Appendix 4
The Disciplinary Measures in the Rule of Benedict
The end of the “﻿Age of Martyrs﻿” marked the beginning of a surge of penitential practices and developments in the early Church.﻿1﻿ Linked to this was the accelerated growth of monasticism and monastic forms of life, typified by the desert hermit and culminating in the coenobium. Here ascetics gathered to live a common life under the guidance of a spiritual master and a rule of life.﻿2﻿ From the abundant literature by and about these ascetic sages, it is clear that they saw in their austere lives a perpetuation of the spirit of the martyrs,﻿3﻿ who achieved the fullness of Christian life and hope by crowning their baptism in water with their baptism in blood. This was to make a virtue of a necessity. But the virtue proved too precious to be permitted to pass away with the end of the persecutions. The monk thus came forward as the “﻿white martyr,﻿”﻿4﻿ who sought the perfection of the baptismal life through cultivating the “﻿way of penance﻿” (paenitentia secunda)﻿5﻿ as the primary means to regenerate one’s paenitentia prima, i.e., baptism.

The association between monastic life and penance was therefore not contrived. But it needs proper understanding through careful study of the sources and forces that constitute the essence of a life of participation in the sufferings of Christ (﻿RB﻿ ﻿Prol. 50﻿). In this perspective, it is readily seen that the ﻿RB﻿ should be no exception to its times when it treats at length the penalties one may incur in the monastery. Yet, compared to his most immediate sources, Cassian and the Rule of the Master,﻿6﻿ St. Benedict is quite brief and concise in his disciplinary legislation, but also more thorough, circumspect and humane.

The historical context
During the third century, the West developed a rather uniform penitential practice as a public act within the Church’s liturgy under the watchful direction of the hierarchy.﻿7﻿ At the same time, in the East, an alternate approach to penance was evolving. Here the “﻿spiritual person﻿” (pneumatikos) emerged as the foremost minister of the Church’s role in the forgiveness of sins. The East did not generally succumb to the rigorism that predominated in the West; rather, it allowed for more than a single reception of sacramental penance within a lifetime, and distinguished several degrees of penitents: (1) the “﻿weeping﻿” (flentes), who remained outside the liturgical assembly and wept for forgiveness; (2) the “﻿listeners﻿” (audientes), who had to leave with the catechumens after hearing the “﻿liturgy of the word﻿”; (3) the “﻿prostrate﻿” (substrati), who had to kneel or lie prone, begging forgiveness of the assembly; (4) the “﻿standing﻿” (stantes), who could remain standing for the entire liturgy with those in full communion, without, however, being permitted to receive the Eucharist. These steps can be seen developing already in Origen and Dionysius of Alexandria, and are fully present in Basil of Caesarea.﻿8﻿ Origen, a persuasive proponent of the pneumatikos in the Church,﻿9﻿ still concedes to the bishop the most prominent role in the exercise of sacramental penance. But in the bishop Dionysius of Alexandria, the penitential system is found to be rather flexible. By securing a “﻿letter of recommendation﻿” from a martyr,﻿10﻿ a repentant apostate could obtain readmission to the Church without the mediation of the hierarchy. Eventually, under the influence of such practices, the public character of penance gave way to “﻿private﻿” forms, especially under the direction of the “﻿successors to the martyrs,﻿” the monks.﻿11﻿

In the West, by the end of the fourth century, penitential practices began to decline—not through laxity, but because they became too demanding. First, there were those who denied altogether the Church’s power to forgive certain sins.﻿12﻿ In turn, Popes Siricius (384–399), Innocent I (401–417), and in particular Leo I (440–461) issued decrees allowing for the reduction of public penance, while maintaining it for especially serious sins; these, however, were still considered forgivable only once after baptism. At the same time, extremely hard sanctions were imposed upon these sinners. They were not permitted to marry or hold public office or to use the baths,﻿13﻿ and so on. Soon sacramental penance was generally viewed primarily as immediate preparation for death or to be used only in case of serious illness.﻿14﻿ Penitents, because they were refused marriage and public positions, were looked upon more and more as a type of monk. This association between the penitent and monastic life often encouraged pious laypersons, particularly in France and Spain, to take up the life of penance voluntarily and to associate themselves as conversi with a monastery, while continuing their life in the world.﻿15﻿

Finally, the barbarization of society at St. Benedict’s time further stimulated ecclesial and religious institutions to produce detailed and stringent penal legislation, for the Church, more than the civil institutions, had the stability and capacity to bring about some state of “﻿law and order.﻿”

Under these conditions and, to a large extent, in response to them, the Patriarch of Western Monasticism drafted a Rule that brought together many of the best and most balanced disciplinary measures of the Church’s tradition and practice in both the East and the West. These he supplemented and modified with his own experiences and scriptural insights. The outcome was such a well-formed alliance of asceticism and moderation that the ﻿RB﻿ has survived the test of the centuries beyond numerous other monastic rules.﻿16﻿

But it was not interest in civil law and order or in longevity of his Rule that motivated Benedict’s disciplinary legislation; rather, it was simply the Christian life itself as lived in a monastery and as founded in its most outstanding source—revelation. Even when other monastic and spiritual traditions of the Church occur point for point in the ﻿RB﻿’s disciplinary provisions, it is clear that St. Benedict made use of them only because they were, in his mind, adequate expressions of the motives he found in Scripture: “﻿What page, what passage of the inspired books of the Old and New Testaments is not the truest of guides for human life? What book of the holy catholic Fathers does not resoundingly summon us along the true way to reach the Creator?﻿” (﻿RB﻿ ﻿73.3–4﻿).

Therefore, our interest here is directed principally toward gaining a deeper insight into St. Benedict’s spiritual motivation. The reconstruction of the traditions and history that finally resulted in the Rule is not the object of our pursuit﻿17﻿ except to the extent that it serves to illuminate or illustrate the point at hand.

Main characteristics of corrective legislation in RB
The major portion of St. Benedict’s corrective legislation is found in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿23–30﻿ and ﻿44﻿, often referred to somewhat inaccurately as the “﻿penal code.﻿” In addition, there are many other statements of a disciplinary nature found dispersed throughout the Rule. These all provide for the correction of various faults, large and small, through several forms of sanction, including corporal punishment and expulsion from the monastery. However, it would be incorrect to view this disciplinary legislation as if it had from its inception “﻿canonical status﻿” that gave it recognition and force throughout the Church.﻿18﻿ Instead, the ﻿RB﻿ applies the elements of ecclesial discipline to monastic life without claiming that it thereby also imposes these penalties with the same canonical force that they otherwise held in the Church. Often the disciplinary legislation of the ﻿RB﻿ reflects more the spirit of an earlier age than of its own times. This is largely due to Benedict’s choice of sources and traditions and especially his very conscious effort to shape monastic life and discipline according to the Gospel (﻿RB﻿ ﻿Prol. 21﻿; ﻿11.9﻿; ﻿23.2﻿).

St. Benedict notes (﻿RB﻿ ﻿23.2﻿) that monastic discipline is to be “﻿in accord with our Lord’s injunction﻿” (﻿Matt 18:15–17﻿). Therefore, two secret admonishments are to be given to a brother “﻿found to be stubborn or disobedient or proud, if he grumbles or in any way despises the holy rule and defies the orders of his seniors (﻿RB﻿ ﻿23.1﻿). If that proves ineffective, the wrongdoer is to be rebuked “﻿in the presence of everyone.﻿”﻿19﻿

The Rule of the Master (﻿12.2–3﻿) speaks of “﻿two or three warnings﻿” (with no mention of their being given in secret) before the recalcitrant is brought to the abbot for excommunication, pronounced in the presence of the superiors and the community.﻿20﻿ St. Benedict reshapes the ﻿RM﻿ to bring the ruling more exactly in line with the New Testament, without, however, succumbing to a fundamentalist use of Scripture. This is seen in the case of a remiss prior, who is to be verbally corrected up to four times (﻿RB﻿ ﻿65.18﻿). After that, if he still has not responded properly, he is to undergo the correptio disciplinae regularis (﻿RB﻿ ﻿65.19﻿), that is, the “﻿public﻿” process of correction,﻿21﻿ which could even conclude with the prior’s removal from office and expulsion from the monastery.

The ﻿RM﻿, in an analogous situation of the abbot’s hand-picked successor, prescribes that if he does not amend after being warned by the abbot (﻿RM﻿ ﻿93.77﻿), he is to have his name stricken from the diptych, be deposed and undergo punishment, namely, excommunication, as any other negligent member of the community would (﻿RM﻿ ﻿93.78–79﻿).

The Master seems to have an indefinite number of warnings in mind for a neglectful abbot-designate. But St. Benedict, who characteristically refrains from stipulating specifics (leaving them to the discretion of the abbot), wishes to set definite limits and guidelines for dealing with a superior in need of correction. Clearly, he has had unfavorable experiences with priors (﻿RB﻿ ﻿65﻿). Yet, greater than usual patience is required in correcting them, lest the abbot make a hasty or imprudent decision because of some envy or jealousy in himself (﻿RB﻿ ﻿65.22﻿).

Excommunication in practice and in theory
In both the ﻿RM﻿ and the ﻿RB﻿, varying degrees of excommunication may follow upon the verbal warnings, corresponding to ﻿Matt 18:17﻿: “﻿Let him be to you as a gentile and a tax collector.﻿” However, this amounts to an accommodation of the text, for the excommunication that follows is not yet a matter of expulsion from the community, even though that is the literal force of ﻿Matt 18:17﻿. Instead, it is at first only a matter of exclusion from the common table for lighter faults, and, in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿24﻿, of refraining from active participation in the Divine Office. Full exclusion from the oratory follows upon serious faults (﻿RB﻿ ﻿25.1﻿), according to the abbot’s judgment as to the gravity of the fault (﻿RB﻿ ﻿24.2﻿). Such an offender is also deprived of general association with the community (﻿RB﻿ ﻿25.2–6﻿).

If the process of graduated excommunication remains ineffective, then expulsion from the community is in order. But even this is a matter of “﻿degree﻿” inasmuch as Benedict allows for a threefold expulsion from the monastery before the action is definitive (﻿RB﻿ ﻿29﻿). After the third departure of the unrelenting monk from the monastery, the Master declares: “﻿Let him be as a gentile and publican﻿” (﻿RM﻿ ﻿64.4﻿). It is clear that this process also is a further adaptation of ﻿Matt 18:17﻿.

The practice of distinguishing between “﻿minor﻿” and “﻿major﻿” excommunication﻿22﻿ had ample precedent in monastic tradition by St. Benedict’s time. The New Testament passage “﻿If your eye scandalize you …﻿” (﻿Matt 5:29–30﻿) furnished Basil the Great with a scriptural basis for the final expulsion of impenitent monks if other measures failed.﻿23﻿ St. Benedict may well have this text and application in mind when he says in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿28.6﻿: “﻿The abbot must use the knife and amputate. For the Apostle says: ‘﻿Banish the evil one from your midst﻿’ (﻿1 Cor 5:13﻿); and again, ‘﻿If the unbeliever departs, let him depart﻿’ (﻿1 Cor 7:15﻿), lest one diseased sheep infect the whole flock.﻿”﻿24﻿ The complete and one-time expulsion that Paul uncompromisingly demands for the incestuous Corinthian (﻿1 Cor 5:1–13﻿) is here, as already in Basil, reinterpreted to allow for more than one expulsion or degree of excommunication.﻿25﻿ Accordingly, one whose offense is so serious as to deserve excommunication “﻿from the table and the oratory﻿” is to be left alone at his work (﻿RB﻿ ﻿25.4﻿) in order better to impress upon him the words of Paul: “﻿As for such a fellow, he has been given over to the destruction of his flesh, so that his spirit may be saved in the Day of the Lord﻿” (﻿1 Cor 5:5﻿).

It is significant that St. Benedict omits from the quoted passage any mention of one’s being handed over “﻿to Satan.﻿”﻿26﻿ The ﻿RM﻿ makes no allusion at all to ﻿1 Cor 5:5﻿ in this context. Instead, it speaks of the excommunicated monk as one who is not to be addressed as “﻿brother﻿” but as a “﻿heretic,﻿” and not as a “﻿son of God﻿” but as a “﻿demon’s workman.﻿”﻿27﻿ He is compared to Judas, and is one who follows the devil (﻿RM﻿ ﻿13.14﻿). In all this the Master is developing a theology of excommunication that is rejected by the ﻿RB﻿.

Not only does the ﻿RB﻿ refrain from calling excommunicated monks “﻿heretics﻿”—a term that would have been quite out of proportion to the crime at this period of history when heretics could even be faced with the death penalty, according to the laws of Justinian﻿28﻿—but it designates them as “﻿brothers,﻿” albeit as fratres delinquentes (﻿RB﻿ ﻿27.1﻿). As a result, the excommunicated monk is to be viewed in moral rather than dogmatic categories: he is a sinner, but not necessarily a heretic. Loving concern for the sinner is a foremost duty of Christians according to tradition and the ﻿RB﻿ (﻿Prol. 36–38﻿).

Although Paul demands the full and permanent expulsion﻿29﻿ of the evildoer for the protection of the Christian community, since “﻿a little leaven leavens the whole lump﻿” (﻿1 Cor 5:6﻿), his primary concern is “﻿that his spirit﻿30﻿ may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus﻿” (﻿1 Cor 5:5﻿). It is this soteriological aspect that St. Benedict wishes to realize (﻿RB﻿ ﻿Prol.﻿; ﻿72.11–12﻿). At the same time, Paul’s statement contains an urgent eschatological note, since he expects the “﻿Day of the Lord﻿” (the return of Christ) to be quite near (﻿1 Cor 7:27﻿, ﻿31﻿; ﻿11:26﻿). From ﻿RB﻿ ﻿Prol. 35–38﻿, it is evident that Benedict does not have the same attitude about the nearness of the end, but adapts it (in keeping with ﻿2 Pet 3:9﻿ and ﻿Rom 2:4﻿) to the soteriological thrust of ﻿1 Cor 5:5﻿. As a result, the recalcitrant’s isolation from the community is not only to move him to repentance (﻿RB﻿ ﻿25.2–3﻿), but to serve as a reminder that continued and further hardening in his fault could eventually exclude him from salvation—the terribilis sententia of Paul (﻿RB﻿ ﻿25.3﻿).

This isolation, especially, from the table (cf. also ﻿RM﻿ ﻿13.62﻿), has its scriptural precedent in ﻿2 Thess 3:10﻿, ﻿14﻿. But St. Benedict probably has ﻿1 Cor 5:11﻿ (“﻿not even to eat with such a one﻿”)﻿31﻿ equally in view. This action would include the withholding of a blessing or greeting (﻿RB﻿ ﻿25.6﻿; ﻿2 John 10–11﻿). The order that the food given to the excommunicated person is not to be blessed is consonant with the early Church’s concept of the “﻿communion of saints,﻿” which was not a matter of communication between Christians on earth and the consortium of saints in heaven, but of the sacramental sharing among Christians at any time: “﻿holy things to holy people.﻿”﻿32﻿

Excommunication and the New Covenant﻿33﻿
The preceding treatment of excommunication in the ﻿RB﻿ has brought to light the strong moral rather than dogmatic character of this action as implemented by St. Benedict. But this is not to say that the wrongdoer is merely an errant brother. Ultimately, his misbehavior can lead to severance not only from the monastic community but also from the community of all the faithful and from the covenant with Christ. The import of this “﻿covenant theology,﻿” implicit throughout the ﻿RB﻿,﻿34﻿ is evident in chapter ﻿29﻿, which provides for three departures (expulsions) from the community before the process is considered irreversible. In ﻿RB﻿ ﻿28.7﻿, the sundering of the malcontent from the community is reinforced with Paul’s statement in ﻿1 Cor 7:15﻿: “﻿If the unbeliever (infidelis) departs, let him depart.﻿”

In context, this passage deals with the problem of a non-Christian partner in marriage who refuses to continue peacefully in marriage. The word that seems to capture St. Benedict’s attention and is accommodated to the monastic situation is infidelis—an apt description of the monk who refuses to live the monastic state in peace.﻿35﻿ However, Benedict interprets the term as “﻿unfaithful﻿” rather than as “﻿infidel.﻿” Such an understanding of the term is consistent with his reluctance to place the excommunicated party in a doctrinal rather than moral context. Likewise, the concept of unfaithfulness or infidelity has a particular significance in a marital or covenant-oriented setting. The monk’s life, like marriage, requires great faith (trust) and fidelity (loyalty) for its success. Both chapters ﻿5﻿ and chapter ﻿7﻿ of 1 Corinthians treat of marital matters, and marriage is the sign of God’s covenant of love with the “﻿faithful﻿”—the Church (﻿Eph 5:25–32﻿).

Repeatedly St. Benedict applies St. Paul’s covenant theology.﻿36﻿ It is in this framework that ﻿RB﻿ ﻿33.4﻿ (“﻿monks may not have the free disposal even of their own bodies and wills﻿”)﻿37﻿ and ﻿RB﻿ ﻿58.25﻿ (“﻿from that day he will not have even his own body at his disposal﻿”)﻿38﻿ can be best understood. These statements, often so alien to the ideas of an individualistic age, recall several passages from Paul’s writings concerning the relationship of husband and wife, and of Christ and the Church.﻿39﻿ In the final analysis, St. Benedict states far more thoroughly than his immediate monastic sources the notion of the offender’s severance from salvation, without, however, labeling the wrongdoer as a heretic or one who is to be immediately abandoned to his unfortunate lapse.

As in his “﻿theology of excommunication,﻿” so also in his “﻿theology of concern﻿” (see Thematic Index; ﻿Care And Concern﻿) for the excommunicated, St. Benedict proves himself independent of the Master and Cassian. In ﻿RB﻿ ﻿27.3–4﻿, a quotation is taken from ﻿2 Cor 2:7–8﻿ (“﻿Let them console him lest he be overwhelmed by excessive sorrow … let love for him be reaffirmed﻿”), to which is immediately added by way of explanation of this “﻿love﻿”: “﻿and let all pray for him.﻿”﻿40﻿ An important part of St. Benedict’s concern for the excommunicated brother is the abbot’s sending of the senpectae﻿41﻿ to console the fellow monk and to encourage him to a change of heart. This practice recalls Paul’s advice to the Galatians: “﻿Brothers, if a man is overtaken in any trespass, you who are spiritual (hymeis hoi pneumatikoi) should restore him in a spirit of gentleness﻿” (﻿Gal 6:1﻿).

Although it is not likely that Paul is referring to the incestuous man of ﻿1 Cor 5﻿ when he advises the Corinthians in ﻿2 Cor 2:7–8﻿ to accept a repentant offender again into their midst, it is likely that St. Benedict, as many Church Fathers before him, identifies them as one and the same.﻿42﻿ In doing so, it is clear that his foremost concern is the repentance of the offender and the ensuing forgiveness of the community, rather than a vindictive proceeding against such weak persons, for that would endanger rather than promote their salvation (﻿RB﻿ ﻿27.5–9﻿; ﻿64.11–14﻿, ﻿17–18﻿). This also fits well into Paul’s interpretation of the community’s role in forgiveness in ﻿2 Cor 2:11﻿: “﻿to keep Satan from gaining the advantage over us; for we are not ignorant of his designs.﻿”

From the preceding presentation, it is amply clear that St. Benedict is thoroughly acquainted with Pauline thought and most capable of applying it to monastic life. His appreciation for the Apostle’s insights and theology moves him to produce a rule for monasteries that is sane, balanced and firmly founded on Paul’s thinking; and he does this independently of his monastic sources and predecessors.

Exclusion from prayer
Closely related to the practice of exclusion from the table is the exclusion from prayer with the community. Although the practice is introduced without any explicit scriptural references, it is easily understood as included in many biblical restrictions regarding wrongdoers or people under some cultic censure,﻿43﻿ and has a well-documented history by St. Benedict’s time.

The Gospel according to John (﻿9:22﻿; ﻿12:4﻿; ﻿16:2﻿) shows the synagogue procedure for preventing certain persons from participation in the prayer and worship of the community.﻿44﻿ St. Paul, apparently trained in rabbinical thought and practice (﻿Acts 22:3﻿), advises the Corinthians “﻿not to associate with immoral men﻿” or “﻿with anyone who bears the name of brother if he is guilty of immorality or greed … not even to eat with such a one﻿” (﻿1 Cor 5:9﻿, ﻿11﻿). These measures would clearly preclude community in prayer with such persons.

Various early Christian writings and Church Fathers clearly spell out their reasons for non-association in prayer with the excommunicated. Often they assert that the purity and effectiveness of prayer and cultic action require the presence of only those properly disposed. The Didache gives the following instruction: “﻿Having gathered together on the Lord’s Day, break bread and give thanks after having confessed your faults, so that your sacrifice may be pure. But anyone having a quarrel with an associate of his is not to join you until they are reconciled, so that your sacrifice may not be profaned﻿” (﻿14,1–2﻿).

Though it remains unclear in what way the sacrifice (the Eucharist) would be profaned and made impure by the presence of certain persons,﻿45﻿ the emphasis of the passage is on ethics and morals, and not on some magical devaluation of the sacrifice itself. The demand for “﻿purity of cult﻿” at least makes it clear that the moral state of a Christian can never be a merely “﻿private matter﻿” that concerns only the individual and God to the exclusion of the common good of the community. This principle is basic to cenobitic monasticism, where community prayer and mutual concern for the moral status of all form the raison d’être of the religious community.

Tertullian, writing at the beginning of the third century, specifies that the Christian gathering is not only for prayers but also for enacting disciplinary measures when someone has sinned so seriously as to be deprived of all association in prayer or the Christian assembly. “﻿This is the foremost sentence before the future judgment.﻿”﻿46﻿ In other words, excommunication is indeed meant to be a foretaste of eternal exclusion from the community of the saved.

According to Hippolytus,﻿47﻿ catechumens must remain apart from the faithful during prayer and are not to receive the kiss of peace. The significance of this lies in the fact that the early Church, especially in the West, likened the status of the penitents to that of the catechumens up to the sixth century, owing to the analogy drawn between baptism (paenitentia prima) and the sacramental forgiveness of sins (paenitentia secunda). In the same vein, paenitentia secunda was generally considered to be as incapable of repetition as baptism. It is “﻿natural﻿” then that monastic life, as recommitment to the baptismal covenant, should also be a life of paenitentia—a “﻿continuous Lent﻿” (﻿RB﻿ ﻿49.1﻿). The life of penance is consequently not a matter of morbid sorrowing over one’s sins (though sorrow for sin is certainly not excluded), but rather an aversion from self centered isolation and conversion to Christ who is found in the community of the covenant (﻿John 20:19–29﻿).It is joyful longing and preparation for Easter (﻿RB﻿ ﻿49.7﻿)—the day when catechumens received baptism and full reception into the community of believers.

These witnesses of the early Church amply demonstrate the practice of excluding certain persons (sinners and heretics in particular) from full participation in the life of the Christian community, especially in the matter of prayer and worship. However, not every writing of this period arrives at the same conclusion by the same means—that is, by expounding on “﻿cultic purity.﻿” The Didascalia Apostolorum,﻿48﻿ a third-century document, takes a very negative stance against those who subscribe to the Old Testament’s understanding of cultic purity.﻿49﻿ But its procedures for treating wayward Christians are most interesting, since there are parallels or analogies to both the ﻿RM﻿ and the ﻿RB﻿. Thus, one who is found to be remiss should be dealt with according to the prescriptions of the Gospel (﻿Matt 18:15–17﻿). If, after two private rebukes and the rebuke before the whole assembly, the one in question still does not obey, he is to be treated as a “﻿heathen and a publican﻿”: “﻿For the Lord has commanded you, O bishops, that you should not henceforth receive such a one into the Church as a Christian nor communicate with him. For neither dost thou receive the evil heathen or publicans into the Church and communicate with them except they first repent.﻿”﻿50﻿

An unrepentant evildoer is to be considered a liar rather than a Christian and is to be avoided.﻿51﻿ Even his gifts for the support of the Church are to be rejected, lest others be deceived into offering prayers for one who refuses to repent.﻿52﻿ But if a sinner does repent, he should be received back into the fold in accord with the prescribed penitential system:

“﻿As a heathen,﻿” then, “﻿and as a publican let him be accounted by you﻿” who has been convicted of evil deeds and falsehood; and afterwards, if he promise to repent—even as when the heathen desire and promise to repent, and say “﻿We believe,﻿” we receive them into the congregation that they may hear the word, but do not communicate with them until they receive the seal and are fully initiated: so neither do we communicate with these until they show the fruits of repentance. But let them by all means come in, if they desire to hear the word, that they may not wholly perish; but let them not communicate in prayer, but go forth without. For they also, when they have seen that they do not communicate with the Church, will submit themselves, and repent of their former works, and strive to be received into the Church for prayer; and they likewise who see and hear them go forth like the heathen and publicans, will fear and take warning to themselves not to sin, lest it so happen to them also, and being convicted of sin or falsehood they be put forth from the Church.
But thou shalt by no means forbid them to enter the Church and hear the word, O bishop; for neither did our Lord and Saviour utterly thrust away and reject publicans and sinners, but even did eat with them. And for this cause, the Pharisees murmured against Him, and said: “﻿He eateth with publicans and sinners.﻿” Then did our Saviour make answer against their thoughts and their murmuring, and say: “﻿They that are whole have no need of a physician, but they that are sick﻿” (﻿Mk 2:16–17﻿). Do you therefore consort with those who have been convicted of sins and are sick, and attach them to you, and be careful of them, and speak to them and comfort them, and keep hold of them and convert them. And afterwards, as each one of them repents and shows the fruits of repentance, receive him to prayer after the manner of a heathen. And as thou baptizest a heathen and then receivest him, so also lay hands upon this man, whilst all pray for him, and then bring him in and let him communicate with the Church. For the imposition of hands shall be to him in the place of baptism: for whether by the imposition of hands, or by baptism, they receive the communication of the Holy Spirit.﻿53﻿
While the similarities between the Didascalia and the ﻿RB﻿ do not necessarily indicate a line of direct dependence, it is abundantly clear that the ﻿RB﻿ has much of the same spirit, providing for freedom from the prevailing rigorism and cultic formalism. It must also be remembered that monastic life in the West had many roots in the East﻿54﻿ that were otherwise not so well known or appreciated in the Western Church. The Didascalia appears to be one such root.

Corporal punishment
Both the ﻿RM﻿ and the ﻿RB﻿ appear equally dependent on Cassian for the employment of corporal punishment, but each in its own way. Cassian provides a long list of offenses for which one is to be either beaten or expelled.﻿55﻿ The Master orders blows usque ad necem﻿56﻿ for a monk who remains impenitent for three days after excommunication (﻿RM﻿ ﻿13.68–71﻿). The abbot may then also expel him from the monastery. Boys up to fifteen years of age, however, are to receive blows in lieu of excommunication (﻿RM﻿ ﻿14.79–80﻿).

St. Benedict makes several distinctions and adaptations in his use of corporal punishment in order to remove the vindictiveness and for realism found in his sources. Similar to the Master, he prescribes blows for those who remain unrepentant even after excommunication (﻿RB﻿ ﻿28.1﻿). But there is no specified duration of time after which the abbot is to proceed with corporal punishment. And if the monk remains hardened even after this, it is not yet a question of expulsion from the monastery. Instead, the abbot is to act as a “﻿wise physician﻿”﻿57﻿ and apply his own prayers and ask the prayers of the brotherhood for the “﻿sick brother﻿” (﻿RB﻿ ﻿28.4–5﻿). If there are still no positive results, then expulsion from the monastery may ensue (﻿RB﻿ ﻿28.2–7﻿). But again, no time limit is set on the period of prayers that precede the act of expulsion.

Since understanding does not necessarily come when a boy turns fifteen, St. Benedict simply prescribes that boys too young to realize the meaning of excommunication, along with any older persons who lack the understanding, be given blows instead, or, if more appropriate and effective, made to fast﻿58﻿ for a time, “﻿that they may be healed﻿” (﻿RB﻿ ﻿30.3﻿).

No immediate scriptural basis is given for the use of corporal punishment. Yet, it is implied in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿2.28–29﻿ through quotations from ﻿Prov 29:19﻿ and ﻿23:14﻿. Also, the practice of the Church in St. Benedict’s time in regard to the handling of recalcitrant clerics﻿59﻿ and the example of earlier monastic sources﻿60﻿ could well supply a precedent for corporal punishment in the ﻿RB﻿. The bishops in council at Epaone (517) decreed that young clerics who assist at meals of heretics or Jews should be beaten (canon 15). Likewise, the council of bishops at Agade (506) provided for corporal castigation of intoxicated clerics or of clerics and monks who presumed to travel without the proper letters of recommendation from their ecclesial superiors (canon 41). Even bishops engaged in unseemly discord with each other could be subjected to such punishment according to the Council of Tours held in 567 (canon 2). It is difficult to determine to what extent these examples from France were known and practiced in Italy at St. Benedict’s time.﻿61﻿ But it would seem to be more likely than not that such practices were known and employed throughout the Roman Church, and that they were in the “﻿spirit of the times.﻿”

Application of penalties in specific instances
The miscellaneous faults and penalties outside of ﻿RB﻿ ﻿23–30﻿ and ﻿44﻿ may be summarized as follows:﻿62﻿

	﻿2.26–29﻿
	All faults (one or two verbal admonitions, the obstinate are to receive corporal punishment).

	﻿3.10﻿
	Disputing with the abbot (disciplina regularis).

	﻿11.13﻿
	Tardiness in giving the signal to rise (satisfaction in the oratory).

	﻿21.5﻿
	Proud dean (three reprimands, deposition for failure to amend).

	﻿32.4–5﻿
	Mishandling of monastic goods (reprimand, disciplina regularis for failure to amend).

	﻿33.7–8﻿
	Appropriation of anything (two warnings followed by correptio).

	﻿34.7﻿
	Grumbling (disciplina districtior, ﻿5.19﻿ poenam murmurantium).

	﻿42.9﻿
	Speaking after Compline (severe punishment).

	﻿43.4–9﻿
	Arriving late for Vigils (satisfaction in the last place or in the place set apart).

	﻿43.10–12﻿
	Tardiness for the day hours (take last place and intone no psalm until satisfaction has been made).

	﻿43.13–17﻿
	Absence from prayer before or after meal (reprimand, meals apart and no wine for failure to amend until satisfaction and amendment have been made).

	﻿43.19﻿
	Asking for some food offered earlier by a superior but refused (deprivation of it and other extra food until amendment has been made).

	﻿45.1–3﻿
	Mistake in the oratory (satisfaction in the presence of all, severe punishment for adults and beating for children for failure to make satisfaction).

	﻿46.1–4﻿
	Failure to make voluntary satisfaction for damaging anything or for some other transgression (harsher than usual correction).

	﻿48.19–20﻿
	Idleness or gossiping (reprimand, correptio regularis for failure to amend).

	﻿51.3﻿
	Eating outside the monastery without permission (excommunication).

	﻿54.5﻿
	Accepting an object without permission (disciplina regularis).

	﻿55.17﻿
	Object hidden in the bed (disciplina gravissima).

	﻿57.2–3﻿
	Proud artisan (removal from work until humbled and permitted to return).

	﻿62.8–11﻿
	Violation of the Rule by a priest (frequent warnings, appeal to the bishop for refusal to correct self, expulsion for failure to amend).

	﻿65.18–21﻿
	Rebellious prior (four verbal warnings, correptio disciplinae regularis for failure to amend, deposition from office for refusal to correct himself, expulsion for disobedience).

	﻿67.6﻿
	Talking about one’s visit outside the monastery (vindicta regularis).

	﻿67.7﻿
	Going somewhere or doing something without permission (vindicta regularis).

	﻿69.4﻿
	Defending another at fault (severe punishment).

	﻿70.1–3﻿
	Striking or excommunicating another without permission (public reprimand).

	﻿70.6﻿
	Striking an elder or a child in anger (disciplina regularis).

	﻿71.5﻿
	Refusal to obey an elder (reprimand).

	﻿71.9﻿
	Refusal to make satisfaction to an elder (corporal punishment, expulsion for resistance).


a) Eating. In general, these disciplinary measures are clear and in accord with the stipulations of the disciplinary code in the ﻿RB﻿. However, in addition to the disciplina regularis and similar statements left untranslated in the above list (and discussed below), several other offenses and penalties are not immediately transparent.

It is difficult to see what is behind the punishment for asking for food from a superior that had been at first refused (﻿RB﻿ ﻿43.19﻿). Perhaps St. Benedict has in mind particular experiences unknown to modern readers, but which would furnish a key to better understanding. Possibly it is a question of eating at the proper times. Cassian lists “﻿the inordinate and secret consumption of food﻿”﻿63﻿ among the faults to be punished with blows or expulsion. He further advises the monk to be very, careful not to eat outside regular meals, as one might be inclined to do while walking through an orchard, for that would be to give in to concupiscence.﻿64﻿ At this point, however, St. Benedict does not appear so much concerned with unseemly eating that may lead to overindulgence of appetites—he warns of that in connection with the meal itself (﻿RB﻿ ﻿39.7–9﻿)—as with untimely eating that would upset the good order of the house (﻿RB﻿ ﻿31.18–19﻿) unless properly controlled (﻿RB﻿ ﻿41﻿). Eating outside regular mealtimes could possibly encourage disregard for the common meals with the brotherhood (﻿RB﻿ ﻿43.13–17﻿), and also render the whole system of excommunication from the table less effective.

Further insight in regard to eating at inappropriate times and places is found in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿51﻿. A monk may be excommunicated (though the degree is not specified) for eating outside without the abbot’s permission (﻿RB﻿ ﻿51.3﻿). While this may appear too stringent to present-day monks, it is probable that St. Benedict wishes only to simplify the whole matter of eating at irregular times or outside the monastery and to correct abuses that can easily arise from such practices. The Master supplies lengthy and complex prescriptions about such eating, noting when it is permissible and when not in view of the days of fast and the regular hours for eating, and with whom one may or may not eat, and so on (﻿RM﻿ ﻿59–62﻿). The ﻿RB﻿ eliminates this complex formalism and replaces it with the abbot’s personal judgment of the needs of the monk, who, at any rate, can seek permission to eat outside or at a time other than the ordinary times for meals (﻿RB﻿ ﻿37﻿).

b) Priest-monk. The admission of a priest into the monastery added a note of complication to matters of discipline (﻿RB﻿ ﻿62.8–11﻿), since a priest has “﻿canonical status﻿” (in the hierarchy), while monasticism was originally a “﻿lay movement﻿” without canonical status,﻿65﻿ as seen earlier in this study. Thus, the bishop of the area is to be called in for the public reprimand of a misbehaving priest-monk, for his presence would add a note of persuasiveness and ecclesial recognition to the public rebuke, and assure that he would be adequately informed of the situation and any additional possible consequences. If the priest is eventually expelled from the monastery, the bishop must be prepared to take charge of him and provide him, if the bishop is so inclined, with a “﻿letter of recommendation.﻿”﻿66﻿

c) Disciplina regularis. The Master does not use the expression disciplina regularis, but disciplina regulae, in speaking of the disciplinary measures of his Rule. St. Benedict uses this latter expression in the sense of discipline as ‘﻿good order﻿’ or ‘﻿good conduct,﻿’ or ‘﻿the norms of the Rule﻿’ (﻿RB﻿ ﻿60.2﻿; ﻿62.4﻿). In ﻿RB﻿ ﻿60.5﻿ and ﻿62.3﻿ (on priests in the monastery), disciplina regularis is used in a general sense to designate the monk’s life under the Rule. Otherwise, in a disciplinary context, the term seems to refer especially to the penalties that are of a public character within the monastery—that is, the rebuke “﻿in the presence of all﻿” (coram omnibus) and other measures that may follow.﻿67﻿

In speaking of districtior disciplina and gravissima disciplina, St. Benedict apparently wishes to emphasize a greater degree of severity in the chastisement. Accordingly, disciplina would not have the sense of law but of chastisement.﻿68﻿

The other terms or expressions left untranslated in the list of penalties above seem generally equivalent to disciplina regularis. The employment of the public disciplinary measures is to be carefully controlled. Anyone who presumes to mete out corporal punishment or to proclaim another excommunicated without the abbot’s permission is himself liable to the public correction of the Rule (﻿RB﻿ ﻿70.1–3﻿, ﻿6﻿). This prescription is probably directed especially toward superiors under the abbot, since they would be the most likely ones to use their authority rashly.

d) Satisfaction and amendment. These two closely related concepts, expressed particularly in the words satisfactio, satisfacere, and emendatio, emendare, generally designate respectively the objective procedure of discipline and self-correction and the ensuing expected change of behavior and attitude, as in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿5.19﻿, where the grumbler is to “﻿change for the better and make amends﻿” (cum satisfactione emendaverit). “﻿Amends,﻿” or satisfaction, is the procedure whereby one acknowledges a fault (﻿RB﻿ ﻿7.44﻿) and carries out the imposed penalties (﻿RB﻿ ﻿43.12﻿; ﻿44﻿; ﻿46.3﻿; ﻿71.8﻿). This action is concerned with the interior and exterior attitude of humility (﻿RB﻿ ﻿27.3﻿; ﻿45.1﻿; ﻿71.8﻿), making it an appropriate penitential act (﻿RB﻿ ﻿24.7﻿) intended to repair the damage caused by the fault in the one who committed it (﻿RB﻿ ﻿43.12﻿). This includes regaining one’s right relationship with God (﻿RB﻿ ﻿11.13﻿; ﻿RM﻿ ﻿14.26﻿) and obtaining forgiveness of the injured (﻿RB﻿ ﻿44﻿). Satisfaction is clearly more than a mere formality. It is a concrete and, as it were, “﻿sacramental﻿” procedure that should normally repair damaged relationships and eradicate pride in the offender. While being predominantly procedural and external, its direction is nevertheless inward to uproot the source of the evil.

“﻿Amendment﻿” can also signify the objective corrective measures to be undertaken (﻿RB﻿ ﻿2.40﻿; ﻿46.4﻿).﻿69﻿ But its predominant meaning is reformation or correction of one’s behavior as a result of an internal change of attitude.﻿70﻿ It thus rids one of faults (﻿RB﻿ ﻿4.58﻿), and may designate the completed correctional measures (﻿RB﻿ ﻿43.19﻿), much in the sense of “﻿satisfaction﻿” (﻿RB﻿ ﻿24.4﻿; ﻿43.11﻿, ﻿16﻿).

Conclusion
“﻿Of all the parts of the Rule, this one that we are about to consider is without doubt the most outmoded.﻿” With this statement, Adalbert de Vogüé introduces his commentary on the ﻿RB﻿’s disciplinary code,﻿71﻿ pointing to the fact that excommunication and blows find little acceptance or appreciation in modern monasticism. Yet, the study and understanding of these elements, so central to the ﻿RB﻿, are essential to the renewal of modern Benedictine life as encouraged by Vatican II.﻿72﻿

The system of discipline in the ﻿RB﻿ seeks to preserve the proper order and functioning of monastic life and above all the correction of vices and negligences. These are goals and values that any modern adaptation of the disciplinary measures must maintain and promote, for the whole of monastic life is meant to lead one to a change of behavior and attitude—a deep conversion. It is the way of penance, of conversion. If that is properly understood, accepted and practiced, then the liberty, the spontaneity and the joy of life that some may otherwise feel to be suppressed in the Rule will proceed more genuinely and forcefully from a deeper and fuller level of one’s existence, just as surely as Christ came forth from the confines of death to the fullness of life that all are invited to share with him (﻿Prol. 49–50﻿).
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68 Ibid.
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