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Chapter X 
INTRODUCTION

In the aftermath of the French Revolution the Roman Catholic 
Church placed itself in opposition to the dynamic historical forces 
in nineteenth-century France. Pampered and protected by the Bourbons 
of the ancion regime, dislodged and almost destroyed by the Revolu
tion, the Church after 1815 formed an alliance with those forces to 
whom the principles of 1789 and the results of 1793 were distasteful. 
Within the post-revolutionary divisions of French society, a division 
which Salwyn Schapiro has labelled the “two Francesn— -la nouvelle 
France and 11 ancienne France— -Catholics decidedly and with delibera
tion coalesced with the latter, the champions of aristocracy and 
royalism, to demand a reversion to the spirit of things past. To
gether they formed a solidly constituted conservative front which 
deprecated the achievements of the Revolution and anathematised its 
spirit*

The Church detached itself from the new France of liberty, re
presentative government, and equality. Taking a position far lesa 
than catholic, the Church enthusiastically chose the reactionary 
phase of the French social and political dichotomy. As its
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philosophers it selected de Maiotre and de Bon aid, who sought to 
identify Catholicism with counterrevolution. The Church thereby 
divorced itself from the major positive forces in post-revolutionary 
France in the sense that it sought to negate the achievements of 
1739. The religion of the French consequently threatened to be
come isolated from the social and political attitudes which most 
Frenchmen had come to cherish. In short, a wide chasm separated 
the Church from the general movement of French history after 1315 
toward the establishment of a liberal state.

To remove that chasm, there emerged in 1330 a group of 
Catholics who stated that the Church's fortune was not necessarily 
anchored to a particular political and social philosophy and that 
the Revolution, far from permanently damaging the Church, had in a 
sense purified it and left it free to move forward unencumbered 
with France toward the realization of French Revolutionary princi
ples. Around Felicite de la Marnais*- a group of young liberals 
gathered to form a new school of Catholic thought, a school mo
tivated by the desire to harmonize the Church and the ideals of 
nineteenth-century Liberalism— ideals which had their origin in 
the French Revolution of 1739 and in the eighteenth-century 
Enlightenment. This first Liberal Cathol ic group was short-lived, 
for so abhorrent was its ideology to the reactionary French hierarchy 
and to a counterrevolutionary Ream that it was struck down by Papal

^After leaving the Church, la Manuals was normally referred to as 
Lamennais,



encyclicals, Mirarl voa and Singular! nos, in 16J2 and 1824.
In 1843 * second Liberal Catholic coterie emerged, led by the 

followers of the discredited Lamennais and sharing his ideas. From 
1843 to 1870 these Catholic Liberals sought to convince Frenchmen 
that the Church was not opposed to their liberties, and coinciden
tally to find for themselves a freedom of intellectual activity with
in the Church, which seemed to become more monolithic as Liberal 
challenges to ins traditional position became more evident. Always 
a small group, their significance lay not in their numbers, but in 
the fact that they alone in mid-century France sought to direct the 
course of the Church toward a reconciliation with modern French so
ciety and the principles upon which it was based. In short, they 
were, or sought to be, both Liberal and Catholic— — therein lay their 
importance. It is with that second Liberal Catholic movement that 
this paper will concern itself.

The Liberal Catholic task was a difficult one and in the final 
analysis it was doomed to failure. For if the new France distrusted 
the Church as a force of reaction, the Churchts official spokesmen 
condemned the new France as an insidious and subversive legion flying 
the banner of irreligion. Catholicism seemingly could not look for
ward, for it was preoccupied with fond reminiscences. Throughout the 
century the Church dragged its feet at every turn; thus it fortified 
rather than weakened the alliance of Liberalism and anticlericalism.

After 1815 the Church lamented the failure to restore pre
revolutionary conditions, for there was not a restoration in 1815,



if "restoration” is taken to mean the return to the institutions of 
the ancien regime. At best, it was restoration of the constitution 
of 1791. The Church could no more be restored to its privileged 
position of the eighteenth century than could the monarch declare 
himself absolute or the aristocracy reassume its status as the 
second estate. Almost wrecked by the Revolutionary schism regarding 
the constitutional clergy, deprived of its wealth, and subordinated 
to the state by the Concordat of 1801, the Church in 1815 found 
that its relationship with the state and society was radically 
changed. The past could not be re-established. What would the 
Church's attitude be toward the restored regime, which was based 
on the Charter of 1814?

The more optimistic Catholics looked longingly for a real 
restoration of the ancien regime. Not only did they hope to re
gain the Church's wealth and position and to realize the null if i-

i
cation of the Concordat; they also sensed the need to return to an 
authority which would protect France and the French Church against 
the recurrence of revolutionary radicalism which, they felt, had 
subjected the country to twenty-five years of objectionable rule. 
Rejecting revolutionary doctrines with horror, they even refused 
to accept the Liberal Charter of 1814, which was, in their opinion, 
only a diluted form of the Ideas of 1793. With de Maistre they 
went even further, calling for a thoroughgoing reaction to the past, 
and for the denial of the Enlightenment in general. De Maistre, as 
well as de Bonald, supported authoritarianism not only in the state



but also in the Church, both becoming champions of a revivified 
Ultramontanism which denied any degree of independence of the 
Church of France. Even though some more moderate Catholic voices 
were heard, especially that of Chateaubriand, authoritarianism 
and reaction were the dominant notes sounded by the supporters of 
the Church during the governments of Louis XVIII and Charles X.

Under the restoration, therefore, the Church allied itself 
with legitimacy and reaction, and consequently won for itself in
creased enmity in the ranks of Liberals. Voltaire was right, the 
Liberals concluded; the Church stood unconditionally against human 
progress and unalterably opposed to Liberal institutions. The Re

volution of 1830 assumed an anticlerical spirit which was violent 
in nature, and many Catholics began wondering if the Church did not 
face a total loss of rapport with Frenchmen, who were becoming ever 
more indoctrinated with liberal and radical ideas. It was to nar
row that breach, to re-establish that rapport. that a few Catholics 
began thinking in terms of the factors which served to reconcile the 
Church to liberal tenets, rather than emphasize those which sepa
rated them. Foremost among those Catholics was the Abbe Lammenais.

The Beginnings of Liberal 
Catholicism in France

Lammenais wanted to free the Church from its ideological and 
political association with reaction. His program, summarily stated, 
called for the separation of Church and state and for support of the



liberties granted by the Charter of 1830* Only by the establish
ment of a dualism between Church and the state the mutual indepen
dence of the two could the Church be wholly free f’-om and uncon
taminated by association with the powers which might momentarily 
control the state* By rejecting Gallicanism, he hoped to buttress 
the Church's independence from political groups and narrow ideol
ogies, To be free from the state meant the renunciation of state 
financial support. In short, he wanted to terminate the tradi
tional identification of the Church with the reactionary bloc, and 
thus to end the opposition to the Church by those political and 
social groups opposed to that bloc*

Furthermore, he saw nothing in the political principles of 
Liberalism which was necessarily in opposition to Roman Catholic 
dogma. He could not accept, at least in 1831, the extremism of the 
French Revolution, but then neither could Guisot nor Thiers. La
mennais gathered around him a group of enthusiastic apostles in-

✓eluding the Comte de Montalenbert and the Abbe Lacordaire* With 
their aid, he published L'Avenir , which sought to propagate their 
ideas* The program of L'Avenir was expressed in its motto "Dieu et 
liberte" and its purpose was to dispel Catholics' fear of liberalism* 
Catholics should not be afraid of Liberalism, they said; Catholi
cise it, and "society will be born again." Setting out to show 
that freedom, not the freedom of privilege but the freedom of com
mon rights, was compatible with religion, the editors of L'Avenir 
insisted that Catholics, as citizens, should demand liberty of the



press, education, association, and conscience. Had not the Belgian 
Catholics, without denying Catholic principles, cooperated with sec
ular Liberals to form a Liberal State? Liberty, Lamennais insisted, 
should become the watchword of the French Church as well.

Thus was born in France a Liberal Catholic movement. It a- 
roused the enmity of French Gallican reactionaries and It deviated 
from the traditional Catholic position so extremely that it was con
densed by a papal encyclical, Mirari voa. in 1832. But its condem
nation did not mean that Catholic liberalism was dead in France, 
that it would not be revived when occasion permitted.

Mirari vos stated explicitly the Roman attitude toward the pro
gram of L'Avenir. but to imagine that the program was completely 
rejected as a consequence by its supporters would be misleading in
deed, Lacordaire's and Mootalenfcert' s submissions notwithstanding. 
Underneath the monolithic surface of the Roman Catholic Church is 
to be found a heterogeneity in constant fluctuation. Certainly there 
is a hard core of dogma and doctrine which Raman authority imposes 
upon the Catholic. But in any given period in modern European his
tory there have been at least two, and normally many, movements 
within the Church, each of them vying for label of "Catholicism”, 
each of them construing the social and political philosophy of the 
Church somewhat differently, and each stressing different interpre
tations of Catholic dogma and doctrine. That is, there has been 
one groip which attempts to conserve what it considers to be a more 
traditional outlook, in the face of another group which strives to



accomodate the Church to the changing needs and attitudes of 
society.

In the la9t three hundred years, the Church of France alone 
has embodied such various approaches as Gallicanism, Ultramontan- 
ism, Jesuitism, Jansenism, Mennaisianism, Quietism, social Catho
licism, the Ralllement. and in the twentieth century, worker-priests. 
One who remembers this diversity vrill hesitate before giving a 
hard and fast definition to "Catholicism" in the realm of politics 
and social outlook. While the Church's theory remains ever con
stant, perhaps, the Church is in actuality in a state of continual 
transmutation. The universality of the Church is in part explained 
by this elasticity. Certainly in any given period in history there 
are tendencies which might correctly be labelled "Catholic." But 
it is dangerous for the historian to ascribe rigidly to all Catho
lics the tendencies which might be applicable to the majority. For 
example, an attempt to understand Francis Cardinal Spellman in terms 
of the temperament of the worker-priests would be risky indeed. Al
though both might accept readily the dogma of the Immaculate Con
ception or Papal Infallibility, their approaches to twentieth-century 
social and economic institutions and problems indicate wide differ
ence in attitudes in the realm of "Catholicism." This fact is not 
essentially altered by Rome,s condemnation of the worker-priest 
movement; they might conform but they could hardly eradicate their 
previous existence. And only the least skeptical of observers could 
imagine that the Papal decision caused a revolutionary transforma
tion of their social philosophy and of their own private attitudes.



With lamentable frequency, historians of modem France haw 
failed to recognize this pliability of French Catholicism. They 
have often simplified the currents of nineteenth-century French 
development by attributing to the French Church the characteristics 
of an invariant; they have tended to assume that the position of 
Rome represented the mind of all Catholics, and thus they have 
risked overlooking or misjudging ideological and political cur
rents which had, even in post-revolutionary France, a significant 
impact upon the course of French history. In short, they, if sec
ular in approach, have frequently appraised nineteenth-century 
Catholicism in terms of bromidic anti clerical slogans; if Cath
olic, they have too often served as apologists rather than histori
ans of the Church. There have been exceptions of course, the re
cent work of Professor Duroselle on social Catholicism being a 
notable example*

The Second Liberal 
Catholic Movement

Despite the fact that Rome had spoken the program of L'Avenir 
lay latent in the minds of Lamennais* followers, especially Montale** 
bert and Lacordaire. In the course of the fight for freedom of edu
cation, beginning in 1843> it burst forth with most of its previous 
energy. Therefore, in the last years of the July Monarchy a second 
Liberal Catholic group was organized with the Count de Montaleabert 
and the Abbe Lacordaire as its leaders and with FrAderic Ozanam and 
Mgr. Dupanloup, Bishop of Orleans, as their closest associates.



Although they constituted a well-integrated group, the Liberal 
Catholics were far fr ro uniform in their approach and outlook. 
Sharing the desire to accommodate the Church to modern society, they 
were united by their opposition to the intransigent Catholic major
ity and to anticlerical forces in Prance. In reality they disa
greed as to what modern society was or should be. Shades of opin
ion among them at times seemed transformed into complete disagree
ment. Mgr. Dupanloup, distrustful of modern tendencies, often 
appeared centuries removed from the bourgeois Lacordaire; Montalem- 
bert, a member of the nobility, at times seemed to have little in 
comnon with the democratic Osanauu Therefore, even though they 
shared a common tendency, no precise and logically fired defini
tions will do justice to their varying thought and positions*

Certainly the most important of the Catholic Liberals was the 
Count de Montalembert, the pivotal figure in the movement. He re
presented a central position; he was a harmonising agent who could 
claim the support of democratic Osanam and bourgeois Lacordaire, 
of theologians like Gratry and Bautain, of Liberal monarchists such 
as Albert de Broglie, while at the same time retaining the loyalty 
of a more conservative Dupanloup. During the Restoration, Monta
lembert'a bent was In the direction of English parliamentarianism 
and away from Matternichlan principles; that is to say, he fell 
within the scope of the Doctrinaire position. He wholeheartedly 
supported Lamennais' insistence that the Church must break the <ii- 
advised bonds which held it in alliance with the principles of
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legitimacy and counterrevolution; that being his attitude, Monta- 
lembert became, at the age of twenty, an enthusiastic participant 
in the publication of L’Avenir.

Viith the censure of Lamennais by Rome in 1832, Montalembert 
was left without an anchored position. That in which he had be
lieved, with all his youthful fervor, now seemed to be incompatible 
with his Catholic faith. From 1831 to 1843 he sat in the Chamber 
of Peers, taking part in the debates, following a program quietly 
reminiscent of the condemned philosophy of Lamennais. But in 1843, 
with the fight for "liberty of education," he emerged from the sha
dows to become the leader of a resurgent Catholic Liberal movement 
which would veer, in the course of its development, dangerously 
close to the Mennaisian position. An account of the vaccilatione 
of Montalembert' s mind, his oscillation between a Liberal position 
in 1848 and « reactionary frame of mind in 1851, and then a return 
to his original point of view with hie Liberal opposition to the 
Empire, the horror with which he viewed the publication of the
Syllabus of Errors, and his pleas against papal infallibility an
account of these attitudes would go far toward explaining the 
trends of Catholic Liberalism during ttys years from 1843 to 1870.

More consistent than 2-font alembe rt, with perhaps more of an emo
tional devotion to Liberal tenets, was Lacordaire. Reared in a 
bourgeois atmosphere in Dijon, the Abbe Lacordaire was more com
pletely in tune with his times than his friend, Montalembert, at
tached as the latter was to his ancestral seat in Franche-Comte and



influenced as he was by the traditional attitudes of the nobility. 
Trained for the legal profession, lacordaire entered the priesthood, 
became the outstanding Catholic orator during the July Monarchy, and 
in 1846 re-established the Dominican Order in France. He, too, had 
been captivated by Lamennais1 movement. Along with Montalembert, he 
wrote for L1 Avenir, and in his articles he set forth a clearly lib
eral program from which he never essentially deviated in spite of 
his acceptance of Mirari vos in 1832, During the Second Republic 
he edited, in collaboration with Frederic Ozanam and the Abbe" Maret, 
l'fcre nouvelle. the most straight forward expression of Catholic Lib
eralism appearing during the century. With the advent of the Eknpire, 
he retired in disgust to become rector of a school near Toulouse, 
tram which he sallied forth periodically to defend his Liberal prin
ciples. He died in 1861, "penitent Catholic and an impenitent Lib
eral, n as he stated in his last testament.^

Lacordaire»s colleague an l*fere nouvelle. Ozanam, represented 
a point of view somewhat more advanced than that of his Dominican 
friend, and he often advocated ideas which seemed naive and scanda
lous to Montalenfcert. Ozanam based his political theory on two as
sumptions: the inevitability of democracy, and the idea that the
Church would continue to exist. He considered that the Church had 
developed or revivified all the germs of good to be found in the an
cient and barbarian worlds; it would have the same kind of influence

2Henri Lacordaire, Le testament du R. P. Lacordaire (Paris, 1870 \
184.
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on democracy. Christianity was a necessary component in the progress 
of mankind toward democracy. Far from being incompatible, the Church 
and Liberal principles were inescapably connected in the process of 
up-lifting mankind to a higher terrestrial station. These ideas he 
consistently expounded from his chair in the College de France. In 
arguing the merits of democracy, he was some distance from ground 
which Montalembert would have found comfortable.

Ozanam*s adherence to the social Catholic movement also served 
to separate him from his Liberal Catholic associates. Agreeing with 
such Catholics as de Melun that the state and individuals should take 
direct action to mitigate the social and economic conditions which 
the Industrial Revolution had forced upon the lower classes, he, in 
effect, formed a link between the two distinct programs of social 
Catholicism and Catholic Liberalism. Ozanam founded the Society of 
St. Vincent de Paul, a charity organization with which the Liberal 
Catholics were not unsympathetic, but which, on the other hand, was 
outside the field of their major interests.

At an opposite pole from Ozanam was the indestructible Mgr. 
Dupanloup, Bishop of Orleans, who was representative of the conser
vative wing of the Catholic Liberal party. Dupanloup, referred to 
by some as the Bossuet of the nineteenth century and in one respect 
the most important member of the French hierarchy, gave the party a 
certain fleeting respectability in Catholic circles. His ardent de
fense of the temporal power of the Papacy rendered his name dear at 
Rome, and he was able on several occasions to use his influence
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there to gain protection for his Liberal friends against the ac
cusation of their fellow French Catholics.

His background did not serve to make him a ready champion of 
Liberalism; on the contrary, he had been among the most vocal in hie 
insistence that the program of Lamennais should be condemned. Nat
ural son of a Savoyard peasant, he rose to importance under the 
guiding hand of Gallican and legitimist forces in the French Church, 
and it was only in 1843 with the revival of the education question 
that Dupanloup condescended to collaborate with the problem children 
of the French Church, tfcntalembert and Lacordaire. It would be use
less to doubt the sincerity with which he accepted the and
accomplishments of 1789# but it is questionable, to say the least, 
whether he could accept the philosophical premises upon which those 
TBffl-rinn were predicated. Certainly he, more than his associates, 
failed to achieve any real sympathy for the spirit of Liberalism, 
though his support of most of the Liberal program was warm enough to 
infuriate intransigent Catholics. Objecting to the finpire as he did, 
and regretting the Roman Church's attitude toward modern society as 
it was expressed in the Syllabus of Errors, he became more and more 
a natural ally of the main core of the Catholic Liberal movement.
At Rene in 1870, he was the last hope French Liberal Catholics 
had to prevent the Church from taking the irrevocable position in 
favor of organizational autocracy in the form of Papal Infallibility.

The French Church in the nineteenth centuxy was extraordinarily 
deficient in regard to Biblical criticism and theological studies.



Mgr. Dupanloup, althought indisputably the most outstanding French 
prelate of the century, was especially ill-equipped in this regard* 
He relied upon polemical outbursts rather than upon sound theo
logical argument. What support the Catholic Liberals had from the 
ranks of the theologians cams in the persons of Auguste-Joseph 
Gratry and Louis-Eugene Bautain and their small group of associates. 
Of the two, Gratry is the more significant in view of his close 
association with members of the Liberal group, but neither should 
be considered as definite members of the Liberal Catholic movement* 

But the fact that Gratry and Bautain were allied with the 
Liberals at all opens up, perhaps, interesting fields of specula
tion for the theologian, for neither of them were to any great de
gree orthodox. Bautain, who had studied under Cousin and Jcuffircy 
at Paris, joined the faculty at Strasbourg in 1820; his ordination 
into the priesthood in 1828 led to a series of conflicts between 
his own philosophy and theology and that of Base. Tending to stress 
the Protestant and Jansenist arguments that divine revelation is 
the only source of knowledge and oertltude, he was forced to recant 
in 1835* But hie u northodoagr continued, and in 1844, he again pro
mised not to teach that the knowledge of God and of immortality of 
the soul is beyond the reach of unaided reason* Gratry absorbed 
Bautain1 s ideas while a student at Strasbourg; he too came to the 
conclusion that God is felt or experienced rather than known through
reasoning. Both, however, shied away from a contention that faith 
and reason were incompatible*



In 1850 Gratry was vicar-general at Orleans under Mgr. Dupan
loup, and Bautain was appointed in the same year vicar-general at 
Paris under Archbishop Guibert, an ally of the Liberal Catholics. 
Both men became members of the theology faculty at Paris under the 
Empire, and Gratry lived to participate in the controversy over 
papal infallibility, which he stringently opposed. Having been one 
of the original members of the Qratoire de 1 *Immaculee Conception. 
Gratry was forced to leave the order in 1869 because he hao parti
cipated, along with Pere Hyacinthe, a brilliant Catholic orator and 
friend of the Liberals, in the meetings of the International League 
for Peace. That these latter day Jansenists left an indelible mark 
on the nature of the Liberal Catholic program is not suggested, but 
their having been attracted to the Liberal movement indicates a 
community of interests which is not without significance.

Inspired by Dupanloup and Montalembert, the journal,
Correspond ant. was founded in 1856 by a younger generation of
Liberal Catholics, -̂hey took their cue from the Montalembert 
school, but they lacked the militant force motivating the older 
Liberals and they were unduly hampered by the reactionary atti
tude of the papacy after 1848 and especially after 1864. Albert 
de Broglie, Augustin Cochin, and Th^ophile Foisset assumed the 
actual work of editing Corr e s pond ant. and in their role as molders 
of French Catholic Liberal thought in the later years of the Em
pire, it will be of considerable importance to examine their ideas 
and their connections with the older group.
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Issues Involved in the 
Catholic-Liberal Rapprochement

The intellectual adjustments that Liberal Catholics asked 
of both the Church and Liberalism were enormous in 3cope. Before 
a reconciliation of Catholicism and Liberal principles could 
occur, harmonious Interpretations of Church-state relations, of 
politici&l philosophy, and of the concept of economic liberty 
had to be set forth. Perhaps the most glaring obstacle to any 
agreement was the anticlericalism of the Liberals, which seemed 
to preclude the possibility of any understanding or connnon meeting
ground between Catholics and Liberalism*

I. The Challenge of Anticlericalism
Liberalism was by nature anticlerical, since it had its

foundations in the eighteenth-century Enlightenment and the
outlook of the French Revolution. The men of the Enlightenment
had discovered in reason what they thought was "a guide superior
to all traditional authority, a guide both potent and benefi-

3cent."-' The test of reason was universally applied, and perhaps 
the institution which seemed to the phildsophes most glaringly 
inconsistent with rational patterns was the Roman. Catholic 
Church , which they fell upon in an uninhibited and relentless 
attack. If the Enlightenment was not an age ^basically

■̂ Preserved Smith, A History of Modem Culture. 2 vols. (New York. 
1930), H, 21.
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irreligious and inimical to religion," and if the "strongest intel
lectual forces of the Enlightenment do not lie in its rejection of 
belief but rather in the new form of faith which it proclaims, and 
in the new form of religion which it embodies,"^ certainly it was 
manifestly opposed to revealed religion as it was constituted in the 
Roman Catholic Church. Catholics could gain little solace from Carl 
Becker's analogy between the new "faith" and the faith of the Middle 
Ages. That the philoaonhes substituted for the love of God a "love 
of humanity; for the vicarious atonement the perfectibility of man 
through his own efforts; and for the hope of immortality in another 
world, the hope of living in the memory of future generations, "5 
was proof in abundance that the Church had not escaped unscathed the 
scrutiny of reason.

Furthermore, the philosonhes denied the divine nature of the 
Church and postulated a new moral system. The Church, they said, 
was an anachronism in a society to be ordered by reason. It rested 
upon superstition and ignorance, upon miracles which were "breaches 
of mathematical, divine, immutable, eternal laws. Pervading and 
consequently corrupting the minds of men, it stood directly in the 
path of Individual application of reason; it was an obstable to the 
reorientation of men. Clearly, l'lnfams. as Voltaire called the

*kmat Cassirer, Philosophy of the Enlightenment (Princeton, 1950)

^Carl Becker, The Heavenly City of Eighteenth-Century Philosophers 
(Mew Haven, 1932), 130.

Shaith, History of Modem Culture. H ,  501.



Church, must be reduced to impotence. Ranging from the thorough
going materialism of the Encyclopedists, Holback and Diderot, to 
the Deism of Voltaire, the philosophies sought to destory or replace 
Reman Catholicism. In the place of Christian morality they premised 
a natural morality. "Nature, being Reason," they said, "has es
tablished rational inter-relationships between all things. The 
quality of goodness is the consciousness of these relationships and 
obedience thereto. Evil implies ignorance of these relations and 
the consequent failure to obey them. Morality does not proceed 
from a deity, and certainly not from the discipline of an organised 
religion, but "from a power higher still, from Eternal Reason."8 
Or as Toussalnt wrote in 1748, "What is virtue? It is constant 
fidelity in fulfilling the obligations that reason dictates to us. "9 

Therein lay the basic conflict between the Church and Liberal
ism. To release the individual from the moral discipline of the 
Church and to postulate a natural, rational religion which presup
posed the innate goodness of man, was to strike at the core of Roman 
Catholicism. The Church of St. Thomas .Aquinas was irreconcilable 
with the world of ideas in which the Encyclopedists existed. As 
Holbach wrote, "Nature invites man to love himself, to preserve him
self, to increase incessantly the sum of his happiness; Religion
7Paul Hamard, European Thought in the Eighteenth Century (London, 

1954), i z r r
8Ibld.. 163.
9Daniel Hornet, French Thought i» the Eighteenth Century (New York, 

1929), 70.
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teaches him that, hia reason is corrupted.”̂ ® That attitude,■the
French Revolution instrumented, and Liberals in the nineteenth cen
tury inherited. Even if the latter did not always accept the philo
sophical overtones of anticlericalism, their stand against the Church 
was none the less staunch. The Church’s outlook seemed to justify 
the Liberal opposition.

Into such a deadlock the Liberal Catholics stepped. They 
sought to show the Liberal that anticlericalism was but a negative 
and needless appendage to Liberalise that the Church was the Lib
eral's natural ally because it taught men respect for authority, and 
obligation, without which representative government and political 
equality would result in chaotic tyranny. Furthermore, they indi
cated that Christianity had first proclaimed the equality of men.
And what greater liberty was there than that guaranteed by Free Will? 
Anticlericalism was not only an unnecessary component of the Liberal 
philosophy, it was a source of weakness. To the Church, the Liberal 
Catholics attempted to maintain that nothing within the political 
and social outlook of Liberalism was inherently counter to Catholic 
doctrine and that the Church could only incur loss by continued 
adherence to its traditional attitudes. Its strength in the nine
teenth century would result from its adoption or acceptance of the 
precepts of modern society. For the most part, neither the Church 
nor Liberals listened. The Church moved steadily in the direction 
of complete alienation from nineteenth-century Liberal ideas, a

[uoted in Bnmet J 
Princeton, 1914)Princeton, 1944), 76.

Hughes, The Church and the Liberal Society
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movement which culminated in the Syllabus of Errors and Papal In
fallibility. The Ralliement during the pontificate of Leo XIII 
could be at best partial, for by that time the Church and Catholics 
had too thoroughly identified themselves with reaction. By the same 
token Liberals could not fail torecognize that the policital outlook 
of the Church was one of reaction, Liberal Catholics notwithstand
ing, and they continued to equate anti-Church legislation with the 
progress of Liberalism.

Liberal Catholics, following the pattern set by Lamennais, 
postulated a new framework for the relations of Church and state.
The traditional interdependence of the two was judged insupportable 
by Liberals, who saw in the close association of the Church and the 
State dangers to the application of their social and political out
look, and denial of the premises upon which that outlook was based. 
Furthermore, liberty of conscience and freedom of religion were ob
ligatory in the liberal system— the eighteenth-century situation 
of a State Church or the nineteenth-century Catholic penchant toward 
a retrogression to similar conditions was intolerable to the Liber
al. The latter, however, had not come, by 1870, to grasp the plu
ralistic concept of Church-state relations. He catLd no more con
ceptualize a state divorced completely from all religion or accepted 
moral systems than could the Catholic. Both the Liberal and the 
Liberal Catholic had a conmcn meeting ground in "dualism" or the Jei- 
independen.ee of the state and the Church. It was a solution whereby 
the Church would no longer be protected by, or connected with, the
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state, but at the same time, the state would not openly flout Chris
tian moral concepts. The Church, on the other hand, would not at
tempt to subvert loyalty to the state.

II. Church-State Relations.
Perhaps the greatest failure of the Enlightenment and the 

French Revolution had been not to advocate and to achieve a perma
nent separation of Church and state. The philosophes at times re
cognized the Church as a beneficial restraint upon the behavior of
the unenlightened masses, for, as Voltaire said, "Quel autre frein

\ vpouvait-on mettre a la cupidite, aux transgressions secretes et im-
punies, que l'idee d'un maitre eternel qui nous voit...jusqu'a nos

V ^ 11plus secretes pensees." Voltaire might have considered the 
Church as a guarantee of the social structure, but other philoaophea. 
Diderot for one, would be satisfied with nothing short of the 
Church's ultimate disappearance. Yet from the anti-Catholicism of 
the Enlightenment developed a demand for religious toleration, even 
if a tolerant spirit was not always discernible in the philosophes' 
vituperous attacks on the Roman Catholic Church. Voltaire had ad
mired the latitudinarian atmosphere of England and he wished to see 
freedom of conscience established in Prance. But opposed to such a 
liberty stood the authoritarian Church of Prance, which demanded as 
its prerogative a prerogative it claims by virtue of its infalli
bility— the exclusive right to administer to Frenchmen's souls.

■̂ "As quoted in Harold Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism (London, 
1947), 214.



The Church, therefore, by its very nature, required the subversion 
of liberty of conscience, the philosophes maintained. If, then, the 
Liberal society was to be realized, the Church would need to be de
prived of its monopoly, its privileges, and thus its power. Anti- 
Catholicism was the result. The Society of Jesus was the central 
object of the philosophes1 attacks, because the Jesuits— in spite 
of the latitude offered by their casuitry-— seemed to represent most 
perfectly all those features in the Church which the Rationalists 
most detested: its hierarchical structure, its authoritarian nature, 
its claims to political influence, and its opposition to the basic 
tenets of the Enlightenment. The Church's activities should be 
curbed, and the Jesuits banished from France* By undertaking such 
an attack, the philosophes did not demonstrate a willingness to al
low to the Church a freedom of action, which a pluralistic concept 
of Church-state relations required. Nor would they admit that the 
state must develop an indifferent ism regarding religious questions* 
On the contrary, the state should not caily detach itself from Cath
olic domination and cease to protect the Church; it should go be
yond that, they suggested, and help establish the Liberal millennium* 
Banishment of the Jesuits would be the first step. Furthermore, by 
the belligerent extremities of their anti-Catholicism, the philo- 
sophes revealed betrayal of the concept of toleration, ostensibly 
so dear to the hearts of the champions of liberty.

The essential question, one which was not always asked, was how 
much freedom should be allowed, in a Liberal society, to an
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organization or philosophy which seemed dedicated to an anti-Liberal 
approach? The French liberals of the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries failed to answer this delicate question, and thus they 
failed to establish in France a workable or compatible rapport be
tween man's religion and his freedom. The materialists, by advo
cating the Church's destruction, ignored the question. Deists hoped 
to solve the riddle by educating the French away frcaa Catholicism,
A third group, inspired by Rousseau, postulated a re-defined and 
vague Protestantism, one which accepted the humanistic belief in 
the goodness of man. But humanistic Protest ant isr was at best an 
oblique answer to the problem posed, another attempt at substitu
tion of religions, rather than a forthright and realistic endeavor 
to determine Roman Catholicism's role in an Ehlightened France, As
suming the continued existence of Catholicism, all of those con
siderations did no more than elude the central issue*

Gorging itself so furiously on anticlericalism and radical 
religious experiments, the French Revolution failed to achieve a 
permanent separation of Church and state which a more moderate pol
icy might have ensured. Such a separation— a carefully defined 
pluralism— would have at least provided the legal and perhaps work
able basis for liberty of conscience. Instead, the revolutionaries, 
after having freed the state from the intertwining influence of the 
Church and thus having prepared the way for separation, attempted
to replace Catholicism by other state sponsored religions. Although 
those experimental cults might have been more in harmony with



revolutionary principles, they hardly provided any lasting solutions 
to the problem of Church-state relations and the place of Catholi
cism within the new order. Only the Directory seemed to seek long- 
range policies, for it actually attempted, with little success per
haps, the separation of Church and state. But the new arrangement 
was short-lived, for the Napoleonic Concordat of 1801 simply con
tinued the failure of the philosophes and the Revolution to arrive 
at concrete workable formulae for Church-state relations. The Char
ter of 1814 further complicated relations between the Church and 
Liberalism by giving the Church a somewhat privileged standing. So 
enmeshed were the fortunes of the Church and the Bourbons, that the 
Revolution of 1830 was directed almost as much against the Church as 
it was against Charles X.

Sensing that the Church would continue to bearihe brunt of Lib
eral revolts as long as It clung to its traditional attitudes, La- 
mennais and the Liberal Catholics postulated the separation of 
Church and state. By separation, however, they did not mean that 
the state should cease to be governed by Christian principles; rath
er they Intended that the Church should renounce state protection, 
and proclaim as its security a regime of coomon liberty In which the 
Church— and other religious groups— would be able to proselytise 
freely without any state Interference. They were ready to give up 
state financial support in return for the abrogation of the Concor
dat of 1301. They freely accepted freedom of conscience and religious 
liberty. In short, they sought the emancipation of the Church. The
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Liberal Catholics after 1843, in spite of Papal condemnation of the 
concept of separation, urged basically the same solution. They want
ed, as Kontalembert stated,"a free Church in a free state.«

III. Political Liberalism and Liberal Catholics 
In the realm of politics, also, Liberal Catholics attempted 

a readjustment of the Catholic outlook in order to harmonize it with 
Liberalism. The Montalerabert group asked that the Church not place 
itself categorically in opposition to the political platform of 
nineteenth-century Liberals. Arguing that Catholic doctrine did not 
preclude the acceptability of any particular political creed, so long 
as it was not inherently immoral, Liberal Catholics stated that man 
of the faith were free to accept the political achievements of the 
Revolution of 1789. There was, they said, no necessary incompati
bility between the Church and constitutional government, freedom of 
speech and of press, individual liberty, and the principle of na
tional self-determination. Moreover, they strove to identify the 
Church with those Liberal concepts which Rome so detested, and which 
they had sincerely adopted.

But they, like the Liberals of the Thiers-Guizot school, could 
not condone the tendencies of the French Revolution to centralise 
governmental authority. The Revolution, they thought, as it had de
veloped after 1789 had shown that the state, if too powerful and if 
unchecked by subordinate authorities, could destroy the liberty and 
dignity of the individual. In Eoumeau they recognized the theore
tician of the democratic, centralized, and omnipotent state, and like
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the "Doctrinaires," they rejected his philosophy. The primary con
cern of both the Liberal Catholic and the secular Liberal in the 
nineteenth-century was insurance of individual liberty against the 
threats posed by popluar sovereignty and by intensely centralized 
government. Both had common antecedents in the eighteenth-century 
philosophes and the Revolution.

The eighteenth-century French Fhlightenmsnb had developed two 
basic answers to the problem of how best to protect individual 
rights, to allow the individual to continue the enjoyment of his 
freedoms while a member of a civil society. One of these was most 
profoundly set forth by Montesquieu. He saw in the British con
stitution a system of checks and balances, of separation of powers, 
which served as a protector of the individual's liberty. Further
more, in the ancient constitution of France, with its theories of 
divisibility of sovereignty, Frenchmen could find another guarantee 
against usurpation of their rights. In Montesquieu, therefore, is 
found a "spontaneous approach to what the French call guar ant ism. 
that is, the conception of substituting guarantees of freedom for 
formal and often ineffectual declarations of its essence."^

Guar ant ism implied that political liberty was the freedom of 
the individual from the state and in face of the state. An essential 
adjunct was the demand for a constitution, providing for representa
tive government, which would guard against the encroachments of the

12Guido de Ruggiero, History of European Liberalism (London. 1927), 
54.
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state. From the concept of guar ant ism was derived the ant i—e t at i sme
of the nineteenth-century bourgeois Liberal. The individual stood
opposed to the state. To give him the maximum freedom, the state's
functions and prerogatives must necessarily be minimized to the
greatest extent possible.

Rousseau presented a theory which was manifestly opposei to the
laissez-faire concept of the state. His Social Contract "signified
a complete departure from the state of independence and an entrance
into a commonwealth where all that a man claims as his own and as

13his right is subject to the law of the whole, the general will."
He too stated the essential problem involved: to find a system by
which all can unite and still have as much freedom as before. The 
answer lay in the social contract, which put personalized power 
under the direction of the general will of which the sovereign state 
must be the expression. The sovereign state becomes co—equal to or 
synonymous with the sovereignty of the people. The individual will 
is subordinated to the general will, but by giving up his right to 
individualist caprices, the individual was forced, in a sense, to be 
free* The contract was one between equals, and between free aaen.
"The contracting parties surrender their natural liberty to the com
munity, to receive civil liberty in exchange, so that, since each 
surrenders himself entirely to the whole, conditions are equal for 
ally and since every one obeys the general will which springs from 
13 ““
Walter L. Dorn, Competition for annire (New York, 1940), 233.
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the compact of union, he is in reality obeying himself.

The attributes of Rousseau's contractual state were directly 
opposed to the guar ant ism as derived by Montesquieu from the English 
constitution. The concentration of sovereignty in the general will 
is necessarily the antithesis of the separation of powers and sys
tems of balances, and the divided sovereignty under the old consti
tution of France. It follows logically from Rousseau's system that 
no other corporate being or Institution can be interposed between 
the individual and the state. Sovereignty is indivisible, inalien
able, unerrant. Citizenship is all absorbing; the government, being 
the embodiment of the general will and the tangible representative 
of popular sovereignty, is omnicompetent.

Feeling that the Revolutionary transfer of sovereignty from 
the monarch to the people had not in reality served to preserve in
dividual rights, but rather to decrease them, the liberals of the 
nineteenth-century returned to the system of guar ant ism as the 
basis for their political philosophy. Popular sovereignty had been 
discredited by the Revolution, and once more flench Liberals turned 
to England for guidance. Certainly, they felt, it was by the Eng
lish system of parliamentary monarchy that liberty could best be se
cured. And by liberty, they meant "the triumph of the individual, 
as much over a government which seeks to rule by despotic methods as 
over the masses who seek to render the minority a slave of the

ero, History of European Liberalism. 61.
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Majority. "15 Democracy was not liberty; it was "the vulgarization 
of despotism.

To protect that liberty, the Liberals set out to construct 
a system of guarantees which would insure the individual against the 
misuse of the sovereignty invested in the monarch and the parlia
ment. The legislative body, they said, alone must have the right to 
legislate, and citizens should not be obliged to obey any laws but 
those constitutionally promulgated. The judiciary must be indepen
dent, discussion must be free, and there must be freedom of con
science. to the question of divisibility of sovereignty and the 
interposition of subordinate institutions between the individual 
and the state, nineteenth-century Liberals disagreed. When Liberal 
Catholics asked for the free right of association, Liberal govern
ments denied their request. Most Liberals after 1615 could not ac
cept the idea of the right of association or the principle of divis
ibility set forth by Montesquieu. In spite of themselves, they 
partially adopted the etatiame of the Revolutionary and Napoleonic 
eras. Rather than accept the concept of divisibility and consequent
ly admit the uncurbed formation of associations, they ignored the 
eloquent pleas of men like Tocqueville, and turned elsewhere for 
guarantees to bolster the protection of rights given by the Charters 
of 1614 and 1830. They found those extra guarantees in property, and 
to insure- the rule of property— which, they felt, would assure the

15Harold Nicolson, Benjamin Constant. (Haw York, 1949), 286.
16Ibid., 288.
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nation a moderate government— they created the device of the pays 
>legal. Essentially it was a return to the 1790 distinction between 
active and passive citizens; property owners alone would constitute 
the legal nation since only they would be granted the suffrage.

In eclectic fashion, therefore, the nineteenth-century french 
Liberal incorporated in his outlook guarantisnu which insured him 
against popular sovereignty and the alleged evils of democracy, and 
etatlsme which was acceptable so long as the state was synonymous 
with bourgeois Liberal preponderance. Inconsistent perhaps, but 
portfolios were the prize, not philosophical consistency. Liberal
ism was interpreted to serve bourgeois interests.

Among the victims of their narrow application of Liberalism 
were republicans and radicals, who by the Septenfcer laws of 1835 
were deprived of their constitutional right to free discussion and 
free speech. In the opinion of Liberals, apparently, such freedoms 
did not extend to the right to attack the precepts of the bourgeois 
regime. More important to this study, however, was the refusal of 
french Liberals to grant the right of association or organization, 
not only to workers and radical political groups, but to Catholics.
In the name of Liberalism, Liberal Catholics were to demand the free 
exercise of that right in the face of continued refusals by Liberals 
to grant it. Furthermore, the Charter of 1830 accepted the princi
ple of freedom of education, but Liberals continued to impose ser
ious restrictions upon the right of Catholics to open and maintain 
schools.
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Liberal Catholics, therefore, felt compelled not only to ask 

the Church to tolerate Liberalism as a political outlook; they 
also had to persuade Liberals to grant Liberal principles on an 
impartial basis, to allow a general liberty equally applicable for 
all and in which the Church would share only the common right. 
Should they claim freedom in the name of the "common right," how
ever, Liberal Catholics had to be prepared to grant that right to 
all. If they demanded free speech and press .for themselves, they 
must be willing to grant it to all. To be consistent and sincere, 
they had to be willing for all to open schools, if they asked that 
right for themselves; and they must support the freedom of men of 
all ideologies to associate, if they demanded that freedom for 
Catholics. Liberal Catholics, between 1843 and 1870 spoke much of 
the "common liberty." But could they as Catholics, the Church's 
attitude being what it was, sincerely and without hypocrisy accept 
the concept of the "common right?" Both the Church and secular Lib
erals repeatedly asked this question, and within it, lay the dilemaa 
of Liberal Catholics in the mid-century.

As for the broader issues of their political outlook, the lib
eral Catholics were more consistent than their secular counterparts. 
The Montaleabert group saw in the centralisation of sovereignty a 
threat to Liberty, no matter who temporarily controlled the central 
position. Therefore, they urged the establishment of intermediary 
institutions which, interposed between the individual and the state, 
would protect the individual's liberty. They not only rejected the
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idemocratic consequences of Revoluti jnary etatisirf .they refused to 

accept the theory as well.
Apparently, there was a vd.de area of disagreement between the 

Liberal Catholic and the bourgeois Liberal, but they generally co
alesced in a common distrust of republicanism and democracy. In 
their anticlericalism, the secular Liberal often found himself in 
temporary alliance with Republicans like Quinet and Michelet. But 
when the bourgeois preponderance seemed challenged by revolt from 
below, the Liberal was readily willing to Join with his Catholic 
counterpart and even support the claims of the Catholics. The mo
tivation for such an entente was not, however, the desire to ful
fill the promises of the Charter, but rather the urgent necessity to 
form a strong parti dtordre.

IV. Economic Liberalism and Liberal Catholics 
Normally, any study of European Liberalism should have as a 

point of departure the sociological and economic substructure upon 
which the ideology was based. No so with the Liberal Catholics, for 
their Liberalism was grounded in their religion, not in their mem
bership to a particular class or economic interest group. The Lib
eral principles to which they adhered were not arrived at primarily 
because of a desire to serve humanity, or to be more skeptical, to 
benefit a particular class. The Liberal Catholics sought to serve 
the Church. Two of the outstanding Liberal Catholics, O&anam and 
Lacordaire, emanated from the middle class, but their bourgeois 
heritage had but little effect upon their social and political
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philosophies. In truth, they despised the bourgeois mentality.
The Count de Kcntalembert shared the orientation of the old ari
stocracy, and ."jupanloup was the illegitimate child of a peasant.
Nor did their principal mentor, Lammenais, fit the sociological 
framework of nineteenth-century Liberalism. His background was 
essentially that of the Breton country-gentleman. Therefore, if the
Liberal Catholic!s economic outlook to the extent that he had one—
at times coincided with that of the secular Liberal, it was not be
cause that outlook stemmed from any basic sympathy with economic 
Liberalism or from any understanding of the alleged requirements of 
nineteenth-century industrialism.

If it is an exaggeration to state that Liberalism was pri
marily a system of thought developed to serve the economic inter
ests of the middle class, certainly it is true that those interests 
contributed to and benefited from the concept of liberty as it was 
developed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Long held 
at bay by the legal superiority and privileged position of the 
clergy and the aristocracy, and hampered as it was by the restric
tions upon ccomerce, the eighteenth-century bourgeoisie adopted the 
enlightened approach of the philosophes. Just as there were natur
al laws governing men's political relationships, so was there a 
natural environment in which the economy would operate best, if so 
allowed. If artificial restrictions were removed, "natural harmony 
would ensure peace and prosperity both internationally and within



17the state." Economic lavs could be discerned from the pre-

established axioms of human nature. For example, “Each man will be

guided by self-interest, but self-interest will lead him along the

lines of greatest productivity...-Self-interest, if enlightened and

unfettered, will*..lead him to a conduct coincident with public 
ISinterest." Certainly, they assumed, the circulation of money "is 

as subject to natural forces as is the circulation of the blood."1? 
The task of the economist was to discover those laws; the duty of 
the government was to provide an atmosphere in which the laws could 
operate freely, and to act as a police force for the protection of 
private property. ,TAll the rest can be left to individuals. All 
other intervention is the outcome, like the lav;s against witchcraft, 
of popular ignorance or sinister interest."20 Society, Paine was 
to say, "is the outcome of our virtues, government of our wicked
ness."21

In that rationalization of the interests of the bourgeoisie 
an anti-lfcatisnB is obvious. The bourgeois Liberal demanded economic 
freedom from the state, rather than within it. He was diametrically

17Kingsley Martin, French Liberal Thought in the Eighteenth Century 
(London, 1929), 501.

IdL. T. Hobhouse, Liberalism (Mew York, n. d.), 58.
^Smith, History of Culture. II, 216.
20Laski, Rise of European Liberalism. 193.
21
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opposed, therefore, to granting the state the sovereignty proposed 
Vy Souneeau, but rather he looked for guarantees against the en
croachment of the state's power, in the tradition of Montesquieu, 
The state existed not to restrain, but to liberate the individual 
politically and economically. The state should limit its activ
ities to the protection of property. In such a fashion were the 
economic and political factors of Liberalism interwoven.

Once the bourgeoisie had actually gained a pre-eminent posi
tion in the state under the "King of the French," however, they 
modified their interpretation of economic Liberalism. In Jean- 
Baptiste Say the french Liberals had an outspoken proponent of 
the ideas of laieseg fair*, competition, and anti-etatiaae; but 
Say gained few followers during the July Monarchy, The nineteenth- 
century Liberals were champions of protection and of carefully de
fined state intervention.22 The bourgeoisie not only welcomed the 
intervention of the state, it expected the state to intervene di
rectly in such matters as railways, roads, and finances, and in 
matters concerning the granting of concessions in mercantilist 
fashion, Gn the other hand, however, the state should not restrain 
individual enterprise. The way should be left open to the freest 
development of industry and commerce; restraint in the form of la
bor combinations and state regulation of hours and wages should be 
avoided if possible. So free were the bourgeois interests in francs

22cf. Shepherd B. Clough, France, a History of National Economics.
1789-1939 (Bew York, 1939), 123-150.



and so powerful became their influence in government; that Lamartine 
was to say that "liberty is incompatible with the existence of great 
corporations within the state. These financial interests even sub
ject free governments to their influence, infiltrating everywhere-—  

in the press, in opinion, and in governmental institutions.11 He 
condemned what he called the "new financial feudalism" and stated 
that never had a government or a nation been threatened by the power 
of money as Prance was in 1 8 3 8 To the bourgeoisie, the state ex
isted largely to promote the general prosperity; it should inter
vene when that intervention promised to be beneficial to the inter
ests of the bourgeoisie. Otherwise, it should follow a policy of 
non-interference so as not to place a restraint on the activities 
of industrialists and financiers. There was no principle involved. 
It was opportunism, pure and simple.

Against such a background the economic outlook of the Liberal 
Catholics must be viewed. In general they shared little of the eco
nomic disposition of Liberals. The Montalembert group neither sym
pathised nor was deeply concerned with the economic philosophy of 
Liberalism, and some members of the group— Gtaanam, and to some ex
tent, Lacordaire— can be best placed in a category opposed to the 
capitalist system as it then existed in France. Montalembert him
self oscillated between defense of governmental intervention in eco
nomic matters and criticism of such interference. Dupanloup was

23 ' /E. Beau de Lomenie, Lea repcnsabilltes dec dynasties bourgeoisies.
3 vole. (Paris, 1943-54), I, 117-118."
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little interested in economic questions, normally curtailing his 
public and private statements on such issues to discussions of the 
nobility of charity, a matter which was only obliquely concerned 
with economic Liberalism.

Cn one point, however, the Liberal Catholics buttressed the 
arguments of their secular counterparts. Property, they affirmed, 
was inviolable. It "is one of the essential foundations of society,*" 
Lacordaire declared. "It is the guardian of man's liberty and his 
dignity."2̂  Country, family, liberty, religion, "all the great in
terests of man have in property their first and most solid founda
tion. He who attacks it," Lacordaire continued, "attacks the very 
edifice of humanity, and he who defends it, defends with it every
thing that sustains and elevates human nature." It is the health 
of the world, a gift from God, "for God alone founded the right of 
property by giving it to the first man that he might transmit it to 
his descendants."2  ̂ Admittedly, landed property was unequally dis
tributed, but everyone benefited from the existence of the Institu
tion for it gave stability to society and to the nation.2^ Further
more, every man possessed property, for labor was a property, he 
said; the principle of the individual's proprietorship of his own

Henri Lacordaire, Oeuvres du R. P. H.-D. Lacordaire. 9 vols. (Paris, 
1898-1907), m 7 W .

25Henri Lacordaire, Discours but la droit et le devoir de la pro- 
priete (Toulouse, 1858), 15.

26Ibld.. 17.



labor “is a primitive right consecrated by evangelic law.
Lacordaire spoke for alt Liberal Catholics when he said that 

the transfer of “private property to society would be the establish
ment of universal servitude."^® Socialists, he declared, argued 
that society should be the sole proprietor of all and and labor.
But what is society, he asked? “In appearance it is everybody; in 
reality, when it regards administration and government, it is always 
a very limited number of men...who are called to power...and are 
made the repositories of all the social elements." Because of this, 
“It is necessary to oppose to power certain guarantees or limits, 
without which society would become lost in an autocracy." Property 
was one of those guarantees, “an invincible force...which enables 
man to stand erect against power....Take away from him the domain of 
land and labor, and what will be left except a slave? For there is 
but one definition of a slave: it is the being who is neither mas
ter of land nor of his own labor." Transfer property to society, 
“That is to say, to certain men who govern and represent society, and 
what will remain.. .but universal servitude? The citizen will no 
longer be anything but the valet of the republic."^

Therefore, the right of private property, established by divine

2*̂ Henri Lacordaire, Conferences de Not re-Dams de Paris. 4 vols. 
(Paris, 1844-51), II, 309.

28
Ibid.. II, 311-
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law, was inviolable and inimitable. The stability of property was
"at once the consequence and the guarantee of general liberty. "30
In those conclusions all Liberal Catholics concurred. Not even
Ozanam, the least susceptible of the group to bourgeois econ mic
interpretation, challenged the right of private property in any

31sense. Ozanam and the social Catholics, without attacking pro
perty thought in terms of the distribution of the profits of pro
perty by means of state intervention.

Host Catholics, Liberals included, attached to the right of 
property, a duty of property holders. The whole of Christianity, 
they said, compelled man to care for his fellow man. "Jesus Christ

30Charles de Montalembert, De l'avenir politique de l'Angleterre 
(Paris, 1856), 112.

31The best discussion of social Catholicism is presented by
J.-B. Duroselle, Lee Debuts du Catholicisms social en France. 
1822-1870.(Paris, 1951). Social Catholicism is a subject 
completely outside the scope of this paper, since it was a 
movement formed apart from Liberal Catholicism. Osanam is the 
exception, since he spanned both groups. He will be considered 
in this paper only in so far as he was identified with Liberal 
Catholicism. The latter sympathized with the aims of social 
Catholicism, but not with most of its specific program, which 
included a brand of "welfare station" designed to place the 
state constantly as a cushion between the individual and the 
impact of economic forces. Liberal Catholics, furthermore were 
preoccupied with politics and political outlooks, whereas the 
social Catholics, under the leadership of the Viscount de Helun, 
were almost totally concerned with economic problems. The 
Liberals sought to serve the Church by harmonizing Catholicism 
and the newly triumphant Liberalism; the social Catholics at
tempted to advance the Church’s interests by championing the 
cause of the lower economic class groups and thus winning them 
to the Church. The relationship between the two groups may be 
compared with the group around Jacques Maritain on the one hand 
and the worker priests in the twentieth century. Therefore, 
though they may have had cannon interest, their methods were 
dissimilar and their groups separate.
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has taught us that property Is not selfish in its essence, but that 
it may become so by the use which is made of it....The Gospel has 
established the principle... that no one has a right to fruits of his 
own domain beyond the measure of his legitimate needs," Lacordaire 
declared. But this did not suggest economic equality, for "It is 
true that needs vary according to the social position of man, a po
sition infinitely variable*...But wherever legitimate need expires, 
there also expires the legitimate use of property." 32 Justice, 
then, lies in charity. "The rich are but the depositaries and ad
ministrators of property."33

The social outlook, therefore, of Liberal Catholics was 
grounded in a defense of property and the exaltation of charity. 
Ozanam developed the latter concept more than any other member of 
the group. He sought to demonstrate that the cause of the prole
tariat could be pleaded, the plight of the "suffering poor" be im
proved, and the abolition of pauperism be pursued without identi
fying oneself with socialist radicalism. Socialism, he declared, 
was a false doctrine. For amelioration of their living conditions, 
workers should look to the Church, which "has accomplished much for 
the maintenance of the rights of property on the one hand, for the 
right of organization for labor on the other, and for cooperation 
between the two on the twin base of justice and Christian Charity. "34

32Lacordaire, Conference de Not re-Dane. II, 321.
33Ibld.. II, 303.
3^Frederic Ozanam, Melanges. 2 vols.,(Paris,1359), I, 223-230,
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He regarded the progressive improvement of the moral and material 
fate of the working class to be the primary objective of society.^ 

In a series of lectures delivered at the University in Iyons, 
Ozanam pointed out that the school of economy then in vogue did 
not take into consideration the human misery resulting from uncon
trolled competition and the unrestricted factory system; on the 
other hand, socialists were erroneous in assuming that the evil lay 
entirely in a vicious distribution and that by suppressing all com
petition, an economic utopia could be established. The solution to 
the economic ills of France lay, he said, in between those two ex
treme positions. Capital was a necessary element in the economy, 
but it should not be used at the expense of the laborer. The real 
problem was, he said, the disproportionate relationship of "natural 
wages" to "real wages." The natural wage was the salary the worker 
ought to obtain for his labor; the real wage was the salary he 
actually received. How to make the natural wage the actual wage 
was the question. Ozanam rejected the dictatorial intervention of 
the state as well as the policy of laissez-faire, lalssez-passer. 
Rather, he suggested that the state intervene with legislation

35 /A. lacier, "Les catholiques liberaux et la question social en
1848," Studes. CCL7I (1948), 145-65, 153; cf. Abbe G. Bazin,
Vie du 3jp». Maret.3 vols., (Paris,,1391), I, 225-27; Jean
Leflon. L ,&tlisede Prance et la revolution de 1648 (Paris,
1943), 69-70; J. B. Duroselle, *̂Lss catholiques et le problems
ouvrier wx 1848," Acts du conarea hiatorlque du centennaire
de la revolution de 1848 (Paris. 268-70; J. B. Duro-
selle, "L* attitude politique et sociale des^catholiques
fraagaise en 1848," Revue d^istoire de l^glxse de France,
X2CXI7 (1948), 44-62.
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which at once would better the worker's conditions without curtail
ing excessively the free employment of capital. Also the education 
of workers and the development of savings banks would elevate their 
status. The organization of workers' associations would serve as a 
remedy; without them the worker would stand helpless before the ex
ploitation by the employer. Always, however, the emphasis was upon 
conciliation of employee-employer interests, which he assumed would 
prove to be harmonious once the effective moral and legal restraints 
were imposed.36

But Cteanam was not representative of the Liberal Catholic 
group. True, there were areas of agreement between him and his 
associates. For example, they joined with him in supporting the 
formation of workers' associations.3? "Associations should be the 
powerful lever of modern society," stated fire ncuvclle. & newspaper 
established in 1848 by Lacordaire, Ozanam, and the Abbe Maret.3®
In econony as in politics, Montalembert wrote, "I have a profound 
faith in the principle of association. "39 Dupanloup shared Monta- 
lembert's opinion,^ On the issue of droit an travail, or right of

36 ^Ozanam, Melanges, H, 410-595j Ozanam should not be associated 
with the corporative movement, as discussed by Matthew H. Elbow, 
French Corporative Theory. 1789-1948 (New York, 1953).

37cf. Chapter 71, below.
38fire nouvelle. February 5, 1848. 39Ibid.. May 24, 1848.
40 / j. - »>Felix Dupanloup, "Societe generale de secours mntnels et de

retraites d'Orleans," Bulletin des Societes de Secours
mutucle (1855), 120-123, 121-22.
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employment, an issue which assumed importance in 1848, there was 
considerable difference of opinion. Lacordaire and Ozanam in 
Ere nouvelle supported it, saying that within the concept was the 
idea of eternal justice, a philosophical and moral truth.^ It 
should not be embodied as a principle in the constitution, how
ever, because the state could not provide work beyond its re
sources.^2 Montalembert, for his part, dismissed and condemned 
the ''right to work" as a socialist hypothesis. 4-5 Regarding the 
key question of the national workshops in 1848, none of the Lib
eral Catholics endorsed them enthusiastically and all, including 
Ere nouvelle. agreed to their s u p p r e s s i o n .44

But despite the partial agreement on most of those issues, 
the main part of the Liberal Catholic group did not share the depth 
of Ozanam1 s solicitude for the working class nor did most Liberal 
Catholics accept his demands for the extension of state interven
tion. He, like they, emphasized charity, for Ozanam established 
the Society of Saint-Vincent de Paul. Charity, he felt, was not 
enough, and as a result his economics were suspect by most Liberal 
Catholics, who in general joined Dupanloup in deprecating iSre nou
velle as a journal which saw "in the most detestable dreams of

^Ere nouvelle. September 19, 1848. ^2Ibid.
if j
cf. Andrd Trannoy, "Reponsabilites de Montaleabert en 1848,"

Revue d'histoire de l'dglise de France. XXX7 (1949), 177-206, 190.
44cf. Ross William Collins, Catholicism and the Second Republic. 

1848-1852 (Mew York, 1923), Chapter HI.
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socialism the sacred nature of Christian charity. "^5 Beyond charity, 
and the support of associations and the principle of right of em
ployment, the majority of Liberal Catholics would not go. As an 
associate of the social Catholics, Cteanam pursued the question to 
the point of advocating a welfare state which would protect the in
dividual from birth to death,

Mont ale nbert, perhaps, was more a champion of bourgeois eco
nomy than other Liberal Catholic^ but he too fell far short of a 
Liberal point of view. He had much more in coniEon with the aristo
cratic paternalism of an English Tory than with the Liberal indus
trialist. His most thoroughgoing plea for free enterprise capital
ism was contained in a speech of June 22, 181*8 in the Assembly in 
which he opposed state ownership of railroads. For the state to ab
sorb the railroads would be an attack on the right of private pro
perty, he said; to grant such a measure would pave the way for in
creased socialization. Real estate would next be attacked, then 
mines, followed by banks, industrial establishments and the textile 
industry. If one violation of the right of property was permitted, 
he stated, no property would be safe.^

^Ami de la religion. March 31, 1849.
^Charles de Montalembert, Oeuvres de M. le cerate de Montalembert.

6 vol., (Paris, 1860-61), 20-A9.cf. Theophile Foisset,
Le cotnte de Montalembert (Paris, 1877), 236. In Ami de la re
ligion, October 19, 1848, he confessed that he was overwhelmed 
by the war being waged against the "old society" by those who 
advocated the "proscription" of capital, the systematic spolia
tion of property by "progressive taxation," and the redistri
bution of landed estates.



But Montalembert's approach was not bourgeois. In the Iyons 
strikes of 1832, he had sided with the workers; the fault lay with 
the factory owners and the government, he said.^ Throughout the 
July Monarchy he supported state intervention by way of factory 
legislation. In 1840 he enthusiastically backed the proposal to 
limit and control child labor in factories. Denouncing "indus
trial barbarism," he stated that he did not accuse any particular 
industry as being specifically culpable* The whole system, "the 
pitiful empire of competition in its entirety" was to blame. The 
state must intervene to protect the dignity of the individual.^
On the other hand in a parliamentary speech in 1846 against the pro
posed livrets d1ouvrier3 which v.ere offered as a method of controll
ing the movement of labor, he criticized the government's "mania for 
regulating everything." Later, in June of 1847, he condemned 
the government's proposal to reorganize the medical profession as 
an attempt to transform another public service into the salaried 
servant of the state, that is to say, to put medicine on & par with 
religion and public instruct ion. "I speak of the state,” he 
said, "but everyone knows that when the Minister of Public Instruc
tion speaks of the state, the state is none other than himself."
He was alarmed, he declared, by the invasion of the state into terr- 
tory where nothing could Justify its intrusion. So great had the
jSf s' ,Leon Comudet, ed., Correspondence de Montalembert et de Leon 

Comudet (Paris, 1905), 51.
48Montalembert, Oeuvres. I, 203-04.
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interference of government become that "at every moment of our 
lives we are called upon to pay a fine or exhibit a permit in or
der to act f r e e l y . " ^

If any pattern in his economic outlook can be found, it would 
be in his attitude that no iron law against governmental inter
vention was possible, that the state should act to protect workers 
against the evils of the factory system and of competitive capita
lism, but that the state should not assume responsibilities which 
could be shouldered as well or better by private Initiative, In 
taking such a position, Montalembert was far removed from the 
social Catholics, who thought in terms of a more extensive pro
tection, and from economic Liberals, who at least postulated even 
if they did not observe the absense of governmental intervention,
Laissei-faire was not characteristic of Montalembert1 s outlook,

✓despite the anti-etatiamewhich was in evidence.
Beyond defending private property, most of the Liberal Catho

lics placed economics in a secondary position. Lacordaire, by join
ing the Ere nouvelle editorial staff in 1848, was forced to assume 
a temporary interest, but he soon exiled himself to the South of 
France and became almost completely divorced from such problems.
The Bishop of Orleans, Dupanloup, was so out of touch with the eco
nomic times that he advocated the end "of the spirit of speculation" 
in industry and a return to the "spirit of family, "5°

^Mbotalet&ert, Oeuvres. II, 610-611.
^  Felix Dupanloup, Nouvelles oeuvres choisles, 7 vols., (Paris, 1873- 

74} W, 370.
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Although Montalerabert, as a member of the Chamber of Peers and the 
National Assembly, took stands on the basic issues, his was not a 
consistent and systematized economic outlook. In the final ana
lysis, economic questions were not of primary importance to him.
Consequently, neither he nor the other Liberal Catholics Ozanam
excepted troubled themselves to formulate a definite economic
program which can be associated with the Liberal Catholic movement. 
Therefore, in this paper, seemingly little attention will be given 
to the economic aspects of Catholic Liberalism, those aspects not 
being of great significance to their system of thought.

Nature and Scope of Study 
Upon the questions of anticlericalism, Church-state relations, 

political ideology, and the absence of economic philosophy, there
fore, Liberal Catholics' rapport with nineteenth-century Liberalism 
can best be viewed. Related attitudes regarding liberty of educa
tion, religicus liberty, Ultramontanism and Church government, and 
the conflict of Italian nationalism and Catholicism also had to be 
fixed before a Liberal Catholic ideology could evolve. The Liberal 
Catholics between 1843 and 1870 attempted to formulate and activate 
opinions on these issues in such a manner that the Church and Lib
eralism, which they considered to be the really dynamic force of 
the century, could be harmonized.

The year 1870 marked the termination of the particular Liberal 
Catholic movement under discussion here. As a movement it had



aought to reconcile the Church with modern Bociety; but the society 
with which Liberal Catholics aa well as secular Liberals of the July 
Monarchy were sympathetic was ended by the proclamation of the Third 
Republic. The Republic, giving unqualified acceptance to the con
cept of popular sovereignty, went beyond the definitial given to mo
dern society by the Liberals of the July Monarchy and the Bnpire.
It remained for a reoriented group of Catholics to seek to harmonize 
Church doctrine and republican concepts, to find a new definition of 
Liberalism which would be compatible with the new political struc
ture, Also, the Church, having crippled the Liberal Catholic move
ment by successive encyclicals from 1332 to 1864, completely dis
armed it by the definition of Papal Infallibility in 1370. To the 
Liberal Catholics the new dogma seemed far more than a threat to 
local usages and to flexibility in the realm of theology. In the 
opinion of the Montalembert group, it threatened to give divine au
thority to the pronouncements of the Papacy on questions of social 
and political philosophy. For who could say what interpretation 
would be given to ex cathedra? Already disillusioned by repeated 
Vatican attacks on the Liberal code, the Liberals were further de
moralized in 1870. Furthermore, of all the original leaders of the 
group, only Dupanloup was still living after 1872. The death of 
Ozanam In 1853, was followed by that of Lacordaire in 186l, Bautain 
in 1863, and Montalembert in 1870. Gratry retired in 1870 and died 
in 1872. Dupanloup, although active as a member of the Chamber of 
Deputies from 1870 to 1875 and then of the Senate until his death in
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1878, was not a strong enough champion of Catholic Liberalism to con
tinue the struggle alone in face of his opponents in France and at 
Rome.

This study of Catholic Liberalism will confine itself to the 
period between 1843, when the movement was revived by the apostles 
of Lamennais, and 1870, the year of the Prussians and of Papal In
fallibility. A chronological account of the movement is not intended. 
Neither will Liberal Catholic movements in The United States, England, 
Germany, and elsewhere be considered, because they had little in com
mon with the French group. The French Revolution provoked a set of 
circumstances somewhat peculiar to France, and consequently, the 
French Liberal Catholic movement has a different orientation. This 
study will be an attempt to analyze an ideology which sought to re
concile the Church with the Liberalism of the first seventy years of 
the nineteenth-century, the objective being to examine the fundamen
tal questions and practical considerations which this proposed recon
ciliation involved and to determine to what extent it was successful.

The question of liberty of education— the Catholic campaign 
*against the Universite monopoly will be considered first because

it was around this cause that the Catholic Liberal group first formed 
itself, and because the problem of freedom in the field of education 
involved some of the basic issues which recurred in other phases of 
Liberal Catholic thought. Next, there will be a discussion of the 
Liberal Catholic approach to the highly significant question of rela
tionship between Church and state, an issue of extreme importance



through the course of the nineteenth-century* Influencing the Lib
eral Catholic approach to the question, and being influenced in re
turn, was the Montalembert group’s attitude toward Ultramontanism 
and Gal licanism. Closely connected with that issue was the Italian 
question which was an especially difficult one for Liberal Catholics 
for they seemed to champion contradictory institutions— temporal 
sovereignty of Rome and Italian liberty and nationalism. And since 
secular Liberalism was so concerned with the quest of a constitu
tional and political framework which would protect the liberty they 
had proclaimed, then it will be important to examine the Liberal 
Catholic*• position on such matters. In this regard, it will be 
helpful to discuss their attitudes toward governmental forms, an in
dex to which is best provided by their reactions to the events in 
France from 1848 to 1852. Also consider at ion will be given to their 
concept of liberty and the means by which they sought to guarantee 
that liberty. It will be significant as well to deten&ine how close
ly Liberal Catholics allied themselves with secular Liberals on such 
issues as freedom of speech, of the press, and of the conscience.
And finally, an attempt will be made to assess their Liberalism and 
to determine to what extent they succeeded in harmonising their out
look with that of bourgoeis Liberalism.

Certain theological positions will need to be entered into the 
discussion, although this is not intended to be a study of theology 
in any sense. Papal pronouncements will be taken without argument 
to be the Roman Catholic position. Oily when differences in theology



between Rome and the Liberal Catholics seem to have a direct in
fluence upon the latter*s social, economic, and political thought, 
will such matters be taken into consideration. Such an arbitrary 
delineation is made possible by the fact that the Liberal Catho
lics themselves considered their social and political doctrines 
to be outside the scope of Catholic theology; they introduced into 
their own thinking, by necessity perhaps, a kind of pluralism which 
demanded independence for Catholics in the realm of social and po
litical philosophy, while at the same time recognising the authority 
of Rome in matters of faith. The exclusion of theology from this 
study is justifiable because the Liberal Catholics, not being well 
equipped for theological argument, normally did not invoke the aid 
of theology. Even Dupanloup did not oppose Papal Tnfal 1 ih-f i it.y on 
theological grounds, but rather he argued that the definition was 
inopportune. Strictly speaking, therefore, this will be a study of 
the attempts of Liberal Catholics from 1843 to 1870 to develop 
grounds for a rapprochement between the Church and a society based 
on the principles of 1789.



Chapter II 
THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST THE UNIVERSITY

French Liberal Oatholies, silent for a decade after the Rasan 
condemnation of Laaennaia, revived theaeelves in 164J to make a 
concerted attack on the French Universlto. which in principle at 
least, exercised a legal aonopoly in the field of education. In 
this effort they were joined by a vast majority of the French 
episcopate, which accepted, however hesitantly, the leadership of 
Laaennais1 foraer apostle, Montaleabart. Out of the militant 
spirit engendered by the fight for liberty of education, a 
Catholic party was foraed, a party which reached out horizontally 
and vertically to comprise Catholics of all view-points. Tempo
rarily the party was loosely held together by * coma on objective—  
the destruction of the university "aonopole." It was, however, 
a marriage of convenience, and the objective had no sooner been 
stated than the fundamental differences between the several 
Oatholic camps reappeared.

Questions immediately arose whioh made Catholic unity diffi
cult. On what grounds, for example, would the attack on the 
Only or site be baaedt If the "monopole11 was destroyed, what would
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replace it? A new Monopoly directed by the Church vaa the hope 
of nany Catholioa, and the fear of noet anti-clericala, The 
Liberal Catholioa, on the other hand, challenged the Univerelte 
on the baaia of Article 90 of the Charter of 18JC which had 
proniaed the inatruaentation of liberty of education. The right 
to teach, they aaid, wae a 0 can on right— the right of all. And 
it wae upon thia platforn that they baaed their eaapaign. But how 
thorough waa Catholic reapect for the "connon right!” Were 
Oat hoi ice not obligated to accept the Church'a aeeuaption that edu
cation waa the prerogative of the Ohuroht Furthernore, did not 
acceptance of the "ccaaon right under the Charter” in ply the 
recognition of other libertiee granted by that docuaant, libertiea 
which had been eondenned by Mirarl voe in 18$2! The anewera 
which Montaleabert, Dupanloup, and othera poaed to tbeee queationa 
in the laat yeara of the July Monarchy provided the theoretical 
foundation for a new Liberal Catholic novenent. The aajority of 
vocal Catholioa took violent ezoeption, thue ripping aeunder the 
newly-forned Catholic unity.

Out of the French Revolution eaarged two divergent trende of 
thought regarding the role of the atate in public education. Theae 
aana attitudee were poaed one egainat the other in the diacueaiona 
of French public education throughout the nineteenth century. One 
waa beat repreeented by Condorcet, who aaeuned that the etate ehould 
aocept the reeponaibility for publlo education. With that reeponai- 
bllity cane the right of eurveillance. But public education ehould



not entail, he said, the teaching of nationalism or the inculca
tion of politioal doctrines.^ Hie principle wae that there ehould 
be complete freedom of opinion. "Education muat he independent of 
all political power," the goal being the formation of the indi
vidual and not the molding of uncritical supporters of a system.2 
He envisaged a national system of education, or a atate University. 
but he wae opposed to a atate monopoly. "He distinctly favored 
the maintenance of private schools as a means of correcting the 
evils of public education and of sustaining the zeal of the public
teachers through competition." Rivalry between private schools

3would result in higher standards in the public aohools. Inti-
clerioal as he was, Oondoroet viewed religion as a private matter
which should not be taught in the schools; but he granted to
parents the right to educate their children in whatever religion 

4they deaired.
Opposed to this concept was the program of the Jacobins in 

the National Convention. Imbued with Rousseau's philosophy, they 
Insisted on a state monopoly in education. As Lepslletier said 
during the education debate in the National Convention, the old 
Institutions corrupted mankind, and it was the duty of the Revolu
tion to oreate a new people. "Dans l'instruction publique la

^Salwyn Sohapiro, Oondoroet and the Rise of Liberalism (New York, 
1934), 204-05.

2 £b. Weis, "Liberalismus und Totaliterimsus in den Srziehungaplannen
des franzosieohen Nationalknnvents," in Johannes Sporl, ed.,
HIatorisohas Jahrbuch (Munich, 1955)* 585-594, 5®7*

5 4Scbaplro, Oondoroet. 212. Veis, Historlsches Jahrbuch. 5&7*
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* i xtotalite do l1existence da 1'enfant nous appartiont, la aatiere...

* fne sort jamais du noule; aucun objet exterieur ne vient deformer 
la modification qua voua lui donnez." Charles Duval, lawyer and
Jacobin, charged correctly that it was not a scholar, but a citizen

5that the Convention wanted to shape. The concept of the mono
lithic state required a national morality and conformity to national 
values; such an assumption presupposed a state monopoly in education 
which would naturally exclude clerical instruction.

Those were the two positions generally represented by secular 
Liberals in the debate over the UniveraIte which began in 1840. 
Guizot, Salvandy, and Tocqueville on the one hand believed that 
state supervision of education wae necessary, but they did not hold 
that the needs of the state required a Unlverslte monopoly. Not 
only did they recognize the clergy's right to teaoh; they held 
that clerical supervision of instruction in morality was desirable 
on the elementary school level. On the other band Thiers and 
Cousin, well reinforoed by Sdgar Quinet and Jules Michelet from 
their chairs in the Oollage de Prance, exaggerated the prerogatives 
of the UniverBlte. If they did not insist upon an absolute monopoly 
they seriously questioned the right of the clergy to teach by 
demanding that all education, private or public, must be under the 
strict surveillance of the Universite. They would not agree to
two systems the Unlreraite and a private system both under the
supervision of the state.
5tfeis, Hlstorieohes Jahrbuch. 589.
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It was this latter group whioh provided the staunoh support 

for the Napoleonic Universite''. By the law of May 10, 1806, 
Napoleon created the Imperial University, whioh instrumented the 
basic ideas of the Convention Jacobins. The aim was to "secure 
the means for direoting political and moral opinions," for "so 
long as one grows up without knowing whether to be republican or 
monarchist, Catholic or irreligious, the state will never form a 
nation; it will rest on uncertain and vague foundations.”̂  On 
the Universite Napoleon conferred the monopoly on public instruc
tion; all phases of education, from elementary through university 
training were subjeoted to its control. With the decree of March 
17, 1808, the Universite. which had the "sole responsibility for 
public teaching and education throughout.the Empire,” waa 
centrally organized.^ It its head was a Grand Master, who later 
waa also Minister of Education, a Chancellor, a body of thirty 
Councillors, and ten Inspectors. The latter served as liaison 
between the Grand Master and the Councillors and the sohools 
throughout Prance.

Even under Napoleon, however, the existence of the Universite
did not preclude activity on the part of the clergy in the educa-

8tional system. The clergy not only served as instructors under
the Universite qystem, but the petite seninalres. designed to

Ĥ. Taine, The Modern Bejtlme. 2 vols. (New York, 1890-94), II, 14C-41. 
^As quoted in J.M. Thompson, Napoleon Bonaparte (New York, 1952), 224.

seoondaire an France
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provide pro-seminary training for future priests, were placed in a 
privileged position. By a decree of 1809 these schools were given 
great latitude in planning and administration independent of the

/ QUnlverBlte* Such concessions, however, did not render the eyatenj 
more dear to Catholics. The religious indifference postulated by the 
Universite was nothing, they said, but disguised atheism.

Catholic opposition notwithstanding, the Universite was 
preserved by the Restoration government. From 1815 to I85O 
Catholic opinion of the educational system depended largely upon 
the varying attitudes and policies of the successive Grand Masters 
of the Universite. Royer-Collard, who held that position in 1616, 
defended the Universite. but being a "Doctrinaire," he applied a com
promise whereby he attempted to satisfy the needs of the state while 
allowing as much freedom to Catholics as consistency would permit.
With the political reaction after 1820, came the installation of Mgr. 
Fraysainous as Grand Master of the Universite and Minister of 
ecclesiastical affairs and public instruction. Although he did 
not seek to ohange radically the form of the system, he profoundly 
altered its nature by putting clericals at the heads of colleges 
and by sharing university chairs between priests and laymen, elimi
nating among the latter all *mal peasants."10 Private institutions 
remained under the surveillance of the Universite. but the petite 
seminalres escaped it completely. Before 1828 the number of such

^Weill, Hlstolre de l^nseignament secondaire en Franoe. 4 5.
l0Ibid., 5 8 .
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Bchoole wbb greatly increased, and at least seven of than were admin
istered by the bannod Society of Jesus, Furthermore, the petite 
senlnaires were allowed to admit students who did not intend to take 
ordera. BThue, side by side with the atate Universite. and organized 
with the purpose of subverting it, a system of olerically controlled 
secondary schools wae brought into existence.

With the collapse of the Villele ministry in 1526 came also 
the fall of Mgr. Fraysainous, The new Martignac ministry promulgated 
ordinances which prohibited Jesuits from teaching and which limited 
the number of students in the petlts semlnaires to twenty thousand, 
a limitation which remained effective until the Falloux law of 185°»
A special ministry of public instruction was created, thus empba- 
sizing the role the state should play in education. The new minister, 
Vatismesnil, set about restoring the secular spirit to the 
Universite.

In short, the Universite had survived the period of the 
Restoration, but its continued existence did not go unchallenged.
In principle the monopoly was opposed to the concept of liberty of 
education, a concept supported warmly by many "Doctrinaire" Liberals 
as well as by the Abbe Lamennais, who was then plunging to the 
leadership of a new Catholic movement. Liberty of education implied 
in the first place, the right which all men were assumed to possess 
to transmit that which they believed to others. As such it was a 
corollary to liberty of thought and of the press. Secondly, liberty

^Frederick B. Arts, Reaction and Revolution. 1614-1652 (New York, 
1954), 229.



of education waa claimed as a neoesaary ooneequenoe of liberty of
con8eianca— -the right of paranta to have a voioe in the type of
education whioh thair aona ware to have, and the right of the
Individual to receive hie eduoation under the guidance of profes-

12eors who shared hie religious faith. More graphically, it 
neant the right to open schools independent of the sanction of the 
Universite though not necessarily of the state.

During the a da ini strati on of Arayesinous the Universite had 
been veheaently challenged by some secular Liberals. Loathe to 
recognize any fora of governaental constraint, they were particu
larly critical when the olergy gained control of the aeans of 
oonatraint. Furthersore, logic required "Doctrinaires" like 
Constant, Broglie, and Guizot to denand liberty of education, "in 
education," wrote Constant, "as in everything else, it ia necessary

15 ,for the governaent to reaain neutral." La Soclete do la aorala 
chretlenne. of which Ouizot and Constant had served as president,
La SoclAe pour 1* Instruction elenantaire. and La Soclete dee 
a Abodes d*eneelgneaent all deaanded the extreae aodification of 
the Universite system.^ One of Guizot's colleagues in the Socifoe 
da la aorale chretlenne declared that "the unity of education is 
the cbiaera of all political, religious, and scientific despotisms.'
'JQ f fcf. Leon Duguit, Traits de droit conatltutionnel. 5 vole. (Paris, 

1921-25)* I, 177# Louis Oriaaud, Hlatoire de la libertd 
d'enseigneaent. 2 vols. (Paris, 1944)", I, 1-10.

15Weill, Hlatoire de l'eneeigneaent seoondaire an France. 67.
^Georges Weill, Hlatoire de l'idee laique an France au xixa alec la 

(Paris, 1925), 4S-55*
Weill, Hlatoire de 1‘ensotenement seoondaire en France. 67.



In a prize-winning assay sponsored by the throe societies, Vinet
stated the case for religious freedom and insisted on a neutral

/position for the state in Batters of education. The Universite might
continue in operation, but the state ought not to repress other sohods

f 15the monopoly of the Universite must cease.

Lamennaia vs. the Universite 
Ironic it wa8, therefore, that the publication of Lamennaia1 

Pea progres de la revolution at de la guerre contra l'figlise in 1829 
placed the most outspoken champion of the Church in affiliation with 
the ideas of the leading Liberals of the day. Liberty of conscienoe,
liberty of the press, liberty of education these were his demanded
Thus wes born the Liberal Catholic movement and specifically the 
campaign for liberty of education. To conquer those liberties, 
Lamennaia established in Ootobsr, 18JO, the newspaper, L'Avenir.
Two months later the Agance generals de la llberte rellgieuse was 
founded to organize support for the program. Throughout the life of 
L'Avenir Lamennaia1 nost outstanding followers were the Count de 
Montalembert and the Abbe Lacordaire.

■There is one law which I respect, which I love, by which I will 
stand," wrote the' Abbe Lacordaire in 1S?1. "It is the Charter of 
France, which I support not because I sympathize with the results of 
each revolt and cling always to the shifting formB of representative

^Alexandre R. Vinet, Memoire en favour de la liberte das cultea 
(Faria, 1026), 12-16,

17 * *Felicite de LamennaiB, Dee progrea de la revolution et de la guerre
contra l1Eglies (Faria, 1829), lv-vii.



government, but because the Charter holds out freedom, and because
-18when the world Is in anarohy, men have but one country-— freedom. 

Freedom, as Lacordaire and hie associates understood it, implied 
not only liberty of conaoienoe and of religion, and the right of 
association, but also freedom of the press and of speech. Freedom 
of education, however, was but a corollary of the liberty to think, 
to speak, to act; without the liberty to provide a Osttholic educa
tion for their children, Catholics would have little reason to
believe that their children's salvation waa secure and would not be

19threatened by secular instruction. Of what value is freedom to 
have opinions if men are not free to express theaf Article sixty- 
nine of the Charter of 1820 bad promised liberty of education* 
Liberal Catholics now demanded the implementation of that promise.

"If the atate reserves to itself the exoluslve privilege of 
education, then religion, mores, and even belief in Cod are subject 
to the will of the government, ■ wrote Laaexmais. By what right is 
the government the master of education, he askedt Does the 
government have the prerogative of legislating beliefs and adminis
tering theaf Hot at all, he believed. "Beliefs and morals are 
the domain of religions the rest is within the domain of the 
individual. The prerogatives of the government are limited to 
counselling, to directing, and to offering to all, without constraint 
the means of instruction. The government should superintend the free

^ L 1 Avenir. February 8, 1821.
^Ibid.. November 6, 1820.



establishments.
Clearly, tha right to teach, wrote Lamennaia, ia a natural

right juat aa are the right to think and to know. "If a nan has the
right to know, to develop his mental oapacitiea and faculties, then
he must logically have the right to give free play to that nental
development"— -that ie, to oommunioate hie thoughts and knowledge.
The education of buaan ninde, ha said, la by ita nature essentially 

21free. Liberty of edueation, wrote Lacordaire, "is a right which
Qod, nature, and the Charter aaaura to Catholics. Liberty and

22progress In every sense require the freedoa of edueation," since
in tha final analysis a la oat all liberty is tha liberty of teaching.
It waa, he said, a contradiction to open the tribune to all and

23close schools to some.
What, then, did the editors of L'Avenir demand and upon what 

did they inaietf Without compromising their belief that the Ohuroh 
alone was the valid Interpreter of truth, they held that liberty of 
conscience was incompatible with monopoly in education, whether 
under the Universite or the Ohurch. Divided in religious matters 
aa Franoe was, the Church could not expect to exercise a monopoly; 
to do so would be to violate the Free Will of the individual. Bather, 
the Ohurch should share in the common freedom granted by the Charter. 
They denied that to the state belonged any exclusive privilege in

ere E. Leeanuet, Montalembert d'apres eon journal et sa correspon
dence. 3 vole. (Paris, 1695-1902), II, 196.

21 # /Felicita de Laaennais, De 1'education conslderee dans see rapports
^  avac la liberta (Paris, I830), 3d.
L«Avenir. October 17, 1831. 2^Ibld.. October 25, I83I.
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education or that the child should be given over to the state to be 
made in the state's image. Such a precept would deny the rights 
of parents. And it would be "execrable for Christians who cannot 
accord the exclusive right of education to a human authority, and 
execrable for Liberals who cannot reoognize the right of ajay 
authority to place men's minds under such a yoke." Furthermore, 
freedom of education, if it was to be complete, necessitated free
dom of association. The government could not reconcile liberty of 
education, they said, with the denial of legal status to associations

pcin the Church, particularly the Jesuits. To do so would be hypooriay'V 
L'Avenir, therefore, adopted the program of liberty. Its editors 

refused to admit as final the supposed chasm which separated la nou- 
velle France from the Ohurch. Rather, the Ohurch should invoke and 
support the liberties whioh ware the basis of the new Francs. The 
Church, being universal, need not or could not be out of tone with 
the times. Under the motto of “God and liberty," L'Avenir would seek 
to lead the Church to the support of modern liberties. In an atmos
phere of freedom the Church would thrive. Instead of rejecting 
the modern state, the Ohurch should proclaim it and recognize its 
independence tram the Church. In short, the Ohuroh should seek to 
ally the two great forces of the French genius, Catholicism sued 
Liberalism. Thus, the program of L'Avenlr was dynamic and inclusive. 
Liberty of education and its corollary, the right of association,
24Articles de l'Avenir. 4 vole. (Louvain, 1832), I, 112-115-
2^L*Avenir. January 14, I85I.
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ware only cases in point.

So great was tha enthusiasm of Lamennaia and hia followers, and 
ao coaplata waa thair faith in tha truth of their view* and the 
efficacy of their program, that they could ecaroaly believe that 
thair aiesion to Rsme in 1352 to gain papal support for thair posi
tion bad produced, inetaad, their condemnation. In Mirari voe Rone 
disavowed the whole of the Mennaieian progran-— separation of Church 
and state, freedon of press and speech, and freedan of conscience. 
Education wae not nentioned. It was clear, however, that tha basis 
upon which L"Avenir bad fought for liberty of education— tha accep
tance of conpetition and the denial of a nonopoly either to the 
Oburch or the Universite— waa within the scope of the papal oonden
natlon* Liberty, ao Montalembert, Laoordaire, and Lsnennais under
stood the tern, had been denounced. And there ended the first 
Liberal Catholic norenent.

Mirari vos and the subsequent Singular! nos, however, 
preclude the possibility of a Liberal Catholic progran in the futuret 
This question was upper-aost in the ninds of non like Montalenbert 
after 1852. In the final analysie they concluded that it did not.
In the oase of Belgium they saw a concrete sxanpls of the inplenen- 
tation, with the support of the Catholic hierarchy, of their ideas* 
The Belgians had established a liberal state in I85I with the 
participation of Honan Catholics* After Mirari vos they continued 
their loyalty; furthermore, the Belgian Oatholic hierarchy urged 
Belgians to continue their support of liberal institutions* And no



cansura waa forthcoming from Rome.^ Liberal Oatholica in Franca 
glanced admiringly at tha harmony between the new Belgium and the 
Roman Catholic Church. Tha Belgian experience seemed to make their 
own program permissible, even orthodox.

Moreover, the Mennaieians presupposed a dualism of Church and 
state, a separation between matters spiritual and temporal, whioh 
tended, so far as they were concerned, to place their own political 
philosophy outside the scope of Roman authority. In temporal 
matters, they said, the Catholic should be left free to adopt a 
personal attitude, aa long as his philosophy did not endanger tha 
work of the Church, whioh was the salvation of souls. Tha Ultra- 
montanism of Lamennaia did not go so far as to assume that the 
papacy possessed full authority over every phase of men's lives.
In purely temporal affairs or in matters of social and political 
philosophy Lamennais would recognize the right of no authority to 
impose opinions upon him; he would not abdicste the independence 
which oame to him, he declared, by virtue of the heritage of human
ity. "My conscience will not allow me to abandon the traditional 
doctrines of two societies, each distinct in its own sphere,11 he 
wrote to Montalembert. "I cannot submit to any declaration which 
even implicitly abandons it."^ His followers chose to submit to 
the will of Rome; in the end Lamennais could not. But dualism as

of. Cardinal Stercks, La constitution beige et l'eneeignoment da 
Greaoire X/I (Malices, 1664).

2 f̂iugene Forgues, ed«, Lettres inedites de Lamennais a Montalembert 
(Paris, 1696), 219.



Lamennais stated it, and as Montalembert waa much later to declare 
it, waa an essential part of the Ultramontaniem of the early Liberal 
Gatholic school. "I hold that I have the right to have an opinion 
about the dangers with which the Ohurch is menaced,* wrote Montalem
bert in 1845.2® To Theophile Foieset he wrote that it was necessary 
to be "an arch-Oathoiic as I am to understand that one can and ought 
to risk displeasing Rome in order to serve the Church and Rome 
itself.”2? The disciples of Lamennais, therefore, tended to distin
guish between the two spheres, temporal and spiritual. The distinc
tion becomes apparent upon examination of thsir political outlook 
and their belief in common liberties. Never would they so confuae 
issues, as they accused intransigent Catholics of doing, so as to 
assume that Jesus Christ died to keep the Bourbons on the throne 
and to suppress the freedoms introduced by the French Revolution.^3 

The Liberal Catholic movement did not disappear after Mirari 
vos and Singularl nos. Although it was shocked into inactivity for 
a period, it was evident, as Ozanam wrote in 1840, that "this move
ment, corrected and modified to suit circumstances, begins again to 
participate in the destinies of the century.* With the appointment 
of such sympathetic men as de Bonald as Archbishop of Lyons, "the 
long quarantine that our ideas, a little suspected, has had to 
28Pere S. Lecanuet, Montalembert d*apres son journal at aa correspon

dence. 5 vols. ~fparis, 1895-1902), II, 25A.
2 9Ibid.. 265.
50Salwyn Schapiro, Liberalism and the Challenge of Fasciae. 1615- 

1820 (New York, 1949), 171.



undergo has been raised.Having such outlets aa the journal, 
Universite. and tha Annalee de philoaophie chretlenne. as well as the 
"conferences" of Lacordaire in Notre-Eame de Parie, the Liberal move
ment had not expired, even if it had lost ouch of the vitality whioh 
It had known under Lamennais. With the fight against the Universite 
monopoly beginning after 1640, the forces regathered themselves, took 
steps to avoid isolation within the clergy by attempting to unify 
Catholics of all political bents, and in the process of justifying 
their ant1-Universite position, set forth in graphic terms a rejuve
nated and only slightly altered Mennaieian outlook. Once the implica
tions of the Liberal Oatholio attitudes became olear, however, the 
newly-found unity disappeared, and the birth of a narrowly constituted 
Liberal Oatholio group took place.

The Universite under the July Monarofay
/Before oonsidering the Catholic campaign against the Universite. 

however, it will be useful to examine the nature of the monocole uni- 
versltalre which so antagonized the Catholics, and to trace the at
tempts of the Ouizot ministry to alter the Universite system. Elemen
tary education was not essentially involved in the question. The Edu
cation Law of 1855* P**sed while Ouizot was minister of education, 
allowed clerical participation in the lower levels of instruction. But 
in the fields of secondary and superior eduoation, the Napoleonic 
system was still in force In 1840. All schools, the petite eeminaires

?1Lettres de ffrederio Q 2 vols. (Paris, 1873), I, 588-
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excepted, were directly controlled by the council of the Universite 
at Parie. To insure a certain standard of teaching, instructors in 
private schoolB had to pass examinations given by the Universite.
To provide against violations of Universite authority, a student 
could not be admitted to the baocalaureat unless be could prove he 
had attended either a public school or a Universite authorized 
private sohool. By such means all seoondary education in France was 
subordinated to tha rule of the centralized Universite'.

Article sixty-nine of the Charter of 18JO had lndioated the 
willingness of oertain Liberals to alter the exclusive control of 
the Universite by promising a law to provide for liberty of educa
tion. There were indications in 1840 of a oertain pliability on 
the part of Univeraitairea and the ministry; from 1841 to 1847
four different proposals to remedy the situation were presented by

J2the ministry to the Parliament. All proved unacceptable. Vi 1 lama in, 
Minister of Public Instruction, introduced his projot on public
instruction in 1841. Although it retained the requirement of

/Universite certificates for teaohers, insisting that only such uni
formity would a a in tain high standards of teaching, it renoved all

/restrictions on the number of students in petite seminaires. Pre
viously, the maxima number had been set at twenty thousand. At the
sane time, however, the proiot placed those schools under the super-

/vision of the Universite. So great was the Catholic outburst against 
the proposal that it was dropped almost immediately.
32John M. Allison, and State in the Belan of Louis Philippe

(Princeton, 1916), 109.



70
The organization of foroea and arguments for and against the 

Btatua quo ensued, (failnet and Miohelet In the Oollege de France 
and Oousin and Thiere in the Fsrliament were matched against Monta
lembert and the Catholioa, both Liberal and Intransigent. Against 
the Oourrler francaia. the Conetitut1onna1. and the Journal dee 
debate waa poaed the Oatholio UnItera, revitalized in 184J under the 
editorship of Louis Veuillot. Seemingly every articulate Frenchman 
intervened in the debate, in the middle of whioh were caught 
Liberals like Ouizot and Salvandy.

A second projet presented by Villemain in February of 1644 
oontained a clause refusing to Jesuits or members of any other 
unauthorized Oatholio order the right to teaoh. This clause reflec
ted the anti-Jeauitiaa of the reoent campaign, and its inclusion 
foretold the opposition of Catholics to the projet. The proposed 
law granted the right to establish private schools, but judgment on 
the qualifications of teaohers rested with the atate, or atate 
appointed boarded Although the limit on tha number of students 
in petite seminajres remained at twenty thousand, those schools ware 
to be allowed a privileged extra-Universlte position*

In the Chamber of Fears Montalembert and his associates held 
that under such a aystea the ao-oalled "private schools* would be 
oontroiled fay the Onlyersite. He asked for tha formation of a 
superior oounell of education, independent of the Universite. to

iiLouis Grimaud, Eiatolrs da la liborto d’enseigneaent en France 
da puls la chute de l^nolen rdglaaiuaqu'inoa jours (Paris. 
1696} 529-555.
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which the right of inspecting private institutions would belong. 
Finally, he demanded that such a council should share with the Uni-

f #verelte council the duty of ohooeing candidates for Hnlversite
54chairs. His opposition to the proposed law, however, wae

actually provoked by the anti-Jesuit clause. In spite of the
/

pleas of Cousin that the adversaries of the Universite sought to 
divide Franoe by setting up two systcBs of education, thereby 
coapromislng the eoral unity of the oountry, the projet was passed 
in the upper chamber on Hay 24, 1644, but only after several amend- 
aente were added representing at least a partial victory for the 
Oat holies.'*'*

The proiet did not fare as well in the Chamber of Deputies. 
Thiers was ohoeen by the committee considering the projet to act as 
reporter, and in his report he stated that the propoeed law did not 
maintain the rights of the atate in education, that it was incon
sistent with the spirit of the Revolution. The spirit of "our 
Revolution,* he stated, "requires that the youth of Aranoe be 
trained by their equals, by laymen animated by Arench sentiments, 
aoved by love for the laws of the country...If the elergy, as all 
oitisens, want to compete in eduoatian under the coanon laws, nothing 
would be more just than to allow it— but as individuals on equal 
conditions, and not otherwise." Thiers insisted that the right

54Charles Montalembert, Oeuvres de M. le coats de Hontaleabert. 6 
vole. (Baris, 1660-61),

55A. Debidour, Hlstolre dee rapports de l’&lise et l'Rtat en France. 
2 vole. (Baris, 1909-il), I, 461.
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of surveillance, inspection, and of jurisdiction of private schools 
remain in the hands of the Universit/ council and that the petits 
aealnairea ehould be subject to the Universitd*' as well. A vote 
on the Villemain proposal was not taken in the Chamber of Deputies.

The feud raged on, though it was partially assuaged, as far as 
the Catholioa were concerned, by the resignation of Villemain and 
the appointment of Salvandy as Minister of Public Instruction in 
1845. Salvandy attempted to gain peaoe by suspending the course 
in the College de Prance given by the anticlerical Mickiewicz, 
who in 1635 had Montalembert as his champion, and by asking 
for the resignation of Quinet from his chair in the same College. 
Ouizot attempted to help prepared the way for the final settlement 
by negotiating with the papacy for the dispersion of the Jesuit 
order in FTanoe. In January, 1646, Salvandy1a proiat was presented 
to the Parliament. It sought to soothe the universite ires by 
maintaining a oentralized oontrol of education and to appease the 
Catholics by abolishing the old Universite^council. For it would 
be substituted another composed of thirty members, twenty of whom 
would be appointed each year. Few were pleased with the new 
proposal. Thiers shouted that the Universite*had been betrayed, 
whereas the Catholics found the pro_1at unacceptable because they 
were not assured representation on the new oouncil and because 
the Jesuits were not given authority toteaoh.
3 6 ^ +Osbidour, L'Bsliae at l*gtat. I, 462.
57Allison, Church and State. 150-51*
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Although the Salvandy projet was not voted upon, it waa obvious 

that the statue quo had been forsaken by the ministry. The govern
ment's attitude was well stated by Guizot in January, 1846, when he 
said that in matters of eduoation, the ohild belongs to the father of 
the family before belonging to the state, and that the UnIvsrsite' 
monopoly was irreconcilable with this principle. The Unlversite* was 
thus in opposition to the prinoiple of religious liberty.^

A new projet du loi would be presented, the ministry promised, 
after the elections which were to be held in the summer of 1646.
To insure the election of Catholios favorable to liberty of eduoa
tion, Montalembert organized a highly effective campaign. Of 226 
"Catholic" candidates, 146 were elected.^ The Catholic position 
was now strong. In April, 1647, the new Salvandy proposal was 
presented, and it too failed to please maqy. Chi it ting the question 
of Church orders, it maintained the fora of the Unlversite while 
relaxing its control. The students of the petits semlnalres. for 
example, were to be granted the baocalaureat without interference 
from the Univsrslte^. The law proved unacceptable to Catholios, but 
they had gained ground. They were to win a complete victory for 
their program in I85O.

Throughout the discussions of the eduoation question* the

^®Debidour, L'ggllse et l'ftat. I, 471.
5^Jenri de Riancey, Canute rendu dee elections de 1846 (Paris, 1646),
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position of both parties In the debates was consistent. The 
defenders of the Universlts refused to accept members of certain 
Catholic coagregations, especially the Jesuits, as teachers, nor 
would they admit the principle of a dual system of education, 
public and private, under the superintendence of the state* If
private schools were to exist, they must be controlled by tbs

/Universlts* Catholics answered that such oontrol violated the
principle of liberty of eduoation* Two separate but equal systems
should be allowed; both should,many Catholics granted, be under
the surveillance of the state* But above all, Catholics refused to
accept the exclusion of particular categories of Catholics from the
teaching ranks* Between the two positions there was little room
for agreement, although Guisot and Salvandy consistently sought
grounds for reconciliation.

After 1840 all Catholics spoke and wrote in terms of "libefty."
But there was considerable disagreement among Catholios as to what
"liberty" meant. To most Catholios liberty of eduoation prescribed
the establisimieiit of a Church Paireraits along side of the University
of the state; to them it implied the extension of the total liberty

*they had enjcyed in the operation of the netlts seminalres to cover 
a vast clerical system of education over whieh neither the state nor 
tb* Universlts would exercise restraint or supervision^ A major
ity of Qstfaelies aspired to a privileged position in the name of
^Universlts and state indicate the difference between control of 

all schools by the University? council and control of both the 
University* and private schools by a bi-partisan council 
established by the government.



"liberty, Liberal Cat ho lice ware a distinct minority.
/Oatholio and Universlts Extremism 

In pursuit of privilege the Catholioa aabarkad upon a oampaign 
against the Universlts. a campaign eo marked with bitterness, vitu
peration, and exaggerations a a neosssarlly to provoke a vociferous 
counterattack by the snraged defenders of the Universlts, With the 
appearance of a pamphlet by the Abbe Gfarot in May of 1640 the attaok
was underway, Gerot charged that the aim of the state system of edu-

uo 'oation was to de-Catholioize France. The Pnlveraite monopoly fore
told the death of religion.^ Two years later, Olaueet de Montale, 
Bishop of Chartres, accused the Universlts of making "a horrible car
nage of aoule"; it authorised implicitly by its dootrinea, "theft,

44the overthrew of eoeiety,.• .and the moet Infamous voluptuousness." 
Another wrote that the professors in the Unlveraite were "trans
forming children Into unclean animals and ferooious beasts."^

With the publication of the Abbe Desgaret1 s Lo monopole unl- 
versitalre. destructeur de la religion et dee lols in 184? the attaok 
reached its apex. The oonsaqhenoes of the state monopoly of Instruc
tion, the Abbe Desgaret wrote, were "suicide, parricide, infanticide, 
duels, rape, abduction, seduction, incest, adultery,••••lnsurreotions,

^Adrien Dhnsette, Histoire religleuse de la France contemooralne. 2 vole, (Paris, 19*6), I, ?20.
42 / f tAbbe F. Oarot, Le mononole unlveraltaire devolle a la France 

liberals et 4 la France catholioue (Baris. 18401. 51.
^Ibid.. ?8 ^Debid our, L'Egliee et l'Btat. I, 448.
^Pranjfoia Gen in, Lee Jesuits et 1'Universlts (Paris, 184?), 62,



tyranny, revolutions,...the violation of everything that night be 
called a law.*^ The government, wrote the Cure Vedrlne, worked 
eyatenatically to make France proteatant, and the Univoreite had 
for its principles "the philosophy of Voltaire,...the politics of
Hebert, and history in the manner of Pigault-Lebrun.M Teaching

47 "belonged to the clergy by divine right. Between the Unlveraite
and Catholicism, he said, there could be no coexistence. Either

4flone or the other nust yield.
+

The defense of the Universlts against such irresponsible 
charges was stated in its nost extreme fora by (fciinet and Miohelet 
from their chairs in the College de Pranoe. In the Parliament 
Oousln and Thiers expressed similar ideas although in a must more 
moderate fashion. Actually Ooueln would have liked to maintain 
peace between the Unlveraite and the Ohurch. He insisted that no

tolaas of philosophy in any college in France taught propositions 
which directly or indirectly attaoksd the Catholic religion.^ Nor 
should such be taught, he added. Prodded by the militant attack 
against the Universlts. however, he stated plainly in 1644 that the 
state in every modern country has reserved the right to supervise and 
direct education* The Unlveraite" should oontrol the education of
46 IAbbe Nicolas Dssgarets, is aonooole universitalre. dsBtructour de 

la religion et dee lois (Parle. 1645). 526.
47fran^is Vedrlne, Simple coup dtoell eur lea douleurs et lee espe- 

ranc^de iVtgllae aux prises avec les tyrans des consciences et 
lee vices du xixc slecle (Baris. lMsL 91.

46Ibid., 104.
A9W*ill, L'ldae lalcue. 79.
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Frenchmen. Only thus can the unity of Franco bo assured, 'because 
it la abore all a aoral and political Institution which impresses 
on all its establishments a common spirit and directs them toward 
a oosBion end the service and lore of the country which our anoes-

.5°tors hare built for us.” If the clergy was allowed to give
instruction, the direction of it would be ceded to the Jesuits,
and France would know "two essentially opposed educational systems,
the one clerical and fundamentally Jesuit, the other laio and
secular. There would emerge two groups of youths••.impregnated at an
early age with opposite principles; thus separated one from the

51other, .they possibly would became future enemies. Thiers agreed. 
Perhaps the state should not impose its marque! on all students, 
he said, but it should at least provide for the unity of the state.
It should not allow young Fkenohmsn "to be taught that the Revolution 
was a lengthy crime, that Napoleon was a usurper, and that the revo
cation of the Sdict of Mantes was a salutary measure.”̂  Only by 
the UnIvorsltd supervision of private sohools oould the rights of 
the state be protected.

Anti-Jesuitism was the dominant note struck by Quinet and 
Michelet in the defense of the Universlts. They 1st loose a barrage 
of polemic againA the Church, but they always centered their attaok 
on the Jesuits, who were more easily condemned by public opinion as
50 * *Victor Cousin, Defense de l'Unlvorsitd et de la philosophic (Rsris,

1644), 2 5.
51Weill, 1*1*40 Ulcus. 61. ^Ibld.



o hasp Iona of reactionary Ultramontanism and opponents of the 
sovereign, Liberal state. The Jesuits, they said, were the real 
enemy. But as Heinrich Heine wrote, "We have too high an opinion 
of the good sense of the professors of the Pnjveraite to believe 
that they seriously sustain a polesio against the dead Chevalier 
Ignatius de Loyola and his dboeased contemporaries." It aeeasd 
to him as if "the Jesuits bad been themselves a little Jesuitically
(sio.) treated," and as if the "slander of which they are eoaetiaes

53guilty had been repaid to then with usury." The real meaning of 
the quarrel, he said, was nothing "save the primevally aaoient 
opposition between Philosophy and Religion, between knowledge guided 
by reason and belief in revelation."^ In the course of Qulnet'e 
and Michelet1 e campaign the terms "Jesuit" and "Oatholio" tended 
to beoome synonymous in their minds. In the final analysis the 
struggle was between the Ohurch, as they saw it, and the state, 
as they wanted it to be.

Qulnet and Michelet, as well as many of the more "Doctrinaire" 
type Liberals, had not the faintest concept of pluralism. Fhr from 
being ready to divorce the state from a particular moral and religious 
system, they postulated religious and moral premises which they 
said the state eught to incorporate. Those premises being at times 
outside the scope of Roman Catholicism,Qjlnet and Michelet

55Heinrich Heine, The Works of Heinrich Heine. 8 vole. (London, 1895)
m i ,  *69.

54Ibid.. 428.



consequently recognised in the Church a threat to their ideal state. 
After all, Qiinet insisted, the state has within itself a religious
life, a divine right of existence, without which it would not sub-

55eist one day.*^ As a result of the Frenoh Revolution the nation had 
freed Itself fron the bonds and liaita of traditional Christianity; 
the nation had ascended directly to the eouroe of the law of life. 
It entered into oomunioation with the Cod of all the ohurehes; it 
ooonuned directly with the universal spirit, conversing with God 
Hinself, ’face to face, an id the thunder and lightening of a tremb
ling universe!"^ And now it was proposed that the nation subjeot 
itself again to Catholioian, to "oreep crest-fallen into the fold, 
that is, into a spirit of sect, which far fron widening, grows ever 
■ore n a r r o w T h e  continent of "universal religion,1 he deolared, 
"pervades France rather than Rone."^® Catholioian, "by its principle 
of exolusion is diametrically opposed to that eooial oreed and 
that religious universality which are insoribed in the constitution 
as a result not only of the Revolution, but of the whole of nodern 
history. And Michelet insisted that the "religion de la patrle"

^Edgar Qulnet, l^Ultraaontanlsn ou l'flgllee rcwaine et la societa 
■odorns (Faria, 1644), 270I

^Ibid.. 251-52.
57Ibi£., 269-
5®gdgar Qiinet and Jules Michelet, Dec Jesuits (Faria, 1645), 1J5- 
^Ibid.. 152.



60was destined to replece Catholicise in France. It was evident 
that if the nev "religion0 was to be taught to Arenchaen, the 
Unlversite as the propagator of the new faith suet control educa
tion, and the Church'b activity aust be ourtailed if not excluded.

The incan pat ibility between the Chur oh and the new France,
(fciinet and Miehelet said, was an inescapable truth. In the talk 
about the reconciliation of Catholioian and Liberaliaa, they
declared, black aeant white. Accord between the Churoh and liberty

61was as iapossible aa barnony between the circle and the square.
A victory of Catholioian would naan the "rapid corruption of all free

■62 65institutions, since the ideal of Jesuits was theocracy. Spokes-
64nen for the Jesuits asked for liberty in order to destroy it. ■

"While one voice anong then advooates liberty, thousands are decrying 
it. Whoa de they think to deceive by so olunsy an artifice!"
Surely, Catholics do not deserve to share in the liberty of eduoation,
they said, for liberty "does not nean the right easily and with

66iapunlty to destroy liberty." The new France being founded upon a 
set of noral principles suitable to a regiue of freed on, "to baptise
/A
Jules Michelet, Le Peunle (Paris, 1646), 206.

(Brussels, 1857), 55- 
Ibid.. 61.
Qiinet, Das Jesuits. 264.
Jules. Michelet, Du pretre. de la fesne. de la fanllle (Paris,

Edgar Qi inert, La Revolution rellgleuse au Alx-neuvi— e elecle

1845), vi.
Qiinet, Revolution rellgleuse. Jl4*



81
a child into the Ghurch ie to bury it, scarcely born, into aoral 
slavery1. Xn such chains the individual oould not share the free
doms offered by Liberalism. To give to the Church the unrestrained 
right to teach was to sell the youth of France into moral serfdom.

The Liberal Catholic Campaign 
In contrast to the extremism and the narrow partisan apirit of 

both Catholics and Universlts defenders, Mgr. Farisis, Bishop of 
Langres, and Montalambert published pamphlets in the autumn of 184J 
which put the campaign on a new level. In his pamphlet Montalambert 
deolared ttmt Catholics could not acoept the humiliating position 
offered them by Cousin and the universltsires— a clergy lowered 
to the rank of a aoral gendarmerie, a Church which administered 
pomp funerals. If the government deemed it impossible to take 
religion as the foundation of teaching, it mus$ at least aocord to 
Catholics the liberty inecribed in the Charter. The remedy was not,
however, to "destroy the Universlts. nor even to seek to Christianize

„68it— the remedy la to suppress its monopoly.”
A month after the appearance of Montalembert's broofaure, Mgr. 

Paris is published his fciberte de lUnselgnement. As a citizen and 
as a prelate in the Church, he asked simply, he said, for the reali
sation of the rights aocorded to ill Frenchman by the Charter. "Men
67 I(fciinet, Be volution rellgleuse. 106.
68Oharles de Mcmtalembert, Du devoir dee cathollcues dans la question 

de la liberte d'enselgnement IParis. 1 6 5 .  of. Georges VeiU, 
Histoire du catholicises liblral en francs (Paris, 1909), 75.
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Insist that wo defend only the cause of the clergy; it would be 
well to understand that we defend the oauae of all, even of those 
who agitate againat ue."^ He, then, set forth the plan of attack
for Liberal Catholics the demand and respect for the "oornmon
right."

Writing in the Uhlvsra in 1644, Montalambert stated the pro
gram aore precisely. "It is no longer a question of the petite 
aeaInalres alone...aa it was three years ago." How the issue was 
one of "liberty of eduoation, but a sincere liberty, that is to say, 
free competition, subordinated to the state, but entirely independent 
of University authority." To withdraw private or free establishments 
from the "jurisdiction, not of the state, but of the Unlveraite; to 
diminish the lapaet of hindering stipulations regarding teacher 
qualifications and regulation of standards and currioulua; and to 
nullify the declaration relative to the religious congregational 
those are our demands.

In a speech before the Ohamber of Peers in April of 1644 Monte- 
lembert said that tbs clergy was no longer a political body or a 
proprietor. In return for having given up those two great positions 
it had received the e cam on right, and it clained nothing alee. "If 
the olergy were given a Monopoly like that of tbs Unlveraite. I an

^Pierre L. Farisis, Liberie de l’enselgnesent, «*— fo de la
Question du polntde vue constitutionne! et social <! Paris.
1M5), 47.

^°Unlvere. March 6, 1644.



convinced that it would be one of the aoet fatal gifts one oould 
-71sake to it,” The olergjr wanted liberty for all, DUpanloup said,

and that was best achieved by noderation and disinterestedness on
72the part of all the groups concerned. Even the Archbishop of 

Faria, Mgr. Affra, seeningly aooepted the Mootalenbart-ffcriais 
ladders hip. Liberty of education, he said, was a consequence of all 
the other liberties, and particularly of liberty of oonsoienoe. He 
warned Oatholios that they, by constantly repeating that the Unl- 
vorsite and the state were but one and the sane thing, were enoour- 
aging the idea that the state should turn over all eduoation to the
Ohurch and, failing that, that Oatholios nust choose between their

75religion and their gavernaent. Oatholios should not denand a
nonopoly or the exelusion of state supervision, he said. But it was
elear that a change froa the present systen nust oocur. Kit her the
thirty-eighth artlole of the Oonstitutlonal Deeres of 1606 nust be

74re-established, with all its oonaequanoea; or in virtue of the sixty- 
ninth article of the Oharter of 16JO, liberty of instruotion nust be 
granted with all lte oonsequeneee— that is, "with free coapetitlon, 
the abolition of all nonopoly, and entire independence of

7*Montalanbert, Oeuvres.
2̂*elix Ibipanloup, De la pacification rellgleuse (Paris, 1845), 17-18.
75■Manorial of the Paris Bishops," Dublin Review. XVI (1644), 57-42, 

56-59-
Tbs article stated that the schools of the Universlts should have 

as the basis of their teaching the precepts of the Oatbolic religion.
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/Unlveraite control.1* The second was the batter choice, he argued, 

ainca by the enforoeaent of ths thirty-eighth artiole, "both aides 
will be enslaved. In the seoond case, there will be liberty for 
all. The Cnlveralto will be free to diffuse her doctrines ae aha 
understands thea; but the believer will be free to prepare the anti
dote; the bishops will be able to protect Catholic fan Hies against

75the seductions of a oorrupt eduoation." Therefore, Liberal
Oatholios, as well ae others, did not ask for a Church monopoly.

On the contrary, "The state has the right to offer a national
education, but it certainly does not have the right to iapose it,"
Montalenfaert told ths Ohaaber of Peers on April 16, 1844. Since
eduoation is so inevitably oonneoted with conscience, the prinoiple
of a national education is inseparable froa that of a national
religion. But the constitution of France did not recognise a
national religion, Montaleabert pointed out; rather it postulated
freedon of conseienoe* There should be, he said, a corresponding
freedow of education, for the Unlveraite control offended liberty
of conscience because of the fatal effecta of its teaohings on 

76 .Catholic faith. "We are neither conspirators nor are we coaplacent. 
...It is true that liberty is not our work, but it is our property.^ 
But Montaleabert did not construe "liberty" to aean that the state

^Dublin Review. XVI,42.
^Montaleabert, Oeuvres. I, 590.
77»id., 394.



should be excluded frou the ranks of educators and scholarship.
To gain support for his program Montaleabert founded the 

Coeraittee for the Defense of Religious Liberty, which had a central 
office In fhrie and affiliations throughout franco. Essentially, 
he was following the exanple of Lsaennais1 Agenoe of 16^0-16^1.
What he planned was a Oatholic party which would seek ths election 
of deputies favorable to liberty at education. "Catholics, as well 
as all other citizens, are invested with the right and duty to inter
vene in the political aotivity of the state." The Ooaaittee, 
however, bad but "one a la, and no other. It seeks to rally Catholics 
...around the Church and in favor of religious liberty."^ He abked 
for the support of Oatholios of all political affiliations. "We 
should not exolude any oandidate who is pledged to defend and fortify 
this liberty set forth by the Charter of 16JO. We ask no one to 
abandon his political opinions."^ In the suaaer elections of 1646, 
146 who had been supported ty the Ooaaittee were returned. The 
Canaittee, having proved itself, reaained . Intact and contributed 
heavily to the electoral viotoriea of the Oatholios in 1646.

In short, it was the ideas of Lsaennais and the progran of 
L1 Avenir, as well as the organizational structure of the earlier 
Liberal Catholic noveaent, which Montaleabert adopted after 164j.

78Charles de Montaleabert, Du devoir des cathollaues dans lee 
(hri., l emT*.

Oa.lt. A .otor.1 pour 1. dtfaw d. 1. llt.rt« r.llgl.y.
Circular No. 7, (Paris, l646).
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By pointing to Belgian Catholic support of Liberal inatitutions--
a situation condoned by the papaoy-— the Montaleabert group skirted 
the question of the Roaan oondsanation of their prograa. There 
were differences, however, between the Liberal movement of 184j and 
that headed by Laaennais. The later campaign was originally waged 
on a precise issue, and its soope did not include , in the beginning 
at least, a complete reconsideration of the relations of Ohurch and
state as in the case of L'Avenir. "A new tactio was proposed, but

donot a new principle.” Another difference of considerable impor
tance was that the movement of 1845 bad at least the taoit, if 
temporary support of the French bishops. Rone said nothing openly, 
but Gregory XVI indicated to Mgr. Farisis that the Holy 8ee preferred 
that French Oatholios ask for liberty only for Catholios and not for
other religious groups, "not in the name of the Charter, but in

fllvirtue of the divine words, Ite. docet.etc.fsic)* Whatever 
differences there were between Rome and Paris, however, were cleared 
away with the election of Pius IX in June of 1646. Pius IX immedi
ately proclaimed a liberal program; he promised reform in the Roman 
administration and the establishment of representative institutions 
in the Papal States. Catholic Liberals everywhere felt that they 
now had a champion at Rome, and his presence there probably was as 
important as any other factor in softening the struggle on the 
80Fernand Mourret, Le mouvewent oatholloue en France de 1650 a 1850 

(Paris, 1917), 211.
®*Ae quoted in Leoanuet, Montalambert. II, 285.
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62education question in Franco after 1647.

There was an air of unity among Frenoh Catholica during the 
earlier stages of the education campaign, despite the fact that tbs 
nao-Mennaisians were at tbs helm of the Catholic force from 1845 to 
1647. This artificial unity, however, was belied by the fundamental, 
though sub-surfaoe, opposition to the Msnnalelan tendencies of the 
Liberal Catholic leaders. Some Liberal Oatholios, Lacordaire for 
exaaple, were aisled by the absence of controversy in the Catholic 
camp. "Have you noticed,* he wrote to Madame Swetohine, "that far 
the first time einoe the League, the Church of francs is not divided 
by quarrels and schisast Fifteen years ago there were Ultraaontanes, 
and Oalllcans, Cartesians and Mennaleians, Jesuits and non-Jesuits, 
royalists and Liberals, eoteriea, nuances, and rivalriesNow, 
Laoordaire continued, all were in agreement. "Bishops speak favor
ably of liberty under the ocanon right, of liberty of the press, and
of the Charter and of the present tlaes. Montaleabert shakes hands

63with the Jesuits, and the Jesuits dine with the Dcalnieans." dll 
was not, however, as cheerfully salable as Lacordaire imagined.

Ozanaa was closer to the real situation when he wrote in 1644 
that the "Oatholios have never been acre united as to the end, but 
never aore divided as to the means..." He spoke of the enfants
82cf. Debidour, L'fglise et l'Ctat, I, 476-60} R. Aubart, Le pomti- 

float de Pie IX (PariB, 1952), U-26.
85Letter of June 16, 1640, in Count A. de Falloux, ad., Oorre spendanoe 

du R.P. Lacordaire et de Madane Swetohine (Paris, 1876), 592.



perdue of the Unlvore. which under the editorship of Louis Veuillot 
was being transforaed into a party to the acurrilious attacks on 
the Unlveraite. True it was that all Catholios wanted "liberty 
of education, but further froa reality was the notion that they had 
accepted the implications of their slogan. The discussion, Osanaa 
continued, waa no longer one between "pedagogues and beadles; it 
was not even a discussion between colleges and the petite aeai- 
nairss. Rather, what is involved is the grand question of the 
relations between Church and state, the priesthood and the Aspire,
which is never terainated." The question was now again being stirred

)up between atatesaen and ehurohaen, "and it nay ocotpel the foraer
84to study religion and the latter to praotiee liberty.* Osanaa 

hoped the debate over the Universlts would engender a a ore aellow 
attitude on the part of the olergy toward liberty, but he viewed 
the possibilities of suoh a transformation with a oertain akeptloian.

Mo doubt, Osanaa watched with satisfaction the appearance of the 
Abbe Dupanloup's De la paclfloatlon rellgleuse in 1845, for here was 
a conorete exaaple of a priest of royalist and reactionary orienta
tion, who in I852 had called the Liberale of L‘Avenir "poisoned aen,* 
but who was ready in 1845 to state unequivocally ths oase for Liberal 
Catholics. In the spirit of coaprcaise, Dupanloup, then rector of a 
petit sealnaire in Paris, wrote his Do la pacification religieues.
"Me proclain the power of the laio society; we reccaaend respect for 
it and obedience to it; we regard it as the exterior expression of 
84Osanaa, Lottree. I, 211.



85the providence of God." fcecognizing the two "allied, but aeperete,
power* epirituel end laic," he ineiated that there ahould be

86agreeaent between then." Always careful to use the tern "laic" 
instead of "secular," when speaking of the state, Dupanloup no sore 
than Quinet or Montaleabert thought in pluralistic tarns. A "laic" 
stats inplied a stats free fron olerioal participation, but not 
divoroed fron tbs preospts of the Ghristian religion.

The Oharter of I850, Dupanloup wrote, was ths suprss* law of 
the laic society, and this ho accepted. As for liberty of education 
and of religion which had been proclaiaed by the Charter, he invoked 
thea. But, he continued, those liberties bad not been established 
in Prance. "The professors of the Universlts alone have profited 
by the liberty of nonseience proclaiaed by the Charter...Catholic 
fathers have been obliged to deliver their children up for instruc
tion by the state • • .There has been liberty to teaoh error, but no 
liberty to eschew it."8^

"Mistrust \" IXipanloup wrote, "There is ths evil!" It was 
generally recognized that ths Charter and the liberties it premised 
"are for ths olergy as well as for others, but aen fear that liberty,

QQonce given to the olergy, would beooae a fearful weapon." French- 
aen were afraid, he ascertained correotly, that the olergy invoked 
the letter of the Charter only in order to violate its spirit, that
85Dupanloup, De JLa pacification rellgleuse. 6.
^Ibid.. 5.
87Ifel£., 92-9 5.
88
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the olergy wee neither true to the country nor in synpathy with the 
timoe, that it waa an eneny of the Revolution and a atranger to the 
national spirit, and finally, that the clergy invoiced liberty aa a 
aeane to instrunent deepotisa.®^ All thoae chargee, Dupanloup 
denied. In actuality he could deny then only for himself and bia 
Liberal Catholic aeeociatea, for thoae ohargea were at least partially 
justified by the activitiea and opiniona of the French olergy at 
large throughout the oentury.

Hiring the debate Thiers had insisted upon a "national eduoation" 
for Frenehnen, and with this Ripanloup agreed, if by "national eduoa- 
tiori'was aeant the inculcation of love of oountry and reapect for 
the nation's institutions and laws.^ But hupanloup accused Tbiera 
of desiring a systen of education which would produce stereotyped 
winds conforwing strictly to the attitudes currently expressed by 
the state, a aystea which would "cast youth into a c can on aold to 
be coined like woaey, in the inage of the atate.” Such a ayaten, 
Dupanloup said, would require an absolute conformity, and this he 
rejected.^1 "I have never considered,” he wrote, "youth to be a raw 
material which I ought to fabrioate into a product bearing the 
inprint of ny own will."^2 In the doctrines put forward in defense 
of the Universlts Dupanloup saw a "political pantheisa, an idolatry

^Dupanloup, De la pacification rellgleuse. 206.
9°Ibid., 229.
91 Ibid., 215.
92y Ibid.. 257.



of the state which tends to abe rb all— -a state in which the 
individual, the child, the parent, and the family are nothing, in 
which the Church ia nothing, in which the conscience and the soul 
are ignored. The state is all; it consumes everything." If such 
an attitude becane accepted in franco, individual liberty would 
disappear.^

The critics of the Church said that the youth of France ought
to be educated In a manner which conformed to the spirit of the
times. To that Dupanloup answered, "Which timesf...Xou know well
the lack of stability and the perpetual mobility of the spirit of

94the times in which we live." Against the accusation that the 
Church was a coukrton: evolutionary foroe, Dupanloup uttered a rather 
blithe denial. What was meant by the spirit of ths french Revolution, 
he aekedt Does it imply the "social upheavals, violences, disorder 
and all that oomes with such a situation; does it mean, in the words 
of H. Thiers himself, the errors and excesses of the Revolution? •
If so, Uipanloup agreed that he could not aooept it. Or "are we 
to understand by the Revolution the realization of free institutions, 
liberty of conscience, political liberty, civil and individual liber, 
ty, liberty of families, freedom of education, liberty of opinion, 
equality before the law, and the equal distribution of public tax 
burdensf" All those principles, he said, "we not only honestly . . 
accept, but in the broad daylight of public discussion we call for
95Dupanloup, Ds la pacification religleuee. 265-66.
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their realization. These liberties...we champion. We ask then for

95ouraelvea aa well aa for others."
Dupanloup denied that the Ohurch aimed at domination, which, 

he said, waa not possible much leaa deairable. Much later, he waa 
to say to the Assemble nationals after the fall of the Empire that 
"Catholios ask for no monopoly* They ask aiaply for the oamnon 
right. In 1845 his program waa similar. Speaking for the Church, 
perhaps unrealirtically and without authority, he ineieted that 
the liberties written into the Charter should not be denied to the 
olergy, for they belonged to the Chureh by the "common right." The 
Church in turn would acoept them slnoerely on the same basis on 
which they were granted. If the state continued to deny liberty to 
the olergy, "words hare lost their true sense, words do not express 
ideas, liberty is but a lie, public laws of the Frsnoh and funda
mental laws are deceptions, and all that which transpired fifty 
years ago was a brutal and bloody game in which force counted for 
all and law, justice, and truth counted for nothing.*9?

Perhaps the best statement of the Liberal Catholic position on 
education was Dupanloup'a De la llberte d1 enaalgnaasnt * Bftat actual 
de la question, published in 1847* Its appearance stimulated the

95Dupanloup, De la pacifloatlon rellgleuse. 26j.
96 *Abbe F. Im Grange, Vie de Mgr. Dupanloup. 5 vole. (Paris, 188?)Ill, 506.
97IXipanloup, De la pacifloatlon rellgleuse. 288.
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98spontaneous opposition of the intransigent Catholics, and it served 

to widen the breach between the two sohoole of Catholic thought, a 
breach which had existed as early as 184j and which by 18^0 reached 
chaeaal proportions * In this later publication Dupanloup reiterated 
ouch he had said in his De la pacification religieusi. “What is 
needed, " he wrote, "la a law which realizes the vows of the Charter, 
a law which, while conserving the authority of the state and its 
right of tutelary intervention, also respeots the primitive and invi
olable rights of the family, and at the same time one which maintains

99the sacred rights of the Church in natters of religious education*" 
Liberty of eduoation was regarded ae a "natural right" and ae the 
essential consequence of liberty of conscience; "it is even a liter
ary and intelleotual right, a oansequence of freedom of the mind."100 
According to Dupanloup's plan, the Pntverslte would be maintained, 
but the heads of families would have a true liberty in matters con
cerning their children's education. The Church establishments must 
ba independent of the Pnlveraite t otherwise, be said, there would 
be no liberty, "for what would the right to teach be if the Universlts* 
had the mission of inspecting and censuring private aohoolsf It 
would be equally ridiculous if the Pniveraite'were to oontinue to 
control the bacculaursat and to decide who will teach, or to set the 
standards for examinations*Liberty is nothing "if it is not a 
98Pnlvera. Kerch 14, 1847.
^Felix Dupanloup, De la liberte d1 an so tenement. ftat actual da la 

question (Berts, 18^7)» 7*
IQ0 101Ibid*, 9. Ibid.. 10*



102free and loyal ocnpetition between the different inetitutiona.*
The etate "nay continue to favor, the Unlveraite.* but along aide the 
Universlts achoole there ahould be other schools, more varied in 
their progran, aort eupple in their nethods, and "more aco modating 
to the particular wills of faaillea and to certain exigences of 
nodern society.11 Between the different school aye ten a there ought 
to be a "noble rivalry, a generous emulation, and consequently free 
competition under the surveillance of the etate.

Montaleabert, too, aocepted aucb a point of view. Speaking in 
the Chaaber of Peers in 1845, he defended the right of tylnet and 
Michelet in the College de fiance. He pointed out that the real abuse 
lay not in the freedon to teach enjoyed by the Universitalrea but
in the fact "that liberty of eduoation ie permitted only to those 
who propagate error.b104 Jn a letter to Mgr. Parieia, who by 1847 
m e  already beginning to cool to the ideaa he bad expressed in 1642, 
Montaleabert defended Dupanloup against the Bishop's attaok. At the 
sane time, however, Montaleabert admitted that Dupanloup had the 
state's right to intervene in extreme terme*0^ Certainly, Montalea
bert1 s position was Liberal enough to cause the legitimists at Himes 
to say that they preferred an irreligious and unbelieving republican 
to Hl Catholioue juste milieu. Bather M. de Robespierre than M. de 
Montaleabert 1 When, after 1820, the division between Oatholios
102 / , 103DUpanloup, De la liberte d'eneeienement. 14. Ibid.. 17*
104M.M.O. Oa It hr op, Two Catholic Social Boformerat lacordaire and

Montalambert (London. 1015). 221 cf .Montaleabert. Oeuvres. 11.93 ff.
105 106Lecanuet, Montaleabert. IX, 322. Ibid.. II, 236.
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became clear-out and It was necessary to choose between the Liberal 
and the intransigent position, Montaleabert had little trouble in 
deciding in favor of the former.

The Jesuit question, around which the univeraitaireB had built 
their anti-Catholic campaign, was an embarrassing one to Liberal 
Catholics. Revealing a brand of neo-Gallicanism, they were far 
from bedng unanimous in their appreciation of the Society of Jesue. 
Especially Lacordaire feared that to insist upon the recognition of 
that unpopular order would jeopardise the future of Catholicism 
in France as well as the oause of liberty of eduoation.Aotually, 
his opinion of the Jesuits ranged not too far from that of Qainet. 
"The Jesuits,n Lacordaire wrote to Madame Swatchine in 1647, "are 
persuaded that modern society is an unrealisable chimera and that 
Europe would sooner or later revert to a regime of absolute power.
The Society has been motivated sinoe 16l4 by this fundamental idea.^ 
Earlier he had written to Madame Arallly that he feared a rapproche
ment between the legitimist party and the clergy, which was in his 
opinion "a very grave danger for the future and one which has already 
begun to be realized,* Should this occur, he continued, it would 
largely be the responsibility of the Jesuits, since their presence 
in Arance would have forced the union between the government and the 
anti-religious forces, which in turn would tend to re-ally

107xheophile Foieset, Vie du R.P. Lacordaire. 2 vols. (Paris, n.d.),
II, 272.

108Count A. de Falloux, Correspondence du R.P. Lacordaire et de 
Madame Swetohine (Paris, 1676), 4457
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Catholicism and legitimacyi^ Almost alone among tha leaders of the 
religious movement, however, bis anti-Jesuitism was so extrema that 
he was pleased with the Roman decision to disperse the Order in 
France•

Although Montalambert defended rigidly the Jesuit's right to 
exist in France, he too had misgivings about the political philos
ophy of tha Society of Jesus. In a letter written in 1845 to the 
Pere de Ravignan, head of the Jesuits in France, he accused the 
Order of not being modern enough in its approach, of not having 
taken into account the new situation in Europe, of not having mixed 
well enough with the movement of ideas. "How is it that the Jesuits,1 
Montalenbert asked, "owing everything to liberty, are always and
everywhere the enemy of libertyt" It was necessary to choose, he

*warned, between the eystems ruaae and ths constitutional system.
If the Society of Jesus attaches Itself to the former anchor, its
submergence is assured^0 Furthermore, in regard to education,
schools should not only form Christiana, but "Christian citixens.-11*
In that manner he eohoed lecordaire's premonition that it was not
useful to the Church of francs or the Universal Church for the

112Jesuits to have a large share in Catholic education. In answer
\to ouch charges against the Jesuits, Pare de Ravignan published_  ^

Bernard Ohoearne, ad., Lettree du R.P.Lacordaire a Use, la
Baronne de Prallly (Paris, 1885), 35 •

110Lecanuet, Montalambert. II, 272.
111Ibid., 274.112Lacordaire to Montalambert, September JO, 1844, in Victor Ladey, 

•d., Henri Lacordaire. Lettree nouvellee (Paris, 18^5), 8J.
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De 1*existence do l'Institut dee j/suits in whioh be maintained that
115it wee falae that Jeeuita renounced their oountry and their century. 

Nevertheless, Montalambert was displeased by the general political 
outlook of the Society; he was, however, equally disturbed by the 
Holy See1 e diape real of the French Jesuits in 1845. He felt that he
could say with St. Thoowe of Canterbury, *1 do not understand how it

114is that Borne always prefers Barabas to Christ'"
The right of association, however, was too integral a part of 

tha Liberal Oatholic program to be dieallowed by distrust of ths 
Jesuits. Not to have Insisted on the Jesuit right to teach would 
have been logically Inconeletent and would have left them open to 
the same chargee they made against the defenders of the Unlrersite'l 
Either a "right" ia to be universally applied, or it ie not a "right” 
but, rather, a privilege. The defense of the right of religious 
associations to exist and to be active led the Liberal Catholics 
to ohampion the right of association in general; and in their 
aooeptanee of such a conoept they eame nearer to a pluralist

115position than most Drench Liberals had theretofore expressed.
Speaking in the National Assembly in 1875* ftipenloup restated 

the position of Liberal Catholios concerning associations. All of 
them, If the law be just, nust have the same career opened to then;

*^Pere de Ravignan, Be 1*existence de l'Xnstitut dee Jesuits 
(ftkris, 1844), 41.

114Leeanuet, Montaleabert. II, 268.
**^cf. Chapter VI.



all associations, whether religious or laic, oust be granted freedon
on the sane conditions; they oust be able to ccnpete for public

116sateen and confidence. Oatholics could not accept the
Villenain pro let of 1845, EUpanloup stated, because it violated the
right of a ssoolation. To disallow such a right would aake nocicery

117out of the freed on of oonsoienoe and freedon of religion. Thiers
had said that the denial of teaching privileges to unauthorized
religious congregations was the aleast of exigences." To that
Uipanloup answered that "if, under the Restoration a declaration
had been required of you, M. Thiere, that you did not belong to any
unauthorized political association, would you have found it was

118'the least of exigences)1R When the goveraaant required that a 
prospective teaohar sign a declaration of his faith and refused 
bin the right to teaoh on the basis of that declaration, then the 
state, said Supanloup, has interfered with the liberty of oonsoienoe, 
with rdllgious liberty* and with all the liberties of priests and 
of citizens.11?

Oatholics, therefore, could not cooproniee on the question of 
the Jesuits. To outsit to the exclusion of one erder would jeopar
dize the legal existence of all. To allow one violation of the 
right of conscience would open the way to other violationa. The 
116LaOrange, Dupanlouo. Ill, 212.
“ Velix EUpanloup, Pes associations rellgleueea. Veritable etat 

de la question (Baris, 1845), 42.
U 8Ibid.. 3 1-52.
119Ibid..55.
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a nt 1 clorioal opposition to the Jesuits, consequently, becane for

120Catholics "the sign of ralllanent; it auat be the battle ory."
Upon the question of unauthorized religious congregations hinged
clerioal opposition to the governnentfs pro jet s. The clergy was to
gain its point in the Fslloux law of I85O.

While Liberal Oatholios applauded waraly the ideas sat forth
by Aipanloup In hie panphlets, nost Oatholios received thaa with
reserve if not with hostility. In a letter to Montalenbert an ally
of the Liberal Oatholics in the Ofaoaber of Peers, Beugnot, wrote
that Dupanloup's De la pacification rellgieuse would result in his

121being regarded as the "organ of the French clergy." Nothing could 
have been further fron the truth. Although he had won the respect of 
Liberal Oatholios, Aipanloup now Merited only opprobriua in the eyes 
of nost Oatholios. At all tiaes, even during the apparent unity of 
Catholics in 1645, he represented only a very snail group of Catho
lics. Dupanloup had stated the Liberal Oatholio position clearly, 
and hsving done so, he shocked the aajority of Catholics by his 
apparent affinity to the ideas of Lsaezmais.

Indeed, the prograa of the Moataleabert group was readily 
identified with that of the condeaned L'Avenir. That being the ease. 
Catholic unity in the last years of Louis Philippe's reign was a 
short-lived fiotion, for the ■ajority of Catholics would not suffer 
12̂

Oapanloup, Dos associations relleleaaes. 57.
121 ✓Abbs 7. La Grange. Lettrea choisles de Mar. BUoanlouz>. 2 vola. 

(Paris, 1686), l 7 W - -----
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being associated with the heretical Lamennais, whose name was odious 
in orthodox Oatholio circles. As Veuillot wrote to Hontaleahart, 
"There is a quantity of men who gleefully shrielc L'Avenir as one 
cries assasslnl" Because "one cock crows too loudly, those
detraotors of LAvenir ask that no Oatholic should be anything

122acre than a capon." Certainly the siailarities between the new 
Liberal Oatholio aoveaent and the ideas of LaaennaiB were obvious 
to those who would see, and aoat of those who saw ianediately pro
tested. The lack of harmony in the Arench Ohuroh— the disagree
ment on the extent to which a Catholic should or could acoept the 
implications of the Oatholio campaign for the "conaon right*— was 
readily surfaced by the oritieias of Dupanloup and his associates.

Ons aroused Oatholio wrota that "Bupenloup has spoken of con
cert, of an entente cordlallo between the epiaoopate, unconstitution
ally deprived of its rights and its liberties, and the fils de 
Voltaire, incorrigible propagators of all the errors and all 
heresies....If Ifcipanloup bad lived in the time of Arianism, he would 
probably have had hard words for Saint Atbanase and comforting and
pacific phrases for the prelates who were so benevolent toward the

123 'Arian sect." An ardent defender of the Church "vis-a-vis modern
124society to the point of negotiating with the free thinkers, "

Dupenloup was later accused of having possibly desired the "death of 
122Louis Yeulllot, Correspondence da Louis Veuillot. 7 vols. (fferie, 

1912), II, 114.
^^fheodore Oaabolot, Memoirs sur las maux de l^llsa et sur lour 
124 remfrdfs (Paris, 1647), 62.

Kourret, Mouvement catholioue. 224.
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the Churoh" because he had advocated competition instead of a Church 
monopoly in the field of education*2̂  "Ah, Monsaigneur, there ia 
within you a germ of revolution which the hammer of M. Veuillot has 
not bean able up until now to eradicate," said the Abbe fiorde of 
Dupanloup. And the same Veuillot who in 1845 had minimized the 
danger of the new Menmaisian movement was later to call Dupanloup 
a flla de Voltaire}^

It was strange indeed that Dupanloup should have been the out
standing spokesman for compromise, for recognition of the state's 
right to superintend education— that is, for aoceptanoe of the full 
implications of "liberty of education." Although he did not share the 
Mennaisian background of Lacordaire and Montalenbert, he became by 1647 
the nost effective advocate of the re-activation of L*Avenir's program* 
Having borne the full impact of Mlrarl voe. Lacordaire and Montalem- 
bert perhaps felt the need to be cautious* Also, Montalenbert, the 
recognized head of the campaign for liberty of education after 1645, 
night well have choaen to modify his statements in order to mollify 
the intransigents and na in tain himself as the liaison between the 
extremes in the Catholic party* Lacordaire was in the process of 
re-establishing the Dominican Order in franco and was therefore some
what preoccupied. Hie "conferences" from the pulpit of Notre-Dane de
1 OB ^

Abbe F. fiorde, Oi'est-ce que la llberte de l'enseignementt Reponae 
a_Mgr. Qjpenloup (Paris. 1875). 24,

126
Ibid.. 24-25*

127
Hubert Texier, ed., Correspondence da Montalenbert et de l'abba 
Texler (fkrie, 169?), 55*.



Faris, however, becane a aeriea of instructions in the Liberal Catho
lic oreed* Being a nenber of the Univeraite aa professor in the 
College de France, Ozanarc's position was tedious at best, although he 
did defend the University against the charges of extreae Catholics*
In 1644 he wrote in the Correspondent, a Catholic paper with Liberal 
tendencies, that it was not true that in the Univeraite ays ten 
Oatholios were exceptions to the rules on the contrary, he said,
"they are, as alaost everywhere in public office, a considerable 
ainority." And he denied that he had protested against the continua
tion of any of the eourses in the Oolllge de Franoe, an obvious refer-

128ence to the lectures of (feiinet and Michelet* There were three groups 
of Oatholios in 1845, Ozanam said* One was headed by the Unlvers. 
whioh by then bad become extremist) another was headed by Montalen
bert, who "had too auch talent not to be just" but who presented the 
Oatholio position strongly) and the third group, oentering around
JXipanloup, "whioh believes in the possibility of a conpraeiae, in the

129power of the tlaes, and in moderation." Cannes's sympathies were 
with the latter.

Therefore, in the earliest period of the revived Liberal 
Catholicism, Jhipanloup— the previously Oallioan, legitimist, anti- 
Ms nna is lan Dupanloup— carried the standards. He not only Invoiced 
Liberal principles; he "put his confidence in them and hoped for their
126Correspondent. October 21, 1644.
12^0sanaa, Lsttrsa. II, 6 6-6 9 *
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triumph. The liberty whioh had seemed so perilous wee now
courted. "What had eeeaed war were now the oondltlone for peaoe. 
Liberty for all under the common right wee the euprene resource 
of and the beet protection for the Ohivsoh....Deeiringthe end, he 
also wanted and reepeoted the means.

Taking up the orlee of Miohelet and Quinet, the proponents of 
the status quo suggested that the Univeraite was a bastion of 
defense against a olerioal Monopoly In education, that what the 
Catholios wanted wee not a regiae of liberty under the oooaon right, 
but one of privilege. Oatholios would aake use of the freedom 
granted, it was charged, to gain strength to eliminate their rivals. 
Oatholio doctrine oould not adait a multiplicity of sohool systems. 
These were the aoou sat ions that the Liberal Oatholios had to answer, 
ftrobably they did not suooeed in convincing the advanced oorps of 
Liberals of their sincerity, because the secular Liberals could dis
tinguish only with difficulty between the different segments of the 
Boman Church) they oould not differentiate between a Jesuit and an 
Ozanam. They exaggerated the conformity demanded of Oatholios by 
ths Ohuroh. The laok of consistency among Catholics served, in the 
minds of the secular Liberals, to fortify their suspioions of 
Oatholio duplicity.

*^fcile fhguet, Mar. flUoaalouo. On grand avenue (Baris. 1914), 162.
15W i  a. Lao am be, "fhlix Dupanloup et Henri Imoordaire,a 

Oorreseendant. 00VII (May 10, 1902), 597-455* 420.
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There can be little doubt that the Franoh Oatholica, in 
aooapting the leadarahip of Liberal Oatholica in the education 
question, were led to aupport a progran which was odious to noat of 
then. But so far as the Montalenbert group wae concerned, there ia 
a consistency in its attitude toward liberty of education whioh 
tends to dispel doubts of insinoerlty. As opposed to nost Catho
lic a the Liberal Oatholios never aaauned that liberty of education 
should entail the abolition of tbs Unirorsite. of state supervision, 
or the silencing of all opponents of olerioal Instruction. In 
16J2 Lacordaire had said before the Ofaanber of Peers, "It is clear,
in effect, that the Pnlversite exists independently of the question 

152of aonopoly." Its destruotlon was not requested. And in his eulogy
of O 'Gonnell in 1647 he said, "Catholics, you auet understand that
if you want liberty for yourselves, you nust want it for all non
everywhere. If you deaand it for yourselves oily, it will never be
accorded to you; grant it when you are abaters, in order that it

.155will be given to you when you are slaves .■
Dupanloup was indignant when he was aooused of being a partisan

154of liberty only in order to be able later to deprive it to others 
And in a letter to the Abbe Tsxier written in 1649, Montalenbert 
said, *1 aa too n o b  the adversary of all aonopoly to abandon the

152Benri Laoordalre, Osuvrsa du R.P. H.-D. Lacordaire. 9 vols.
_ (Paris, 1896-1907), VII, 176.

^Henri Lacordaire, fcose funebre de DanisJ o'flrmwn (Paris, 1848X 
29.154U. Maynard, Mqsselansur Dupanloup at M. Laflranae sop historian 
(Paris, 1664), 1J6. '
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liberty of education even to the profit of the Ohurch. What
occurred under the Restoration should encourage ue Catholioe not to
enter euch a peth."*^ Furthermore, this was written when Montalen-
bert's distrust of Liberalism was greatest. During the Hhpire, when
his co-religionists were abandoning Liberal principles, Montsleabert
accused them of wearing Liberalism as a mask. "That very liberty of
instruction, which served ae your banner for a quarter of a century,
is eagerly disclaimed by you now that you have caught the first
glimpae of a privilege, which you hope to enjoy alone in the boaom

156of a resuscitated monopoly." Montalenbert aocueed Veuillot, the
r

new champion of Catholic reaction after 1650, of adopting a polioy 
of begging for liberty when he was feeble because such was the 
principle championed by hie opponents; after hie party was stronger, 
Montalenbert charged, Veuillot rejected the concept of liberty under 
the common right and "construed liberty to rest within the Church's 
privileged p o s i t i o n * "*57 What was true of Veuillot was equally
applicable to the majority of Oatholios in France.

Further proof of the sincerity of Liberal Catholics was provided 
when Michelet'a course in the College de France was suspended in 
February of 1646. 2b connection with that incident the Unlvers

S e x i e r  , ed., Correspondence de Montalenbert. 274-75-
l^Charles de Montalenbert, Lee interets catholioues au xlxa alec Is 

(Paris, 165#). 106.
^^Julien ae Serf on, Deux grande lournalistee. Montalenbert et Louie 

Veuillot f Parle. 1914). 55. of. Michel Salomon. Mgr. Dupanloup 
(Paris, 1904), J2j Nassau Senior, Conversations with M. Thiers.
M. ttiisaip and other distinguished Persons during the Second 
Msoire. 2 vols. (London. 1676j. II. 157.
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printed a statement, written by the Oount de Falloux end others 
with the approveX and adherence of Montalenbert. "We cannot see 
Justice and liberty violated," the atateaent deolared, “even vis-a- 
vis our adversariea, without pretesting. It is, then, as Liberals 
and aa Oatholioe that we ask for the re-opening of the course closed 
by an arbitrary act of the government. We join in signing the peti
tion of our freras dee acoles. We sonetiaea disagree with their 
opinions, but we are in agreement with then on the eacred principles 
of liberty and justice."15® in the sane vein, lacordaire wrote in 
Bre nouvelle that "we regard the Univeraite as a necessary ingre
dient of the sclentifio and literary life of France. We defend its 
rights aa our own, and we hope that it will defend ours in the same 
spirit."*59

■van granting the sinoerity of the Liberal Oatholios, there 
oould be few points of agreement between them and those who shared 
Michelet's and Quinet1 e attitudes. If the Liberals of tbs Qulnet 
type continued to insist that the modern state must pre-empt all 
prerogative and all sovereignty, that the state was the embodiment 
of liberty Instead of being merely its essential guarantor, that the 
state was based on a "universal" and exclusive religion aa (feiinet 
held it was, then tbs grounds for reconciliation would be difficult 
15®Univers. February 8, 1648.
159As quoted in Michel Salomon, Mar. Dupanloup (Paris, 1904), 5 8 .
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‘to find. Liberal Oatholics might recognize the aovereignty of the 
people, the institutions resulting from the revolutionary tradition, 
and the modern liberties, but to do so was not to go far enough 
to establish a rapprochement with tha Quinat Liberals who postulated 
a state and an etatiam unacceptable to Catholics.

Liberal Catholics, however, did not admit that this "idolatry of 
the state," which they assooiated with (fejinat and those of similar 
mind, was anything but a foreign, logically unnecessary and 
devastating appendage to Liberalism. Lacordaire, who so admired 
Liberalism in the United States that he seriously eonaidered going 
there after the condemnation of L 1 Avenir, agreed with Tocqueville 
that the American experience had shown that democracy was not 
necessarily incompatible with Catholicism. "The American democrat," 
Laoordaire said, "gives to the unity of his country only that which 
is neeeasary to constitute a unified whole. The Aaropean democrat, 
on the other hand, is willing to oppress every sen in order to
oreate, in the name of la patrie. a narrow prison be prepares for
France the frightening alternative of a demogogy without base or a 
despotism without limits."1^0

Tbs differences, therefore, between the advanced corps of 
Liberals, a group represented by (feiinet and Michelet, and the 
Liberal Catholics were deeper than a mere si sunder standing. They 
were rooted in essentially opposite concepts concerning 
liu]Lacordaire, Oeuvres. VIII, 529.
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the nature of Liberalise, the prerogativea of the state, of human 
purpose and fundamental values. Oatholio Liberals shared the 
oonvlotion that the Ohuroh was an apostolio society whose mission 
was the preparation of the oity of Ood. The stats might be endowed 
with a speoial and separate purpose, but aa compared with the 
Oatholio interest in the Ohristian eternity, the state, in tbs 
Liberal Catholic's frame of reference, oould not be the end within 
itself.

But between the Monrtalembert group and the "Doctrinaire* 
Liberals there was, on the ewe of the February Revolution, an 
extensive area of agreement. So effective had been the Church's 
campaign on the platform of liberty that the revolution wee not 
anticlerical. Pram February to June, 1848, the planting of "liber
ty tress" was a universal praotice. fee nouvelle. edited by 
Laoordaire, Osanam, and the AbMf Maret, had as an editorial 
objective the oementing of that alliance between the Obureh and the 
Revolution. With the "June Days* this short-lived union was ended. 
The ereotlon of Parisian barrioades and the radieal menace brought 
with it reflection on the part of the July Liberals ae well as 
Liberal Oatholica, and if ftre nouvelle continued its flirtation 
with republicanism, the main core of both Oatholio and secular 
Liberals spontaneously beoame more interested in discovering a 
system which could maintain order. In the Constituent Assembly and 
later in the Lsgialative Assembly, the July Monarchy Liberals and 
Liberal Oatholios coaleseed to form a party of order, the purpose
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being to save France frca democratic republicanism and the "collapse 
of morality,* The years, 1649 and 16̂ 0, witnessed the etrange 
alllanoe of Thiere and Montalesbert, Oouein and EUpanloup, Out of 
that allianoe oame the FWlloux law whioh granted to Liberal Oatholioe 
the ooveted "liberty of education,"

Ihr from ceding to the Ohurch the oontrol of publio education 
in France and subordinating the Univeraite to clerical supervision, 
the fhlloux law of 16^0 continued atate auperrialon of education in 
FTanoe. The change it effected wae to eetablieh a bi-partisan oon
trol superior to both the Pnlverelte’ and the clergy. The pendulum 
etill swung decidedly in the direotion of laic oontrol, but the 
Ohuroh gained the right to open schools, subjeot to restrictions 
uniformly applicable to all. The lav oreated a Superior Council of 
Public Instruction of twenty-four members, eight of whom were 
aeleeted frcn the Univeraite Council ae permanent members. The 
Ohuroh was represented on the Council by four members of the French 
oooleeiaetieal hierarchy, who took their plaoe beside representa
tives of the Protestant faiths and the FTenoh Jewish population. In 
eaoh department there wae to be an ioadeuy Council, which was subor
dinate to the Superior Council. The same cross section of interests 
was represented on the eighty-six Academy ocunollo. Such questions
as the opening of new schools, and the examination of prospective 
teachers were deelded by the Aoadeny Council, In general, however,
the law established the principle that any person or association—
the Jesuits were met specifically named by the lav— could open a



110
sohool, provided that the necessary qualifications were in evidence. 
The oounoile were to appoint inspectors who would inspect both 
publio and private institutions, thus assuring a oortain standar
dized level of instruction.

The Church, therefore, was not given a ftree hand; all publio 
and private education was still oontrolled by the state. Ho longer, 
however, was the Pn Ivor site Oouncil both the rival and the legal 
superior of Ohuroh sohools, for both were now to be governed by a 
bi-partisan hierarchy of oounoile established by the state. By tbs 
fallow law, therefore, the Ohuroh wae neither given oontrol of 
French eduoatlon nor was it placed in a privileged position. On the 
oontrary the law established the principle that liberty to teach wae 
a right, curtailed only by unifora restrictions concerning qualifica
tion of teaohere and inspeotion to insure educational standards. The 
Ohuroh by the law gained the right to teach on an equal basis with 
Univeraite and other sohools, providing it oould aeet the standards 
required.

The lav was drawn up by a parlianentary e omission nominated by
Falloux, the Minister of Publio In struction. It was couponed of
voderates froa both the Oatholio and the Universits parties, and
Thiers, Oousin, Montalenbert, and Dupanloup were its nost prcninent
voices. During the 1649-1&30 debates of this ocnaieeioe these four

l4land subsequently the other aenbers cane to conn on agreenent.
_

Vo extensive discussion of the debates of the cemission is intended 
here. Montalenbert and Dupanloup set forth tbs sane idsas which 
they had expounded slnoe 1643. A oenprsniee was reached, and the
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✓Abolition of the UnIvoralie or the creation of a clerical

monopoly of or control over education were not the questions
\Jloinvolved. Rather, the issue was the relaxation of controls so as

to give the Ohurch and religious associations greater freedom in
establishing and maintaining schools in competition with Univeraite' 

14?schools. ' Dupanloup and Thiers as well aa nost members of the 
Commission were in agreement that the Univeraite ought to be decen
tralized and that the Church should have representation on the gov
erning counoil if Church schoole were to be subjected to its super- 

144vision. Liberal Catholics agreed also that the stats should estab
lish standards to insure certain minimum qualification for teachers, 
but they objected to any stipulation that teachers must neoessarily 
have Attended state institutions for the baocalauroat . A

rapprochement of interests as they were represented by Thiers 
on the one hand and Montalenbert on the other was so complete 
that Thiers defended the law in the Legislative Assembly 
against its anticlerioal opponents, and Montalenbert assumed 
the seas position in regard to Catholics who opposed the law.
The debatee of the commission are contained in Georges 
Chenesseau, ed., La commission extraparllamentalre de 184Qi 
Texts integral des orocbs-varbeaux (Baris. 1957). and Hilaire 
de Laomsbe. ed.. Lea debate de la oonnleelon de lflto. Dis
cussion parlsmentaire et lol de 1650 (Paris. lflTOl. Of. Henri 
Michel. La lol FSlloux. A janrler. T649-15 mars. 1650 (Paris, 
1906)| Qeorses Weill. Hlstolro dsl'enseisnsmsnt secondalre 
on Franco t Ross V. Collins, Oatholio Ism and the Second french 
Republic. 1646-1652 (New York, 192?), Chapter VII.

^^Lacombe, Lee debate. 77; Chenesseau, La commission,. 24j>«
^^Chenesssau, La commission. 21*>.
l^Lacombs, Lee debate. 110-11, 295-94; Chenesseau, La commission.210. 
^^Lacombe, Lee debate. 220.
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system of inspection of all achoola by tha atato waa aaally agreed

fupon; even tha patlta aaminalrea vara to ba subjeoted to atata 
inspection. Tha Ohureh'a influence la primary aducation waa 
inoreased, for it waa daoidad that munioipal councils oould ehooaa 
maobara of raligioua congregations to taaoh in tha publio primary 
aohoola. But tha spirit of tha lav In thia rsapsot waa littls 
diffarant from that of tha Law of 16J5 draftad by Qulsot. Tha moat 
diffioult point in tha oflmaiaaion'a dabatea oonoerned the Jesuita.
No asm bar of the ooaaaiaaian would dafand the abaoluta right of 
association, for to have dona so would hara bean to sanction the 
radloal olube whioh seemed a threat. The question of tha Jesuits, 
hcwerer, did not involve, Dupanloup daolarad, tha reoognition of any 
absolute right of aeeooiatian, but rather "whether members of a 
congregation, in thia eaae the Jesuits, can live in franco as simple

lAXoitizens and enjoy the rights of oitisens." Furtbarmora, tha 
Jesuits in Dupanloup'a opinion were not guilty of the oharges 
brought against than.1̂  Thiers and Oousln submitted, and the law 
contained no reservations regarding the Jesuits.

In summary, the law provided for the continuation of the state 
supervision of publio and private education by naans of Superior and 
Academy Oounoile on whioh tbs Oatholios would have representation. 
Oatholios wmild ba free to open and maintain sohools providing they 
oould satisfy the requirement a regarding qualification and
m ------------------Ohenessaau, La os— lesion. 2̂ 9.
147 ,laoombe, Lee debate. 291.
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and preparation of teaohers and upheld certain standards of 
instruotion whioh ware to ba ascertained by state inspectors. As 
such the law net the denands nade by Liberal Oatholics in the 
campaign for liberty of education after 1645.

Reaction to the Falloux law on the part of Oatholica only 
served to distinguish batter the Liberals fron the intransigents. 
Whereas sons seoular critics of the law said that it nade the Church 
the absolute naster of prlaary and secondary education and that its 
objectives were the fight against denooratio and "social" ideas, 
nost Catholics asserted that the law had not given the Churoh 
enough power and therefore opposed it. "We persist in our opposi
tion to the law," Veuillot wrote, "because it oonseoratee false and 
dangerous principles whioh are oontrary to the rights, to the liberty, 
and to the independence of the holy Ohuroh."1̂  Mgr. Far is is, the 
erstwhile Liberal Catholic, attacked the proposed law because it 
allowed to the state too nuoh interference in clerical schools.^0 
Rather than effeotlng a ocnprcaiise, remarked the Can Qu exanger, the 
law had "declared war" between the Church and the Liberals."What 
have we denandedt" asked the Univera. "Liberty. And we have been 
granted instead a feeble part of the monopoly."*^ If a "law of
I Ĵ iOJean M.A. de Laneason, L'ltat at las eglisee an France depuls lee 

orlglnes jusqu'a la separation (Paris. 1906). 166-67.
^Univera. February 2% lSJO.
15W .  p. Pariais, La verite sur la lot de l^naaiwnanant (Paris,

u g o ) . u .  ,
Leon Olle-Laprune, La vitallta chretienne (Fafis, 1901), 42. 

1̂ 2Univors. June 29, 1649.
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liberty” had been aade lapoaeible, wrote Veuillot, "it le only

155beoauee the nen represented by the Aal de la religion have 
not wanted it; it is because they are united with sen of which 
M. Thiers is the leader

"Liberty” evidently aeant to those Catholics ooaplete indepen
dence of state supervision, if not a privileged position. Against 
such a point of view, the Liberal Oatholios had to defend the law. 
They did so in the seae spirit in whioh the oonprcuise had been 
aade. They sought not privilege or control, but the right to teach 
on an equal basis with the Universltaires 1 they asked for liberty 
as a cooaon right, not as an ezolusive prerogative. In short they 
sought a oflaproalse whioh would give the Ohuroh the liberty to open 
sohools without destroying the Pnlvsrsite or state supervision.
This they obtained.

The aeoount of the fight for liberty of eduoatlon by appeal 
to the ”coauon right" raises nore questions than it answers. To 
what extent, for enaaple, did the Liberal Oatholios aeeept, either 
philosophically or pregnatioally, the "cooaon rightt” How ccapletsly- 
eould they or did they surrender to the ideas of 1769t Ae Dupanloup 
Indicated in his Pe la pacification reli^leuse Oatholica had to be

195A paper edited ly Dupanloup.
1;*Pnivsra. Mar oh 27, 1950.
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ready to oope with other tenets of the Liberal hypothesis if they 
were going to inaiet on the "common right." That iet they had to 
reconcile their poaition with the philosophy of 1769 on ouch issues 
as liberty of conscience, relationship of Ohuroh to state, freedom 
of the press and of speech, and parliamentary institutions. In 
short, their acceptance of the oonoept of "common rights* serred 
to suggest that the Roman Oatholio Oturoh did not haws exclusive 
rightsi it presupposed the admission of other *rlgfate* to be 
enjoyed o asm only by all. Furthermore, they, and their newly 
found Liberalism, were going soon to be severely tested by the 
advent of the Republio and the institutions it proposed. YouId they 
suooumb to the temptation to yield their philosophy of Liberalism 
in return for a guarantee of order and defease against the rising 
radloalioaf Row well would they support the common rights and its 
philosophioal adjuncts during the lapire— -an Kapire whioh held out 
protection to the Oturoh and the restoration of its privileged 
positioof



Chapter III 
CHURCH-STATE RELATIONS

The essential question raised by Liberal Catholicism wae not, 
of course, liberty of education, but rather the larger and wore 
fUndanental isaue of the relationship of Church to state* Curing 
the csapaign against the Universite monopoly the issue had arisen, 
for the differences between tyinet and Montalenbert were in reality 
lodged in their opposite attitudes regarding the nature of the state 
and the place of the Clurch in the state* Harmony between the two 
positions they expounded was hardly possible* Between the Liberal 
Catholics and the July Monarohy Liberals, however, a reconciliation 
was reached in 1646* This rapprochement resulted not from an 
increased appreciation of Catholic theology by the group around 
Thiers, but from the apparent necessity for all forces of order to 
unite in a defensive alliance against the radical forces so in evi
dence in 1646. Liberals of the Thiers school, in spite of their antl- 
olerioalism, re-estimated the prerogatives of the state in a manner 
which would not preclude the possibility of the Church being endowed 
with certain freedom of action within the state* It was, therefore, 
primarily between the Oatholios and the future founders of the Third

116
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Republic that tha diffararea* in attitudes toward Ohuroh-state 
relations lay.

What was, after all, tha Liberal Oatholio'a ooneept of Ctaurch- 
state relationst To what extant did he or oould he support the 
Revolutionary settlement regarding such relational If he reoognized 
the independence of the temporal from tha spiritual realai, oould he 
aooept an unprivileged position for tbs Ohuroh; that is, oould he 
advocate the oeesation of state proteotlonf How was he to regard 
the rapport between an infallible Ohuroh and & laic state, once free- 
don of oonsoienoe or religion was adaittedt These and other 
questions the Liberal Oatholios posed and attempted to answer in 
their efforts to reconcile the Ohuroh and nodern society. All of 
then Involved diffioultles for the Oatholio, and none of then was 
aade easier by Ohurch tradition or by the interpretation of dootrine 
by nineieenth-eentury popes*

Traditional Attitudes 
The problem of Church-state relations was not a new question in 

Hrench politics. With the Qallloaniaa of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, a staleaate had been reached. But the Revolu
tion with its Olvll Constitution of the Olergy and its attempt to 
apply the philosopiqr of the blight ezwent, bad destroyed that 
balanoe* Tbs Civil Constitution of the Olergy, whioh bad aa ite 
objectives the oreation of a olergy loyal to the precepts of the 
Revolution and subordinated to the will of the state, was followed



118

by a systeastic drive to eradicate Christianity, or at lea at 
CatholloiBB. With the lava of J Ventose, Tear III; of II Frmirial, 
Tear III; and of 7 Vendeaiairs, Taar IV, an effort toward separation 
of Ohuroh and atate waa aade. But tha separation waa not couplets, 
since the state refuaed to relinquish its aseuned rights to intervene 
in religious natters}

In short, the French Revolution, labued with ant icier ioalisa 
and faoed with varioua dangers with whioh tha Ohuroh aeaaed allied, 
was inexorably a owed in the direction of an anti-Oburob rad ioalisa. 
The Revolution singularly failed to solve the riddle of Oturob-etate 
relations-— one of the baeio probleas inherited froa the old regiae—  

beoause it was blind to the idea that if the liberty of the individ
ual was to be Insured, the state aust constitutionally establish 
the autual independence of Ohuroh and stats, an independence whioh 
would diaalleer state intervention In religious aattsrs.

Tbs Revolution, however, bad at least predicated new ideas 
ooncoming the place of the Ohuroh In the state, even if it bad not 
acted upon then* Any society founded on the preoepts of the revolu
tionary tradition would dewand a laic, if not secular, state; it 
would dswand tbs recognition of two spheres, eivil end spiritual, 
whioh would be autually independent. Logioally at least, aodern 
sooiety would require the separation of Ohuroh and state, although 
it was not until the Third Republic that separation gained waay
1
of. Alphonse Aulard, Ola»istiei»i*y and the frtBfh (bondon,

1927), Chapter IT] Fredrik Rlelsen, The History of the Ihnaev 
in the HXth Oenturr (Row Tork, 1906), I, Chapter VI.



adherents. Independence would uean tbet tha Ohuroh ehould not 
exeroiae undue lnfluenoe upon the etate or enjoy a privileged 
poaition within it* On the other hand the Ohuroh ehould logically 
be endowed with freedan fron etate intervention* In both caeea the 
ideal had maty opponente* Oatholica who would not admit the concept 
of the laic etate, much leae the eeeularlsed etate, and Li be rale who, 
theorizing the etate to be a oonorete unity, viewed the prerogatlvea 
of the etate to be eo inolueive aa to dieallow the Ohurcb>e freedom 
of action* In reality neither Liberal nor Oatholio wae ready to 
aeeept "pluralian" In the atrioteet eenae of that word. Iren a policy 
of "dualize mutual independence— oould not be agreed upon ae long 
ae Oatholiee eought a return to the privileged poaition of the old 
reglae, and ae long ae Llberala failed to realize that religioue 
liberty with all ite ooneequeneea waa not neceeearily inimical to 
other freedone.

Although In the laet analyale it oontributed to Oltrauaantanina, 
the Kapoleonic Oonoordet eatabliahed a reviaed Oallioanlna, whereby 
the Church waa aubordinated to the etate, the latter — the
Oturoh a "department la the oivil eervioe, whoee offleiale were

2appointed and paid by the etate.1 Oeteneibly, liberty of eoneeienoe 
wae recognized, for the Renan Oatholio Church waa not eat up ae the 
etate ohuroh but aerely aa the "religion of the great majority of 
Rrenofamen." Iren though other rellgione were tolerated, however,

Liberalli and the Challenge of Reooian (Hew
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Catholicism was re-established In Its doninant position. Whatover
ths Concordat night have ac cos pll shed, it did not solve satisfactor
ily the basio problans in Church-state relations. If anything, it 
aggravated the confusion betwsan Ohurch and stated Neither did it 
plaasa nany FTenehnea. Ultra-Catholics, not objecting to tha alllanos 
of the civil and spiritual powers, asked for exclusive rights far the 
Renan Oatholio Ohuroh) with the Restoration of ths Bourbons, their 
denands beeane nore vooal and urgsnt. A snail group of Ultranontanea 
refused to aooept as final a syatan which allowed state inrterferenoe 
in religious affairs, ^hrtiolerioal Liberals regarded the influanoe 
of the olergy on civil affaire, especially strong during the Restora
tion, with jealous anger. In short, the Concordat was ardently 
supported by few.

One of tbs interesting post-Oonoordat phsnonsna was ths rise in 
FTanos of Ultrsnontanins to oppose the news citatsd Callioanisai. 
Moreover, two distinct groups of Ultranontanea bad Merged by 18J0. 
One, best represented by Joseph de Naistre, was characterised by a 
traditionalist attitude toward Ohurch-state relations, with a venera
tion of ths Pope as ths head of the Ohnroh superinposed. The other, 
forned around the Abbe de Lanennais, beeane inportant in 16^0 and 
stood firnly opposed to Galilean trends, believing that tbs Ohuroh 
constituted a unity forned in oeatrlpstal fashion around the Pope. 
Between ths Pope and the Oatholio there should be no interned late 
fores, especially not ths state. The interplay of Galilean and
Alphonse Aulard, the french Revolution. 4 vola. (Saw lark, 1910), Z,

202.
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Ultrasontane forces in tha history of ninetaanth-oentury Liberal 
Catholleian ia of auch oignifioanoe that it must ba treated else- 
where in full; but it ia lnportant to indicate that nost Oatholica 
attaohad themselves to tha da Melatre point of view or to a wore 
traditional Oallioan approach. Against that background the Liberal 
Catholic theoriee on Oburch-atate relations can best be understood.

Rejecting ths preoepta of tha elgbteanth-oentury bligbtenment 
and of the french Revolution, de Maiatre refused to adnit constitu
tional governnent, the freed on a advocated by Liberals, or ths 
independence of Church and state. Absolute nonarofay waa tha divine 
plan of government, and any stable society would need be based on 
supernaturallea and 'traditionalism. Ths best model of government 
was the Renan Catholic Church, of whioh the pope ais ths natural 
head, the most powerful protagonist, tha great god of universal 
civilization. His powers have no limits except those sot by ths 
blindness and evil willfulness of prinoes."^ Ths rule of ths pope 
within the Ohuroh should not be hindered by Ohuroh oounoile and 
9a 11 loan liberties, and in the realm of the state, tha Ohuroh should 
be given a predominant influenoe in the oonduet of civil affairs 
and tha shaping of governmental policies. Vtmt be advocated was, 
therefore, the alliance of the Ohuroh and state under the leadership 
of the papacy. Another Oatholio philosopher of the Restoration 
period, de Bouald, did not essentially disagree.
of. Chapter XT, below.
5Sohapiro, Liberalism and tha Obllonae of FhSEiaw. 166.
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Under the guidance of euch a philosophy Gat hoi ice during the 

Restoration allied thenaelves cloaely with the Bourbon dynasty in an 
attenpt to undo the Revolution. Ae Sohapiro haa pointed out, 
olerioal influence in gorerment wae not new. "Whet waa new wae the 
fornation of a 'Parti pretre' whioh consoiously and deliberately 
uaed Ohrietianity to preach loyalty not nerely to eatabliahed govern- 
■ent but alao to a particular reglne and to a particular dynasty. 
Oatholio prleata and arietoeratio reaotionariea together would 
reetore the traditionil reglne in IVanoe.

The Progran of L'Avenir 
In oppoaition to euch olerioal aervitude and to the traditional 

Oatholio attitude regarding relatione of Ohuroh and etate, the 
group forned around Lanennais projected a new ooneept. The nonarohy 
of the anoien reglne and of the Reetoration, they declared, had 
diaoredited religion by ueing it aa a politioal weapon. "They uaed 
it aa a neana against that denooratio reglne whioh ie alwaya inoon- 
patlble with nonarotqri and they bought its ooaplianee by the gift 
of noney, of dignity and of p o w e r . T h e  editore of I1 Avenir asked 
for the couplets independence of Ohuroh and state. The protection 
of kings, they declared, always neans servitude-— "it neane religion 
adainietered ae if it were a natter of ouetons and duties) it results 
in a degraded olergy, a ruined disoipline, and in oppression of the
z----- — :-------Sohapiro, Liberallsn and the Ohallense of Fssoi— . 171.
^Harold J. La ski, Authority in the Modern State (Row Raven, 1919)* 2J6.
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right to teaoh.” State protection crippled the ccnuninications be
tween the clergy and it a chief, the pope, and it entailed consis- 
tently submission by the Ohuroh to the oaprioee of the teaporal 
power. It ended with the conplete eubordination of the Gburch to the 
etate, the latter faehioning the Oatholic uaagee, lawe, and even ite 
doctrinee. Sueh were the consequences of a Sailloan or traditional 
relationehip between the two institutions.

What the Cburoh needed, Leaennaie wrote, waa liberty of action, 
"conplete and abeolute independence in the spiritual order." There 
could be no privilege, no speoial help from the etate. The state
bad only one obligation to the Church, and that was to insure and

9respect liberty and the oomon right of the Ohuroh. The young
United State provided the exanple which they wished France to enulate.
In Aacrioa the Church prospered under the reglae of independence and
freedom.*® The Charter of 1814 and the Concordat, by grafting the
Church of France to the political structure of the stata, hindered
the Church's growth and influence rather than increased it. Because
of this the Moanalsians were "ant loonocrdlta ires** The secular
noninetion of bishops ”ty laics, ArcteStants, Jews, and atheists,*
incensed Lacordaire. Under those oonditione, be asked, who oould

12ezpeot the Church to be reepeotedf

^Articles de L'Aysnlr. 4 role. (Louvain, 1852), I, 27.
9Ibid., I, 25 10Ibld..II. 165-64.

'Avenir. December 5, 1850.
12Ibld.. For saber 25, I850.
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In short, Oatholics should understand that religion "needs only 
one thing--liberty. But it is necessary for Oatholics to aocept 
liberty with conviction and resolution." That entailed the acceptance 
of "entire and absolute liberty of opinion,...of oonsolence and of 
cults, as well as all the oivil liberties, without privilege and 
without restrictions."^ The best Beans of guaranteeing the liberty 
of the Church was, following the exanple of the United State, to

14support wholeheartedly "full and universal libsrty of religion."
But did granting equal rights to all religions indicate a denial 

of the infallibility of the Ohurchf Not at all, Laoordaire argued. 
The editors of L‘Avenir did not intend to state that religious 
beliefs had equal o la ins to truth and utility) nor did they believe 
neoessarily in theoretical equality between eeets in respeot to the 
eubaiaalon of the individual's oonseienoe. But in so far as the oivil 
power was concerned, they proclaiaed the freedon of oonseienoe to be 
"a natural and eaered right

Further*ora, they differentiated between oivil toleranoe and 
dogmatic intolerance. While stating that a divine law proscribes 
sons beliefs, "this proscription is radically Independent" of all 
oivil sanction and eoeroiac. "In order to promote the profession of 
the true religion, the Ohuroh possesses a power of jurisdiction at 
onoe external and spiritual, a ooaotiv* force, over the members of

^"Ifospeetua" of I^Avsnlr in Articles de 1'Avenir. I, 1. 
lj*Ibld.. II, 164.
^Ibld.. II, 167.



the faith. But the Ohuroh exeroiaee only noral contra int. She oan 
impose spiritual punishments...but not oivil restraints." This, the 
Abbe Carbet wrote, was Catholic doctrine.^ Oivil power, "once its 
separation from religion has been accomplished, could not in any 
eenee intervene in natters of faith} in a constitutional state, 
where there is not unanimity in religious beliefs, oivil law should 
be equal for all-— tfcat is to say, no one religious faith should be 
protected or privileged." Supposing, however, that the unity of 
belief be re-established in Franoe under a regime of con on liberty, 
would the etate have the duty to accord its material support to the 
Church, if that support were sollioitedY In other words, should 
the sooial order of the Middle Ages be reconstructed! She 
MenaAisians answered by saying that if the faith waa re-bora In a 
system of liberty, it would be a "crime to renounce liberty, since 
to do so would be to destroy the force whleh bad produced the tri
umph of religion*Therefore, their support of religious liberty 
was not relative to clroumstanoes} they aooepted without reserva
tions the principle of freedom of religion.

Did the editors of L*Avsnlr. then, accept the concept of the 
secular state, that is, the absolute separation of Cfaurch and atatet 
So far as the constitutional or legal aspeots were concerned, the 
answer is positive, for as Laaki has pointsd out, Lemenaals1 sense

16L'Avenir. July 2 , 18J1.
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of antagoniea to seoular things osuaod hia to Insist In "every
psrtioular upon ths dlotinot and corporata life of the Qburoh--

18its salf-suffioienoy." As Laaannais wrote to Montalenbert, his 
oonsoianca would not parait hia to abandon "the doctrine of two

19distinot and indepandent powars and, consequently, two sooiatias."
In reality, howavar, the "Ohurch and state are not separate," 
Laaannais wrote. "They ought to be united as a soul and a body 
are united, with the Ohuroh an lasting and inspiring the stats."
The laws of the stats ought to rsflaot tha influence of Ohristian

20aorality and ths Deoalo$sa. Ths Ohuroh beiqg, in Laaannais1 
opinion, tha legitiaate interpreter of Ohristian aorality, the 
Ohuroh ought to eooperate with the state in proaoting that aorality. 
Ideally, the Ohuroh and state should be unified spiritual foroes.
If, therefore, the "seoular state" Inplied a divoroe between oivil 
law and aoral law, tha Meanaialans were opposed to tbt seoularized 
state. But if it was a question of a state religion, Leaenneis and 
his followers rejeoted suoh a solution in favor of a conplete and 
universal religious freedon.

Oaaplete freedoa oould not exist, however, so long as the 
olergy was supported financially by the state. Believing thit, the 
Mennaielane insisted upon the abolition of ths Budget dee cultss.
18Laski, Authority in the Modern State. 2^9.
^Eugene Forgues, Lettres de Laaannais 1 Montalenbert (fhris, 1698), 

220.
20Articles de L*Avenir. I, 27.
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for being paid by tha state, the clargy would always be reduced 
to the rank of a oounaon salaried fonctlonnaire. Oranting that the 
oonfisoation of Church property by the Revolution entitled the 
olergy to an indeanity, Lacordaire oharged that the "worst of it 
is that the state, although our debtor, has ooae to believe that it 
is bestowing alas upon us, and alas whioh it is absurd to pay."2*The 
olergy aooepted "pay frca our eneay," he declared* "We are salaried 
by those who regard us as bypoorites and inbeeiles. Our pay oosts 
us all our dignity, honor, and aoral foroe."22 Be therefore 
renounoed the prinoiple of a olergy supported financially by the 
state* saying that "our only salary is our independence."2^

Against the dootrinee of L'Avenir and aaidet the applause of 
the vast majority of the Prenoh hierarohy, Gregory XVI direoted his 
Encyclical, Mirarl vos. A sweeping censure of Liberal Oatholioiea, 
it oonfiraed what Mgr. Pevre later wrote and what nost Oatholioe 
at the tins believedi "The state, aooording to Catholic law, can
not be separated frcsi or aads Independent of ths Ohuroh...The laio 
state, as Liberal Oatholioe have oalled it— that is, a state inde
pendent of argr union with the Ohurch— nay be the Liberal- Oatholio
state, but it is not the Christian state. Sooner or later, it will

24beoone tha state without Cod." Catholics in I832 would have agreed
with the Bare Venture when he wrote that all power aught to be the
_

L'Avenir. December 8, 1850 “ ibid.. Hovsnber 15, I830.
2^Ihid.. Deoember 8, I850.
^Justin Pevre, Hlstolre oritloue du catholloieue liberal en PTanoe 

jusou'au pontifloat de Laon HI I laaint-Piaier. 1897k 188.
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•errant of Cod, that equal protection ahould be given to all oulte 
ie a falsehood. "Power ia able to tolerate false religions where 
they exist, but it owes ito sympathies and its serious and effioa- 
oious proteotion only to the truth." Government, if it does not 
obey the Ohuroh, is condemned to subait to the sovereignty of the 
people. Only by union of Ohuroh and state can political, social, 
and religious stability be achieved*^ Such were the attitudes of 
ths aajority of Oathollos, and with the appearanos of Mlrari vos. 
the Papacy gave these theories its blessing*

To those intransigent Oetholics, to those apostles of de 
Maletre, Mootaleabert declared tbat "your aneien realms. both 
polltloal and religious, has disappeared and will not return. You 
■ourn it while others, like ayself, would not recall it if they 
could. But one way or another, it ia dead. Ths Otsiroh, on the 
other hand, is neither deceased nor aortal, and sooiety is very nuob 
alive.1 A rapprocheaent between ths Ofcureh and sooiety was

A/
nsoessary. everywhere, in Geraany as well as in Franoe, the old
•ystee of Church and state was breaking down, as the Count de Oarne 

27pointed out* Certainly the non of the nineteenth century, whether 
under a republio or a aonarofay, did "not want to governed by
25 -Fere Gicaacfaio Ventura, Le pouvoir politique ehretien (Paris, 1858), 

56-57.
Charles de Nontaleabert, "L’fspagne et la liberte,1 Blbliotheous 

univeraelle et revas Suisse. LV1 (1876), 95-115, 104.
Ĵount Louis M. ds Oarne, Souvenirs de aa jsunesse au teaos de la 

reetaaratien (Paris, 1872), 551-
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religion."^® Tha atate and the Ohuroh vara tha two suprene forces 
which presided over sen's lives, and it was tha Silesion of tha

29nineteenth century to nake thea live together, and live in peace.“ 
With the advocatee of a Liberal creed in a position of power in 
Paris after 16?0, the Ohurch, if it was to prosper and win the 
respect of franchaen, would need to reassess its traditional 
doctrines Regarding the relations of Otaroh and state, L*Avenir 
had acconpllshed such a re-evaluation, only to find itself condeansd 
by the Roae it had sought to ssrve.

The Montalenbert Poraulai Mutual 
Independence but not Separation

The second Liberal Oatholic noresent askad Manuals Inn questions. 
Ths prograa foraulated by this second group sought to reaaln within 
the pale of orthodoxy without relinguiahing the essentials of the 
L1 Avenir foraula. In tha final analysis this second atteapt to 
solve tha puszle of Otaroh-state relations to the satisfaction of 
both Liberalisa and the Church also failed. Merer did tha Liberal 
Oatholio ideas ooaaand the respect of nost French Catholics, and in 
1864 Roae again spoke out against Liberal Oatholic flirtations 
with separation of Ohuroh and state. Moreover, those ideas never 
28Lacordaire to Saint-Beaussant, February 14, 1847, in Lettres 

lnlditoa de Lao or daire (Faria, 1874), 4j0.
2^Fran^ois Cuisot, Meditations on tha Actual Stats of Obriatlan^tv 

and the Attacks whloh are now being aade on it (London. 16661" 
100-1OL
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really achieved the harnony between Liberalism and Oatholloien 
which the Montaloobert group a ought. As Liberalism gave way to the 
radiealian at the end of the century, the Ohuroh1 e doctrines regard
ing the etate seemed more anachronistic. The reault of the Church's 
failure to reoognise the century In which it then existed waa the
final eeparation of Ohuroh and state, realized in the midst of a

30spirit which was essentially antl-Oathollc.
At the Oongress of Malinea of 1863, an international oonolave 

of Liberal Oatholios sponsored by Liberal members of tha Belgian 
hierarchy* Montalenbert struck the phrase which beet summarised the 
Liberal Oatholic formula for Ohurch-state relatione*— "A free Ohurch 
in a free state." Suggesting something short of eeparation, he 
deolared that in modern society there waa little place for a state 
Ohurch, and he Indicated that Catholics should be prepared to 
acoept, or even advooate, complete independence of the spiritual and 
temporal powers. Oatholios, be said, should rejeot a privileged and 
protected position for the Ohuroh within the atate; they should 
reoognise, indeed, they should ohampion liberty of oonseienoe and 
the concomitant freedom of religion.

The term "seoular etate" was not used by Montalambert nor would 
such a concept have been acceptable to him. It was not even an 
issue, either to the Liberal Catholics or, in reality, to most 
contemporary seoular Liberals and radioala. Montalenbert oould have

Joseph Lorts, Qeechiohte der Airohe (Minister, 1953), 4031 and 
Adrien Dansette, Hletolrs rellsleuaa de la franoe contenpo- 
ralne. 2 vole. (Parie, 1948-1951), II, 333-373*



no more imagined a atate secularized in the eenee that it ignored 
or openly rejected the Decalogue as the basis of moral procedural 
than oould an apoetle of Rouaaeau divorce the atate from the moral
ity provoked by hie own particular religious fervor. Nor waa 
"pluralism,* strictly defined, acceptable to the Liberal Oatholios 
anymore than it was to Liberals and republicans. "Dualism" waa more 
palatable terminology. A dualism reoognizing ths mutual independence 
of the temporal and spiritual orders was far removed from the abso
lute separation of Ohurch and etate. furthermore, ouch a eeparation 
waa beyond realization, sinoe the tremendous, if indireot, influenoe 
in the state of such an Important Institution as the Roman Chtholio 
Ohuroh waa lnesoapable. Separation of Ohurch and atate in the 
young United States did not entail "pluralims* or the "secular 
atate;" rather it indicated a situation of mutual freedom symbo
lized by the "laio" state, by the absence of constitutional ties 
between the state on the one band and a religious seot on tbs other. 
Xn the United States there was a dualism of two forcee, independent 
but at ths same time ooordinated by a set of principles and a 
system of aorality commonly held. To Liberals as well as Liberal 
Catholics this was the goal to be worked toward in ftranee. To 
aohieve such a dualism, however, the Church as well as the etate 
must be free, and Liberal Catholics never ceased to accuse their
seoular oouzrter-parts sometimes with perfect justice— of sabotaging
the existence of such a dualism by attempting to hold the Oturch in 
tutelage to the state instead of setting it free.
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The formula which Montalenbert aet forth in hie apeech at 

Malines waa not newy even if It waa dynamically rephraaed. From tha 
ear lie at attempts to revive Mennaieianiam after 1840 the Oatholios 
realised that to demand liberty and freedom under the "common right" 
was to admit the neceeaity of a redefinition of Oatholic attitudea 
vis-a-vis the state. The acceptance of the "oomson liberty” pre
supposed the abdication of a privileged position within the state, 
that ia, the renunciation of a atate religion in favor of religious 
liberty. To readjust Catholic Ideas concerning Church-state rela
tions to coineide with nineteenth-century Liberalima required, first 
of all, a reinterpretation of Oatholic teachings, especially those 
set forth in Mlrarl vos in 16^2*

Mirarl vos was the moat immediate obstaole in the path of such
a re interpretation, and Liberal Catholics sought to mollify its
condemnation of Liberal ideas. Gregory XVI, wrote Oasales, had not
condemned, "in the rigorous sense of the word, the doctrines of 
L'Avenlr... .The Encyclical condemned liberty of conscience and of 
opinions in so far as they proceeded from empoisoned sources of 
indifferentiaa. L'Avenir should not be classified as such a source." 
Catholics eould subsoribe to modern liberties as long as they "ab
stained from the realm of the absolute and did not represent 
intellectual anarchy as the ideal in every epoch and in every 
cmntry.”̂  The Abbe Lac or da ire agreed with hia friend, Cazales.
51Georges Weill, Hlstoire du catholic isma liberal en France (Paris, 

1909), *9.
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The Abba assured Montalembert as early as 1655 that the Pope had not 
completely condemned Liberal Catholicism; it was the alliance of 
Christians with men without religion for the purpose of obtaining 
liberty for the Ohurch that the Pope had disallowed. Rome 
had not supported A theocratic system, but had simply pointed out 
that the "Church and the state are naturally united" and that 
Catholics should consequently not seek "separation" of the Church 
and the atate."^ In 1845 Mgr. Parisis published his Cae de con
science. in which he reassured Oatholios that they could with good 
conscience "accept a government constituted without any religion.
A state religion is not made necessary by Catholic doctrine." 
Furthermore, if Catholicism were the official religion of PVanc?
"we could so longer insist that the government lacks the right to 
interfere in religious matters; the Church would become a branch 
of the government, its ministers would be regarded as state 
fonotionnalres. and religion would be an institution of the state." 
Rome could not have desired such a result.^ "A Catholic oan, " Mgr. 
Parisis said elsewhere, "demand the separation of the Church and state 
understood in a restrained sense and in a way whioh does not vio
late the Concordat. The type of separation which is both licit and 
desirable is less absolute; it maintains the pact between the state 
and ths Church. The independence of the atate is recognized by the 
Holy See, and the Church, on the other hand, is free in matters of

^Theoghile^FoiBeet, “Le Pere La cor da ire,11 Correspondent, LI (1872), 
^^Mgr. Louis Parisis, Cae de conscience (Paris, 1845), 55«
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discipline and dootrine.- The spiritual authority, he oontinued,
ehould respeot the righte of the oivil authority. "This reciprocal
independence of the two powers is indispensable if the nutual agree-

34aerrt desired by the Pope is to be effected.- Much later, a 
Belgian, Cardinal Sterok, was to insist that Roae had not intended 
to deny the distinction between the civil and spiritual orders; the 
oonoept of reciprocal independence had not been condeaned. Ccaplete 
separation of Church and state was not allowable, for the atate 
should oontinue to be benevolent toward the Ohuroh and the Church 
ought to go to the aid of the state if neoessary.

Reassured in such fhehica, the Liberal Catholics proceeded to 
develop in relative freedas their ideas on Ghurcl^state relations. 
Reciprocal independence of the two orders was ths key to their 
approach. The state should not be subordinated to the Church any 
nore thsua the Church should be subordinated to the state, Montalea- 
bert said in 1845. "They are two collateral powers, both sovereign 
and independent in their own donalns. Ths Ohurch is allied to the 
state, but not its subject." Ths independence of the oivil power 
and the distinction between the spiritual and tenporal served ae a 
basis for the social organisation of Bur ops; Oatholios, ssdd

Follioley, Montalenbert et Her. Bari sis (Paris, 1901), 365.
35  ̂ /Victor Pelletier, Lee defenseurs du Catholicism liberal (Paris,

1676), 50-
^^Oharlee de Montalenbert, Oeuvres de M. le ccnte de Montalaabert.

6 vols. (Paris, I86O-6 1), II, 6 .
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Montalenbert, applauded that organization.^ Proclaiming the power 
of the laio sooiety, LUpanloup deolared that the problem of the 
relationship of Church to atate would be solved only by "accepting
reciprocal Independence, that is to say, by a regime of true

38liberty.4 Suoh, asserted intransigent Oatholios, "was the 
terrible and disastrous error of Hipanloup and his friends."^

It goes without saying that reciprocal independence entailed 
a mutual respect for liberty and freedom of aotion. Not only was 
it the formula by which the Qturoh and modern Liberalism might be 
reoonoiled, but it had always served as the best guarantee of the 
Ohuroh1s strength. ”1 free Ohuroh in a free state" was the program 
whioh Montalenbert suggested for Liberal Oatholios. "It serves to 
distinguish us clearly from the intolerant Oatholios who do not 
want a free atate, and from inconsistent Liberals who do not want 
to free the Ohurch."^ He understood by "free” a freedom founded 
on the public liberties, on the common right/** He did not intend 
to suggest that the Ohuroh ought to be subordinate to the state.
Rather, the two were sooieties whioh should ooexist on an equal

42but separate level. Rejecting the concept of a free Ohurch in a

^Charles de Montalenbert, Pie IX et la fTanoe en 1849 et en 1859 
(London, 1859), 52.

^Felix Dupanloup, Das associations religieuses (Paris, 1845), 6 .
59pevre, Hlatolre critique du cathollci—  liberal. 187.
^°Oharles de Montalenbert, "Note explicative sur la formula ’L'^gliae 

libre dans l*ftat l i b r a , Correspondent. XXIV (1865), 417- 
. 418, 418.
Ibid.. 417. ^Ibld.^ie.
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atate subjeeted to tyranny— -as wall ae an unfree Ohurch in an
unfree atate, whioh ha aaid waa the aituation in Russia— he viewed
with equal horror the notion of a Ohuroh deprived of its freedom
by a Liberal atate. The latter, he aooueed, waa the objective of
Liberala. freedom and independence oust be reciprocal, be aaaerted.
Only thua could the Ohuroh be reoonoiled to the Liberalian of

43the nineteenth eentury, Montalenbert1 a formula became the pro- 
graua of the Liberal Oatholioe and in 1662 the leader# of the nove- 
nent gathered at la Roche, Montalenbert'a anceetral e etate in 
Franoha-Conrte, and there Albert de Broglie, Augustin Ooohin,

44Falloux, Montalenbert, and Dupanloup pledged their support to it.
In hia apeeoh at Malinea in I665, for which he waa reprlaanded

by Rene, Montalenbert aeened to atate the poeition nore strongly
than before, and Ooohin consented to Foisaet that Montalenbert
had presented tha Liberal Oatholic position ao positively that he
seened to be guilty of speaking in tens of "absolute Ideals" and
thus be in danger of violating the encyolioala of Oregory XVI, even

45as they had been interpreted by Liberal Oatholios* y Always, how
ever, Mantalembert attempted to ateer clear of the idea of ecnplete 
separation. "Ho one will taka ne for an apoatle of the modern

Montalenbert, Correspondent. XXIV, 416.
Jih n  %Pere X. Lecanuet, In vie de Montalenbert decree sop iourwi •t 

ea correspondence. 5 vola. (Baris. 1695-1902 *LI II. 550.
^Henri Boisaard, Theophile Folaset (Faria, 1891), 200.
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dream of the absolute separation of the spiritual and oivil spheres,"
Montaleabert wrote in "L'Espagne et la liberte," his last politioal
testament. ”1 believe it to be eoaroely desirable, and in most
oases, impossible. But I do not hesitate to say that separation in
its most extreme form would be a thousand times better, in spite of
its perils and excesses, than the absorption of the state by the
Church or the Churoh by the state. It would be better to have
complete separation than their mutual identification and exploita-

46tion as in Spain since the sixteenth century."
The same was equally true of Lacordaire, even though he as well

as Montalembert bad agreed with the Abbe' Gerbet in 1852 that there
was no other "possible defense for the Church except complete
separation of the spiritual and civil ordersSeparation did not
constitute Lacordaire's ideal. Such a solution, he wrote, "is bo

48metaphysically false that it will never be accepted."
Alone among the Liberal Catholics, Ozanam, hesitatingly perhaps, 

Galled for separation in a complete fora; the prosperity of the 
Church, he wrote, depended upon admitting the principle of "separa- 
tion."~ But he, too, Interpreted "separation" to mean something other
46Montalembert, Bibliotheque universelle et revue Suisse. LV, 21.
47^'As quoted in Caslmir de Ladoue, Monseigneur Gerbet. sa vie, see 

oeuvres et l^cole mennaiaienne. 5 vols. (Paris,1670), I, 401.
^®Theophile Foisset, Vie du R.P. Lacordaire. 2 vole. (Paris, n.d.),

II, 476; cf. Henri Villard, ed., Corraapondance inedite du P. 
Lacordaire (Paris, 1876), 616; Count d'Haussonville,
Lacordaire. (Paris, 1904), 55-56.

49 , ,^Lettrea de ft-ed eric Ozanam. 2 vols. (Paris, 1875), II, 511.
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than tha seoular etate.5° As for the othera aeaooiated with the
Liberal Catholioa, Palloux wae convinced that "eeparation of Church
and etate would lead eooiety to barbarian, and Dupanloup stated
that those who preach eeparation “are in inconceivable error.
What they deaanded— -and in actuality Ozanan concurred—— waa not
ccnplete separation, "for that absolute severance had been fornally
condenned by the Holy See; what Catholioa desire is the end of
interdependence between the Church and the oivil gorernnent...The
state, as H|gr. Parisis wrote, should only protect tbs liberty of
the Ofaureh, and the Ohuroh on the other hand should not participate

55In oivil legislation or share civil power with the gorerment."
There, then, waa the fornula-— independence but not separation. 

The detractors of Liberal Oatholioe both within the Ohuroh and 
anoog secular Liberale tended to see in suoh a position either 
hereby or hypocrisy.^ What, in the eyes of Liberal Oatholios

F. Qrandidier, "Frederic Osanaa, * ftudes roliglouaa. historloues 
at lltt^ralres. IX (1866), 526-559, 5^» cf. Oeraaln Breton,”  
"Un Hcnie de foi et de science— FrMeric Osanan," Bulletin 
de lltteraturs doolesiaatioue. V (1915), 97-125, ll4.

^Alfred F.P. Falloux, De la oontre-revolution (Baris, 1878), 18.
^Felix Dupanloup, Hourelles oeuvres oholsies. 7 vols. (Baris, 1675- 

1874), II, 408.
a /  /55abbe de Oourson, "Qas de oonseienoe a propos dss libertes exereeee 

au reelanees par les oatholiques," Oorresnendant (Dseenber, 
1847), 859-65, 849.

54{ja Maynard, Mar. Dupanloup et M. Lagrange. son historian (Baris, 
1884)j Mgr, de Hoard. L'Abbb Ccntolot (Paris. 189l)»
Louis 7ouillot, Illusion liberals (Paris. 1866); K. Barbier, 
Histoire du oatholloisnellbiral et du eatholioisne social en 
franca du oonoile du Vatioan a I*avenenent de 8.8. Benoit XT 
(1670-19141. 5 vols. (Bordeaux. 1924̂ . Is X. de Breseense, 
“Dupanloup,” Qontenoorarv Portraits (London, 1880).
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were tha d if far a ncoe between o cap lata eeparation and reoiproeal 
independence? Under a regime governed by the latter, what would be 
the relationship of Churoh to etatef

Realizing the apparent confusion, Albert de Broglie adaitted 
that such questions were aaong the greatest that "Providence has 
posed to toraent our minds." The solutions, however, are not 
impossible to imagine, he added. "It is not impossible to formulate 
theoretically a society in whioh religion would have, without the aid 
of any apparent foroe, such an an pi re over the consciences of indi- 

* viduals that all their acts, even political acts, would lnstinotively 
baraonize with the spirit of Christianity."^ Liberal Cat hollos' 
goal, then, was the realisation of the alliance between the Ohuroh 
and the state, the latter accepting the noral direction of ths 
Christian religion. This alliance was to be aehicved without consti
tutional ties between the two institutions, and its aohieveaent would 
not entail the formation of a state Church. It was to be realized 
and sustained in the aidst of conplete religious freedom.^

The Liberal Oatholios presumed a natural harnoqy and a necessary 
connection between sooiety and religion; their faith in aoral 
progress and thsir aocsptance of modern society rested largely upon 
that premise. Ths interests of tbs Church, thy assunsd, were ths

^dlhert de firoglie, fetudes norales et litteralres (Baris, 1655), 175*
^Haussonvllle, Laoordalre. 185; cf. Bernard Ohooarne, ed., Lettres 

de Lacordaire i Mas. la bar cone de frailly (Paris, 1665), 1^7-



interests of huaanity. They also presupposed nodern sooiety to bo 
tha expression of the needs of huaanity end consequently of ths needs 
of the C h u r c h . ^hs reoonoilietion of religion with society by naans 
of a reoiprooal respect for their separate rights waa Laoordaire1e 
goal, end his faith that such a harnony would be realized led hia 
to believe that he was a "citizen of the future, * since he believed 
that he personally had aeoeapliehed that reconciliation.'*** Ths Ohurch 
should be for nodern sooiety what faith is for reason, wrote Broglie. 
"It should not be the eneny whioh fights back aodern society, but 
rather its ocuplenent.“59 In a word, "these two societies, parallels
rather than rivals, wore nads to be able to live side by side without

.60 . confusion of prerogatives• Ohurch and state, "two allied but
distinct forosa, the union of which fans huaan sooiety, aust be in
acoord if the good order of faunas affairs is to be insured."^ There
were only two parties in existence, said the Abbe Maret, Lacordaire*s
associate on ire nouvelle. Those parties were tbs people and Jesus
Ohriet. If they were separated, btseanlty waa lost; if they aoted in

62concert, society would be saved. Christianity, declared Lacordaire 
fron his pulpit at tfotre-Saae, is not opposed to nodern society. "The
^Henri Lacordaire, jloae funehrs de Ihnlel O'Connell (Paris, 1948), j4.
5®Henri Lacordaire, Oeuvres du R.P.E.-D. Lacordaire. 9 vols. (Ifcris, 

1898-1907), III, 287.
^Albert de Broglie, "Dee caracteres de la polsnique roligieuse 

aetuelle,* Correspondant (January, 1856), 481-516, 489* 
o0Dupanloup, Css associations rellgleusss. 6 . ^Ibid.. 5 *
Georges Weill, Histoire du catholicises liberal en France (ffcris, 

1909), 94.
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Gospel has not passed over tha world like a vlolant tempest, tearing
up institutions by their roots; it has gently poured out orar
civilization, lika a healing stream which penetrates to tha souroes
of life to purify and to reinvigorate it."^ In Ozanam*s opinion
religion would constitute tha cohesive element in the state; the
Ohurch would create the band of unity whioh would enable sooiety to 

64govern itself.
Independence of the two orders, therefore, did not imply to the 

Liberal Oatholios the type of separation suggested by a "secular
state" that is to say, a state which was indifferent to Christian
morality. It was "indifferantisa," not independence of Church and 
state, which bad been condemned by Acne. The Liberal Catholic 
formula was opposed in theory to any form of Gallioaniam, whether 
in its traditional form, or as it was practiced by the majority of 
Oatholios under tbs Second Empire. Liberal Oatholios agreed with 
the majority of tbs Church that the state ought to be propelled and 
governed by Christian precepts, but whereas most Catholics desired 
constitutional or at least political ties with the state, tied which 
would have given the Church a privileged position, the Liberal group 
insisted upon the mutual independence of the two orders.

Such a relationship presupposed the absence of state protection

^Henri Lacordaire, Conferences de Notre-Dane de Baris. 4 vols.
(Paris, 1844-1851)7 II, 292.

6*Kathl sen O'Meara, Frederic Ozanam. His Life and Works (Edinburgh, 
1876), 267.
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of the Roman Oatholic Ohurch by means of ooercive fores or privileged 
position. Literal Catholics demanded only the freedom to form 
associations, to teach, and to administer the Ohuroh without inter
ference from the civil government. Essentially, they were following 
the program of L'Avenir. In the opinion of Mgr. Sibour, a Liberal 
Oatholic ally, the etate eould only protect the liberty of the Church. 
For it to do more would entail oppression. Dupanloup declared that
he had never had great confidence in the protective aim of ths

65 ■ *secular power. "I reiterate the words of Fenslorn 'The protector has
too often been the oppressor.1 With protection was certain to come
servitude of the Ohuroh to the state, they felt.^

The Oturch, after all, was a purely spiritual sooiety, adherence
68to which was voluntary. Dupanloup asked only that the existence 

of Ood be recognised and that "Jesus Christ, if not believed in, be 
at least respected Considering his rejection of the secular
state, Dupanloup's request was not inconsistent. In a Memoir a 

written by lacordaire in connection with the re-establisbment in 
France of the Dominican Order a work historically fragile but indic
ative of Lacordaire'a attitude— the author declared that "the Oatho
lic Church does not demand of the civil power 'la passage' as 
65Lecanuet, Montalembert. II, 514, 
dupanloup, Moure Ilea oeuvres choisles. II, 4l8. 

our son, Correspondent (December, 1647), 645*68 * t *Felix Dupanloup, Bar ole s pronouncee a son retour de Rome (Ehris,
- 1667), 25.
L. Branehsreau, Journal Intime de Monselgneur DUuanloup (Paris,

1902), 255.
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Bossuet said, but 1 le passage libre.1 ...The Clwrch is a persuasive 
force rather than a domineering one."7° Oatholios had to choose, 
Montalenbert warned, between protection and freedom, between subju
gation and independence.^*

Furthermore, protection by the state had never been useful to 
the Ohurch. Catholics owed everything to liberty and nothing to 
teapcral authority.^ The true grandeur and strength of the Ohurch 
in the Middle Ages lay. not in her wealth and power, but in her free
dom. "She was free-'by the right of the general liberty, such as was 
oomprehendod and practiced in those daye, which belonged to all 
corporations and proprietors. She enjoyed the largest amount of free
dom known, because ehe was at the same tine ths greatest corporation 
and largest landowner in Europe.^ Recalling tha hostility against 
religion under the Reetoration governments when there wae much con
fusion of interests between the throne and the altar, Osama wae 
Convinced that the protection by oivil authorities would be as
dangerous as it was ephemeral. The Ohuroh, it aeeaed, prospered most

74where governments were Strangers” to the faith.' In short, it was 
tha Liberal Oatholic opinion that everywhere the old order subsisted, 
ths Ohuroh was oppressed and Impotent. "Wherever the new order— civil
°̂Henri Lacordaire, Mmolrs pour le retabllesement en FTanos de l*ordre 

des frbree nrWehsurs (Paris, iflso). 218.
*̂Lecanuet, Montalembert. II, 272.
72charles de Montalembert, De l’avenir polltloue de l'Angleterro (Paris, 1826), 162.
75charles de Montalembert, Mmnlf af the West from St. Benedict to St. 

Bernard. 6 vols. (London, I896), I, 157.
^Breton, Bulletin de litterature ecclaslaetioue (1915), 115•
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and religious liberty— -has been introduced," wrote Lacordaire, "the 
Ohuroh hae gained ground...because nothing equals the horror which 
modern generations have for religious oppression. The reign of the
priest is execrated; he ie accepted only as a man of faith who

75inculcates his beliefs by means of persuasion." ^
By far the most passionate plea for independence of Church and 

state came from Montalembert in his "L'£epagne et la liberte', “ which, 
written a year and a half before his death, represented the summation 
of his political outlook. As he saw it, political and religious 
decadenoe waa the natural result of too olose a union between Ohurch 
and state. The too intimate and absolute union between the throne and 
the altar caused the oollapse of Spain, he said. "The day when the 
throne, with the aid of an Inquisition, has absorbed everything,. dis
aster results. Whan the victorious Ohurch, on the other hand, desired 
to abuse its victory by excluding *nd prohibiting first the Jews, then 
the Moors, and then frotestanta, and finally all discussion, examina
tion, research, initiative, and liberty—— when tha Ohurch does this, 
all has been lost. The victors descend to the equally and alternately 
abject roles of persecutors and slaves."^ In Spain, he said, the 
Ohurch-— and it "ie impossible to deny it"— had been the accomplice 
of one of the worst despotisms that Burope had known "Ths Inquisi
tion, horrible vampire that it was, ended by engulfing the whole of
75 \"Lettree du F. Lacordaire a M. de Ffclloux," Correspondent. CCVII

(May-Juna, 1911), 62^-647 and 846-675* 640.
^^Montalembert, Blbllotheque universelle et revue Suisse. L7, 16.
^Ibld.. 17.
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sooiety. That aonstrous institution oeased to function only when 
there wae nothing alee for It to do— -when it had substituted 
enptiness, death, and annihilation for the life, force, and glory of 
the first of nations of the Middle Agea."^

Let Spain be a lesson, Montalenbert said, to those in France 
who desired a close legal and constitutional connection between 
Ohuroh and state and to those unwilling to accept the reign of liberty 
in nodern sooiety. Be did not deny that the ideal relationship of 
Ohurch and state would be the pacific superiority of Oatholic faith 
and truth; but he insisted that superiority should be gained only 
by the reciprocal and unanlnous respeot for all consciences, by 
the reconciliation between past and present, and by the spirit of 
good will and of nutual support which should be eridenoed in tbs 
relationship of Church and state.^

To a o hi ere those adjustnents to nodern liberty, the Oatholic 
needed latitude to reshape his politioal attitudes, and Montalenbert 
pleaded with the hierarchy of the Ohurch to beeone cognizant of ths 
▼lews, the needs, and ths obligations of Oatholios who wanted to lire 
the "life of their country, of their people, and their tines#.#and 
who want to be eitizens of their nation and their oentury. "^Liberal
78Montalenbert, Bib Hot be quo unireraelle et revue Suisse. LV, 19.
79Ibid#. LVI, 102-0J; Fucdanentally the sane position waa taken by 

Albert de Broglie in tbs preface to his Moure lice Etudes de 
norale et de litterature (Paris, 1865).

®°Montaleabert, Blbltotfc^aus unireraelle et rerue Suisse. XVI, 101.



Oatholios, he deolftred, were not questioning theology or dogma.
UThey dbmand simply that the hierarchy not render their lives impos
sible • They do not intend to prevent anyone from living aocording 
to the manners of the twelfth or the seventeenth centuries if any
one so desires; but Liberal Catholioa want to live as men of the 
century in which they were born, with the rights, habits, and ideas 
of their time," They do not condemn anyone and they ask that they 
not be condemned. "The Liberal Catholics ask that they not be 
chastized for having two morales, one in theory, another in practice—  
the one for the confessional and the other for civil life...They ask 
that they ncrt be required to ohoose between the alternatives of the 
gradual abandonment of the Oatholic faith or the absolute exclusion 
from all public funotions (except for petty positions in the Imperial 
household) and from all participation in the municipal, intellectual, 
social, and political life of their country."®*

The Liberal Oatholio concept of the state was, therefore, that 
the oivil government constituted a sphere outside the jurisdiction 
of the Ohurch. Stating it more strongly than his associates, Lacor
daire said that the state "is man at his highest earthly power; it 
is the moral force which protects the rights of men; it is a living 
justice, which, at every moment, watohes over millions of men and 
takes care that they should not be wrongfully harmed...The state is 
the unity and the solidarity of the great htssan family called the 
81Montal.ab.rt, Blbllothagu. unlT.ra.ll. «t T T U .  Sul.... L7I, 102.
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nation; it la a sublime and sacred Institution and Christianity has 
never thwarted it."®2

There were limits to the state1 e prerogatives, however. Liberal 
Catholics could not participate in the "idolatry of a state which 
tends to absorb everything, of a state in which the individual, the 
child, the family, the Ohurch, and men's consciences stand far 
nothing.”®^ Since all sovereignty emanates frost God, the state 
should be governed by God's laws; in that sense there should be no 
separation between the state and religion. But oivil power is not 
an emanation from eeelesiastioal power; consequently, the state 
should not be subjected to the Church's rule. Ths state has suffi
cient authority vested in it to make laws which should command 
respect. Its powers, rather than being limited by the direct inter
vention of eeelesiastioal authorities, should be restrleted only by

ajithe dictates of reason and Christian moral law.*" Civil society, 
dad ling only with temporal affairs, was necessarily inferior to the 
spiritual order, concerned as it was with men's eternal lives.®^ Zt 
did not follow, however, that ths Churoh should dominate civil govern
ment or tint the state should grant protection and privilege to the 
Ohuroh.®®
82 ,lacordaire, Conferences de Notre-Dsne. I, 516.
®5paiix Dupanloup, De la pacification rellglsuse (Paris, 1845), 265-6 6 .
®^Leon Godard. Lee arinolnes de 89 et la doctrine catholicue (let ed., 

Paris, 1861), 9 6-9 7 . The first edition having been placed on the 
Index, a greatly modified second edition was published in 1862.

^lauesonrllle, lacordaire. I6 5 .
8 6Courssn, Correspondent (Deoember, 1847), 840.
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Viewing Church-state relations In such a manner, it did not 

seen icoonsiatant to Montalaabert to support a proposed law in 
December, 1650, which prohibited work on public projects on Sunday 
and permitted municipalities to close cabarets during Church ser
vices.^? Nor did Osanam sense that ha was violating the indepen
dence of the state by insisting that the government take a stand 
against divorce.®® Democracy had no greater champion and any- form of 
theocracy no greater enemy than Ozanaa, but he so closely identified 
progress of moral law with the growth of democracy that he felt com
pelled to protect the democracy of 1646 from being submerged by an 
anticlerical flood and from being "sabotaged by the old liberalism 
which always had more hate for religion than love for liberty.1'®̂
In thoae and other similar cases Liberal Catholics stood for the 
alliance of moral law and civil law and against the negation of one 
by the other. On the other hand, both Osanam and Kontaleabort 
looked back at the Bestoration "sacrilege laws" with disgust, for 
they felt that such laws were violations of the natural relationship 
between Ohurch and state.The "sacrilege laws" were, in effeot, a 
fora of state protection, whereas the issues of divorce and the. 
profanation of Sunday were questions of public acrals. A narrow 
differentiation, perhaps, but it was one consistently made by Liberal

®?Montalambert, Oeuvres. Ill, 466-90.
^Frederic Osanam, Melange a. 2 vole. (Paris, 1859), I, 149-185. 
folbld.. 182.
?°Lecanuet, Montalaabert. I, 559; and Lettres de Frederic Osanam.

II, 154”
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Catholics. If Dupanloup expected the state to respect the
existence of Sod, he certainly did not require that a particular
religious eect be protected; and when he said that the liberty of
public education “does not include the right to teach that there is
no Sod, no soul**., no moral responsibility,11 he again felt that tie
was not attacking the principle of ths laic state. was, he

91deolared, defending public morals.
As for paynent by the state of the clergy's salaries, there 

was unanimity of opinion among Liberal Catholics* Tbqy reversed 
L*Avenir*a position and said that the state ought to subsidize 
religion, both Catholic and Protestant. The subvention was not a 
gift* rather, it was compensation for confiscated Ofaurch property?2 
Lacordaire, who bad argued vehemently for an end to ths Budget dea 
oultes in 15J1» bad changed his aind by 1646. In fee nouvelle he 
wrote that under a system of independence of Churoh and state, it 
seemed logical, perhaps, to halt state payment of clerical salaries* 
"The question of the subsidy, however, is not one of life and 
death, but one of juetioe,...of equality between ths poor and rich,... 
of outual help on a natter requiring that nen help one another. "95 
The Budget des cultsa was jubtifled because religion is a "general 
need of all faailies and of society itself." ftreedcn cf thought and 
of belief "does not diminish the duties of society toward religion,

^Felix Eupanloup, Lee alarnas de l1 sole copat just if see par las faitc 
(Paris, 1672), 6*r

92Leeanuet, Montalenbert. II, J12.
95fra nouvelle. April 16, 1646.
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•inco religion remains the primary baeia for all human institutions, 
and for all rights and duties."9̂  Thera was no contradiction between 
the naintenance of the Budget dea suites and freedou of religion, 
Lacordaire said, because each Individual was free to aocept any 
religion he pleased or to reject them all, and, in the second place, 
clergymen of all religions were paid by the state

In answering chargee that the Ohurch lost dignity and independence 
by aocepting payment by the state— -charges that he himself had made 
when writing for L*Avenlr— -Lacordaire admitted that the node 
beroique was the American system. But, he declared, if the Church 
had in the past been servile to the state, it was not a result of the 
paynent of salaries by the state) it had resulted from "laws and 
practices which, completely independent of the Budget, had restricted 
the natural religious development of France."^ After all, ths Ohurch 
in Belgium, although financially supported by tbs state, was not less 
free than in ths BEnited State a. 97

In short, ths Liberal Catholic attitude concerning the Bidgst dee 
oultes was that the state should subsidize religion because, in the 
first place, ths state owed ths Churoh compensation for property con
fiscated during the Revolution, and seoondly, by giving to religion 
a part of the publio treasury, the state was responding to a social

^fre nouvelle. April 20, 1646. ^Ibid.
9gIbid.. April 50, 1846.
97Ibid.. April 26, 1848.
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need. The ideal was for the state to subsidize the Church without 
oppressing it, without denying its independence. Perhaps such an ideal 
presupposed a "holy" state, as fisile Faguet has suggested, but to men 
like Dupanloup, such a supposition was not unreasonable since they 
thought that the state should be very uoral, if not “holy."^® Contra
dictions and felse suppositions notwithstanding, Liberal Catholics 
oontinued to support the Budget dee cultee.

If the Cbturch and state famed two distinct and separate spheres, 
what should be ths attitude of the Catholic citizen and elergy toward 
politioal actirityt On this question there was a great degree of 
agreement between Liberal Catholics. Under the leadership of Lamennais

/ / a /they bad founded the Agenoe-generals pour la defenee de la liberte 
religleuee with the expressed purpose of propagating their opinions 
and exercising pressure upon the goverment. tfith the advent of the 
oanpaign against the Univeraite in 164J, Montalaabert had led in 
the establletaient of a 0Quits' pour la defense de la liberte rellgieuse. 
the objective of which was to Influence elections of deputies. To 
Montalenbert, Catholics not only had a right but a duty to partici
pate in polities, and when neoeasary, to fora a Catholic party. 8uch 
a party should not be allied with older political groupa but should 
be dedicated, he said, to the idea of securing for tbs Church the 
freedoa it needed. In 18AJ he wrote that "sovereignty no longer 
resides in a aingle monarchy but in the entire nation. The nation

^fcsile Faguet, Mar. Dupanloup. Un grand evequa (Paris, 1914), 151.



is Caesar and each citizen is a part of this 'Caesar.' In a word, 
the state is Oaesar and we are the state. Ood has placed in our
hands a portion of the sovereignty of this great Ohristian country,

.99and we have not only a right but a duty to exeroise our authority.
Catholics as a party, however, should not attach themselves to

a narrow political group; they should not support as a oollective
whole the Qrleaniots, the Bourbons, denoorats, republicans, or any
other such group, although Catholics as individuals should be free
to do so. Rather, Catholics should maintain a politioal indepen- 

100dence. At tines an indspendent position proved difficult to 
establish. For example, under the Second Sapire "independence neans 
opposition,11 Montalaabert wrote. "It is an opposition against tbs 
odious Iqrpoerisy of the official publicists who pretend that ths 
present regime is liberal."^* In the eleotions for ths Constituent 
Assenbly in 1646 Montalaabert asked all departmental branohes of the 
Oonlte pour la defense de la liberte rellgieuse to fornulate "lists 
of ths most honorable and most religious men of the reepeotive dis
tricts, regardless of what party they supported whether it be 
legitjaistj Qrleanist, or republican." It would be ridiculous, he 
said, to imagine that ths "votes of Oatholleo are impotent to aodify, 
transform and ameliorate the lists of other parties. The essential

^Charles de Montalaabert, JDu devoir dee catholiquea dans lea Elections (Paris, 1846), 7* —  ■
100Correspondence de M. le comte de Montalaabert (Peris, 1887), 127. 
101 . ,
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thing is to discipline Catholic v o t e s , T o  vote was the "sacred, 
national, and Christian duty" of all Catholics.10^ Montalenbert, 
therefore, clearly did not construe the independence of the spiritual 
from the temporal order to mean that Qgtholios should not organize 
politically to exert an influence on the elections, even though that 
influence should not be channelled to ths support of a particular 
political group. Catholics should use their individual politioal 
strength to insure tbs election of non who supported principles which 
Liberal Oatholies held essential. In such a way was ths politioal 
aotivity of the Liberal Oatholios distinguishable fros the earlier 
"clerical1' party. Ths latter had been identified perfectly with the 
Bourbon oausa.

Lacordaire did not essentially disagree, even though he feared 
that political aotivity by Catholics as a party, and especially by 
the clergy itself, would serve to disrupt ths independence of the 
Ohurch and to enfeoff it to a particular political position. He was 
himself a candidate for the Constituent Assembly in 1646 and was 
eleoted to represent Marseilles, In his opinion, however, the politi
oal role of the clergy during the revolutionary period of 1646 would 
and should be only a transitory phenaaanon. "Once the Republic is 
established and a constitution is written, the priest will find 
himself faced with a nation jealous of the distinction between the 
102As quoted in Lecanuet, Montalaabert. II, 566.
105Univers. February 26, 1646.
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spiritual and taaporal powers." Under such conditions, Lacordaire 
wrote, "the clergy of France would be harmed by exposing itself to 
political passions.” Luring the transitional period frcm one govern
ment to another, however, he felt that "to abstain frcn political
aotivity would be to abdicate one's duties, to desert the military

.104service at the hour of battle." Therefore, he hoped that the
french clergy would take its place in the Constituent Assembly and
"Act there as tbs mediator between extreme parties without taking

105the side of any one of then."
After the invasion of the Assembly by a mob on May 15, 1846, and 

as a result of the general growth of radicalism, Lacordaire oane to 
believe that his place was not in the midst of those political 
tempests and that it was no longer possible for him to maintain his 
independence. Consequently, he resigned his position.When he 
entered the Assembly, he had taken his plaoe in the upper benches 
on the extreme left of the assembly hall, thus failing to place him
self in the position of mediator, as he had suggested that the clergy 
should. Be was not prspared for the events of May and June. With 
the advent of ifcrie radicalism came Laoordaire's political retrench
ment and bis reversion to his original position regarding the 
political activity of the clergy.^? Thereafter he remained consistent

*̂ 6re nouvelle. April 22, 1848. *̂ Ibid.
106cf, T.W. Allies, Journal in France in 1845 and 1848 (London,

1849), 227-28.
107Bernard Obocarne, Lacordaire. 2 vols. (Paris, 1875), II, 224-25.



in hie abstention fr cm politics as such. "The true Liberal Oat ho
llo, u ha wrote in 1661, "is neither a Legitimists, an Qrleanist, a 
Bonapartial, or a republican; he ie above all the friend of civil 
liberty and of political and religious freedom....Political parties 
should be plaoed in a subordinate position in his mind."*®^ Lacor
daire thereby set forth the point of view held by Montalembert.

Freedom of Oonsoienoe and Religion 
Having postulated the independence of Church and state and thus 

disavowed state protection of the Ofauroh, Liberal Catholics pre
supposed the acceptance of freedom of religion and free don of con
science . Those freedaas bad been ths oore of L'Avenir'a program, 
and if Mirarl vos had not condemned religious liberty specifically 
and by name, the &  cyclical had oertainly indicated that freedom of 
religion was outside the scope of orthodoxy. Gregory XVI bad agreed 
with St. Augustine that there was no "worse death for the soul than 
the freedom of error." When restraint la removed, the "already dis
ordered nature" of man "plunges headlong to disaster.Gould 
Liberal Catholics, therefore, sincerely ask for freedom of conscience 
and religion— two cardinal points of their program7

Mirarl vos notwithstanding, Liberal Oatholica considered freedom 
lod 0Lottres inedit os du R.P. H.-D. Imoordaire (Paris, 1674), 247,
1007As quoted in J.H. Moody, ed., Ohurch and Society (Hew York, 1955), 

250.



of conscience to be an integral part of Oatholio doctrine, unani
mously supported by the Church fathers. The law of Sod, they said, 
oould not be Imposed on the individual} if it is accepted by a 
Oatholio, it is affined, ae Karl Adam has put it, "in the light 
of his practical reason and by the free choice of his will be aalcss 
it his own, so that it becones his own law, an aot of his moral 
freedom, a determination cf his moral conscience...There is no room 
here for the arbitrary.* When an individual has failed to recognize 
Cod's will plainly or when he is involved in "invincible error,"
Adam continued, be is not "bound to the objeotive law, but to that 
which appears to his conscience to be Cod's will, although the Judg
ment of his conscience be objectively false. No less an authority

11cthan St. Thomas stresses this obligation of the erroneous conscience."
In tbs opinion of Liberal Catholics, ths Ohuroh was the 

infallible teacher of revealed truth and the only effeotive means of 
salvation} being conscious of this, the Ohurch oould never admit 
that Catholics are in the same oondition as non-Catholics in regard 
to moral truth. There was not Sfuality between religious aeots since 
only the Roman Catholic Church was infallible. But when an individual 
rejects the infallible truth, should the Church still respect his 
liberty of conseiencef "It is especially here, " Adam wrote, "in 
this extrenest conflict between authority and conscience, that we 
realize again the intense earnestness with whioh the Ohuroh guards

^^Karl Adam, The Spirit of Oatholiolsn (Mew York, 19^1), 225.
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the rights of conscience, even of an erroneous conscience.” The
Church seeks to convince the conscience, not overpower it; but she
always recognizes the right of the conscience not to heed Oatholic 

111truth.
This, too, was the Liberal Oatholic ooncept of freedom of con

science. Liberty of conscience and religious liberty, that is, 
freedca of cults, were inseparable from a logical point of view. If 
an individual's innately free will led him away from the Catholio 
faith, and if the Cburoh recognized his freedca to stray, then suet 
not the Church aleo recognize his fresdon to join others of similar 
consciences! To grant him this freedom was not to deny Catholic 
truth or to admit that Catholicism was not superior to other faiths, 
freedom of religion, that is, oivll tolerance, did not contradict 
dogmatic or theological Intolerance— -the right of the Church to 
expect all Catholics to accept and respect the authority of the 
Church on theological questions. In their opinion, however, civil 
intolerance was incompatible with Catholic theology regarding respect 
for freedom of conscience.

Essential to the Liberal Catholic support of religious liberty 
was the distinction between civil tolerance and dogmatic intolerance, 
for only by establishing such a differentiation could the Montalem- 
bert group hope to escape censure on the charge of "indifferentism." 
Cardinal Antonelli, Fapal Seoretary of State, made it clear to

111Adam, Spirit of Catholicism. 226.



Montalembert that Catholic doctrine expressly disallowed the "liberty 
of error, 11 that ia to say, "Indifferent!am." In Antonelli's opinion
French Liberal Catholics, by championing freedca of conscience or 
religious liberty, seetaed to be compromising with "indifferentism^^ 
Montalaabert had, in reality, already answered this complaint in a 
letter to the Cardinal written in December, 1665. "It ia not a 
question of knowing whether error has rights and should be given 
liberty," Montalaabert said. "Rather, it is a question of deciding 
whether sen who are in error have liberty. I have said that they 
have the right*..not to be persecuted, the right to be tolerated by 
the oivil government. Considering the actual stats of J&irope, to de
mand liberty for others while demanding it for the Church is to 
recognize, not the rights of error, but the inevitable and Invincible 
exigences of the Church's adversaria. To ask for liberty for the 
Ohurch in order to refuse it to others is to lose and dishonor the 
Ohuroh* s cause in advance."11^ As Foie set said, "Rationally, it is
impossible to support the theory that error is equal to truth, that

114society should remain indifferent to error and truth.” To such 
an argument, Montalaabert answered that "dogmatic intolerance is 
inseparable from eternal truth; it is necessary to the Church just 
as civil tolerance is necessary to modern sooiety." Insisting that 
he was speaking not as a theologian since he was unqualified for the

U 2Lecanuet, Montalaabert. Ill, 371. 115IbidIll, 566.
llABoiseard, Polsset. 195.
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role, but as an "homme politiquehe went on to say in his Malinee 
speech that in his opinion, "liberty of conscience is the most 
precious, the moat sacred, the nost legitimate, and the most neces
sary of all liberties.5

In his Princlpee de *89 the Abbe Godard made a complete analysis 
of the Liberal Oatholic attitude toward freedom of religion. First 
of all, he stated that they did not reject the infallibility of the 
Church, but he said that it was possible to advocate liberty of con
science without being guilty of "indifferentism.'' Liberty of error 
was not a natural right as the Constitution of 179? seemed to state.
A Catholic, however, might support religious liberty, not as a 
natural right, but as a positive human right, subject to restrictions; 
he might advocate it as a constitutional right, but not as an 
unlimited liberty.Unlimited liberty of cults had never been 
admitted by any people, he continued. Religions which prescribed 
himan sacrifice, sexual promiscuity, the abolition of property, for 
example— these had not been tolerated by civil governments. ^ 7 

Theologians as well as statesmen agreed that a limited liberty of 
religion was good and legitimate, conforming always to the needs of 
political society as it was manifested in a given situation and to 
the rights and liberties acquired by the posseseion of liberty

^^foutalembert, LlKgliee libra dans l*&tat libra (Brussels, 1865), 17.
116Godard, Princlpee de *69. 98.
117Ibld.. 100.
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118Itself. Some theologians, therefore, as veil ae Liberal Oatholice 

reoognized that political or civil tolerance, whioh conelated of 
allowing each to profess the religion he preferred, was not only 
licit but n e c e s s a r y I n  the opinion of Liberal Oatholice, Oodard 
said, the law ought not to be regulated by the intrinsic truth of 
religions, but according to the proper aim of civil society which is 
the promotion of the temporal welfare of the community and of the 
individual^ who constitute that community. The Churoh'e concern was 
with the spiritual welfare and happiness in another life, a fact which 
placed ite interests in a different realm than those of the state. 
Liberal Oatholice were convinced that the truth would triumph all the 
more gloriously without the protection of the oivil power, and eense- 
quently, it was hatter that the state allowed complete religious 
liberty.120

Whether Liberal Oatholice were able to reconoile completely their 
support of religiose liberty to what seemed to most to be Oatholic 
dootrine is a matter far theological speculation. That all Liberal 
Oatholice believed in religious liberty as a positive good is a con- 
orete fact. Religious liberty, wrote the ibbe Meignan, an associate 
of Oratry, "was the natural and inevitable fruit of the diesidenoe 
between Christian communions. Whan Christianity became divided, it 
was neoessary to choose between reciprocal persecution which would 
have been dangerous for all, and an honorable liberty for both stroqg
118Codard, PrInclose de 89. 104.
119 120Ibid.. 106. ibid.. 107.
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121and weak." In tha prospectus for the reorganized Correspondent 

Albert de Broglie wrote that that journal would ever atand for free
dom of conaoience and of religion, "precious liberties written into

122all our constitutions over the laat sixty year a." Was the
regiae of religious liberty the ideal, the only good! "We have never 
said ao," wrote the editora of the Oorraapondant. "but it exiata and 
we like it."*2  ̂ Another tlae, Broglie wrote that if "Catholio faith 
is inconpatible with religious liberty, it would be a tragedy."*2̂  

Lacordaire went eves further. He adaltted that religious 
liberty, taken in an absolute aenae, would signify indifference in 
Betters of theology. Such extreniso would be absurd, he said. He, 
too, made the distinction between civil toleranoe and dogoatic 
indifference, adding that the atate had a duty to grant religious 
toleration.So great was hi a reepeot for religious liberty that 
he praieed the eighteenth-century philoaophea for having retrieved 
the spirit which pronoted the Sdiot of Mantas.*2^ The philosophy 
of the eighteenth century, "even though it was the eneny of 
Christianity, was founded on the deaire to return to a system of 
121 ,Abbe Meignan, "D'un aoureaent antireligieuse an France," 

Correspondent. X (1659), 225-250, 244.
l22Lecanuet, Montalaabert. Ill, 116.
*25lifeill, Hlatolre du catholiciaae liberal. 181.124Broglie, Correspondent. I (I856), 508.
125ucordaire to Fklloux, July 27, 1859, Correspond ant. CCVII (1911), 858.
126Lacordaire, Oeuvres. VII, 286-87.
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equitable toleration. It prepared for the enfranchisement of all

■127oonaoienoea in the oenturiea to cane. '
Bren Dupanloup, the moat hesitating member of the group of

Liberal Catholics, aeams to hare accepted religious liberty without
reservation. Speaking of the reactionaries among the clergy, he
stated in hia diary that there were three or four phrases which he
detested-— “Inquisition, Saint Bartholomew, the revocation of the

128Bdict of Hantea, and intoleranoe.1 When he opposed the election
+of Littre to the flench Academy in 1662, he was accused of denying 

liberty of eoneoience. To the accusation he answered tbat "the 
liberty of the Academy consists in voting for or against. And my 
liberty, and that of eaoh of my colleagues, consists in fighting for, 
or opposing, according to ay ooznrictione, a candidate." Liberty, 
after all, “is the use of public discussion to defend or oppose 
an idea or movement. When in 1676 he so bitterly opposed the 
observance of the eentenary of Voltaire's death, he again assumed 
that he was not challenging liberty of conscience, but rather that he 
was exeroising his own liberty and freedom to oppose what he deapieed 
so much.

As might be expeoted, the moat eloquent plea fori liberty of
conscience came from Monta lsmbert, first in his apesohes at Ha line a
and later in his “L'&pagne et la liberte." At Malinee in 1665 he
127 „ %Laoordaire, Iloxe funebre de O'Connell. 15.
loftL. Branehereau, ed. Journal iiAi—  da Monselgneur Dupanloup (fttr±s, 1902), 226.
12 L̂aGrange, DupaBlouP»
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said, "I support liberty of consoience without qualification or 
reservation. All of Its consequences which public norality allows 
and which justice denands, I accept...But can one ask for liberty 
for truth and refuse it to error, that is, refuse it to those who 
think differently? I answer unequivocally: No. Everyone, if he
is in good faith, believes he holds the truth. ** He deolared that 
he felt a horror for any violence against huaanity made in the naae 
of religion. "The stakes set afire by Catholics cause ne as nucb 
pain as the scaffolds where so aany Catholics have been sacrificed 
by Protestants. A gag placed into ths aou$h of anyone who preaches 
his faith with pure heart causes ae to feel that it ia placed 
between ay own lips, and I quake with sorrow.1* The Spanish 
Inquisitor, "who said to the heretio, 'Truth or Death, 1 is as odious 
to ae as the terrorist of the frenoh Revolution who said to ay 
grandfather, ‘Liberty, Fraternity, or Death.'" The huaan conaoienoe, 
deolared Montalenbert, "has the right to ask that these terrible 
alternatives not be posed*-1^® To a Protestant ainister, Mantalea- 
bert wrote, "I deplore and reprove as nuoh as you any violenoe 
c omitted in the nane of religion.8 The revocation of the Edict of 
Nantes with its cortege of "typocrlsy and Inbunanity," he regarded 
as the principle cauee of the outburst of eighteenth-century pro
fanation.1 *̂

Montalaabert, as well as other Liberal Catholics, was charged

^■^Charles de Montalaabert, L'^liae llbre dans l'ftat llbrs.
(Brussels, 166?), 7-6.

^ "Lettree infdites de Lacordaire, Montalaabert, at George Sand," 
L'Aaateur d'autoaraohee- HIT (1900), 2-17, 15•



164
with accepting religious liberty with reservations. Georges Weill 
has written that "for Montalaabert, liberty ia a natural right, 
while civil tolerance is a staple laisaez-passer accorded to evil 
and to error because of the circumstances of a particular time."
The accusation is hardly just, even admitting that the Oatholic 
ideal was a religious unity which would obviate ths necessity for 
toleration. Until the unforeseeable time when such unanimity was 
aohieved Montalembert and his associates pleaded for liberty of 
conscience not on a _laiasez-paeser basis, but as a freedom based 
upon right. Montalembert made this clear when, in his treatise 
on Spain, he said that "once implanted or simply proclaimed, 
religious liberty cannot be extirpated. Just as in the case of 
printing, it can be used far good or bad, but it cannot be abol
ished. It is the same with universal suffrage; once it is intro
duced, it is inexpugnable.Again he declared that he was 
diaoussing neither theory nor abstractions. "I pose neither thesis, 
antithesis, nor hypotbasis. I speak of the liberty of religion, 
pure and simple.

Nothing could have been more forthright than Montalembert1 s 
letter to the Journal de Bsria in 1866. "Liberty of cult," he 
declared, "eonsists of the right of every nan and every citizen 
to leave the cult in which he has been reared to eabraoe another;

^^Weill, Revue de aynthVsa historioue. XV, 52J.
^''Montalaabert, Blbliotheoue univereelle et revue Suisse. LV, 201. 
I?4Ibld.. 198.
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it includes hie right to choose between all the religions estab
lished in his country, to introduce new ones, to propagandize in
their behalf by writing and speaking, to open churches without any 

I55restrictions.11 Such was religious liberty ae he understood it. 
His approach to liberty of coneoience and freedca of religion, 
therefore, was essentially positive. His failure to label those 
liberties as "natural rights1* to be held eternally valid aay be 
viewed either as an attempt to ocoply with Catholic doctrine,whioh 
held that the ideal and "natural" goal was religious unanloity, or 
it aay be seen as the realization that unlimited liberty of religion, 
taken in an absolute sense, was iapractioal frca a purely political 
point of view. Hie acceptance of religious liberty, however, was 
none the less real.

The Syllabus of firrore 
Against the tenets of Liberal Oatholloisa, including its 

interpretation of Church-state relations, Pius IX dirooted the 
Syllabus of Errors and the fincyclieal Quanta oura in Deceaber, 1664. 
Seemingly, it promised to deal a death blow to such fonsulae as "a 
free Ohuroh in a free state," for it described as errors the propo
sitions that the Church lacked the power to employ dir sot or indi
rect force upon any t cap oral power and that the Churoh ought to be 
excluded absolutely fraa all charge and den inion over teaporel 
affaire. Apologists of Pius XX have sinoe sought to shew that the
155 vMontalaabert, Bibllotbeaue univereelle et revue Suisse. LV, 209*



Pope did not intend the Syllabus to be a sweeping condemnation of
modern liberties and the precepts upon which they were founded.
Sooe^^ have indicated that Rons meant the Syllabus to have speoifio
reference to Italy and the threats there to the Papacy. These
explanations notwithstanding, it was abundantly clear to Prenoh
Liberal Catholics, and particularly to Montalembert, that their
political doctrines had been placed outside the pale of orthodoxy.
Montalembert was so convinced that euoh was the case that he
immediately proposed to oease publishing the Correspondent, sinoe

157its program was now condemned. Having so recently been repri- 
maned by the Holy See for his Malines speeches of 1865, he oould 
have hardly thought otherwise. Furthermore, French Liberal Catholics 
had reason to believe that their former assoolate and now their arch 
opponent, Mgr* Carbet, had formulated the list of errors upon which 
the Syllabus was based; and they could only assume that the list 
was directed as much at them as at the Italian situation.More
over, if the Montalembert group needed further confirmation, it was 
supplied fay Mgr. Pie, Bishop of Poitiers and speolal favorlts of the 
Pope. In I865 Mgr* Fie said, In a letter to his clergy, that it was 
true that the Syllabus had been directed against the adversaries of
156of. especially I.E.Y. Hales, Pio Mono (New York, 19̂ 4), Chapter VII.
157Leoanuet, Montalembert. Ill, 384; cf. Weill, Histolre du 

catholicises liberal. 172.
l^®cf. Mgr. Olynpe-Philippe Qerbet, Oeuvres Wyr| Qerbet. 2 vole. 

(Baris, 1676), II, 90-92.
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the Ohuroh outside the faith, but "aore especially against those 
within the Ohurch."*29 The next year Louis Yeuillot published, 
with the Pope's blessing, his Illusion llberale in which he said 
that the Syllabus proved that the Liberal Oatholic school had been 
opposed to Cathollo doctrine.

The publication of Dupanloup1s La Convention du 15 septeabre 
et l'encyolioue du 8 deceabre served to counteract the sweeping 
condeanations aade by the Syllabus and to provide at least a aodua 
vlvendl for Liberal Oatholios. In his paaphlet Dupanloup first 
defended the Pope's tsapors 1 sovereignty in Italy; then he pro
ceeded to give a aore palatable interpretation of the Syllabus.
For his efforts he received the thanks of 63O bishops and the

130approval of the Pope. The Renan Pontiff'a approval, according to 
Cardinal Antons111, resulted fraa Dupanloup' a brilliant defense of 
the Pope's tenporal power rather than strict agrseaent with 
Dupanloup's intsrepretation of the Syllabus.1 *̂1

In his camentary on the Syllabus Dupanloup stated that it "is 
an eleaentary rule of interpretation that the oondeanation of a
proposition does not necessarily laply the afflraatlon of its

-142opposite.” Purtheraore, the condeanation of a proposition night 

159Louis P.-D. fi. Pie, Oeuvres coaoletea (Poitiers, 1856-1879)*
i M LaGrange, Honseigneur _Dupanloup. II, 346.
141J. Maurain, La politloue eccleaiastique du second eaplre (Paris, 

1930), 718; cf. Maynard. Dupanloup. 154; Hales. Plo Mono. 261; 
R. Aubert, Le ppntiflcat ds Pie IX (Paris, 1952), Chapter VIII.

142Dupanloup, Houvellea oeuvres cholalaa. iv, 323.
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imply that it was falsa only whan stated as an absolute truth.
For example, the Syllabus stated that it was an error to aay that 
"it is necessary to proclaia and observe the principle of non
intervention.. . .In condemning such a proposition did the Pope mean 
to melee intervention the absolute and universal rulef It would be

1 Azabsurd to answer in the affirmative.11 J Moat important to Dupan- 
loup's interpretation* however, was ths distinction between the 
"thesis" and the "hypothesis" which theologians had used in the 
past. The thesis represented the Catholic ideal in a society wholly 
Oatholic; the hypothesis was what was possible or just in society
as it then existed. "That which is admissible in ths hypothesis is

144often false when stated as an absolute truth, that is, as a thesis." 
So when Rome condemned ths proposition that ths Church should be 
separated from the state, and the state from the Church, it was 
condemning the notion that separation in an absolute and complete 
form constituted the ideal toward which Catholics should work.
Rene was not, on the contrary, insisting that the state and the 
Church should not be mutually independent; nor was it supporting a 
theocratic or Galilean system̂ *-* In the condemnation of the propo
sition that everybody should be free to give public utteranoe, in 
every possible situation and by every possible means, to all his 
opinions whatever they might be, the Pope was not condemning the

^^Dupanloup, Hours lies oeuvres choialea. IV, 525.
144Ibid.. 527.
145̂Ibld.. J46.
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concept of freedom of speech exoept in eo far aa that freadoa vaa

146oonatrued to be an abaoluta liberty. But what government, Dupan
loup a Sited, no natter how liberal, hae ever undertaken to guarantee
absolute freadoa of apaach without restrictions that is, in the
sense of the thesis rather than the hypothesisl Likewise, freedoa
of the prase was nowhere accepted ae a thesis an absolute. So
by con denning propositions that such freedoms be held absolute and 
universal, the Pope was doing no aore, Dupanloup said, than the 
aoat liberal governnents did when they passed laws against abusive 
uses of the press.

The apparent oondeanation of the concept of religious liberty 
was analyzed by Itapanloup in sinilar fashion. "Liberty of oon-I
soience— how aany erroneous ways there are of understanding this 
expression! If it aeana doctrinal indifferexxtiam or the equality 
in itself of the trusand the false, should not the Chur oh oondaan 
itf And if we are to understand this liberty to nean that con
science is sovereign and superior to Divine Law, is this not to

147place aan above God?" 1 The Pope and the Church had an ideal of 
religious unity, he said, and aen do not have the right to ask them 
to transform relative or temporary necessities into absolute truths, 
to make dogmatic principles out of the divisions in the realm of 
Christianity, although those divisions were tolerated. Without doubt, 
the Catholic C lurch "wishes that there was no need for liberty of 
1 k6DUpanloup, Wourolios oeuvres cholsles. IF, *̂9.

5*5-



cults. It desires the unity of the human race in the Ohuroh. That 
ia the ideal, the thesis haraony of minds, not anarchy* la the goal." 
In the absence of such unity* however, did the Pope indicate in the 
Syllabus that Catholics should iapose their discipline by foroet 
Hot at all, IXipanloup deolared. "The Pope did not intend to condean 
governments which, because of the lack of religious unity, have 
written religious toleration into their constitutions. Nothing uould 
be further frco the truth. Pius IX told ae last year in Rone: 'Jews 
and Protestants are free in Roae; the Jews have their synagogue and 
the Protestants their chapel.'" A Oatholic oould, therefore, 
support sincerely a constitution which proelalaed religious liberty, 
Itapanloup said. Such a "hypothesis* bad not been condemned. In 
short, what bad been condemned was the proposition that unlinitsd 
liberty of religion was a universal ideal, absolute and obligatory 
in every oentury and in every country. To admit to such would be to 
accept the multiplication of religious sects as a positive good.
Such a concept ran oounter to the Church's ideal of unity, that is, 
to the thesis.^ 9

With the publication of his analysis of the Syllabus, Aipanloup 
"became the Pope of Liberal Catholic las No doubt his precep
torial modifications of the spirit cf the Syllabus served to make 
Libera 1 Oatholiolsm a practical possibility, but the faot still 
stood that the pontifical pronouncements of Pius IX bad further

liiQJDupanloup, Houvelles oeuvres c hols is s. IF, 544, Ibid., 5^7-
Justin Fevre, Ls oentenairs de Mgr. Dupanloup (Paris, 190J),

51.
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differentiated between the epirit of Catholioism and the epirit 
of modern Liberalian. As a consequence the goal of Liberal
Catholicism a rapprochement between the Ohurch and Liberalism—
wee placed even more out of reach.

The distinction Dupanloup made between the thesis and the 
hypothesis drew oriticlea from all sides. By Liberals he was accused 
of hypocrisy; by intransigent Catholics, of heresy; and even 
Montalembert credited him with being a master of "eloquent subter
f u g e . * ^  Par from being an analysis of the Syllabus, wrote a 
hostile Oatholic critic, Dupanloup1s pamphlet was basically un anti- 
Syllabus.*^ Dupanloup threw upon the papal dooument a shadow and a 
veil instead of full light, it was charged.1*^ "Changing totally the 
sense of the Aieyclioal, Dupanloup sacrificed Catholic truth to public 
opinion, over which he exeroised a veritable empire."*^ To many 
intransigent Catholics Dupanloup bad not just demanded the admission 
by the Church of the hypothesis. Be had instead insisted upon the 
"acceptance, without reserve of any kind, of modern sooiety, of 
'indifferent!am,' of liberty of thought, oonscience, press and of 
religion."1̂  Dupanloup was, in their opinion, truly the "anonymous 
Arius of the nineteenth century.
151John E.E.D. Acton, History of Freedom and Other Essays (London, 

1907), 425.
152 ^Jules Morel, Somme contre le Catholicisms liberal. 2 vols. (Paris,

1677), I, 157. 
l̂ MSynard, Dupanloup. 136.
^Louie Baunerd, Histolre du Cardinal Pie. 2 vols. (Paris, 1636),
I55 -J1*Fevre, Osntenalre de Dupanloup. 174. °̂Ibid.. 51.



On tho other hand, Dupanloup *s formula of "thesis" and "hypoth
esis" left the Liberal Oatholice unguarded against chargea that they 
always reserved the "anterior and superior rights of the Ohuroh11 in 
ita relationship to the Btate, and that they acoepted religious 
liberty only as a neceaaity of the tinea. Hie foraula, continued 
Pressense, was merely an ingenious device by which the Ohurch oould 
invoke liberty in fact, while rejecting it in theory.^7 No doubt 
the distinction between the theeis and hypothesis exposed Liberal 
Oatholice aore than ever to the erltlein that they did not accept 
liberty as a positive good, but only ae a neana by whioh the Ohurch 
could regain its lost strength}^

Certainly Liberal Catholics, after the condemnation of Lamennais 
and especially after the Syllabus, were plagued ty contradictions 
in their position. Perhaps it was true, ae Veuillot declared, that 
after the Syllabus, "a Oatholic no longer could be a Liberal or call 
hlaaelf one.“159 At least the Liberal Catholic's position was more 
difficult. Proponents of the reconciliation of the Ohuroh and 
society were toraented by self-contradictions, which they never 
succeeded in haraonlzing. It wee tills fact, stated one Liberal, that 
gave Liberal Oatholice "an appearance of insincerity. In reality 
they do not deserve the imputations it was their position which was

S. de Pressense, “Dupanloup," Berue bleue. XV(1884), 56
156 ,A. Leroy-Beaulieu. Lee oatholiauas liberaux (Paris, I865), 212; 

cf. Boissard, Theonhile Foleset. 197.
159Monde. February 18, 1865.
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false, not t h e m s e l v e s . T h e i r  position was at best difficult.

Dupanloup, after 1664, became increasingly lees Liberal; 
following the debacle of 1370 and later the triumph of republicanism, 
he wa8 more and more removed from hie times. The other remaining 
champion of the Liberal Catholic group originating about 1840, Monta
lembert, became consistenly more adamant in his support of Liberal 
principles. Montalembert'a la#t pamphlet, "L'fspagne et- la liberte,11 
was in such disoord with the spirit of the Syllabus that his friends, 
the editors of Correspondent, refused to print it. They felt that 
it would be expressly condemned by Rome. Given by Montalembert to 
the charge of Pers Hyacinths, who became Protestant in 1370 in 
reaction to the definition of Papal Infallibility, it was first 
printed in a Swiss journal. Following the publication of HL'£apagne 
et la liberte,H there ensued litigation against the journal for 
having published it without the consent of Montalembert'a heirs. 
Ownership of the manuscript was awarded to the latter, and the pam
phlet was never printed in France. Since then hie Oatholic admirers 
have attempted to show that Montalembert never violated the spirit of 
the Syllabus, that he always distinguished between the thesis and the 
hypothesis, and that his outlook was exonerated and verified by the 
Holy See during the pontificate of Leo X I I I . W h e t h e r  Leo XXIX's 
Encyclical, Ianortale Del, accepted the philosophy of Liberalism as

160 fPres sense, Contemporary Portraits. 144.
X̂ X %cf., for example, Mgr. d'Hulst, "Le quatrieme congres de Malinea,"

Correspondent. CXXVIII (1691), 976-95r 932.
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thoroughly as did Montaleabert la at lsast questionable. Cartainly, 
the spirit of "L'lJepagne et la liberte" was altogether aliun to that 
of the Syllabus. In the final analysis, however, any judgment on the 
completeness of Montaleabert1a Liberal faith oust be at beat tubjeo- 
tive.

Speaking of the reasons for bis resignation from the National 
Assembly in May, 1846, Lacordaire wrote, HI embodied two distinct 
oharaoters, that of the religious and that of the oitizen. It was 
impossible for me to separate then. Both were oalled upon to prove 
worthy of the other, so that the acts of the oitizen should never 
cause any pain to the oonsoienee of the religious....In spite of 
kyself, I saw that it was impossible to keep the b a l a n c e T h i s  
personal dHenna was in reality the larger problem of Cfcuroh and 
state in miniature. Although the Liberal Catholics postulated the 
mutual independence of the spiritual and temporal spheres---a free 
Church in a free state— they could not separate them, aqy more than 
a Cuinet or later a Jaures could divcroe his conoept of the state 
from hie own personal moral, social, and religious convictions. The 
Liberal Catholic could not accept anymore than Rousseau could have 
accepted— and for preoisely the same reasons— -the absolutely 
secularized state. There remained always a subtle but powerful and 
provooative interfusion of Interests In regard to civil law and 
Christian moral law and of social ethics and Catholic teaohing.
I / O Chooarne, Lacordaire. II, 225.



Because of their convictions, ths Liberal Catholics oould not 
edalt wide-scale discrepancies between the state's procedures and the 
moral doctrines of the Church, Being fully enfranchised eitizens, 
they would not abdioate their right to hold those convictions. They 
felt that modern society and the reign of liberty should grant them 
the right to seek the realization of their own private utopia— a 
ftranoe in which Church and state were independent of one another, but 
in which all Frenohmen were Catholic and therefore activated by 
Catholic principles and doctrines* In reality they sought only what 
azqr philosophical or political noraaent desires if It is oonvinced 
of its own validityt to win followers and thus insure the applica
tion of a particular prograa.

In return for freedom Liberal Catholics pledged thenaelvee to 
respect the institutions under which they enjoyed freedom. That ia 
to say, they ohampioned freedom of religion because they fervently 
believed in the individual'a liberty of conscience and because 
experience and history seemed to indicate that only by observing 
others1 rights to opinions would their own rights be respected. In 
aocspting such a position they seemed to stand opposed to the Ohuroh's 
proclamations and definitions. To escape censure and to formulate a 
position whioh they believed would harmonize their personal convlo
tions with the dootrinee of Rome— or at least, make it possible for 
them to hold their opinions and ream in in the Roman Church— they 
devised, under Dupanloup's direction, the rather shallow distinction 
between the thesis and the hypothesis. Thus they were able to agree



that the ideal, the "thesis," of Catholic unanimity would obviate the 
necessity for liberty of cults, but that as long as there was a 
multiplicity of religious groups, the "hypothesis" or practical point 
of departure would allow full Catholic support of the prinoiple of 
religious liberty. They rejected, then, the Church's traditional 
claims for a privileged position in the state, as well as the efficacy 
or desirability of a policy of coercion, and accepted sincerely, if 
lllogically, the principles of religious liberty and of the laic



Chapter IV 
GALLICANISM AND ULTHAKONTANISM 

Integrally associated with the question of Church-state re
lations in nineteenth-century France -was the trend, on the part 
of the French clergy, away from Gallicanism in the direction of Ultra- 
montaniam. Gallicanism, a term given to the preference for a French 
Church controlled by the national monarch and ecclesiastical hierarchy 
as opposed to the supra-national direction by the papacy, rested his
torically on the Concordat of 1516 and the Four Articles of the 
Galilean Church of I6d2. These gave the king the rlgjht to appoint 
principal ecclesiastical officials, affirmed the independence of the 
French monarch in his relations with the Papacy, and denied the Pope1s 
right to restrain the temporal power of rulers. They had the effect of 
limiting papal power by stating the superiority of council over the 
Pope and by emphasizing the prerogatives of the bishops. Even if it 
is an exaggeration to state that the liberties of the Galilean Church" 
were only liberties against the Papacy and a mask for the servility of 
the Church to the monarch, certain it Is that the Galilean Church and the 
monarchy were complemental and that they coalesced to form the core of 
the old regime.

They were the twin victims of the French Be volution. In their
177
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previous forms, both became anachronistic and superanuated after August 
of 1789• The Civil Constitution of the Clergy, by emphasizing the 
stated supervision of clerical affairs, pointed out the folly of the 
Galilean formula for Church-state relations. Subordination of Church 
to state or the mutual dependence of the two was a relative good for 
the Church, depending upon the nature and philosophy of the state.
The Galileans had assumed the continuation of a Christian monarchy, 
an assumption which was ill-founded. With the revolution and later 
the Concordat of 1801 the obsolescence of the Galilean tradition was 
foretold, for Gallicanism rested upon premises— especially the pre
supposition of the continuation of a propitious monarchy— which the 
Revolution and Napoleon destroyed.

The Concordat especially doomed the Galilean tradition. Giving 
the bishop greater power over the priests in his diocese, the Concordat 
stipulated that the bishop should name "cures" to the principal towns 
of the different cantons and that they should be irremovable. But in 
the less populous parishes, the "desservants" or "succursales" were 
named by the bishop and could be dismissed by him.^ Furthermore, no 
priest could leave the diocese or carry out official functions in his 
parish without the authorization of the bishop. According to sons 
estimates, three-fourths of the priests were "amovible" at the

■̂cf. C. Allignol, ed., De l1 fetat actuel du clerge en France et en
particularier des curds ruraux appalls desservants (Paris. 1839). 
136-255.

^Adrien Dansette, Histoire relicieuse de la France contemporaine.
2 vols. (Paris, 1948), I, 183-87.
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bishop's pleasure.^ The resultinr defection to Rome caused the 
Abbe Darboy, later Archbishop of Paris and recognized leader of 
Gallican forces, to charge that the priests praised "the pope at a 
distance in order to insult the bishops who are c l o s e . T h e  priest 
in the nineteenth century, therefore, became the natural proponent of 
Ultramontanism, for it was to Roue that the priest looked for a 
counterbalance to the episcopal power.

Ear from re-establishing the Church-state relations of the old 
regime, the Concordat negotiated by Napoleon subordinated the Erench 
hierarchy to the 3tate to a degree not previously known. Against the 
encroachments of the state, the bishops too would demand papal pro
tection. Therefore, the Concordat not only restored the Church in 
France, but by it, "Home gained a victory in a land, from which up 
until now had gone forth the most energetic protest against the ab
solute power of the p a p a c y . " ^  T h e  process by which the Pope forced 
the resignation of all bishops and Installed new ones increased the 
papal power over the French clergy. It was accomplished in a manner 
which "could only be defended on Bellarmine1 s theory of papal Supre
macy. In spite of his Gallicaniaa and his studies of Bossuet,

^Thomas William Allies, Journal in Prance in 1645 and 1848 (London, 
1849), 20. Georges Weill put the proportion at nine-tenths.
(G. Weill, "Catholicisms francais au xLxe si&cle," Revue da 
synthese historiaue. XV (1907), 320.)

Âbbe" Darboy, Nouvelle lettre a K. l*Abbe Cambolot (Paris, 1851). 16. 
cf. "The Gallican Church," The Quarterly Review CXVIII (1865), 527.

^Erederik Nielsen, The History of the Papacy in the HXth Century. 2 
vols. (New fork, 1906) 1,242.



Bonaparte inflicted by his action a deadly wound on the liberties of 
the Gallican Church, and Roman Ultramontanism could congratulate itself 
on having got the French government to accept the Ultramontane theory 
of the supremacy of the Pope over the episcopate, and to silence every 
appeal to the old Gallican canon law."6 Furthermore, the toleration 
by the Empire of other religious groups deprived the clergy of its 
ancient predominance in the state; as a result, the clergy naturally 
strengthened its ties with the head of the Church in Rome in an at
tempt to buttress its own position vis-a-vis the state7 In short, as 
Dansette has written, the Revolution destroyed the Gallican Church, 
the Bonapartist settlement inadvertently sanctioned that destruction, 
and Ultramontanism commenced its triumphant career. The Empire delayed 
the course of that triumph by only a decade.

Ultramontanism: De Maistre and Lamennais 
Ultramontanism embodied both a political and social philosophy as 

well as a theology. Theologically, supremacy of the Papacy was the 
central core of Ultramontane doctrine. The Pope was intrinsically the 
spokesman of an infallible Church, and it followed logically— and as

^Nielsen, The History of the Papacy in the XlXth Century. I, 242-43.
7 \Weill, Revue de ayntheae hlstorigue. XV, 320.
8Dansette, Histoire religjeuse de la France« I, 187.
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the Vatican Council of 1869 was to show, historically that the Pope
himself was the embodiment of the Church’s infallibility. Consequent
ly in matters of theology and doctrine, the Pope possessed absolute 
rights, subject only to the guidance of the Holy Spirit. If institu
tions such as the Gallican tradition had evolved to challenge the 
authority of the Papacy, those institutions worked not only against 
Catholic truth and God's intentions, but also they served to hinder 
the Church's mission of saving souls by impregnating minds with 
Catholic discipline, for such fallacies as the Gallican Church, by 
weakening the central leadership, diluted Catholic doctrine to the 
pleasure of local political influences. The strength of the Church 
was proportionate to the Papacy* s strength, or as Lamennais wrote, "No 
Pope, no Church; no Church, no Christianity; no Christianity, no re
ligion, at least for all peoples who had been Christians; no religion,
no society.

As a political and social philosophy, Ultramontanism ranged, pre
vious to 1830, almost uniformly within the scope of conservative tra
ditionalism fringing upon theocracy. De Maistre, Bonald and the young 
Lamennais were its spokesmen. Despising the doctrine of natural rights 
and the autonomy of the individual, which were "an insurrection against 
God, "10 De Maistre shaped his Ultramontanism as a theological guarantor 
of reaction. In matters of Church-state relations, temporal affairs 
would be subordinated to the supreme authority of the Church. Against

^J.N. Moody, ed., Church and Society (New York, 1953)j 284.
3Qn>id.. 227.



the charges that they prepared for a theocracy, the Ultramontane3 
issued not a denial, but a solemn warning that justice and order 
could only be assured by the influence of a strong Church headed by
an infallible pope only those conditions would provide the respect
for authority and the moral fiber upon which a sound social system 
could be based. There was, therefore, within the Ultramontanism of 
De Maistre a curious affinity vdth the older Gallicanism in so far as 
both tended to ally themselves with the political and social status 
quo. In any case, during the Second Qnpire the Galileans and the in
transigent Ultramontanes joined in supporting Napoleon fervently, ac
cepting the deprivation of the Church's independence as a seemingly 
natural condition. In Rome, Mgr. Darboy, the Gallican archbishop of 
Paris, and Mgr. Pie, the Ultramontane bishop of Poitiers, might be be
set with theological differences; but in Paris they joined to praise a 
political situation v&ich promised to restore the Church to its favored 
position.

After the advent of Lamennais' Liberal Catholic movement, however, 
French Ultramontanism was divided against itself, fcr opposed to the 
traditional political and social philosophy of the French Church was 
ranged the revolutionary proposal to ally the Church with the ideas 
of 1769. Liberal Catholicism did not cease to champion the cause 
of the papacy, but it became more and more estranged from its Ultra
montane forebears. It might agree vdth De Maistre* s exaltation of 
the papacy, but it could not possibly share his general philosophy.



Nor did Bossuet provide guidance. In reality, the French Liberal 
Catholics were isolated completely; alliances with Galileans here 
or vdth intransigent Ultramontanes there could be no more than a 
fleeting expediency. As Pius IX became increasingly reactionary 
Liberal Catholics became less Ultramontane in direct proportion.
At the Vatican Council they opposed infallibility, thus seeming to 
identify themselves vdth Gallicanism. But in Paris, they objected 
vehemently to Gallican reverence for political power. In short,
Liberal Catholicism cannot be intelligently associated either with 
Ultramontanism, connoting as it did political reaction and denial 
of the principles of Liberalism, or with Gallicanism. Liberal Catho
lics felt that both were superannuated, and they sought to provide the 
Church with a completely fresh approach to contemporary situations.

Just as the discredited Lamennais was the spring through v&ich 
mid-century Liberal Catholics' political, pedagogical and social 
philosophy flowed, so did he provide their basic attitudes regarding 
papal power. He had exalted papal authority in an unprecedented 
measure, almost as if to escape the conservative attitudes so ingrained 
in the French hierarchy. The pope and the people would embrace one 
another, papal blessings would flow out on nineteenth century institu
tions and the people would turn to the bosom of the Church for pro
tection from their ecclesiastical and secular oppressors. It was, 
therefore, to an infallible pope that Liberal Catholics must look for 
the establishment of Liberalism. As Louis Blanc said, "it was Ultramon
tanism Bunmoned to the aid of liberty; it was the despotism of kings
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immolated, by order of Heaven, to those tvo great powers, the Pope
and the p e o p l e .

When the ideas of L 1 Avenir were struck down by two successive 
Papal blows, Mirari vos of 1832, and Singular! nos of 1834, it became 
necessary for Lamennais and his followers to choose between obedience 
to the Church or to their political and social philosophy, which had 
been condemned. Lamennais himself refused to make this choice, in
sisting in a letter to Kontalembert that the question was not one 
of submission to the authority of the Church as the emanator of
theological truth this submission he had dutifully made— but
whether a Catholic, obedient in spiritual matters, does not have the 
right of intellectual independence in non-spiritual affairs. The up
shot of the matter was whether there existed two societies, spiritual 
and temporal, which were separate and independent. In a word, "whether 
the Pope is the sole sovereign of the universe, in both temporal and 
spiritual fields, and idiether absolute theocracy is, according to the 
Church, the only acceptable government."^

After the second condemnation of his ideas, accomplished by 
Singular! nos, he declared, in a letter to Montalembert, that the 
encyclical had no doctrinal authority. It was only a political docu
ment; it was nothing sore than "personal opinion of Mauro Capellari."13

H-Louie Blanc, History of Ten Years. 1830-1840. 2 vols. (London, 1845),
I, 388.

■^Letter of November 19, 1833, Eugene Forgues, ed., Lettres inedites de 
Lamennais a Montaleabert (Paris, 1898) 216.

•*•3finale Forgues, ed., Laaacnnals. Correspondence. 2 vols. (Paris, 1863),
II, 390.
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So convinced was Lamennais of the delimitation placed on papal authori
ty by the separation of the temporal and spiritual spheres that for a 
time after his condemnation he continued to argue that the Catholic 
Church required an infallible head, although he was more ready to con
cur with Gallicans that safeguards were needed against the misuse of 
papal authority.^ In the final analysis he was forced to admit the 
impossibility of his position, since Gregory XVI interpreted his own 
power as he did*

The Second Liberal Catholic Movement 
The Lamennais affair boded ill for the future of Liberal 

Catholicism in France. His followers submitted to Papal will, but 
only with difficulty and then with private reservations. "I had to 
violate my most profound convictions in order to submit to a pronounce
ment such as the August 15 encyclical," Montalembert wrote. "It con
flicts with my own convictions in the most positive way. But this is 
preferable to finding myself outside the Church, which can offer me 
solace for those intimate difficulties which political or intellectual 
activity cannot relieve.Montalembert's dilemma was clearly estab
lished. Was he to sacrifice the Church or liberty? In the long run 
he could no neither. He was an "homme d'entre-deux.^ Kontalenfcert

^cf. Alec E. Vidler, Prophecy and Papacy (London, 1954), 257-58.
^Letter of December 13, 1843* G. Goyau and P. de Lallemand, eds., 

Lettres de Montalembert a Lamennais (Paris, 1932), 265.
•̂ Ibld., Letter of August 14, 1834, 244* cf. Andre Trannoy, Le Ro

manticisms politique de Montalembert avant 1843 (Paris, 1942), 
210-215-
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submitted, but it would seem that he never fully agreed, even in those 
critical years, that papal sovereignty extended to the personal poli
tical and social philosophy of individual Catholics. After learning 
of Mirari vo3. he wrote that "the encyclical fortunately does not 
apply to our consciences as Catholics; it does not necessitate lay
ing down our arms."^? And only a little later, he drew the dis
tinction between "spiritual Rome" and "political Rame."^® The Abbê  

Lacordaire was more equivocal, but even he assured Montalembert in 
a letter of December 14, 1833, that "the Encyclical does not include 
the doctrine which you repulse with so much fear. It does not pre
scribe a definite political philosophy which a Catholic must follow.
It is not a question of becoming a legitimist or a partisan of the 
Czar Nicholas cr an enemy of liberty. Later both he and Montalem
bert were to give adequate proof that they had not forsaken the dis
tinction which, if granted, gave to individual Catholics freedom in 
intellectual spheres outside theology.

Therefore, the Liberal Catholic movement which emerged after 
1843 had as its heritage an Ultramontanism severely tempered by an in
sistence upon the separation of Church and state and the concommitant 
demand for independence from Rome in political and social matters.

^Letter of August 14, 1834, Goyau and Lallemand, eds., Lettres. 184. 
-̂ Ibid., Letter of October 7, 1832, 196.

^Theophile Foisset, "Le Pere Lacordaire," CorrespondentT t.t 
(September, 1872), 985-*1007, 997.



Against the reactionary French ecclesiastical hierarchy of the Bourbon 
restoration, which tended to identify all Catholicism with counter
revolutionary principles, Lamennais and his followers had appealed to 
Rome. To escape the stultifying subordination of Church to state, 
they exalted papal power and declared war on Gallicanism. When 
Gregory XVI rejected their proposals for the revivification of Catho
licism, and then went further to deny their right to independent 
judgement on political and social doctrine, their Ultramontanism 
receded. Only after the election of Pius IX, with his apparently 
liberal proclivities, did their Ultramontanism revive. In their 
campaign for Catholic freedom based on the common right and on a re
gime of liberty, they appealed for and received the support of the 
Holy See. But with the reaction following the revolutions of 1848, the 
papacy again became hostile to the Liberal Catholic school, this hosti
lity culminating in the Syllabus of I864. The Liberal Catholics were 
again faced with the dilemma of 1832 and 1834* A nearly omnipotent 
Pope threatened to make their liberal position impossible. Once again 
they were reminded of the need fcr safeguards against the intrusion 
of the papacy into political or temporal affairs. Their Ultramontanism 
subsided in direct proportion to the degree that Pius IX embarrassed 
their political philosophy. Between 1852 and 1870 the papacy came 
more and more to insist upon a degree of Ultramontanism theretofore 
unknown. The encyclical of 1853, 'Inter multipliceB, which exonerated 
the stand taken by Uni vers, praised the bishops who had reintroduced 
Roman liturgy, and condemned the idea of separate national churches 
held together by doctrine but particularistic in discipline, was but a
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90prologue to defining infallibility in 1870.

The Liberal Catholics opposed papal infallibility at the Vatican 
Council of 1869 and 1870, not so much on theological bases as on a 
fear that the definition of the dogma would erase any possibility 
of a Catholic freely thinking and breathing in a modern liberal 
society. They found themselves in temporary alliance with Gallicanism, 
but for it they could have little respect, for had not the Galileans 
rendered the French clergy ludicrous and hypocritical by their attach
ment to Napoleon's anti-liberal regime?

Liberal Catholics, therefore, were neither Gallican nor Ultra
montane in the usual meanings of the wcrds. In actuality, their atti
tude toward papal power depended upon or fluctuated with the freedom 
granted them by the Papacy to champion the alliance of Christianity 
and modern society, that is to say, to believe in and act upon the 
principles they had learned from Lamennais.

The Liberal Catholic attitude toward Gallicanism was determined 
by their firm belief in the mutual independence of Church and state.
There were dangers inherent in the Church's •bargaining," as Dup&nloup

21put it, with the temporal power. Almost innate within the liberal 
Catholics' approach was dislike of governmental influence. The Church 
fared better when it remained free of all cr— il f me rota, they said, or as 
Dupanloup stated directly after the establishment of the Second Empire,

“ cf. B. Aubert, Le pontificat du Pie IX (Paris, 1952), 273-276.

f^LaGrange, Lettres choisies de Mgr. Dupanloup. 2 vols. (Paris, 1888), 
H ,  70.
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"The favors of princes and the acclamations of peoples have never found 
ua ungrateful, but at the same time, never too confident."22 Cta another 
occasion, the Bishop of Orleans, objecting to the interference of the 
Imperial government with clerical discussion, explanation, and circula
tion of the highly controversial Syllabus of Errors, pointed to a long 
history of abuses of the Church's independence which dated from the 
"Gallican mischief-making.The law being applied in this case was 
"a special law, containing special penalties, against a particular 
class of citizens, by virtue of a special liberty which is called 
Gallican. This liberty was invented by two particularly liberal 
sovereigns, Louis XIV and Napoleon I. What admirable logicians are 
these liberal corruptors of the French language."2̂

If Dupanloup, educated as he was in the Gallican tradition, had 
been weaned away from the influence of Bossuet, the anti-Gallican 
spirit of Montalembert and Lacordaire was even more pronounced. Their 
opposition to Gallicanism rested upon Lamennais' criticism of the Con
cordat of 1601, which mi^it have increased the papal power over the 
French clergy, but it nevertheless rendered the clergy subordinate to, 
or identified with, the soate. After the defection of their leader, 
they did not cease their detestation of the subordination of Church to 
state in Gallican fashion. Furthermore, the old traditions of the 
Church of France were self-defeating in any post-revolutionary society.

^Aad de la religion. December 9, 1852.
Felix Dupanloup, Mouvelles oeuvres choisies. 7 vols. (Paris, 1873-74), 

366-67.
24»La convention du 15 septembre et L'encyclique du 6 decembre," Ibid..

IV, 232-33. ---
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Gallicanism was disappearing, they thought. As Montalembert said 
in the Chamber of Peers in 1847, "Gallicanism is nothing more than 
a mummy. This does not prevent it from having idolators, for as you 
know, the Egyptians embalmed the animals which were their gods, and 
then worshiped them more after having embalmed them. The idolators 
of Gallicanism are few in number and not very dangerous, but some
times they are troublesome and v i c i o u s ."25

Lacordaire was of the same opinion. "These unfortunate Gallican 
laymen," he said in a letter to Foisset on July 19, 1844, "will end 
by becoming museum curiosities. "26 Contemporary society, which had 
produced the downfall of absolutism, had also reduced Gallicanism 
to nothingness, Montalembert stated. "We love the present time," 
he said, "because it is grinding to dust the frightful spirit of 
Gallicanism, that slow and treacherous schism which divides while 
appearing to unite, vhich leaves the devil at his ease, and the con
science contented. "27 Defining Gallicanism as an "alliance between 
throne and altar whereby the latter was exploited for the benefit of 
the former,2® Montalembert wrote Les interets catholiques an *•- 
neuvieme siede in 1852 to combat the clergy's subservience which

^Charles Montaleabert, Les oeuvres de M. le comte de Montalembert.
6 vols. (Paris, 1860-6l), n ,  506.

2 L̂ettres du R.P.H.-D. Lacordaire*a Thwnphile Foisset. 2 vols. (Paris, 
1886), XX, 58.

27charles de Montalembert, Le Pere Lacordaire (Paris, 1862), 196.
2®Letter of July 1837, as quoted in R.P. Lecanuet, Montalembert d'ais/fes 

son journal et sa correspondence. 3 vols. (Paris, 1895-1902),
II, 6.
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he called a poorly disguised neo-Gallicanism. He declared that 
Gallicanism, in so far as the term referred to the Articles of 1682, 
was dead. "We need not any longer...refer to those Gallican, German
ic, and Spanish Churches, founded on the pride of a few bishops and 
the false science of certain doctors, the wretched accomplices of 
the encroachments of the temporal power and the Jansenist heresy." 
Gallicanism, "perhaps the most formidable and the most inveterate 
of all our errors, is at its last breath."^

In the opinion of liberal Catholics, the unholy alliance be
tween the Second Empire and the Church threatened the gains made by 
the destruction of the older Gallicanism. Just as the clergy in the 
old regime was used in the foundation of absolute power, so were the 
French Catholics after 1852 contributing to the success of a regime 
opposed to liberty. This turn of events could be criticized from 
three directions. First, it placed the Church in opposition to the 
movement of human history toward a liberal system; second, it re
stored the privileged position of the Church, whereas the Church need
ed independence and freedom. "When once reduced to a state of privi
lege, the Church falls sooner or later into the position of a client,

TOa protege, with all the shackles and humiliations of such a condition." 
Third, history had shown that "the subjection of the Church and the de
cline of her influence have been in direct proportion to the progress of

Charles de Montalembert, Les interets cathollques au dix-neuvieme 
siecle (Paris, 1852), 39.

3°Ibid.. 174.



192
despotism. "31 And of all despotisms, the most intolerable of all is 
that which seems to be sanctioned by religion. "It calls into re
bellion the noblest sentiments of our souls, because we feel that 
it is using something sacred for the advantage of a profane in
terest." Under such conditions, the Church gradually "loses her 
empire over souls; at first she is the dupe, but then by degrees 
she assumes the air of an accomplice. She always ends by being the
victim."32

Furthermore, "that close alliance of the Church with absolute 
power, which Bossuet and his successors had made in some degree an 
article of faith among us, was a novelty dating only from the seven
teenth century*" Against it stood a thousand years of opposite tra
ditions and precedents in the history of the Church.33

Lacordaire agreed. Subserviency of Church to state, be said,
"eats into souls, and enfeebles them. It gave vertigo to Bossuet him
self. It produces a cowardly episcopate, worshippers of power, who 
transmit to the rest of the clergy a timidity, mingled with adbition."
It was a fearful poison, from which resulted "baseness, and before 
long, apostasy. And I admit that I would despair did I not believe 
that the present progress of the world has no other end than that of 
the final enfranchisement of the Church by means of the universal

■^Montalembert, Les intere^s catholioues au dlx-neuvieae siecle. 94.

32Ibid.. 108-109.

33Ibid., 712-73.
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downfall, of despotism. 0/?.nam agreed. As early as 1632 he had
joined in the declaration of policy for the nev Catholic publication,

✓La Tribune. Gazette du Clerge which promised to divorce the Church
35from politics and to repudiate Gallicanism as veil as absolutism."

Surely, then, it would be incorrect to place the label of 
Gallicanism upon Liberal Catholics, if by Gallicanism is meant an 
approach to Church-state relations whereby the Church is in any way 
subordinated to the state. Their opposition to Gallican principles 
was recognized by most champions of the Church of France. For exam
ple, the Abbe Guettee charged that the Gallicanism of the Broglies 
and the Dupanloups retained only the scantiest tinge of Bossuet's 
theology.^ Much more accurate than the sweeping accusation of 
Gallicanism hurled at the Montalembert group by such intransigents 
as Mgr* I^vre, the Abbe Jules Morel, or Louis Veuillot^ was the 
criticism of Mg. de Ladoue, Bishop of Nevers, who said that "Catho
lic liberalism has formulated its principles on the basis of the 
first article of the Declaration of 1682— absolute independence
qi
Count A. de Falloux, Correspondence du R. P. Lacordaire avec 

Mine 3wetchine (Paris, 1876), 465.
35Mgr. Louis Baunard, Frederic Ozanam (Paris, 1912), 56.
36 %R.F.W. Guettee, Memoires pour servir a l*histoire de l^glise de

France pendant le xixsjecle. Vol.l (only one appeared) (Paris. 
1861), ix.

37Justin F?vre, Histoire critique du catholicisme liberal en France 
jusqu’au pontificat de lion XIII (Saint-Dizier. 1897) 344: Jules 
Morel, Somme contre le catholicisme libera.1, 2 vcls.(Paris, 1877i 
II, 559; Eugene Veuillot, Louis Veuillot.4 vols.(Paris, 1902-13) 
HI, 73.
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in civil and temporal affairs, and the resulting intellectual freedom^ 

If Ultramontane philosophy connoted the blind acceptance of papal 
leadership in all matters, both spiritual and temporal, the Montalem
bert group, by 1855, could not be classified as Ultramontanes. As 
Ollivier judged, what Montalembert had originally sought in the Ultra
montane propaganda was simply the removal of civil constraints and 
the liberty of the Church. But Wien men succeeded in linking him with 
the infallibilist doctrines of Joseph de Maistre, he found that he had 
unconsciously promoted the very opinions vhich he abhorred. Absolute 
monarchy of the Pope he simply disbelieved and rejected.^? The more 
the Papacy tended to use its power to sponsor reactionary social and 
political attitudes, the less Montalembert and his fellow liberal 
Catholics were willing to advocate the extension of that power. When 
Pius IX, in issuing his encyclicals, consistently and completely 
ignored the frontiers between matters spiritual and temporal, the 
Catholic Liberals inadvertently relied upon the distinction made by 
the first of the articles of the Gallican Church. Falloux was correct 
when he pointed out that Montalembert and Lacordaire were the oldest 
Ultramontanes in their group. "They were not merely Ultramontanes, 
however. They were no less the friends of political liberty, and it 
was their championing of liberty idiich neutralised their devotion to

38Tolra de Bordas, Mgr, de Ladoue (Paris, 1878), 114.
39w.S. Simpson, Roman Catholic Opposition to Papal Infallibility (Lon

don, 1909), 185.
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Ultramontanism.”^  Thue ware their attitudes conditioned.

Liberal Catholic reaction against Ultramontanism began only 
after the collapse of the 1843 revolutionary movement and the sub
sequent conservative papal policy. It increased with the coup d’etat 
of December 2, 1852, after which Pius IX heaped praise and pontifical 
blessings upon the French intransigents who had taken a stand against 
liberal institutions in favor of the Empire and who preoccupied them
selves with vociferous attacks on the persons and principles of 
Liberal Catholics. Under the leadership of Louis Veuillot of the 
Univers and Mgr. Pie of Poitiers, this group erased the shadows be
tween Ultramontanism and Gallicanism. It became a matter of black 
and white. Anyone who failed to accept without question the viewpoints 
of the Holy See, ”would not really be faithful to the Papacy and would 
be veiling.. .a Gallicanism akin to rebellion. it was against this 
brand of Ultramontanism and the use of papal power for those ends, 
that the Liberal Catholics reacted.

It is easiest to trace that reaction in the development of 
Montalembert' s attitude toward the papacy. In a letter to Montalem
bert written on Sept enter 10, 1853, Mgr. Sib our, Archbishop of Paris 
pointed to that group of intransigent Catholics who anathematized 
liberty, deified absolute power, glorified governments vhlch sup
pressed political freedom, and in philosophical discussion, denied 
any place to human reason. ”These attitudes are the result of Ultra-

^Coote de Falloux, Mfooires d*un royalist. 2 vols. (Paris, 1888),
H ,  415.

^Ibld.. II, 360.



montanism, which leads us to a double idolatry: idolatry of temporal 
and of spiritual power." Twenty-five years before, he continued,
"when we made a profession of Ultramontanism, it was a school of 
liberty, advocating the mutual independence of the spiritual and 
temporal powers and guarding freedom against the encroachments of a 
temporal government. We did not advocate the disappearance of all 
intermediate powers in the Church— the prerogatives of ths hier
archy, of reasonable discussion, of all individuality,... of councils 
with real authority." The new Ultramontane, on the contrary, "puts 
everything in the extreme, subordinates every concept to the notion 
of power...both of the state and the church.Montalembert ex
pressed his complete agreement, saying that the Ultramontane "school 
of liberty has been transformed into a school of servitude...Men 
servile in the temporal order and insolently oppressive in the 
spiritual order have established within. Ultramontane Catholicism 
an abominable solidarity. By refusing any liberty to bishops or 
civil toleration, by denying the rights of men and the force of 
reason, they are overturning the fundamental laws of society and the 
Church."^ Without contesting the spiritual prerogatives of the poptf*̂

^Lecanuet, Montaleabert. Ill, 104-5.
^Montalembert to Mgr. Sibour, September 23, 1853, Ibid.. 105-6.
^%ote: The definition of the dogma of the Imnaculate Conception in 

1854, accomplished without a Church council, resulted in few if 
any objections on the part of Liberal Catholics. They assumed 
this action to be within the scope of the pfope's prerogatives, 
cf. Georges Weill, Histoire du catholicisme liberal en France 
(Paris, 1909), 151-52; and Adrien Dansette, Histoire religieuse 
de la PTance contmaporaine. 2 vols. (Paris, 1948), I, 414-4157”



Montalembert did not want the Church transformed into an absolute 
monarchy which would threaten liberty of discussion on temporal 
questions.̂ 5

That Montalembert presupposed a generous quantity of freedom to 
discuss natters related to the Church is evidenced by his statement, 
made in a letter to Foisset on July 28, 1845* that "it is necessary 
to be an arch-Catholic as I am to understand that one ought and can 
risk displeasing Borne in order to serve the Church and even Rome it
self."^ The same idea was reflected in a letter from Foisset to 
Montalembert in a letter of October 16, 1852. Speaking of Montalem
bert' s Les interets catholjques au dix-neuvieihe aiecle. he said,
"You have displeased Rome, I am sure. But it is better to serve the 
Holy See than to please it."^ The publication of the Syllabus of 
Errors following Montalembert1 s speech at Malines in 1864 revealed 
to the Liberal Catholics the full scope of papal power, as it was 
now interpreted by the Holy See. Catholics would need submit, it 
was felt, to political attitudes of Rome as well as to its theology.

Montalembert then began to retreat swiftly from his Ultramontane 
position, and by 1869 he had taken a stand against the definition of 
Infallibility. Taunted by the Uniwiw (February 14, 1870) for his

^Montaleabert to Foisset, May 31, 1869, Lecanuet, Montalembert. Ill,
430.

^Ibid.. II, 263.



changed attitude toward papal sovereignty, Montalembert replied, "Who 
would have expected, in 1847, that the liberal pontificate of Pius IX 
acclaimed by all the liberals in two worlds, would become the pontifi
cate represented and personified by the Univers and La Civilta?" In 
the midst of unanimous cries for liberty emitted by the clergy, 
liberty "en tous et pour tous," who in 1847 could have devined this 
"unbelievable about-face by almost the same clergy in 1852?" Who could 
have foreseen "the enthusiasm of most of the Ultramontane doctors for 
the renaissance of caesarism?" Who would have believed possible "the 
harangues of Mgr. Parisis, the pastoral letters of Mgr. de Salinis, 
and especially the triumph of the laic theologians of absolutism who 
have made litter of our liberties, of all our principles as an offer
ing to Napoleon III and as a holocaust to the idol which has been 
erected in the Vatican?" He finished by heaping praise on Mgr. 
Dupanloup, "that most eloquent and intrepid priest," who was opposing
at the Vatican Council the "torrent of adulation, imposture, and

48servility which threatens to engulf us." Writing to DBllinger, the 
Munich ecclesiastical historian at the request of Dupanloup, who 
wanted the anti-infallibilist DSllinger to attend the Vatican Council, 
Montalembert again deplored the "abyss of idolatry into which the 
French clergy had fallen.. .1 do not know of any mystery in the history 
of the Church to equal the promptness and completeness with which the

i A
Gazette de France. March 7, 1870.
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French clergy has transformed itself into a vestibule of the ante
chamber of the V a t i c a n . " ^  Fortunate it was, perhaps, that Montalem- 
bert died before the publication of the new dogma, thus escaping the 
need to sacrifice his principles once more in order to remain in the 
Church.

The position of the other Liberal Catholics was not essentially 
different from Montalembert's. "The old Gallicanism is obsolete,” 
LaCordaire wrote to Montalembert in 1847* "But the Galli canism which 
consists of fearing unlimited power...is a living force, since it is 
founded on a natural and even Christian instinct."^ Lacordaire's 
Ultramontanism, like that of Montalembert, was founded originally 
upon the desire to free the French Church from its vassalage to the 
French State, but he too was alienated by the Ultr amontani sm of the 
intransigent Catholics who would have the pope omnipotent in all 
matters without regard to the separation of the temporal and spiritual 
realms, and who were willing to recognize, as Veuillot put it, that the 
"Pope is able to impose on Catholics the most inviolable submission to 
his will.»51 In a speech made on behalf of his candidacy in 1848 for 
the National Assembly, Lacordaire admitted that the lines between tem
poral and spiritual matters could not be clearly distinguished, but

^Letter of Novenber 7, 1869, published in Uni vers. October 28, 1875•
59e. Spuller, LtEvolution politique et social de l'fegliae (Paris, 1893) 

137.
^■Louis Veuillot, Melanges relied emt. hiatoriques. politiques. et lit

toral res. 2® serle, 6 vola. (Paris, 1890), XI, 70.



that at best the Church should have only an indirect influence on
52political affairs. In his mind the two were separate, and conse

quently he assumed a great deal of liberty for himself in formulat
ing his political opinions. He could, then, have but little respect 
for the intransigents who were glorifying absolutism both at home 
and in Rome after 1852. He spoke of their fanatical love of despotism, 
and commented that nthey think themselves the leaders of Christendom, 
and they are but a horde of Scythians.Probably Albert de Broglie's 
estimation of lacordaire was correct when he said, "To paint him 
faithfully he should be simply called a Catholic, for he did not go 
as far as Montalembert towards Roman traditions, while keeping quite 
clear of royal Gallicanism and parliamentary Jansenism, "^4 Whether 
Lacordaire would have been as repelled as Montalembert by the Pope's 
policy after 1864 is a matter of speculation, for Lacordaire, already 
bitter because of the servility of the French hierarchy toward Pope 
and Etaperor, died in 1862, before the full impact of papal retrenchment 
was apparent.

As for Dupanloup, Gratry, Augustin Cochin, and Albert de Broglie, 
all of them veered toward a less Ultramontane position than that taken 
by Montalembert and Lacordaire. None of them denied the spiritual 
authority of the papacy, but they reserved fcr the French Church certain

■^enri Vi II ard, ed., Correspondence inJdite du P. Lacordaire Lettres
k sa famille et sea amis (Paris. 1876). 545-56.

53Montalembert, Lacordaire. 252. 54palloux, Memoires. II, 416.
55The same might be said for Ozanara who died in 1853.
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individuality and for French Catholics, intellectual independence.
For example, when Pius IX attempted to substitute the Roman liturgy 
for the remnants of the traditional liturgies, still observed in 
fourteen French dioceses, Dupanloup opposed him.^

For this opposition, the Orleans bishop won the epithet, along 
with Mgr. Mathieu of Besancon of Galli canism. In Rome, the Pope 
called Dupanloup and Mathieu "the two popes of Gallicanism: il 
Motore e il Mobile." 57 sUch & reputation wae hardly deserved, for 
Dupanloup was consistently the greatest apologist for the Holy See 
in France in the nineteenth century* On one difficult occasion after 
another, he defended Pius IX and mollified French public opinion when 
it was irate against the Pope, even though he did state, in an un
guarded moment of bad humor, that the pontificate of Pius IX was the 
■reign and triumph of c a l u m n y . "53 ^  p o t i o n  was, then, not one of
Gallicanism, as Pressense and others have stated so categorically.^ 
Ho doubt thdle Faguet was correct in assuming that Dupanloup1 s 
monarchism in civil affairs was transferred to this attitude toward 
Church government. "The Church, in Dupanloup's opinion, was and

56cf. Nassau Senior, Conversations with M. M. Guizot, and
Other Distinguished Persons during the Second 2 vols.
(London, 1873), II, 74-77.

^Fevre, Histolre du Catholicisms liberal. 341.
^®R. Aubert, Le pontificat de Pie IX (Paris, 1952), 281.
^Edmond Pressense, Contemporary Portraits (London, 1880), 142.



ou^it to be a monarchy," advised but not unduly limited by Church 
councils.^ But all objected, along with Cochin, to the papacy

Atbeing transformed into a "Court of Louis XIV, only more virtuous. "°-L

The Vatican Council
When it was a question of defining the dogma of infallibility 

at the Vatican Council in 1869, Catholic Liberals united with the 
Gallicans in opposition, thus winning for themselves a reputation 
of French particularism which their past record did not justify* 
Dupanloup's was among the voices raised against the definition. 
Contrary to the Gallican Archbishop of Paris, Mgr. Darboy, however, 
Dupanloup did not vocally question the theological or historical 
justifications for infallibility. Bather, he based his opposition 
on the grounds that the definition of the dogma would be inopportune, 
that it would alienate modern society and civil governments,and make 
.impossible the reconciliation of protestant groups to the Church* 
Whether his opposition was theologically grounded, and his insistence 
on the inopportunity of the decision merely a cloak, has been subject 
to great quantities of speculative treatment. Probably no concrete 
evidence can be given far such a supposition, but certain it is that 
if he was not already the moat controversial member of the French

60Emile Faguet, Mgr. Dupanloup. un grand eveque (Paris, 191A), 150.
61Cochin to Montalembert, May 3, 1862, H. Cochin. Augustin Cochin 

ses lettres et sa vie. 2 vols. (Paris, 1926), I, 276.
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hierarchy, he became so in 1869 and 1870.

In this discussion of Dupanloup*a role at the Vatican Council 
and the Liberal Catholic attitudes toward infallibility, a history 
of the Council or even the moat general summation of its activities 
is not intended. That story has been well told in numerous accounts.^ 
Of interest here will be the particular attitudes of the Catholic 
Liberals in France, especially those of Dupanloup and Montalembert, 
as well as of the editors of la Correspondent. Augustin Cochin and 
Albert de Broglie. Some attention will be given to Pere Gratry, not 
because he had taken an active part in the Liberal Catholic movement, 
but because he became associated with that movement in 1869 and 1870.

Mgr. Dupanloup, upon first hearing of the convocation of a 
general Church Council, was filled with hope that the conclave would 
reunite the Church. J The Correspondent. prompted by Dupanloup, 
showed the same joy and confidence. It was only with the suggestions 
of "intransigent" French and Italian newspapers, and the publication 
of a pamphlet by Cardinal Manning in ifeich the English prelate assumed 
optimistically that the Council would define infallibility, that

62cf. R. Aubert, Le Pontificat de Pie IX: A. Dansette, Histolre re- 
ljgleuse de la France: C. Butler, The Vatican Council. The Story 
told from inside in Bishop Ullathome1 a letters. 2 vols., (London. 
1930)i F. Mourret. Le con die du Vatican (Paris. 1919); Ehdle 
Ollivier, L*Eglise et l*Rtat au condle du Vatican . 2 vols., 
(Paris, 1871); E. Cecconci. Histolre du condle du Vatican , 4 
vols., (Paris, 1887). ,
lix Dupanloup, Lettre sur le futur condle (Paris, 1868), 15, 24-
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Dupanloup realized that the Council would consider the new dogma.
Then, in successive literary skirmishes with Veuillot of the Uni vers. 
Cardinal Manning, and Cardinal Deschamps, Archbishop of Malines, and in 
letters to the clergy in his diocese and to the German bishops who 
were drawing up the declaration of Fulda in opposition to the de
finition of infallibility, Dupanloup disclosed his "anti-infallibilist" 
position. He insisted always that he did not question the theology 
of infallibility, but only the "opportunity" of its definition. In 
the course of the almost year long debate, however, he divulged ob
jections to infallibility which were dangerously close to theology 
in nature. Hence, the controversy over his position.

Referring to Dupanloup and his group of supporters, the Count 
de Falloux said in his Manoires that "In all sincerity we could only 
concern ourselves vdth the opportuneness of the definition of inf alii- 
bility. We not only did not combat Ultramontanism, but we expressly 
said, 'Today everybody is Ultramontane I "64 True , this may have been, 
but the same Falloux had said at the conclave of liberal Catholics at 
Mali nes in 1867 that he regretted to see the government of the Church
being transformed more and more into an absolute monarchy, although he

65reiterated his respect for the spiritual prerogatives of the pope. 
Furthermore, vdth out more than a slight taint of Gallicanism, he did 
not view the Church as an absolute monarchy tfiich allowed Catholics

^Falloux, Mempires, II, 419-420.
65e. Barbier, Hiatoire du cath^1 * ̂  liberal et du catholiciame

en France du Concile du Vatican a l'avenement de S.S. Benoit XV 
(1870-1914), 3 vols. (Bordeaux, 1924), I, 43.
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little or no freedom to formulate their own opinions and principles.

This was exactly the attitude of Mgr. Dupanloup of Orleans. He 
too had disavowed Gallicanism and was willing to accept tiie Pope*a 
authority in spiritual matters. This position he had taken in regard 
to the dogma of Immaculate Conception, when he did not so much as 
question the Pope's right to define it.^ But practically and theo
logically, it was another matter to grant to the Holy See the pre
rogatives inherent in the dogma of infallibility, officially defined. 
So they might all have been Ultramontanes, but all Ultramontanes 
were not necessarily "infallibilists."

In his pastoral letter concerning the future ecumenical Council, 
circulated on September 13, 1868, Dupanloup assured his clergy that
the Church can accomodate itself to the times, the institutions and

67the needs of the generations and centuries in which it exists. Die
Council would be further proof of that fact. This was the Council's
value, he declared. Moreover, there was no question of dogma, since
the mission of councils, in matters of faith, is not to create new

68dogma, but to clarify and define. An earlier pastoral, of July 5,

^cf. Felix Dupanloup, "Mandement pour le Caserne de 1855, et instruc
tion pastorale sur la definition dogsatique de l'lmnvaculee Con
ception," Oeuvres choisies. 2 vols. (Paris, 1866), II, 123-395 
and his "Mandement et instruction pastorale sur l'lmmacultfe con
ception de la tressainte vierge," in J.P. Kigne, ed., Collection 
int6grale et universells dee orateurs sacres. 2® aerie, t.yottt 
(Paris, 1856), 738-810.

^Felix Dupanloup, "Lettre de Mgr. 1'Ereque d* Or leans au clerge et aux 
fideles de son diocese, sur le futur concile oecumenique," Septem
ber 13, 1868, Nouvelles oeuvres choisies. IV, 472.

68lbld.. IV, 464.
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1867, is ftirther indication that Dupanloup had not seriously con
sidered the possibility that the Council would define infallibility,
The sole purpose of the Council, he said, was to clarify misunder
standings and to prepare the path for the elimination of discord 
within the C h u r c h . ^9 Only when it was evident that many were 
determined to define infallibility at the Council, and especially 
after the publication of Cardinal Mannings Pastoral Letter,*^ did 
Dupanloup feel compelled to take a stand, and even then he was cautious.

His first public protest appeared on November 11, 1869, when he 
published and circulated to all bishops his Observations sur la contro- 
verse soulevee relatlvemenb a la definition de 1 * infadlllbilite au futur 
concile. "It is natural,” he wrote, "that filial devotion should want 
to adorn a father with all gifts and all prerogatives,.. .but the defini
tion cf a dogma demands other considerations than sentiment alone."91 
And as if not to finish a sentence, he did not go forward to completely 
outlining those reasons, except to say that the infallibility ”de fait” 
i&ich existed was sufficient and that the proclamation would offend

^Dupanloup, "Lettre de Mgr. 112v£que d* Orleans au clergfe de son diocese 
a 1* oca si on des fetes de Rome et pour leur annoncer le futur con die 
oecumenique,” Ibid.. IV, 454*

7Qg. Manning, Petri Privilegjum. Three Pastoral Letters (London, 1871).
^•Felix Dupanloup, Observations sur la oontroverse soulevee relativement 

a la definition de 1*infai&ih-nltd au futur concile (Paris. 1869).
7.



governments, intellectuals, and dissenters and was therefore in- 
72opportune. He expressed amazement that some were actually teach

ing the reference was probably to Cardinal Hanning that the
pope was infallible "aside from the episcopal body whether united or 
dispersed."73

There had appeared only shortly before the publications of
Dbllinger and Mgr. Maret7^ expounding the particularist doctrine
of Church government. Previous to that the popular Paris priest
and associate of Liberal Catholics, Pere Hyacinths, had defected
from the Church because the "papacy had assumed an absolutism" which
his "Christian and historical conscience" would not allow him to ad- 

75alt. Louis Veuillot chose to discredit the arguments of Dupanloup
by associating them with the Gallicanism of Maret, and the defection
of Hyacinths, which allowed him to state that Liberal Catholicism
was not far removed from schism. All those opponents of infallibility,

76Veuillot announced, new had found a leader in the Bishop of Orleans.

^Dupanloup, Observations sur la controverse. 16.

T^Ibid.. 20.
7ZfNote: five articles in the Allegemeine Zeitung of Augsburg, re

published under the pseudonym of Janus, Per Papst und das Konzil 
(Leipzig, 1869); and Mgr. Maret, Concile general et la paix re- 
ligleuse, 2 vols. (Paris, 1869).

75a . Houtin, Le Pere Hyaclnthe dans l’feglise Rcmaine (Paris, 1920),
292.

76Unirers. November 18, 1869.
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Not able to contain his anger, Dupanloup replied by his pamphlet, 
Avert!ssement a M. Louis Veuillot, in which Veuillot emerged as the 
equivalent of Satan, put in Biblical terms, the "accuser of the breth
ren." The Bishop stated that Veuillot was wrong in stating that 
Councils had never had as much authority as the proclamations of the 
papacy. Furthermore, Dupanloup insisted that Veuillot misinter
preted the text, "Lo, X am with you always." Veuillot assumed the
"you" to be singular and to refer to the pope, whereas the pronoun,

77the Bishop declared, meant "you" collectively. '
Dupanloup, therefore, was well advanced in the formulation of 

a theological opposition to infallibility by November 1869, even 
though he continued to protest that he was opposed to the definition 
only because it was inopportune. Early in 1870, however, he further 
developed his theological considerations in a pamphlet directed at 
Mgr. Deschamps, Archbishop of Halines. Certainly it is necessary, 
Dupanloup wrote, "that the Church have an infallible authority, but 
is it necessary that this authority be vested in the pope alone? Is 
it not sufficient that this authority be centered in the pope and the 
bishops in combination?" The necessity supposed by De Maistre, "based 
on a priori reasoning— for it is a priori, a premise reached inde
pendently of all texts does not exist. The argument thus falls to
the earth, meaningless. Nothing could be clearer than the ccn-

77Felix Dupanloup, Avertiasement a M. Louis Veuillot (Paris, 1869), 21.

*̂ *Felix Dupanloup, Reponse de My. l'Eveque d1Orleans a Monseigneur 
ru.rhamps. Archdvgque de (PWtIm, 1870), 90.
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elusions presented in this pamphlet. "Infallibility In the Church, 
is infallibility of the Church, that is to say, the pope with his 
bishops, in the sense that the episcopate is a true and necessary 
part, at least by its formal or tacit consent, antecedent or sub
sequent, to the definition of dogma. To say that the pope alone 
was the source of the Church's infallibility, was to exclude the
episcopate from the word "Church," vhich was, in turn, to assume

doa position not supportable by logic or by Church history.
In spite of his protestations to the contrary, therefore, 

Dupanloup seems to have opposed the theology of infallibility as 
well as the timeliness of its definition. As Lord Acton pointed 
out, he attacked "the opportuneness with such a powerful array of 
testimonies...that everyone saw clearly that doctrine itself was 
involved, though he never entered in so many words on the theologi
cal question. Even if Dupanloup did not exalt himself and his
authority to the rank of the "third person of the Holy Trinity,", as

aoone critic quipped, it is probably true that for Dupanloup to 
state "that the dogmatic definition of infallibility is inopportune 
for theological reasons is to say that it will always be."33 >p0

79 ,Dupanloup, Reponae de Mgr. I'Evgque d1 Orleans a Monaeigneur De-
champs. IS.

S°Ibid., 19.

^^Quirinus, Letters from Rra»» on the Council (London, 1870), 254*
®2Fevre, Catholicisms liberal - 170
33Abbe P. Belet, Remarques sur lea observations de Mgr* Dupanloup a 

propos de 11 infaillibilite du Paoe (Paris. 18&Q1. 21.
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taka such a point of view was to deny the theological basis of the 
dogma. "Dupanloup says that he does not discuss opportuneness, 
yet two-thirds of his arguments are directed against infallibility 
itself.*84 Inopportunity, although a powerful argument vdthin it
self, does not portray the full scope of Dupanloup's objections to
infallibility.

Illogical and incomplete though his position might have been, 
Dupanloup chose to base his opposition to infallibility on argu
ments concerning the expediency of the definition. Probably he 
assumed that it would be the most effective obstruction he could 
place in the path of the steam-rolling Ultramontaniam. The theory 
of "inopportuneness seemed to provide a conmon ground for the de
cided opponents of the dogma and for...the vacillating or moderate 
adherents of the doctrine itself....It is a position easily mastered 
by...the majority. A minority may be invincible on the ground of 
dogma, but not of expediency." His argument, therefore, contained 
both the seeds of strength and weakness, and placed him defenseless 
against the accusation that he would sacrifice eternal truth to 
"opportunity."

Arguments in favor of the inopportunity of a definition were

Cecconi, Histoire du concile du Vatican. 4 vols. (Paris, 1887)» IT, 544*
®5cf. H.L. Chapon, Iter. Dupanloup devant le Saint—S i e t  l'fcpiscopat 

(Orleans, 1800), 271-296.
®^Quirinus, Letters from Rome, on the Council (London, 1870)> 255.



3tronj? ones. Dupanloup wrote to the German bishops, meeting at 
Fulda where they drew up a declaration against infallibility because 
of its inopportunity, that he adhered to this declaration, stating 
that "The Church is not a party,...it renders justice to the present 
times, and it wants to live in peace with raen."®̂  The definition of 
infallibility, he tiaid, would tend to alienate the nineteenth century 
from the Church, because the Church's enemies "represent our faith 
each day as a suffocating yoke which leaves its members immobile 
and without freedom of thought."®® It was not a correct portrayal 
of the Church, because Catholics "have freedom of thought*" Pre
cisely because the "Church is ecumenical, that is to say, composed 
of the representatives of all the Churches in the world, of bishops 
living_under every kind of political constitution and social regime, 
the predominance of a particular school of thought within the Church

dois necessarily impossible." 7

The definition would tend, therefore, to obscure the true nature 
of the Church and to lend weight to its enemies' arguments. Moreover, 
to make infallibility a dogma would end any possibility of the re
conciliation of certain Protestant groups to the Roman Church. Also, 
technical theological problems would ensue. Dupanloup predicted

87F. Lagrange, Lettres choisies de Vrnr. Dupanloup. 2 vols. (Paris, 
1888), II, 250-51.

®®Dupanloup, Nouvelles oeuvres choisies. IV, 499.
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grave difficulties in distinguishing papal proclamations and state
ments which were infallible from those which were not. Is the Pope 
infallible when he addresses the whole Church but acts under intimi
dation? And if fear disqualifies infallible deliverances, does 
not also perverseness, imprudence, and passion? Or will the parti
sans of infallibility say that God allows the former, but miraculous
ly prevents the latter. And will it be easy to determine what 
constitutes constraint? From a historical point of view, the new 
dogma vould be embarrassing, for it followed that if the Pope was 
infallible in 1870, he must have been equally infallible from the 
beginning. Infallibility must be retroactive.̂ 0

Probably the real basis for the argument of the inopportunity 
of the definition of papal infallibility, was, as ItaLle Faguet 
stated, the Syllabus of I864 and social and political attitudes 
given official papal sanction by it.̂ 1 Liberal Catholics pre
sented an almost unanimous front at the Vatican Council. They 
feared that the advocates of the new dogma wanted to show that the 
pope had not erred, nor could he have, in the formulation of the 
Syllabus; to confirm infallibility at that particular time would 
seem a confirmation of the Syllabus by the entire Church. As de 
Meaux said of Montalembert, it was not primarily the doctrine of 
papal infallibility idiich was repugnant to him, but he "feared the

90Simpson, Opposition to Infallibility, 172-3.
^Faguet, Dupanloup. 94.
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omnipotence which might be transferred to the pope in political mat
ters as a result of his doctrinal infallibility. The Church, in his 
opinion, should be a limited monarchy, not an absolute one. "92 ^
tendency on the part of conservative, intransigent Catholics to 
identify themselves as the party in support of infallibility and 
to infer that Catholic liberalism was the source of an antl- 
infaHibilist sentiment lends credence to Faguet's supposition. As 
Acton pointed out, the Catholics who welcomed the Syllabus con
sidered the infallible pope to be their compendious security 
"against hostile States and Churches, against human liberty and 
authority, against disintegrating tolerance and rationalising 
stience, against error and sin. It became the common refuge of 
those who shunned what was called the liberal influence of Catholic
ism. "93

Infallibility, officially defined, would threaten the intel
lectual independence of Catholics in temporal matters, it would 
tend to place the Church squarely in opposition to the ideas ac
cepted by the nineteenth century, and as a consequence the Church 
would further alienate itself from the people, thus decreasing its 
effectiveness in fulfilling its divine mission. The definition of 
infallibility was, therefore, untimely. Catholic liberalism, which 
promt sad to harmonize the Church with the times, would be defeated

92Viscomte de Meaux, Montalembert (Paris, 1897), 302.
93John E.E.D. Acton. Hie History of Freedom and Other Essays (London. 

1907), 495-96.



by the Church it was attempting to serve. That the new dogma 
was the death of Catholic liberalism was commonly assumed by in-

Ql
transigent Catholics at the time. "The liberal opposition re
minds us," Gueranger wrote in 1670, "of some gallant ship... 
dragged by luck into the vortex of an absorbing storm. Round and 
round the doomed vessel careens, approaching nearer its destruc
tion at every circuit. And now the fatal moment is at hand; she 
will sink with one cry and vdth scarcely a r i p p l e . " 9 5  The op
ponents of infallibility, he continued, "were men who, while 
glorying in the name of Catholic, showed themselves to be saturated 
vdth corrupt principles, availing themselves of calumny and 
sophisms to lower the authority of the supreme head of the Church, 
of whose prerogatives they were afraid. They do not believe, as 
other Catholics do, that the Council is governed by the Holy 
Spirit, They were full of audacity, folly, hatred, and v i o l e n c e . " ^  
As if to summarize, Peletier wrote that liberal Catholics realized 
that if papal infallibility were proclaimed, all chance of the 
Church bending to the maxims of 1789 would disappear. Further
more, by the definition, all the judgments against those maxims 
previously rendered would be irrefragable.̂

9UNote: The assumption is best noted in Louis Veuillot13 Rome pen
dant le concile. Paris, 1870.

^P. Gueranger, Defense de 1'Egli Romaine centre les accusations du
R.P. Gratrr.(Paris. 1670). 1W16. ~

96Ibid.. 21.
^Victor Pelletier, Mer. Dupanloup. episode de lthistoire contero- 

pr>r*in». 18A5-1875 (Paris. 1876). 89.



Least equivocal of all those associated with the Liberal
xCatholics in 1870 was the Pere Gratry, an Academician, and former

ly Oratorian. Along with Mgr. Maret, associate of Ozanam and 
Lacordaire on Ere Nouvelle in 1848 and now Bishop of Sura, Gratry 
did not hesitate to base his arguments against infallibility on 
theological grounds. In four letters addressed to Mgr. Deschamps, 
Archbishop of Malines, all published in 1870, he set forth his 
position. Cardinal Manning had exposed himself to danger of ex
communication, Gratry declared in his first letter, because the 
English prelate had defended a heretic, Pope Honorius who had 
been three times condemned for heresy by Church councils.^
Labelling the exponents of infallibility a "school of error,'1 
he stated in his second letter that "this school is the disgrace 
of our cause and the scourge of our religion."^ Furthermore,
Gratry charged the papacy since the sixteenth century with 
systematically suppressing facts tfcicb were antagonistic to the 
Pope's absolute and separate sovereignty. "This fact alone would 
prevent us from proclaiming before God and man the dogma of in-

100fallibility, since it rests upon theories supported by such methods.

98a . Gratry, Mgr- l'fiygque d1 Orleans et Mgr, l'archeveoue de Malinewt 
premiere lettre A Mgr. Deschagrne (Paris. 1870!). 11.

^A. Gratry, Mgr. 11 ev8que d♦ Qrl pV t** l»archeveque de Malines.
deuxlbme lettre Mgr. Deacfaaape. {PatH «. 1870). IL.

Gratry, Mgr, 1'eWfrue d1 Orleans et Mar. l'archeveoue de Malines. 
troisifaae lettre a Mgr. Descfaaape, (Paria. 1870L  2&.
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A stranger to the traditions of Gallicanism, Gratry was 

motivated only by desire to oppose the attempt to exalt papal 
authority to the level of omnipotence. He had never seriously 
questioned the pope's position as supreme head of the Church. And 
Gratry, too, was convinced that an infallible pope would ignore 
all frontiers between spiritual and temporal matters, that he would 
invade the domains of history, science, and politics. Encouraged 
by Dupanloup and others, he entered the first ranks of the "anti- 
infallibilists.«101

The Correspondent. edited by Broglie and Cochin, published 
its views on the Vatican Council on October 10, 1869, and then 
maintained a most cautious silence. They recognized the Pope as 
the first pastor of the Church, bub they criticized the "idola
trous superstition" that some Catholics attached to their devotion 
to the Holy See. With the convocation of the Council, they said, 
the papacy would cease to be "exclusively Italian"; it would be
come not only European, bub universal. Consequently, the Church 
must adopt a more latitudinarian attitude toward social and poli
tical philosophy and not sanction any particular political creed.
The bishops, they hoped would recognize that the greatest asset 
of the Church was liberty, and this could be guaranteed only by re
specting and promoting the comaon liberty of all citizens. "A re

ICH-For his relations with Dupanloup and Montalembert, cf. A. Gratry, 
Lettres a Princess de Malnhe (Paris, 1912), 63, 65, 82, 90, 96; 
Adolphe Perraud, Le P. Gratry. Ses deraiers jours (Paris, 1872), 
30; for intransigent Catholic criticism of Gratry, cf. Jules 
Morel, Sonne contre le catholicisme liberal. II, 260, 284 ff., 
309; and Louis Veuillot, Hams pendant le concile. 156*
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gime of freedom is the providential lavr of our times,” and the 
Church must always be worthy of it. She must never be guilty of 
duplicity in accepting freedom in the name of comnon liberty, 
therefore, the work of the Council was to reshape the Church's 
relations vis-a-vis modem society. Certainly the Council 
would not define infallibility as a dogma, for it would make no 
decision without unanimous consent of all bishops freely given, 
and how could it be believed that an assemblage of the universal 
episcopacy of the Church would take such a step? Infallibility, 
once proclaimed, would be applied to the work of previous popes, 
even to acts which were in violent contradiction to modem public 
law* Was it possible that Pins IX would be obliged to treat 
Napoleon III as Boniface treated Phillip the Fair, and to talk to 
Emperor Francis-Joseph in the same tone as Innocent III spoke to 
Frederick of Hohenataufen? No, the Council would not be a comedy.
It would wisely resolve the questions, half-religious and half
political, upon which were based the conflicts between the Church 
and society. Collected in Council around the Pope, the bishops 
would evade all imprudence and declare that the most valuable 
asset which the Church has is liberty based upon the comnon liberty 
of all.102

Such optimism seemed unbelievable to the Count de Montalembert* 
Two years before, in 1867, he too had welcomed the idea of a Council,

lO^Albert de Broglie, "Le concile,a Correspondent. XXIV (I869), 5-46.
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which "would refute the fanatical and courtier-like exaggerations 
so prodigiously emanating from the contemporary Ultramontanes.
As it became more obvious that the Council would be asked to define 
infallibility, Montalembert became more anxious, for he foresaw that

i
an Ultramontane victory would accomplish the ruination of the 
Liberal Catholic position. In a letter to Dupanloup in October, 
1869, he urged the bishop not to allow the definition of the 
dogma, for it would mean, he feared, the official acceptance by 
the Church of the Syllabus and it would threaten the relations 
of modern society and the Church,

With so much to lose by the definition, he was perplexed that 
his friends, with the exception of Dupanloup and Gratry, were 
silent* Sick though he was, Montalembert undertook to condensate 
for that silence by renewed activity of his own. The result was 
the revising of the pamphlet, "L'fispagne et la liberte," which he 
had written in 1868; it contained his most vigorous protests 
against the policies of toe papacy, protests so forcefully put 
that the Correspondent refused to publish them. "L'Espagne et la 
liberte," which did not appear until 1876 when it was published in 
the BibliottTeque universelle et revue Suisse, contained the warning

103Charles de Montalembert, Correspondence de Montalembert et 
nudet (Paris, 1905), 354.

104Barbier, Histolre de Catholic^ unw liberal. I, 43; Acton, History 
of Freedom. 524*
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that the history of Spain wa3 proof that both the Church and the
State suffocate without mutual independence and liberty. It was
not his final stroke in behalf of Liberal Catholicism, however.
On March 7, IS70, the Gazette de France printed a letter from
Montalembert in vhich he decried the extremes of contemporary 

105Ultramontaniam. In his letter he stated that in all his speeches 
and writings not a single word could be found "in conformity with 
the doctrines or pretensions of the Ultramontanes of the present 
day." There was good reason for that, he continued, since no one 
had thought of advocating such ideas or even suggesting them be
tween the time he entered public life in 1830 and the advent of the 
Second finpire. "Never have I said, thought, or written, anything 
favorable to the personal and separate infallibility of the pope."^ 

Such were his convictions, clearly stated. Since his death, 
which followed the publication of the letter by only a few days, 
numerous Catholics apologists have sought to show that Montalembert 
did not oppose infallibility on theological gr o u n d s . S i n c e  he

es His purpose was to support Gratry, upon whom was falling the 
brunt of the Ultramontane attack; cf. firnile Ollivier, I. 
et l'fitat au concile du Vatican. 2 vols. (Paris, 1877)*
Ollivier quotes Montalembert as saying, "Since the strong do not 
support their own champions, the sick must needs rise from their 
beds and speak," Ibid.. II, 63.

J-Q̂ Gasette de Franca. March 7, 1870.
107cf. for example, Cardinal D.J. Mercier, "Le Centenaire de Montal

embert," La Revue getierale. March, 1912.
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always asserted that he was not In a position to question Church 
policy from a theological point of view, because he was not a 
theologian, it would appear that there is some support for such 
apologetic arguments. To 3ay, however, that he supported infalli
bility as it was defined in 1870 is a different matter. On the con
trary, it was evident that he was actively opposed to it. Had he 
lived long enough to require it, he no doubt would have submitted 
to the new dogma, or as he put it, "I should, in the event of the 
definition of infallibility, impose silence on ny reasonings. If 
my difficulties remained, assuredly the good God would nob order

108me to understand, but simply to submit, as I do to other dogmas."
He was first a Catholic and only secondarily a Liberal. But as long 
as there was freedom of discussion on the matter, he opposed the de
finition of infallibility with all his strength.

Therefore, in opposing papal infallibility at the Vatican 
Council, the Liberal Catholics took the only attitude which logical 
consistency would allow. They furnished much of the leadership for 
the opposition. On July 13* 1870, Dupanloup abstained from voting 
for the dogma; four days later he signed the protest drawn up by 
the dissenting bishops. He left Rome the same day in order to avoid 
being present at the official proclamation of the dogma on July 18.
But before his departure, he sent the Pope a final letter on the 
matter, pleading with Pius IX to decline to confirm the definition.

10®As quoted in Simpson, Opposition to Infallibility. 185-86.



Dupanloup assured the Pope that his refusal to accept the tribute 
paid by the Council to the prerogatives of the Holy See would win 
for the Papacy universal reverence and admiration and would re
lease men unexpectedly at the last moment from all the incalculable

109misfortunes which the definition would cause. 7 All to no avail. 
Infallibility became dogma and with it came the decline and virtual 
death of the Liberal Catholic movement.

"'■^Simpson, Opposition to Infallibility. 272



Chapter V 
PAPAL 3C7ERSIGNTY AND ITALIAN UNITY

Essential to the question of Ultramoirtanism was the inveterate 
issue of papal temporal power in Rome. The sporadic challenge of 
Italian nationalism to the right of Pope Pius IX to govern a portion 
of Italy politically, evoked a spirit of unity among French Catholics 
whioh they had not know since the ancien regime. Galileans and 
Ultramontanes, intransigents and Liberal Catholics all sprang to the 
Pope's defense. At the same time an intellectual crisis was provoked 
among Liberal Catholics. For if they believed in the independence 
of Church and state, if they accepted the principle of national self- 
determination, and if their adherence to the tenets of Liberalism 
traneoended national boundaries, how could they in good faith support 
the papal positiont In the early period of Pius IX*a reign, from 
1846 to 1848, the problem was not so difficult for Liberal Catholics 
sinoe the Pope not only accepted many Liberal ideas but applied them 
to his administration of Papal State affairs. With the reaction 
following the Roman revolution of 1846-1849, however, Pius IX took a 
stand squarely opposed to Liberalism and Italian nationalism. Liberal 
Catholics did not cease to support hie claims to temporal sovereignty,

222
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even if they did so less enthusiastically and aore hesitatingly than 
before. Thay thus adopted an apparently dualiatic appraisal of 
Liberal values and consequently jeopardized the logic of their entire 
qyatea of thought.

In the spring of 1649 and again in 1859 French forces intervened 
in Italian affaire, and both interventions occasioned a vooiferous 
debate in France between Catholioa and anticlericals. In 1649 an 
insecure and sedulous Napoleon deterained upon a policy to placate, 
and to Ingratiate hlaself with, French Oatholios as well as to pro- 
teot Frenoh interests fay restoring papal power in Raae. A decade 
later a sore confident Napoleon III shook loose his clerical ties and 
engaged France in a war on the side of Sardinia against Austria, the 
objective being. In the eyes of Frenoh Oatholios at least, the unifi
cation of Italy at the ultiaate expense of the Holy See. the first 
intervention was applauded by French Oatholios and the second was de
plored, but on both occasions the issue was the sane. Tbs question 
was that of papal teaporal powsr, the preservation of which seeaed so 
aenaeed by Italian unification aoveaents, whether led by Kazzini in a 
direct attaok on Mourn or by Oavour with his aore artful diplooatio 
approach.

Liberal Catholics and their newly-found political allies— Thiere, 
Bar rot, and Tocquevllls-— were in a position of lnfluenes during tbs 
period of the Napoleonic presidency, and it was they who did aost to 
effect the die patching of a frenoh expeditionary force to Rone and 
thus to eabark the Second b p  ire on a pro-Oat ho lie policy. For the 
secular Liberals It was a aatter of checking radicalise wherever it
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ocourred, whether is Parle or in Rone. For the Liberal Catholics the 
question was clearly one of oontinuing papal teaporal sovereignty.^*
In both cases Liberal principles, including the right of self-deter- 
nination, were eaorlficed.

Montaleabert best sunmarized the argunents of Liberal Catholics, 
indeed, of all Catholics, in favor of preserving papal teaporal 
authority. Speaking in the Constituent Aaeenbly on Noveaber JO, 1648, 
he declared that only the saints nance of the integrity of the Papal 
States could insure papal independence, and should the Pope oeass to 
be independent, that is, if he becaae the subjeot of a foreign power, 
the faith of Catholics everywhere would be placed in jeopardy. "Cer
tainly, teaporal power is not dogna nor is it identified with Catholic 
truth. But it is identified with the seourlty, the liberty, and the 
grandeur of the Church, and what Catholic could fall to understand 
that papal sovereignty in Raae is a condition whioh is necessary for

Othe existence of the Church here on earthf " With republicans, or for

Falloux, as Minister of Public Instruction and of Cults, was in a 
position to exert pressure on Napoleon III, since the latter had 
need of Catholic and royalist support. Therefore, VSalloux and 
Tocqueville, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, were the channels 
through which Catholics influenced policy. Montaleabert, too, 
had the ear of Napoleon because of the Count's support in the 
presidential election. For disoussions of Liberal Oatholios* 
negotiations with Napoleon, of. Count A • de Falloux, Maaolres 
d'un royalist. 2 vols. (Paris, 1886); Alexis de Tocqueville, 
Rdool lections (Sew Tork, 1696); 8 . Leeanuet, Montaleabert
d'aprbs son journal et sa correspondence (Paris, 1895-1902); 
Pierre de la Gorce, Histolre du second eaoire. 7 vols. (Paris, 
1894-1905)i Georges Veill, Histolre du oatholiclaao liberal en France (Baris, I909).

2
Charles de Montaleabert, Oeuvres de M. Is ooate de Maatalswbort. 6 

vols. (Paris, 1860-61), III, 110; of. his address before the 
Asseably on October 19, 1849, Ibid.. 2J0-294.



225

that natter, Auetrians, in control of Rone, the Vatican would cease 
to be ite own spokesman. Tocqueville as Minister of Poreign Affairs 
agreed. "Although the Church's kingdom is not of this world,11 he 
said, "it does not exert a leas constant and immediate influenoe 
over the events of this world. It is, then, of the utuost importance 
that the head of the Church should not have to submit to the prepon
derance of any power...Ho one has thought of any other means of 
retaining the independence of the Pope except that of leaving him a
temporal sovereignty.”̂  Moreover, if Nassau Senior's estimates are

4accepted, most Frenchmen and practically all Liberals concurred.
Since the firet nationalistic outburst against the system 

established by the Congress of Vienna, Catholics of a Liberal bent 
had supported the prinoiple of self-determination. They had spoken 
enthusiastically and prophetically about the rights of the Creeks, 
the Irish, the Poles, and the Belgians, eaoh of when was attempting 
to throw off the yoke of foreign domination. All of these oases, ad
mittedly, involved the freedom of Oatholioiem, either Eastern or Reman, 
from the interference of a foreign power, but it would be unjustifiable 
to state that the Montaleabert group's adherence to the principle of 
nation*lima was solely activated by that factor. Nor did they accept 
the prinoiple of self-determination as an absolute right. Extenuate 
oiroumatanees, such as a case in whioh two equally just principles 
were in contradiction, might alter the situation, as it did in Italy,

'Speech of August 6, 16̂ 9, as quoted in Plalloux, M&oires. I, 516-19.
4Nassau Senior, Conversations with Distinguished Persons during the 

Second Aspire. from 1660 to 1665. (London. 1660L 500-501.
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Not being convinced of the efficacy of a strong central government 
in any case, the Liberal Catholics did not aaBOoiate the ooncept of a 
centralised nation state with the idea of nationalist! as the Italian 
nationalists tended to do. National self-determination was most 
normally interpreted by Liberal Catholics in terms of emancipation 
of one nationality from the domination of another. It is in that 
aense that Liberal Catholic attitudes toward Italian unification can 
beat be understood.

There was scarcely any difference of opinion among the succes
sors of Lttaenoais concerning national movements. Nations were divine
ly created institutions, they declared. Jesus Christ "declared that 
all men are brothers" and that they find their natural rapport within 
the nation.^ "Who can teach patriotism better than the clergy? For 
according to us, God made the ‘patrie,' and love of 'patrie1 is a 
Christian virtue.*^ The Liberal Catholics constantly decried the 
notion that they were aliens to the patriotic oonoept of the nation 
because they adhered to a Ohuroh which was international in character.

In I650 they Liberal Catholics had sympathized with the Poles and 
the Belgians, and they never ceased to ohamplon the cause of the Irish.
The Aagllsh rule ever Ireland was despotism, pure and simple, asserted
5 ,,"Henri Iaeordaire, Conferences de Notre-Daae de Faria. 4 vola. (Paris, 1844-1651), I, 454.
6 .Felix Xkapaaloup, Second Letter from the Right Haver end the Lord

Bishop of Orleans to M. Mlnghettl on the New ltal**f Military Law 
(London, 1676), 29. cf. "Lettre de Mgr. l'Srfque d1Orleans au 
clerge de son diocese relative a la souscriptlon nationals pour 
la liberation du territoire," in Felix Bupanloup, Nouvellea 
oeuvree cholsies de Mgr. Dupanlouo. 7 vola. (Paris, 1875-1874), TCI, 284-85.



Lacordaire.? All Liberal Oatholloa concurred. Poland In particular 
won their sympathy. "Brave, unhappy Poland, ao deeply oaluaniated, 
so bitterly oppreeaad, ao dear to all free aen and OatholiosI"
Poland "has struggled ao long for liberty and has kept unstained her 
ancient faith; may she once more regain her plaoe among the nations," 
wrote Montaleabert in L'Avenir in 1831.^ In I863 Montaleabert went 
ao far aa to denand Frenoh intervention in behalf of the Polish rebels. 
"We live under a reign whioh has aaorificed the lives of one hundred 
thousand FTenctaen who died to cement with their young and generous 
blood the rotten foundations of the Ottonan Empire, and not an effort 
is to be aade to snatch fron despair and slavery a Christian nation, 
ever youthful in heroism, of antique virtue, of Irrepressible and 
blind eonfidenee in ue'*^ If the "moral intervention of Branee" was 
not sufficient to ooeroe the Russian tear to grant the Polos inde
pendence, then Franoe ehould take military action. It would be a war 
with objectives whioh were "essentially disinterested and truly 
legitimate, ” a war "destined to strike the guilty without touching 
the innocent, the unooncerned,...and above all, without disturbing 
Germany, but guaranteeing to her, on the contrary, the integrity of 
her federal territory. And what a war! Sever could there be one 
more universally accepted and hailed!"10

^Henri Lacorda ire, filose funebre de Daniel O'Connell (Paris, 1848), 
a  2 4 *Articles de L'Avenir. 4 vola. (Louvain, 1832), I, 403.
9Charles de Montaleabert, Lnsurrootion in Poland (London, 1684), 24.
10Ibid.. 27. of. Du pan 1 on p, Mouvelles oeuvres ohoieiea. V, 281.
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Indicative of the rather dualistic position Montaleabert was to 

taka In regard to Italian unification was hie etand in far or of the 
Sonderbund. a union of Swiss Catholic cantons oreated in 1847 and 
opposed by a league of Protestant Swiss cantons. A short civil war 
was preoipitated between the two groups in Noveaber, 1847. Montalea
bert took the side of the Sonderbundf which was supported Iiy Catholics, 
conservatives, and Metternich, and which was in favor of decentralized 
gcsrerzvent in Switzerland, The Protestant cantons had the support of 
the anti-Jesuit radicals who wanted the separation of Church and state 
and the developaent of Switzerland into a truly unified nation state. 
Montaleabert explained his extraordinary alliance with Metternich 
against the prinoiple of nationalise by saying that in Switzerland it 
had not been a question of nationality, of cantonal sovereignty, or of 
Jesuits. Rather, the issue bad been whether Liberalise or radic&lian 
would triuapb. The victory of radioalisa, he said, was likely to nean 
the loea of ainority rights, the destruction of the social order, and 
the introduction of a reign of intolerance.^ His support of tbs 
Sonderbund was further indication that Montaleabert interpreted 
national sovereignty to nean not a unified or centrally governed nation 
stats, but rather the absenoe of domination by a foreign power. That 
the Sonderbund advooated an extrenely loose federal struoture was not, 
in Montaleabert1a opinion, a violation of the principle of nationalism.

But what of Italian nationalise and Liberal institutions? These

^cf. Speech in the Ghaaber of Peers on January 14, 1648, in
Montaleabert, Oeuvres. EE, 674-709.



principles Montaleabert attenpted not to oonteat. It was not a 
question of Italian unity, Montaleabert Insisted, but of Italian 
freedon. "It is the imprescriptible right of every nation to be 
free fron foreign domination. I hold, however, that it is not a 
legitiaate right that Italy be governed by a single naeter. Italians 
deserve to be freed froa the yoke of Austrian rule and to be allowed 
to govern theaselves. Also, it is normal that eaoh state should 
have the liberal institutions that suit it.*1 He agreed with the 
moderates in Italy who thought in terms of a oonfederation of Italian 
states, perhaps presided over by the Pope. "I see only one remedy.
Italians should eabraoe without reserve the political liberty and all

12the reforms that PIub IX has brought to his people and to Italy. *
In effect he wee saying that the plans for an Italian kingdom under 
the Sardinian moharohy or for a Maszlnian Italian republlo were not 
to be trusted. Plus IX was the hope of Italy.

Montaleabert had not foreseen the return to Rome, after the fall 
of the Rcaan Republic in 1849, of a Pius IX who was no longer sympa
thetic to Liberal institutions, who having been burned once would not 
go near the Liberal fire again. Those same Romans who bad shouted 
in January of 1848, Viva Plo Mono, were a few months later to despise 
the Pontiff for having deserted the Italian oause. It wae clear to 
than and to all patriots, whether radical or moderate, that the Pope 
was not the hope of Italy. On the contrary, he stood directly in the 
path of Italian progress. Montaleabert1 s imprecations upon the Raman 
12Lecanuet, Montaleabert. II, 555-56.
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populace that they were "unworthy and inoapable to poesaes the pure,
15generous, and regular liberty that the pope offered them" could

hardly hide the intellectual dilemma with which Liberal Oatholios
were now faced. As long as the Vatican supported Liberal tenets,
Catholics of the Montaleabert group in France could with intellect
tual honesty champion papal sovereignty in Rome and a confederation
of Italian states. After 1849 whan the Pope pledged himself to
reaction, the Montaleabert group was foroed to accept a less logical
defense of teaporal sovereignty. The happy era of the Liberal
papacy had expired, and the familiar lack of haraony between Liberal
Catholicism and an intransigent pope wae reborn.

Frenoh troops were in Rene preserving papal power and Frenoh
Oatholice were content. They did not seen to ask the obvious question,
perbaps purely academic to theat With French troops occupying Roue,
what guarantee did the Holy See have of naintaining its freed on from
French doainationt Although Manin, the Venetian republican, probably
exaggerated when he said that the Pontiff would be freer in almost
any situation than in his dependence upon Jftrenoh troops, and that

l4“he is the puppet of the Frenoh," he did touch upon an issue ignored 
by Montaleabert. Certainly as a Franctnan and as a Liberal Catholic, 
Montaleabert deplored the Austrian preponderance in Italy. As 
Falloux declared, "Intervention for intervention, that of France would

^Vontaleabert to Count X. de Merode, as quoted in Lecanuet, Monta- 
leabert. II, 555-5̂ .

14Baaeau Senior, Conversations with M. Thiers. M. Guizot, and Other 
Distinguished Persons during tbs Second aspire (London. 1676).
II, 125.
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certainly be acre merciful and, in the best meaning of the term, more

15liberal than that of Austria." Such was their opinion. They agreed 
with Thiers when he said that "To know that the Austrian flag vat 
flying on the Castle of St. Angelo is an humiliation under which no 
frenohman could bear to exist. It was clear, therefore, that we must 
occupy Rome oursel v e s . I n  any case it seemed obvious to Liberal 
Oatholios that french intervention, as a principle, was not on the 
same level with Austrian occupation or republioan domination of the 
Sternal City. Frenoh Catholics apparently assumed that french troops 
would liberate the pope whereas Austrian or republioan foroes would 
dominate him.

When in 1859 France joined Sardinia against Austria and thus 
helped provoke a series of revolutions in the Papal States, the argu
ment over temporal sovereignty was renewed with full foroe. Vow the 
Catholic attaok was directed against Imperial policy, and the Monta- 
lembert group felt compelled to defend an illiberal papal government 
against the encroachments of Sardinian Liberalism. This defense, 
Montaleabert attempted in rather negative fashion. "I will not assert, 
then, that the institutions of the Roman States are superior to all 
modern institutions, or that the general well-being of the people 
under papal rule surpaesee or even equals that of any people of the 
world....But are affairs managed worse at Rome than in mazy other 
plaoestu It was not enough, he continued, "to admit to a people the

■̂5paiioux, Memoirs s. I, 445.
l6Senior, Conversations with M. Thiers. II,



right to express their will} their will ehould be just, and the 
expreeeion of it should be legalized by neceaeity and social utility. 
Otherwise we would lapse back into the barbarous maxim of Rousseaut 
'It is not necessary for a people to be in the r i g h t * S i n c e  
when, he asked, "has the nere fact of not being governed according 
to our fanoy or having oertaln preferences or diaoontentaents been 
sufficient to establish the right of insurrection and to throw our 
country and BUrope into confusionl...To recognize a social right like 
that and to allow its free exercise would be the enthronement of dis
order." To grant the right of revolution against any and every system 
would condemn Europe to conditions of South Amerioa, "where a new 
government springs up every two weeks, and any general, who can com
mand the obedience of fifteen-hundred men and invent or revive a 
program of opposition, can subvert the government of his country* Such 
are the egotistical follies, the oaprioioue tumults, and the criminal 
and homicidal blunders that God visits with the most bitter and just 
disappointments and which He ohastises by a punishment the most severe 
and humiliating to a culturally advanced nation— the despotism of the 
barracks.Not only did he deny the right of rebellion and question 
the legitimacy of the principle of popular sovereignty, Montaleabert 
reminded Frenohmen that revolutions produce military dictatorships. 
Could the Romagnese who were rebelling against the Holy Sea in 1660 
anticipate a better future than the ftrench had known since 16461

^Charles de Montaleabert, Pius IX and France in 1849 and 1899 (Lon-
i8 don, I860), 54-55.
Ibid.. 40.



For foreign statesmen to criticize publicly the government of the 
Papal States was, in Montaleabert's opinion, to contravene the accepted 
principle that the officials of one nation may not interfere in the 
domestic affairs of another people* It was unreasonable and unfair 
to single out for hostile criticism the government of the Papal States, 
while maintaining cautious silence on the defects of every other na
tion, he oontended. To those who insisted that European governments 
sanction the revolt in Romagna, he askedt "Why do you concede to this 
province a right which is denied, or obstinately opposed, in all other 
states in Europe?^ Often in the past twenty years, he said, the righb 
of the people to revolt against constituted authority bad been denied, 
as in the case of Poland, "the greatest and most illustrious of all 
persecuted and suppressed nationalities, and formerly an object of 
the deepest sympathy for Liberals in every country...How has eternal 
justice, so outraged by the destruction of that nation, been appeased! 
...You are silent on the subject."20 In the case of the Ionian Islands 
where men wanted to be free of British rule, or in Ireland whioh 
wanted independence, or Poland, "a thousand obstacles oppose the 
accomplishment of our mission. Our present alliances and sympathies 
hold us back. But in Romagna, which is held by an old priest, who 
has neither soldiers nor money, we can do everything.*2*

Always willing to discover a dlobolioal plot against the Church, 
Montaleabert stated that the real aim of the radicals and of the 
radicals and of the Bapoleonic government was "the total destruction
19Montalenbert. Pius IX and France. 46.

*9. 21Iiid*» 50.



of the sovereignty of the pope, first because he la pope, and then
because he is an ineuraountable obstacle to Italian unity under one
m a s t e r . F o r  those who hate Catholioisa, “who look upon the Church
as the eneay of nankind...nothing is more staple, or more logical,
than to attack the keystone of the external and teaporal organization
of the Church.n25 The ortae of Pius IX was then that he was a priest,

24Montaleabert declared. He pleaded with the Italians to abandon their 
crusade against the Church. "If Italy really understood her nission 
and her glory, if in place of following a policy of disloyalty and 
political corruption she had reaained faithful to the suggestions of 
nen like Balbo— those first and real Initiators of her aodern patrio
tism—— her first care would have been to leave inviolate and beyond

25dlsousalon the twofold majesty of the Holy See." Having deserted the 
Ohureh, even plotted against it, Italian nationalism and liberty wee 
lost.

Montalenbert, therefore, never eeaaed to support the temporal 
power of the papacy. He tried to reconcile his own Liberalism and 
acceptance of the principle of self-determination with the Italian 
cause by proposing an Italy confederated under a regenerated papacy.

^Montaleo bert, Hue IX and FTanoe. 44. 2^Ibid.. 5 5.
24To which one anonymous Frenohman replied! "Yes, M. le coats, he is 

a priest and this alone is enough to justify ending his poaition 
as a teaporal prinoe. Are you not cognisant of how extraordi
nary it is that a priest is the head of a teaporal government in 
the nineteenth oentury in Suropef* La France at le oaoe. Ke- 
ponse 1 M. le conte de Montalenbert (Paris, IG60), 15.

^Montalenbert, Plus IX and Franoe. 45.
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When the Pope turned from reform to reaction sb a policy basis, Monta
leabert continued to defend the papal position by negative arguments. 
In actuality he rejected the whole program of Italian unification 
because inherent within it were dangers to papal teaporal power, and 
in thefinal analysis hia attitude was conditioned not by his Liberal
ism but by his religious faith. There was little ohanoe of the holy 
See retaining its independence in a unified Italy, Montaleabert said.
In a letter to Cavour he stated, "You talk of a free Church in a free 
state, and I see nothing but a Church spoliated by a despoiling state, 
larller he had written to the Sardinian prime minister summarising his 
own position. "You believe in a large centralized state; I am for the 
small independent states. You despise the local traditions in Italy;
I like them above all. You want a unified Italy; I desire a confeder
ated Italy. You violate treaties fcnd the rights of men; I respect 
them because treaties between states are the same as contraots and 
probity between men. You would destroy the teaporal power of the 
Sovereign Pontiff; I defend it with all the energy of my reason and

S27ay sympathy*
Having said that, Montalenbert went further to reveal the incon

sistency in his analysis of the Italian problem by stating that at 
Venice, Cavour supported a just cause. "Venice was odiously betrayed 
by us in 1797* sadly treated by you [Cmvour and Sardinia] in 1849, and

^Charles de Montaleabert, Deuxieme lettre a M. le oonte de Cavour 
(Paris, 1865), 5*

^Charles de Montalenbert, Lettre b M. Is caste de Cavour. president 
du consell dee mlnistrea V Turin (Bsrls. I860). 5-4.
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unjustly abandoned by you and by ua in 1859* Her deliverance ie

Ofljust.” Evidently, rebellion was legitimate in one area where
the Auetriane were in preponderance and not in another. Radicalism
aroused sympathy when it occurred on the Adriatic but not when it 
emerged on the Tiber. Montaleabert desired to eee Italy liberated
from domination by foreigners namely Auetriane but he considered
the French occupation of Rome to be a magnanimous gesture in behalf 
of righteousness.

Dupanloup did not disagree with Montaleabert to any great 
extent. In his paper.Ami de la religion, he agitated constantly in 
1548 and 1549 for French intervention in behalf of the Pope, even 
going eo far as to introduce a "catechism11 on the subject. "The 
security of the Church," it said, "requires that the Holy See be free 
and independent and this independence must be sovereign.”*^ Having 
warned Frenchmen continuously against such irreligion as was mani
fested in the destruction of papal sovereignty in Rome, the Bishop 
was able to remind his countrymen that the misfortunes which bad 
acbrued to then by 1571 resulted from the lapse in morality which had 
countenanced spoliations, violations of justice, destruction of the 
weak and the triumph of f o r c e E v e n  in the National Assembly 
elected in 1571, to whioh Dupanloup was a delegate, he continued to

26 *Montalenbert, Lettre a M. le carte de Cavour. 5 .
20Ami de la religion. December 16, 1545. of. DUpanloup's articles 

in Ami de la religion. December 14 and 19, 1846.
50Dupanloup, Nouvellea oeuvres choisles. II, 427.
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speak of the necessity of the independence of the Holy See. Be epoke 
with more moderation, however, than acme of hie clerical colleagues 
who ignored the fact that the re-eBtablisbraent of temporal power 
would necessitate a major war.'**

The 1848 revolutions were welcomed with only scant reserve by 
Ozanam. Writing early in that momentous year, before events had 
transformed his enthusiasm into disillusion, he declared that "not 
since the fall of the Roman Bapire has the world seen a revolution 
resembling this...I believe in the emancipation of the down-trodden 
nationalities, and 1 admire more than ever the mission of Pius IX, 
a mission so opportune for Italy and for the rest of the world." He 
recognized the times to be full of dangers. HI expeot to see such 
hardship, disorder, and pillage. I believe even that we may be

32crushed, but if eo, it will be under the Juggernaut of Christianity."
The Bishop of Rone himself would reoonoile the modern world with the
Church, Ozanam d e c l a r e d . Ozanam would have agreed with his
anonymous compatriot who stated that Pius IX had cleansed "the old

34stains of papal power in the regenerative waters of liberty."
Ozanam joined his co-editors of the Catholic republican Eee nouvelle 
in sending an address to the Holy Father whioh deolared t'nsir desire

51Weill, Histolre du Catholicisms liberal. 191.
^Aml de la religion. Feburary 29, 1646.
55Letter of February 17, 1647, in Lettree de Freds**" 2 vola

(Paris, I673), II, 143-45.
L’Alpha de la reoublicue (Paris, 1648), 3*
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to follow in the footsteps of their father and head pastor.^

In 1648 it seamed that there was no conflict of interest between 
the papacy and Italian Liberalism. French Catholics should follow the 
lead of Pius IX, who like his great predecessors in the sixth and 
ninth oenturies, had "passed over to the barbarians," that is, Pius 
IX had appealed to"the mass of the people to whoa we are unknown."
By "barbarians* he did not aean "the radicals, whose who want to reach 
the ultimate goal at once,11 Ozanam was forced to add.^ But when the 
brief marriage of the papacy and Italian Liberalism proved incompati
ble, Ozanam joined with the other editors of 8re nouvelle in taking a 
stand against the "barbarians," saying that Pius IX "is a thousand 
times more venerable in the eyes of the Christian world now than when 
a grateful people surrounded him with praises and cries of triumph

17which were soon forgotten.Certainly they agreed with their one
time critic, Ami de la religion, when it said that "in striking at the 
the head of the Church.• .they have pierced with the same blow the deep
est and most tender spot in our heart.Solace could be gained only 
from the policy of France, the eldest daughter of the Church, to which
Cod had given a share of the glorious work of the restoration of the 

39 wPope.  ̂ Bro nouvelle promised that France, now a democratic republic, 
"would do for Pins IX what the nonarc ha have previously dons far the
55 *Abbe 0. Bazin, Tie de Mon seigneur Marat, son teams et sea oeuvres.

? vols. (Paris, 185>1), I, 551. “
Lettres de F. Ozanam. II, 19G. ^Kre nouvelle. Korea bar 26, 1846.

58 wAmi de la religion. November 28, 1848. Ibid.
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Aopapacy.1 Tha republic, they hoped, would preserve papal power.

Catholics were overjoyed, therefore, with Napoleon1a policy in 
1849. A decade later they heartily denounced his alliance with Sar
dinia as a threat against papal power. The Austrian war of 1859 and 
the recurrence of Italian revolutionary activity re-posed the 
problems of 1848. And had not those events served ae an adequate 
stimulus for Catholics to restate their position, the appearance of 
the inflammatory pamphlet, Le pace at le oongree. written by the 
journalist La Queronniere, would have been a sufficient supplement. 
Summarising the Liberal judgment against temporal sovereignty, La 
Queronniere, "a sincere Catholic," hinted that papal sovereignty was 
anachronistic. Rome should be kept for the pope, but the other Papal
States, espsoially Romagna, should not be protected by Frenoh troops

41-— a point of view sustained by official French policy. In the 
opinion of Catholics, Ha poison's refusal to maintain the Fops's 
position in Romagna was tantamount to denying the principle of tem
poral sovereignty, and the reduction of papal territory seemed to 
justify their original condemnation of the Austrian war, which, they 
said, had provoked the revolt in Romagna. The question was, as 
Falloux had put it in February of 1639* "What do we want to accom
plish! How are we to act vis-A-vls Italy? Shall we respaot the

nouvelle. How ember 28, 1848.
^ Le oaos et le congrSe (Paris. 1859). This pamphlet, by La Gueron- 

nisre, was published anonymously, of. Jean Maura in, La politique 
eooleslastlque du second empire (Paris, 1930)# 355-57* Oe la 
Gores quotes Kapoison as saying, UI did not write the pamphlet,
but I approve all its ideas." Pierre de la Gorce, Histolre du 
second empire. 7 vols. (Paris, 1894-1905)# HI# 374.
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42heritage of Saint Louis or shall wo bo the sons of the Directoryt"

In the negotiations following the war with Austria it seemed obvious 
that the letter path had been taken, and the resulting conflict only 
served to confirm the presentiments of Liberal Catholics and their 
mistrust of imperial policy.

iXjpanloup, who had already spoken of the matter in a pastoral 
letter on September JO, 18£>9, waa not slow to answer the author of 
Le papa at le congres. Five days after its appearance, the bishop 
published his first attack* He appealed to the common right and to 
public law. "If Romagna is annexed to Sardinia," he said, "the whole 
principle of the pontifical state will perish, and with it J&iropean 
public law and the foundations of the social order."^5 On January 
20, 1660, ha etruok out again in a pamphlet, Deuxieae lettre a un 
catholiqua. in whioh he stated that ty failing to support the papacy, 
France was forgetting its historical mission* The February 2J, 1660, 
issue of Oorrespondant ; devoted much attention to the question; the 
issue won for the journal an official warning for violation of 
imperial press laws* Augustin Coobin, writing for the Coreaspondant. 
stated that Liberal Catholics ardently desired the expulsion of Aus
tria from Italy, the reform of all the governments on the peninsula, 
and a "federal union which would be strong enough and supple enough 
42Lecanuet, Montalenbert. Ill, 207.
4jAmi de la religion. December 27, 1859.
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to assure to this noble branch of the Latin race the advantages of

44diversity as well as of unity." Protesting that he believed in
the "right of peoples," he insisted that that right was conditioned
by three qualificationes the principle upon whioh a people acted
must be obviously justj it oust be exercised in an incontestably
free fashion; and its application must not damage the rights of 

45others, s The cause of Italian unification did not meet these quali
fications. It was not, then, a just and liberal oause, and it could
be supported only at the risk of denying other principles such as
the prinoiple of papal sovereignty* Liberal Oatholios everywhere in 
fiance agreed.

Although Oochin counted himself in the number of Catholics for
whom the "ingratitude of 1848" had not discouraged "the grand hopes 

46of 1847** only Lacordaire seemed to sense the integral connection 
between Liberalism in France and the cause of Italian nationalism.
That cause he misinterpreted to mean freedom, not unification. Be
cause both his devotion to Pius IX and to Liberal principles were 
sincere, he was placed in a most difficult situation by the Italian 
developments. To the consternation of his Catholic friends lac or daire 
refused to declare himself against the Napoleonio policy in 1859*
Thus, his position was untenable because of the fundamental opposition 
between the preservation of papal temporal power and the support of 
the Italian nationalists. But his faith was great. He believed to
44Augustin Cochin, la question italienne et 1* opinion catholicue an 

France. Extrait du Correspondent (Paris, i860), 11.
45Ibid., 21 46ibid.. 10-11.
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the end that a compromise would be reached which would provide for 
independence of the papacy and for the realization of an Italian 
nation. To hie own eatisfaction, if to no one else'B, he Bolved 
or ignored the conflicts inherent in hie attitude. Typical of Lacor- 
daire'a approach wae hie statement in 1859 that he had been guided 
by a "two-fold love, love for the papacy and love for Italy. I 
have never had any trouble in reconciling the two....These two 
causes were, in my opinion, only separated through misunderstandings 
and accidents, and I relied on Providence for the triumph of them

47both." Or, as he wrote to Foisseti "I consider that there are
two just causes in Italy, that of Italy and that of the papacy. I
do not separate them. I pray for thfem both...God will conciliate

48the differences between them."
Oertainly Lacordaire's entire position in regard to Italy was 

premised upon the necessity of preserving the temporal sovereignty 
of the Holy See. In 1850, in answer to accusations that he bad em
braced completely unorthodox views, he signed a statement of faith 
in whioh he declared that "God, willed that His Church, the common 
mother of all the kingdoms which were to follow, should not be de
pendent upon any temporal power." He acknowledged the temporal 
power of the papacy as a "special disposition of t&a Providence of

^Henri Ferreyve, Lettres du Reverend P&re Lacordaire a dea jeunes 
gens (Paris, I865), 194.

y a /Josepfcr Crepon, ed., Lettres du R . P . L a c o r d a i r e  a Theophile 
Foiaeet. 2 vols. (Paris, 1686), II, 242.
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God Who wishes His Church to be free and independent."*^ Certainly,
lacordaire believed in the "moral necessity of the teaporal power
of the Holy See...It is a right for whioh I would willingly give my
last drop of blood.

The naintenance of the pope's teaporal power, however, was not
"at all incoapatible with Italian nationalieo and Italian liberty, if

51it is considered in its essence and its history," wrote Lacordaire. 
Pius DC had shown in 1647 that he was not opposed to liberty, for 
then the papacy eaerged frca the "backwardness of absolute power. It
rallied around it the princes and people of Italy who were opposed

52to the oppressors of that beautiful oountry and its liberties."
Pius IX had labored for refora, and if ingratitude and perversity 
had extinguished his prograu, it was none the less true that he had 
attempted reforas."^? the people of Home had ruined the Pope's 
program by their radicalism. Pius IX, however, while keeping his tea
poral sovereignty, "will probably be obliged to oodify his government, 
as will all Italian princes."^ Admittedly, the Pope was meeting with 
difficulty in his States, but that resulted front a general situation

49Raymund Devos, Ex Pabris (Rugsley, England, 1920), 51*
50Lettres in&itea du P. Lacordaire (Paris, 1681), 206.
51Henri Lacordaire, De la libsrtd de 1'Italie et de l'Eglise (Paris, 1860), 27.
^Lettres duR.P. Lacordaire a Mae. la coatesse Budoxis de la Tour 

du Pin (Paris. 1664). i66.
"^Lacordaire, De la llberte de 1*Italia et de I'Sglise. 29.
^Henri Villard, ed., Correspondence inedlte du P. Laoordalre. Lettres 

a sa fanllle et a see aals. (Paris. 1876). 579 •
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and not from an incompatibility between papal government and the 
liberty of the Roman people.^ Hietory and logic, he declared, 
proved that the head of Christianity need not rule by means of abso
lute power. “We are persuaded that it was Jobub Christ who intro
duced civil equality into the world, and with it political liberty, 
which means a certain participation of men in their own government."^ 
In Lacordaire1 e opinion, therefore, the papacy had to make "serious 
changes in the government of the Renan states." An such transforma
tion would come only after atill more important changes had ocourred 
in the moral direction of papal affairs, a direction which had been

5 7recently furnished by the Onivera and the Jesuit Oivilita Oattolica.
While defending papal sovereignty against the charges that it 

must necessarily deny Liberal principles, Lacordaire unequivocally 
supported the attempts of Italians to free themselves from foreign 
domination. There ia no greater misfortune, he wrote, than for one
nation to be governed by another. Italy bad the right to claim indo-

5 6pendence from Austria. "Austria ia only an unjust and oppressive 
weight upon Italy," bp wrote to the Abbe Ferreyve. "It is an equally

goheavy weight upon the Church.” The two causes w- ,-e inevitably linked. 
Assured by Napoleon Ill's pledge that he would respect the liberty of
55 'Bernard Choearne, ad., Lettres du R.P. Lacordaire a Mme. la baronne

de Frailly (Faria, 1665), 167-66.56 „ lacordaire, De la liberte de 1*Italia. 6.
57Lettres inedltea du P. Lacordaire. 225.
^ Ibid.f 16.
^Pere E. Lecanuet, Montaleabert d'acres son journal et sa correspon- 

dance, 5 vols. (Paris, 1695-1902), III, 205.



the Church, Lacordaire supported the campaign of 1859 against Austria
with ao much enthusiasm that he now regarded the Emperor, who had
seemed ao odious in 1852, with favor. "Neither the Bourbons, Louis-
Philippe, nor the Republic had the courage to serve efficaciouely the
cause of Italy,11 he wrote to the Legitimist Falloux. "Louis
Napoleon is a man more able, more hardy, than his predecessors— —a
nan who believes in Italy's interests and in the interests of France
enough to break with the legacy of the past.11 He did not endorse the
Bnpire completely. "I would not have chosen Napoleon," he said. "I
ignore his aims and his philosophy...But would you have me repulse
him and wait for another man-— a Bourbon or an Orleanst"^ Convinced
that Austria was not only the destroyer of Italian freedom, but of
the Church's liberty ae well, Lacordaire was forced to recognize that
the Holy Bee was allied with Austria. "But under the given oircum-
stances, is the papaoy free to make a choicet Between anti-Christian
demogoguery and Austria, the Church has not eeen a middle position,
and the Hapsburgs have occupied themselves with destroying that middle 

61ground'.1 The funeate influence of Austria held the Church as well as 
the Italian people in bondage. The bonds had to be removed.

Ae for the unification of Italy into a oentralized state, Lacor
daire could not accept nor did he understand such a demand. True, 
the temporal power of the pope prevented the consolidation of Italy

<50."Lettres du P. Lacordaire au caste de Falloux,' Correspondent.
CCVII (1911), 625-647 and 848-875, 857-

6lIbid.. 856.



into a unitary kingdom, "from changing ita capitala into simple
chefs-lieux of departments," but Lacordaire disputed whether this was
any great misfortune. Hia ideal, the United States, he rather
erroneously pointed out, wae not a centralized state, but a confedera-

62tion. Was it, he asked, any less of a nation? Italy may well aspire 
to a unitary monarchy, but it cannot do so in the name of nationality 
or in the name of l i b e r t y . T h e  pope was almoat invariably an 
Italian; for several centuries this had been the case. His oardi- 
nala and his advisors were also chiefly Italian. How could they, then, 
be an obatacle to the freedom of the Italian nation? On the contrary, 
the pope's right to rule in Rome rested on an heritage of a thousand

64years. It was an integral part of Italy's constitutional framework.
To deny this right would be a negation of freedom. A confederation 
of Italian states, then, wae Lacordaire1e program, failing as he did 
to aocept unification under one nonarcly as the legitimate or even the 
actual aspiration of Italian Liberals.

The realism of his fellow Liberal Catholics disturbed Lacordaire. 
He accused Montaleabert of having sacrificed the future to the diffi
culties of the present. So far was he removed from the Montalembert 
group on the Italian issue— so intense was his support of what he 
thought was the Italian cause— that he almost broke irrevocably away 
from his former associates. Writing of Montaleabert in 1649, he said

^Lacordaire, De la liberte de l'ltalie. 19.
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"his attitude, as always, has lacked justice, balance, and depth.
He and his friends have placed the Church in a aorry position for the
past eighteen months, and I am more glad tian ever that I have

65separated from then” When the Italian cause was again an issuo 
in 1859* Lacordaire broke away once mors from Montalembert. Harmony 
was restored only with the publication in I860 of Lacordaire's pam
phlet, Da ia libert<T de l'ltalie et de l'Sgllee. in whioh he defended 
temporal sovereignty. In the final analysis Lacordaire differed 
little from his Liberal Catholic friends in regard to the Italian 
question, since he too found it impossible to forsake the principle 
of papal temporal sovereignty. As a consequence he found no real 
theoretical unity in his support of Italian nationalism and Italian 
Liberalism. Only in his boundless faith was there harmonious accord. 
He simply ignored the contradictions of his position.

A younger generation of Liberal Catholics, best represented 
by Arnaud de I'Ariege, was willing to accept or even welcome the 
loss of the pope's teaporal sovereignty, but such ideae were too

w
advanced for the older Montaleabert group. The letter's protesta
tions against the attacks on papal teaporal sovereignty did not cease 
as long as the last of its members lived to appear on the rostrum of 
public opinion to voice a denunciation of the irreligious, unprin
cipled, and radical force which led and abetted the Italian

^Let^er^of No^ggber 1849, in Lettres de Laoordalre a Mme. de

^Arnaud de I'Ariege, Le papaute tea ore lie et la nationality 
ltalienne (Paris, 1860$, 9-10.
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unification movement. To the end their attitude toward Italian 
affaire was premised on the idea that the papacy, to be independent, 
had to possess temporal sovereignty. Support of the pope's sover
eignty in the Papal StateB was not a dogma of faith; it was a right 
and a necessity, they thought. Temporal sovereignty was essential 
if the pope was not to become a puppet of a political power or a 
salaried functionary like the bishops of France.

That they were in conflict with the principles of Liberalism 
the Liberal Catholics would not admit. They construed the desire 
for national self-determination to be legitimate only in so far as 
it meant the emancipation of a nationality from foreign oppression. 
Unification of Italy into a centralized state meant only one thing 
to Liberal Catholics— -an ultimate attack on papal temporal 
sovereignty, which they as Catholics would oppose.



Chapter VI 
POLITICAL OUTLOOK OF LIEELAL CATHOLICS

Liberal Catholics did not produce a systematic body of 
thought, one logically constructed and metaphysically premised, 
which might be called a political philosophy. Their central pro
blem was always that of the expediency of reconciling religion 
with the heritage of the French Revolution, and their orientation 
was normally political, not philosophical. They sought to clarify 
the Church’s position regarding 1830 or 18^3* they seldom at
tempted to formulate for themselves, or for the Church as a 
whole, a group of attitudes to which they would subscribe as 
positive truths. Perhaps this failure resulted from the condem
nation of Lamennais who tended to speak of certain liberties in 
terms of absolute and universal truths, but whatever the reason, 
the result was the same. A Liberal Catholic philosophy was lacking. 
Lord Acton's appraisal of Lamennais was even more true when applied 
to the second Liberal Catholic group. Lamennais "began by think
ing that it was expedient for the Church to obtain the safeguards 
of freedom," Acton wrote, " and that she should renounce the losing 
cause of the old regime. But this was no more philosophy than the
similar argument which had previously wen her to the side of

2k?
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despotism when it was the stronger cause....As de Maistre had 
seen the victory of Catholic principles in the Restoration, so 
Lamennais saw it in the revolution of 1830. This was obviously 
too narrow and temporary a basis for a philosophy. "1

Inhibited by the Church's disapproval of the tenets of 
nineteenth-century Liberalism, the Liberal Catholics were forced 
to hedge on certain basic issues, to devise a dual set of values 
represented by the thesis and the hypothesis of Dupanloup, and 
to leave their contemporaries as well as subsequent readers un
sure whether on any given occasion it was the thesis or the
hypothesis the absolute or the allowable to which the Liberal
Catholic made reference when he talked about this liberty or 
that freedom. Not having formulated a philosophical system, 
it was not surprising that among the leading Liberal Catholics 
there was frequent ideological conflict, or that they seemed 
constantly to change their attitudes and approach. Change with
in itself may perhaps be meritorious, at least not condemnable, 
but the modulations and in the case of Montalembert, the permu
tations— of Liberal Catholics between 13U3 and 1870 are more 
suggestive of a lack of philosophical premises than of in
tellectual flexibility. Their political inclinations might best 
be found in their assumption that the Church, being catholic, 
could adjust itself to any political system, and that no particu-

\john E.E.D. Acton, The History of Freedom and Other Essays.
(London, 1907), 4671 ---------------
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1st system should be identified with Catholic truth. By implica

tion, therefore, they themselves vrere not concerned with patterns 

of thought to which Catholics should unive-sally subscribe.

Rather, they sought to provide a modus vlver.di for the Church 
in post-revolutionary France,

To say, however, that Liberal Catholics spoke favorably of 
representative government, freedom of speech, or political liberty 
without any firm attachment to those ideas would be unjust. Ad
mitting that their prime objective was service to the ehurch, 
which could best be implemented by reconciling it to modem 
society, they ngveitheless accepted Liberal political principles 
at face value, as a positive good, if not as positive truths. If 
Montalembert forsook his Liberalism in 1851, his attitudes were 
not different from certain "secular" Liberals who became tempo
rarily frightened by the ramifications of Liberalism, Liberal 
Catholics, therefore, accepted Liberal institutions sincerely.
But their Liberalism remained more a political platform than a 
philosophy.

At least one unifying consideration was evident in every 
Liberal Catholic's approach to political questions. If man was 
endowed by modern society with a certain degree of autonomy, if 
he was given the freedom to speak, write, and vote, he must 
possess the self-restraint to use those liberties wisely and 
judiciously. And if men collectively were to enjoy representative 
government and perhaps democracy, either respect for morality, 
authority, tradition, and the rights of ethers must be present,



or men's liberty would be transformed into the tyranny of the many 
over the few. Liberty, then, must be contained and restrained by 
rules and limits. The most suitable source for a moderating in
fluence was the Roman Catholic Church, which inculcated the ideas 
of deference to authority and order. Because nineteenth-century 
Liberalism tended to reject Catholicism, most Liberal Catholics 
feared excessive distribution of political ri^its, that is to say, 
they feared democracy, because they felt that the mass of the 
people tended to show little respect far authority and order in 
1793 or in 18A8. And essentially, Liberal Catholics respected 
power, for power allowed the flow of historical forces to evolve 
undisturbed. Power and authority within themselves might be evil, 
but carefully compounded with liberty, they would insure the con
tinuation of the tenuous balance between the despotism of an auto
cratic monarchy and the tyranny of the multitude.

"Two great forces, authority and liberty, balance and fortify 
each other and make government in human societies possible.. .Both 
are rights, and both are necessary....The misuse of authority 
means tyranny; the abuse of liberty is licence." Both are 
divine forces which are meant to restrain and consequently to 
contribute to one another. Authority, Lacordaire said, "is an 
integral part of liberty; between the two there is a necessary 
correlation. "3 By authority they meant the divine superiority

2Pelix Dupanloup, Premiere lettre a M. le due de Broglie (Paris,
1BUh), 15-16 j cf. Dupanloup, Devoirs aux orochaines Elections 
(Paris, 1871), 12.

^Henri Lacordaire, £loge funebrc de Daniel O'Connell (Paris. 1848), 30.



of God— the architect of human society, and fundamental laws--
"impartial and sacred laws” based upon Christian morality.^
To attempt to establish liberty by destroying authority is to 
produce despotism, Lacordaire declared. The eighteenth century 
jjad sought to achieve freedom, liberty, and rights on the ruins 
of constituted authority and the result had been first despotism 
of the masses and then Napoleonic autocracy.”? With rights 
come duties. "God has not said to us: Here are your liberties.
He has said: Here are your obligations." ^ If liberty is neces
sary for the individual, that he may not be oppressed by unjust 
external pressure, obedience to duty is its corollary. Respect 
for duty enables men to live together in society. If equality 
is essential in order to retain for the individual his God-given 
status, hierarchy is equally necessary to prevent the atomization 
of society and the consequent impotence of the individual. And if 
fraternity is a valuable concept, "veneration is also necessary for 
the individual that he may acknowledge and uphold the authority 
of the age and the magistracy of virtue, as well as tbs power of 
the laws and governmental institutions which administer that 
authority and magistracy. ” Write then, "if you desire to found

4cf. Henri Lacordaire, Conferences de Notre-Dame de Paris. 4 vols.
(Paris, 1844—51). Ill, 202; and Abbe Louis Bautain. La re
ligion et la liberte considerees dans leurs rapports YPariWj 
1848), 49.

?Henri Lacordaire, Considerations sur le system© DhilosoDhimie dm M. de la Mennals (Paris. in. ----
6fienri Lacordaire, Conferences de Nofcre-Daaw>r II, 296.
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durable institutions, above the word ‘liberty* the word 'obe
dience,1 above 'equality' write 'hierarchy,' and above 'fraternity,* 
'veneration.' Above the august symbol of rights, write the divine 
symbol of duties.11?

Those two necessary principles in the human social order--
fundamental law and liberty, duties and rights had always been
defended by the Church against both absolute power and anarchical 
tyranny, Lacordaire wrote. It was, therefore, to the Roman 
Catholic Church that modern society must look for the defense

Q
and stability of liberty. “Without God and Christian morality, 
all liberty and all moral responsibility would be lost. Re
ligion was the only possible base of society; it was the "aroma" 
which prevented liberty from corrupting itself,1® The Church as 
"the educator of civilization*1! would inculcate that "grand law 
of respect which is the foundation of society. nl2 Liberty could 
only exist where law was respected, and law "is a guarantee only 
when it is endowed with immutability; in virtue of that re-
7  -  ■ v‘Lacordaire, Conferences de Notre-Dame. Ill, 203.
^Lacordaire, Lsttres du R.P. T-arwtrrfnire a Sine, la comtesse Eudoxie 

de la Tour du Pin (Paris. 186A1. 93.
9 /Felix Dupanloup, Nouvelles oeuvres choisies de Mgr. Dupanloup.

7 vols. (Paris, 1873-74), 711, 291.
IDMontalembert in Univers. February 25, 1846.
^Felix Dupanloup, De la pacification religieuse (Paris, 1845), 259.

1%. P. Lecanuet, Montalembert d'aones son journal et sa corre
spondence. 3 vols. (Paris, 1695-1902), II, 436.
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semblance to God, it offers an invincible resistance to the weak
nesses of the community as well as to its powerful conspiracies. "13 
Therefore, clearly identified with the universality of law was the 
universality of divine authority, of which fundamental law was 
but a manifestation.-^ By teaching respect for God end God's 
laws, the Church was the single effective guarantee of liberty 
against those, who because of lack of respect for essential moral 
principles and for the rights of others, would subvert that li
berty into tyranny. Thus viewed, Christianity, Ozanam said,
"will be the soul of liberty.11 15

Irreligion, therefore, was the cause of the tangential 
development in modern French Liberal movements. In the opinion 
of Catholic Liberals, the French, having been made irreligious 
by insidious propaganda and by bourgeois anticlericalism, 
were rendered almost incompetent, because of their lack of re
spect for authority, to enjoy modern liberty. And as long as 
"this spirit lasts, liberalism will be conquered by an oppres
sive democracy or by an absolute autocracy. Only by the union 
of liberty and Christianity can a regime of liberalism be real
ized*" 16 Dupanloup put it more simply when he said that 
"That which is today war against God will tomorrow be war

13Lacordaire, Conferences de Wotre-Dame. II, 285.
^ M d ., 286.

Louis Baunard, Frederic Qsanaa_apres sa correspondence 
(Paris, 1912), 289.

16Lacordaire, Lettres inedit eg. (Paris, 1881), 137.
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against society."^7 in his pamphlet, Atheism et le peril sociale, 
Dupanloup warned French intellectuals of the "secret solidarity

I &between despotism and materialism." ° Free thought "leads to 
free morals, and free morals lead to disrespect and revolutionary 
activity. "^9 Miserable French society I Dupanloup lamented. "It 
first corrupts its people, and then shoots them down with grape- 
shot, until It is shot down in turn. When will it escape this 
fatal circle? When it has found Jesus Christ once more, not be
fore."2® Lacordaire explained the apparent instability of nine
teenth-century France by saying, "One may have wit, knowledge, 
genius even, and still have no character. Such is the France of 
today.,l2̂

Liberal Catholics founded their political attitudes, there
fore, upon essentially conservative premises. They were, like 
Benjamin Constant and the Doctrinaires, primarily ooncerned with 
maintaining authority as a means of protecting liberty. Being 
religiously oriented, they tended more than their philosophical

17Dupanloup, Nouvelles oeuvres cfaoisies. II, 324.
18Ibid.. II, 372.
1°Ibid.. II, 382.
Abbe F. LaGrange, Life of Monseigneur Dupanloup, Bishop of 

Orleans. 2 vols. (London, 1885), II, 402.
^H. Perreyve, ed., Lettresdu Sever end Pere Lacordaire a des 

.leunes gens (Paris, 1863), 52.
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mentors, Montesquieu and Burke, to stress the divine nature of au

thority, but their aims w* re the same— —to prevent the autocracy of 

one or the tyranny of many by providing guarantees for the stability 

of liberty and governmental processes. They displayed a fear of a 

strong state of mass revolutions both of which tended to place lib

erty in jeopardy. They looked to tradition, to respect for divine 

authority, to Christian morality, and to constitutional devices for 

guarantees of individual liberty.

Against such a background their political activity and their 

political attitudes can best be understood. The many political up

heavals in the period from 1843 to 1870 provided ample occasion for 

Liberal Catholics to reflect and take action upon their positions.

The advent of a republic and democracy in 1848 presented the first 

challenge to Catholics, and the radical threats of May and June forced 

them, it seemed, to re-evaluate their political principles. The coup 

d r etat of 1851 and the sub sequent Unpire put their Liberalism to a 

real test. They did not always meet the challenges vdth honor, their 

fear of radicalism sometimes being stronger than their original poli

tical faith, but in the final analysis they were true to the precepts 

of Liberalism as they understood them. They were consistent in their 

attempts to safeguard individual liberty by whatever means possible.

Democracy and Political Equality 

On the question of democracy and political equality, the



Liberal Catholics were divided, and this division was nowhere 
better illustrated than by their respective attitudes in 1348.22 
The proclamation of a democratic republic called upon all to take 
a stand for or against it. The events of June 1348, and the presi
dential election in December 1848, tested the sincerity of that 
stand. Montalembert and Dupanloup were of the group of Liberal 
Catholics which most hesitatingly, and only temporarily, con
demned the idea of democracy, for in reality they were funda
mentally opposed to the concept. Ozanam and Lacordaire joined with 
the Abbe Maret in forming £re nouvelle. which had as its political 
philosophy a faith in democracy and as its objectives the har
monization of the republic and the Church. Of the latter group, 
only Lacordaire*s position was equivocal, for although he might 
sincerely believe in political equality, he did not exclude the 
possibility of a monarchy superimposed upon popular sovereignty.
In the discussion which follows, therefore, democracy will not be 
considered as synonymous with republicanism, as it probably was 
in 1848. Rather, democracy will be taken to mean the right of 
active participation in political affairs by all levels of the 
society in proportion to their numbers.

Ceanam belonged to the party of "confidence," in regard

22 cf. Jean Leflon, L»&?1iee de France et le Revolution de 'IRLA 
(Paris, 1948); P. Monrret, Le mouvement catholioue en 
Franco de 1830 a 1850 (Paris, 1917), Ross William Collins, 
Catholiciam and the Second French Republic (New fork, 1923).
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to the democratic attempt of 1848. *'I have believed and I still
believe in the possibility of a Christian democracy. I cannot 
accept any other ideal in matters of politics."23 He was forced 
by his knowledge of history, he said, "to the conclusion that 
democracy is the natural final stage of the development of politi
cal progress and that God leads the world in that direction." A 
government elected by the votes of all the people must neces
sarily understand better the needs of the people as well as the 
duties of the state. "Let us side with it and put our trust in it. 
Are not the men of the Church and the men of the people to be 
found side by side at the foot of the tree of liberty? "24

But democracy would work in Prance only if it was tempered 
by Christianity, which would teach to men the need to respect
their duties and responsibilities, as well as the rights of 

25others. Ozanam, then, might have deplored the revolution and 
the violence with which democracy was established; he might even 
have objected to the eighteenth-century sources of French 
democratic movement, but he "knew how to extract the good from 
the undesirable, the living forces from those who were justly 
dead." Upon these foundations he constructed a political

Ozanam to Foisset, Iettres de Frederic Ozanam. 2 vols. (Paris. 
1873), II, 251.

24As quoted in Baunard, FrSd^ric Ozanam. 281.
25Letter of April 12, 1848, Lettres de Frederic Ozanam. II, 233.
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philosophy which had as its core political and civil equality and 
religious liberty.26 Ozanam phrased his appeal with historical 
overtones. "Pass over to the barbarians," as the popes had done 
in earlier times. By that he meant that French Catholics should 
follow the leadership of those earlier popes, "and occupy our
selves with the people, who have too many needs and not enough 
rights, and who demand with justification the most complete 
participation in public affairs."^ Even after the June days, 
he did not lose faith. The people of Paris had been driven to 
political extremes by abject poverty, he told the middle class. 
Raise their standards of living, and their political orientation 
would be more moderate.

Lacordaire *s faith in democracy was less certain. He 
accepted the democratic nature of the 1848 republic as an 
emancipation which saved France "from bourgeois corruption," 
he wrote in December of 1848.2^ Later, however, in May of 1849, 
he admitted that he had felt that it was wrong to "make of demo
cracy an absolute thesis."30 He confessed that he could not see

piHenri Lacordaire, Frdddric Ozanam (Paris, 1856), 41; cf. Abb6 
G, Bazin, Vie de Monseigneur Maret. son temps et see oeuvres.
3 vols. (Paris, 1891), I, 215-25.

^Letter to Foisset, February 22, 1848, Lett res de Frederic
Ozanam. II, 224.

2dFred6ric Ozanam, flanges. 2 vols. (Paris, 1859), I, 231-245.
29Lacordaire to Saint-Beanssant, December 5, 1848, Lett re a

inddites du P..P.H.-D. Lacordaire (Paris, 1874), 185.
■^Lacordaire to Saint-Beanssant, May 1, 1849, Ibid.. 187.
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clearly "that there is necessarily more liberty, equality, or 
fraternity in a democracy, taken to mean the government by the 
people, than -under a monarchy."31 To be sure, Lacordaire lent his 
name to the editorial staff of Sre nouvelle. and to its "Prospec
tus11 which proclaimed the paper’s support of democracy. And for 
a few optimistic weeks in the spring of 184# he was no doubt 
sincerely democratic.

Even though he had declared in 1842 that he "had never 
written a line or said a word which would allow anyone to say 
that I am a democrat, ”32 Lacordaire had expressed sentiments 
which closely associated him with democratic thought. In his 
eulogy of 0‘Ccnnell, he talked of the equality of men, of the 
oneness of humanity, saying they were God-given ideas. "Who
ever hinders one man in the reclamation of his rights, and whoever 
consents to the servitude of a single person, whether black or 
white, is not worthy to participate in the combat for the cause 
of the human race. "33 Again, in his Discours sur la loi de 
l’Hlstoire. he spoke of the natural state of man being one of 
equality. "In the only human constitution of which God has 
traced the plan, aristocracy was unknown." In primitive

31Count d' Haussooville, Lacordaire (Paris, 1904), 199.
32letter of October 5, 1842, Iettres du R.P. Lacordaire a 

de. la Tour du Pin. 93.
33Lacordaire, gjpge funebre de Daniel O’Connell. 28.
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Christian tribes there was civil equality. But civil equality 

should not be taken to mean absolute equality, he warnedj the latter 

was a chimera which was disavowed by the diversity of aptitudes 

and merits.-^

Therefore, Lacordaire's background served as a fertile field 
in which democratic thought could temporarily grow. The invasion 
of the mob into the Assembly Hall of May 15, 1848, and the subse
quent June oays so disillusioned him that he gradually ceased his 
collaboration on fere nouvelle. Finally his political timidity 
caused him. to resign from the editorial staff. As he wrote to 
Foisset in September of 1848, "Since May 15...my reserve in re
gard to democracy and the Republic has increased. As a conse
quence I have resigned from the staff of fere nouvelle. for the 
same reasons that I gave up my seat in the National Assembly. "35 
Later, in his acceptance speech at the French Academy in 1861, 
he contrasted American and European democrats by saying that the 
European democrat tended to lack respect for liberty, that for him 
the "supreme law to which all else must be sacrificed was equality.
Equality in servitude is for him preferable to a liberty maintained

✓
by hierarchy of rank." The European democrat idolised the State, 
and he "takes man and offers him in holocaust to the allpowerful 
public....He oppresses all men in order to create for them, in

^Henri Lacordaire, Conferences de Toulouse suivies de divers 
opuscules (Paris, 1857), 317-18.

 ̂̂Letter of Ssptcufcer. 17, 1848, Joseph Crepow, ed., Lett re a du 
Lacordaire a ThSophile Foisset. 2 vols. (Paris,1886;, I, 368.
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the nar.e of ' patrie,1 a narrow prison... .European democracy pre
pares for us, unless it is finally instructed and regulated, the 
dreadful alternative of a demogogy without bottom or a despotism 
without l i m i t 8 . " 3 6

Montalembert and Dupanloup did not suffer from such vacil
lation, for they had only the coldest suspicion of popular sover
eignty, even if they did hesitatingly give their support to the 
Second Bepublic. Equality, Montalembert asserted, was contrary 
to reason and to human n a t u r e . Under a regime of equality, 
that is to say, of democracy, the individual value of men is 
crushed under the heavy and implacable level of masses of electors 
careless in their choice and incompetent in their judgement.^®
There are two kinds of democracy, he said. Che type recognizes 
the laws of honor and equity, has confidence in the power of 
truth and justice. By it all are insured the right to equality 
before the law, equality of taxation, and the access to all employ
ments, emoluments, and honors. Under it intelligence and virtue 
are the principle conditions of the exercise of power. Then there 
is a second type of democracy, he said, which is jealous, rancorous, 
furicns, and whose "genius consists in contesting and destroying

36Lacardaire, Oeuvres du P. Lacordaire. 9 Vols. (Paris, 1893-1907), 
V X H ,  3 3 3 - 3 3 9 .

37Abbe G. Peries, ed., "Lettres indciites de Ch. de Hontalembert,
"gerue CPthQ-llque des institutions et du droit. XXVIII (1902), 413—33, 415*

^Charles de Montalembert, De l»avenir de l»Angleterre (Paris, 1856),
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all the superiorities which arise out of the nature of things such 
as the historic existence of mankind constitutes and proclaims them. 
It is the enemy °f all that is lasting, of all that is solid, of 
all that resists, and of all that increases and improves. It denies 
the gradual progress of liberty."39

This second type of democracy was the only one which the 
modern Continental democrats had known how to establish, Montalembert 
declared. "It is not a liberal, but an exclusive and intolerant 
democracy, which must inevitably lead to that exclusive power which 
constitutes despotism.” As France had known it, democracy always 
turned toward force in disillusionj it coalesced with an absolute 
monarch to destroy liberty and all real independence.^ The ex
perience of the first two democratic republics in France had taught, 
Montalembert argued, that democracy, while it existed, denied the 
freedom and liberty of the individual, and being destined to failure, 
contributed to the rise of caesarism which had equally little re
spect for individual rights. Therefore, democracy with its in
tolerance, its insistence upon conformity, was the antithesis of 
liberty.^- Equality and liberty were completely incompatible.

Wherever democracy "gains the ascendency, it may be predicted

^Montalembert, De. l«avenir de l'Aneleterre (Paris, 1856), 31-33.
40Ibid.. 34.
41Charles de Montalembert, Oeuvres de M. le carete de Montalembert.

6 vols. (Paris, 1860-61),111, 637-43.
42I. Kont, ed., "Montalembert et le Baron Joseph Eobvos, Lettres 

inedites," Revue bleue. XLIV (April, 1907), 532-536, 532.
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with certainty that liberty has been defeated...»fcr democracy re
quires that all throw themselves dcwn in servile respect before 
the phantom of reason. Gradually, not only all traditions, all 
ancient and hereditary rights, but likewise all independence, 
dignity, and resistance d i s a p p e a r s . ”̂ 3 Every nation that imagined 
itself sovereign in the name of democracy, Montalembert continued, 
"pays with its liberty the ransom for its pretended sovereignty.
The price may be high but it is inevitable. To deny this truth 
would be to Ignore European developments since 1789. It would 
be to deny a fact which has acquired the certainty of a geometri
cal theorem. In short, Montalembert did not believe in ”uni- 
.▼•Psal reason, in the infallibility of the people, in all those 
high-sounding words by which we have been dazzled, debased, re
duced to the abject equality of democracy, in those vast levelllngs 
of the universe under the passion or the panic of the moment.

Montalembert objected to those who attempted to make Christi
anity and democracy synonymous. "Posterity shall know that there 
was at least one old soldier of Catholicism and liberty who..., 
in 1848 combated with all his force the pretended identity of 
Christianity and democracy, and who in 1852 protested against the 
sacrifice of liberty to force under the cloak of religion."^ He

43Charles de Montalembert, Lee interSts catholiaues au xix* aiecle 
(Paris, 1852), 79; cf. His speech before the French Academy up
on his election to membership, in which he expounded the sas» 
opinion. Montalembert, Oeuvres, m ,  571-6.43,

U Ibid.. 80-81. ^Ibid.. 191. 46g>ld.. 87.
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had heard constantly in his youth, he said, thmt Christianity and 
monarchy were the same thing, and that one canot be a good Catholic 
without being a good royalist. "I have fought for twenty years 
not without a measure of success, against that former error which 
is now forgotten. I shall fight another twenty years against the 
new claim, which confounds Christianity and democracy, another 
form of the same blind idolatry of victory, force, and fortune."^
In 1849 he denounced social and democratic Catholicism as the 
"greatest of all the dangers.Believing this, he never ceased to 
attack fere nouvelle until it finally stopped publication on April 
9, 1849.

Not accepting the 'concept of popular sovereignty and despising 
its apparent results, Montalembert supported the law of May 31, 1849, 
which restricted the franchise. The law was necessary, he said, in 
order to wage legal war on socialism and to prevent social upheaval.^ 
He labelled the law the "banner of the party of order." To amend it 
in favor of a more democratic suffrage would be to ask, sanction even, 
the recurrence of the "red menace."^

Therefore, democracy, in the opinion of Montalembert, was not 
necessarily Christian, nor was it desirable, fcr it would eventually 
deny liberty to all including the Church. It was a matter of extreme

4?As quoted in Baunard, Ozanam. 290; cf. his letter to And, de la re
ligion. October 26, 1848, and Montalembert, Lea intSrSts 
cathollquea, 82-85.

^Montalembert to P. d'Alzon, March 23, 1849, as quoted in Acts du Con- 
gres historique du centanalre de la revolution de 1848 (Paris. 
1948), 275. “

^Lecanuet, Montalentoert. Ill, 4-5. -*°Ibid.. 7.



significance to Catholics, he said, because liberty was the only 
refuge which the Church had from the unlimited power of the state.^L 
Montalembert, in stating his position, had the support of the 
Bishop of Orleans, for neither did Dupanloup have much respect for 
democracy. In 184# he revived the almost defunct Ami de la re
ligion in order to use it as a counter-weapon against fire nouvelle.
"It is not democracy that I attack," he said later. "Catholic in 
time and space, the Church can live with all possible forms of 
government..But if democracy is unlimited tyranny of the multi
tude, if it entails impiety, atheism, war against God m d  the 
Church, if it implies social conflict, the suppression of re
ligion, and the overthrow of all public order and the principles 
upon which society is founded, the) the Church must combat it."52 
Viewed in the perspective of his career as a whole, it becomes evi
dent that to Dupanloup, democracy did signify anti clericalism and 
social up-heaval. As such, it was the least desirable form of 
government, and to prevent the emergence of a third republic after 
1870, he worked furiously to bring about a compromise which would 
lead to the reestablishment of the monarchy.

In later years Montalembert seemed to have altered his estimation 
of democracy, at times to the point of complete reversal. Meither 
had he joined the flock of intransigent Catholics who feigned a

5lMontalerabert, Isa interets cathollnues. 81.
52Dupanloup, Houvelles oeuvres chojsies. II, 404.



faith in republican democracy in 1848 nor had he sympathized with
the Liberal Catholics who sincerely accepted it. But after i860
Montalembert apparently became reconciled to the inevitability of
the political expression of popular sovereignty. He even ventured
to welcome its advent. The Veuillot school of Catholics had
praised the February revolution, saying that the Church proclaimed
the divine right of the people^ and HQod in the Heavens, liberty
on earth there is our charter in two words."54 Under the Second
Empire, however, they ruled that democracy and republicanism were

55opposed by Catholic theology. In striking contrast Montalembert
gradually mellowed to the democratic ideal.

Although he had grudgingly admitted earlier that "in the last
analysis authority resides in the opinion of the majority of citi- 

56zens,"^ Montalembert had been a consistent opponent of democracy. 
After 1855, however, he began to change. At the congress of 
Liberal Catholics at Halines in 1864 he said, "The new society—  

democracy, to call it by name—— exists. Already it is sovereign 
in half of Europe and tomorrow it will gain the other half...
As a Christian, I am not afraid of it, for the Church will calm

^ Univers. February 27, 1848.
^ •drivers. March 14, 1848.
55casimir de Ladoue, Monseigneur Gerbet. sa vie, ses oeuvres et 

1* ecole menaislenne. 3 vols. (Paris. 1870). HI. 1251
^Lecanuet, Montalembert. Ill, 312.
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this democratic storm and give it honor and nobility of purpose.
The future of modern society, he declared, depended uoon the solution
of two problems: the infusion of democracy with the snirit of liberty

££>and the reconciliation of Catholicism with democracy.England, 
he said, would provide the example for European states to follow 
in their task of integrating democracy and a respect for liberty, 
England would open her doors to democracy, but at the same time,
"She will set limits to its advance."59 The progress of democracy 
there would be made compatible "with stability of laws and insti
tutions, with the maintenance of ancient liberty, and with the re
spect due to individual dignity."^0 I&igland would "remain faith
ful to the lessons of her own history,"6l restrain and guide 
democracy without debasing it; she would regulate it and reconcile 
it with a liberal monarchy or a conservative republic," Thus would 
Ehgland end the old antagonisms between democracy and liberty.

Having forgotten the dogmatic statements of his earlier years, 
Montalembert wrote, "God forbid that we should assert that equality 
is incompatible with liberty; but up to the present time the art of 
making them live and last together has not been discovered in any

57as quoted in Lecanuet, Montalembert. Ill, 349- 
^Vicomte Camille de Meaux, Montalembert (Paris, 1397), 265- 
5?Montalembert, De 11avenir de 1*Angleterre. 58,

^°Ibid., 37. 6lIbid.. 275, 62Ibid.. 36.
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of the great countries on the European continent."^ To complete 

his transformation, he wrote in L*Ssnagne et la liberte, shortly 

before his death, that "democracy is the natural, simple, and 

legitimate form of modern liberty."^4 It was, in a sense, a new 

Hontalembert, one who had become the champion rather than the 

adversary of democracy.

Democracy and republicanism were firmly intertwined in the 
nineteenth-century French mind. ' Perhaps one of the more signi
ficant legacies of the French Revolution was the post-revolutionary 
French tendency to assume the juxtaposition of democracy and re
publicanism as a compounded antithesis of the monarchial form of 
government. Whereas England might develop a democracy within a 
monarchy, popular logic in france held such a concept to be a con
tradiction in terms. To Liberal Catholics, also, the democracy 
which France had known in 1793 or 1848 connoted tendencies which 
they could view only with fear and distaste. Popular sovereignty, 
fnt&-clericalism, intensive centralization of governmental authority, 
intolerance to the point of denying individual liberty, and a social 
outlook which tended to de-emphasize the rights of private property 
and to voice the need far economic equality as well as equality

-^Charles de Montalembert, The Monks of the West from St. Benedict to 
St. Bernard, 6 vds. (London, 1896), I, 162.

^Charles de Montalembert, "L'lSspagne et la liberte," Bibliotheaue 
unlveraelle et Revue Suisse. LV (1876), 444-481, 468.

65cf. John A. Scott, Republican Ideals and the Liberal Tradition in 
France (New York, 1951)» 11-47*
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before the law— all this they felt was engendered by a democratic 
regime. Furthermore, they were prone to associate the republican 
form of government with those features. Especially was that true 
immediately after 1848. Giddy from their newly gained prerogatives, 
the masses were apt to be led by republican demagogues into the 
formation of a republican system which would legalize the depriva
tion of men's liberties, the liberal Catholics thought. Therefore, 
their attitude toward republicanism as a governmental form was pre
conditioned by their assumption that the republic would be democratic 
and consequently the outlet for the dangerous ramifications of de
mocracy. Only if republicanism was tempered by a conservatism which 
respected tradition, Christian morality, and the rights of men— an 
Improbability at best— would they accept it.

Only one of the Liberal Catholics, Frederic Ozanam, assumed a 
really positive attitude toward republicanism as a constitutional 
system. In July of 1834 he wrote, "I have for the old royalism all 
the respect one owed to a glorious invalid; but I would not lean 
upon it; because of its feebleness, it does not know how to walk at 
the pace of the new generations... .The Christian republic.. .is per
haps the highest condition to which humanity can rise.Lacordaire, 
for his part, did not consider himself a republican.^ Republicanism 
was not inherently contrary to the laws of nature or to religion, he

^Letter of July 21, 1834, Lettres de Frederic Ozanam. I, 121.
67
Henri Lacordaire. Le testament du P. Lacordaire (Paris. 1870}. 

133-U1.
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s t a t e d , but he did not believe that in his lifetime "nor for long 
afterward, will republican institutions be possible in F r a n c e . " ^  
Montalembert and Dupanloup both hoped that such institutions would 
not be possible in France, for both were monarchists by conviction.

The Liberal Catholics, however, denied that republicanism or any 
other form of government was incompatible with Christianity. "Chris
tianity adapts itself to every form of human government," Montalem
bert stated.70 The Church is catholic, "that is to say, it embodies 
all times and all places. It does not enter into questions of re
publics, monarchies, empire s.... All the diverse political forms are 
left to the free choice of individual Catholics. Or as Ozanam 
put it, "The Church has never accepted the position of being either 
imperial, barbarian, feudal, royal, or liberal, because she is more 
than the sum of all those. She is c a t h o l i c . T h e i r  own personal 
philosophies were arrived at independently of the Church, although 
in the final analysis, their attitudes toward the February revolu - 
tion and its results were largely dependent upon pre-eminent soli
citude they felt for the welfare of the Church.

^Lacordaire, Testament. 137.
69 \H. Ferreyve, ed., Lettres de Lacordaire a des .ieunes gens (Paris,1863), 221-222.
70Ami de la religion. October 24, 1848,
71Dupanloup, Mouvelles oeuvres choisies. 17, 358-59.
72gaunax*d, Ozanam. 283-84.



The Revolution of 1848 and Napoleon 
Prom the pulpit of Notre-Dame of Paris, Lacordaire -welcomed the 

revolution in the name of God and of the Church. "We are at one of 
those hours," he said, lfwhen God discovers h i m s e l f . "73 Mgr. Affre, 
Archbishop of Paris, made his way to the Hotel de Ville to grant his 
benediction to the provisional government, Louis Veuillot proclaimed 
all Prance to be republican,*^ and Catholics everywhere busied them
selves with blessing "those sickly poplars" which were being planted 
at "some most inappropriate spot as trees of liberty. "75 on April 15 
fere nouvelle appeared, affirming the justice of the recent revolu
tions. "We believe that It was not only permitted, but that it was 

76desired by God."' It was a duty of Catholics to rally around the 
new republic without any regret for the regime which had fallen. 77 

A few, including Montalembert, did not enthusiastically grant 
their support to the new government. For his part, Montalembert 
nade his adhesion to the republic conditional. In a letter to his 
constituents, he said, "If this republic, while ameliorating the 
fate of the workers, guarantees, as does the United States, the

7%Acordaire, Conferences de Notne-Qaa**. ttt, 21-22.
74fMivers. February 27* 1848.
75Marquis of Normanby, A Year of Revolution jn Paris, from a Journal 

Kept in Paris in 1848. 2 vola. (London. 1857). I. 279.
76Sre nouvelle. April 15, 1848.
77fere nouvelle. April 19, 1848.
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supreme benefits of liberty to religion, to property, and to the 
family, it will have me for one of its most sincere partisans.''
If, on the other hand, "it follows the plan charted by the first 
French republic, if it proceeds by way of intolerance, suspicion, 
and persecution, if it resorts to confiscation and violence, it may 
well have me for its victim, but never for its accomplice."7® But 
Montalembert*s dubiousness was exceptional among Catholics. Most 
of them accepted the republic without undue hesitancy*

Catholics, and especially Liberal Catholics, had, as Tocqueville 
indicated, no feeling but enmity towards the July Monarchy. 79 As a 
regime maintained In part by the anticlerical bourgeoisie, it had 
denied to the Church the rights for which Liberal Catholics cam
paigned. They turned, then, to the new republic not because of their 
faith in republicanism but because they hoped, as Lacordaire said,
"to gain from it far France and the Church, those liberties and in
stitutions so blindly refused by preceding governments." Without 
having any solid faith in the new republic, Lacordaire felt obliged 
to give it his sincere adherence, and "to make a great sacrifice for 
the sake of God,...to go against ny own feeling,...to abandon ay own 
will to the will of God."®0 Later he wrote to Montalembert that he

^®Lecanuet, Montalembert. H, 393.
79Alexis de Tocqueville, The Recollections of Alexis de Tocnuevilla 

(Mew York, 1896), 56.
®?Letter March 16, 1848, Count A. de Falloux, ed., Correspondence 

du R. P. Lacordaire et de Madame 3wetchine (Paris, 1875)* 216.
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••accepted the republic which gave us liberty of instruction, freedom
of religious bodies, and which was only destroyed by violence, thanks

SIto the impatience and clumsiness of the royalists." On another 
occasion he wrote that although he had not desired the republic, he 
"supported it sincerely. I believed it necessary for a people so 
divided in opinion as the French."^

Lacordaire joined the staff of Sre nouvelle. therefore, and 
worked and wrote to further the adoption by Catholics of the infant 
republic. He did not so clearly recognise as did hi3 co-editor, 
Ozanam, that "Behind the political revolution is a social revolu
tion," and that the real questions facing the republic were "the or
ganization of work, or rest, and of salaries."®^ Nor did he accept 
Ozanam1 s and Maret's general views as to the democratic future of 
European society. But lacordaire and a large group of Liberal 
Catholics subscribed to the cause in which religion, the republic 
and liberty seemed to be interwoven. And they assented to it sincere
ly, if not dogmatically.

Their support seemed merited by the results of the April

^Charles de Montalembert, Le rere Lacordaire (Paris, 1B62), 210.
^Letter of February 11, 1E49, Bernard Chocarne, ed., Lettres du

R. P. Lacordaire V  M ae, la Barrone de Prailly (Paris, 1835), 187.
83letter of March 6, 1848, as quoted in Georges Goyau, et.al.. Ozanam. 

Livre du pentenairc (Paris, 1913), 350.
84 ^ —cf. leflon, L’Eglise et la revolution de 1848. 71-72; Baunard,

Ozanam. 263-64; Chocarne. Lacordaire. 1 1 7  208-213.
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elections for the majority of the Assembly were men who were moderate 
in political temperament. But as the revolution progressed to its 
more radical stages, first with the invasion of the Assembly hall on 
May 15 and then, with the class warfare of the June days, those whose 
acceptance of the republic had been conditional or skeptical felt 
that their original hesitancy had been justified. This republic, 
they thought, like the other of 1792, had loosed the destructive 
energies of the lower classes and had ended by challenging private 
property, the social order, and individual liberty. Liberal Catholics^ 
as well as the secular Liberals of the July Monarchy, took Aright and 
sought refuge from radicalism in the person of Louis Napoleon.

Not all of the Liberal Catholics Joined the rush toward the 
strong executive authority as a means of saving France and French 
society from the threats emanating from the left. Lacordaire and 
Ozanam especially, opposed the reaction, and Dupanloup and Falloux 
were cool toward the election of Louis Napoleon. It was Montalembert 
who was most guilty. To him it was a matter of choosing between an-

f
thority and the party of order on the one hand, and chaotic disorder 
and economic egalitarianism an the other. He made his choice easily, 
and in return for promises Aram Napoleon that the Catholic liberties 
would be recognised, Montalembert set out to deliver the Catholic 
vote to the future Emperor.

Gn December 11, 1848, the day after the presidential election 
in which Napoleon was elected president of the republic by an over
whelming majority, Montalembert wrote in his journal, "I am happier
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than I am able to say about the defeat of democratic rationalism by 
a name.1'®5 June 0f 1348 he had written to Dupanloup that since 
the advent of the republic, he had regarded Prance and even Europe 
as being irrevocably lost.®^ The republic had given vent to the 
aspirations to transform France into an unlimited despotism, Monta- 
lembert stated.^ By the election of Louis Napoleon, Prance was 
at least further removed from that catastrophe.

After December, 1043, Montalembert abandoned himself to his 
fears of the red peril, and adopted policies which were completely 
out of keeping with his stated position before and afterward.
Pleased by the pro-Catholic policies of Napoleon, Montalembert be
came one of the Prince-President1 a most staunch defenders in the 
National Assembly. "There are a thousand reasons to support him, 
and none to abandon him," Montalembert wrote In August of 1850.
"I see in him a man who has rendered the greatest services to France, 
to society and to religion.Napoleon had as his enemies, Monta- 
lembert wrote to Dupanloup, "all the representatives of Voltairian
ism and democracy. For him are those who care for discipline In the

Andre Trannoy, ed., "Notes et lettres de Montalembert (1843-1852," 
Revue historlque. CICII-CXC VL (1941-46), 253-39, 403-442, 277.

As quoted in Andre Trannoy, "Responsabilites de Montalembert en 
1343," Revue d t h W o ^  Am ySgiige da France. XXXV (1949), 
177-206, 196.

07Ami de la religion. October 17, 1043*
00As quoted in Lecanuet, Montalembert. HI, 10.
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nation. The clergy must take sides either with it implacable enemies 
or its natural a l l y . I t  would be ungrateful, he said, for the 
clergy to turn its back on Napoleon, who "had done more for religion 
than anyone else. ”9° In short, Montalembert temporarily forgot his 
former devotion to liberal principles, for he as well as other Lib
erals became convinced that "authority.. .was the essential element 
in every society. Liberty du bien was not sufficient to combat and 
subdue liberty du mal. and the latter must never be recognized in 
the process of obtaining the former."91 Therefore, the leader of 
Catholic Liberalism repulsed his former principles. They were made 
of armor too thin to withstand the destructive onslaught of radical
ism. Prom the presidential election to the coup d'etat of December 2, 
IS51, Montalenbert defended the cause of Napoleon and reaction, now 
become identical. For example, he supported the movement far re
vision of the constitution which would have enabled Napoleon to seek 
a second term in office.92 He helped engineer the restriction of 
the franchise. And in November, 1351, he opposed the attempt of
the Assenbly to give the Assembly's president the means to requisition

^Trannoy, ed., Bdfcea at lettres de Montalembert C1846-1852).
Extrait du Herne Hi atariqua (Parle. 19^6), 65,

9°Ibid.. 59.
91Ibid.. 62-62.
92cf. speech of May 31, 1351 in Montalembert, Oeuvres, m ,

576-533.
93Ibid.. 426-454.
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an array, a measure, had it passed, which might have prevented the 
coup dtetat three weeks later. Certainly, Napoleon did not have a 
more loyal supporter in the Asseisbly than Montalembert.

What was his attitude toward Napoleon after the coup d'etat?
"I believe," he wrote, "that at the present time the President is 
the instrument of God. The day may come when pride and ingratitude 
will render him unfaithful to his mission...Then God will allow him 
to perish miserably... .But when that arrives, I will not need to re
proach myself for having given him ny support."94 Perhaps he did 
not approve of the technique employed, and no doubt the brief incar
ceration of many of the members of the Assembly made his position 
embarrassing, but Mbntalenbert1 s support of the jjoup d*etat was none 
the less unequivocal. He had actually advised in favor of a coup, 
with the participation of the conservative minority.95 cn Decem
ber 14, 1351, he counseled Catholics to vote "yes" in the plebes- 
cite which was to follow. "To vote against Louis Napoleon would be. 
to acknowledge that the socialist revolution is right, since it is 
the alternative to the present government. To abstain would be to 
abdicate the mission entrusted to honest men at the very moment when 
that mission is moat urgent. "96 He did not preach absolute confidence

^Sfontalembert to Dupanloup, December 10, 1351, as quoted in Lecanuet, 
Montalembert. Ill, 41.

95Trannoy, Extrait^dfc-la Jtevue historioue. 73 •

9^Univera. December 14, 1351.
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in the new government, he said. Nor was unlimited devotion to the 
new regime implied. "But rqy choice is made. I am for authority 
against revolt, for conservation against destruction, for society 
against socialism, for a possible liberty du bien against certain 
liberty du mal,...and today as always, for Catholicism against the 
Revolution.

Within nine months after making these statements, Montalembert 
had turned against Napoleon, and in October, 1852, he published 
Lea interets catholiaues au xlx8 sieole in which he sought to prove 
that the Church only loses when it opposes liberty, and that ail 
Catholics should turn their backs on despotism and embrace freely 
and sincerely Liberal principles. Why this about-face? A suitable 
answer is not readily apparent. Montalembert1s biographer, Lecanuet 
suggests that he separated from the new regime because Napoleon re
fused to use his power to free the Church from the Organic Articles 
and to extend Catholic control over education. Secondly, the Liberal 
Catholic leader objected to the Constitution promulgated on January lit, 
1852, because it promised to make the dictatorship, which might have 
been admissable as a temporary necessity, a permanent institution. 
Finally, Lecanuet stated that the confiscation by Napoleon of the 
patrimony of the Orleans family completed Montalembert1 s break with 
the Bnpire.^® These reasons seem hardly satisfactory. Montalembert

^Univere. December 14, 1851.
98Lecanuet, Montalembert. Ill, 51.
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had already recognized Napoleonic beneficence in regard to the Church 
and there is scant proof that he was not satisfied with the results 
of the Falloux Law, Moreover, the new Emperor was slow to show any 
indication that he would ever seek to break his alliance with the 
Church, Concerning the constitution, Montalembert, though naive, 
was not gullible enough to imagine that Napoleon would use his power 
for any other purpose than the restoration of the Empire, with all 
its connotations. The confiscation of the Orleans estate was decried 
by Montalembert, but it was not significant enough to cause his com
plete change in attitude.

More important, no doubt, was Montalembert *s disappointment when 
he was not named by Napoleon III to an important post after the 
coup diet at. The Liberal Catholic leader evidently expected to be
come a trusted advisor to the Emperor and to be named to an important 
position in the government. Actually, he was appointed a member of 
the consultative commission to serve during the interim between the 
coup d'etat and the promulgation of a constitution. Ox January 23, 
1352, he resigned from the commission, which had not been abolished 
when the constitution was announced; his resignation was allegedly 
due to the Napoleonic confiscation of private property, particularly 
that of the Orleans family. Six days earlier, however, he had been 
offered a seat in the new Senate. Montalembert in his .journal went 
into a rage against the ungratefulness of Napoleon, who had used the
count's name as an "affiche” and had led France to believe that "I 
was his coin sell or, when in reality I had never been consulted by
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Napoleon, nor did he listen to ny views about any matter in parti
cular.” He admitted that he wanted to be a counsellor of state, 
preferably the minister of foreign affairs.^9 There is evidence, 
therefore, to support Thier's statement that Montalenbert "thought 
that by deserting to the eneny he should get a high command

Cta the other hand his desertion of the Napoleonic cause was 
gradual. In a letter of February 2, 1852, he stated that he still 
believed that Napoleon was Justified in his action of December 2 
and that the coup d*etat had been a social and political benefit.-*-̂ - 
His speech on the occasion of his admission into the French Academy 
on February 5, 1852, had attached him definitely to the party of re
action for it had shown that he was not yet quite recovered from his 
fear of radicalism and socialism- Whatever the reason, however, by 
the summer of 1852, Montalembert had come to regret his renuncia
tion of liberal principles in De center of the preceding year. 3h 
September he explained his political wanderings during the past 
three years, by saying that out of love for liberty, he had "corn-
batted those who, under the cover of liberalism, had propagated a

102democratic and social revolution. If he detested revolution, he

99 ITrannoy, -axfcrait de la Revue historioue. 80.
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<thought as little of absolutism, he wrote to his friend, the Abbe

vTexier. He deplored "the servility of all France vis-a-vis the new 
power, the abandonment of liberty, and the enthusiastic cult of 
force, A fev days earlier he had decried the tendency of Cath
olics, and especially the Univers. "to bow in miserable subservience 
to, and become the apologists and admirers of, absolutism,.,,I am 
resolved to protest against this shameful palinode. ”1 ^

Blithely overlooking his own inconstancy, Montalembert broke
his public silence by publishing Lee interets catholiquea au xix0 
*siecle. in October of 1852, to chastise those who had forsaken Lib

eral principles and who now defended Napoleonic policy. Completely 
inconsonant witn the position he had taken the previous December, 
Montalembert stated in his pamphlet that the progress of Catholicism 
in the nineteenth century had paralleled the development of a Lib
eral climate, it was therefore not in the interest of the Church 
for Catholics to support autocracy, whatever form it might take.
The pamphlet bore the imprint of a persistently conservative spirit, 
defying universal suffrage and radicalism in general. But it served 
to separate Kantalecbert decidedly from the camp of Napoleon and from 
the party of Louis Veuillot of the Univers. With its publication, 
the leader of the Liberal Catholics embarked upon an eighteen year 
crusade against the empire and the school of Catholics which supported

^^Letter of September 2, 1852, Montalembert, Correspondence avec 
Texier, 3L9-350.

^Montalembert, Correapondance de Montalembert et Leon Comudet. 
(Paris, 1?C5), 301-02. ---------------------
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it, and in favor of Liberal principles in the L»Avenir tradition.

He, at least, comprehended his volt a-face. Answering the 
charges of Mgr. Pie of Poitiers that he was as guilty of supporting 
absolutism as those whom he accused, Montalembert said, "I have never 
invoked authority except as a safeguard for liberty. I have de
fended liberty against t' t outrages of democracy, just as X protect 
it today against absolutism. "^05 Montalembert1 s self-apology and 
his subsequent attitudes notwithstanding, it was true, as Lacordaire 
stated, that by his attitudes after 1848, Montalembert had "destroyed 
with his own hands the edifice which he had built, and he prepared 
misfortunes for us which he would later r e g r e t . i n  short, he 
had so thoroughly compromised Liberal Catholicism by his flirtations 
with Napoleonic absolutism that even his eighteen years of opposi
tion to the regime never really removed the blemish of December, 1851.

Montalenbert1s right to scold his fellow Catholics for their 
rather Galilean servility to the Qnpire was somewhat enhanced by his 
being brought to trial in 1854 and 1858 on charges of offenses a- 
gainst the person of the Emperor, inciting hatred of the government, 
and disturbing the public peace. The first charge resulted from the 
publication in a Belgian paper of a letter he had written to DupinJ-07

^^Letter of Decesber 17, 1852, as quoted in lecanuet, Montalembert. 
XXX, 78.

106Letter of Kay 1, 1849. Lettrea inedites du R.P. H.-D. Lacordaire 
(Baris, 1874), 136. "

107.Lecanuet, Mbntalaribert. II, l60-6lv
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In this he had made a blistering attack on the Snpire, decried the 
perpetration by Napoleon of absolutism, and lamented the loss of lib
eral instituticns. In 1858, he was tried on basically the same 
charges, the felony this time being the publication of a pamphlet, 
praising the i&glish parliamentary system.'*'®® The first trial, car- 
ried on in the Corps legislatif. was eventually dropped, but on the 
second occasion he was found guilty by the Imperial court and sen-

i

tenced to six months imprisonment and a fine of 3,000 francs. He 
was pardoned by Napoleon. Having done at least partial penance for 
his sins against liberalism in earlier years, Montalembert now 
glissened under the approbations of Liberal Catholics everywhere.
"You are among the most honorable men of our time,” Lacordaire wrote 
to him in Noveafcer of 1858. "You belong to that very «m*n group 
who are willing to sacrifice something for the sake of ccnvictions 
and the cause of liberty. "^09

To give voice to his protestations, Montalembert, in collabo
ration with the Duke de Broglie, Augustin Cochin, and others, as
sumed control of Correspondent in January, 1856. Under their guid
ance it became the outlet for Liberal Catholic opinions in France, 
and as such, was opposed vociferously by Univers. edited by Veuillot. 
Already rigidly divided between the intransigent majority, which

108Mont alerabert, Un debat sur l1 Indie au parlement anglais (Brussels-̂  
1858), 17.

109Lettep of Norenber 26, 1858, Henri Villard,ed., Correspondence 
lnedite du p. Lacordaire. Lettres a sa famille et a sea amis 
(Paris, 1876), 216. ”
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despised liberal institutions and which hailed Napoleon as the sav
iour of Prance and the Liberal minority, French Catholics were to 
witness for the next fourteen years a continuous conflict between 
those two publications. It was largely because of the Correspondent 
that Liberal Catholicism did not wither away from muteness during 
the Imperial period.

The Univers went the full course in its acceptance of the Em
pire, what was, it said, the apex of French civilization, just as 
the empire had been the highest expression of Roman civilization.
It praised absolute monarchy and the reign of Louis XIV as the ideal 
type of Catholic governmentand proclaimed that "one of the great 
merits of the regime of Louis XI7 had been the revocation of the 
Edict of Nantes." Against the Univers and its sympathizers, Mon
talembert had nothing but scorn. "I am especially exasperated,11 he 
wrote, "by the hypocrisy and the universal dastardliness of the cler
gy which four years ago had an attitude so noble and so justly pop
ular j I am shamed by the debris of the old noblesse which has aban
doned itself to the joys of the antechamber, and by the liberals who 
made government impossible when France was ruled by honest princes 
and who now offer little objection to the loss of their voice."^3

^Univers. March 21, 1856. 1U UniYers. November 17 and, 18, 1852. 
^•^Pnlvars. October 26, 1853.

^^Letter of January 1, 1856, Peries, ed., Revue catholioue des 
institutions et du droit. IX V III , 435-



267
On another occasion he said, "If the men of the Univers are Catho
lics and if theirs is the only true brand of Catholicism, there is 
nothing left for me to do but lower my head and envy the fate of 
the deaf mutes and the blind.

After September, 1852, therefore, Montalembert opposed the 
autocracy of the Napoleonic regime just as fervently as he had pre
viously sought refuge in it. There is little reason to believe that 
his reversal was not sincere, even if the depth of his Liberal roots 
was rendered more questionable by the fact that his previous activi
ties made an about face necessary. Writing two years before his 
death, he admitted the mistake he made in originally supporting 
Napoleon. "I committed a great mistake," he said, "the greatest of 
my life. It costs me little to admit it, but it cost much to have 
committed it." After many hesitations, "I shared the illusions of 
the immense majority of Frenchmen. Mistaken about the extent and 
nature of the real danger which faced us then, I believed that a 
coup d»etat was necessary to save society and liberty, both of which 
I thought were menaced by anarchy." That mistake, incontestable and 
unsuspicious though it was, he hoped he had expiated. "1 accepted 
the dictatorship only as a temporarily essential remedy...and I 
soon repudiated that renovation of the old alliance of the altar and
the throne which could only be the alliance of the corps de garde

115and the sacristie."_
Paries, ed., Revue catholique des institutions et du droit, X17III,

115 *ao' \Montalembert, Eibllotheque universalis et revue Suisse. LV, 646.



288
Their reaction to the coup d*atat and the Empire varying from 

coolness to outright hostility, the other leading Liberal Catholics 
were not to feel the need of such apologies. Even Dupanloup v.as 
cool to the turn of events in December of 1851. He counselled 
Montalembert that it would be an irreparable mistake to accept a 
position mi the Consultative Commission, and his objections to 
Napoleon were strong enough to lead him to believe that the "entire 
country will reject this pretended saviour.11 Although he shared 
with Montalembert the fear that the events of 1848 represented not 
only political disorder, but "social disorganization...and the ab
sence of all respect and the rejection of all a u t h o r i t y , D u p a n 
loup was not willing to succumb to autocracy in order to maintain a 
status quo. In his private journal he gave vent to his opposition 
to December 2, writing that he regretted "the part which force plays 
in all human affairs,11 and the "sudden storms which place a whole 
nation at the feet of one man. Later he publicly voiced his 
disapproval of the Napoleonic r e g i m e , 120 and it is probably true, 
as finile Faguet stated, that what Dupanloup detested most after '93>

U^oanu.t, Mootalembert. Ill, 34#
117 *'Abbe F. LaSraage, Lett res choisies de Mgr. Dupanloup. 2 vols. 

(Paris, 1888), I, 314.
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Brancbereau. Journal intime de Mcnseianeur Duoanloup (Paris. 
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was certainly the first and second E m p i r e s . ^ l

Ozanam was too removed from the situation in 1851 to be called 
upon for opinions. In poor health, he left Prance for an extended 
stay in Spain and Italy, and he died in 1853. But Lacordaire wasted 
little breath in decrying the adoration of power with which Prance 
was gripped. The praise which Catholics lavished on Napoleon espe
cially irritated Lacordaire. After the election of Napoleon to the 
presidency, Lacordaire predicted the Qnpire. "Absolutism will claim 
to be the only counterbalance to demagogy. The bourgeoisie will ap
plaud because of their fear, the clergy because of their hopes, and 
the cannon will be fired from the Xmralides to announce to the world 
the era of order, peace and religion. For myself, I will live ard 
die championing the civilization of the Gospel against the civiliza
tion of the sabre and knout. "*^2 He pleaded with his audience at 
Notre Dame in 1851 to say with him, "I have loved justice and hated 
iniquity; therefore I die in exile, if I must. "^3 Although he re
cognized the threat of the "demagogic party," he asked if it was 
necessary to destroy all in order to save all. Despotism has never 
preserved anything, he declared.^* His opposition to the new power 
which, he said, was born of a military coup d’etat and despotically

Letter of March 31, 1852, in Chocarne, ed., Correspondence du 
du R. P. Lacordaire avec line. Prailly. 230.

Faguet, Dupanloup. 156.
TOOAs quoted in Haussonville, Lacordaire. 200.
123 ^Lacordaire, Conferences de Notre-Dame. IF, 56.
124
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o r g a n i s e d , -^5 d i d  not diminish. After giving a final sermon at 
St. Roch In Paris on February 10, 1853, in which he said, obviously 
referring to Napoleon, "He who employs evil means to do good, even 
to save his country, is never anything but a v i l l a i n , L a c o r -  
daire left the capital to assume control of a school at Soreze in 
the south of France. From there he continued his opposition to the 
Empire and to the defamation of Liberal institutions by all concerned. 
Probably with more truth than any other Catholic in Fiance could 
muster, he wrote that "God alone knows if we shall see better days, 
if France deserves to regain the institutions she has willfully 
lost....But a future will dawn upon our graves, and it will find me 
pure from treason, from defection, from pandering to success, and 
firm In w  hope of a political and religious state of things worth 
of the Christianity in which I believe. I have always scorned the 
idea of propping up ny faith by despotism.

Therefore, the record of the Liberal Catholics as a group in 
adhering to their principles in face of the Napoleonic Qnpire was 
as good, if not better, than that of the bourgeois Liberals of the 
Thiers-Barrot school. They remained relatively faithful to their 
creed of representative and liberal institutions. They did not look

125Letter of December 5, 1352, in Villard, ed., Correspondence de Lacordaire. 289.
126

Lacordaire, Oeuvres du P. H.-D. Lacordaire. 9 vols. (Paris, 
1898-1907), TUI, 357.

127Lacordaire, Testament. 103.
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with complete favor upon republicanism, and like most nineteenth- 
century liberals, they might accept democracy as inevitable, but 
they would not welcome it. They, like the French secular Liberals 
during the first half of the century, desired a parliamentary sys
tem, preferably monarchical, in which liberty of the individual would 
be securely guaranteed against the power of the state, which in turn 
should be as decentralized as possible.

✓Guar ant ism and anti-etatismB 
Against the obtrusive power of a centralized state which tended 

to trespass upon the liberties of the individual in order to serve 
the will of all, Liberal Catholics sought to establish intermediary 
guarantees of the individual's freedom. In the spirit of Montes
quieu's guarantism. Burke's organic concept of the state, or Con
stant's insistence upon interjacent institutions between the indi
vidual and the central government, the Montalembert group construct
ed its positive political attitudes. These attitudes were based on 
the negative foundation of a fear of the unlimited power of the cen
tral government, whether it be an absolute monarchy in the Bourbon 
tradition or a republic patterned after 1793. Decentralized govern
ment authority, a parliamentary system, the interposition of local
ized loyalties between the citizen and his loyalty to the central 
state, and the freedom of expression, public and private— these, 
they suggested, were to be sought as guarantees of liberty against 
the encroaehaents of the centralized state.
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Dating back to the Lamennais movement, Liberal Catholics had 

urged the decentralization of governmental functions as a method of 
better insuring liberty. L1Avenir had stated categorically that 
liberty and centralization were in theory opposed, "since centrali
zation implied the excessive tutelage of the state in moral and 
material matters, and each liberty was the absence of All govern
mental action." The state "should not interfere in the affairs of 
the commune, of the province, or the family, except to protect the 
interests of all."^®

Liberal Catholics simply echoed that point of view. Their op
position to democracy lay primarily in their anti-stat ism, an at
titude they shared with most nineteenth-century Liberals. Democracy, 
they thought, as it was instrumented by the interpreters of Rous
seau, proclaimed the onmipotent sovereignty of the state and the 
eradication of all subordinate sovereignties, leaving the individual 
"feeble and disarmed in the combat against the anonymous and col
lective being called the state and that voracious idol called cen- 

129tralization. " 7 Radicals in France and Italy masqueraded under the
name of the principles of *89, Cochin argued, when their real program"

^^Articles de 1*Avenir. 4 vols. (Louvain, 1832), III, 167.
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was democracy and centralization in other words, absolute equa
lity and absolute authority."^3® In M.ntalembert's opinion the cen
tral state wanted to achieve the destruction of local autonomies 
which, if accomplished, would abandon the individual to the caprice 
of unlimited p o w e r .^31 He voted against the constitution of 1848, 
he explained, because it did not guarantee the independence of the 
average citizen against an omnipotent legislature arranged on a uni
cameral b a s i s . MThis insane centralization,” Montalembert said 
at Malines in 1863, "each day more dangerous, is a social leper... 
which prepares the death of individual dignity. "133 And in his Testa
ment lacordaire lashed out against the administrative centralisation 
which put all liberty in jeopardy. Although none of them offered 
concrete suggestions as to alternative local institutions, all lib
eral Catholics joined Tocqueville and his coterie in decrying cen
tralisation as a cancer eating away at the soul of France, and in 
identifying it as an evil resulting from a democratic structure. 
Decentralized government was equated with the stability of liberty. 

Another guarantee of liberty against the increasing power of

130■^ Augustin Cochin, "Lee principes de 1789 et la doctrine catholique, 
Correapendant. XXII (1863), 401-404, 403.

^tSeorges Gpyau, "Montalembert, precurseur du Catholicisms social," 
Benia Montalembert. H I  (1910), 715-34, 724; cf. his speeches 
of March 7, 1838 and May 29 1839 in the Chamber of Peers, 

Oeuvres. I, 110-118, 190-92.
132Ami de la religion. November 7, 1848.
133Lecanuet, Montalembert. Ill, 350.
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the state was a parliamentary system organized on a bicameral basis, 
with a hereditary chamber which was not subject to every despotic 
whim of the multitude. Ehgland was the model that Liberal Catholics 
wanted France to emmulate.^3̂  Thanks to her parliamentary institu
tions, ''which only England has shown how to preserve and bring to 
perfection, she alone has been able to escape autocracy and anarchy, 
while all nations on the Continent have fallen victims to one or the 
other, and sometimes to both."^3® Radicals in France, he declared, 
had attempted to show that the English parliament was nothing but a 
noisy, troublesome, and superfluous piece of governmental machinery. 
“Radicalism," he continued, “which hates all political guarantees, 
because every guarantee is an obstacle to its progress, has an in
stinctive desire to abolish the parliament, which, while it opposes 
an equal barrier against anarchy from clubs and despotism from bar
racks, is also the bulwark of order and legitimate authority, as 
well as of individual liberty.nl36 Representative government, he 
concluded, was no doubt a long, laborious, and difficult "education, ” 
but it is the most honorable and fruitful of all.^^

This he said in spite of his low opinion of the abilities of 
the French to govern themselves. “Ifcr countrymen make me almost a 
134Lettres du R. P. Lacordaire a Mae de la Tour du Pin. 220. 
135Montaleabert, De 1'ayenir de 1'Angleterr « (Paris, 1856), 270. 
13^Ibld.. 135-36.
137Ibid.. 277.



misanthrope,'1 he delcared to Nassau Senior. "They are to be gov
erned only through their bad passions or their servile passions.
They are like hounds. They enj qy nothing but a hunt, and respect 
nothing but a whip."^® The dangers, therefore, in a representative 
government were apparent, but they were inherent, he said, within 
any governmental form. Since monarchy could not be trusted to 
guarantee liberty, nor could one rely on provincial liberties be
cause they were unfortunately a thing of the past, the representative 
form of government "is the only possible form of political liber
ty. "139

By "parliamentary system" Liberal Catholics assumed a parlia
ment independent from coercion from above. They deplored the "con
sultative despotim or representative absolutism of which both Na
poleons made use. Also, illegitimate coercion from below was
not to be tolerated. They came, with hesitancy perhaps, to admit 
the absolute right of rebellion or revolution. "I have always held," 
Kootalenbert stated in 1359# "the doctrine which most countries of 
modern ftirope.. .have consecrated by their example— the doctrine of 
popular sovereignty and the necessity of the people's consent to the 
government which rules them. But this is far from admitting, with

13%. Senior, Conversations with Distinguished Persons in the Second 
.Empire, from, I860 to 1363 (Londcn. 1B8Q1. I. PftO-ftl.
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the revolutionaries, that such a consent, once directly or tacitly 
given, may be constantly reconsidered or withdrawn, without the most 
weighty reasons.” Nor would he concede "that all governments with
out exception must be modelled after the same pattern and that, for 
this purpose, a people have the right to change their government 
whenever they choosej no revolution is lawful by the mere fact that 
It is a revolution.” Certain revolutions might have been ac
cepted by Liberal Catholics as expedient or efficacious the re
volutions of 1789 and of 1830, for example— but they never granted 
the theoretical basis of a universal right of revolt. Mien Dupan- 
lcup said, "For myself, I have a horror of revolutions," he accurate
ly represented their opinion.^2

Furthermore, the parliamentary system best served the Church's 
needs. Admittedly, "under parliamentary government, the Church has 
no political power, but such power is not favorable to her interests." 
In such a system, "she possesses what is a thousand times better than 
power* She has rights. ”̂ 3  But neither would the Church actively 
condone the principle of revolution or the right to revolt, even if 
at times revolution might inadvertently serve the Church. The re
volutionary spirit, Montalembert said, ”is the original sin of po
litical life.”̂ ^  The Church, however, was not opposed to, nor the
141Charles de Montalembert, Pie IX et la France en 1849 et 1859 

(London, 1859), 32.
Faguet, Dupanloup. 160.

■^^Montalembert, Lea in terete catholioues. 150.
^Ibid.. 162.
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enemy of, representative government or political liberty, Dupanloup 
stated in his clever interpretation of the Syllabus of Errors.-^5

Representative government was a more effective guarantee of lib
erty if it was based on a bicameral system. One house would check 
and balance the other and better protect the representative system 
against pressure from mob a c t i o n . So much the better if the up
per chamber was hereditary, or at least self-perpetuating. The ser
vices rendered by the hereditary peerage to the dignity of the country 
from 1830 to 1848, Montalembert argued, was proof of its efficacy.
Ey discarding the principle of heredity, Lacordaire asserted, the 
Chamber of Peers lost the source of its independence.*^? Liberal 
Catholics' inclination toward a hereditary upper chamber revealed 
the hesitancy with which they accepted a popularly elected assembly. 
They were concerned with developing institutions which would secure 
the parliament against the sovereign people, for as Dupanloup stated, 
"If there is despotism of sovereigns, is there not also the despotism 
of assemblies, sometimes even more tyrannical and cruel?"14®

Another guarantee of liberty, Liberal Catholics contended, could 
be found in the subdivision of society into collective groups and as
sociations. The right of association, that is to say, the right to 
_

cf. Wouvelles oeuvres choisies. 17, 357.
146Ami de la religion. November 7, 1348.
147Lacordaire, Testament. 133.
143Dupanloup, Nouvelles oeuvres choisies. 17, 359.
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form Intermediate loyalties and protective devices for groups of 
citizens within the state, had not been universally granted by Lit
erals, and had been almost unanimously deprecated by republicans and 
democrats as an interference with the natural culmination of loyal
ties in a central state. Catholics of all political beliefs nor
mally joined forces in demanding that right, because to gain it would 
mean freedom to form religious associations and develop religious 
orders— including the Society of Jesus— -without the interference 
of the state. Liberal Catholics shared in that demand, but to them 
associations served other purposes as well. They viewed associa
tions of all types as another counterbalance to the overwhelming 
power of the state.

In Des associations religieuse. which was published in 1345, 
Dupanloup declared that the liberty to form organizations of any kind 
was but a necessary extension of freedom of speech and thought. If 
one was free to have convictions, then he must be free also to join 
with others of the same point of view for the protection and propa
gation of that c o n v i c t  i o n . Lacordaire championed not only the 
right to form religious associations in a sense he was the expres
sion of that right for he had refounded the Dominican Order in franco—  

but the rights of all associations "with aims which conform to reason 
and are in the public interest." Without them, he said, "the indi
vidual is isolated and all are reduced to equal mediocrity of fortune

^^Felix Dupanloup, Des associations religjeuses- (Paris, 1645), 36,
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and influence,,. .unable to resist the oppressive and colossal gran
deur of a state possessing all power.

L*Avenir had called the right to form associations a natural 
right.-*-51 Liberal Catholics in the mid-century would not go so far, 
remembering the condemnation by Kirari vos of liberties labelled ab
solute, but they did tend to apply their attitude generally. They 
did not deny the right of French workers to organize. Indeed, they 
championed that right. Mantalembert asked Louis Napoleon to favor 
the establishment of Christian workers a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  52 and Albert 
de Broglie demanded, "as L&cordaire and Tocqueville have dene before 
me, the right of association, the right of workers to organize in 
groups, the right of Frenchmen to associate freely for the purpose 
of thinking and praying in com m o n .  "̂ *53 it is not clear whether La- 
cordaire would have granted freedom to politically or economically 
radical associations, but his attitude toward workers' organizations 
is adequately positive. To raise the standards of the workers' con
ditions, he said, "the first step is to establish associations of 
workers to protect the individual laborer....Perhaps the association 
should not be given complete latitude....! believe that such

1CQ" As quoted in Albert de Broglie, Lacordaire (Paris, 1863), 89-90.
x5h. 'Avenir. October 17, 1830.
152 __Lecanuei, Montalembert. XU, 47.
153 % &Albert de Broglie, "Discours de M. de Broglie a I'Assemblee de

Malines," Correa pond ant. XXI? (September 25, 186^),56-64, 59.
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organizations would be a great remedy for the sufferings of labor.
At the same tiie, the remedies themselves should not become a new 
force to threaten others. “154 Furthermore, if "the employers alone 
are allowed to associate, to form combinations, without allowing to 
workers the same facilities of combat, injustice results. Even with
out organizations, the employer is much stronger because of his re
sources, To counterbalance that strength, workers should be allowed 
to combine." But the workers should not gain such strength as to 
give them control of a given industry. That would be equally unjust. 
Without any rights to organize for strength, however, the laborers 
would be reduced to "white slaves" in industrial society,*-55

Associations, therefore, would help prevent the isolation and 
consequent impotence of the individual in face of both the state and 
powerful groups within the society. Localized loyalties, then, would 
tend to stabilize government and society. Respect for family would 
have the same effect. The maintenance of the family as a closely 
coordinated element within the society would further help the indi
vidual to identify himself with his heritage in an age of mass up
heavals. The concept of family, too, was a conserving influence, in 
the opinion of Liberal Catholics.

Liberal Catholics also looked to liberty of speech and press, 
and the freedom to criticize governments, as additional guarantees.

154Lacordaire, Correapondance de Lacordaire (Paris, 1876), 544-45. 
155Ibid.. 543-44.



Lacordaire spoke for all Liberal Catholics when he said, "There is
something divine, eternally free in man speech|"^56 Lacordaire^
sentiments were supported in principle by all Liberals after the De
claration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen in 1789. freedom
of speech and its corollary, freedom of the press, was intermittently 
questioned and denied by nineteenth-century governments, by the 
Church, and at times by Liberals themselves. The laws of 1835 pre
scribed limitations on those rights, the Empire had its censorship, 
and the Syllabus of Errors corroborated the opinions expressed in 
Mirari vos and Singular! nos by which the Church had condemned the 
principles of free speech and press.

Probably on no other issue were the Liberal Catholics as united. 
Even Dupanloup, more apprehensive than the others in regard to modem 
liberties, was willing categorically to state his support. Quoting 
Guizot, who said that the "first duty of liberty is to accept the 
publicity of a free press," Dupanloup declared that if it was a 
duty it was also a right, and a right which he c h e r i s h e d .  ̂ 7  He was 
willing to recognize the dangers of a free press, but the lack of it 
under the Second Empire had shown him that "nothing surpasses the dan
gers of the censorship of the present regime." !h denying to some 
the liberty to speak and write freely, the Empire had established a 
monopoly for the privileged and had gagged the excluded. Such a

156As quoted in Rontalembert, Lacordaire. 30.
157Dupanloup, De la pacification rellgjeuse. 85.
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situation he could not a d m i r e . 158 And when he was accused of denying
freedom of speech v.'hen he worked feverishly to keep Littre out of
the French Academy, he agreed that the Academy was not a school of
theology, but he insisted that it was his right to oppose, wherever
he could, the ideas which he abhorred. It was, he said, an exercise 

159of free speech. Dupanloup even undextook to minimize the effects 
of the condemnation of freedom of the press by the Syllabus. The 
Pope, he pointed out, had condemned liberty of the press when the 
term was applied in an absolute sense. Who, he asked, would advocate 
a freedom without any restrictions? "Every man of good sense, re
gardless of his political or religious faith, would agree with us 
that unlimited freedom would be impractical and undesirable."!^® 
Undoubtedly most Catholics agreed with Abbe Jules Korel that the 
Pope had condemned liberty of the press in a more general sense.1^1 
Even the most democratic of governments must impose certain limits, 
in order to maintain the rights of all. Thin logic perhaps, but 
then his freedom as a Catholic bishop to accept the concept of a free 
press rested, after 1664, upon very shallow ground.

156  ̂ -Dupanloup, "Atheisme et la peril sociale." Nouvelles oeuvres
choisies. II, 416.

159Dupanloup, "Avertissement a la jeunesse et aux peres de famille
sur les attaques dirigees cantre la religion par quelques
ecrivains de nos Jours," Nouvelles oeuvres choisies. II, 32.

160Ibid.. IT, 329-331.
1^1Jules Morel, Somme contre Catholicisms liberal. 2 vols. (Paris, 

1876), I, 151.



L*Avenir had unequivocal y called for freedom of the press, and 
Montalembert and Lacordaire, in spite of diplomatic retreats in defer
ence to Mirari vos and Singulari nos, never really ceased to champion 
it also. Freedom of the press, L» Avenir admitted, would without 
doubt grant freedom of error and also allow "abuses and scandals in 
the press." But a system of state censorship would be impossible in 
a free society, Lacordaire wrote, and Catholics should not imagine 
that under such a system their writings would be privileged. Exer
cised by the state, censorship would reduce the Church to servitude. 
"Catholics must have confidence in the power of the truth. The
editors of L1 Avenir wanted "freedom of the press as a necessary 
guarantee of our other rights, particularly our religious rights,#163 
and that freedom should have no legal limitation of fiscal restric
tions In a letter written on December 14, 1833, to Montalembert 
concerning Mirari vos. Lacordaire retreated somewhat, saying that 
perhaps liberty of the press was nothing but the oppression of "feeble 
minds by strong minds", and that it might prove injurious to European 
liberty and literature. Furthermore, the Encyclical had not been 
concerned with the political press or the right of anyone to speak 
freely on public affairs. It should be applied only to "writings 
against morality, faith, and conson sense. Later in his life,

162Articles de lfAvenir. 17, 505-509.
163toid., II, 478. l64Ibld.. I, 97-104.
^^Theophile Foisset, "La P. Lacordaire. Documents inedlts", Corre- 

s pond ant. LI (1872), 985-1007; His position was not different 
from that of A. de Courson, "Cas de conscience;" Corre s pond ant« 
December, 1847, 839-65.
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however, he was to give adequate proof of hia acceptance of the prin
ciples of free speech and press.

Against the Catholics who stated that press censorship under 
the Empire was in harmony with the practices of the Church— first
a warning, then suppression and those who declared that liberty
of the press was blameworthy, whether as a principle which was momen
tarily acceptable or as one ideally desirable, Montalembert 
argued incessantly. Oily during one period of his life did his faith 
in a free press falter, and that was in 1349 when the fear of a so
cialistic threat to organized society led him to take a position con
cerning liberty which was out of keeping with his opinions before and

16Aafter the period of the Napoleonic presidency.
Montalembert, too, had written for L’Avenir in favor of liberty 

of press and speech. In 1335, he spoke in the Chamber of Peers a- 
gainst the "September Laws", which, ironically enough were being 
sponsored by the Doctrinaire Liberals. On September 3, 1835, he 
critlzed the suppression of the "right of discussion", of the prin
ciple of "absolute liberty of speech, which I avow freely.
Later, after he assumed a hostile attitude toward the Empire, he

166 'Abbe Jules Morel writing in Univers. December 22, 1855.
Louis Baunard, Un siecle de l»ltgliae. 1300-1900 (Paris, 1901),
398.

168See his speech of July 21, 1849, in which he favored restrictions 
on freedom of the press, Montalembert, Oeuvres. Ill, 202-26.

^ I b i d .. IV, 312.



comnented on the English parliamentary system by saying that "Of 
all the qualities which constitute the social strength of this priv
ileged race, the rarest and the most essential to the political 
life of a free nation is the respect for the opinions of o t h e r s . *^0 
Prom that climate "arises the desire of hearing and discussing all 
the sides of a question, of allowing free speech to all interests, 
to all parties, and to respect the opinions thus expressed with a 
tolerance that sometimes seems to degenerate into complicity 
Later, he wrote that he would not cease to repeat that nit is 

this extensive, and indeed, unlimited publicity, that makes up the 
principal strength of the English society, the essential condition 
of its vitality, and the sovereign guarantee of its liberty. 
Montalembert, therefore, as well as the other Liberal Catholics 
accepted openly, to the extent that they as Catholics could accept, 
the principle of freedom of speech and press. Even papal encyclicals 
against the principle were interpreted by them to mean that only 
liberty of press in the most absolute sense was censured by the Church.

Although they felt that constitutions were not necessarily ef
fective guarantees of liberty, Liberal Catholics presupposed the ex
istence of a written charter in which the liberties of the individual

170Charles de Montalembert, De l,avenir de 11 Angleterre (Brussels, 
1856), 229. ”

171jbld., 231.
172 „Charles de Montalembert, Un debat sur I1 Indie au Parlement Anglata

(Brussels, 1858), 24*



would be ennumerated. They preferred, also, that the constitution 
provide for a monarchy, since they Instinctively tended to believe 
that within a monarchy, properly limited in power, yet another guar
antee of liberty could be found. Liberal Catholics, therefore, pre
ferred a constitutional monarchy to all types of government.

Once again England provided the model, as it had for Constant 
and the Doctrinaires. The English monarchy, powerful but limited, 
had served as a check both for the passionate ambition of abso
lutists and for the clumsy despotism of socialism and democracy.
He and his associates had not lamented the passing of the Bourbons 
in 1830, and their monarchism— Bishop Dupanloup excepted— was never 
identified with Legitimacy.^* Rather, they supported constitutional 
monarchy. They would have given Louis Philippe their sincere ad
herence had it not been for the anticlericalism of the regime, they 
contended. Despite that, Montalembert regretted the overthrow of 
the July Monarchy in 1848.

Ozanam was perhaps the only republican in the group. Lacor
daire, even though he supported the Republic of 1848, leaned by

173Montalembert, De l'avenir politique de l'Angleterre. 2.
174Letters of November 24 and December 5, 1830, in 7. Bucaille, ed., 

"Lettres de Montalembert k Gustave Lemarcis,w Revue Montilem 
bert. H I  (1910), 611-637, 628 and 630; cf. Lecanuet. Monta- 
lentoert, II, 5; and H. Texier, ed., Correspondance de Jfcnta- 
lembert et de l’Abbe Texier (Paris, 1899), 235.

175Lecanuet, Montalembert. U, 382; A. Trannoy, Revue historioue.CgSU, 263.
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preference toward a monarchy. "Limited monarchy," he wrote, "in 
spite of its faults, has always seemed to me the most desirable of 
all forms of government. In 1836 he wrote Lettre sur la Saint-
Siege. in which he identified himself absolutely with monarchism. 
"France will have either a monarchy or chaos, because there exists 
no other real milieu between submission to an absolute authority 
and the radical independence of all citizens. Lacordaire re
arranged his position in 1848; no longer would he admit the abso
lute necessity of monarchy. On the contrary, he took pains to show 
that Catholicism should not be identified with any dynasty or par
ticular* governmental form "I know of no one less naturally disposed 
toward the republican form of government than I am. I have regarded 
the republic as a fact and a necessity, and I have adherred to it 
without pleasure or without remorse. Perhaps his position was 
best summarized by Montalembert. "Born a democrat, Lacordaire had 
no difficulty believing, like all the clear-headed men of his age, 
in the inevitable triumph of democracy. Like the majority of real 
liberals, he was tolerably indifferent to dynastic questions, and 
in a certain measure to forms of government. He always, however, 
leaned towards limited monarchy.«^79

176 ✓Lacordaire, Testament. 71; cf. Count A. de Falloux, Memoires d'un
royalist. 2 vols. (Paris, 1888), I, 326.

177Henri Lacordaire, Lettre sur le Saint-Siege (Paris, 1836), 84.
178Letter of November 7, 1848, "Lettres du P. Lacordaire au Ccnte 

Falloux," Correaoondant. CCVII (1911), 625-47, 644*
179Montalembert, Lacordaire. 194-95.



Although he did not actively participate in the Legitimist or 
Orleans parties before 1871, Dupanloup was a strong partisan of 
monarchy. After the collapse of France before the Prussian armies, 
he worked steadily for the re-establishment of the Bourbons, for 
the prerequisite fusion of monarchical claims, and for the accept
ance by the Count of Chambord of the principles of liberal consti
tutional government as represented by the tricolor. In 1873 he 
personally appealed to Chambord to compromise,^® and he asked the 
Pope to persuade the pretender to accept the conditions of the Na
tional A s s e m b l y . As a member of the Assembly he worked furiously

182to effect a fusion which would allow a monarchical re-establishment. 
Convinced that only the restoration of the monarchy would end France's 
problems, he said, "France Is lost among nations 1 Every ten or twen
ty years a fresh revolutionJ...The country must go back to her sta
bility and grandeur. Let all princes united together around the one 
monarchical principle, "-^3

Liberal Catholics, building a political ideology upon the basis 
of anti-4tat isma in the tradition of nineteenth-century Liberalism 
and upon the guar ant ism of Montesquieu and Burke, distrusted democracy 
and republicanism as contributors to a centralized state. If

180LaGrange, Dupanloup. II, 441.
181Ibid.. II, 442-43.
"^cf. LaGrange, Lettres de Mgr. Dupanloup. H ,  315-17.
183LaGrange, Dupanloup. II, 392.



individual liberty was to be maintained, they contended, it must be 
well fortified by insurances against the power of the state and the 
tyrannical tendencies of democracy. Guarantees were the panacea for 
the ills incumbent within a regime of popular sovereignty, which 
they supposed to be inevitable. As defenses of individual liberty, 
they proposed parliamentary government, decentralization of authority 
localization of loyalties by the establishment of associations, 
emphasis upon the family as a stabilizing factor, and limited mon
archy. Those elements, however, aight prove to be feeble. In the 
final analysis the best guarantee was the inculcation of respect for 
authority and Christian morality. This latter task, only the Church 
could perform.



Chapter Til 
CONCLUSIONS

The Liberal Catholic group between 1643 and 1670 did not pro
duce a body of thought which might be called a philosophy. Perhaps 
such a failure was a calculated one, for when they stated their 
opinions in any fashion a barrage of criticism emanated from every
source of intransigent Catholicism to have formed logical and
metaphysical premises upon which to base their outlook might have 
put them in direct contradiction with the views of the Church. To 
escape condemnation it was essential that they not appear to accept 
Liberalism as an absolute truth but as a concrete good, always pre
ferable to other political and social systems. Bven their deliberate 
efforts to avoid the mistakes of Lamennais, however, did not spare 
them, for certainly the Syllabus Qf Errors was directed more at them 
than at any other group.

More likely, however, the absence of a philosophical system 
was due to the general Inferiority of French Catholic scholarship 
and philosophical contribution during the nineteenth-century. Sal- 
dom, perhaps, has the Church in France been so lacking in intel
lectual originality and activity. Liberal Catholics shared this

310
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shortcoming. They dealt in politics and in polemics, not philosophy.
At a time when the Church was being challenged from every direction--
by Taine, Renan, Littre and the Positivists, the liberals, the social
ists, the democrats— French Catholics picked up the gauntlet, but 
they chose as weapons vituperous criticism and resounding imprecation 
not convincing logic. Intransigent Catholics appealed to the quasi
philosophy of de Kaistre and de Bonald. Beyond it they would not 
give an inch of ground, nor did they attempt to re fortify their po
sition by the introduction of new defenses. liberal Catholics ap
pealed to intuition and even to expediency.

Notwithstanding the fact that most of the liberal Catholics 
and their associates were admitted to the French Adadeny— Dupan
loup, Montalembert, lacordaire, Albert de Broglie, Falloux, Gratry—  - 
their scholarship was so weak that they could not muster adequate 
defenses against the onslaught of criticism which was aimed at them 
and at the Church. For example, the best effort that Dupanloup 
seemingly could make in answer to Renan's life of Jesus was the 
publication in 1864 of 1* Atheism et le peril social in which he at
tempted to show that irreligicn would heap upon France the worst kind 
of social and political disasters. If Dupanloup was not at all a 
theologian,1 neither were the others, and Lacordaire was reputed

de Fressense, nLes divisions actuelles du Catholicisms francais.
Mgr. Dupanloup," La Revue bleue. XXH7 (1884), 582-587, 5§3.
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to be "the most Ignorant man that ever entered the Acadeny.
Ozanam, perhaps the most learned of them all, was preoccupied with 
his study of medieval literature, and he died before many of the 
controversies requiring ripostes had taken shape.

In so far as theological controversies moved from the realm 
of personalities and political outlooks, the major theological con
flict in the mid-century evolved around the traditionalist school, 
which was opposed by the Liberals. Traditionalist philosophy had 
regained vigor with Lamennais, who before his transformation in 
1830 had appeared as its champion. Intransigent Catholics alter 
1830 went much further than Lamennais, reducing the capacity of rea
son to almost nothing. They identified reason absolutely with 
eighteenth-century Rationalism, and they accused those Catholics 
who upheld the validity of human reason of being guilty of heresy 
by association*

Liberals and Galileans coalesced to oppose the new attack on 
reason. The Faculty of Theology at the Sorbonne, being named by 
the state without intervention from Rome, was the outlet for Lib
eral and anti-traditionalist philosophy. There, Gratry and B&utain, 
who had departed from his earlier sallies against reason, both found 
shelter.^

2?'he opinion of Circourt, in Nassau W. Senior, Conversations with
M. Thiers. H. Guisot and other distinguished Persona during
the Second Snpire. 2 vole. (London. 1378 L  H. 63.

3 ✓cf. Gaorces Weill. Histoire du Catholicisms liberal en France
(Paris, 1909), 11*6-56 ---------- --------



Liberal Catholics themselves objected to the intransigent 
Catholic tendency to discredit reason. Dupanloup considered the 
attempt to degrade reason not only unworthy of Catholic scholars 
but it was, he stated, in conflict with Church doctrine. In 1855 
Pius IX published four propositions declaring the accord between 
faith and reason and avowing their cannon divine origin; therefore, 
on this issue Dupanloup was in the extraordinary position of being 
supported by Rome.4 But Dupanloup and the Church, however, con- 
denned as anti-Christian and unphilosophical the idea that reason is 
"absolutely omnipotent and sovereign, which is, implicitly, the ne
gation of God Himself, and of His C h u r c h ."5 For his part, Lacor
daire said there were two forces in the human mind: "Reason, having
its sources in the natural order, and religion, which has been trans
mitted to us from age to age, by tradition and authority. Now the 
system is false which teaches that the Author of human nature has 
implanted there two forces which are contradictory rather than har
monious."^ Albert de Broglie and Montalembert were of the same 
opinion. They saw no incompatibility between faith and reason, while 
admitting that reason was an insufficient basis for faith and truth. 
Christianity, the Duke de Broglie wrote, "is the mediator between 
God and natural laws on the one hand, and humanity on the other." ?

^f£lix Dupanlouo. Nduvelles oeuvres choisies. 7 vols. (Paris, 
1873-74), IV. 332-33.

5Ibid.. IV, 334.
^Henri Lacordaire, Conferences de Notre-Dame de Paris, k vols.

(Paris, 1844-1851), I, 310-11.
Ĝ. Fagnies, Le Due de Briylie. 1821-1901 (Parle, 1902), 47; 

cf. Broglie, "Des caractiree de la poldmique religieuse 
actuelie," Correspondent {January, 1856), 481-515*



But Liberal Catholics could never accept the priority which the 
eighteenth-century formulators of Liberalism gave to reason. Reason 
to the latter was the basis for a new system; to Liberal Catholics 
it was a complement to religion. To the eighteenth-century Ration
alist, reason was the source of morality, of progress, and of faith. 
To the Liberal Catholic, reason was a subordinate support for faith. 
There was, therefore, little similarity in the two approaches to 
reason.

And talk as they did of natural law, Liberal Catholics were 
not in harmony with the eighteenth-oentury interpretation of such 
laws. Both Broglie and Lacordaire spoke at length on the existence 
of natural laws,& but both concluded that Christianity was necessaty 
to give men hope when oppressed by the realization of their weakness 
in face of natural laws. Faith, then, was a necessary complement to 
reason, for only by faith could men "accept what was in contradiction 
to natural law,» and thereby escape abject defeatism.9 None of the 
Liberal Catholics could accept the finality and ineluctibility of 
natural law, and as a result, they were infinitely removed from the 
eighteenth-century foundations of Liberalism.

Although nineteenth-century Liberals often deviated from its 
original nature, Liberalism was premised on a humanism which
£
Henri Lacordaire. Conferences de Rot re-Dame. II, 281-32; Albert

de Broglie, Etudes morales et litt^rairee (Paris, 1853), 370-71.
9Ibid.. 370.
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demonstrated a high evaluation of the nature and capabilities of men 
and upon a subsequent faith in progress. Liberal Catholics, too, 
believed in progress, but they proceeded from an entirely different 
source toward a different ideal. And glorify men as they would, Lib
eral Catholics could never escape Church doctrine of original sin and 
its consequences. As a result, they, like their secular counterpart, 
were in constant search of restraints which would protect order and 
society from the rampages and ravages of politically liberated men. 
And they made progress dependent upon the widespread acceptance of 
religion, '*The grand law of progress of liberty and of civilization 
is the Gospel. It was Jesus Christ who posed the most elevated and 
the purest ideal toward which mankind is constantly moving. God 
had not created humanity without design, Ozanam said, and that de
sign must necessarily be accomplished. "There will be retrogressions 
and at times slow advances •••.God leaves individuals as masters of 
their own acts, but He keeps His hand cn society... .While humanity 
accomplishes its inevitable destiny, man remains free. Their 
utopia, however, was being approached according to a divine plan, 
while Liberalism depended upon reason not only to supply the means of 
progress but also to design the utopia.

Liberal Catholics spoke of freedom of the individual, of liberty

10&upanloup, Nouvelles Oeuvres choisies. W, 340.
11 'Abbe Camille Rambaud, Ozanam (lyon, 1893), 8.



in the abstract, but never could they accept the eighteenth-century 
ideal of liberty. "Shall I be suspected," Montalembert asked, "of 
venerating, under this ancient and sacred name of liberty, the in
ventions of modem pride, the infallibility of human reason, and 
the foolish heresy of the indefinite perfectibility of man...? And 
shall I be reduced to the necessity of defending nyself against any 
complicity with the advocates of unlimited and absolute liberty?
1 trust not. What he wanted to see established was "a well- 
regulated, restricted, orderly, temperate, righteous, and moderate 
liberty,.. .that liberty, which, far from being hostile to authority, 
cannot subsist without i t . C t o c e  more, he continued, "I do not 
mean here to profess any absolute, universal theory, exclusively ap
plicable to all ages and to all peoples. 1 maintain solely, that in 
the present state of the world, liberty is a good— a relative, not 
an absolute good. Furthermore, "liberty, defined and limited as 
I have endeavored to make it, is still a weapon for evil, through 
the original fall of man; but it is also capable of being turned to 
good, thanks to the remnant of intelligence and virtue which still 
exists in man redeemed by the blood of God. "^5 Far from accepting 
the autonony of the Individual, Montalembert as well as the other 
Liberal Catholics were forced by the nature of their religion to place
12 ✓ ̂  ,Charles de Montalembert, Lea interets cathollques au slecle

(Paris, 1852), 70.
^Ibid.. 70. ^Ibld.. 71.
~*Ibld.. 74» cf. Charles de Montalembert, The Monks of the West frcm

St. Benedict to 3t. Bernard. 6 vols. (London, 1896), I, l^O-li* '
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man in a divine plan, that is to say, to subordinate him and reduce 
his sovereignty over himself. Also, Free Will in the long run was, 
in the eyes of Liberals, a narrowly constructed liberty, for even if 
the individual was free to accept or reject salvation, he, having once 
made the choice, would have no control over his destinyj consequent
ly, he would be in no sense free.

Liberal Catholics, therefore, were far removed from a rapproche
ment with the philosophical bases of Liberalism. They did not ac
cept the omnipotence of reason; natural laws were divinely instru
mented, and they were subject to the miraculous intervention of God; 
man, though perhaps noble, was stained by the original sin; moral 
progress would result from the acceptance by man of the concept of 
humanity's divine destiny, not from the development of human reason; 
the ideal toward which mankind moved was the universal application 
and acceptance of Christian truth, not of reason and rational pat
terns; and finally, man's freedom was relative, the individual was 
not autonomous.

Upon what basis, therefore, did the Montalembert group merit 
the name "liberal?" It has been suggested by seme that only in coat* 
parison with the intransigent Catholics were they liberal, for cer
tainly "the one body, the Church is divided against itself, and the 
fictitious veil of absolute unity fails to conceal the fact.

de Pres sensed Contemporary Portraits (London, 1880), 146; 
cf. G. Weill, "Le Catholicisms francaie an xix? siecle,"
Revue de srathiSse historiaue. 17 (1907), 319-356, 322.
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Throughout the century there was a continuous feud between Liberal 
and intransigent Catholics, a feud which betrayed the lack of unity 
within the Church. In the eyes of the Veuillot school, the Liberal 
Catholics were not only Liberal, they were heretics. The intransi
gents declared Liberalism to be opposed to Catholicism since Lib
erals based social order on the Declaration of the Rights of Kan 
and because they believed in a kind of social rationalism and pro
pagated the idea that the state was the single sovereign and inde- 

17pendent power. f Liberalism being the great heresy of the nine- 
teenth-centuiy, 1® it followed that those Catholics who wanted to 
harmonize the Church with Liberalism were of questionable orthodoxy 
as well. "Liberal Catholicism is neither Catholic nor Liberal. It 
is sectarian," Veuillot wrote. Worse still, it "is one of the most 
deliberate heresies the Church has known. Mgr. Segur agreed that 
"it is false to pretend that one is able to be Catholic in religion 
and Liberal in politics....A single Liberal Catholic priest does 
more damage to the Church than five hundred anticlericals."20 A 
more pertinent comment, perhaps, was that of the Pere Ramiere, who 
stated that "one is no longer a Catholic when he makes his obedience

17 'V. A. Dwihamps, Le Liberalisms. Lettre a un publicists cathol iqua
(Malines, 1877), 6.

lg
Victor Pelletier, Mgr. Dupanloup. Episode de l^istoire conten- 

poraire. 1845-1875 (Paris. 1876 L  156-57.
^Louis Veuillot, Illusion liber ale (Paris, 1866), 23-24.
20 / zGaston de Segur, Hoamage aux leunes cathollques liberaux (Paris 

1874), 87.
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to the authority of the Church conditional upon the Church following

pihis ideas. If not guilty of heresy, as Veuillot charged, the 
Liberal Catholics in a sense put themselves outside the pale of ortho
doxy by their tendency to attempt to lead the Church rather than to 
be led by it.

True it was that the Liberal Catholics attempted to lead the 
Church in the direction of a rapprochement between it and the prin
ciples of the French Revolution. To the Montalembert group it was 
"the great error, the widespread and fatal error of our time to de
clare that the society emanating from 1789 is incompatible with 

22Christianity," To correct that error, to accomplish the union of 
Catholicism and Liberalism, was the goal of the Liberal Catholics.
They wanted to fora "a party freely Catholic and frankly Liberal.... 
Catholics snould become Liberals and Liberals should beccme Catho
lic."^ In short, they sought to Catholicize Liberalism. They 
wanted to show that "political liberty, if free from revolutionary 
license and anarchy, is dear to the Catholic Church and is actually 
one of its stoutest earthly guarantees. Cue must convince this 
modern society that the Gospel is the source of all social progress, 
of all legitimate efforts to lessen the inequality of men....Finally,

^Pere Henri Ramie re, Lea doctrines romainas sur le liberalisms 
(Paris, 1870), xii.

22As quoted in Lucien E. Henry, Last Days of Dupanloup (London, 1879),
„ 56.23Albert de Broglie to Montaleafcert, as quoted in R. P. Lecanuet,

U  Tie dg Montalembert d«apres son journal et sa corresorwyfan^,
3 vols. (Paris, 1895-1902), II, 112.
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it is necessary to explain that all secular intolerance....which 
;̂ ould convert men by means of the sword or the law rather than by 
the ministry of the Word....is an abominable doctrine, condemned by 
the Church."2̂

But the Liberal Catholics sought not a capitulation to, but a 
compromise with, Liberalism. Between modern society and the Church 
they looked for that which reconciled the two, not that which sepa
rated them. as Gratry said, one half of mankind "cries out that 
the Revolution is evil, the other half that it is just....It is our 
duty to disentangle these contradict ions, to overthrow evil and 
glorify justice,.,.We must interpret the Revolution by the light of 
the Gospel, in wisdom, in peace, in fraternity; this is the problem 
of our day, the main task of all apostles of truth and prophets of 
liberty.1'26

In that spirit, Liberal Catholics set out to show that the 
principles of 1789, despite the fact that they were based on unac
ceptable premises, were not contrary to Roman Catholic doctrine. If 
absolute liberty of the individual was a fallacious concept, at 
least they could accept political liberty. Equality they proclaimed 
to be a divine principle, for "Was It not Christianity which has re
vealed to men their equality before God, and is that so far from

^Lacordaire, as quoted in August J. 0. Gratry, Henri Ferreyve
(Paris, 1866), 156-57.

2^Vicomte Camille de Meaux, Montalembert (Paris, 1897)> 246.
26Gratry, Henri Perreyve. 162-63.
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equality before the law.”27 God had established rights which were 
anterior to laws; the most important of those rights was, Cochin 
wrote, the equality of men.28 Catholics then not only could, but 
had the duty to proclaim the equality of men. Freedom of speech and 
of press were desirable. Liberty of conscience and freedom of wor
ship were acceptable. They declared that the Church could no laager 
expect, nor should it desire, state protection and privilege; as a 
formula for Church-state relations, they proposed and propagated the 
concept of dualism, or the mutual independence of the Church and 
the state. Economic theories were of little significance to their 
thought, but they defended the rights of property. In the long run, 
however, they had little in common with economic Liberals. None of 
those principles, they said, were incompatible with Catholicism.

Like the Liberals of 1739 or 1330, they distrusted democracy and 
republicanism, since they associated with those systems an intensi
fication of the prerogatives of the central government. Believing 
that such centralization was a threat to individual liberty, since 
it removed the institutional and traditional guarantees of that lib
erty by eradicating all subordinate authorities, the Liberal Catho
lics shared with secular Liberals an anti-^tatisme. They sought to 
restore the guarantees of individual liberty which the Revolution had

2?Henri Lacordaire, Oeuvres da R. P. H-D. Lacordaire. 9 vols. (Paris, 
1393, 1907), Till, 232.

2®Augustin Cochin, "Les principes de 1789 et la doctrine catholique," 
Correspondent. XVIII (1361), 163-167, 165*
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removed. Furthermore, they saw in Christian morality the most ef
fective restraint upon the individual, and consequently proclaimed 
Christianity to be the natural ally and defender of liberty.

Vithout accepting the philosophical precepts of Liberalism, 
therefore, Liberal Catholics incorporated into their outlook, the 
essential Liberal principles. Their motivation, however, came from 
different sources than that of secular Liberals. Rather than being 
led to their conclusions by a faith in reason or by a desire to 
serve the rising middle class, their principal stimulus was found in 
their Catholicism. They sought to serve the Church. As long as the 
Church allied itself with the forces of reaction and counterrevolu
tion, as long as it defied modem society and the principles upon 
which that society was founded, it would alienate men rather than 
win them. The Liberal Catholic set out to show to ftrenchmen that 
the Church was not necessarily opposed to modern liberties. To the 
Church, the liberal Catholics not only attempted to demonstrate that 
Catholicism would lose the support of the masses if it continued to 
oppose Revolutionary principles, but also, the Mantaleafcert group 
argued that it was in the interest of the Church to reject state pro
tection and pronounce in favor of liberty. For the Church was best 
served, as 1846 had proved, and it prospered most in a regime of 
liberty. By sincerely supporting liberty for all, the Church would 
gain the right to share in that liberty; but only by championing 
the liberty of all could the Church expect liberty for herself, as 
the campaign for liberty of education had shown. Ckice free from all
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encumbering alliances with the state or with reactionary political 
groups, crnce a climate of liberty was obtained, Catholic truth would 
surely be victorious.

Even ifthey achieved to their own satisfaction the rapproche
ment between Liberalism and Catholicism, that is to say, even if they 
succeeded in divorcing the principles of 1789 from their anti-Catho- 
lic foundations, the Liberal Catholics, in the final analysis, failed. 
For the Church did not heed their word, and instead of moving in a 
conciliatory direction, it took an opposite path which led to the 
Syllabus of Errors and Papal Infallibility. Liberals, as a result, 
were only hardened in their anticlericalism and in their suspicion 
of the insincerity of Liberal Catholics,

Liberal Catholics themselves sensed that they had failed. The 
S y l l a b u s  0 f  Errors had been a blow more deadly than Mirari vos or 
Singular! nos. As if to make one final effort, they rose up to pro
test against the infallibility of the pope in 1870, But the defini
tion of the new dogma was evidence enough that their Liberal princi
ples had been rejected by the Church and the only voices heard in 
Rome were those of the Intransigent Catholics. The Count de Morrtalem- 
bert, after his pilgrimage away from Liberalism in 1851, became in
creasingly devoted to the concept of liberty, and his death in the 
spring of 1870 was symbolic of the eclipse of Catholic Liberalism.
His sentiments, as they had evolved by 1868, were representative of 
what was most sincere in Liberal Catholicism. Liberty "win always 
be the best remedy for all ills, and the most beautiful recompense



of all virtue. Should I be taken for an old dotard, for a triple 
fool, or what is worse, for a triple heretic, liberty will be, un
til ray l&st breath, the cry of my conscience and ray heart.n2^ The 
Liberal Catholic helplessness in face of an unbending Church, he 
expressed, almost by way of conclusion; "To suffer for the Church, 
nothing would be sweeter: but to suffer for it and then be reduced
to impotence by it, to be struck down by it, is more than I can 
understand. .. .We have been condemned and disavowed,.. .The 
Syllabus of Errors and the condemnation of modern liberty is an 
act of war against modern society..,*The Church for generations to 
come will suffer for this defiance of the Liberal principles so 
dear to men."30

29 & ^^Charles de Montalembert, "L'&spagne et la liberte," Bibliotheque
universelle et revue Suisse. LY (1876), 616-656, 6*1+0.
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