such a case, at least it
seems to authorize a certain compensation, in proportion to the
unpaid extraordinary work of one of the associates, as estimated
by an honest third party. Then, Leopold can ask a compensation
from his sisters. Now, if he has evidently a right to a compensa-
tion, rigorously he can procure it ; secretly, if he has no other way
of claiming it. .

Case II.

Or THE PROPERTY OF CHILDREN.

Marius, a wine-merchant’s son, is sent by his father, an aged
man, to many places, to buy wines. But Marius, a clever man,
buys at a very low price, and makes his father believe that he has
paid a good deal more for it. So, with the gain thus realized,
and also with the economies he made in his travels, he buys a
barrel of wine on his own account, which he sells secretly on his
return, and realizes a profit of fifty pounds.

Ques. Is Marius obliged to make restitution for that money, or
part of it?

Ans. 1. Marius is under obligation to restore the money he
made by deceiving lis father on the price of the wine; because in
no way can be keep it justly ; for, if he had the luck to buy at a
low rate, being his father’s representative, he owes him the benefit
of it, being already paid to make the business prosperous; except
the case in which he would have shown an extraordinary amount
of work and skill. ‘

He is not obliged to give back the money he made by economy ;
because his father owes him an honorable living proportionate to
his condition. But if he saved something on it, and took better
care of his purse than his stomach, his father caunot reasonably
find fault with it. For, if a merchant’s son, for instance, meets
slong the way a traveling companion willing to pay for his
expenses, hé is not obliged to give back to his master the money
he would have had to spend for general expenses. Then, even
80, a son of a good family is not ohliged to remit to his father the
money he saved by hiving with economy.
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8. He is not obliged to give back the fifty pounds. . . .
Case VI.

Or OccupalioN.

Fortunatus, after the taking and pillage of a city hy the soldiers,
buys for a song from one of them a lot of clothing. But
later, looking at them carefully, he finds a considerable sum of
money sewed up in the lining of a coat; attributing this Incky
discovery to the gocdness of Providence, he keeps it without any
remorse of conscience.

Ques. Can Fortunatuskeep the money found in the coat; or
must he give it back to the soldier, or to the owner, if he knows
him? )

Ans. 1. Fortunatusis not obliged to give the money back to
the soldier; because even if the latter has justly acquired the
clothing, for instance, in a just war, he has not acquired the pos-
session of the money hidden in them, and it has no relation with
their price ; since the soldier, being ignorant of its existence, can-
not pretend to the possession of the money. Now, what you
ignore you do not desire, nor cousequently possess. 2. If he
should find the true possessor, he ought to give him back the
money ; for the owner has never renounced the possession of his
property. The soldier's booty exists rather in practice than in
principle, and does not include the hidden money, and it is not
opposed to the civil possession hy the first master. However, one
would not be obliged to give back the money even to the proprie-
tor, were he known, if the coat had been taken in a just war;
because, in this case, the possession having been acquired through
the enemy was not an unjust one.

Case VIII.

Or OccrtPATION.

The hunter Attilius kills a hare in Caius’ open ficld. The pro-
prietor, present by chance, prevents the hunter from carrying away
his game, and takes it himself, and disposes of it with his friends.

Ques. To whom belongs the gume?
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Ans. The game belongs to the huntsman who acquired, by
killing, the property of it, although he took it in an illicit manner,
without the owner’s permission. Then the latter acted unjustly by
taking and eating the game; for it was not a production of his
field, and he must restore the value of it. His permission was
necessary, but it was his duty to give it; and if Attilius has
caused some damage in Caius’ field, he must indemnify him.

Case XII.
Or Tuings.

Gaudentius learns that a treasure is hidden in a certain field ; he
buys it at the ordinary rate, digs in the earth, and, O happiness!
he discovers the treasure, and keeps the whole of it for himself.

Ques. Did Gaudentius act unjustly in buying the field at the
ordinary price, though he presumed, and even was certain, that a
treasure was hidden in it?

Aps. Gaudentius can keep the treasure, because, in reality, he
found it in his own field ; and he was not obliged to pay more
for it, because the treasure is not assimilated to any production of
the field. Do not object the presumption, nor even the certainty
of the thing, because this is quite accidental, and does not cause
any injury to the seller ; just as an apothecary need not pay more
for a load of hay because some medicinal plants are in it.

Case XVII.
OF THE PRESCRIPTION.

1. Sylvain has, for nine years, enjoyed the half of a field,
through inheritance; the field belonging to two masters, Peter
and Paul.

Peter discovers, looking over some documents, that he has a
right to a part of the field, claims and obtains it before justice.
Six months later, Paul claims it also; but he is opposed by a
right of prescription.

2. Hippolyte occupies, in good faith, a house belonging to two
brothers, John and Jacob. After nine years, Joln claimns posses-
sion with a document altered with erasure, but obtains nothing.
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Ten years later, by a lucky chance, Jacob discovers the authen-
tical document without erasure, which proves the validity of the
deed. Immediately he claims the house; but Hippolyte opposcs
the prescription. .

8. Medard possesses in good faith, for nine years, a field,
which he gives to his heir Gustave, when he is at the point of
death. Two years later, Victorin proves that the field belongs
to bim, and claims it. Gustave refuses to give it back, invoking
the prescription.

Ques. 1. Is Sylvain’s prescription valid, in the first case?

2. 'What of Hippolyte’s in the second?

8. And Gustave’s in the third?

Ans. Question 1. That depends: if the right of both masters
is founded on the same common deed, Sylvain cannot oppose
prescription, because his had faith ought to be proved in judg-
ment. But if they have two different deeds, it may happen that
Sylvain is in good faith, and opposes prescription.

Ans. Question 2. Hippolyte is right in opposing prescription,
for, in principle, his possession has not been interrupted ; because,
although there has been a suit at law, the adversary has lost it.
Add to this, that the authentical document brought in by Jaeb
has been found too late, the time fixed by prescription being
elapsed.

Ans. Question 8. The prescription of the heir Gustave is
valid, because it continues and completes the legal time, which
commenced with the first possession.

Such would be the case also if Gustave had acquired his field
by a deed of sale; for one may add together the time of the
different possessors in order to have prescription, provided all
were in good faith in detaining it.
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SECRET COMPENSATION.
Case 1.

Tur GraviTy oF THEFT.

Nestor, in his passion for stealing, takes advantage of every
occasion, and, tempted by the devil, steals either from the rich or
from the poor, three, four, five, or six francs. One day he takes
twelve francs from a very rich prince; but, a little after, having
heard an eloquent sermon, he makes a sincere confession, and
asks if he has sinned grievously in each case.

Ques. 1. When is there a grave matter in a theft?

Ques. 2. Did Nestor sin gravely in these cases, especially by
‘stealing twelve francs from a prince?

Ans. Question 1. According to the common opinion, the mat-
ter in a theft is relatively grave, but not absolutely in relation to
all; in other words, the matter may be grave or slight according
to the superior or inferior condition of the victim. A theft of
five or six francs constitutes, according to the probable opinion,
rigorously, a grave matter in relation to the rich; but a less grave
matter is sufficient for a mortal sin if the injured individual is of
inferior condition. Thus a theft of a franc, or half a franc, in
relation to a poor person, may constitute a grave matter.

Theologians generally pretend, says St. Liguori, that there is a
grave sin when the stealing is sufficient to feed a family for a day,
according to their condition, including food, clothing, and lodg-
ing. But this very obscure and vague rule could not be applied
to all thefts. It is necessary to determine a relatively grave
matter according to the ditferent conditions of men. . . . It
seems that one franc in relation to the poor, and sometimes less
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for very needy persons; two or three francs in relation to work-
men who earn their living by working by the day; four or five
francs in relation to people with a competency; six or seven
francs for ordinarily rich ones; and a little more in relation to
very rich people. This is the common doctrine.

Ans. Question 2. We can determine by this the gravity of
Nestor’s sins. He has committed a mortal sin each time he stole
six or seven francs, even from the rich, and ten or twelve francs
from a prince. As for his other thefts, he must be questioned, in
order to clear up the matter, and to be able to apply the above
rules concerning the grave matter. Moreover, in practice, often
this gravity cannot be determined, and the confessor cannot
know if his penitent’s sin is grievous or light. He must then
depend on Divine justice.

Case II.
Or SwuaLL THEFTS. .

Damase, a peasant, living on Gerard’s patrimony, stole from
him during several years, and at several times each year, either a
little wheat in the harvest time, or a few grapes in the vintage
time. However, he never had the intention of keeping up his
cvil course; but refiecting that these little thefts constitute a
grave matter, he asks of his confessor if he has grievously sinned,
and if he must make restitution under grave penalty.

Ques. What is to be decided about Damase’s case?

Ans. He has not sinned grievously if he had no intentfon of
causing a grave injury; but he must restore, under grave penalty,
for he has committed a grave wrong, unless the intervals betwcen
these thefts are such that they are not supposed to constitute
a grave matter. This supposition may be applied in his case.

Case IIL
Tue THEFTS OF CHILDREN AND SERVANTS.

1. Romaritus, the son of a good family, stole from his father,
o pretty wealthy man, once eight francs, and aftcr a certain
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interval, ten francs, by different small thefts : he spent the whole of
the money in gambling and drinking.

2. Quirinus, a servant, stole six francs from his master, a rich
man, and several months later he committed several little thefts,
of food and drink. In the same month, he stole the value of about
eight francs.

Ques. Did Romaricus and Quirinus sio gravely?

Ans. As to Romaricus, he must not be accused of a grave sin,
either in the first or in-the second case. Not in the first, because,
according to the more probable opinion, the grave matter for the
child of an honorable family must be ten francs; neither in the
second case, because, if ten francs constitute a grave sin for
Romaricus, when he steals that sum at one time, the value of fif-
teen francs in little thefts is necessary.

As for Quirinus, he has sinned gravely by stealing six francs
from his master, it is the common opinion of theologians ; but not
by committing small thefts of fuod, in principle, as results from
what has been said.

Case 1V.
Tuerrs or WIvEes.

Gerasine, the wife of Ludomire, a rich man, but close-fisted and
grasping, not to say avaricious, often steals little sums from her
husband to keep ber poor and unfortunate mother, though she well
knows that ber husband would get angry if he knew of it. She
steals also to provide for future need ; for, as she brought but a very
small dowry and has had no children by Ludomire, she foresees
that, in the case of her husband’s death, she will want the neces-
sary means for keeping her rank in society.

Ques. Did Gera<ine sin gravely?

Ans. The prudent wife must not be easily excused, for she has
overstepped the limits of human prudence, and has not trusted
enough in the goodness of divine Providence. For why such cal-
culation in view of an uncertain future time? Why does she thus
gather riches which does not belong to her? II)w does she know
that she will not die before her husband, but a long time after?
However, up o a certain point she must be pardoned, if her husband
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is old and an invalid, and if it is evident that he will leave nothing
at his death to his almost penniless wife ; because, in such circum-
stances, the husband ought to think of his wife. Moreover, it
would not be just to condemn a wife who, while her husband would
squander his patrimony, would steal some money which she would
keep for the future need of her children or of herself, if she held
the property in common with the husband.

Case V.
A TaiLor’s CLEVERNESS.

Genesius, a tailor, very skilful in his craft, knows how to make
suits with less cloth than others. and keeps the remainder to
pay for his skill. Having an order, from a man of nobility, to buy
ten yards of cloth for the making of a suit, he goes to the dealer
and agrees with him for a price. But unfolding the cloth, he dis-
covers a few tears; but calculating that, in spite of these, he can
make the suit just the same, he obtains a reduction of a third on
the price from the dealer, and asks the same pay from his
customer for the work.

Ques. What is te be thought of Genesius?

Ans. Our tailor can congratulate himself for his cleverness,
without any remorse of conscience ; because he has obtained a just
reduction from the dealer, and it is owing to his skill that, in spite
of the tears, it can make a splendid suit. He does not cause any
injury to his customer, for he uses a cloth of good and solid
quality.

Case VII.

Tur INNoceNT CoNDEMNED, INsTEAD OF THE GUILTY ONE.

Audifax, in the absence of Rudolph, secretly breaks into his
house, forces open the safe, tukes three hundred pounds, and runs
away. Rodolph, coming back, is struck with astonishment at
seeing his safe open, and asce: tuining the theft he gets angry. But
who is the thief? He does not know. Soon he begins to suspect
Titius, his servant. The servant is arrested and put into jail.
Through unfortunate circumstances, grave suspicions weigh upon
him. Witnesses are found, saying that, in the abscnce of his
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master, he was alone in the house. Titius, frightened, makes inco-
herent and even contradictory answers to the judge. Accused of
theft, he is condemned to perpetual imprisonment. Audifax,
tormented by remorse of conscience, goes to a priest, avows his
crime, and asks of him what is to be done in such a direful
emergency.

Ques. 1. Must Andifax deliver himself to justice. Was it his
duty to do it before the judgment?

Ques. 2. Is he under obligation to make reparation for the
wrong done to the servant?

Ques. 3. What must be the confessor’s answer?

Anps. Question 1. Here he is brought by repentance to his con-
fessor’s feet, waiting, full of tears, for his sentence. What is the
duty of the priest? Shall he oblige his penitent to restore integ-
rally for the evil? Shall he command him not only to give back the
stolen money, but also to deliver himself to the judge? Not at all.
It is sufficient that he should sccretly indemnify Rodolph, and do
penance for his sin. I say that Audifax is not under obligation to
deliver himself, even before the servant's sentence was pronounced,
even though he could have, by this means, prevented the condem-
nation of the innocent. The reason is, that Audifax has not been
the eficacious cause of the condemnation, but simply the occasion,
the occasional cause, or the removed cause. Now, no one is held to
repair an evil, if he has not been the true and efficacious cause of it.
Then . . . The misfortune of the servant must be imputed to the
witnesses’ and judge’s error ; but Audifax has not been the effica-
cious cause of that error; then he is not obliged to deliver bim-
self in order to prevent or repair that evil. Except in the case
when Audifax would have foreseen that unhappy result in such
circumstaonces, that the accusation and condemnation were very
probably to strike the servant; which does not happea usually.

Ans. Question 2. No, according to what has been said,
Audifax has not been the cause of the servant's sentence,
but it is the error of the judge. Then, he is not obliged to make
reparation. However, charity commands him to deliver an inno-
cent one from a grave penalty, if he can do it easily, without giv-
ing himsell up.
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Ans. Question 8. Generally, in so great an embarassment, the
confessor’s advice will be of little avail ; but it would be prudent to
advise him to take steps by himself, or through others, to interest
rome influential person, who, without divulging the case, could,
from the Chief of the State, obtain the release of the iunocent one.

Case IX.
A SeErvant's RuUse.

Ursani, a gourmand, wants for his table the best of dishes, bot
he does not want to pay the right price for the necessary pro-
visions. Being quick-tempered, he has the habit of gettiug angry
and blasphemous at everything, if he is not quickly obeyed in
whatever he desires. His cook is continually between the hammer
and the anvil. At last, she finds the means to settle the matter.
She buys of the best the market offers at a reasonable price, and
feigns to Ler master that she has hought them cheaper. In order
to act so, she takes care to carry about her the necessary mouney,
witkout her master’s knowledge.

Ques. Does Suzanne act unjustly towards her master?

Ans. Suzanne commits no injustice towards her master, for
she cannot act otherwise in her situation. However, we advise
her to cease the deceplion as soon as possible; for it is not with-
out danger and seduction ; especially, let her avoid lying.

Ciace X.
SeCRET CUMPENSATION.

I. Angustin is compelled by the judge to pay to Antony &
debt which he has already paid. He obcys the sentence, but ¢vm-
pensates himself secretly, by taking something from Auntony when
the occasion offers itself.

II.  Albert, a servant, is engaged by Medard to enter his ser-
vice; he accepts without any agreement as to salary, trusting in
Medard’s honesty. The year over, Lie receives wages inferior to
those of servants of the same kind. So Albert, without avy scru-
ples, has recourse to secret compensation, to make up for the
difference between his wages and the least ones of the same order.

III.  Marc, another servant, attending to the work of his charge,
breaks unintentionally a crystal vase. His master, angry of it,
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retains from his wages the value of the vase. Marc indemnifies
Limself secretly.

Ques. 1. Is Augustin warrantcd in having recourse to such a
compensation ?

Ques. 2. Also Albert, to complete the least wages given to
such scrvants?

Ques. 8. And Mare, could he make up secretly for the reduc-
tion on his wages? '

Ans. Question 1. By natural right, Augustin can have recourse
to secret compensation, if he has no other way to get back what
belongs to him. He causes no injury to Antony, doing nothing
else but taking back his own. Do not reproach the judge’s sen-
tence. The judge has no power to give to some one what does not
belong to him; and his sentence, founded on an error of facts, is
waterially unjust. Now, right cannot proceed from injustice,
though material.

Ans. Question 2. Rightly speaking, Albert cannot be con-
demned ; for, though there is no agreement, he has perfect right
to the lowest wages paid to other servants. So, he claims noth-
ing but his just due.

Ans. Question 8. He is not to be condemned if he has had
recourse to secret compensation to indemnify himself, in the case
of the involuntary breaking of the vase, without committing any
theological fault; because no one is obliged to repair an involan-
tary misfortune, except inwardly, afier the judge’s sentence, as we
shall see later about unjust condemnation. Then, the master has
no r'ght to exact reparation, and the servaat is warranted in tak-
ing back what he was not obliged to pay for; for Marc could only
be obliged by his conscience, or by a judgment. Now, there is no
judicial obligation in this hypothesis, there having been no judg-
ment, nor any obligation of conscience; for one is obliged in con-
science to make restitution only when the fault has been committed
with guilty intention.

Case XI.
SECRET COMPENSATION.

Ferdinand owed one hundred pounds to Aurclius. Before the
day of the payment, Ferdinand made a friendly cull at his debtor’s,
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and told him he was to send his servant with the money on the
next day. Aurelius, full of confidence, gives a receipt to Ferdi-
nand. Having received it, Ferdinand rejoices in having found a
good occasion to repay himself one hundred pounds owed by Aur-
elius’ father to his own, and which he had never been able to
prevail upon him to pay. Then, as Aurelius claims his money,
Ferdinand absolutely refuses it, afirming that he will keep that
sum to acquit the debt of Aurelius’ father. The creditor claimed
in justice the sum, but the debtor Ferdinand said he had paid it,
and proved it by showing the receipt; the unfcrtunate creditor
lost the suit, and was condemned to pay expenses.

Ques. 1. Had Ferdinand any right to keep the borrowed money
and use the receipt as he did?

Ques. 2. Could he swear that his debt was paid?

Ques. 8. Is he under obligation to pay to Aurelius the expenses
of judgment?

Anps. Question 1. Yes, Ferdinand was right in keeping a bor-
rowed sum, and in using the receipt, so skilfully obtained, in orderto
prove he was clear with Aurelius, because the debts of both parties,
being equal, destroy each other. Ferdinand did not act wrongfully
by showing the receipt, for it proves nothing else than that the
mouney borrowed by Ferdinand from Aurelius has been paid off,
which is quite conformable to the truth.

Ans. Question 2. Yes, also, according to St. Liguori’s doctrine,
Ferdinand can swear that he has paid the debt, having no other -
means to get it without wronging some one. For he swears accord-
ing to the truth and for a grave motive, affirming under oath that
he, owes nothing, this being the truth, both debts cancelling each
other. Then, nothing prevents that affirmation for a grave motive
from heing confirmed under oath.

Ans. Question 3. No, the expenses must be paid by the one
who unjustly arraigned the other before justice, and not by the
gainer. Then, Aurelius alone must pay them.




Cases on Westitution in General,

Case III.
OBLIGATORY RESTITUTION.

Carpophorius has contracted many debts, by his high living and
his luxurious table; and his wife Bertha has contributed to it a
great deal. But the husband died suddenly, and the creditors
swooped down from all parts on the unfortunate widow, who
possessed nothing from her hushand but a large family and a
very small fortune. She asks, in tears, of her confessor, if she
is obliged to satisfy so many creditors with so small a fortune.

Ques. Is Bertha obliged to pay the creditors out of what
remains ?

Ans. In principle, Bertha should be obliged to satisfy the
creditors, even with the little remainder left by her husband;
because, by natural equity, she must indemnify them. However,
as she has a large family and a very small fortune, she must be
exempted from the obligation of restitution, at least for a time,
until she has become richer; because the moral powerlessness in
which she finds herself furnishes her a pretext for deferring that
restitution. Except in a case in which the creditors, or one of
them, should be in the same nced; because then the condition
of debtor would be the best.

Case V.
A Baker TakexN 1N His OwN MEesues.

Monica, having got some bread at the house of the bhaker
Rufus, carries it home, and perceives with astonishment that it is
not of the usual quality and quantity, She goes to the chief of
police and explains her case. They proceed to the baker’s, but
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he pretends that he never saw Monica hefore. ¢ You know me
very well,” says Monica ; ** do you not remember that I owe you
eighty francs. Here is a bill you sent me a few davs ago.”
The baker d-nies again. **That is all right,” said the police
officer, ¢* you do not owe him anything.” So saying, the latter
takes the bill and tears it up. Then they come out of the shop,
leaving in it a crestfallen baker.

Ques. 1. Is Monica acquitted?

"Ques. 2. Had the police-officer the right to punish the baker
in such a way? :

Ans. Question 1. Yes, Monica must not be distarbed, hecaase
the remittance took place, at least implicitly, on the baker’s part.
He does not wish to recognize Monica ; then he denies that she
is his debtor : thus he implicitly acquits her debt. He can better,
indeed, lose the money due, than submit to a greater injury by a
judgment. For it is sufficient, in order that there should be a
true remittance, that the creditor should have the integral posses-
sion of the thing and be willing to remit it. This is just what
happened in this case; and do not say that the baker acted by
compulsion, and that his remittance is not valid: he acted freely,
under the influence of a legitimate fear, for he was always able
to choose some after means: in other words, avow his fault, and
be punished for it. Then he has really the tacit intention of
implicitly discharging that debt.

Ans. Question 2. The officer acquitted Monica in a valid and
just manner, for he had the right either to punish the baker or
denounce him to the jinlge; but the baker prefers to escape a
just vexation by remitting the debt, rather than suffer the penalty.
Then the officer, satisfied with such a punishment, gives up his
right to have a greater one imposed upon him by a judgment,
and leads the guilty one to inflict a punishwent on himsclf by
remitting the debt.
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Case VI.
Tae Disnoxest HOLDER.

Agathon makes this confession: He stole a horse, hought for
two hundred francs by his master, and sold the animal for two
bundred and fifty francs.

Ques. Is it sufficient for him to pay two hundred francs to the
borse’s master, and keep fifty francs as payment for his sharp-
ness ?

Ans. Agathon must pay to his master the money he has
received ; unless he can attribute the benefit he realized to his own
ability.

Case VII.
Tue PossEssor DisHONESTLY.

I. Zachary stole a hundred pounds from Charles. As he is a
very clever man, he used them so effectively in business transac-
tions that he soon realized a notable gain. But later, wishing to
make reparation for the wrong he has caused, he asks of his con-
fessor if it is sufficient for him to give back the stolen sum; or
if be is also obliged to give up the profit made with it.

1I. Sisinus stole from Titius a hen, worth fifteen cents; from
the hen he gets a large number of eggs. Having some of these
eggs hatched, he became the owner of a number of chickens. He
sold some of them, and kept the others, in order to have more eggs
and more chickens. Indeed, his thelt was a very profitable one.
But later, in confession, having accused himself of it, he is
sentenced by the confessor to give back hen, money, eggs and
chickens, or their estimated value.
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Ques. 1. Is Zachary obliged to restore the whole of the profit
made with the stolen money ?

Ques. 2. And Sisinus, besides the hen, must he give back the
profit?

Aps. Question 1.  Zachary is under obligation to give back the
whole of the profit, if the master of the money would have realized
a prolit equal to it; for instance, if he had used that money in
business, which is presumable when the owner of the money is a
merchant ; or some one using his money in that way. In the con-
trary case, Zachary would not be obliged to restore the gain,
because it might be called the result of bis cleverness.

Ans. Question 2. It is sufficient for Sisinus to give back the
value of the hen. In an absolnte manner, rigorously, he ought to
restore the whole of the profit, deducting expenses; because the
thing is profitable to the master, and the latter might have made
all the profit himself from his hen. However, moraliter loquendo,
when it is a question of the theft of a common object of little
importance, it is sufficient to restore its valye; for, according to
the common appreciation, the master suffered no other wrong than
the value of the hen belonging to him ; for, if he had the intention
of getting another hen, he could procure it very easily.




Casges on Wrong Hnjustlp Done.

Case 1.
A Gumay MaN, TrouGcH BEeING IN THE RIGHT.

Zephirin made a deep excavation in his field, in order to get
sand therefrom. He knows that Andrea very often passes that
way during the night, but he does not warn him of the danger.
Andrea falls into the hole and breaks his leg ; so he cannot attend
to his work for two or three months.

Ques. 1Is Zephirin obliged to pay for the accident?

Ans. Zephirin has sinned gravely against charity by not
warning Andrea, but not at all against justice; for he had a just
motive for digging a hole in his field. (Then, he owes no repara-
tion.)

Case II.
THREAT T0 DENOUNCE A GuIiLTY ONE.

Eligius surprises Caius in the very act of committing a theft.
He threatens to denounce him, if the latter does not give him one
dollar. Caius pays it, in order to avoid the denunciation.

Ques. Can Eligius keep that money either: 1, if he meant
seriously to denounce Caius; or, 2, it it was only to frighten him?

Ans. 1. Yes, if he means to denounce him ; because any citi-
zen has the right to denounce an offender for the public interest,
and consequently to receive something to give up that right.

2. Yes, according to the more probable opinion, though Eligius
only made believe. The reason here is, that he has the right to
accuse him, and gives up that right, which is payable. Then,
Eligius has justly received the money.



226 The Doctrine of the Jesuis.

Case 1I1I.
" Tre ONE Dorxé WRONG IN SPiTE oF HIMSELF.

Medard enters a shop, with two friends of his, to buy something.
While he is bargaining, he steals a gold watch from a tray,
believing it was a copper one. Coming home, he looks at it and
perceives that it is gold. However, he does not keep it long; for
the very same day he lost it, taking a walk about town. A little
later, Medard, struck by repentance, wishes to make restitution,
but only of the value he put on the watch when he stole it.

Ques. 1. Are we obliged to make restitution for the whole
value of a stolen object, if we thought, by an invincible error, that
the object was of a less value when it was stolen?

Ques. 2. What must Medard do in this case? Must he restore
the full value, or only part of it? _

Aps. Question 1. There is controversy. According to the
more probable opinion, the ane who caused the wrong is obliged
to repair only the wrong he thought he had done, provided there
is an invincible error; inasmuch as there is no theological fault
relatively to the surplus of the wrong, that is to say, of an ignored
wrong, such a surplus not being at all voluntary, and not being
likened to an injustice properly so called.

Ans. Question 2. Medard is under obligation to restore the
full value of the gold watch ; because it is hardly presumable that
he thought it was certainly a copper one; for there was too much
haste in the theft to form a sure conviction on tiat subject. . . .

But if Medard had been, from the first, in a truly invincible
error on the subject of the watch’s value, and if, later, having
recognized its full value, and having formed the resolution to
restore it immediately, he was prevented by some involuntay
cause; and if, during this time, he had lost it,—in this hypo-
thesis, according to the probable opinion, Medard should be
dispensed from refunding the surplus value unknowa at the time
of the theft; for he would have exposed on his side the probable
opinion in the answer to the first question.
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Cask V.
PREVENTED BENEFACTION.

Gaston had made a will in favor of Fabien, his nephew. But
snother nepbew, Florian, tells the uncle that Fabien bas on
several occasions spoken very irreverently of him. The angry
testator tears up his will, makes Florian his heir, and dies soon
after.

Ques. Must Florian restore the inheritance to Fabien?

Ans. Yes, in principle ; because Florian, through unjust means,
defamation and calumny, has deprived Fabien of his inheritance ;
for Fabien, as it appears»would have certainly obtained it, being
already made the heir; and his uncle, dying soon after, it is not
to be presumed that he would have changed his mind. But the
answer would be different if Florian, instead of being induced by
hate or cupidity, had shown to Gaston, equitably, or for a reason-
able motive, grave defects, which would have demonstrated that
Fabien was to be judged quite unworthy of the inheritance.

Case VII.
LAMENTABLE ERROR.

Phileas, a seminarist, blinded by buman weakness, commits a
grave larceny in the seminary; Albin, his comrade, suspected
and accused of it, is turned out of the seminary. Another mis-
fortane befalls him; drawing an unlucky number, he is obliged
to go to the army; however, he buys a substitute for two
thousand francs. As for Phileas, as soon as he knew of the
accusation intended to Albin, full of repentance, he secretly
restores the stolen money, and confesses his fault to another
priest than his usual confessor, without mentioning Albin’s case.
Later, a remorseful conscience induces him to tell everything
to his usual confessor, who obliges him to repair all the wrong
done to Albin, obliged to pay for a substitute; because Phileas
might have easily overcome the difficulty, even in not denouncing
himself, by informing the superior of his fault, either through Lis
confessor or some other prudent person.
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Ques. 1. What ought to be said about Phileas’ first con-
fession?

Ques. 2. Has Phileas sinned gravely against justice and
charity?

Ans. Question 1. There is nothing to reprove in Phileas’ first
confession. . . . No matter if he has kept silence conce.ning the
circumstance relating to Albin. . . .

Ans. Question 2. Phileas has sinned gravely against charity,
in principle, if he has thought this the easy way to defend his
fellow-student. For one is held by charity to prevent the wrong
experienced by another, when one can do so easily.

But he has not sinned against justice ; because he has not been
the efficacious cause, but only the occasion of Albin’s misfortune.
Then he has been unjustly condemned by his confessor to make
reparation. . . . It results upon the whole, that he has sinned
against charity, but not against justice.

Case IX.
MIsTARE IN THE WRoNG DoNE By SoMe ONE.

I. Cocles, rising up during the night, with the intention of
ravaging lis enemy’s vineyard, makes a mistake, in the darkness,
and ravages that of his friend Lucius.

II. Curtius gives to Didyme, who asks drink of him, & poisoned
beverage, with the intention of killing him. Julius, who was
present, in joking, took the cup, drank the whole of it, and died
soon after.*

Ques. 1. Shall the one who does the injury be held to make
reparation for the evil he has committed without any intention?

Ques. 2. Must Curtius indemnify Julius’ unhappy family?

* Gury has not even had the deplorable merit of inventing this infamy.
He took it from Lacroix: ¢If Caius has poisoned wine, and put it before
Sempronius with the intention of killing him; and supposing that Titius,
having no knowledge about fit, drinks the wine and dies, and that Caius
allows him to do it through fear of revealing his crime,—in this case
Calux is not a murderer, and he is not obliged to repair the harm which
resulted in the death of Titius; because the death of Titius is not the
voluntary work of Calus, who could not foresee the case, and was not
obliged to advise Titius that the beverage was poisoned.” (Page 443.)
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Ques. 3. Should Cocles be held to repair the damage which he
bas caused to Lucius’ vineyard?

Ans. Quaestion 1. 1. No, if he has not foreseen the evil, even
confusedly ; because then the evil committed is not a voluntary act
of the author, and cannot be imputed to him. For instance,
Titius wishes to kill Peter, his enemy, whom he believes is alone;
but without injuring Peter he kills Paul, whom he did not see, and
whom he had no suspicions of finding there. Titius is not obliged
to indemnify the family of Paul; because the homicide was only
fortuitous, and not at all voluntary.

2. But if he wishes only to destroy an object, or to deface it,
thinking it belongs to his enemy Paul, when it is Peter’s property,
in this case he is held to repair the damage; because he was
willing to destroy a determined object.

However, St. Liguori looks upon the contrary opinion as prob-
able, with Lugo, etc.

Ans. Question 2. Cocles seems to be held to repair the damage,
at least according to the common and probable opinion, as it was
said ahove. However, according to St. Liguori's opinion, we can-
not constrain Cocles to make reparation.

Ans. Question 8. Curtius is not obliged to repair the evil, if he
was able to prevent Julius from drinking the poisoned wine;
neither to avow his crime, nor to run the danger of death. The
reason of that is: Julius’ death was not the effect of Casius’ will;
becauge he has not foreseen the case, and he was not obliged to
run into danger of sure death to prevent a wrong which he did not
foresee. Then it is only by accident, and against Curtius’ will,
that Juliug’ death has happened. Therefore, Curtius has not heen
the efficacious cause, but the simple occasion ; since Julius killed
himself in drinking a beverage which was not prepared for him.

Case X.
MisTARE IN THE WROXG DONE BY SomMeE ONE.

Lupien, in'seeking for a way to wrong his enemy Sylvain, finds
Sylvain’s calf feeding in his master’s ficld, and immediuately shoots



230 The Doctrine of the Jesuits.

at him; but instead of the calf, he kills the marshal’s ox grazing
behind a hedge.

Ques. Must Lupien repair the damage he has done by uninten-
tionally killing the ox? Quid.—If the ox and calf were the
property of the same person?

Ans. Lupien cannot be held to repair the damage resulting
from the death of the ox; because he had no intention of killing
him, and by no means could he foresee this misfortune. He owes
nothing, either for the calf which is uninjured, or for the ox;
because he killed him unintentionally, and without foreseeing.
But, what if both animals had belonged to the same master? The
solution ought to be the same; for it would remain true that the
evil was not foreseen.

Case XI.
Tuae FasaioNaBLE Novice.

Simplicius, young, fashionable, beardless, joyful, arrives at
Paris, with the intention of amusing himself. Everything pleases
bim, and in his happiness he smiles at everything. He had not
yet, the imprudent youth, experienced the uncertainty of human
things. One day he hires a beautiful horse, in order to give him-
self a ride on horseback, his greatest pleasure. All yield to bim
instantly; everybody looks and admires him. But alas! he
scarcely arrives in the suburb, when two men, dressed in black
suits, like sheriff’s officers, summoned him, by saying: ¢ Hallo!
friend, stop, that horse does not belong t> you.” *That is true,”
answers Simplicius, astonished; ‘he does not belong to me: I
hired him.”” ¢-Well, well,”’ reply the men dressed in black, ¢we
know it; we must seize him on account of a judgment, with all his
master’s goods, in order to pay the creditors.” At these words
the men take the horse, and run away. Sheepish and raging, our
fashionable comes back on foot, and tells the story to the owner of
the horse ; who, astounded, gets out of temper, and exacts frow
Simplicius the price of the horse. .

Ques. Is Simplicius obliged to pay, before judgment, the
value of th:e horse?
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Ans. What must we decide on the subject of our fashionable?
Shall we condemn him to pay for the horse? Do not hasten to
resolve the difficulty. You see this poor fellow punished enough
v bis misfortune. A young man without any experience, deceived
by so mach knavishness ; does it not appear to you that our pity
will be better for him than condemnation? But will you acquit
lim? You hear the indignant master cry out, complain, vocifer-
ate, and protest against your sentence. Then, thereisa grave law-
suit to debate. What will Themis do, who is impartial? Who
shall be favored? And you, what do vou decide? If you will
believe me, before the sentence of the judge, we must forgive
Simplicius. You are astonished at it, looking for the justice in
this solution. Listen a little. The solution is derived by itself
from principles. Because one cannot constrain to make repara-
tion, in conscience, only when a theological and grave fault exists,
in a grave matter. Now, who will accuse Simplicius of a grave
theological fault? Nobody, assuredly ; then his cause is gained.
But, will you say he is foolish because he acted foolighly? Then,
if he is silly, he has not sinned gravely, and he is not held to make
reparation. But, say you, he ought to have paid attention to the
knavishness of the thieves; then he is guilty.

Ile ought, that is true, if he had been thinking of it, and if he
suspected the ruse before a certain point; now, it is contrary to
the hypothesis. Therefore we must acquit Simplicius: at least,
according to the more probable opinion.

Case XII.
A Hare ror OxE Sowu.

Georgias, a peasant, meets two soldiers in his way, and offers to
sell them & hare that he has just killed. For a joke, the soldiers
pretend to be willing to buy such beauntiful game. Immediately
they show 1o the hunter a new sou, brilliant as a louis. Deceived
by its appearance, and thinking it is a louis, Georgias is ready to
give them back the remainder of the value in change. *‘Kcep all,
friend,” say the soldiers. The peasant, leaping with joy, immedi-
ately runs away. ‘Ili! down there, come, come,” cry out the
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soldiers with all the strength of their lungs. But the peasant tars
a deaf ear: the more he hears them cry, the faster he runs, and
the soldiers cannot stop him, nor catch him by any means. What
is to be done with the hare? It is easy to settle the difficulty; we
will eat him, so it will not be lost. The hare was scarcely swal-
lowed, when the poor peasant, having perceived his mistake, comes
to the barracks and claims more money. ¢‘My friend,” say the
soldiers, “you are come too late ; we had no intention of buying s
hare, we had not money enongh ; we have eaten him to your health.
You were not willing to hearken to our call; then, leave us in
peace.”

Ques. Should the soldiers be held to make restitution?

Ans. No, in principle. In this case we must apply the rulesof
the possessor of good faith. Because, in this hypothesis, the sol-
diers being unable to find, and not able to wait for him, regarded
the hare as an abandoned object, and ate him. Therefore they
have neither the hare nor the price of him, and are no richer than
before. They must make no restitution.




Cases on Co:-Operation {n Orver to Enjure Others.

Case I.
Tre Oxe Wnro CoMmaNDs.— THE EMPLOYER.

I. Castor has commanded Pestus, his servant, to steal some
money from Jacob; the servant takes more, and keeps the surplus
for himself.

II.  Another time, moved by a desire to revenge himself, he
commands Caius, another servant, to crush the shrubbery in
Paul’s field. Caius goes out in order to obey, but he makes
a mistake and spoils John’s field, which is adjacent to Paul’s.

Ques. 1. Should Castor be held to make restitution for the
surplus of the theft committed by his servant?

Ques. 2. Should he repuair the damage made by his proxy’s
error in the sccond case?

Anps. Question 1. Castor cannot be held to give back anything
for the surplus of the theft, because that surplus results not from
the efficacy of the order, but from the proxy’s own will. Except
the case where he should have foreseen that his servant would
exceed his orders; because then, in employing as proxy such a
man, he is supposed to be responsible for the damages caused
by him.

Ans. Question 2. No, because the damage must be attributed
to the proxy only, and not to the employer; there is no mistake,
only on the part of the proxy, who, consequently is obliged to
repair the damage.

Case II.
THE EMPLOYER.

Leon commands Titius to steal at night some fruits from
Baudouin’s ‘ficld ; but the poor fellow, caught by the proprictor’s
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servants, is beaten, robbed, barely escapes, falls into a ditch and
breaks his arm.

Qu-s. Ought Leon to repair the injury which has happened to
Titius?

Ans. Leon is responsible for the injury felt by Titius, by the
blows of Baudouin’s servants, because he could have easily fore-
secn this evil in a confused manner. But he is not held to repair
the other injuries suffered by Titius being robhed, and breaking
his arm by falling into a ditch, because he could not have fore-
seen them.

Case 1V,
Tre ONe WHO ADVISES.

Rifax, seeing Bazile’s shop open, in the absence of his
master, says to Lucius: ¢ If you were to steal something from
Bazile, nobody would see you.” Upon this, Lucius immediately
steals several articles.

Ques. Is Rifax obliged to make restitution, if Lucius does
not?

Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion. Rifax is
not held to make restitution, because he has been only the occa-
sion and pot the cause of the wrong, for he has given neither
order nor advice ; one cannot explain what kind of influence he
has had, for he simply indicated the thing, without attempting to
induce his comrade to steal. Therefore, he has not had any
efficacious influence in the wrong.

Case V.
Tae ONE Wno CONSENTS.

Philetus brings an action against Rufus. The judges, five in
" number, bribed with the presents of Philetus, gives him the case,
contrary to equity. But two judges who did not vote in the last
place, maintain they are not obliged to make restitution ; because,
as they say, although they gave their cunsent to the injustice, their
influence was not the cause of it.

Ques.  Are the said judges held to make restitution ?
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Anps. The last two judges, like the others, sinned gravely -
against justice, and are held to make reparation jointly and
severally, if they have voted secretly ; because, in that case, there
has been only one unjust common action, and we do not distin-
guish the former from the latter. Yet, if they have voted pub-
licly, openly, they ought to be dispensed, according to the probable
opinion, of an injustice effective and efficacious; because it does not
appear that they are the cause of the injustice already sufficiently
prepared and determined by the others.

Case VI.
Tae OXE WHo CONSENTS.

Sylvie, Marius’ wife, approves the conduct of her husband when
he mingles wheat of an inferior quality with a superior one. The
mistake, cannot be perceived, and he sells the whole as wheat of
first quality. .

Ques. Does Sylvie take part in the injustice committed by her
husband ?

Ans. No, if she has only sanctioned or ratified this injustice ;
provided she does not incite her husband to do so again.

Case XI.
NEegaTive Co-OPERATION.

1. Baldus, the father of a family, either by a grave careless-
ness or by silence, though seeing the wrong, or by indolence, did
not prevent the injury done to his neighbors, by his wife, children,
or servants, although he could easily have prevented it.

When asked to make reparation for the damage done, he
answers calmly : “I have not wronged any one.” His youngest
son having broken a precious vase which belongs to Caprasius,
the latter calls at Baldus’ in order to claim the price of the vase.
Baldus turns him out of his house with a pitchfork.

" 2. Sabellus had intrusted his flock to the care of the shepherd
Tityre. At one time the shepherd being sound asleep, at another
having been tied to a tree against his will, by his comrades, who
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“were amusing themselves, the flock spoil the field of Hilarius,

who asks Sabellus to make reparation.

Ques. What must we think of Baldas and Sabellus?

Ans. 1. Baldus is not held to repair the damages 'committed
by his family, before the judgment, although he is gravely culpable.
But the manner in which he turned Caprasius away will appear
Justly too boorish.

2. Sabellus is not held in any case, before the judgment. to
repair the damages caused to Hilarius. More than that, for the
damage committed in the last case, the judges can condemn neither
Tityre nor Sabellus ; because the shepherd was not free at all.

Case XIII.
NecaTIVE Co-OPERATION.

Janvier, a tailor workman, laboring in his master’s shop with
two comrades younger than himself, steals some golden and silver
remnants, coming from the clothing of a nobleman, unconscious
that his master sees him. The other two workmen seeing this,
immediately follow his example. Although their thefts, considered
separately, do not constitute a grave matter, on account of Jan-
vier’s theft, however, united together, they doubtless make a
notable matter.

Ques. 1. Have the youngest workmen sinned against justice? .

Ques. 2. What should we say about the older one, Janvier?

Ans. Question 1. The two youngest workmen have not sinned
gravely, but only slightly against justice; because each ome of
them has committed only a slight theft. . . .

Ans. Question 2. And Janvier also has not sinned gravely
against justice, at least has not caused an unjust injury, and con-
sequently he is not held jointly and severally to make restitution;
because, like the others, he has only committed a slight theft, and
is not the efficacious moral cause of the theft of the others, but
only the occasion, at least, according to the more probable opinion.
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Case XIV.
Tae ONE Wno Says NorHING.

Canut sees a thief taking away some wheat from Paul's fleld.
He does not oppose it nor cry out, though it is easy for him to
prevent the theft. More than that, far from stopping or denounc-
ing the thief, he receives money from him, in order to keep
silence in the matter. But when he goes to confession his confes-
sor accuses him of a grave sin, and obliges him, at the same time,
to give to the poor the money he has received, and to repair the
wrong done to Paul.

Ques. 1. Has Canut sinned gravely in not preventing the theft?

Ques. 2. Is he obliged to make restitution to Paul?

Ques. 3. Shall he give the money he has received from the
thief to the poor, give it back to the thief, or keep it for himseif?

Ans. Question 1. 1. Canut assuredly has sinned gravely
against charity in taking care not to cry out or stop the thicf,
although duty would not require him to defend Paul's field;
because every one of us is held by the general precept of charity
to prevent evil to another, whenever we can do it easily without a
serious prejudice for us.

2. But Canut has not sinned against justice in accepting money
for his silence, if the theft was already consummated ; because, in
promising to be silent, he has not been the efficacious cause of the
theft ; he has not defended the thief, but has only defended him
against an accusation of theft, against the danger of incurring a
penalty, and conscquently he cannot have an influence upon the
theft, as an efficacious cause. It would be otherwise if he had
received some money before the execution of the theft, so as to
protect the thief.

Ans. Question 2. Canut must make restitution to Paul, as hav-
ing participated of an efficacious manner in the theft, if he has
received money from the thicf before the act, in order to protect
him to such a degree that he may have a stronger passion for
stealing. And in this case Canut must repair the wrong, instead
of the thief. With still more reason one would accuse him of
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having participated in the theft, if he had received some money in
order to keep watch, or to protect the escape of the thicf.

Ans. Question 3. If Canut has not contributed t» the theft,—
for instance, if he has received the money after the theft was
accomplished, for his silence, and not to denounce the thief,—he
can keep back the money; because a contract weighing upon an
indifferent thing is valid. But if, in receiving some money before
the theft, he has protected the thief, and has made him more
ardent, according to a great many theologians, he ought to give
back the money to the thief himself ; because then the contract is
void, a3 countenancing an unjust thing. But, according to very
many others, Canut would participate in the theft, even in prom-
ising to keep silence; nevertheless he counld keep the money after
the theft, as a reward for the service given to the thief.




@ages on the Circumstances of Westitution,

Case 1.
Jorxt RESPONSIBILITY.

Meliton, seeing two men stealing a baleof goods, joins hiuself
to them, helps them to carry the load, and receives his part of the
plunder. Another time, knowing that three men go in order to
set Damien’s barn on fire, he also goes, and sets the fire with
them.

Ques. Ought Meliton to make restitution of the whole if the
others do not return their shares, in the matter of the bale and
fire?

Ans. One ought to dispense Meliton from a joint and sever:l
liability restitution: 1, He is not to be held to it for the bale,
because then his co-operation was not necessary for the cause of
the prejudice, inasmuch as the other thieves were carrying away
the bale without his aid. 2, Nor for the fire, at least according to
the probable opinion ; because, although his action might have been
sufficient to occasion the damage, it was, however, only a partial
influence, seeing that it cannot be called either necessary or
common.

Case V.
TiMe oF RESTITUTION.

Mirocles, on account of being obliged to provide for his parents,
has postponed for a notable timne the payment of certain damages
and debts which he has contracted. At the death of his parents,
a8 he goes to pay his creditors, he learns that, in consequence of
this delay, they have suffered a loss of gain, and that a great
injury has resulted from it. . . .
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Ques. Should Mirocles repair the injury caused to his creditors
by this delay? ‘

Ans. 1. No, he ought not to repair it, becanse this delay was
neither voluatary nor culpable.

2. And he even ought not to repair the injury resulting from
the delay in the payment which he was to make for damages, be-
cause this prejudice did not result, properly speaking, from an
offence, and was not foreseen.

Case X.
Cavuses waicH DisPENSE wrtH RESTITUTION.

Mayloire, overwhelmed by debts, in consequence of hard times,
has not more than six thousand francs, which he needs to support
himself and family, especially an insane son.

Ques. Is Mayloire released from obligation to pay his debts?

Ans. Mayloire ought to be easily excused from making resti-
tution. But in this case it is difficult in theory to give a sure and
precise solution ; that depends upoa circumstances.

Case XIV.
RELEASE OF PROPERTY.

Olibrius, is overwhelmed by debts, and he is utterly unable to
pay ; therefore he is obliged to sell all his properties. But the
unfortunate man, to support his wife and & numerous family,
threatened with poverty, secretly puts aside a certain sam, and
hides it carefully. At another time he omits to declare a very
secret debt that Titius owes to him ; and he advises his debtor to
keep profound silence on this subject.

Ques. What must we think of Olibrius? Ought he to make
restitution ?

Ans. Olibrius must not be disturbed in those two cases, if the
money which he has put aside is very necessary to avoid pov-
erty.

Case XV.
EMBARRASSED DEBTORS.

Adrien, being unable to pay a debt, obtains from the Court &
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division of the property between himself and his wife, in order
that their common property may not be seized by the creditors.

Ques. What must we think of Adrien?

Ans. Adrien must not be molested, in principle; for his wife
has the right to ask this division, provided she does it without
knavery, or did not participate in anything to the injustice of her
husband, for instance, relatively to debts contracted with injustice
or prodigality. ’
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Case II.
ResTITUTION FOR HOMICIDE.

Jacoh has killed Marc, who was ruining his family hy his
luxury and babits of drunkenness. His Confessor orders liim to
give a sum of monecy, as an indemnity, to Marc’s family. Jacob
answers, that the death of Marc, instead of being a misfortune,
is a profit to his family. The Confessor insists; and as Jacoh
persistently refuses to obey, the Confessor sends him away with-
out giving him absolution.

Ques. Ought Jacob in reality to indemnify the family of Mare
whom he has killed? Should the Confessor order him to give this
compensation ?

Ans. No; for Jacob has not caused any damage to the family,
and he has even prevented it from being more ruined. Then the
confessor, by reason of justice, could not order him to indemnify
the family, threatening him with a refusal of absolution.  He
could only impose on him a penance, either of giving some money
to the family, if it was in need, or of giving it as alms to the

poor. .
Case III.
RESTITUTION FOR RAPE.

Sylvie, a girl of good morals, was seduced, or rather violently
seized by Lupin, under unfortunate circumstances. Deploring
the loss of her virginity, and almost in despair, she goes two or
three months later to Lupin, and assuring him that she is preg-
nant by him, demands of him two thousand francs; as much for
the loss of her virginity, as in order to avoid dishonor and bring
ber child up elsewhere; if not, she threatens to sue him at law,
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and publish his fault everywhere. Lupin, in order to avoid
dishonor and to bring up the child, reluctantly gives her the
money asked for, although with regret. But going to confession,
she asks if she can keep that money. The Confessor declares that
she ought to return it to Lupin.

Ques. Can Sylvie keep the money obtained by a knavery. as
a compensation for the loss of her virginity, or for some other
claim? '

Anps. 1. Sylvie cannot keep any money for the loss of her
virginity,— a loss that one cannot estimate, and that no one can
indemnify.

2. Neither under the pretext of bringing up her child ; because,
as soon as there is an error in the principal motive which impels
us,—error which is the cause of the contract,— this contract
becomes null. Now, the final cause, at least partially, does not
subsist, inasmuch as there is no child to bring up. Then the
contract, as far as something has been given to Sylvie to bring
up her child, is null by natural right. Therefore, Sylvie cannot
keep anything for that reason.

8. But she can keep part of the money for relinquishing her
right to denounce Lupin, or to disclose his fault.

Case 1V.
REeSTITUTION FOR FORNICATION.

Laban, hy dint of prayers and caresses, has induced the young
Romelie to sin with him. She resists at first; and at last con-
sents. A child is the result of it, who dies at his birth., But the
fault having been divulged, Romelie cannot find any honest man
who will marry her. Consequently, indignant, she claims, with
a great oulcry, a compensation from Laban.

Ques. Does Laban owe anything to Romelie?

Ans. Laban owes nothing, in principle, unless he may have
divalged the matter himself. For, from what has been said, from
the moment when the woman consents to sin, the man owes
nothing, except his part in the expense of bringing up the child.
Now, in this case, there is no expense, the child having died
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immediately. Then Romelie shall attribute to herself only the
misfortune which results from her fault. She ought to have
foreseen it before she committed that fault. How many tears
flow too late from her eyes |

Case X.
FrAUD TO THE PREJUDICE OF THE TREASURY.

Severin, a priest, carefully questions his penitents, in order to
know if they have not committed some fraud in order to avoid
paying the duty in the purchase, sale, or transportation of goods;
if they have evaded the custom officers; if they have refrained
from reporting their goods themselves when not questioned.
When the penitents confess to either of these frauds, Severin
obliges them to make restitution to the custom officers, and exacts
from them a serious promise, even under refusal of absolution, not
to sin in the future on this matter.

Ques. What should we think of Severin’s way of acting?

Ans. The indiscretion of Severin im all his conduct is clearer
than noon day. He must refrain in the future from tormenting
his penitents who say nothing on this subject. It will be safer
for him to keep silence on this matter. 1f one of his penitents
interrogates him, he can exhort him to pay the duties. But let
him keep himself from solving difficulties that more learned men
than him cannot determine about.

Case XI.
FrAUD TO THE PREJUDICE OF THE TREASURY.

Forbin sells to Gilbert a field for thirty thousand francs. But
they do not want to pay the tax established by the government
upon the sale of properties. What shall they do? The way
is well known, and used. They agree to declare only tweuty
thousand francs on the deed, and they go to the notary’s. At tiis
declaration, the notary, smiling, because he knows the true value of
the ficld, says to Gilbert: ¢ It will be a good bargain for you,
rascal ! ” and without saying anything more, he draws up the
dceed.
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Ques. 1. Is it sinning gravely against justice to feign an
inferior price in the purchase of a field, in order to pay less taxes?

Ques. 2. Should the notary make restitution in this case; for
be knows the fraud, and yet draws up the deed?

Ques. 3. Quid.—If he bad himself advised the contracting
parties to do it?

Anps. Question 1. There is controversy. . . . The opinion
which seems the more probable, exempts the contracting parties
from the obligation to declare the true price; because the law does
not appear to seek more than to be assured of the validity of a
public contract, and the delivery, like ad the payment, of the thing
sold, and to give some securities in case of suit in law; for
instance, if there was an eviction. This is why it does not appear
that there is, in conscience, any obligation to declare either the
price paid or the value of it, at least, the smallest that one can
assign to the thing. But those who diminish this value beyond
reason’, expose themselves to the danger of paying a fine. As for
inheritance, it shall be sufficient to declare the value based upon
the annual income, as one gloes usually.

Ans. Question 2. No; because the notary is not obliged by
his duty to enforce the payment of the tax, like government
employees, but to draw up the valid deeds.

Now, the declaration of the price has not any relation with the
validity of ‘the deed. Moreover, he does not participate in the
fraud, and does not sin against justice; because, according to the
probable opinion, the contracting parties do not sin themselves.

Ans. Question 3. The difficulty is greater. Some assert that
the notary, in this case, ought to repair the wrong done to the
Treasury ; because if he is not held to prevent the fraudl, at least
he is held not to participate in it in a positive manner. But others
excuse him; because, if the contracting parties do not sin, the
notary does not sin either, even in co-operating in a positive man-
per. For the notary has not charge of the taxes, and is not held
by his duty to coll:ct them. Then, in regard to this, he must be
likened to a private person.




Treatise on Tontracts.

The science which treats of contracts, especially at the pres-
ent time, ought be regarded as necessary. For trade extends
itself so far—arts, not liberal, improve themselves so much—that
for the equity of contracts, one has recourse more and m-re often
to the sacred tribunal. But it is there especially that appears the
difficulty to conciliate the' laws of conscience with the civil
code. However, with the help of God, as we hope, we will pro-
ceed with so much prudence that, guided by the most renowned
doctors, we will be accused neither of supreme severity nor of
supreme indulgency.

PART FIRST.

CoNTrACTS IN GENERAL.

754. One calls a contract a covenant, by which one or several
persons agree with one or several others to give, to do, or not W
do something.

One distinguishes contracts as :

Unilateral or reciprocal. . . .

Gratuitous or onerous. . . .

Solemn or simple. . . .

Named or npnamed. . . .

Bare or covered. . . .

Formal, express ; or virtual, tacit. . .
Absolute or conditional ; pure or-not pure. + . 4

In all contracts, one distinguishes three things : the essence, the
nature, and the accidents.

N o we e
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CHAPTER 1.
ConpiTions REQUIRED FOR THE CONTRACT.

There are three of them: the qualified reason, the capable
person, the legitimate consent.

ART. I. The reasons for the contract.

These are, in general, the properties and the points in'question ;
that is to say, all that may become the property of the man, and
all of which the contracting parties have the free administration.

The reason ought to be: possible . . . existing . . . honor-
able . . . belonging to the contracting party . . . certain . . .
and able to be appraised. . . .

760.—Ques. Should the thing accepted in virtue of a shame-
ful contract, be always given back?

Ans. 1. Before the accomplishment of the act. yes.

2. After, there is controversy. The more common opinion
says : that the price can be accepted ; more than that, the price is
merited in conscience, . . . because the shameful act, although
unworthy of price, as well as illicit, deserves as much for it as
laborious, repugnant, perilous or useful acts. *

* Here takea place the elegant dissertation of Tamhourin, in his explana-
tion of the Decalogue: ‘‘How much can a woman,” asks to himself the
fainous Jesuit, “exact justly for the use of her body?”

**The ordinary answer,” says he ‘‘is that it iy necessary to keep connt
of all the circamstances, viz: Nobleness, beauty, age, honesty, etc. For “®°
an honest woman, to whom everybody is not admitted, is worth more
than one who abandons herselt to every one. But that Is not satisfac-

ry.

“Some distinguish between a courtesun and an honest woman. The
courtesan can, in fact, neither claim nor aceept only' what she is accus-
tomed to ask of other persons; becauxe there i3 a contract of purchase
and rale between her and the man: he gives the price, and she, the use
of her own body. . . .

¢-As for the honest woman, she can ask and accept as much as she is
wllling to . . . because an honest girl can estimate dearly her honesty
. « . Thisis why the courtesan can sell herself dearer at her tirst steps.

. . - (Page 290.)

It is also convenient not to forget Doctor J. Gordon, who, after
having shortly recalled Tambourin’s principles, raises up a particular
species, full of interest: *“When the courtesan is married, to whom be-
longs the prodact of her debauchery, prostitution,” as lie says in precisé
terms. “She ouzht,” answers lie, *‘to count the sums received, into the
commuanity, upon which her husband shall have his right.” (Page 289.)
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The second opinion denies it, an:! declares the contract invalid.
ART. 1I. Subjcet of the contract.

Secriox 1. Minors. . . .

SkcrioNn 2. Wives. . . .

Secriox 3. People dead in law. . . .

Secrion 4. Interdicted persons and spendthrifts. . . .

ART. III. Required consent.
SecrioN 1. Qualities of the legitimate consent.

772.— This consent shall be: external, internal, reciprocal,
free and deliberate. . - .

774.—Ques. Is a contract valid if it is made with the intention
of contracting, hut not of binding one’s self to fulfil it?

An$. According to the more probable opinion, no; because
one has added a ountrary condition to the substance of the con-
tract. From some others, it is according as the will of the con-
tract prevails or not.

SectioN 2. Faults opposed to the consent.

The principal are: Error, ruse, violence and fear.

777.—Ques. Can error or ruse on the subject of the quality,
which is the cause of the contract, annul an ounerous contract?

Ans. No, according to the more probable opinion. . . .

But when the error comes from a ruse of which one of the con-
tracting partics is the author or co-operator, some have judged
that natural right, ethers that positive right, annuled the con-
tract ; but the common and more probable opiuion establishes that
it is valid according to the one or other right, although it might
be torn up by the one who has been deceived ; for the substantial
and voluntary consent has not failed. On the other hand, the de-
ceiver is held to repair the wrong which he has done, which cannot
be done unless in re-establishing the thing wholly, or unless the
contract be broken. If the ruse has becn used by a third party,
without the fault of the second one, necessarily the contract is
" valid ; but some prétend that one can tear it off, the others no,
yet, that the deceived party has a recourse against the deceiver in
order to obiain reparation. . . .

- met—

-
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778.—Ques. Can ecrror or ruse on the subject of the motive
annul a contract?

Ans. 1. Yes, if ‘the errors fall upon final motive; for instanc~,
if one bestows charity on Titius, believing he is poor, when he is
rich.

2. No, if the error falls only on the engaging motive; for in-
stance, if one bestows charity on Peter who is poor, whom one
believes very Lionest, when he is only a little so, for that error is
purely accidental. '

779.—If wishing to buy some Bordeaux wine, you receive
some Burgundy, the contract is valid in principle, in spite of
the error or ruse ; because the error is not a substantial one.

780.—1. A contract, in consequence of an intrinsic fear orof a
natural or necessary cause, i8 not deprived of value and cannot be
torn up, unless the one who has contracted through fear may not
bave been the master of himself. No injustice has been done to
the contracting party who keeps a sufficient liberty.

2. It is the same if the fear comes from a free cause, or has
been inspiread by a man for a legitinate motive. . . .

782.—Ques. Can one rescind a contract made under the influ-
ence of a reverential fear?

Ans.- No, according to the more probable opinion; because
that does not appear a sufficient cause for tearing up a contract,
unless one may understand by it the fear of a serious evil, for in-
~ stance, a long indignation. Likewise prayers, the most importune,
do not constitute a grave fear, unless there may be joined to the
prayers a reverential fear towards a superior.

Ques. Is a contract void, or can it be torn up by private
anthority, if a grave and unjust fear has been inspired only by a
third party, without the second one participating In the injustice?

Ans. There is controversy, The first probable opinion affirms
it. ...

The sccond one, also probable, denies it. . . .

783.—Ques, And if a grave fear has been inspired unjustly,
bat not in order to extort the contract?

Ans. There is controversy. . . .

784.— If you threaten a thic{, surprised while stealing, to
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denounce him to the wronged proprietor, or to the police or judge,
unless he promises you a certain gift, his promise has some value,
and you are not held to give back the gift received, unless that
gift appears extreme in the judgment of a prudent man. Thisis
true, even if you did not have the intention to denounce him, but
only to frighten him; because you yield a part of your rights,
the value of which can be estimated. . . .

If some one ‘meditates wronging you, out of pure malice, and
asks nothing from you, and if you yourself promise money to him
in order to have nothing to fear from him, you are not held to
keep your promise; because, although fear constrained you to
that contract, its only object was, however, to prevent the wrong
that would have been done to you. Now, the one who seeks to
wrong you cannot sell his withdrawal ; consequently, all that he
is acquiring in that manner he receives as a possessor in bad
faith, and ought to restore it.

CHAPTER 1II.

OBLIGATION OF THE CONTRACT.

This is the tie by which one is constrained, by the strength of
the contract, to give, to do, or not to do something.

786.—Qucs.  Are contracts valid and obligatory, in conscience,
in which the formalities required by law are missing?

Ans. There are three probable opinions :

The first one affirms it ; because, by natural right, nothing less
than the consent of the parties is sufficient to oblige, and the
huaman law does not suppress the natural obligation between
persons elsewhere capable, though it ren:lers the civil action void.

The second one denics it ; because the laws annuling contracts
rest upon the presumption not only of ruse, but also of common
danger, inasmuch as the common interest requires that one sup-
press the occasion of no matter what fraud ; and, consequently, the
law can and ought to suppress, in the spiritual tribunal, the
obligation of an annuled countract.

‘The third opinion requires, that in those contracts cne should
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favor the possessor, until he is condemned to make restitution by
a judgment. . . .

788.—Ques. Can one, in ceding his property, secretly reserve
something for himself?

An-, If one finds himself in great need, he does not sin
against justice in reserving for himself enough to provide for his
family until the judge may provide for it. Even after the judg-
ment, one must not trouble those who have reserved for themselves
things really necessary, and of little value. . . .

CHAPTER III

MobiricaTiON OF THE CONTRACTS.

ART. 1. The oath joined to the contract.

793.—Ques. Are oaths valid which are extorted by fear, in
order to consolidate some contracts not valid, in principle, on
account of fear?

Ans. The first opinion, more common, affirms it; because, for
a religious motive, one should be faithful to one’s oath, whencver
one can do it without sin. '

The second opinion denies it. . . .

ART. II. Some specificd modes of contract.

ART. I1II. Conditions of the ml;tract.

. . . . . . . . . . . .

PART SECOND.

Dirrerent Kixps or CoNTRACTS.

There is the gratuitous contract and the onerous one.

SectioN 1. Viz.: Promise, donation, loan, deposit and seques-
tration, c. mmission, administration of property, exchange.
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CHAPTER I.

ProMise.

797.—This is a contract by which one engages freely and
spoutancously, to do or not to do, gratuitousiy, somcthing in
favor of another. . . .

CHAPTER II.

G1¥Ts.
ART. I. Gifts in general.

801.— A gift is the free transfer of a thing, in favor of
another. . . .

ART. II. Different kinds of gifts.

812.—Ques. Is a gift valid if the giver dies before its accept-
ance?

Ans. The negative is more probable; the affirmative is not
improbable.

Ques. Can the beir of the receiver accept the gift at the death
of the above-meutioned?

Ans. The negative is more probable.

Ques. Ig a gift binding, which is solemnly promised, but not
acc pted? .

Ans. No, says St. Liguori; Yes, says Laymann.

Secrion 2. Wills.

817.— . . . Ques. Are wills valid, in the spiritual tribunal,
which have profane causes for the motive, and lack some of the
required formalities?

There are three probable opinions: the first one declares them
valid ; the second one, null; the third one, preferred by St. Lig-
uori, is in favor of the possessor until the judge may have decided.

818 —Are wills valid which have pious causes for the motive,
even if the legal formalities are missing?

Ans, Yes; and this opinion is very common anl certain. . . .
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827.—Ques. Is there sin against justice, in the spiritaal tribu-
nal, when parents wrong their legitimate children by a will, or hy
gifts during the lifetime of the parents, or by feigned contracts ?

Ans. Yes, in principle. .

But, there is no sin when, for a legitimate reason, they partially
wrong their children, in some particular cases. For then the law
has no more bearing, not seeking to extend itself to those particu-
lar cases which are useful to the family, and that do not injure the
common interest; forinstance, if a father made a gift as a reward
to an honest child, to the detriment of a spendthrift one.

According to this, tiose children who have received the larger
part of the inheritance, to the detriment of the other lLeirs, must
not be disquicted, when one can conjecture, from the circum-
stances, that the parents wished to favor them for a just reason;
especially if they are of good faith, and if one can fear with reason
why they refuse to fulfil their obligations. Many theologians even
think that the civil law cannot oblige parents to keep equality be-
tween children. Therefore parents are exempt, in principle, from
all fault, if they have provided b:sides for the wants of their chil-
dren, and if they are not impelled by a guilty motive.

828.—Ques. Can parents make gifts from hand to hand to one
of their children, to strangers, or to some pious causes?

Aps. Yes, all kinds of gifts in principle, with the income only,
leaving intact the capital, which constitutes the palrimony, prop-
erly so called; because parents are by no means obliged, in
principle, to increase the patrimony, by their income or their
work. . . .

830.—Ques. Ought a legacy, given by natural right to a
young girl in order that she may marry, to be given to her if she
enters a convent?

Ans. Yes, if the legacy has been left to a determinated per-
son. . . .

Secriox 3. The gift by reason of death.

835. According to French law, the gift by reason of death is
not allowed. For Article 893 declares, that: nobody can freely
dispose of his properties, only by gifts during the lifetime of the
donor, or by willin the legal form. . . .
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836.—Ques. Can one to whom has been given a picce of per-
sonal property, in consequence of death, take it after the death of
the giver?

Ans. Yes, at least according to the more probable opinion,
provided that he is sure of the gift, and the last will of the de-
ceased. For he has the right to it, and he is only using his right.
Then, the thing was not given in order to be paid for, but in order
to be received by him.

Ques. Isa gift from hand to hand valid, if made by a sick
person, oi condition that the gift will be restored to him if he re-
covers? .

Ans. Yes; 1, Because the gift is valid as made in case of
death, cven according to French law, which does not oppose itsell
to the gift from hand to hand; 2, It is valid as a gift during the
lifetime of the donor, if it is not revocable by the will of the giver,
but only if he recovers ; because then, it may be looked upon asa
conditional gift during the lifetime of the donor.

Ques. Is the gift valid if made on condition that it shall be
restored if one asks for it?

Ans. Yes, according to the more probable opinion, although
it may not be valid as a gift during the lifetime of the donor;
because then the donor ought to deprive himself irrevocably of
his property ; however, it can be valid as a gift in case of death,
on account of the actual delivery of the thing, which ought not

to have less force, although one may make no mention of the
death.

SectioN 4. Entailment and trust.

840.— Ques. Are secret trusts valid, in the spiritual tribunal,
for some pious causes, under form of a feigned gift, a will, or a
legacy, in favor of a private person?

Ans. 1. Yes, if it is a question of a gift from hand to band,
or of things which cannot be preserved for a long time before the
transfer, or which ought not to be preserved until the death of
the donor, and ought to be regarded for that as things bequeathed
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for a time or on a condition, because that it is not forbidden by
the law.

2. As for what concerns the other gifts, it must be answe'ed
the same as for the wills in favor of the pious causes, where the
legal formalities are missing.

CIIAPTER III.

l.oax 10 CusTOM.

. . . . . - . . [ . .

CHAPTER 1V.

DEePosIT, AND DEPOSIT BY SEQUESTRATION.

CHAPTER V.

CoOMMISSION AND ADMINISTRATION OF PROPERTY.

. . . . . . . . . . . .

CHHAPTER VI

LoaN.
ART. I. Nature of the contract of the loan.

ART. II. Interest or gain received from the loan.

Interest (usura) understood in a broad sense, is the gain
received fromn the loan or on its occasion, with or without legit -
mate title. In its strict meaning, and understood in bad part,
it is an unjust profit proceeding immediately from the loan; that
is to say, from its intrinsic strength, and without other joint
title. . . .
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853.— All interest, properly speaking, in putting aside all exter-
nal t'tle, is prohibited by natural, divine, and ccclesiastical law.
¢¢ Such was, and is, the perpetual doctrine of the Catholic Church,
confirmed by the unanimous approvul of all councils, fathers, and
theologians.” (Benoit X1V.)

Interest may be excused from all injustice, if there is a just
title; for instance, in consequence of a wrong ; because, then the
gain does not come from the loan, but from the external title,
for it is permitted for you to receive as much as you have given.
" Now, then, if lending one hundred francs you are losing ten
francs by it, you lend really one hundred and ten francs. Then
you shall receive one hundred and ten francs. . . .

854.— Ques. Can the lender retain what the borrower Las
given to him out of dread, fearing to meet with a refusal some-
where else? :

Ans. Yes, according to the more probable opinion; because
one requires for the interest, that this interest shall come from the
strength of the contract itself, as being due from justice. . . .

Ques. Can one insert in the agreement a gift, in return (anti-
dorale), that one makes out of gratitude?

Ans. No; because same agreements are a title of justice, and
not a gift given purely out of gratitude.

ART. III. Titles which excuse the interest.

There are five principal ones: 1, loss experienced ; 2, depriva-
tion of a gain; 3, risks of loss; 4, conventional penalty; 5, the
civil law.

I. Loss EXPERIENCED.

856.— This is the detriment that the lender undergoes from the
occasion of a loan made to another.

If the lender sustains a prejudice on account of his loan, there
is a legitimate title for receiving more money.

857.— Ques. Is it permitted, from the very first of the loan,
to agree to a certain benefit, if the resulting loss is only probable
in the future?

Ans. Yes. ...

e —
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II. DEPRIVATION OF A GAIN.

858.— This is the loss of what the lender might have gained if
he had kept his property or money, and had used it in another
legal contract. . . . ‘

Ques. Can one exact something for the deprivation of a gain,
on account of a loan, if the lender might not have used his own
money for anything?

Ans. 1. Yes, if one had reserved it for the wants of his family,
or in order not to compromise his own position; because one is
not obliged to neglect his own affairs on account of making a
loan.

2. Yes, according to the probable opinion, in all other causes ;
because the loan is the true cause of the deprivation of the gain.

III. Risk ofF Loss.

859.— This is the reasonable fear that one feels in apprehend-
ing that he may not be able to retrieve what he has lent.

This risk constitutes a just title for gain. For, if one can
estimate the value of the expectation, a fortiori, one can estimate
the risk of a probable damage.

1V. CoOXVENTIONAL PENALTY.

861.— This consists in what the borrower binds himself to pay
in addition, if he does not return the loan at the fixed time.

It is a legitimate title to accept something more than the
borrowed money, by which one secures himself against the negli-
gence of the borrower.

V. ‘TirLe ComiNg FroM THE CrviL Law.

862.—Laws authorizing a certain profit on loans, exist among
almost all people to-day. In France, the law enacted on the 8d
of September, 1807, fixed at 5 per cent. the interest on civil
matters, 6 per cent. in the commercial ones.

As for knowing whether the civil law creates a legitimate title
in the spiritual tribunal, in order to get some gain from a loan,
there is controversy. The opinion which answers yes, is the more
probable and common. It follows, then, that:
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The title of the civil law, according to the more probable
opinion, is a just and honest reason for exacting something in
addition, even in the ahsence of any other title. . . : -

872.—Ques. Is one permitted to exceed the legal rate, on
account of loss experienced, or the deprivation of a gain?

Ans. If the money is given for the profit, and not for the
necessity of the horrower, there is controversy, and two opinions.
The first one affirms it by reason of indemnity, or just compensa-
tion ; so thinks Pages de Lyon, in spite of his severity, so known
in matters of usury. . . .

873.— Ques. Is it permitted to receive interest on interests?

Ans. Yes, in the civil law. . . .

1. Yes, also, in the spiritual tribunal, if there has been ante-
rior, explicit, or implicit agreement. A

2. If, in consequence of a delay in the payment, the creditor
experiences a loss.

Ques. Is it permitted to collect the legal interest when it
exceeds 5 or 6 per cent.?

Ans. Yos, if the law seems just when one has considered all
the circumstances; that is to say, if one sees there is.cquality
between the interest permitted by the law, and the value of the
use of the money. . . .

875.— One can, and even ought, to absolve those who do not
exceed the legal rate of interest, seeing that they commit no
injnstice, and one cannot constrain them to make restitution. . . .

876.—0One must not accuse of injustice those who draw the
interest of the money lent to a poor man wbo does not find
himself in a grave necessity. . . .

877.— The one who borrows at the legal rate, should not exact
10 per cent. in lending in lis turn to another person; because he
has no title to exact 5 per cent. more. However, many permit
hankers, who borrow often to lend in their turn, to exact some-
thing more than the legal rate; for instance, one per cent. on
account of their work, time, and expenses; according to the
bankers, they could ask 7 per cent., for they are considered as
merchants, and as such could already ask 6 per cent. The
custom of many count.ies authoiizis them. Likewise, it is not
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contrary to natural or civil law to borrow at 3 or 4 per cent.,
and to lend at 5. . . .

Appendix: On Loan-Banks. ‘

879.— . . . This institution is permitted, and is not a usurer,
independently of any other title to gain. . . .

880.— Ques. Can a private person establish a loan-bank ?

Ans. Yes, according to the more probable opinion, because it
matters little for the interest whether it may be a public or private
institution, provided the principal person exact only what is
necessary in order to indemnify himself.

SecrioN 2. Onerous contracts.

Of sale and purchase, society and (rinaire contracts. letting and
hiring, exchange, quit-rent, security, pledge and mortgage, assur-
ance, promise, lottery, game.

CHAPTER 1.

SALE AND PURCHASE.
ART. I. Nature of the sale and purchase.

881.—The contract of sale and purchase is thus defined: the
exchange of money for merchandise, or vice versa ; or: an onerous
contract by which one engages one’s self to give a just and
determined price for merchandise, and vice versa.

882.— Ques. Is the seller obliged to declare the defects in his
thing ?

Ans. It is necessary to distinguish : according as those defects
are substantial or accidental, manifest or hidden, and if the seller
is questioned or not on the subject.

If the defects are substantial, he is held to reveal them. . .

Interrogated, he shall reveal all the hidden defects. . . . Not
interrogated, no. . . . He is not held to reveal the accidental
defects. . . .

ART. II. Fair price.
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889. There is the price legal, or determined by the law, and the
natural and popular price, fixed by the common opinion of men.

890.— The legal price, or the one fixed by civil authority,
ought to be considered as adequate to the value of the thing, and
kept on condition of restitution.

Sometimes it is permitted to deviate from it :

1. If the majority itself deviates.

2. If, the circumstances changing, the price becomes unjust.

3. If the goods are notably dear, more or less, than the cus-
tom.

In the absence of a legal price, one should consider as only just,
the price determined by common opinion, if one is capable of esti-
mating it; because this price, adequate for the things of same
species, is deduced by their utility for common uses, and could
not be better estimated than by the common opinion. . . .

891.—Ques. Can a seller sell an object dearer, on acocount
of a particular, attachment he has for it, or of the advantage that
he reccives from it?

Ans. 1. Yes; because that attachment can be appraised, inas-
much as the privation of it is more laborious.

2. Yes, with more reason, if the privation of a special advan-
tage makes the thing much more precious to the seller; it is just
that he increase the price of it, by reason of the loss which he
undergoes.

893. Ques. Can one buy at a low price in order to please a
seller who seeks a buyer?

Ans. Yes, for the things are undervalued by a voluntary offer;
and the price diminished, when the thing is of little use to the
buyer, and the latter buys it only out of kindness towards the
seller.

Ques. Can one buy at a low price when the sale takes place on
account of poverty?

Ans. Yes, according to the probable opinion; because the
article loses its value in the common estimation. The poverty of
the seller does not change the common estimation. However,
others deny it, with probable opinion.
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894.—Ques. Can one buy a promissory note, or a claim upon a
person, at a low price, on account of an anticipated payment?

Ans. 1. Yes assuredly, if the payment is uncertain or ditficult;
because the claim loses a great deal of its value.

2. Yes, according to the probable opinion; even if the pay-
ment of this promissory note or claim is certain and easy;
because: 1, one buys not the money itself, but the action upon
him, and, consequently, the price given for such promissory notes
is supposed fair; 2, because there is equivalence in the money
lent ; but also, for the same reasoa, it is permitted, with the loan,
to realize a moderate gain, at the legal rate.

895.—Ques. Can one buy at a greatly inferior price some
debts very difficult to collect, on account of special circumstances
which renders the collection easy to you?

Ans. Yes, according to the more probable opinion; because
easiness to obtain the payment does not depend on the thing sold,
but on the buyer himself. Now, the value of a thing is not deter-
mined by a particular circumstance to the buyer, but by the com-
mon estimation.

896.—Ques. Can one sell at the current price a merchandise
mingled with another of inferior quality ?

Ans. . . . 1. If your merchandise is of an extraordinary qual-
ity, you can probably, after having mixed it, sell it at the comimon
price; 2, If you mix inferior merchandise with superior, in such a
manner that the value of the superior one is diminished, you can
sell it at the customary price. . . .

897.—Ques. Are dealers held to make restitution when, by
their lies, they indace the buyers to pay for their goods dearer
than they ought to do, however, without exceeding the higiest
price?

Ans. In principle, it may be necessary to declare it; because
there has been a cause of damage. However, ordinarily, the lics,
or even perjuries, by which dcalers affirm that their goods cost so
much to them, or that such a price was offered to them, ought not
to be considered as frauds really prejudicial ; because these frauds
are so frequent with them, that almost nobody trusts in them.

LY
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900.—Ques. Does one sin against justice in buying, at a low
price, some precious objects exposed for sale by dealers of an-
tiquity ?

Ans. No; because those things are supposed to have lost their
former price, for another price admitted by custom and the agree-
ment of the contracting parties. Consequently, there exists the
greatest latitude in the price of these objects. It is for that rea-
son that one buys for a few francs some books which might have
been sold for five or ten francs. Likewise, in the purchase of
second hand pieces of ancient furniture, which are commonly
regarded as bhaving an inferior value.

ART. III. Principal kind of sales.
SectioN 1. Retrovendition and mohatra.

903.— Retrovendition is a contract by which the seller reserves
the right to buy his property back, under condition that he will
take account of the improvements, outlays, etc..

Mohatra is a sort of re-sale, or contract, by which one sellsa
thing at a higher price, under condition that the buyer sells it
again at an inferior price after having paid for it. . .

906.—Ques. What must we think of the mohatra contract.

Ans. It is a usurious and illicit contract, in principle, which
was condemned by Innocent XI. Prop. 40th.

However, we must not condemn this contract, if the gain does
not exceed the legal rate of interest for the lent money.

There is a recent commercial transaction, included in the re-sale,
called Report. . . . This kind of re-sale should not be condemned,
in principle, provided the overplus does not exceed the legal rate;
for one would fall easily into usury and mokatra, if one did not
keep himself within those just limits.

There are some, however, who enlarge those limits, and that
from an opinion not improbable.

SecrioN 2. Auction sale. . . .

910.— Ques.  Can a pu:chaser make an agreement with others
not to outbid him, or offer more than he? .
Ans. No, at least in the case of a forced auction sale, because
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the seller has the 1ight to require that the purchasers be perfectly
free, in order to increase the bids. However, Cardinal Lugo, with
Diana and others, seem to have the contrury opinion, at least, as
to the sin of injustice. '

911.—Ques. Can a purchaser request others not to bid in the
auction ?

Ans. Yes, because in so doing, the right of the seller is not
violated, inasmuch as the liberty of outbidding is not suppressed,
and the purchaser only watches his own interests. However, the
rvquests should not be importunate.*

Secrion 3. Monopoly.

914.—Ques. Do merchants sin against justice or charity when,
at th time of the harvest or vintage, they buy at low and current
prices all the wheat or wine of the country, in order to sell them
dearer?

Aus. 1. No, according to the more probable opinion. as to
the justice, provided they do not exceed the maximum price that
one can obtain outside of the monopoly; for they do not violate
ary law,

2. No, according to the probable opinion, as to charity, pro-
vided they do not induce others to sell dearer, nor exceed the
muximum price ; for merchants use their rights. and no one is
held to neglect his own interests in order to avoid a loss to others,
inasmuch as one is not constrained to it.

SecTioN 4. Sale by middle-men. . . .

CHAPTER 11
ParrNersHip AND TREBLE CONTRACTS.
ART. 1. Partnership.

917.— A partnership-contract is an agreement coucenling a
thing to be possessed in common for the common interest, or lor
a proportional gain.

* See the Penal Code, Art. 412, which punishes such actions with im-

prisomnent, from fifteen days to three months, and a tine of from one
hundred to five thousaud francs.




264 The Doctrine of the Jesuils.

ART. II. Treble contract. . . .

CHAPTER IIIL

RENTING.

CHAPTER 1IV.

929.— Ques. Ought the exchange, commonly called of Frank-
fort, to be allowed, in which the money-changer lends money that
one ought to pay back at the next stock-market, so that the profit
increases in proportion to the delay?

Ans. Yes, if it is in virtue of a discontinnance of gain, conse-
quent loss, etc., etc. Otherwise, there is controversy.

CHAPTER V.

QCIT-RENT.

CHAPTER VI.
ScesipiIARY CONTRACTS.
ART. I. The Bondsmau. . . .
ART. II. The Security. . . .
- ART. III. The Mortgage. . . .

CHAPTER VIIIL
CoNTINGENT CONTRACTS.

940.— These are of different kinds: insurance, betting, the
lottery, and ganbling. They are called contingent, because they
are exposed to the vicissitudes of fate.

ART. 1. Insurance. . . .
ART. II. Betting. . . .
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ART. III. The Lottery. . . .
ART. 1V. Gambling. . . .

There are three kinds of gambling : Ingenious, where the suc-
cess depends upon the skill of the gambler; Contingent, which
depends especially on chance ; Mized, where cleverness and hazard
mix themselves.

945.— Any one of them is illicit in itself, under certain con-
ditions. . . .

948.— Ques. Is the winner in a prohibited game obliged to
make restitution to his victim?

Ans. No, because this contract is not declared void, but illicit
only. . . .



Cages on Tontracts in rencral,

Case I.
MoTive oF THE CONTRACTOR.

Marius says to Antoine: I will deliver you of your enemy
Titius, if you will promise me one hundred louis, fifty immediately,
the remainder alter the death of Titius.” Antoine consents to it.
Marius receives fifty louis, and kills Titina. '

Ques. Can Marius, the homicide committed, kecp the money
which he bhas received, and claim the rest which is promised to
him?

Anps. There is controversy; according to the probable opinion,
Marius can keep what was promised to him by contract. This is
the opinion of St. Liguori, contrary to those of many others;
beeause, although the contract mnay not be valid on account of its
shameful and bad object intrinsically, nevertheless, after the crime
is committed, it seems to have been a contract whose nature
exacts that, whenever one of the two contracting parties has kept
Lis word, the other ought t» keep his, if he can do it justly. For,
although this shameful action may be unworthy of any reward, yet
it deserves some recompense, as difficult, perilous or shameful for
the author. Then, after the crime, there is no sin if the party
who has promised the moncy gives it. Then, Mariuns, according
to the probable opin:on, can keep what he has received, and claim
what Titius has promised him.

Case II.

MoTive oF Tue CONTRACT.

Armeline, a young girl, having rcceived some money from
Leelius, who urges her to sin with him, after having refused to
commit the shameful act, keeps the money.
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Ques. Can Armeline keep the money received from Lelius ?

Ans. Yes, without any injustice; for there wus no agreement
to commit the sin, inxsmuch as the moncy was used only to solicit
the young girl. .

Case IIT.
CoxTRACTS FOR A SHAMEFUL OBJECT.

1. Valfrid bas induced Elodie to sin with him, on condition
that, if she yields to his wishes, he will marry her. Baut, after the
criine, he refuses to keep his promise ; because, says he, no child
will come, and, consequently, he has no damage to repair.

2. Leonce induced Camille to sin with him, by promising
money to her; but after the sin, the rogue gives nothing to the
unhappy woman. Having declered this to his confessor, he is
constrained by the latter to give money for a grave motive.

Ques. 1. Is Valfrid held to marry Elodie?

Ques. 2. Has Leonce sinned gravely in not giving the promised
money ? If he had given it, could Camille keep the money?

Ans. Question 1. Valfrid, according to the more cuommon
opinion, ought to marry Elodie ; because there has been a contract
having no special denomination du ut des. . . . However, others
more recent oppose the plea of nullity drawn from the shameful
contract.

But St. Liguori, and the majority of doctors, make some excep-
tions: 1, if one fears that the marriage may have a disagreeable
result; . . . 2, if, when Valfrid made the acquaintance of Elodie,
he believed that she was a vitgin and discovered that she was not;
3, if, from the marriage, shame should reflect upon the family; 4
more probably, if the condition of the man is \ery superior to let
of the woman.

Ans. Question 2. Leonce, according to the probable opinion, is
not held to pay the promised money, if there is no wrong to repair,
as most frequently happens; because a contract having for its
subjuct a shameful object has no value, and there is evidently no
obligation coming from another motive. But if the woman had
received the money, according to the probable opinion, she would
not be obliged to give it back, from what was said above.
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Case XI.
ConxpITION IN THE CONTRACT.

Frederic, a rich man, without children, on the point of death,
makes the following will : 1, he gives to Rose, a poor young girl,
one thousand louis if she marries ; 2, to Rosalie, his God-daughter,
one hundred louis if she enters a convent. But after his death,
Rose wishes to enter a convent, and Rosalie to marry.

Ques. 1. Can Rose keep the legacy, although she may not have
fultilled the condition?

Ques. 2. Has Rosalie a right to the legacy which has been left
to her?

Ans. Question 1.  Rose has a right to the legacy, because the
testator wished evidently to favor her in forcing her to embrace an
honorable condition, where the body and soul would encounter no
peril. Moreover, the religious state is a true spiritnal marriage;
and if it was excluded by the testator, it would be a shameful
condition, which would not be considered as having been added.
Thus the testator is presumed to have wished to protect Rose, who
could thus make an honorable marriage, or choose another honor-
able condition. However, it is necessary to examine the circum-
stances ; for if the testator had said : ¢‘I leave one thousand louis
to Rose if she marries my cousin Peter,” the disposition falls if
the marriage does not take place ; for the testator wished to favor
not only Rose, but also his cousin Peter.

Ans. Question 2. The legacy is owed also to Rosalie ; because,
from the circumstances, one can presume that the testator had
wished to favor her in a a special manner, inasmuch as she is his
God-daughter; and he is not considered as having wished to

deprive her of this legacy if she felt no vocation for the religious
stute.

Case XIV.
Tae DiskmBowkLEp Doa.

Fulgence lends one thousand francs to Drusille. At the fixed
time the latter goes to Fulgence, in order to pay his debt. He
finds him taking his breakfast with his family. Received with affa-
bility and invited, he takes a seat at the table. He leaves on the
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tahle a one-thousand-franc bill, without thinking of what will hap-
pen. While the guests give themselves up to mirth, a gust of wind,
coming unexpectedly, raises the bill and dashes it into a dish full
of sauce. Fulgence pulls it out immediately, and holding it by
one corner, drains it at the end of the table. But, alas] there is
s dog who, sceing the bill covered with sauce, seizes and swallows
it. lmmediately it is decided to kill the dog; but the animal runs
away, and comes back only in the evening. He is soon disem-
boweled, but too late, the bill was entirely digested. From this
proceeds a suit in law between Fulgence and Drusille.

Ques. Which one of these two should suffer the loss?

Aps. Here is a dog uselessly killed ; his death cannot present
a very grave suit in law. It is necessary to solve the question;
butin favor of whom, creditor or debtor? Will the two parties he
compelled to divide the loss? I think that Drusille, the debtor,
should be exempted from the obligation to pay the sum. You will
yield the right to me, if ever so little you examine the matter; for
Drusille has shown the bill before all the guests, and placed it on
the table before Fulgence, who saw it. Who of the guests doubted
that the payment was made? Nobody, assuredly. Then, the
creditor is considered as having received what was owed to him.
Then, if the bill comes to be lost, it is lost for its owner, Fulgence.
Besides, was the bill not lost in his own hands, rather by his dog,
when he held it? Therefore, Fulgence alone ought to undergo the
loss of the money and dog. '



Cages on Promises anv Donations.

Case 1.
Puromise.

1. Marcel has promised to give three hundred louis dowry to
Appolonie, if she consents to marry Albert. For a while, the young
girl does not know what to do; but her father gladly accepts in -
her behalf. However, Marcel, changing his mind, promises to
give that money partly to a hospital, partly to the poor, and
partly to a cousin of his, five years of age. But he changes his
mind once more, and finally keeps the money for himself.

2. Victorin, a priest, promises to his friends, besides a sp-cial
mention in his daily prayecrs, that he will celebrate a mass for
them ; but he often neglects to keep his promise.

Ques. To what extent has Marcel or Victorin sinned ?

Ans. Marcel lias not sinned by refusing the money promised to
Appolonie ; because, as it was a question of an onerous contract,
the young girl’s father could not very well accept in her bebalf.
And he has not sinned by changing his mind a second time;
because no aceptation resulted from these various promises.

Victorin has, in fuct, committed but a venial sin, had he strictly
promised ; but in most instances such promises are simply an
intention suggested, and are not strict promises. However, you
will notice that the most part of the time, the acceptation, which
should be given, is missing.

Case III.

DonaTioN BETWEEN LivING PARTIES.

Benno, on his death-bed, resolves to give one thousand francs
to Margaret, his wife, as a reward for her kindness, care and
services to him, and also that she should not be disrespectfully
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treated, and even scorned, by his only son. Ile therefore requests
her to take the money, which is placed in a safe. She accepts;
but thinking more of relieving her husband than of looking after
her own intercsts, she only takes that mouney after the donator’s
death,

Ques. Is the donation valil? Is a wife allowed to take the
money after her husband’s death? Would the son be entitled to
contest the donation? ’

Ans. The donation made to Margaret by her dying husband is
quite valid, for there are all the required conditions: it was freely
made, clearly determinated, accepted and made between living
parties, by a man fit to make a gift: so it is to be supposed th.t
the son’s legitimate rights can not be wronged. The transfer of
the money has therefore been made in favor of the wife when her
husband was still living. Consequently, the wife is at liberty to
take the money as she thinks fit, either before or after her hushand’s
death. The question of circumstances makes no differcnce in such
a case. The son, therefore, cannot contest the donation, inasmuch
as it is entirely valid, having been made between living partics.

Case 1V.
CoNDITIONAL DONATION.

Quidonius, a merchant, had promised three thousand francs to
his niece, Bibiane, who was upon being married; but a few
vears later, having sustained misfortunes, and besides, Bibiane’s
husband not giving him satisfaction, he thinks he is released from
his promise.

Ques, Is Quidonius discharged from his promise?

Ans. If it is question of a simple promise, Quidonius, for the
two alleged reasons, is exempted fro:m any obligation ; for had he
forcseen what happened, he would not have promised anvthing.
But if it is a question of a donation between living parties, it is
much harder to withdraw it; for the decrcase of his fortune is not
a sufficient cause to cancel the donation, and the other reason is of
Do value, if it were merely based on the bad conduct of the niece's
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husband ; unless Quidonius had been most outrageously ill-treated
by his son-in-law.

Case VI.
DoxaTioN For CaUSE OF DEaTH.

Privatus, very sick, calls his servant, and says to her: “If I
happen to die, you will take from my safe a box containing one
hundred francs, that I wish to give you after my death.” Beline,
exalted with joy and sorrow, gives many thanks to her master.
But the heirs were present, anxiously waiting. As soon as Priva-
tus had passed away, all his property is put under seal, and conse-
quently the unfortunate servant cannot take hold of the said
box. She makes a claim, but without result, and is rebuked by
the heirs. What is she to do? She catches a good opportunity
to secure a secret compensation.

Ques. Has she misused secret compensation ?

Ans. Beline had a right to take such a compensation ; because
she was entitled to receive the present, and it happened but acci-
dentally that the heirs had refused it to her, as they were not
certain about the fact. A secret compensation is allowed by
theologians when the debt is positive, and the creditor cannot
obtain payment by any other means.

Case VII.
DoNATION POR CAUSE oF DEATH.

Galdinus, being without children and severely sick, gives to
" Monique, his wife, one hundred francs, and his word that she
should receive three hundred francs after his death. When he is
deceased, his wife hastens to comply with his last wishes. But
soon after, Pontius, the heir to all the. estate, sues her in court,
requesting her to swear that she has not taken anything from the
dead man’s property.
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