





  












 
   


 
  
 
 
 






 
 



Scott Craig Mooney 
45383 CR 58 
Coshocton, Ohio 43812 
 
May 15, 2012 
 
Rev. Gradye Parsons 
Stated Clerk - PCUSA General Assembly 
100 Witherspoon St. 
Louisville, KY 40202 
 
 
Dear Rev. Parsons, 
 
I write to you pursuant to Standing Rule A.4.a (3) : “Communications may be directed to the 
General Assembly by other denominations in correspondence with the General Assembly.” 
 
As a layman not membered with but regularly attending Ridge Presbyterian Church, Harrison 
County, Ohio, it has come to my attention that the General Assembly is considering a re-
translation of the Heidelberg Catechism: Item 18-03. Having reviewed the proposed translation, I 
find a grave problem with the translation provided for the answer to Question 110. Among 
several things given as species of theft, the translators include “excessive interest.” It is my 
conviction that the phrase “excessive interest” is not a faithful rendering of the original German, 
“wucher.” I offer the following for your advice and guidance. 
 
Any reference publication will verify that “wucher” literally means “usury.” Among the current 
English-speaking population “usury” is an obscure word. Its modern meaning, where it still 
occasionally is used, is “excessive interest,” or perhaps “unlawful interest.” However, it by no 
means can be taken for granted that what the framers of the Heidelberg Catechism meant by 
“wucher” in 1563 overlays with a modern understanding of “usury.”  
 
Zacharias Ursinus was reputed to be the principal author of the Heidelberg Catechism. He 
penned also a detailed Commentary on the Catechism, the earliest known edition of which was 
published in Latin in 1585. An English translation of Ursinus’s Commentary, published in 1888, 
may be retrieved from this source: 
 
http://archive.org/stream/commentaryofzach00ursiuoft#page/n3/mode/2up 
 
On page 597 Ursinus addresses Question 110, regarding the Eighth Commandment. The 
Catechism identifies “usury” as one of several things prohibited in the Eighth Commandment. Of 
“usury” Ursinus says, without qualification, “Usury is the gain which is received in view of that 
which has been borrowed or loaned.” Period. That is to say any gain at all - not merely excessive 
gain. 
 
This view of the matter expressed by Ursinus is the teaching of the Heidelberg Catechism 
because it is the teaching of Scripture. Scripture condemns usury in language that does not seek 



to qualify it as “excessive.” For example, consider Psalm 15, a text cited by Heidelberg. Also, 
consider Nehemiah 5:11, which specifically precludes any notion of “excessive” in that it 
condemns even “the hundredth part of the money.” 
 
It should be clear by the foregoing that the Heidelberg Catechism intends “wucher” - or “usury” - 
in the classical and biblical sense of “…the gain which is received in view of that which has been 
borrowed or loaned.” Therefore, to translate “wucher” as “excessive interest” gives the modern 
English reader the wrong sense. It is not faithful to the meaning intended by Ursinus and his 
colleagues. 
 
There is no doubt that the sense of the English term “usury” has evolved into the current view of 
“excessive interest.” However, the transition of meaning was not accomplished at the time of 
Heidelberg. If we wished to put Heidelberg into modern English jargon, and avoid the obscure 
and archaic term “usury,” then the closest we could come to “wucher” would be “interest” - just 
plain, unqualified “interest.” What Ursinus and Heidelberg meant by “wucher” is exactly what 
the current popular mindset means by “interest.” 
 
It is interesting to note that when Noah Webster edited the King James Bible in 1833 he took out 
“usury” (the word “interest” does not appear in the original King James Bible of 1611) and 
substituted the word “interest.” His reason for doing this was exactly as I have explained above - 
because English readers of 1833 might think that when the Bible condemns “usury,” that it was 
condemning only “excessive interest.” Webster wanted to be sure that his readers understood that 
the Bible condemned plain, unqualified “interest,” which is exactly what English readers of 1611 
understood the word “usury” to mean. Here is how Webster put his point:  
 
“Usury originally signified what is now called interest, or simply a compensation for the use of 
money. The Jews were not permitted to take interest from their brethren for the use of money 
loaned; and when the Levitical law forbids the taking of usury, the prohibition intended is that of 
any gain or compensation for the use of money or goods. Hence, usury in the scriptures is what 
we call interest. The change of signification in the word usury, which now denotes unlawful 
interest, renders it proper to substitute interest for usury.” 
 
Therefore, the qualifier “excessive” should be stricken from the proposed translation of the 
answer to Question 110 of the Heidelberg Catechism. In order to communicate best to modern 
English readers, the Catechism should be read to condemn “interest” - not “excessive interest” - 
for the modern sense of the term “interest” without qualification best captures what Heidelberg 
meant by “wucher” in 1563. 
 
 
Sincerely in Christ, 
 
 
 
Scott Craig Mooney 
 
cc: Dr. Todd B. Jones; Dr. K. Nicholas Yoda 






May 29, 2012 

From:  Thomas H. Greco, Jr.  
 P.O. Box 42663, Tucson,  Arizona 85733 
 http://beyondmoney.net  
 
To: Leadership of PC(USA) General Assembly Committee on Confessions of the Church … 
Rev.  Dr. Todd B. Jones, Moderator — Confessions of the Church tjones@fpcnashville.org 
 c/o First Presbyterian Church, 4815 Franklin Road, Nashville, TN  37220 
Rev.  Dr. K. Nicholas Yoda, Vice Moderator — Confessions of the Church revdkny@gmail.com 
 c/o Pleasant Ridge Presbyterian Church, 5950 Montgomery Road, Cincinnati, OH  45213 
Re:  Heidelberg re-translation of “wucher” as “excessive interest”—General Assembly Item 18-03 

Dear Sirs: 

Faith communities need to wake up to the destructive nature of interest/usury and move toward financial 
arrangements that foster fellowship and harmonization of interests instead of antagonistic relationships and 
exploitation. I strongly recommend, therefore, that the General Assembly consider the following and revise its 
translation of the Heidelberg Catechism to correct a serious error.  

Usury and interest are not the same thing. There is a common misunderstanding of the meaning of the word 
“usury,” that it is merely the charging of “excessive interest.” That is decidedly not the case. I have done 
considerable research on this matter and have written about it and about the “money problem,” in general. This 
is what I wrote about the distinction between interest and usury in my first book, Money and Debt: a Solution to 
the Global Crisis(1990) (http://circ2.home.mindspring.com/money_and_debt.htm): 

There is a difference between interest and usury but the distinction has been obscured. Because of its 
negative connotations deriving from religious prohibitions against its practice, the term "usury" has all but 
ceased to be mentioned. There is no telling when or where the practice of usury originated but it has been a 
subject of recurrent controversy and debate for at least three thousand years. It is prominently mentioned in 
the Bible, in the Koran and in Canon law. All of these prescribe severe punishments for its practice. Why, 
then, has the giving and taking of interest (usury) become standard practice, and why are almost all of us 
participants in it? Unfortunately, most of the historical arguments relating to the practice of usury were not 
based on economic analysis, but rather, seemed to come from a perspective which tried to second guess the 
intentions of God. We really need to understand the effects of usury upon the economic and social life of the 
community. 

Any attempt to initiate thoughtful dialogue on the subject of usury is almost invariably met with 
defensive reactions from anyone who has a savings account, annuity, government or corporate bond, or 
other interest bearing investment, which includes just about all of us. 

This is understandable in view of the fact that such investments usually represent the accumulated hard 
earned savings of honest people, which have been put aside for the proverbial "rainy day". Add to this the 
fact of chronic inflation which continually eats away at the purchasing power of such financial investments 
and it is no wonder that there is an army of "savers" ready to defend to the death their right to collect interest 
on their savings. 

That is how insidious the problem has become. Most people are bewildered by the subject of economics 
in general, and money in particular, and see no choice but to trust the "experts". Let us begin to dispel the 
confusion by examining the distinction between usury and interest. 

The Latin words from which these English words are derived are "usura" and "interisse". Here is how 
the matter is explained by Sidney Homer in his book A History of Interest Rates (Rutgers Univ. Press, 
1963): 






The Latin noun "usura" means the "use" of anything, in this case, the use of borrowed capital; 
hence usury was the price paid for the use of money. The Latin verb "intereo" means "to be 
lost"; a substantive form "interisse" developed into the modern term "interest". Interest was not 
profit but loss.  It was from exceptions to the canon law against usury that the medieval theory of 
interest slowly developed. Compensation for loans was not licit if it was a gain to the lender, but 
became licit if the compensation was not a net gain but reimbursement for loss or expense. The 
doctrine of intention was overriding." 

So we see that the ideas of gain and loss were of central importance in assessing the legality of a 
particular contract. It was to be expected that lenders would attempt to justify all charges by labeling them 
"interest", and over time the meanings of the terms "usury" and "interest" became confused.  

The arguments against the practice of usury/interest go way beyond scriptural prohibitions. It is now 
obvious to anyone who cares to see, that there are solid economic and social arguments that should be sufficient 
to persuade any rational person that our present system of money and finance is not only unjust, but also 
destructive to the natural environment, the social fabric, and the common good. That is because usury has been 
built into the very foundation of our money system by the creation of money by banks based on lending at 
compound interest (in fact, usury). Banks give up nothing by making “loans;” they merely lend back to us our 
own credit. 

The result is that world debt has been growing much faster than any measure of economic output, even 
GDP (gross domestic product), which includes not only the production of goods, but also the production of 
“bads.” The financial crises we are seeing in various countries and economic sectors are evidence that the debt 
burdens have grown far beyond what can be borne by either the private sector or by governments. 

The growth of debt must stop. A new economic and financial order must soon emerge, if not consciously 
and deliberately, then it will happen on its own through the descent into chaos. If political and financial leaders 
cannot accept the end of the old order of things, then the people themselves must take the lead to develop new 
arrangements that build a peaceful, more equitable society, from the bottom up. How that might be done is the 
subject of the latter (prescriptive) chapters of my book, The End of Money and the future of Civilization. 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Thomas H. Greco, Jr. 
P.O. Box 42663, Tucson,  Arizona 85733 
thg@mindspring.com 
520-820-0575 
http://beyondmoney.net  
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