us
his
ok
ing
T
08

nd,
the
ed
no
for

3ix
ne

ot.
re
ls,
ile
or
he

De
es

0,
al
d,

o S N R

s i

-

MARCH 15, 1860.

THE CATHOLIC RECORD.

THE JESUITS,
PROF., HCRIMGER ATTACKS AND

FATHER JONES DEFENDS THEM,

Montreal Btar, Fev, 24.

At o meeting of the Protestant M!ufs.
terlal Assoclation this morning the Rav,
Prof. Scrimger read a paper on the sub
ject of “Ecrors In the Moural 1eaching of
the Jesnita” For convenlencs of pre-
gentatlon the paper was dlvided into four
beads, namely :

1. Those errorsarlting from the errone.
ous theologleal doctrines of the Church of
Rome such as transubstantiation, baptls
mal regenerstion, orders, confession, pen-
ance, indulgences, purgatory, ioterces:ion
of ealcts, etc,

2. Those errors arlsing from extrava-
gant political principles of which they are
the chief advocates.

8. Errors which may be eald to be In-
herent in the confestional as a system,

The fourth and most serious claes of
errors In Jesult teaching, however, con
elets of those which atlee from the almost
constant tendency to lexity iu thelr judg
ment of actions and intuitions when con
tidered in the actual circumstances of life,
Under the first head, error, Mr, Scrimger
says, {s due to false sssumption. Religlous
dutles are multiplied which Scriptursl
authority does not juetify. The second
commandment fs ignored, although the
decalogue forms a large part of their works
on Morsl Theology., The secord head
t:eats of the

SUPREMACY OF THE POPE

over all other eccleslastical authorities in
the world, and over all temporal sover
elgne, the supremacy of the Church over
the State, theright of the Church to defice
itsown ephere as sgainat the State, the1ight
of the Church to control education acd
marriage, the Immunity of all ecclesiast!-
cal persons from civil jurisdiction, the
right of the Church to control the use of
the fraxchiee In its own interest. These,
toco, all lnvolve corresponding duties
which they are not elow to urge upon
their adherents,

There bas been much diccuesion as to
whether they teach that the Pope has a
right to depose a eoverelgn who {s dfs-
obedlent to him, or abeolve his subhjacts
from thelr alieglance. The earlier Jesult
writers, such as Bellarmine, undoubtedly
did e0 ; the recent ones maintain a some
what prudent reserve on that point,
though aeserting principles that would
seem to Involve 1t {f carrled out to their
logteal concluelon,  But altogether apart
from that, they teach quite emough to
overthrow all free Institutions and
serlously endanger the public well belcg

3 A third class of errors are those
which may be sald to be inberent in the
confessional ae & system, Of the conks
slonal the Pope says :

‘Owing to the establichment of this in-
stitutlon as an essential part of {ts ma.
chinery of diecipline the Church s under
the neceeelty of tralning il its priests in
the special bueiness of judging the moral
quality of acts and staves of mind in de-
tall and of advisirg as to duty uvder all
clrcumetances. Instead of laying down
brosd general principles of morality and
leaving it to the individual consclence
to apply them in detail, the priest is
called upon to make the application and
to

PRONOUNCE JUDGMENT
accordingly as the representative of God
by grantlog or refusleg absolution, It s
this neces ity which has given rise to the
whole syetem of caeulstry.”

Touching the question of confesslon we
quote the paper in full from the case of
adultery which s cited.

Anpns, who i3 guilty of aduitery, when
questioned by her suspiclous husband
anewered him at first that ehe hed not
broken her marrisge bond. Then, having
recelved ebiolution for her elp, she
apewered : “I am Innocent of any such
crime,” A third time, on belng pressed
by ber busband, she absolutely denied the
fault, I have not committed it, said she,
meenlog euch adultery as I am obliged
to reveal, or, I have not committed an
adultery that muet be revealed to you,

Q. Must Anna be condemned ?

A, In all three cases Anna msy be
excused from any lle, because, in the first
place, the could say that she had not
broken the marrlage bind, since it still
continued to exlst ; in the second case she
could call herself innocent of adultery,
since, after having been to confesslon and
having recelved abeolution, her consclence
{s at reet, having the moral certainty that
ker sln was pardosed. She could, accord-
ing to S. Liguorl, even affirm it on oath ;
in the third cace she could also deny her
eln, accorditg to & probable opiolon,
meaning she had not committed itin such
a way that she was obliged to reveal it to
her husband in the same way as an accaeed
person may eay to a judge who interro-
gstes him irregularly : 1 have not com.
mitted any crime, mesniog o eush a
manner that he s bound to declare it.
This {s the oplnlon of S, Liguorl and of
many others.” Similar cases could be
clted to almost any extent excuslng dls
simulation, clandestlne baptlsm, defama-
tlon of character, secret compensation or
steallng, guilty co operation ia the sin of
another, forgery. Many of their earlier
writers excuse murder under varlous clr—
cumsiances, but Gary {s not so bold.

We may now conslder the methods by
which these outrageous conclusions are
reached.

It need ecarely be sald that they are
not reached by any direct refusal to ac.
knowledge the plain laws of right and
wrong. Nelther their own conaclences
nor those of their penitents would allow
that to be done without instant protest,
Iu fact, the

JESUIT EXPOBITION OF THE LAW

in theory fs gemerally all that the most
rigid morallst could aek for. What could
be better, for example, than the following
definition of a lfe in Gury: “A lle s a
wotrd or algn contrary to the thought with
the intention of decelving.” Aud even
in thelr practical declslon of any particu-
lar case they generally start out by takiog
high moral ground—high enough to sat.
isfy tho most exacting couscience. But
the Jesult has varlous devices which he
applies regularly and systematlcally for
the purpose of reducing the eln to !.he
smallest possible dimensions or of making
it disappear sltogether— just as the crim-
fcal lawyer has certzln well understood
methods of defenca which he may employ
sccording to ths natare of each case for
the purpose of securlug the acquittal of
his client,

(s). The first of these that msy bemen:

tloned ls to make the most of all extenu.
atlog clrcumstances, such as the oecsslonal
nature of the eln, Ignorance of the conee
qnecces, ignorance or forgetfulnees of the
law, ivcapaclty through drink, nature of
the provecation and suddenness of the
temptation,  Of course, 1t fs perfectly
fair that eome account should be taken
of thete circumetauces. Some of them
would certalnly mitigate the punish.
ment lxflicted by auny clvil judge
Bat the clvil jadge would rarely aliow a8
much welght to them av is commonly
done by these casulsts. The consclence
of the average individual if left to Iteelf
would generally take bigher ground, In
{llustration of this mey be quoted the
very fizet case glven by Gury in his great
work on “Cases on Conecfence.,” Arnulfe,
an honest man, but of &
QUARRELSOMI: DISPOSITION,

me:ts hig enemy. Harassed by him with
{nsults and blows, he is inflamed with a
desire to kill bhim and eprivgs upon
him with & drawn dagger. He,
however, masters his passion auvd runs
away. On coolivg down he 1s troubled at
the thought of having committed the
deadly aseault, at once throws himeelf at
the feet of h!s confescor and avows his
fault.

Again: Though he bas made earnest
efforts to check a bad babit of curslog
and swearlng, in 8 quarrel with an op-
ponent he breaks cut into blssphemy,
and egaln betakes himself to the confes
sor to clear hia corsclence,

Oa another cceaelon, know!ng that he
{3 apt to be quarrelsome when futoxicated,
he takea care to avold drinkling to excess
But belog urged by his companions to
drink more than usual, he becomes {ntox
fcated before thinking of his dapger, and
in a rage quarrels with the others, Oscom
ing to himeelf he hurrles to do penance and
goes to his confessor.

2 Has Aroulfe sloned in these three
instances 1

A. He does not eeem to have cinned in
any of the three cases, at lenst seriously,
because he had not a full and perfect
kuowledge of the evil, ad thera was no
premeditution, as may be gathered from
the clrcumstances of the cases,

2. A recond method adopted 18 to glve
the penitent the bencfit of every possible
doobt that can be ralsed in bis favor,

This again {8 & recognized principle of
jurfeprudence to wh ch eome place may be
glven in morals If properly restricted
Bat lnstead of restricting it within the
parrowest limite the Jesuit exteuds it as
far as he possibly can and no lawyer ever
displayed greater iogenuity in ralsirg
doubts than the averegye Jesuit, He
raises doubts as to matters of fact, and
wherever there can be any uncertalnty
always presumes that state of the case
which {a most favorable to bis penitent.
He ralees doubts as to his responsibllity
for consequences, end if there Is any way
of accountlog for these other than by the
direct act of his penitent, whataver his
lntention may bave been, it is used in his
favor. He suggests doubt as to the
amount of deliberation that preceded an
act and If in any way it can be made out
to be unintentional or the result of a
sudden impulee

IT8 HEINOUSNESS DISAPPEARS,

and it becomes & venial ein. He suggests
doubta as to the obligation resting on his
penitent to falfil inconvenient promises
that have been given, or inconvenlent
contracts that have been sgreed on,
doubta as to the obligation to tell the truth,
even on ontb, when there 1s any serious
reascn for concealing it and for mislesding
the interrogator, doubts as to the obligs.
tlon to make reparation for wrongs done,
or restitution for damage inflicted. In
most of these casea a high eense of honor
or a tender consclence would lead a man
to declde these doubts sgalnst himeelf
The Jesuit always allows them in favor
of the culprit. Aad with sach an array of
possibilities it would need to ba aclear casa
indecd ln which some loophole of escape
cannot be found.

3. Closely allied to th!s i3 the free use
of the doctrine known as ‘‘probabilism,”

On many points there {s room for diffar-
ence of opinion as to whether certaln
things are allowable or not, and the
various writers differ in thelr concluslons,
which are expressed, therefore, with more
or less hesltation. Taey aregiven as pro-
bable, or more probable than the oppoeite
vlew., Now of course any ome who s
really serious in desirlog to keep a good
coneclence can always do 8> by avolding
whatever s of doubtful morality, But
that would ba too high ground for the
Jesult to inslst uoon, and the only ques
tlon s as to how far one may go in doubt-
ful courses, There has been some dis-
pute even amorg themeelves on thls
polnt, many of them have held that any
course which has ever been declared pro
bably lawfal by any acknowledged author,
aud for which any defence whatever
could baeet up, was allowable and conld
be followed without censure, however
doubtful it might be, even though the
coafessor disapproved of it, and the man's
own conscience might condemn it. Sach
lax views, however, brought down the
condemnation of Rome, and In words at
least they now coufine license within
gomewhat narrower limits, A course
must ordinarily be declared probably law-
ful by some considerable number of
anthors before it can be taken without
sin. Even yet, however, one may have
the gravest doubts himself about the pro
priety of it, and the confessor may wholly
disapprove of it, but he ls bound, never
theless, to glve him abzolution, One 13
not bound even to be consistent with
himself, may act on omne opinlon to-day
and on {ts opposite to.morrow as best
suits his interest, and still clsim the bene.
fit of the doctrine. Of course many men
bave always acted on this principle, but it
remalned for the

JESUITS To JUSTIFY IT,
We csn hardly conceive of anything

to excuse sllence even when thls leads to
the most serlons consequences for lnno-
cent victims.

Again it is a general rule in law that s
man {a bound to make restitution only
for damege actually caused, Father
Gury uses it to excuse a man who hes
killed the head of a fumily from makivg
any restitution to the family, because as
be was wasteful and {utemperate they are
realiy better off without bim,

Generelly spoaking, a man 18 held re-
spousible only for what he iotends to do
Ghary uses this principle to acquit from
responeihility for any unforseen conse-
quence of & man’s crime. A burglar
enters a store to steal and eccidentally sets
fize to the place, e is under no obliga-
tion to make restitution tecauee he did
not futend toburn it down, Oa the other
hand he is not responsible for the goods
he meant to steal, because he fajled to get
away with them. A murderer shonts at
one man snd kille another, He s under
no obligation to his family as ke d!d not
intend to shoot bim,

To thie same claes belongs the famous
msx'ms about which there has been so
much controversy, that the end justifies
the means, in the eense that it is Iawful to
do evil that good may come. Thisls a

rinciple taat holde good within certain
rlmlu in time of war and perhaps within
still narrower limits {n the detection of
crimiugla. The Jesuits have always

REPUDIATED THE CHARGE

of uslng tbis principle in any tmproper
sense. Thelr denial s both true and falee,
8o far as my knowledge of their works
goes they do not directly appeal to it, ex
cept as warranting & prisoner in using
deception and violence in making bis
escape from prison. Bat many of thelr
worat conclueions practically involve it, e.
g, dissimulation and even falsehood are
¢xcused in the interests of the Church,
clandestine baptism ls permitted in order
to makesure of 2 prominent convert, who
world otherwise suffor great inconve
nience ; mental reservation and equivoca-
tlon may be employed by almost aaybody
when there {s avy streng reacon, legiti-
mate or otherwise, for conceallng the
truth ; secret compensution or stealing is
permitted when a man ciunot easlly get
what he considers his rights in any otter
way ; forgery 18 eXcused {f it be com-
mitted to replace a valid document lost or
destroyed that s neceseary to make good
a claim. It {s slso clearly involved fu the
following paseage from their Constitutione,
which on the face of 1t purports to forbid
ft:

“Although the Society desires all Ite
constitutione, declaraciions and order of
Itfe to be observed according to cur fustl-
tute, In no wise deviating in any matter,
it le nevertheless fitting that all its mem-
bers should be secured, or, at least alded,
sgrivst fa'ling into the sumre of any ein
which may arise from the force of its con
stitutlons or {ujuncions. It s:ems good
to ue, therefore, in the Lnrd, besides the
express vow wheraeby the Soclety Is bound
to the Supreme Poutiff for the time being,
and the three other essential vows of pov-
erty, chastity and obedlence, that no con.
stitutions, declarations or o:der of living
can involve obligation to sin, mortal or
venlal ; unless the superior command
these in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ
or in virtne of holy obedlence, which may
be done in those matters or persons
wherelan it shall be judged that it will con.
duce greatly to the private or publle
good.”

In face of these facts denial fe eimply an
equlvocation. If they makeeo little onen
use of this maxim it is not becauee they
do not belleve ia it, but eimply because
they have s0 many other methods of lat-
ting down the standard which do not at
once revolt the conscience, that they have
not much need for one which most
assuredly would do wo.

The paper was recelved wlth applanse
and the views expressed were generally
upheld by the speakers who followed.
The report of the Cmmittee on Indecent
Posters, iacludiog the memorial to Coun-
cil, was read and adopted.

Father Jones to Professor Scrimger.
To the Kditor of the Montreal Star :

Sir—I am sorry to sce the Star con-
descending to becoma the echy of the
Miaisterial Association in its attacks on
the code of Cathelic morality ; for the
headlng “Morale des Jesultes” {s a misno.
mer, and to all intente and purposes might
a) well bave been: “Morale de 1ITyllse
Cathollque,”

Liguori was not a Jeaait, but was the
founder of the Order of the Holy
Rideemer, worthily represented in this
city by the Redemptorist Fathers of St.
Ann’s parlsh The teaching of 8t.
Alphonsus L'guorl has recsived at the
hands of the Holy See the most solemn
approval, when the eaint himself was
honored with the title of Doctor of the
Ohurch,

Gury was indeed a Jesuit, personally
known to me as a venerable, God -fearing
man, Butthe exponent of the Minis-
terial Association has not thought fit to
point out in what Gury, the Jesuit, difters
from 8 Liguorl, or from other approved
Cathollc moralists, Uatll this be done
every Catholle will look upon the attack
as dlrected, not against the much-mal.
fgned order, but agalnst his mother
Church,

The columns of the dally press are not
the place wherein to discuss intricate or
delicate questions of ethics. Men, who
very commendably and with righteous
lodiguation, tear down the objectlonable
poster at the street corner with one hand,
and dlstribute with the other F, Chini-
quy’s “Confessional” or Paul Bert's
“Morale des Jesultes,” can scarcely be
looked upon as serlouely in earnest.

Farthermore, the general public, not
having had any special training in the
matter, are as liable to blunder 1n the
interpretation of the language of the

more fitted to debauch 1 and
destroy its sensitivenese.

4, A fourth method coneiats In the in.
dlecriminate use of general principles
which are true only within certain limlts
and can be safely followed only under
cortain conditions, Principles, for ex-
ample, which hold good in ordinary jurls
prudence are not necessarlly true in
ethics. But by the Jaeults they are freely
allowed,

Thus for instance in law a man ls not
bound to criminate himself—an impor.
tant principle which is intended to protect
the individual agalnet possible judiclal
tyranny, but wholly out of place in the

court of consclence. The Jesult usea it

“‘Schools,”’ as our well-meaniog fellow
citizen, Professor Scrimger. Aund where
is the wonder, for other and abler men
have done so before him,

I eay this in a Christian spirit, as
personally I deem him an amiable, kind
hearted and upright man. In no case
more than in his, would cne be more ra.
luctant to judge intentions harshly, or
more willivg to condone shortcomings,
with all that excessive leniency with
which he supposes Jesuit moralists are
instinct in the case of repentant sinners,

I instauce the only point in the two
columus of yesterday’s Star which bears
directly and exclusively on the Jesult
Order. Had our worthy prefessor baen

more fawiliazr with ecc'esinstical Eatin,
or the technical expressions of canon law,
be would not, I am persnnded, tave
grossly misdnterpreted the meaning of
oue passage of the constitutions of the
Soclety of Jesus, Lot me recall the
quotation as glven fn the Star:

“Although the Boclety dedres all fts
constitutions, declaratious and order of
life to bs observed nccordleg to our
lostitate, in no wise devlating in any
matter, It {y nevesthelesa fisting that all
its members should be eecured, or, at
least alded, a;alust falilng Iuto the
snare of any sin which mey arise from
the force of its conmstitutions or in-
japetlons. It eeoms gocd to us, therefore,
1 the Lord, besides the express vow
whereby the Soclety is bound to the
Supreme Pontiff for the time belvg, and
the three other essentlal vowe of poverty,
chastity aud obedience, that no constitu.
tlons, deciarations or order of livieg can
involve obligation to ela, mortal or
veaial ; unless the superior command
these in the name of our Lord Jesus
Chrlet, or in virtue of holy obedience,
which may be done in tbose matters or
persone wherein it ehall be judged that it
will conduce greatly to the private or
public good.”

The foregolng purports to be a trancla
tlon of the 5:h chapter of the G:h part of
the Iastitute, If we are to take it as
meaning that the Superior may enjoin on
bis fcferior a elufal action In virtue of
boly obedlence, 1t 18 & moustrous perver-
tion of the plain meaalug of the text,
which 18 naught else than that nothlog in
the Constitutlons, rules, or order of living,
Induces an obligation under pain of sin,
venfal or mortal, In virtue of the rule
iteelf  But that, {n some special case, the
Saperlor may commaad what falls within
the ecope of the Conastiltutions, in virtue
of the vow of obedience mede to him,
The unly cxceptioua to this are the es:er-
thal vows of the religions stute, poverty,
chastity and obedlence, and the vow made
to the Sapreme Pontiff hlmself in the
metter of wisstons ; for eny wilful viola.
tlon of these vows would be necessarily
slaful,

One m'ght have thought that the very
heading of this chapter 5.h would have
been sutlizlent to clear up anv douht had

there been room for one: Quod Constitu
tiones peccats obligationem non snducunt ;
1 e, TreCousniuiions iuvolve no obit

watton of sin, Thae preamble ia still more
explicit, “it 13 nevertheless ficting
that all ite members shonld be secured, or
at least nlded, aga'nst fallivg into the
suare of ony sin which may arlse from
the firce of its Conatitutions or Injanc
tlona” (Professor S:rimger’s tranelation)
The marginal references all point the
same way : (Daclaration B. chap 13, G h
part):  “Hujusmodi sunt ille ommes, in
quibus nullum man: festum est peccatum, 4 e,
whereln ihove 18 no maaatfess ein.”’

The bluunder lies In rendering “sbifgatio
ed peccatum” into Euglish by ““an obliga-
tion to elo,” aalf it were a verb, “‘ad peccan
dum :” while on the contrary the Latin
prepoeltion “al” is frequentlv and classt
cally used for “nsque ad.” Coneequently
it should be rendered “an obligation
(utque ad) unto, extending ss far s,
recching sin.  Consult any respecable
dlctionary, Leverett’s for iustance, v ca
bal “ad.”

Whatever may be sald of “obligatln ad
peceatum” a3 a classical phrase, it wae cer-
talnly used In theoleglcel works fally
three hundred yenrs bufore the Constitu-
tions of the Soclety of Jesus were written,
8t. Thomas Aquines was born in 1226; the
Saclety of Jesus was in its lnfancy in
153 St, Thomas uses the identlcal
phrase with ideatlcally the same meaulng,
Had the exponent of the Ministertal Asso-
ciation followed a course of Catholle
Theology, no doubt he wonld have been
aware of this fac!, and not have ventured
bayond his depth. Since he hss gone to
some pains to read up Gury, ete, lat hiw,
out of pure love of truth, consuli the Sam
ma Theologlea of Si Thoma1s, Secunda
Secundae, Qaaest, 186, art, 9, : “Utrum
Rsligiosas semper pecest mortaliter trans-
prediendo ea quae sunt in regulai” {. e. :
Docs a religious always ein mortally in
tranegresslug what is prescribed by the
rule? Si Thomas solves the question
negatively, aud, ia answer to the objec-
tlons he himeelf proposes, ho seys: The
rel'glous state {s mora secure than the
secu ar: hencs Gregory ([n prinelp
moral) comparss secular life to a
troubled ses, and religlous lfe to
a tranquil haven.” Sed sl quaell-
bet tranegressio eorum qrm i re-
gula continentur, religiosum obligarct ad
peccatum mortale,” but if every transgres
slon of what is contsined in the rule
obliged the religious (ad peccatum mor
tale) under pain of mortal sin, the
religious state would be most dangerous,
on avcount of the multiplicity of observ
ances, therefore not every transgression
of what is contained in the rule is a
mortal sin (est peceatum mortale),

In the solution of his second objactioa
he proceeds to sny : “Sicut ergo in lege
civili non facit semper diguum ywmaa
mortig corporalis transgressio legalis
statuti: ita nec in legs Eccles'w omnes
ordinationes vel publica statuta obligant
ad morta’e : et similiter nec ocmnia statuta
regun )" 1, e,, ‘““As therefore by the civil
law the physical transgression of a legal
statute does not always render ome
worthy of the death penalty ; so, by the
law of the Church, not every ordinance
or public statute obliges uader pain ot
mortal sin (obligant ad peccatum), and
likewise not every prescription of the
rule.”

The concluslon of all this {s obvlous,
namely, that by every canon of iaterpre-
tatlon, were interpretation needed, the
impugned passages feom the Constitutions
of the Je lts should be rendered in Eog-
lish as follows ;

“Li seems befitting to us, therefore, In
the Lord, besides the express vow wher:by
the Soclety {s bound to the Suprems Pon
tff for the time belng, and the three other
esseutlal vows of poverty, chustity and
obedlence, that no constitutions, declara-
tlons or order of livicg can oblige unto sln
(under pain of sln) mortal or venial ; un.
less tho superior ecommand theee in tha
name of our Lord Jesus Chzlet or in virtne
of holy obedience, etc,

The zeal of the Minlsterial Assoclatlon
may to thamselves appear pralseworthy,
and tho efforts of their exponent slncere ;
but please let it be expended ou some
lsudable objact, revising, for inetance,
thelr Confesston of Faith. With this they
should have their hands full for some time
to come, But when they go beyond their

rphere, and attempt evilly to futerpret re-
liglous Constitutions which the Catholle
Courch has sanctioned and declared holy,
they mako themselves unnecesearily offen.
tive, or, much woree, they, the preach-
ers of a gospel of peace, siir up
rellglous  strife. 1  dare not eay
that fgnorauce, Hke charity, covers a minl
titude of slus, but accordlug to the “lax
worality of the Jesults'” it at loast dlmin-
fohes theie guilt; and may this ope day
be thelr c¢xcuse before God: they knew
not what they did. When convlieted,
however, of such ignorance, as in the pre-
sent {ustavce, but one thing s left for an
honest man to do, and that fs to repair the
fnjury done theirnelghbor by their slander.
By not so dofng, If they be in good falth,
they opeuly espouse the principles they
condemn, [f, on the other hard, they
meliciouely clrculate evil reports, with a
view of tnjurfog a religiovs body, they
father on themselves the maxim which
they have never found in any Catholle
theologlan, that *“the end jastifiss the
means ”’ A. E Joues, 8, J,
St, Mary’s Cllege, 256 February,

Rev. Mr. Scrimger to Father Joues,
To the Editor of the Montreal Star:

Sir—I trust you will allow me sjpace
for a briet reply to the animadversions of
Father Jones on wy paper before the
Ministerial Aseociation concerning the
moral teaching of the Jesuits,

It is hardly worth while to rezent his
reflections on the Association itself or
the somewhat gratuitous advice he is
pleased to tender it. [ have no doubt it
will continue as heretofore to uee its
influence in restraint of immorality and
indecency, even though it should be
necessary ecmetimes to expose it to the
public eye, lam rcoiaware thatitisre
sponsible for the aistribution of either
Coiniguy’s “Cnfeseicnal” or Paul Bart'’s
“Morale des Jeeuites” Bat I think I
cen eafely promise that it will advoeate
the suppression of the latter when Jesult
authorities consent to eupprees or diecard
all works like those of Gury, of which it
Is slmply an expceure by giving a fair
translation of fairly chosen selectioms, |
made no personal charge rgalnst Father
Gary and am glad to know that he was
tuch an estimable man, but to me his
witings are timply abominable—need-
les:ly 8o, even for a casniet

I appreciate Fathar J sues’ kindly words
about wyself and hope I shall always con-
tinue to deserve them. Bat I cannot con
sent to lle under his charge of ignorance
in my rendering of a Latin phrace such as
that referred to in the constitutions of the
Jesult order, that these constitutions are
not to “Involve obligationem ad peccatum
mortal or venlal, unless the Superior com
maznd these,”” Allhe has shown s thst in
view of the ussge of St Thomss Aq1inas
thrae hurdred years before, the expression
“obligatio ad peccatum may mean an ohliga
tion under puin of sn, aud that thus the
pasesge would lose its sinister character as
authorizlng a superfor to order that which
le sinfal. But [ submit that it 18 not the
natural meaniog of the phrase, Peccatum
means sin, not the penalty of ain, and
“obligatio ad peccatum’ means obligation
to sin. In thls very chaoter It is used as
the equivalent of obligatio peccati, which
even Father Jones reudars “obliga‘fon of
sin.”  His explanation 1s ot in harmony
with the ussge of Jesnit writers of the
present day. [ open Gury almost at ran-
dom and I find “obligare ad rem Impossi-
bilem” “obligare ed rem ililcitsm,” in the
obvlous sence of obliging to do something
{raposstble, unlawful. Nor in site of
Father Jones does it eeem to me that the
contexteuggests hls renderlug, The head-
Ing of the chapter accordlog to his own
correct trauslation fs : “The constitutions
involve no obligation of sin.” The first
part of the chapter {s slmply an expansion
of this admirabie limitation of obedience,
and then an exception is added: *Unless
the Superlor command these” (nisi Super-
ior ea juberet), 1 am prepared to sdmit,
however, that Father Jones 13 in a better
poeitfon than I can possibly be to know
what is the interpretation put upon this
famous poesage in the constitutions at the
present time among the members of his
Otdsr, aud am glad to learn that, whatever
may have been its original intentlon, it s
now understood in an unobjectionable
8enso,

Bat In that case I am somewhat puz.
zled at the followiog passage In Gury on
the cbedience due to eupericrs in religlous
orders, which looks to me marvellously
like giviog the superior the right to over
ride the scruples of his subordinates, *‘Is
a member of a religlous order bound to
obey when In donbt whether a thing ls
lawful or not? Yes elnce, etc.” (An
Religiosus teneatur obedire in dublo,
utrum res praecepta slt licita, necne?
Aflirm, quia, etc).

I agroe, however, with Father Jones in
thinkiog that the columns of the dally
press are not the place whereln to discuss
intricate or dellcate questions of ethics
end will not cnlargs upon this point,
Oaly I am the more rurprised that hold-
iog this opinfon he should have selected
that polint for dlscuasion which the general
pubiic s perhaps least capable of com-
prehending, turnlog as it does upon the
meantug of a Latin phrase which has not
even the merit of belng good Latin, It
looka like an attempt to divert the a'ten
tlon of the publlc from the real lssue in
which alone it can have any permanent
Interest, viz., as to what Is the prevalling
tone and character of Jesuit teaching.
My description of that rests upon too
many passages to be the result of any mis-
translation of nice phrases and remalns as
yet uuntouched.

As to whetber that teachlng s better or
worsa than that of the rest of the Rrman
Catholic Church, I care litle, But were it
worth the pains, I think a conslderable
amount of diffsrence might ba made out,
I am no admirer of Liguori, who I am
well aware was not a Jesult, but I am not
prepared to accept the position that even
he iy virtusliy at one ln bis teaching with
the bulk of Jesuit autbora.

JOHN SCRIMGER,

Montreal, February 26, 1890,

Father Jones to Rev. Mr. Serimger.
To the Editor of the Montreal Star :

Sir—It is somowhat reluctantly that I
ogalu bespeak a place In your columns
for the present communication, for I am
aware that [ may be crowdlog out more
Interesting matter, 1 have all the more
scruple in thus trespaming on your
patience, as I am not particalarly anxlons

to bave the last word when the otject of
my writhog {s sufficlently attalned.

Let me first assure my amiable antagon-
i+t that [ am not attempting to divert the
atteution of the vublic from the real
lssue, namely : Whoat {s the prevailing
tone and character of Jesult tesching?
That prevalling tone and character s, in
fact, the prevailing tone avd charaeter of
the teaching of the Catholis Chureh,
When a Jesult, or any other Catholle
moarlist, goes astray, his teaching s de-
nounced to the Holy Sze, Should he not
humbly eubmit, he ceases to be both &
Jesult and a Catholic Now, Gury fs
taoght In most of the Catholte theologisal
seminaries throughont the world, and dur-
ing the last quartar of & century no anthor
of moral thsology has been more widely
known to Catholle theological etudents,
We have yet to hear of his haviug In.
curred any censure by his teaching.

I can but vaguely surmise what «{Toct
thls argument muy have on the Minlster— »
lal Asscciation, but for a Castholte it s
peremptory. So that my fiest point re-
moins unshaken, viz , that the attack on
St. Liguorl end on his humble follower,
(Gury, {s but a blind, and the report of
Profersor Serlmger’s paper should have
been headed, not the “Morale des
Jesultes,” but the “Morale de I’Egliee
Catholtque.”  Professor Scrimger may
care very little, as ho ascures us, whether
Jesult teaching be better or worse than
the rest of the Cithollc Church, I am
not sorry to differ with him {n this, but
am quite satlsfied to have it sald that it is
no better and no worse, The Pcofessor,
however, in this seeming ludifference, 1s
ecarcely In touch with his fellow religlon.
lsts, else why all this outery egalnet Jesult
teaching In the slster Province ?

The second point is sufliclently covered
by the admimton in yesterday’s letter :
“All he (F Jones)has shown 1s that, in
view of the ussge of St Taomas, threo
hundred yvears before, the expreeston
‘obligatio ad peceatum’ may meao an obliga .
tion under pamn of sin, ete,” which 1s not
at all & bad showing in the cise.

A few minor difticultics, howaver, yet
remaln,  To clear some of these away I
must remark tta because peccatum means
sin 1t does not fellow that “olbigatio ad
peccatum’ means an obligation to com-
mit sin.  Why not gracefully admit that
“ad,” belug ueed by both Livy and Clcero
for “ueque ad” tn the reuse of unto, when
used with that elguification, 1s quite clas-
sfcal.  To prove this I made a reference
in my last to Laverett’s dictionary, of
which, I am sorry to say, no ascount has
been taken slnce Professor Scrimger now
lns's's that 1t bas not even the merit
of belrg good Latin. Theologlans are
generally not particular to a degree as to
the elegance of thelr Latluity, but it ls
qulte discouraging when they are to be
vated for following Tully.

What, however, is more grevious is
that the marginal references bave beem
set at naught, This I shall endeavor to
remedy, though I already quoted one in
my laet. [ donot impeach the profes.
sor's fairness, for very likely he has been
quoting at second hand. It indeed he
has a copy ol the institute, it is but
another preof of the perversity of things,
that his eye should not bave fallen on
the 213t number of the summary of the
constitutions where we are exhorted to
conform our will and judgment, “wholly
to the superior’s will and judgment, in
all things where there appears no sin

Let me, {n the second place, assure Pro-
feesor Scrlmger that the interpretation of
the Society’s constltutions wers as much
In keeping with sound morality fu the
pact aes they are to day. Ile has been
kind enough to take my word for the
preeent, and it will aot be diffizolt to
satisfy the most fastidious as to ages gone
by. Suarez, one of tha Soclety’s greatest
thaologians, who was born in 1549, and
died in 1617, wrote several large volumes
on the Soctety’s constitutions, and he may
be taken as & safe expounder of their
meanlng. The following citatlon is from
Book 1V. De Vot ete., ch, XII, § 7:
“Tertla parto (constitutlonum), § 3, dicitur
obedlendum esse superlor, lices difficliia
et secandum wsensvalitatem repognantia
jubeat It fofra dicltur: In omnibus
rebus, ubi peccatum non cerneretur. Qnae
exceptio deciaret, omnein actionem honestam
sub materia hujus voul comprehend! ; et
ita ibl concluditur, voluntatem superloria
pro regula propriae voluntatls habendam
€830 ; ergo haec obedientia non limitatur
per allquam regulam scriptam, sed per
regulam vivam, quae est voluntas super-
lorls intra latstudinem materiae honestae,
Idem sumitur ex sexta parte constitu-
tionum, cap. 1,§ 1, ibi: Ita ut omnibus
in rebus, ad quas potest cum charltate se
obedientia extendere, id est, in quibus
nublum est manifestum peccatum (at ibt n
declarations explicatur) ad ojus vocem, . .
obedlentiam praestamus, etc.” which may
be rendered thus :

“Io part third, §, 3 of the constitutions,
it is declared thav the superior is to be
obeyed even though he command what
is arduous and repugnant to sensuality,
Aad further on ; [n all things wherein sin
appears not  Which exception implies
that every righteous actim is comprised in
the mutier ot this vow ; 80 that the con-
clusion is there drawn, that the will of
the superior is to be held a8 the rule of
our own will ; hence thisobedience is not
limited by any written, but by a living
rule, which is the superior's will within
the scope of a worthy object, The same
is drawn from the sixth part, chap, 1, §
1, it is then stated : S) that in all things
to which, in the spirit of charity, obedi-
ence may extend, that is, in which there
is no manifest sin (as is there deoclared
in explanation) we yield obedience to his
(the superior's) voice ”

Therefore, in the past the Interpretation
of the impugned parsage was just as un-
ohjectionable as it is at present,

Aud let the I'zofessor have no qualms
of covscience, since it 1s said “wherein
there 1s no manifest slu” or because Gury
decides, that when there s doubt, the
superfor 1s to be obeyed, for practically
the Inferlor has every facllity for clearing
up such doubt, Supposing, however, a
case where the doubt persists, which of
the two does the Professor think would
be In the right, the Inferlor or the super-
for? Lst bim look to hls own household
and see how he would brook any such
hesitaacy on the part of one of hls sons,

But Gury says, In the place found at
random, “cbligare ad rem impossibilem,
etc.”” ! Certaluly, nor did I ever sontend
that “obligare ad” was never used, “Ad,”
indeed, is used in more than one sense,
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