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MARCH 23, 1600,

THE JESUITS.

PROF. BORIMGER ATTACKS AND
FATHER JONES DEFENDS THEM,
Rev. Mr. Serimger to Father Jones,
To the Editor of the Montreal Star;
SIR —At the rlak of wearyiog the public

I must crave the privilege of & further
zeply to Fither Jones.
T regret that he still perslats in confining
the ditcussion to what is afier all & com-
peratively minor point and refuses to dis
cues the wider and more serlous question
88 to the prevailing tone and character of
Jeeult teaching in which I and the publie
are maloly luterested. His reasons for
this refusal are characteristic,
Oae fe, that sach & discustion wonld be
in danger of shocking the sensitiveness of
te ears. I certaluly feel that there I8
some force in this, as no Jesult caculst
that I have read seems to be uble to dis
cum any subject very long without intro.
duclog matters which should “not so
much as be nsmed ” Bat what {s to be
thought of this resson as coming from
one who claims the right to fntroduce
these topice at will, into his private pro-
ludonrlntnvlon with soy of bis peni-
tents, whether men or women? I am ac-
customed to think that pubicity is o
better safegusrd sgainet abuse in dealing
with such matters than the mere judg.
ment or purity of the individual con.
fescor.

The other reason for refusal is that the
teaching of the Jesults is practically iden.
tical with that of the Roman Oatholic
Church fu general, and therefore Isappose
needs no defence This, if true, will no
doubt weigh with the members of that
Charch, (1 need scarcely say It weighs
vothing with me ) Bat is it true? The
polnt is one on which an outsider must
speak with caution, but I very much mis-
take the condition of things within that
Charch if all the ethicsl and especially the
politieal principles of the Jesuits are
accepted universally by fits adherents
The Jesults may have triumphed over all
opposition, but, if so, it has bsen only
after & bard struggle with the nobler and
more patriotic Gallican party ; and the
end {s not yot. Father Jones seems sur-
prised that I should care so Ittle about
this point, and hints that [ am ecarcely in
touch with my fellow religiontsts, It
may help him to understand my position
if I explain that in making that remark I
referred mainly to etbical polats, whereas
the present just alarm bas arisen chiefly
from the practical aesertion of those ex
travagant and dangerous political prinel
ples of which the Jeeuits are the chief if
not the sole advocates.

For these and perbaps other reasons
also which he does not care to mention
Father Jones will not discuss the general
fsune. He, however, suggests another
mode of deallog with it which seem more
to his mind—the persecution of those
who presume to criticlzs too severely by
means of vexatious libeieunits. I think we
bave heard of this style of argument
befre, and the covert threat to resort to
it in this instance does liitle credit to the

oodness of his heart or the strength of

ls cause. I certalnly am not auxiousfor
& libel suit, but I euspect Father Jones
and those who may back him will find
that truth 1s not to be so trampled down
on the American continent in this nine.
teenth century. It may not, however, be
one of the least of the supposed advantages
of thelr recent incorporation that they are
now able to fnstltute such ictioaes in thelr
corporate capacity. It {s certaluly one of
the fi s: uses thay have made of it, and I
bave to thank Father Jones for his hint
that this 1s to be thelr policy. Forewarned
is forearmed. But as he refuses to dis
cuss the genmeral question, I may be
allowed to make a tew remarks on the
point which ne does discuss, viz , the cor
rect rendering of the passage in the con
stitutions of the Jesult O:der. He mnot
unnaturally makes the most of my admis
sion In the previous letter that, in view of
the usage of Thomas Aquinas three hun-
dred years before, the words “Obligatioad
peccatum’ may mean an obligation under
prlo of sin, and that I was prepared to
acoept hls word for it that thls was the
meaniog put upon it by the order at the
present tlme, Ho ought to bave been
content with that admisslon; for I fear I
shall now have to take it back or at least
to qualify it, as the result of his additional
argument. s proves altogether too
much for his own view of the case.

He endeavors to make out that the in.
terpretation of the Soclety’s Constitutions
Was a8 much ln keeplng with sound moral
ity in the past a:itisto.day. In support
of this he appeals to the commentary of
Suarez on the constitutlons pablished
about three hundred years ago as an ex
ponent of the meaning put upon this
pasenge at that time. 'This 1s perfectly
falr. But when we look at that interpre-
tatlon what do we find ? I must assume
the accuracy and fulness of Father Jones'
extracte from Suarez, ss this work 1s not
accessible to me at the moment. But un-
loss I misunderstand Suarez his interpre
tatlon of the paseage, while cartalnly un
objectionable, is entirely different from
that of Father Jones. The view pre
sented by the latter s &> strange that I
find some of my fclende, reading less care.
fully, have mlssed it altogether and I take
the liberty of re-statlngit, as I understand
it, in alightly different terms, He makes
the passage to mean that no rule of the
constitutions, apart from the great vows,
can Involve an obligation under pain of
slo, in virtue of the rule itself, To make
an lofraction of such a rule staful, it must
be especlally commanded by the Superfor
in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ or
in virtue of holy obedience. Suarez
seema to take no acconat of the exception
at the end, “nlel euperior ea etc.,” “‘unless
the superior commands theee, etc.,” bu
contents himself with assorting that accord
ing to this paragraph obedlience Is to be
yielded to the superlor’s voice in all things
in which there fs no manifest ein (in

uibue nullum est manifestum peccatum).

his {s unexceptional, indeed, as far as it
goes, but it s entirely different from
Father Jonee' interpretation, In fact he
does not claim that it i the same, but
only that it {s “equally unexceptionable,”
The truth seeme to b~ that whenever the
Jesults seek to explain this passage for
the public eye they feel its awkwardness
and cast about foreome method of explain-
ing it away, The earlier method was the
more satlsfactory until the Counstitutions
themeelves had to be published as the
result of the famous law suit over Laval.

one’s accounts. I favite you to {aspect

It under several headings,
viie our mutual frlend, Profeesor Scrim
ger, to join the party.
congratulate us on the fact that no bones
Were broken, no very bard uames given,
and that good bumor and mutual self-

“difference,”

do not take “peccatum” for the penalty of
sin, but for efn.
cussing the import of “obligatio peccati”

coneequently
nothing to do with the matter,

down, as given iu the Oonstitations, the
lmits of the Saperlor’s right to command,
and ineists upom the very excéption
scouted at by the Profewsor.

have to mske room for a few more books

cerneretas” may be found on pages 16 17
of an authorized edition of the Summary
of the C :nstitutione, printed in 1582, and

sendiag you for inspection.
WHAT THE PROFESSOR HAS NEGLECTED To

Is attacking the Uatholic Courch over the
shoulders of the Jesults

naught to condemn in Liguori’s teaching,
or lu that of bis bumble follower, Gury,

phrase “obligare ad peccatum,” “to bind

last dntuy. Then the exception
Buperior ea juberet” came out and some.
thivg new bad to be devised. Father

koow now there may be haif s
others doing duty in varlous perts of the
world. The ssme thing may be said of

of the Conmstitations, [ may
Father Jones that I bad ot overlooked
the passsge in the 31st number, which he
kiudly quotes for mv benefit, where they
are exhorted to conform their will apd
judgment wholly to the Saperior’s will
and jadgment in all things where there
appears vo sln (uil tum Don cerner
etur). But nelther do I furget that this
slio was printed long before the Consti
tutions appeared, at Jeast a century and a
balf, perbaps more. (Tbe ¢dition from
which I read s dated 1607, The earliest

wae 1o 17567,) 1
posed to give the
under discuesion,
far aa it goes, bat like Suariz
to meantlon the exception, which was then
uuknown to the publie,

Father Jones fiude fault with me for
overlooking the marginsl references in the
Gonstitutions, on which be seems to lay
much stress. But I did cite the headin
of the chapter, and now we are coolly wlg
that the expression “obligatio peccatt”
which occurs there “has no welgh' in the
matter” as glving the general tubject of
the chapter. Mere marginal reforences
could hardly carry greater welght, even if
it were true that they polnted in a differ.
ent direction, which is not the case from
his own showing Both alike indicate
that the general sim of the coapter was to
restraln the rules from leading to the com
mission of i, Bat they naturally take
no account of the exception, wherein lies
the whole sting of the charge

He also complaine that I do not discuss
his explanation of “ad” as equivalent to
“ueque ad,” and somewhat ostgutationely
refers me to Livy and Cicero and Loever-
ott’s dictionary.” Now Laverets happens
to be the dictionary I use, and I never
doubted or queetioned that meaning of it
But that seuse is quite as conststent with
my rendering as with his—in fact, a little
more s0. Wnat I did eay was that the
natoral meaning of peccatum was sin not
penalty of sin, in whnicn sense 1t 1n mot
tound in any classical author that I can
discover,
Now, I do not mean to crowd Father
Jonea too much, I can essily understand
how with the best intentions men may be
led to persuade themselves that awkward
and inconvenient pssssges in their recog
nized formularies do not mean what they
plainly say, but someiblog else that ie
unobj-ctionable. And I had far rather
see him do that than defend such s
monstrous doctrine as this which appears
in the Cobstitutions. He f{s beartily
welcome to bis iaterpretation as ft
must be a great rellef to his con-
eclence. But I still maintaln that my
rendering, is the natural rendering
of the passage Not one of my
arguments has been overthrown. He ad
mits that [ am suetained by the ueage of
Gury. All bis own suthorities bear out
my view as to the geaeral parport of the
chapter. Toat grauted, the exceptivon at
the end can have no sense other than
what I bave glven it, And I wm not
alone in this opinion, A friend has fur-
nlshed me with the translation of this
passage by D:. Littledale, the writer of
the article on the Jesuita in the last edition | I
of the Eacyclopedia Britannica and I
fiod ble renaering almost identical with
my own,
Oue more word and I have done. He
aske me to look to my own household
aad ese how L would brook any besltancy
on the part of one of my sons to obey a
commaud as to which he had scruples of
coneclence. I answer that I can hardly
concelve of any worse crime before G »d
sgalust my son than that of requirlng
bim by force or fear to sofl his consclence

resume this was sup
vifs of the parsgraph

mine, unless i¢ should bs to train him u

In such fasbion that he would cherish no
thoughts but mine; know no will but
mine, bave no conmsclence but mine I
would then be able to obtaln unques:ion- | B
ing obedience, but I saould have slain his

soul JOHN SCRIMGER,
Montreal, Fobruary, 28:h, 1890, S
vee—— G
Father Jones to Rev. Mr. Scrimger.

To the Editor of the Montreal Star :
S1R—Saturday ls a good day to balance a

with me the results of this week’s buatness.
For convenience sake, I shall distribute
I cordially 1n

You probably will
respect have characteriz:d oar little

WHAT THE PROFESSOR HAS NOT GRASPED.
1 That to vindicate the Constitutions [

Toat we are not dis |{s

but of “obligare ad peccatum,” and that
‘‘obligatio peccati” has

2 That Suarez, loco citato, is laying

3 Toat there are much earlier author-
fz¢d editlons of the Constitutions than the
one he gives of 1757. S0 that he will

io his llbrary.

4 That “‘nothlog new had to be de-
vieed,” a3 the famous “abi pecestum non

which, Mr. Eittor, I take the liberty of

DISPROVE OR HAS CONVENIENTLY
OVERLOOKED
1. Taat the Minlsterial Association, etc,

2 That the Oatholic Cburch has found

3 That it s the custom, from the days

de:te’s baskropicy !n the middle of the |

unto :in” in the sense of “stlglng uuder

“aisl paio of oln,”
mit sln,”

Z+n ch of the 6:n

the Juterpretation glven in the summary ' 31

ch 1
in all uniugs whereln sin appesrs not.

Is to yleld obedience 1u the superior’s
volce i all lhlngs to which, in the spirit
of cbarity, obedie

these are (Declaration B) thirgs fn which
there {0 no manifest sin.

suthorized edition of the Constitution slsntiaily the same.

fog the abuve pamajes in explaininy the
It 1s all very well so | re

{t forgets | 27 Feb ), declares that the Superior’s right
to ¢xact obedience does not go beyond,
but muet be «xerclsed within tbe eonfines
of the licit (totra lstltudinem matsrise
honestse)

Gury (Star, 27 Feb. ), says n religlons is not
bound to vbey when the superior com.
mands something evidently iilicit (evi.
denter {llicitum).

Fen,), declares that when the superior com-
maonde what s ilifcit the inferior 1s not
bound to obey, for the very serious reason
thst no men may biud bimself by vow to
s work of fnignity

vinculum foiquitath)

of the usage of St. Tnomas Aquinas three
hundred yesrs befi.re, the ¢Xpression
‘“obligatio ad pescatum” may mean an
obligation uuder paiw of sin (Star, Feb,
26)

that

rendered as “usque ad,” “unto” (Star,
Feb, 28)

of “ad” (Mar, Feb 28)

meaning of an expresion is any one of
thoee efg.ifications 1n which 1t is used by
staudard authors,
have used it in this acceptation, therefore
it is the natural meanicg of the word If
the Profeesor means that it ia not the
usual acception, then, at least, let him re
frain from eaying that it *‘has mot even
the merlt of belng good Latin” (Ster, Feb
26).
do)whon & word with a two fold meaning
occurs, and the reputation of his nelgh-
bour depends upou the interpretation he
fato put ou it 7 Is he to take it, 1a spite
of the pr.testations of his neighbour, in
the rense that would go to make him a
villain ? Or ehould he consult the context,
and parallel passages of the document t,
determine the meaning. Josuit morality,
as well as the law of charity,
scribe the latter course,
to think of him, if 1he scoeptation sanc-
tioned by wusage in the schools from
the days of St. Thomas precludes all
doubt asto the rendering heshould adopt ?
THE PROFESSOR HAS INDULGED IN A LITTLE

be accus-d of fineselng 1n an argument.

bas a doubt about the propriety of obey-
fog his superlor,
in question the right of his father to clear
up s similar doubt,
lent as to require the fi her to slay his
soul outright.
given to him by God Himself; but to
whom {s he to tarn for the proper form
ation of that comeclence? Be
should he be taught those lessons of mor
ality necessary to prevent that consclence
from belng warped ?
through obudlence to any command of | lc
sis, his consclence {3 not made up as to
the unrighteousness of an act, for then he
must disobey, as when the father would
have him lfe, or steal or otherwlse sin

or wroog  Let us take & case in pofnt
His son is an asiduous attendant at

day in the week Hitherto, like other
Christirns, he has kept Sandey, the
first day of the week, but one Sat.
urday bhe fs told by his father to saw

in Scripture for
fessor Scrimger no doubt would proceed
to form his boy’s consclence
another occasicn, thiuks he finds ample
authority in Scripture for transubitantl
ation (a much abhorred doctrine) in the
words “This ts My b:dy,” “Do this in
commemoration of Me,” and forthwith
aske his father If 1t would not ba well for
bim to attend Catholic service, whiie that
doctrine {s pat into practice
conecientious Professor ba more inclined
to flay bis body than to slay his soul ?
For the Inferior, In the Jesuit O.der, there

tloning obedience ” St. Iguatius himself
fo his letter on that subject, which forms
part of the Constitutions, glves the fol
lowing directions to the inferior : in No,
19 (No. 18 ends with the famons limita
tion o another form ¢
peccato manifesto covjancte non suant’’) :
“Nelther are you hiuaered by this if any
thing occurs to you diffsrent from the
superlor's opinion, and It seems (after
you have commended the same humbly
to God) that it ought to be declared, but
that you may propose it unto him, etc »

feseor and the penttent to invite the publie
to audit the settling of all matters of con.
sclence ; while, very Itkely, he would not
tolerate in public all consultations between
the physiclan and his patient, nor enthuel
sstically encourage indiscrimiuate clinical
operations in the fornm,
no'ions of morality are at variance.

the prospect of the forum in another form.
To allay hie fears, I can astuce him that we
have not the slightest inteation
Ring
(Though 1t might inspire with a salutary
fear, cortaln publishers, to be told that it
{s not at all necessary to be armed with a
of St Thomas Aquinas, in speaking of | blll of incorporation to proceed against
the dutles of religions, to make use of the ' them ) Any cltizen, be he & member of
the Law aud Order Siclety or not, might
amusz 2ima:lf at thelr exponse,

4. That in eorroboration of that fnter-

Jomes glves us one device, hut for sugbt I pretation of the “obligare ad” of the 5th,
(ﬁ Part of the Institate, we
have the parallel passages ;

(s) Bummary of the Coustitutions, No,

(b) Part Third (of the Constitutions),

§23  The superior is to be obeyed
(c) Part Sixth, ¢h 1, § 1. The foferfor

nce may extend, and

(d) Letter on Obedlence, No, 18, sub-
5 Toat Saares (1549 1617), after quot.
o of obedience fo the Soclety (Star,

6 That Liguori, quoted spprovingly by
7 That Gary, & contemporary (Star, 27

(votum nequit esse

WHAT THE PROFESSOR GRANTS,
1 That it has been shown tbat tn view

2. That be never doubted or qaestloned
meaning of “ad,” whereby it fs

WHAT THE PROFESSOR DENIES,
Tha: “arque ad” is & natural mesaning

I defereutially subuait that the natural

Both Livy and Cicero

What should & cousclentious man

would pre-
But what are we

LEGERDEMAIN
I thought J. suits were the otly ones to

refer to the point where the inferior
or when the boy calls
I sm not so truea-

The boy has & consclence,
wh.m

And we must pot
se sight of the fact that o the hyp;tne
at be doubts whether the thing be right
anday echool. He s c)mmanded by

od to keep holy the Sabbath, the seventh

cord of wood, Ho fiuds no warranty

the change, Pso

He, on

Would the

no necessity, In such cases of ‘‘auques-

quae cum

WHAT THE PROFESSOR RASHLY OPINE3
That it would be preferable for the con.

Once agaln our

The Professor seems unduly alarmed at

of drag-

bim before relentless judges,

and not of “obliging to com.

. The will and jadgment of the inf.zl r
88y to | is to be co.formable to the will and juog-
meont of the superlor §,

o all thivge where
there appears no sin

My thaoks, iIn closing this letter, are
due to the Professor, and I take yo'u to
witness, Mr, Elitor that he bhas boen
considerate enough slmost o promise not
to crowd me too much, Bat §f [ feel
mysell serlous'y incommoded, and fiud
that there is not room for us both, why, I
shall as gracefully as possible bow myself
out, aud perhaps it fs time to do o
already. A E JoNzs 8 J,

8t. Mary’s College, 1st March, 1890,

Rev Mr, Scrimger to Father Jones,
To the Eiitor of the Mentreai Stay :

Sie—1hough I bave already trespassed
Upun your kindness and space, | may be
&lowed, in accordance wich Father Jones’
lnvitatlon, to check his balsuce sheet of
Satarday last sni sapplement soms of its
omlssovs from my polut of view.
Though be bas been kind enough to
assure me that I am to be exempted from
the operation of the libel sut policy, 1
notlce that thls does mot apply to the
publisher, s0 I sball be as moderate as I
can. Porhaps I shall the better succeed
in this that & qule: Sunday has intervened.

1 On one point we seem to bave mis
understocd each utaer all througb, as even
the most fair minded and goud-natured
controverslalists will sometimes do. It
D 'w appears that in the phrase “obligatio
ad peccatum,” which has figured a0 larg:ly
In the diccussion, Father Jones takes
peccatum, as I do, in the sense of sin, bat
wakes ad mean under pain of, on the
ground that it s equivalent to ueque ad
This greatly stmplines the matter, For,
while I am prepsred toadmit that ad msy
properly be used as equaivalent to u.que
ad, I am not prepared to admit that o qae
ad 1o classical Latin ever bas the mesuiug
under pain of. Lsverett, his own autho.-
ity, glves us the weavivg, even to, as far
a8, up to, to the amount of, etc., bat
nowhere, under patn of, or auythiog
equivalent to it. Uato is not equivoleut
to under patn of, as Father Jones asserts,
exc:pt by an ellipsts which he would
supply io one way, while I think it ought
to be eupplied in snother. The natural
pbrase to expre:s his meaning 1s not ad
peccatum, but sub peccato or more fully
sub poeona paeccatl,
2. Oa a second point a little aditional
{uf.rmation 1s necessary. The C)petitu~
tlons of the Soctety of Jesus were first
authoritaitvely pabiished in 1757, Fatner
Jones correctly enough says there are
earlier authorized editions, I have before
me a reprint of the original Latin edition
prioted in Rome, at the House of the
Siclety (Riwase, in sedibus Soctetatis
Je-u) 1558. Bat these earlier eiitions
were for the use of the members of the
Suclety only (apparently uot even for all
of them), and weie carefully prevented
from golug tnto general cliculation. The
text of this cbapter was therefore n.t
known to the public until the middle of
the last century except surreptitiously,
and as it was thus of doubtful suthentic
ity llke the famous Secreta Monits or like
the so0 called exposures of Freemaeonry,
it was easlly denied. I dere say this fac:
was already knowa to Father Jones aud
tbat he communicated it to yon privately,
when be sent down for your {nepection
his prectons 1582 copy of the Summary
(an altogether uifferent work, which does
not contain the passage under dtscussion)
But he has forgstten to mention it to the
public

8 Father Jones admits that my render.
fog of the paseage s lult&intd' by the
usage of Gary and is the regular classical
ususge, even as I admit that his rendering
ls sustalned by the usage of Aquinas,
though I balleve not c'aseical at ali, If I
am right therefore in assuming that he fs
maloly responeible for the rather stagey
exiibitfon of the works of Aquinas in
your window on the leadlug business
streat of the clty for the edification of the
Latin-reading public, he ought in all fair
ness to have put the volame of Gary be
side it, that they might have both and
judge between us. For toe banefi: of
thuse whose Latin is a Iittie ruety he
might have sent 2l :ng also Laverett’s Lex-
fcon, if he could epare 1t fir & fow daye.
As there appears to bs some ambiguity iu
the statement of the Ocnstitutions, and as
he seems to think the matter very serlous,
I veature likewise to suggest that here is
opportunity for a little revision of official
standards nearer home than the Confes.
slon of Falth about wolch he was 80 anx
fous in his first letter,
4 Father Jones has not furnished a
particle of evidence that previous to 1757
any author, Jesuit or otherwise, held his
view as to the meaniog of the pacsage,
viz., that no Infraction of any rule in the
Qoustitatlons, apar: from the great vows,
was to be regarded as elnful, unless the
Superior solemnly commanded it in the
name of the Lird Jesus Christ or in vir-
tue of holy obedience, I must conclude,
therefore, that it is a “new device” to
escape its plain meaning,
5. Every interpretation and every par:
allel passage cited by Father Jones relates
to the subjsct of the limit of obedlence,
and not oue of them to that of the sinful
ness or otherwise of an infraction of the
mioor rules in the Constitutions. In
proof see the admirable condenssation of
them in Saturday’s letter, This shows
that even Father Jones foels this to be the
subject of the chapter, notwithetanding his
own assertion that 1t is about something
else
6 When I test these interpretative and
perallel passeges ome after another, by
adding the obnoxlous exception of this pae-
eage under diecuseion : unlees the Suparior
command these in the nume of our Lord
Jesus Chbrlst, etc. I find that they all
make good eenee, which would hard y be
the case if it were already embiaced In
them, and that this sense is exactly the one
I have given to the chapter. I take the
shortest as & sample, adoptitg Father
Jones’ words: “The Superior {s to be,
obeyed ln all things wherein ain appears
not,” unless the Superior command these
in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ or
in virtue of holy obedience. 1 ask your
readers to try it with any of the others in
the same way. These solemn formulas
of command “In the name of our L rd
Jesus Chriet” or “In virtue of holy obedi
ence,” are very rarely to be used (see
Gary, Compend. Vol. I, § 171), bat when
they are used the suburdinate’s only
couree {s obedlence. I am sorry {f this
sense ‘goes to mike some of my nelgh.
bors out as villalus’ or rather to show
that their system may lead directly to the
perpetration of villatnies when the objact
to be galned is Important enough But

grasp of bis superlor, as “a staff in an old

superior may comman
offence to His Divine Mbsjesty.

Tom 16, Tract. 10, Ltb, 4,0 12: “Are
tbe religioue of the Suciety of Jesus bound
by th’oh vow in every matter whatever if
lelt 77

after a prefatory remark -on the status

of three aad a balf centurles has been
expelled In turd from almost every
country under Heaven, Oatbolic and Pro-
testant, Caristian and Pagan, as well as
suppremed by the very autbority that
created it, I am inclined to think there
must besomething wrong with it, It can
bardly plead its record at any rate in ar-
rest «f judgmont,

7. 1 sm sorry to lotroduce svy new
matter at this stage of the discussion, bat
e Father Jones bas done so in his com
muufcation of Saturday by referring to a
cruple of passages Nos 18 and 19 in the
famous Lotter on Obedience, 1 trust he
will pardon me 1f 1 aek why be han not
alao cited for us a little more of Chsp
I§1 of the Sixth Part of the Constitu
tlons. It bas & very lntimate besring on
the subject and is interesting. Let me
cite 1t for bim. The section is too long to
give in full, but one or two sen ences
may serve the purpose. I can furuish
the Latin if neceseary, but I bope he will
not quarrel with my trapslation: “And
lot every omne persuade himself that they
who live under obedlence should permit
themselves to be moved and directed under
Divine Providence by their superiore joet
se if they were a corpse which allows it-
selt to be moved and haodled in sny way,
or as the staff of an old man, which serves
him wherever and in whatever thing he
who ho!ds it in his hand pleases to use it.
Thus obeilent, he nhourd execute any
thivg on which the Superfor chooses to
employ bim in tne service of the whole
body of the Soclety with cheerfulness of
mind, and altogether believe that he will
answer the Divine will better in that way
than in any other which he can follow tn
complisuce with his own will and differ.
ing judgraent.”

I leave this to the judgment of the
public, asking only one question : Even
if the Superior were bound to respect the
scruples of his subordinate, how wany
scruples is & man likely to have who sub-
mits himself to the will and suthority of
anotber {n that spirit?

8. Father Jonee 1s in error fn eupposing
that I desire to bave the“public present at
the settling of all matters of consclence,
I belteve in publiclty of fnstruction tn all
matters of morals, but I eee no need for
the presenze of the public in any such
transaction between the soul of the true
pevitent and his God. Nord) I see any
need for the presence of any spiritual
broker t) intervene between them, more
especlally when he demande an outrege
ously bigh commisslon for his palns, So
far as I can judge the New Testament
knows nothing of the coufessional, The
Protestant Charches manage to get on
very well without it, as I hope he will be
ready toc acknowledge, Sweep the iasti.
tution sway and then he will get quit of
tne whole system of casulstry which seems
ever to eutrap those who wonder much In
its mez:s even though thelr intentions are
of the beat,

9 Father Jones accuses me of fines:ing
In my reply to his question as to the right ot
a father to compel obedience from his son
when the latter has ecruples of conscience

[sm sorry he should have allowed him

self to uese the expresslon, as it {s wholly
unwarranted, aud is the only thing which
prevents me from heartily endoriog all
that he has sald as to the courtesy dis-
played in the discussion thus far, I shall
not retort the offensive term, but shailsup

pose that it {s thzough mere inadvertence
that he now states that question as if it
related to the right of a father to clear
up his eon’s doubts. These two things :
compelling obedience in the face of
scruples and cleariog up doubts, may
mean the same to Father Jones ; they
are far from being identical witnh me,
If the case related to my horse or my
dog, they might be 80, but not with my
g0n or any other moral being. Of course
I would seek to olear up my son’s doubts
and remove his scruples, In both of the
lngenious cases which he supposes I
would seek to “form his conscience ”
That is what I am trying to do every day
with all the wisdom and discernment God
baw granted me by giving him instruction
and laying down sound principles of
sclion, even by guarding him from
such teaching as he might receive
from Jesuit morslists as to mental
reservation, secret compensation and
the like., And I wmean to keep on
duing 8o as long as he remalins under my
control sand {rflaence. I may add tbat
I should nefther “flsy his ekin® for re

specting bis own acruples nor coerce him
by any other penmalty, I might restrain
bim from what I thought wrong as long
as I am responsible fur him, bat as for
compelling bim to do what he feared was
wrong, never. Ose who has himeelf ¢on

sented to become as “a dead boiy” in the

man's hand” may bs unabls to appreclate
such & measure of respect for the 1ndivid.
ual coneclence, but every father will
understand my mesning who is pot & bad
man or a tyrant, or perhaps a pupll of
the Jesults

Ia conclusion let meeay that I am urged
to reprint this correspondence along with
the paper which has calied it forth. [ shall
be glad to recelve from Father Jones
notice of any corrections, clerlcal or other-
wise, which he might desire to nave made
in his part of it, 50 that ful justice may be
done him, JOBN SCRIMGER,
Mntreal, March 3:d, 1890,

Father Jones to Kev. Mr. Serimger,
To the Editor of the Montreal Star ;

SIR—The better to meet satisfactorlly
& number of pointsin Professor Scrimger’s
letter in yesterday’s Star I shall begin
with what comes under the headlog of his
parsgraph 4. He wiil be hard to please
1f waat follows does not put an end to his
last scruples, If, after this, the Oonstita-
tlons of the Jesuits be still maligned, he
will not have even the excuse of pleading
before his Maker that he acted up to the
dictates of his coneclence in obeylng a
formal command leen to bim by a legiti.
mate superior, e will continue then in
accuelr; thousands of his fellow-men of
*anctlonlog, by thelr membership in an
O.der, the iufamous rinclpla that a

dpln the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ what would bs an

A —Suarez (1649-1617), Opera omnla,

In § 6, uader the abpve headlag,

that s not my fault,. And when I con-

eider that the society In ita brief history

quastionis, Suarez proceeds to say : “In
relaion to the epecial obedlence which

individual

vow exacts, when viewed in eonmnec-
:lh:l with tho'lholoul binding force of
the precept, the chief enquiry fs : how far
reaching is that obedieace in the Soclety ;
in other worde, does it extend to any
object whatever, and to any actlons?
Aud bere there ls no question of any
action implylng wickedness nor of any
circumstastial adjavct of #n ; for, from
the nature of the thivg (snd we bave
proved it already in tome 2), it {s certain
that sach acts cannot be fucluded in the
promise of a vow, as they are displeasing
to God, aud conscquently cannot be com-
prebended in the vow of obedience. A
second reason {s because the command of
aa loferlor, that is to say, of map, cannot
bold gocd sgafoet the command of the
Saperior, that {e, God.” This sets at rest
the accueation thet the Jesuits belleve
tbat & Superior may comwmend sln, and
this evidence s “previons to 1757,”

I rehescsed part of § 7, of this same
chapter XII,in my letter of Thursday
last, and L now paes over the remainder of
that s:ction and the other sections which
precede aud follow it, as far as § 13,
The paseages omitted would throw atill
more light on the subjact, but are too
lengthy to fizd room 1n your columns.
Those interested may consult them In the
origioal, If Professor Scrimger be willin
to accept my invitation he will be wel-
come to peruse SBuarez at bis lelsure, For
his [ rmer vieit has lefc none but pleasant
recollections.

I now come to § 13, entitled “Con-
firmstio proxime dict,ram —B Igoatius
et exactam iu suo ordine observantiam et
obligatiouem ad culpam extra vota nullam
fcduclt.” Anglice : “Confirmation of what
has just beea sstd.—Ia his order, St.
Iguatiue imposes nelther a strict observ-
auce nor an obligation under pain of sin,
outside the matter of the vows.” Suarez,
we here ree, mskes uss of “ad” after the
manner of S:. Thomas Aquinas snd St,
Ignatius. He takes “obligaiio ad culpam”
88 an equivalent for “ob Igatio ad pecca-
tum.” Ty take It as 1t here stands, in
this chapter 12, with its immediate sur-
roundings, in any other seuse than that of
“an obligation unto alp,” or, fo plain
English, “‘an obligation under pain of sin,”
would suppose a recklessness of conse.
quences of which I deem Professor Scrim.
ger to be too shrewd a person to be gulity.
To forfelt a reputation for exegetical
capacity, would be simply rulnous for
any men in the Professor’s position. It
would be drawing too heavily on the
treasures of a falr name amaseed by long
years of unremitting labor. It would, in
fine, be putting too violent a strain on the
good will and fmplicit rellance oun bis
word, which bind to him & not insiguifi.
cant traln of admirers,

It was indeed with unfelgned regret
that I watched the Profeesor venturing
already so far out In treacherous waters,
though he was warned in time that his
foot hold on the shelving battom was less
steady., It is ucdoubtedly mot yet too
Iate to save his reputation asa tiucere
man, and an unfaltering seeker after
truth ; but as for his repatation as an ex-.
egete, a few, ugly rents require iImmediate
mending befire It can again stand the
scrutinfzlng g8z3 of aa over exactiog pub-
lic

Bat we are losing sight of Saarez, who,
In treating ex professo, in this bis Chapter
XII, the Obapter VI of the C.nstitutions
goes on to say :

B —“‘And this (what he had jast devel.
oped in preceding sectlons) {s borne out,
since a more extended power (l. e, of
commandiog thipgs not according to the
oraioary mode of Lifs within the Soclety)
under this vow (of obedience) s nefther
Deceesary nor ueeful to the Soclety in
view of ite evd ; nay more ; 1t would
prove hurtful on account of the perii and
perturbation which might arise frora
the exerclee of It. Itls, therefore, beyond
bellef that sny such power was given to
Buaperiors elther in the Intention of those
vowlng or of those who framed and who
approved the I[nstitute. Aad this may
b correctly asserted in view of the 5ih
ctapter of the alxth part of the
rame Constitutions, fa which our blessed
Father Iguatius wisely provides egalnet

dangers and for the pertection
of hia children, In this view he
mukes a twofuld utterance. The first is

that he desires all the Society’s C.nstita.
tlons, declarations aad order of life to be
observed according to our institute, in no
wise deviatiog in any particular.’ The
eecond 1s that it nevercheless seemed ex.
pedient to him, irrescinding from the
obligations of the vows, that in the
Soctety’s Coustitutions, or any ordinances
whataoever, thece should be no obligation
urder pain of eln, mertal or venial, to the
end, that soares and perils might be
avolded ; he adds, ho wever, one exception :
‘Unless the Superior command in the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, or in
virtue of cbadience (nfsl Saperior in
nomine Domla! nostel Jesu Chrlsti, v.lin
virtute obedlentiae jaboret *)
Let me here interrapt the qnotation to
remind Professor Scrimger that Susrez
does take account of the exception, “Nisl
Superior ¢a, etc. ;" and that the same ex-
ceptlon dal not come out for the first
t{me on the occasion of Lavalette’s bank.
ruptey, in the waiddle of the last centary,
but when the Soclety’s Constitutions were
first approved by the Holy See, In the
daye of Suarez they had already become
public property, though it be not the
custom of religlous oxders to place thelr
conetitutione in the market, Conse-
queontly, Profe:sor Scrimger’s unhistorical
insinuation, in the Star of February 28,
is but another myth in the minds of anti-
Jesults, I mueiadd, for the Professor’s
sati-faction, that he, in the same para-
graph, renders quite correctly the mean-
log of the paseege as it {s universally
understood by every Jesnit from the
great Suarez down to my own humble
eelf. I thank him, therefore, for havin
set me right with his friende, and beg him
to belleve that so far from fta belog any-
thing strange or anomalous in religlous
orders, 1t {s the exception when their con-
etitutions bind the members under pain
of sln, in virtne of the rule itself, I
revert now to the fnterrnpted quotation :
“And he (S:, Ignatius) declares ‘that
not even this should be done without
urgent cause, When he says: ‘Which

muy be done in the case of such matters

and persons, in which it shall be judged,
that 1t will greatly conduce to each one’s
welfare or to the wellare of
all? If the extent be properly taken
into account this power (of commanding)
bears on the obscrvance of the conatitu.

tlone, declarations and order of life strictly
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