CRIME AND PUNISHMENT IN THE CATHOLIC CHURCH: 

AN OVERVIEW OF POSSIBILITIES AND PROBLEMS 

I. INTRODUCTION: THE CENTRAL PROBLEM OF PENAL LAW 

In Gilbert and Sullivan’s comic opera “The Mikado,” the great Mikado himself announces the goal of every dispenser of criminal justice, both fictional and real: 

My object all sublime 

I shall achieve in time— 

To let the punishment fit the crime. 

But this sublime objective has often proved as elusive for real life dispensers of criminal justice as it did for the Mikado. The difficulty of matching penalties to offenses results, in part, from differing societal expectations of what penalties are supposed to accomplish. Most societies, including the Church, expect punishments to achieve several ends: deterrence, prevention, rehabilitation, and even retribution. However, not only are these ends different, but they are not entirely compatible and sometimes are even competing. Moreover, the penalties available at any given time are often more suited to achieving one of these ends than others—and sometimes not terribly well suited to achieving any of them. 

In the Catholic Church, canon 1341 of the Code of Canon Law provides a terse statement of the objectives of penal sanctions in an ecclesial context: “repair the scandal, restore justice, reform the offender.” Those charged with responsibility for the Church’s penal discipline have the challenging, indeed unenviable, task of drawing from the limited arsenal of penalties in canonical penal law provides precisely the right mix of weapons to achieve a just balance among these three goals, that is, truly to make the punishment fit the crime. It is easy to criticize the efforts of Church authorities for falling short of this elusive just balance, but it is not so easy to propose alternate approaches that more appropriately balance the goals of repairing scandal, restoring justice and rehabilitating the offender with the canonical resources currently available. 

II. WHAT PENAL APPROACHES ARE AVAILABLE IN THE CHURCH? 

Canon law makes available to church authorities a variety of penal and quasi-penal measures for addressing the crime of sexual abuse of minors by a member of the clergy. These measures are: medicinal penalties or censures, expiatory penalties (called “vindictive” penalties in the 1917 code), and penal remedies. There are also two non-penal strategies which may be useful in addressing the issue. I will deal with each of these in turn. 

A. MEDICINAL PENALTIES OR CENSURES 

Medicinal penalties or censures are deprivations of spiritual goods, privations which are, in principal at least, temporary and whose primary aim is to impress upon the offender the seriousness of his crime and thereby prompt him to repent and reform. To put it colloquially, censures are meant to function like cast iron frying pans “upside the head” to get the offender’s attention and impress upon him the need for a change of heart and behavior. The censures made available in the present Code of Canon Law are: excommunication (c. 1331), interdict (c. 1332), and suspension (c. 1333). I will spend a moment on each of them. 

One who has been excommunicated is forbidden to participate ministerially in the Mass or any other liturgical rite, to celebrate or receive the sacraments and sacramentals, to exercise the functions of any church office or ministry, and to perform acts of church governance. (c. 1331, §1) Once the imposition or declaration of this sanction has been made public, liturgical celebrations must be stopped if the excommunicate attempts to perform any ministerial function in it, his jurisdictional acts are invalid, and he is ineligible to receive any office or function in the Church or to benefit from any previously acquired. (c. 1331, §2) Although excommunicates are severely disabled from participation in the life of the Church in general and in its sacramental life in particular, they are not expelled from the Church. They remain Catholics and, as such, they are appropriate objects of the Church’s pastoral outreach and solicitude. Indeed, excommunication is an expression of ecclesiastical “tough love” whose main purpose is to impress upon the offender “the error of his ways” and to promote his repentance. 

The censure of interdict prohibits a person from ministerial participation in and reception of the sacraments and sacramentals. (c. 1332) If the infliction of the penalty has become public, liturgical celebrations must be suspended if the interdicted person attempts to participate in a ministerial capacity. The censure of suspension can affect only members of the clergy. Depending on the circumstances of the case and the tenor of the precept by which the suspension is threatened or the decree by which it is imposed, this sanction prohibits clergy from some or all acts of the power of orders (e.g., saying Mass, anointing the sick), some or all acts of the power of governance (e.g., administering church property), or some or all rights or functions attached to their offices (e.g., a pastor’s faculty to witness marriages). (c. 1333, §1) When the fact that a suspension has been imposed or declared has been made public, the notice can specify that acts of the power of governance performed by the suspended cleric are not only illicit but invalid. (c. 1333, §2) 

Since their purpose is primarily to contribute to the rehabilitation of the delinquent, censures can only be validly imposed after the offender has been formally warned to cease and desist from his deviant behavior but has either repeated the offense or continued in the offensive situation. (c. 1347, §1) Moreover, as a result of the primarily medicinal nature of censures, they must be remitted when they offender has given evidence of genuine repentance and has at least promised to repair any damages and scandal his behavior may have caused. (c. 1347, §2) 

Because of their primarily medicinal purpose, censures are not likely to be particularly effective in addressing clergy accused of sexual abuse of minors. Since they can only be imposed after a warning, there must be evidence of an incident of abuse or at least suspicion that a particular cleric is prone to such abuse before a censure can even be threatened. Sad experience of the recent past suggests that even the sternest warnings and threats are unlikely to be effective in deterring abusive clerics from repeating their offenses. Even when a censure has been imposed, it must be remitted once the offender evidences repentance—and, as many bishops have learned to their chagrin, sexually abusive clergy can make very convincing displays of repentance when they are confronted with evidence of their offenses. 

Many, if not most, Catholics are aware of the availability of excommunication as a possible penalty for addressing breaches of ecclesiastical discipline, including cases of sexual abuse of minors. However, many have the mistaken impression that excommunication completely and permanently severs an offender from the Church (that is, it is a sort of amputation of a gangrenous member from the Body of Christ). In fact, excommunication does severely limit a person’s participation in the life of the Church, but it does not “kick him out.” Moreover, few realize the limits of the effectiveness of this penalty for dealing with the problem of sexual abuse of minors. Censures are not, quite frankly, of much help in removing scandal or restoring justice after such an offense and are not even likely to do much to achieve the long term rehabilitation of the offender. 

B. EXPIATORY PENALTIES 

What we now call censures or medicinal penalties are the oldest elements of the Church’s penal discipline. There are intimations of what has become the penalty of excommunication in Saint Paul’s instructions for dealing with the incestuous man in the church in Corinth (1 Cor 5: 1-10), and this penalty was used to enforce ecclesiastical discipline as early as the Patristic era. However, even in the best case scenario, censures or medicinal penalties were more adapted to achieving the reform of the offender than dispelling the scandal and repairing the injustice his crime had caused. The limits of the effectiveness of these medicinal penalties and the consequent need for another type of penalty became evident fairly early. Thus, already in the Patristic era, a different kind of penalties, now known as expiatory penalties, had begun to emerge.

In the current discipline, expiatory penalties include: a prohibition of living in a particular place or territory or an order to live in a specific place; a deprivation of a power, office (e.g., pastor, parochial vicar, chaplain), function (e.g., preaching, teaching in an ecclesiastical faculty), right (e.g., to vote in an election), privilege, faculty (e.g., hearing confessions), favor (e.g., papal honor such as monsignor), title (e.g., patriarch, primate, honorary doctorate),or insignia, even if it is merely honorary; a prohibition on the exercise of powers, office, functions and rights; penal transfer from one office to another; and dismissal from the clerical state. (c. 1336) Although it is the penalty of dismissal from the clerical state that has garnered the most attention in connection with the Church’s efforts to address the sexual abuse of minors by clerics, the other expiatory penalties are not without relevance for dealing with sexually abusive priests, either individually or cumulatively with other penalties. For example, the penalty of being ordered to live in particular place is a rather abstract formulation of what amounts to house arrest or preventive detention or, more popularly, being consigned to spend one’s life in a monastery.

The penalty of dismissal from the clerical state is often popularly but somewhat inaccurately referred to as being “defrocked.” The present penalty of dismissal encompasses what in the 1917 Code had been three distinct but related penalties: deposition (c. 2303, §1:suspension from office and ineligibility for the reception of offices, ministries and dignities in the Church in the future as well as deprivation of any already received); defrocking (c. 2304, §§1-2: perpetual deprivation of the right to wear clerical garb and deprivation of the rights of a cleric, including the right to decent support); and degradation (c. 2305: reduction to the lay state). The 1917 code foresaw that, except in the most serious cases, these three penalties would be applied successively as the offender continued to demonstrate recalcitrance until he was finally “reduced to the lay state.” The current penalty of dismissal from the clerical state entails the effects of all three of these former penalties. 

While the penalty of dismissal from the clerical state is a possible penalty to be imposed when a priest is found guilty of the sexual abuse of a minor, we need to be clear about what is and what is not accomplished by the infliction of this penalty. According to Catholic doctrine, when a man is ordained to the priesthood, he undergoes an ontological change, i.e., a change at the core of his being that can never be reversed. Ordination configures him to Christ in such a way that he is radically empowered to act “in the person of Christ,” especially in the celebration of the sacraments. His exercise of this radical power can be limited by restrictions which usually affect only the legality or liceity of his actions (e.g., by a prohibition on celebrating Mass), but which sometimes, but more rarely, affect also their validity (e.g., deprivation of the faculty to hear confessions). No matter how unworthy his life may be, no matter how serious the crimes he commits may be, no penal action can take away this radical empowerment. Once validly ordained, he is, quite literally, “a priest forever.” 

What is not forever, however, is the juridic or legal status that is known in canon law as the “clerical state.” When a man is ordained to the deaconate, he not only receives the first of the sacred orders but he becomes a “cleric” and, as such, is incardinated in or attached to some diocese or religious institute for whose service he has been advanced to orders. In virtue of the clerical state, the ordained is bound to certain clerical obligations (e.g., wearing clerical attire, praying the liturgy of hours, living a celibate life) and enjoys certain rights (most notably, the right to decent support) proper to clerics. Incardination of clerics is intended to make the ordained available for ministry, but it does not, in itself, authorize them to perform any ministry. Such authorization comes from subsequent actions of the competent ecclesiastical authority who grants the cleric faculties (empowerments for specific ministerial actions such as hearing confessions, preaching, and witnessing marriages) or appoints him to specific offices or ministries. 

These appointments and empowerments can be lost as can the clerical state itself. The clerical state can be lost by the declaration that a person’s ordination was invalid, by the grant of the favor of a dispensation by the Holy See, and by the imposition of the penalty of dismissal following an administrative or judicial process. (c. 290) A cleric who loses the clerical state is thereby stripped of any offices, ministries or delegated power he may have still had, loses the rights proper to the clerical state and is relieved of its obligations (save for the obligation of celibacy), and is prohibited from exercising the powers of his order. (c. 292) A dismissed cleric has no further claim on financial support from his diocese or institute of incardination. In the United States, this loss of a claim to support entails the termination of the dismissed cleric’s health insurance. Since most diocesan priest pension plans are non-contributory, priests do not acquire vested rights to a pension. Rather, pensions are provided to those whom the diocesan bishop judges to be “in good standing.” Since they are no longer “in good standing” after dismissal, most diocesan clerics lose their eligibility for retirement pensions by the penalty of dismissal. Nevertheless, a bishop or superior retains an obligation in charity to see that a dismissed cleric is not left indigent as a result of the penalty. (c. 1350, §2) 

C. PENAL REMEDIES AND PENANCES 

In addition to penalties properly speaking, canon law provides for what it calls “penal remedies and penances.” The penal remedies of a formal warning or rebuke can be issued when a person has fallen under grave suspicion of having committed an offense but the evidence of his guilt is insufficient to initiate a penal process. (c. 1339) When evidence of a person’s guilt is substantial but initiation of a penal process is barred because the penal action has been extinguished by prescription or does not seem appropriate in the light of the other circumstances of the case, the diocesan bishop or superior can impose a penance. (c. 1340) For the United States, the “Essential Norms Dealing With Allegation of Sexual Abuse of Minors,” §8B stipulates: 

If the penalty of dismissal from the clerical state has not been applied (e.g., for reasons of advanced age or infirmity), the offender ought to lead a life of prayer and penance. He will not be permitted to celebrate Mass publicly or to administer the sacraments. He is to be instructed not to wear clerical garb, or to present himself publicly as a priest. 

In addition, offenders who are relegated to a life of prayer and penance are usually denied public funerals with the solemnities usually accorded to priests. 

D. NON-PENAL REMEDIES 

Besides canonical penalties in the strict sense and quasi-penal remedies and penances, canon law has two other approaches that can be used for dealing with cases of sexual abuse. The first and better known of the two is the administrative procedure leading to a dispensation from the obligations of the clerical state and return to the lay state. This procedure is popularly known as “laicization.” This procedure involves a petition to the Roman Pontiff by which the return to the lay state is requested for stated reasons, most commonly the cleric’s inadequate preparation for a celibate life and his extreme difficulty in living such a life. These petitions are examined by the competent congregation of the Roman Curia, which determines whether to recommend the case to the Holy Father, who ultimately grants this favor. Until 1989, competence over such cases resided with the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. In 1989, as part of the reorganization of the Roman Curia effected by the apostolic constitution Pastor Bonus, competence over these cases transferred to the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments. In 2005, competence was transferred again, this time to the Congregation for the Clergy. 

In 1971, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith issued norms for the preparation of petitions for these dispensations from the obligations of the clerical state. Although these norms foresaw that most petitions would be submitted voluntarily by interested priests or deacons, it did provide for the possibility in urgent cases of petitions submitted by clerics’ bishops or major superiors against their wills. This provision for ex officio reduction to the lay state was not included by the new norms issued by the CDF in 1980 as part of the overall tightening up of the requirements for dispensation initiated at the instance of John Paul II. For the next several years, bishops who requested the involuntary return to the lay state for priests who were unwilling to petition themselves routinely had these requests refused and were advised to initiate the canonical penal process if the case warranted. Nevertheless, as the sexual abuse crisis heightened in English-speaking countries in the late 1990s, the Holy See began once again to entertain requests for ex officio dismissals in urgent cases. The CDF continues to consider requests by bishops for ex officio dismissals of clerics when evidence of their guilt for sexual abuse of minors is overwhelming and there is an urgent need for expeditious action. This practice of granting ex officio “laicizations” in cases where sexual absue of minors is not an issue has continued as the competence over these cases has shifted first to the Congregation for Divine Worship and now to the Congregation for the Clergy. In 2009, the Congregation for Clergy issued norms for the processing of requests for ex officio dismissals for reasons other than the sexual abuse of minors, a crime whose prosecution remains reserved to the CDF.

Less well known as a strategy for dealing with sexually abusive clerics is the procedure for the declaration of an impediment to the exercise of orders. Canon 1044, §2, 1° declares impeded from the exercise of orders those who are “affected by amentia or some other psychic illness. . .due to which, after experts are consulted he is judged unqualified to fulfill the ministry properly.” When a priest clearly has committed offenses with minors but is judged too mentally unbalanced to be held criminally culpable, the declaration of the impediment might be the most expeditious way to distance him from public ministry and the risk of future offenses. 

III. HOW DO PEOPLE GET PENALIZED? 

Canon law sometimes attaches penalties to an offense in such a way that the offender incurs the penalty by the mere fact that he or she commits the offense. Such penalties are referred to as latae sententiae penalties or, somewhat misleadingly, “automatic” penalties. (The word “automatic” is misleading since c. 1324, §3 stipulates that, even if a person commits an offense, he or she does not incur the latae sententiae penalty attached to the offense if any of many factors removing or limiting criminal responsibility is present.) The most familiar of these latae sententiae penalties is the excommunication attached to the delict of successful procuration of an abortion. (c. 1398) Despite the fact that the penalty is incurred by the commission of the designated offense and binds the offender in conscience from that point on, a latae sententiae penalty must still be formally declared following a judicial or administrative process before it can be fully enforced in the public forum. (c. 1352, §2) Since the effectiveness of penalties incurred by the mere commission of an offense for deterring potential offenders has been much debated, the trend in canon law during the last fifty years has been toward an increasingly sparing use of latae sententiae penalties. At present, no offenses related to the sexual abuse of minors are sanctioned with latae sententiae penalties; all penalties for such offenses are called ferendae sententiae, i.e., they are imposed after some kind of administrative or judicial process. 

Clerics guilty of sexual abuse of minors can be subjected to a variety of penal sanction, including dismissal from the clerical state. At least since John Paul II’s apostolic letter Sacramentum sanctitatis tutela in 2001 and the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith’s corresponding norms of the same year, prosecution of the crime of sexual abuse of minors has been reserved to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. If a diocesan bishop receives an accusation against a cleric that at least seems to be plausible, he is to conduct a preliminary investigation of the complaint, the equivalent of canonical grand jury proceeding, and forward the result with his own recommendation about how to proceed with the matter. The Congregation then determines whether and how to proceed. 

If the Congregation decides that a process possibly leading to the imposition of penal sanctions is called for, it has several options. First, the Congregation can order the initiation of a penal trial either at the Congregation itself or in the diocese where the complaint originated. The trial proceeds in two stages, the first to determine guilt or innocence and the second to apply the appropriate penalty. Second, the Congregation can order the initiation of an administrative process at the local level. In this process the bishop serves as decision-maker and the accused must be given the basic elements of what we would call “due process.” Third, when evidence of the accused’s guilt is clear and there is an urgent reason to proceed expeditiously, the Congregation can take the case to the Holy Father ex officio and request that the accused be dismissed from the clerical state as a penalty. 

IV. WHAT ARE THE AVENUES FOR RECOURSE OR APPEAL?

If a penalty is imposed pursuant to a judicial process, the defendant has the right to appeal the decision. The effect of the penalty is suspended until the appellate process is complete. (c. 1353) If the judicial trial took place at the local level, the appeal in sexual abuse cases is to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. If the trial took place at the Congregation, the appeal is to a different panel of judges within the Congregation. When a second conforming decision has been issued, the matter becomes res iudicata or a finally judged matter and there are no further avenues of appeal. (cc. 1641-1642) If the penalty is imposed following an administrative process at the local level, the defendant can make recourse to the Congregation against the decision. This recourse also suspends the execution of the penalty until the process for recourse has run its course. (c. 1353) Unlike recourses against other administrative acts, there is no recourse to the Apostolic Signatura against the decision of the CDF confirming a local decision in a sexual abuse case. Third, if the Congregation requests ex officio the dismissal of cleric from the Roman Pontiff himself, there is no appeal or recourse against the decision.

It should be added that, whether the administrative or the judicial process is used, the Promoter of Justice, who functions as the prosecutor in the case, also has the right to make appeal or recourse against a decision. The Promoter can appeal or make recourse either against a decision that finds the defendant not guilty or against one that does not impose what the Promoter deems to be the appropriate penalty. 

V. CANONICAL CONSIDERATIONS ON SENTENCING 

Judges and other decision-makers in the Church enjoy broad discretion to determine the penalty that fits the crime. When seeking the appropriate penalty to apply in concrete situations, judges and other church decision-makers need to consider not only the seriousness of the offense but also the degree of imputability or responsibility of the offender. Thus, canon law provides judges and other decision-makers with what one might call “sentencing guidelines,” lists of factors that can mitigate or aggravate the offender’s responsibility for the offense. Among the mitigating factors is the offender’s lack or diminished use of reason and the fact that the offense was committed under the influence of fear or out of necessity (cc. 1323-1324; 1343-1346); among the aggravating factors are recidivism and abuse of office or authority in the commission of the offense (c. 1326). While few would dispute the relevance of these factors to the application of penalties in the Church, conditions affecting an offender’s degree of culpability are not the only relevant factors.

The penalty should also be in some proportion to the seriousness of the offense, but efforts to achieve that due proportion often do give rise to controversy both in the Church and in secular society. On May 17, 2010, the divided Supreme Court of the United States ruled 5 to 4 that inflicting life sentences without the possibility of parole on juveniles for offenses that did not involve homicide violated the Eighth Amendment bar on “cruel and unusual punishment.” (Graham v. Florida) On June 26, 2008, an almost identical “gang of five” at the Supreme Court had ruled that the death penalty for child rapists whose offense did not include homicide was also a violation of the Eight Amendment. (Kennedy v. Louisiana) These decisions prompted angry dissents both on and off the Supreme Court that the justices were substituting their own sense of “retributive justice” for that of legislatures and voters. Equally angry and outraged dissents from victims, the media, and people in the pews have often greeted decisions of Church authorities in cases involving clerics accused of the sexual abuse of minors. 

These dissents too focus on differing senses of retributive justice. Sexual abuse, especially sexual abuse of the young and vulnerable, is a heinous crime, so heinous that it stirs an almost visceral desire for vengeance. For those motivated by the spirit of vengeance no reprisal is too harsh a punishment for a child sexual abuser. However, it is usually counted an advance in civilization, that societies, both civil and ecclesiastical, have taken the right to retribution out of the hands of victims and their families and placed it solely in the hands of third parties who have some distance from the offense, that thirst for vengeance has been transmuted into the quest for justice. 

In truth, retribution does not figure conspicuously in the triad of aims of penal law enumerated in canon 1341: repairing scandal, restoring justice, and reforming the offender. Canonical penal law seeks the elusive just balance among these three aims. In the not so distant past, the efforts of church authorities tilted too far toward reforming, or at least at what was perceived to be reforming, the offender and gave insufficient weight to the other two aims. Now that the pendulum has swung in the other direction, it is important that concern for repairing scandal and restoring justice not completely displace concern for the reform of the offender altogether. One of the differences between vengeance and justice is that the latter leaves open some hope for the offender’s eventual reintegration into the community. (See Paul Ricoeur, Justice and Vengeance,” Reflections on the “The Just,” 223-231.) 

When searching for the just balance of the aims of canonical penal law, the most important consideration for decision-makers in the Church is not how best to punish the offender for past crimes but how best to protect the vulnerable from future abuse. One way to assure such protection is to remove the offender from any ministry entailing contact with vulnerable populations. In their 2002 Essential Norms, the bishops of the United States went a step beyond removing offenders from ministry involving young people and barred them from any ministry. Norm 8 stipulates: “When even a single act of sexual abuse by a priest or deacon is admitted or is established after an appropriate process in accord with canon law, the offending priest or deacon will be removed permanently from ecclesiastical ministry.” Insuring the safety of the vulnerable is a key element in restoring justice. How that goal is achieved is less important than that it is achieved. 

The most obvious method for insuring that an offender is permanently barred from any ministry is to impose the penalty of dismissal from the clerical state. This penalty is, because of its permanence, the most serious sanction available to Church authorities for disciplining clerics found guilty of the sexual abuse of minors. As far as ministry in the Church is concerned, the penalty of dismissal is the ecclesiastical equivalent of the death penalty. Imposition of the penalty of dismissal can help to dispel scandal by making it clear both to the faithful and to the broader public that, as Pope John Paul II said, “there is no room in the priesthood for those who abuse children” and by serving as a deterrent to those who might be tempted to commit similar offenses. In some cases, dismissal from the clerical state may be the only penalty available to restore justice by redressing the breach of order caused by the offense. On the other hand, as horrible as the crime of sexual abuse of minors always is, there are degrees of gravity of offenses as our secular criminal laws recognize. Not every offense requires the same degree of severity in punishment. 

It might as well be recognized, however, that the penalty of dismissal does little, if anything, to contribute to the rehabilitation of the offender. Whether they are dismissed from the clerical state or not, priest abusers are as entitled to the Church pastoral solicitude as much as any other persons whose past behavior we may find repellent. Moreover, dismissing a person from the clerical state also cuts him loose from whatever imperfect systems for monitoring and control the Church may have and leaves him free in society. Those who are dismissed lose the obligations and rights of the clerical state but they are still priests. Although dismissed clerics are prohibited from exercising the order to which they were ordained, the Church’s ability to prevent those removed from the clerical state from continuing to exercise freelance and unsupervised ministry is quite limited. Although their removals from the clerical state were not prompted by complaints of sexual abuse, the continued high profile activity of dismissed Archbishop Milingo and the lower profile unauthorized ministries of the denizens of the website www.rentapriest.com are reminders that dismissing clerics will not necessarily prevent them from continuing to present themselves as ministers. 

Our understanding of the psychodynamics of sexual abusers is quite limited, much more limited than we once thought, but it does seem clear that those prone to compulsive or addictive behavior are most likely to “act out” when they are under stress, lonely, and cut off from a social support network—precisely the situation in which dismissed clerics are likely to find themselves. The Church might benefit society by removing abusive clerics from ministry but stopping short of dismissing them from the clerical state so that it can at least attempt to monitor their behavior. 

Balancing the aims of restoring justice, removing scandal and reforming the offender is not an easy task. Efforts to achieve a just balance among these ends will open church authorities to criticism from all sides just as efforts to find a balance in the secular arena has resulted in sharp criticism of secular judges, including the justice of the Supreme Court. But, in an imperfect world, one does what one can. And if we do what we can, perhaps we shall achieve in time that object all sublime of letting the punishment fit the crime.
