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PREFACE

HE purpose of this book 1s made clear in the opening
I pages, and 1s suggested also in the bibliographical note at
the end Here I wish only to acknowledge my numerous
obligations
To Professor Carl Becker I owe the debt of a student to a great
teacher It 1s to be wished that the qualities for which Mr Becker
stands—wisdom and tolerance, clarity and stmphcity, the gift of
seeing both the unique small fact and the universe behind 1t—were
more easily passed from teacher to student, like knowledge of the
French Revolution
I am deeply indebted also to Professor Louis R Gottschalk of
the Umiversity of Chicago, who first introduced me to the study of
the eighteenth century, and has given me help and encouragement
ever since Professor Ira O Wade, of the Department of Modern
Languages at Princeton, has saved me by his vigilance from many
ill-advised assertions I have profited greatly from a long friend-
ship with Dr Francis D Wormuth of Indiana University M
I’ Abbé Joseph Dediey, of the Ecole Massillon 1n Paris, gave me
freely of his wide knowledge of the eighteenth century, put his
notes at my disposal, and set me on the track of many interesting
discoveries All these gentlemen except M Dedieu have read the
book in manuscript The rigor of their criticisms 1s sufficient sign
that they are not responsible for the opinions 1t contains
The sympathetic interest of my associates 1n the Department of
History at Princeton has been of great value to me I am hkewise
indebted to the officials of the Princeton University Press
The book could not have been written without the help of the
American Council of Learned Societies, which made possible the
year’s stay i France from which the finished product has come
To all these teachers, friends, colleagues and benefactors I ex-
press my thanks

Princeton, N J, R.R.P.
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CHAPTER I

THE CONDITIONS OF THINKING

HE French philosophers of the eighteenth century, the
phlosophes, are justly admired for the principles for

which they stood They asserted the right to speak freely
what they thought, and claimed for the human intelligence the
power to understand the umverse m which 1t acted They rose up
against a state of soctety in which the hberties of an earher day
had turned into privileges, and privilege was accepted as a prin-
ciple of social organization, dividing men, by birth or occupation,
into classes fixed by the laws of the country These philosophers,
by using their reason, proposed to bring order to the old Europe
where in the progress of a thousand years hardly anything had
been abohished, where vestigial and functioning organs had grown
almost nseparably together, so that feudal nstitutions existed
along with absolutist institutions, intense localtsm with centralized
authority, pure custom with deliberate policy, supernatural mys-
teries with beliefs established by science Into this welter of con-
tradictions the French thinkers brought the idea of a simple and
umiversal natural law And against men who held that their rights
were special and pecuhar, based on rank, or the favor of the
Crown, or the custom of their locality, they affirmed that rights
were human, inherent 1in the nature of man
The 1deas of the philosophers are well known Much 1s known
also of the conditions of society against which the philosophers
protested What 1s less known 1s the intellectual position of those
who opposed the new thinkers Everyone has heard of Voltaire
and Rousseau, and everyone 1s likely to have an impression of the
old France, with 1ts court of Versailles, 1ts nobles and its peasants,
its censorship and 1ts secret imprisonment 1n such strongholds as
the Bastille Few who are not versed 1n the subject could so much
as name a conservative thinker of the time There are good reasons
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for this fact, but, on the whole, 1t must be confessed that the
thought of the Age of Enlightenment, more than that of any
equally important period in modern history, has been studied
chiefly from writings which express only one side of the question.

In the picture we usually receive, certain bold and progressive
men, who are outlined with great distinctness, do battle with vague
but powerful adversaries who are rarely described but are indi-
cated as extremely unenlightened Or, 1n another of the pictures
offered, a ‘“‘climate of opinion” pervades the scene, making all
thoughtful men share in certain general ideas of the time, which,
we therefore assume, could be subjected to no very searching criti-
casm from contemporaries Both these pictures have much to
recommend them, but neither 1s complete, for neither takes account
of what contemporary critics of the philosophes thought and said

The purpose of this book 1s to examine the 1deas of the oppo-
nents of the philosophes Most mntellectual opposition came from
the church Our study 1s therefore a study of the ideas of French
Catholics from about 1740 to the Revolution It deals largely, but
not exclusively, with the conflict between the orthodox and the
persons whom we shall call, as they were then called, philosophers,
unbelievers, or infidels To show that not all the 1deas of Catholics
were dictated by the interest of the Catholic Church, we shall con-
sider also, from time to time, the opimons of French Protestants
and of a few thinkers who were neither religious nor yet in agree-
ment with the philosophers The problem is complicated by much
overlapping All parties were affected, 1n varying degree, by two
general systems of thought The important task 1s to find, 1f pos-
sible, the most fundamental differences by which the two systems
of thought were distinguished Hence we treat at some length of
the disputes between Jesmits and Jansenists, in which these differ-
ences are often clearly revealed The two systems, so far as single
words can describe them, may be called the natural and the super-
natural, but these terms are ambiguous and troublesome, and
more useful antitheses are suggested in the pairs of words used
as chapter headings below

This main subject 1s approached in the next chapter with a
discussion of nature and grace Meanwhile we wish to sketch a
background against which the abstract questions that follow may
perhaps be better understood
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The central fact was the existence of the church as a rich,
powerful, and closely organized corporation This corporation was
a kind of government in 1tself, 1t raised and expended its own
taxes, for example, and could not be legally required to pay taxes
to the state. It used 1ts great wealth to support its prelates in
luxury, to mamntain 1ts elaborate worship, to educate the young,
and to relieve the poor It was backed by the leading families of
France, and was entrenched 1n the whole family system, for it
offered careers to able or to superfluous sons, and a place of dig-
ntfied retirement for unmarried daughters It disturbed the country
by the mntnigue, rivalry, and theological rancor of its clergy A
public power 1n its own right, 1t entered nto secular politics, sway-
mng the minds or demanding the aid of servants of the Crown.
Through 1ts panish orgamzation, its schools, almshouses, and
literary publications, it exercised over everyone mn France an in-
fluence independent both of public opinion and of civil authority.
These facts explain much of the opposition which 1t aroused in
the eighteenth century But they explain also, very largely, the
pohicies of Loms XIV and the conflict of church and state that
had gone on for five hundred years In the crisis of the eighteenth
century another element was added, in which 1ssues even more
fundamental were raised

The church claimed the right to suppress all 1deas of which its
officials did not approve It claimed to possess the truth and, unlike
many others who have made the same claim, 1t had institutional
authority behind 1t It claimed also to be of supernatural ordina-
tion, to dispense upon earth the living word of God, to control the
sole means by which men might be saved ‘“No salvation outside
the church” was a doctrine to which theologians admitted quali-
fications; but for practical purposes it was the official teaching,
since no ordinary person, hving 1n Catholic France where the usual
means of salvation were at hand, could reasonably expect to be
saved without them To belong to the church, to believe 1n its mis-
sion, and to accept its doctrines were requisite to a complete re-
higious lhfe “Without faith, and a faith that embraces all the
dogmas,” wrote a minor apologist, “it 1s tmpossible to be pleasing
to God He who believes as he should, loves God and his
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neighbor , he who does not, loves neither ”’* In these words breathes
the spirit that makes for fanaticism And among all the contrary
tendencies that we shall presently discover, they should not be
forgotten Obedience to the church was fundamental The church
could forgive much 1t could absolve from sin and countenance
much latitude 1n thinking, but it could not forgive those who
denied 1its ability to remove sin, or its right to propound the
dogmas by which thinking should be governed It could not
tolerate those who questioned 1ts authority

It 1s unnecessary to review the consequences, the long tale of
philosophers molested, 1deas excoriated, books condemned to the
flames That story 1s well known The warfare of science and theol-
ogy has had many diligent historans, and 1t 1s to be hoped that
the effects of the social control of ideas will continue to be re-
membered In this warfare the church was not so much opposing
reason and science themselves, which 1t had in fact done much
to foster, as trymng to discipline a reason which pretended that
revelation was unnecessary, and a science which arrived at con-
clusions that made the revealed story seem improbable Most
scientists, from Galileo to Buffon, were willing to go through
the motions of conformity, many, indeed, were at heart farthful
to the church The philosophes attacked directly and with scant
disguise the very principles on which the whole ecclesiastical sys-
tem rested 1f they were intolerant, it was because on the questions
they raised there could be no equivocation Either the church
expressed the will of God, or 1t did not The revelation on which
1t based 1ts authority erther existed or did not exist Its right to
control the minds of men was either divine and immutable, or
it was human, historical, and customary—and hence subject to
demal

In theory, the church had to be intolerant, for i1t was respon-
sible to God for bringing the true faith to mankind In theory,
the philosophers stood for the toleration of all beliefs and the free
expression of all ideas In fact, however, the situation was less
simple The philosophers were by no means willing to allow lib-
erty to their opponents, not even to those who were far from
representing the formidable power of the church Their method

1 J Deforis, Préservatif pour les fidéles contre les sophismes et les smpiétés des
mcredules (Paris, 1764), p 358
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was not often the muld persuasion favored by liberals They
talked much of reason, but their sharpest instruments were ridi-
cule and wvilification, which enabled them to throw off a man’s
arguments by defaming tus character or belittling his intelligence
La Baumelle went to jail, thanks partly to Voltaire, whose works
he had ventured to crniticize Fréron, a conservative and Catholic
journahst, was called by Voltaire, in a single work, a scribbler,
scoundrel, toad, lizard, snake, spider, viper's tongue, crooked
mund, heart of filth, doer of evil, rascal, impudent person, cowardly
knave, spy, and hound He found his journal gagged, his income
halved and his career ruined by the concerted attacks of the phi-
losophers To silence him, at least two of these philosophers,
Marmontel and d’Alembert, appealed to the censors whose very
existence the enhghtened thinkers are supposed to have abhorred
It 1s not possible, in short, to accept as characteristic of these
thinkers the statement often attributed to Voltaire, that, though
he disagreed with what a man said, he would fight to the death
for his right to say 1t *

To assert, on the other hand, that Catholicism 1n the eighteenth
century was tolerant would be scarcely accurate, but would con-
tain elements of truth The point 1s made clearer by the distinction
between toleration, which 1s a public policy, and tolerance, which
1s a disposition of mind Catholics did not beheve 1n toleration,
they held, with the laws of the country, that a non-Catholic had
no religious or civil status 1n France Sometimes, however, they
were inclined to a land of tolerance, were willing to allow differ-
ences of opimion 1n which the authority of the church was not
positively denied Many of them, laymen and clergy, would think

2 For examples of Voltaire's intolerance consult the index to his Oeuvres
(Paris, 1883-85) under “Chaumeix,” “Trublet,” “Larcher,” “Guenée,” and espe-
crally “Juifs”, see also below, p 210, n. 4 On La Baumelle see the Biographse
unsverselle, *La Baumelle” On Freron see Voltaire, L’Ecossaise, from which the
epithets cited above are taken, and Anecdotes sur Fréron, £ Freron, Annee lit-
terawre (1760), Vol IV, p 114, (1772), Vol L, pp 1§ , F Cornou, Elie Fréron
Trente ans de luttes contre Voltawre et les philosophes (Paris, 1922), pp 164, 178,
219, 383-5, 455-6, J Delort, Histosre de la detentson des phlosophes ( Paris, 1829),
Vol II, p 175, Grimm, Correspondance htterawe (Paris, 1877-82), Vol 1II,
p 372, Vol IX, pp 62-3, S Linguet, dAnnales ciwviles, politsiques et hiterarwes,
Vol 1V (1778), p 203 Fréron's relative impartiality may be seen i many placgs,
eg Année htterasre (1756), Vol VIII, p 273, where he vigorously defends

Voltaire’s poem Lg religion naturelle against the criticisms of A Thomas, Ré-
flexions sur le poéme La rehgion naturelle
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1t somewhat exaggerated to say, with the apologist quoted above,
that without faith 1n all the dogmas no man could be pleasing to
God Orthodoxy held, then as now, that there was a legitimate
natural morality apart from revealed religion

More important than orthodoxy in producing this tolerance
was the gradual cooling of religious ardor By and large, the re-
hgious did not believe i their doctrines with the intensity, the
sense of personal discovery and conviction, with which the
philosophes believed 1n theirs The implhications of this fact are
many On the one hand, 1t made Catholics often more reasonable
than philosophes, more willing to persuade, exarmne, or remon-
strate, less given to sarcasm, mockery and abuse On the other
hand, this same fact, making religion less an experience of life,
made 1t more an acknowledgment of authority And with the de-
chine of intolerance, the policy of “intoleration” came to be less
the faith of a commumty than an adnmunistrative convemence,
useful in some ways to the government, but chiefly benefiting
the clerical bureaucracy

This attitude among the religious—whether 1t be called n-
difference, formalism, tolerance, or receptiveness to new ideas—
had developed gradually through several generations It was not
brought on by the writings of eighteenth century unbehevers
In searching for causes we must not exaggerate the importance of
books, or ascribe too much influence to the 1deas of radical think-
ers Why did Voltaire and Diderot become militant infidels, though
born Catholics and brought up in Catholic surroundings? Why
were they successful 1n spreading their opimons, convincing many
readers even when they shocked them? The most general answer
to both questions 1s that the Cathohc religion was no longer as
vital to many people as 1t once had been It no longer seemed as
essential erther to public order or to a satisfactory understanding
of the world The causes for the change must be looked for m
the general listory of Europe

Probably the most important of these causes was the growth
of the state There had been a time in Europe when the state, for
practical purposes, did not exist A man at that time, say 1n the
twelfth century and earhier, had had Ittle government and no
country, his loyalties, rights, and obhgations were local, personal,
and concrete, running from himself to some other particular men.
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So far as he belonged to anything else he belonged to the universal
Catholic Church. So far as he was more than a villager, he was a
Christian. Only by the church was he joined to men outside his
own nexus of rights and duties, only the church gave him a public
status, an abstract existence, an impersonal system of law, a body
of administrative superiors whose powers inhered in their offices.
By the esghteenth century this situation was radically altered. It
was the state now, more effectively than the church, which made
a man more than a villager, and regarded law as more than a
body of personal relationships. This triumph of the state was not
to be assured until the French Revolution, but nowhere in Europe
in the eighteenth century had the process gone farther than in
France

In France, therefore, at the time we are dealing with, it was
widely felt that the state was a more proper agency for ruling
men than the church Public authority now meant chiefly the civil
power And men whose connections were with one abstraction,
the state, did not always look with favor on the other abstraction,
the church These men included the army of administrators at-
tached to the King’s Council, and the host of judicial function-
aries attached to the supreme law courts, or parlements, of the
country They were professing Catholics, though in the law courts
tinged with Jansenism, they detested unbehevers and radicals of
every land, but their work, like that of the philosophes, helped
subordinate the church to the state The government for more
than two hundred years had appointed all the bishops Twice in
the eighteenth century 1t sought, unsuccessfully, to tax the clergy.
In 1762 1t expelled the Jesuits, whose most fatal offense, beneath
the other charges made against them, was espousal of the prin-
ciple that the spiritual power stood higher than the temporal.
With scores of schools left vacant by the Jesuit teachers, the
government embarked on a new policy of education, which was
hardly different in principle from the policy of the revolutionaries
a generation later In the various projects drawn up at the unvi-
tation of the authorities, we find 1t asserted that ‘“‘the state has an
imprescriptible right to bring up its members,” and that “a man
in religious orders has no spirit of country.” Despite the protests
of the clergy, the number of lay teachers was greatly increased
Fven the University of Paris, a fortress of clerical independence,
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had to submat to a measure of secular control and secular stan-
dards ® On another occasion, when the archbishop of Parts for-
bade the decrees of the Parlement of Paris to be read, and de-
clared that civil judges could not require priests to give the sacra-
ments unwillingly, the civil judges solemnly burned his order
In 1765, when the Assembly of the Clergy arranged to take meas-
ures agamnst infidel writers, the Parlement of Paris pronounced
its acts 1llegal, odious, fanatical, and vord Though this decree of
the Parlement was annulled by the king on complaint of the
clergy, the provincial parlements took the same stand when simi-
lar acts were passed by provincial assemblies of the clergy ¢ The
trend to secularization was clear The last step under the monarchy
was the toleration of Protestants, provided for in 1787

All these developments were greeted by the philosophes as the
fruits of reason and enlightenment, and toleration, at least, has
often been attributed mainly to intellectual advance The growth
of the state offers a more likely explanation The state had so
far replaced the church as the chief authority in society, had so
centered allegiance, hopes, and values upon itself, and had so
improved 1ts admimstrative technique and 1ts means of dealing
with 1ndividuals however numerous or remote, that the rival
admimstrative machinery of the church was no longer useful to
1it, and the religious views of private persons became irrelevant
to practical politics The government could henceforth deal with
people most effectively, not as Catholics, Protestants and Jews, but
as citizens of France Religious toleration was granted at the time
when national patriotism was becoming the chief loyalty of most
Frenchmen

Another of the general causes in the withdrawal of religion
from the forefront of men's consciousness was a manner of think-
ing hard to name It was a feeling of confidence in and content-
ment with the world When even a peasant or journeyman tailor
could travel hundreds of miles, know where he was going, and
arrive, when people habitually planned and calculated for the fu-
ture in their practical affairs, when everyone knew, 1f not the

® C Jourdan, Histosre de I'Unwersite de Parws (Paris, 1888), Vol 11, pp 322-4
“Un religieux n’a point Vesprit de la patrie”

*M Picot, Memoires pour serinr & I'istowre eccléswstique pendant le dix-
hutidme swecle (2nd ed, Paris, 1816), Vol II, pp 313, 479-90
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facts of geography, at least that the world had been pretty thor-
oughly explored, and, 1f not the facts of history, at least that the
past was not entirely a world of giants, wizards, saints, extra-
ordinary heroes, and men five hundred years old—then a kind of
thinking had arrived which, in contrast to some others, we recog-
nize as our own There was less feeling than formerly of terrible
and capricious forces, less feeling that life was precarious and
beset with evil The unknown henceforth was not to be propitiated
but investigated For the educated there were the findings of
science All but the most humble by the rddle of the eighteenth
century knew that the earth moved about the sun. Most of the
educated after 1750 accepted the physics of Newton

As more was learned of the world, from science, exploration,
history or the wider daily experience which a settled society could
give, the old dualism between the natural and the supernatural
became more acute Ordinary matters could be dealt with by the
concept of ‘“‘nature ”” Religion thus became more definitely “super-
natural”—a word whose content no one could rationally describe,
but which signified that religion was somehow different from
everything else Thus the mysteries became more inscrutably mys-
terious, the dogmas more incomprehensibly dogmatic, and faith
itself, for many people, the acceptance of authority in certain mo-
ments of hfe

Not long before the middle of the eighteenth century, hardly
noticed, an important word passed from learned into general use
in the French language This word was “civilization ” Its promo-
tion mmto common speech reveals nothing less than a revolution
of 1deas A little reflection will show that civilization 1s one of
the things that modern men have really respected It 1s spoken of
in the terms 1n which an earlier age spoke of Christendom or
God Civilization 1s now “‘outraged” by acts of brutahty, divides
the faithful from those who sit in darkness, gives men a common
purpose, makes individual life worth living, stands contrary to
ignorance, uncleanness, and disorder It 1s civilization, if anything,
that undergoes the processes of progress To improve and extend
1t has been the 1deal of Western men since the eighteenth century
This 1deal, though the rehigious have usually shared 1n 1t, 1s rather
different from the older 1deals of religion It has aimed at making
this world comfortable, whatever might happen in the next )
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Civilization had also a hghter side, espectally in France before
the Revolution This meaming was expressed by the word “so-
ciability,” coined at about the time when “avihzation” became
current Civilization in this sense was the life of the town It
meant gregarious and busy living, conversation and visiting about,
a certain formality of speech and behavior, an agreeable manner
toward equals and an easy galluntry to persons of the other sex
Those best succeeded who cultivated the personality rather than
the soul, and who were witty but not disconcertingly profound
The c1vilized man was oriented toward the social world He looked
to 1ts standards as those of correct taste, its morals as those of a
gentleman, its judgment as a proper test of achievement

Such an atmosphere was not very favorable to religion as tradi-
tionally understood Love of solitude and meditation was hkely
to seem eccentric, self-demal rather useless and morose The poet
Saint-Lambert, for example, serving in the army mn 1749, found
himself billeted with a family of Jansenists, whose austerity he
regarded as a kind of barbarism, and whose stern belefs prompted
him to write a bit of society verse He appealed to Indulgente
société! and ended by asserting that his tastes and desires were
given by God ® There were many people in France who, though
shocked when 1infidels questioned revelation, thought with Saint-
Lambert that pleasure was a right, that the good man was the
amiable one, that good morals were a form of good taste, and
that the art of living was to mix smoothly in refined company

The “world,” the world of men and manners, was pleasant n
the civilized century and in France, the civilizing nation, at least
for those classes who 1n increasing numbers could acquire the

8 C Coll¢, Journal (1868), Vol 1, pp 59-60, March 1749
“Indulgente socicte !

O vous, devots plus raisonnables,
Vertueux sans feracite,

Le goiit polit vos moeurs ammables,
Vous vous occupez sagement

De I'art de penser et de plaire,
Aux hymnes de votre bréviaire
Vous entremelez prudemment

Et du Virgile et du Voltaire

Je sens, y'at des gouts, des désirs,
Dieu les inspire ou les pardonne,
Le triste ennemi des plaisirs

L’est auss1 de Dieu qus les donne ”
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rudiments of civiized living The world 1n this sense was un-
doubtedly more attractive, more ordered, safer and more satis-
factory than at any time in the troubled history of Europe since
the long-gone Age of the Antonines which the men of enlighten-
ment frequently extolled But a world of this kind, tamed and
made livable, was a challenge to the historic Christian religion
Christtanity had arisen 1n the ruins of a civilization, 1n a time of
uncertainty and despair, 1t had given comfort for affiction, offered
a retreat to those who found the world too rude, curbed the pas-
stons of fierce barbarians who would have laughed at the ethics
of a gentleman, 1t had brought order to a continent 1n anarchy,
raised an ecclesiastical authority where no civil authornity existed,
and above all 1t had turned the eyes of men to another and a better
world, a serene world of harmony and rest Christiamity, with
good rteason, was fundamentally unworldly The people of the
eighteenth century, with reason also, were admirers of the world
Fewer people than a century earhier were choosing to enter the
celibate and priestly life The number of clergy in France on the
eve of the Revolution 1s not defimtely known, but in all proba-
bility 1t was smaller than when Lows XIV became king, although
the population had considerably increased in the meanwhile ®
Among those who had taken the vows there were ominous signs
of discontent In 1765 twenty-eight Benedictines of Samt-Ger-
main-des-Prés 1 Pans petitioned agamnst their rule They de-
clared that night services and fasting kept them from useful work,
that their costume made them ridiculous in the streets, and that
they wished to be known as scholars rather than as monks The
petitioners were disavowed by the majority in their convent, and
were forced to retract before the archbishop, but a few returned
into civil life, where they were protected from church discipline
by the philosophers In the same year Brienne, archbishop of
Toulouse, a friend of d’Alembert and himself well disposed to-
ward philosophy, was appointed head of the commuttee on monas-
teries of the Assembly of the Clergy He abolished religtous houses
that had dwindled to less than fifteen members, and decreed that
¢ The number of all clergy in France was estimated n 1667, under Colbert’s
direction, at about 260,000 Some writers have put the figure for 1789 as low as,

130,000, but the best estimate seems to be about, or just under, 200,000 See
E Levasseur, La population francarse (1889), Vol I, pp 228-9



14 CATHOLICS & UNBELIEVERS

no order should have more than one house in the same city. The
exile of the Jesuits and the decline of the Oratorians still further
weakened the intellectual efficiency of the church’

Outside the cloister the signs were at least equally alarming
Some preachers had to make an effort not to appear too philo-
sophical, and to use sacred quotations to adorn arguments purely
rational Students of theology, 1t was said, often showed them-
selves more famihar in theirr examinations with the objections
raised by unbelievers than with the correct reply to be made to
them Brienne, the future archbishop, a student at the Sorbonne
i 1751, offered a thesis implying that the world was uncreated,
a belief untenable by Chrishans The young Turgot, at the Sor-
bonne 1n the same year, delivered a notable Latin address on the
progress of the human mind Other bachelors followed his ex-
ample, choosing to hold forth in their public orations on history
and politics rather than theology, while many of the elder profes-
sors wagged their heads and deplored the decay of religion There
was trouble at Samnt-Sulpice, where aristocratic young men des-
tined for high posttion 1n the church were sent to acquire a smat-
tering of theology, and where they rioted and almost set the build-
ing on fire when told to give up their elaborate wigs At Toul, 1n
Lorraine, a deacon, as he walked in the church procession, was
observed to be reading Helvétius At La Fléche, in Anjou, seat
of a great Jesuit school where Descartes had been educated, one
of the professors wrote a poem 1n praise of freedom of the press
At Toulouse, 1n the 1760’s, a professor of history named Andras
had his students read Voltaire’s Essar sur 'histoire générale, with
only moderate expurgations He was protected from his eritics
by Archbishop Brienne, who at last, however, had to consent to
his dismussal ®

Sometimes the effects of worldliness were more subtle Le
Franc de Pompignan, bishop of Puy, a man of impeccable ortho-
doxy, included among his numerous writings in defense of re-
ligion a work called La dévotion réconciliée avec Uesprit, 1n which

7 Picot, op cit, Vol 11, pp 476, s03-5, A Bernard, Le sermon au dix-hurtiéme
stécle (Paris, 1901), pp 367-78

® Bernard, op cit, pp 73, 138, 364-5, 397, 403-5, 490, 497, Jourdamn, op cu,
Vol II, p 371, A Sicard, Education morale et cronque avont et pendant la Revo-

lution (Paris, 1884), pp 137-48
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he argued that piety was no obstacle to wit and intelligence, that
a man might be devout and still shine 1n soctety, and that a priest
who had a gift of esprit would more easily win souls to religion,
since he would “capture their attention and overcome their dis-
taste by the harmless attraction of eloquence ”’ The sermon itself
was 1n danger of becoming a rhetorical exercise Encouraged by
the Academy, which gave prizes for religious eloquence, some
preachers turned their sermons mto formal harangues, hoping
rather to impress their hearers by elegance in discourse than to
move their souls by the doctrines of religion The Abbé Boulogne
1s said to have taken lessons from the actor Talma °

In this atmosphere of worldliness, which 1s another name for
a primary concern with the mundane values of cvilization, 1t
would be surprising to find French Catholics very fanatical
Fanaticism, indeed, was a word often used by the orthodox to
describe Jansemsts, Methodists, and others whose religion they
thought too personal and intense To Linguet, who liked neither
the church nor the philosophers, 1t seemed that the philosophers
were the only dangerous fanatics of the time Cathohlcs, far from
being fanatical, were more likely than philosophes to countenance
real skepticism One of the few French skeptics of the time was
Louws de Beausobre The philosophe Raynal was short and severe
in condemning his ideas as worthless, Fréron, a sincere i1f not
passionate believer in the church, while stating that he disagreed
with Beausobre, gave his book close attention and even praise,
and wished the young author success in the future**

Except for the ruthless suppression of Jansenists, the perse-
cution that still went on was mostly sporadic and local, arising
from mob excitement or from individuals with private ambitions
to satisfy The best known cases of persecution that ended in
death are those of the Protestant Calas and the half-witted youth

9] -G Le Franc de Pompignan, Oeuvres (Parts, 1855), Vol 1, p 453, Du-
preaux, Le Chretien parfait honnéte homme, ou L' Art d’allier la prété avec la

politesse et les autres devoirs de la e cunle (Pans, 1750) , Bernard, op ct,
pp 31-3, 113-15, 155, 215, 309, 333-5, 300

10 Linguet, Le fanatisme des phdosophes (Londres, 1764), a rather feeble
pamphlet, for better statements of the same views, wdem, Annales crnles, Vol I,
pp 63, 249-50, Vol 11, p 85, Vol I, pp 437-8 (1777), and Vol XVII, pp 357-9
(1790} On Beausobre's Pyrrhonisme du sage (Berlin, 1754), see Raynal mn,
Grimm, Correspondance htterawre, Vol 11, pp 1900-1, Freron, Annee hittératre
(1754), Vol VII, p 170
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La Barre The new and significant feature of these affairs was
not that they occurred but that numerous persons calling them-
selves Catholics could be aroused 1n favor of the victims

In the Calas affair the circumstances were not clear There 1s
reasonable ground for believing that Calas was implicated 1n the
murder of his son with which he was charged, that the court of
Toulouse followed only the usual procedure of crimnal justice,
and that Calas and his family were ultimately exonerated, not
so much because of literary propaganda (which the government
would be likely to resist with all possible stubbornness) as because
a certain nun n the convent where one of Calas’s daughters had
been temporarily lodged took an interest in the distress of the
family, and communicated with a cousin high 1n the government
at Pans, who then saw to 1t that the decision of the court of
Toulouse was revoked **

As for La Barre, who was put to death for desecrating a way-
side cross, Linguet was active 1in his defense, and he concluded
not only that the church authorities had been unjust but that
La Barre would never have got into trouble had his mind not
been turned by reading the vicious propaganda of the infidels
Grimm states that the books found 1in La Barre’s hibrary were
pornographic rather than philosophical, but there was a dubious
borderland 1n which these two fields of literature then merged **

It should be noted also that the philosophers, though they talked
commonly of burnings, were really 1n no danger of life or limb
The last important imprisonment for irreligious opinion took
place 1n 1749, when, according to d’Argenson, “a quantity of
abbés, savants and beauxr-esprits” were arrested, including
Diderot, some umversity professors and doctors of the Sorbonne
Diderot, says d’Argenson, ‘“‘received the magistrate with the lofti-
ness of a fanatic,” but he was soon released, as were the others

111, Labat, Le drame de la rue des Filaters Jean Calas (Panis, 1910), a very
circumstantial book, argues that suicide was impossible, and that the younger
Calas was killed by his father, though not intentionally See also F H Maugham,
who, i his Case of Jean Calas (London, 1928), believes that the younger Calas
commtted suicide

12 Grimm, Correspondance litterare, Vol VII, p 77

18 d’Argenson, Memowes (Paris, 1859-67), Vol VI, pp 10-11, 15, 26 After
1749 the most noteworthy cases of imprisonment were as fnllows La Baumelle,

who spent six months in the Bastille 1n 1753, for having written his Notes sur le
siécle de Lourts X117, a work which offended Voltaire Desforges, seven months
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Among persons of intellectual pretensions the anti-philosophic
Linguet seems to have suffered the most He had to take refuge
in England in 1777, and from 1780 to 1782 spent twenty months
in the Bastille, an experience of which he has left a record worth
reading by those inchined to minimize the hardships ** The philoso-
phes, on the other hand, had much 1n their favor A ferocious law
was indeed passed 1n 1757, condemning to death all purveyors of
irreligious and subversive opinions, but 1t was not enforced and
the policy of Malesherbes, the head of the censorship after 1750,
was exactly contrary to 1t From his expertence 1n office, in which
resisting the demands of the phulosophes for the suppression of
their enemies was one of his burdens, Malesherbes came to be-
lieve that freedom of the press was the only fair or practicable
policy The granting of permissions tacites for illegal books be-
came a usual procedure in his department and allowed some of
the most radical books of the epoch, notably Helvétius’s De 'Esprit,
to slip through with the Priznlége du Ro: on their title pages ** Tt
was such weakness and confusion in the law, rather than rigor,
which produced injustice under the old régime

That the philosophers had less to endure than 1s often thought,
and that many of the clergy, when not abnormally aroused, were
more enhghtened than some historians have supposed, 1s often
apparent 1n the attitude of the Jesutts The Jesuits were opposed
m the Bastille 1n 1758-50, for a book advocating the marriage of the clergy
Marmontel, i the Bastille eleven days, 1759-60, for offending the Duc d’Aumont
Morellet, in the Bastille sewen weeks 1n 1760, for a reply to Palissot’s comedy
Les Philosophes, in which he incidentally offended the Princess of Robeck The
elder Mirabeau, at Vincennes ten days in 1760, for having offended certamn finan-
ciers 1 his Théorse de U'vmpét The younger Mirabeau was imprisoned later at
the request of his father Freron was at Vincennes seven weeks in 1746, and mn
the Bastille six weeks 1n 1757 Most such imprisonments after 1750 were made
for trivial reasons at the request of persons with private grudges to satisfy, and
had Isttle to do with the expression of general 1deas Delort, op cat, Vot 11, pp
162-5, 180-4, 275-85, 208-307, 327-43, Vol I11, pp 119-23

14 Annales csnles, Vol X (1783), pp 1-160 Also printed separately, Memotres
sur la Bastille (Londres, 1783)

18 For the law of 1757, see Isambert, Recuesl des anciennes lows frangaises
(Paris, 1822-33), Vol XXII, pp 272-4, on Malesherbes and the disintegration of
the censorship after 1750, H Robert, Malesherbes (Paris, 1927), pp 61-73,
J M S Allson, Lamoignon de Malesherbes (New Haven, 1938), pp 12-32,
J Behin, Le commerce des hwres prohibes ¢ Paris de 1750 & 1789 (Paris, 1913),

pp 18-35, A Bachman, Censorship i France, 1700-1750 (New York, 1934),
PP 146-56.
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to the encroachments of civil authority upon’the faith, but mn
other respects they were men of their time, men of the world
skilled in civilized hving, and intellectually the most able in the
church They published a monthly periodical, the Journal de
Trévoux, addressed to the general educated public To all appear-
ances this journal was among the most disinterested publications
of its time More than most unbelievers and most religious apolo-
gists, the editors possessed the qualifications for a critical treat-
ment of 1deas the ability to give an objective analysis of a book,
to represent opposing views fully and fairly, to disagree without
losing one’s temper, and to make suggestions without seeming
oracular
If we examtne the 1ssues for the year 1751, we find slight evi-
dence to support the claim of the philosophes that the Jesuits from
the first were jealous and fearful of the superior enlhightenment
of the Encyclopédie What we do find 1s rational criticism In the
early months of that year the Journal notes the prospectus of the
forthcoming Encyclopedia Berthier, the editor, compares 1ts clas-
sification of branches of knowledge to that made a hundred and
fifty years before by Francis Bacon In some details he prefers
Bacon’s, but makes no attack on the Encycloped:a, veiled or open
In July the first volume of the Encyclopedia appeared Berthier
(meanwhile praising Duclos’s Moeurs and Rousseau’s first Das-
cours) waited until October to deliver his opimion He then
greeted the first fruits of the new enterprise with expressions of
good will, and gave a full and careful synopsis of d’Alembert’s
Discours préliminoire Occasionally we may detect a note of irony
To d’Alembert’s observation that the current age was remarkable
for the number of 1ts great geniuses, Berthier answers drily
“It 1s a philosopher that gives this praise, 1t 1s to be supposed,
therefore, that he 1s not exaggerating, but speaks with full and
entire knowledge, and would not dream of saying, like the Femmes
Savantes, ‘'No one shall be clever but ourselves and our friends’”
Further on, without apparent intention of sarcasm, he suggests
that the Encyclopedia might indicate its sources, when reproducing
passages from other works, and he advises the use of quotation
_marks The next month, November, Berthier notes further borrow-
ings from older works, disagrees, 1n passing, with the demand for
freedom of press among the learned, and observes that the articles
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on heretics ought ‘to point out their errors more distinctly He
declares, however, that the Encyclopedia 1s a noble and mighty
enterprise, and that the Encyclopedists, after finishing their work,
will be able justly to repeat the words of Horace, Exegr monu-
mentum @re perennmus *®

Following the clue of his chance observations, Berthier went
on to search systematically for sources of the Encyclopedia, and
he published three articles on this subject 1n the first three months
of 1752 He showed, citing exact references, and with long parallel
quotations, that over a hundred articles and parts of articles 1n
the first volume of the Encyclopedia, some extending to several
columns, had been copied almost word for word and without
acknowledgment from earhier works, notably from the Jesuit
Dictionnarre de Trévoux, certain technical dictionaries of commer-
cial and nautical terms, and the philosophical writings of the
Jeswit Buffier, who had died 1n 1737 " Such borrowing was not
then thought very culpable, and 1f Berthier’s discovery was em-
barrassing to Diderot and his colleagues, 1t was because they had
anuounced themselves emphatically as pioneers

Of dissent from the fundamental philosophy of the Encyclo-
pedia, more 1s to be found in the Journal des Savants than 1n the
Journal de Trévour The former journal took no notice of the
new enterprise until October, heing thus several months behind the
Jesuits, and then printed a summary of the preliminary discourse,
much more cursory than Berthier’s It devoted several pages to
defending the philosophy of innate 1deas against the empiricism
expressed by d’Alembert, and pointed out that the sensationalist
psychology was dangerous to religion The next month 1t pub-
hshed an anonymous article on the metaphysics of the Encyclo-
pedia The author, a French Protestant hving 1n Holland, objected
to d’Alembert’s aspersions on Descartes, and represented the Ency-

18 Memosres pour I'histosre des scwences et des beaur arts [generally known as
the Journal de Trevouz) 1751, pp 302-27, 708-37, 2250-95, 2423, 2592-623 See also
two letters from Diderot to Berthier, mm Diderot, Oeuvres (Parnis, 1875-77), Vol
XIIL, pp 165-70, and Berthier’s reply, Journal de Trevouxr (1751), pp 569-78

73bd (1752), pp 146-80, 296-322, 424-69 Most of these articles were brief,

many of them mere defimtions The plagiarism from Buffier was apparently the
work of Yvon, on whom see below, p 119.
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clopedists as men who had been carried away by the fashions of
theirr day*®

In the first reception of the Encyclopedia by the Jesuits there
was little, in short, that an American university professor might
not have said The specifically Jesut view 1s revealed n only a
few occasional phrases It 1s true that these relatively peaceful
relations did not last long The year 1751 was an eventful one,
and 1t soon became clear that the Encyclopedists were not simply
grited writers of whom educated Catholics might approve, though
with reservations, but were determined and implacable enemes of
the church who must be tirelessly combated The Encyclopedists
raised the question of church authority On that question men
had to take sides

Enough has been said, however, to show that the conflict was
not simply between enlightened and backward thinkers Nor was
it a dispute between skeptics and men of faith The work of the
philosophes was not to destroy a faith, that would have been a
barren accomplishment The great work of the philosophes was to
supply a new faith, which more fully than traditional Christianity
took account of the facts of the new age, giving a supreme sig-
nificance to the rise of science, the growth of the state, the 1m-
provement of civilization, the increasing attractiveness and
livability of this nether world The new faith, involving the con-
ceptions of nature, hiberty, and progress, has been criticized since,
and 1t was criticized then, with what success the reader may
judge at the end of the book It 1s evident that for practical pur-
poses the criticism failed, for the 1deas of the philosophes shaped
the society of the nineteenth century The old {faith was attached
to institutions whose evils were known and could be opposed The
ideas of the philosophes did not yet suffer from this handicap

The upholders of the old faith were a motley host, exceedingly
numerous, and varying from the dubious champions whom Fréron
thought a menace to the cause, since they discredited religion by

18 Journal des savants (1751), October, pp 198-223, November, pp 404-31
This November artile was by Boullier, and was later printed separately, with
some revision Sec below, p 139 For further (niticism of the Encyclopedia see
Freron, Annee littcraire (1758), Vol I, p 109, Linguet, Annales cunles, Vol
XI (1784), pp 303-8 A Chaumeix, Prejuges legitymes contre VEncyclopedse

(8 vols, Paris, 1758) was the most ambitious work written agamst the En-
cyclopedia
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heir clumsiness 1n defending 1t, to a few men of undemable criti-
cal talent, Fréron himself, Bergier, Gauchat, Pluquet, to name but
a few In the following chapters we shall deal chiefly with the men
of ability, and with arguments that had a significant bearing on
the questions m dispute This process of selection, by which the
trivial and the 1rrelevant are thrown imnto the background, may
well give a false view of the real ideas of the time, but 1t is a
method necessarily employed in most histories of human think-
ing, and one {rom which the philosophers have themselves already
profited It 1s not partiality but fairness to set aside the more
absurd productions of the orthodox Little need be said of writ-
ings that were only cries of horror, wild assertions and promiscu-
ous calling of names In these writings expiring philosophers are
appalled by the prospect of hell, valets steal their masters’ clothes
to vindicate their equality, servants craw! on all fours to prove
themselves natural, and young bucks disembarrassed of prejudices
teach philosophy to the girls they plan to seduce ** Such writings
were no more unreasonable than some compositions of the philoso-
phers They reflect popular feeling, and are important for that
reason But from such writings alone we learn hardly more of
the critics of the philosophers than we should learn of the philoso-
phers from Les bijoux indiscrets or La pucelle

The best of the orthodox writers had some qualities of mind
commonly esteemed m discussion, 1f not very useful in wiolent
dispute They sometimes had a sense of humor and irony, they
ranted less than their opponents, and they often expressed them-
selves with the grace, force, and precision of classic French And,
on the whole, they were less fiercely intolerant The faith of the
philosophers was new and burning, it was their own, their per-
sonal creation and discovery, it sprang from recent and con-
temporary history, 1t was offered as a program to cure the specific
ills of the age The faith of Catholicism had none of this timel-

18 Much criticism of the philosophers was put in the form of fiction For the
drama, see | O Wade, The Philosophe m the French Drama of the Eighteenth
Century (Princeton, 1926) A similar study might be made of novels, romances
and fictionized memotrs In this class fall ] N Moreau, Nouveausr memoires pour
servnr & Phastowre des Cacouocs ( Amsterdam, 1757) , ] Gros de Besplas, Le nituel
des esprits-forts (Panis, 1759), J Vernes and Claparede, Confidence philoso-

phique (Londres, 1771), L Crllon, Mémowes philosophques (Paris, 1777),
G Gauchat, Le philosophe du Valass (Paris, 1772)
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ness or this urgency, it was more casually held, as an hereditary
possession , 1t was further removed from immediate 1ssues of the
day The philosophers could hardly approach any question without
their whole paraphernaha of argument nature, humamty, the
enhightenment of the age, the prejudice of their opponents, the
bearing of the particular question on the general perfectibility
and ultimate happiness of man The orthodox 1n the age of reason,
on the other hand, were in truth often reasonable—perhaps
stodgily reasonable Their dogmas, even when firmly believed 1n,
were not forever obtruding into consciousness When they ap-
proached a particular question they could deal with it concretely,
without bringing 1 the whole apparatus of Christianity So far
as religion was only a special part of their thought, held in one
corner of their minds, they were free to discuss other 1ssues m a
matter-of-fact way

And yet—to reverse the tenor of the preceding pages, and
return to the point with which we began—behind all this mildness
and reasonableness there still stood the claim of the church to
absolute domination 1n 1ts sphere It could still be said that only
he who behieved as he should loved God and his neighbor A man
did not have to believe much to be accounted a Catholic, he could
range widely and share deeply n the new outlook on the world,
but he had to accept the most mmportant of all the dogmas, the
infallibihty of the church This primary dogma implied much
else that revelation was genuine, that Jesus Christ was really
God, that the tradition of the church was an undeviating ray which
shone from Christ upon succeeding ages On these ideas the vast
structure of church authority was built

If apologists for the church were relatively liberal in coun-
tenancing the new system of thought, 1t was in the hope, so far as
1t was planned, that the authority of the church might be better
preserved Such was especially the policy of the Jesuits The
Jesuits, to convert the Chinese, let them pay their usual respects
to their ancestors and to Confucius To keep the philosophes
Catholic, they turned to philosophy themselves



CHAPTER 11

NATURE AND GRACE

’ I \HEOLOGY nowadays is often regarded as a defunct

mode of thought, which used a method now discredited
and dealt with problems which no one any longer thinks
vital Ethics also has declined as a subject of serious inquiry
Moral beliefs and practices are widely supposed to be matters of
taste or custom, which reputable thinkers may describe but not
presume to judge Actually, of course, even the most reputable
thinkers have their 1deas of right and wrong, even when they can
find for them no intellectual foundation
The trouble 1s that modern men, Iike men of the Middle Ages,
are bound by the limitations of their own method, and that, using
a method which consists 1n ordering or measuring observed facts
i time, they have no means of dealing with specifically moral
questions and are sometimes tempted to dismiss them as unreal
These questions are, indeed, ntangible and invisible They are
not observable facts in any scientific sense They have to do with
such matters as personal responsibility, the meaning of individual
identity, the relation between self and circumstance, the source
and significance of human acts, and the ends and purposes for
which action should take place With these questions theologians
have commonly dealt, and their most heated controversies have
often sprung from differences on these very matters
The eighteenth century in France, fortunately for the historian
who undertakes to describe it, was not an age of prohfic thinking
in theology The disputes that went on are nevertheless revealing,
for they 1llustrate, fully as much as the lay philosophy of the time,
the clash between old and new, between a medieval and a modern
outlook on the world In particular, theologians themselves, inde-
pendently of influence from empirical science or mnfidel philosophy,
were engaged 1n acrimomious discussions of the idea and meaning
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of nature They carried on these discussions 1n the intricate and
all but unintelligible controversies that raged over Jansenism And
since the 1dea of nature was undoubtedly a large one 1 all eight-
eenth century thought, 1t 1s important to know what Jansenism
was ’

Jansenism—so labelled by 1ts enemues, 1ts adherents holding 1t
to be Catholic truth—owed 1ts name and one of its chief books
to Cornelius Jansen, or Jansenius, bishop of Ypres, who died n
1638, but 1 spirit 1t had existed at least since the Reformation,
and 1t grounded itself firmly in the writings of St Paul and St
Augustine It was an easy apphcation of Christian ideas, con-
gemal especially to the serious-minded, to those who felt most
keenly the weight of moral obhigation, who sensed their helpless-
ness in determining their own nature, and yet could assure them-
selves of their own righteousness During the Reformation, when
the serious-minded of Europe protested against the rising tide of
worldliness and laxity, this severe kind of Christiamity became
that of most Protcstants, and 1n particular of the followers of
Calvin The church was obliged to pronounce 1t erroneous, since
it was maintained most vigorously by persons who rejected the
Roman communion, but similar 1deas appealed to many people who
remained Catholic, especially in France and the Netherlands

Scarcely had the Councail of Trent disbanded when Michael
Baius, professor of theology at Louvain, produced a book sus-
picrously Calvimist 1 tone, from which the Roman authorities
drew seventy-nine propositions for condemnation * Baianism, thus
named and denounced, existed precariously under the attacks of
theologians, until 1n the middle of the seventeenth century 1t took
on new life and spread rapidly in the far more fornmdable form

L An mterpretation sunilar to that given n this chapter, viz that Jansemism
represented an older religious attitude and that the course of orthodox theology
pomted toward the philosophy of the cighteenth century, 1s presented by B
Groethuysen, Die Lutstchung der burgerlichen W elt- und Lebensanschauung in
Frankrewch I Band Das Burgertum und die katholische Weltanschauung (Halle,
1927) See also T E Hulme, “Humamsm and the Rehgious Attitude,” n Specu-
lations Essays on Humamsm and the Philosophy of Art (New York, 1924),

I-
pp2 Dt{‘::lonnmn’ de theologie catholique (Paris, 1003—), art “Batus " The impor-
tant parts of the bull Ex Ommibus Afffictiombus (1507), condemning Batus, may

be most easily found in C Marbt, Quellen sur Geschichte des Papsttums und des
romischen Kathohizismus (4th ed, Tubmngen, 1924), pp 347-8
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of Jansemism The pope condemned Jansen’s book in 1653, the
Jesutts campaigned actively against his followers, 1n 1709 Port-
Royal, the center of the movement, was destroyed by order of
Lows XIV, 1n 1713 Pope Clement XI 1ssued the bull Unigenitus,
condemning one hundred and one propositions drawn from Ques-
nel’s treatise on the morality of the gospels, and so 1n effect pro-
nouncing the whole Jansenist theology to be heretical.

The Jansenists in the eighteenth century were thus in the same
posttion as some of the early Protestants Seeking to reform the
belief of the church, they found themselves excluded from it
Yet they never became Protestants They neither accepted their
exclusion, nor renounced the authority of the church that had con-
demned them They contented themselves with appealing to a
future pope or general council, and were henceforth known as
appellants Why did these appellants never become Protestants?
Why has there been no major secession from the Roman church
since the end of the sixteenth century? Jansemism was the greatest
heresy to arise 1n the modern church In many ways it was the
same heresy as that of Luther and Calvin It was fought actively
by the church for two hundred years, and even today 1s not quite
extinct One mught infer that if Protestantism had been possible
after the sixteenth century the Jansemsts would have been Prot-
estant, and further, that the success of the sixteenth century revolt
was caused, not by theological and moral convictions which the
Jansenists shared, but chiefly by other influences which the Jan-
semsts could not command

No powerful group in France had much to gain by embracing
the Janseust theology The lawyers of the Parlement of Paris
did indeed have Jansemist inchinations, but their strength was
relatively shight, and the combination thus effected could claim
as i1ts greatest triumph only the overthrow of the Jesuits m 1762
and 1763 The king and the French church had already won so
many hberties from Rome that they had httle to gain by further
defiance There were no longer any powerful feudal barons, as
in the sixteenth century, who could resist royal authority more
effectively by jommng forces with a group of religious dissenters
The upper classes, 1in France more than elsewhere, had acquired
habits of worldly culture, so that in polite society the Jansenists
seemed harsh and by the intellectuals were regarded as fanatics
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Unable to maintamn itself either in the church or autside 1t,
Jansenism diminished 1n outward strength through the century
It produced no great leaders, and attracted no other genius hike
Pascal In 1715 more than thirty bishops, together with the Sor-
bonne and other faculties of theology, were reluctant to accept
the bull Umgemtus as 1t stood, but the Sorbonne capitulated 1n
1730, and by 1760 only half a dozen of the bishops of France, or
5 per cent, seem to have had any sympathy with Jansemist theol-
ogy, one of these, however, was the primate, Malvin de Montazet,
archbishop of Lyons

More and more, as orthodoxy won out, the Jansenists were to
be found only among the lower clergy and the obscurer orders of
the laity They became more defimitely a party in church politics,
opposed to the existing methods of church government To an
extent difficult to determine, since the whole movement was neces-
sarily kept secret, Jansenism in the eighteenth century inclined to
what was called nichérisme, a hittle-known kind of presbyterian
doctrine which demanded greater independence for the lower
clergy This richénisme, 1t 1s thought, after a long subterranean
existence emerged as a decisive force in 1789, when the lower
clergy joincd the Third Estate n great numbers ®

The Jansenists were long hunted out by the authorities, forbid-
den to express their views m speech or print, made on occasion
to sign “notes of confession” certifying that they had been ab-
solved by an orthodox priest, and at times they were demed ex-
treme unction on their deathbeds unless they could show such a
note or would declare their acceptance of the bull that condemned
them It 1s noteworthy that the Jansenists, although they were the
people most generally persecuted 1n France in the eighteenth cen-
tury, never demanded liberty or toleration on principle, and that
the philosophers of the day rarely said a word n their favor They
regarded themselves as Catholics and believed firmly 1n the church,

3On the bull Unigenitus, for the text, see Murbt, op cit, pp 393-0, for 1ts
reception 1n France, F H Reusch, Index der verbotenen Bucher ( Bonn, 1883-85),
Vol II, p 724 On eighteenth century Jansemism see A Gazter, Histowe generale
du mouvement janseniste (Paris, 1922) , I. Seche, Les dermers jansémstes, 1710-
1870 (Paris, 1891) , E Precln, Les jansemistes du dix-hwtieme secle et lo con-
stitution civile du clerge, le developpement du richerisme, sa propagation dans le

bas clerge (Parss, 1929), A Sicard, L'ancien clergé de France Les évéques
avant la Revolution (5th ed, Paris, 1912), pp 402-81, 503-627
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the enemies of ‘the church preferred to champion Protestants,
Jews, Chinese mandarins or the emperor Julian the Apostate The
Jansenists were, 1n fact, of all groups in France the farthest re-
moved from reason as then understood, they were more intolerant
tn spinit than the officials who persecuted them, and they were the
only people credulous enough, or serious enough 1n their faith, to
produce a succession of muracles 1n the full ight of modern Paris,

Made criminal and clandestine, Jansenism came to flourssh in
darkness and ignorance This was an unfortunate consequence for
the church and for France It meant that stern morals could hence-
forth be explained as a product of superstition, and strict hving
ridiculed as provincial and uncouth It meant also that a sohdly
religious element 1n the church, if not a highly intellectual one, was
estranged from the hierarchy at a time when united action was
needed agamnst the infidels

The Jansemusts, 1f they had no great thinkers, had some com-
petent critics n therr ranks About a hundred writings having to
do with the bull Unigenstus are named 1n the Papal Index, and 1n
addition all criticism of the bull was prohibited by the Inquisition in
1717 * Nevertheless the hiterature grew The most important enter-
prise was the periodical, Les Nouvelles Ecclésiastiques, ou mémowres
pour servir @ ['lustowre de la constitution Umgemtus It appeared
weekly from 1728 to 1798, printed on hidden presses, and was
circulated by devious and ingenious methods through agents un-
known to each other who could tell the police nothing 1f they were
caught The weekly issue consisted of a single sheet folded to
form four pages, each of which contamned two wide columns
printed 1n very small type Vast and formless, without literary
grace, a jungle of theology almost impossible to explore, 1t is as
forbrdding as the grim readers to whom 1t was addressed The
Jansenists also wrote denunciations of the Jesuits and many trea-
tises on religious questions, duly reviewed and praised by the
Nouvelles Ecclésiastiques, but probably read only by sympathizers
and by the church officials commussioned to examine questionable
Iiterature The most widely read of all these productions was
probably a great three-volume compilation made for the Parlement
of Paris to use against the Jesuits in 1762, contaiming quotations

¢ Reusch, Index, Vol II, p 726 The Inquisition, however, had no jurisdiction
i France
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from Jesuit writers chosen to show the enormity.of their doctrine,
it was called Extraits des assertions dangereuses et permcieuses
en tout genre que les sor-disants Jésuites ont soutenues This work
went through at least five editions, and like Pascal’'s Provinciales
of a century before, which 1n e<sence 1t repeated, was of influence
in arousing public opinion aganst the Jesuits, who 1n the next year
were expelled from France

From all these writings emerges a very significant fact the
Jansenssts, except possibly for a few skeptics ike Grimm, were
the only people in France at the time who seriously questioned the
current belief 1n nature They were the only group who consistently
refused to see in natural law a standard of right and wrong, and
which denied the existence of a natural religion Both infidel
philosophers and official spokesmen of the church accepted nature
as a standard of right and justice They differed chiefly on the
question whether revelation was necessary 1 addition There was
another difference also, of which most thinkers were less conscious
and which was perhaps not always very clear For the theologians
nature meant first of all a rational and 1deal harmony domnating
the universe, and for the philosophes, first of all, the actual and
empirical order of the physical world More will be said of this
distinction 1n later chapters ®

The Jansenists, like most of their contemporartes, scarcely drew
this distinction, and 1n all probability would not have thought 1t
significant They accused the Jesuits of subverting Christianity
by teaching that natural virtues and natural religion were 1n them-
selves good and n some cases even adequate They declared that
the Jesuits recogmized two legitimate rehigions and two ways of
hving a good life, the natural one based on human knowledge
alone, and the supcrnatural one based on revelation They added
that the Jesuits thus made Christianity merely an alternative and
better way of life, not the only possible good one, and prepared
the way for unbelievers who did away with Christianity alto-
gether, on the plea that natural morality was good enough for
them The Jansenists therefore classed the Jesuits with the philoso-

5 See below, pp 204-5, 207-8
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phes as enemes of. religion, the more dangerous because they were
more wilhingly hstened to by the faithful ®

Some of this naturahst doctrine which the Jansemsts tried to
discredit as Jesuit, was in fact the approved teaching of the church
It had developed gradually out of medieval conceptions of natural
law, and more particularly, since the Reformation, out of modern
disputes over predestination and grace Catholic theologians had
worked 1t out in answer to Calvinists, Balanists, and Jansenists—
in the process, that 1s, of defining their position against the most
persistent of modern heresies It 1s often said that the church
narrowed 1ts position 1n thus defiming 1t In many ways, however,
it broadened and loosened 1t It 1s commonly said, too, by his-
torians who profess rationalism but mnherit Protestantism, that the
Calvinists were the most advanced of the important groups in the
Reformation In fact, however, in its ethical theory the Catholic
Church seems to have accommodated 1tself to the modern world
more completely At any rate, in their controversy with the Jan-
senists the Jesuits were arguing the position which persons of
modern opintons most readily accept

The Jansenists were the Puritans of the Catholic Church They
were morally aristocratic exclusive and severe The better to exalt
the greatness of God, they abased the powers of man They at-
tributed their virtues to God, their vices to themselves They
loaded themselves with responsibility, but dented that they could
win any ment The only goodness they acknowledged was God,
and 1t was a goodness 5o absolute, so objective and nexorable,
that every deviation from 1t was for them inexcusable and wicked
The goodness of man lay n ahsolute conformity to this absolute
standard, that 1s, 1n purity or perfection Man, however, could
not attain such a standard He was therefore corrupt All he could
do was to keep the standard always in mind, relating every act to
God, 1f he did not, then there was no goodness in him, his pre-

8 These 1deas are to be found throughout the Jansemist writings, but see espe-
cially Nowwvelles ecclesiastiques (1766), pp 166-7, (1769), pp 201-2, (1770),
p 174, B Ruviere, Abhe Pelvert, Lettres d'un theologien sur la distnction de
rehgion naturelle et de rehigion revelee (np, 1768), Vol I, pp 42 f , F de Fitz-
James, bishop of Soissons, Istrusione pastorale contro gh errors de PP Ardumo
e Berruyer (Brescia, 1763), Vol 111, p 144 (the French origmal of this impor-

tant work 1s difficult to obtamn) , A Blonde, Lettre a M Bergier Sur son
ouyrage wmtitule Le detsme refute par lui-mome (np, 1770), p 113
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tended virtues were vices, and he himself was doomed He could
relate every act to God only 1f he knew God’s revealed will, he
could therefore be a good man only i1f he was a Christian, and
indeed, the Jansemsts added, only 1f he was a member of the
Catholic Church

But even a Christian and a Catholic could not choose his own
destiny He could not himself determine what character he should
have He must accept himself as given, see himself as the creature
of the Alnnghty, who, being eternal, and having no past, present,
or future, knew eternally what sort of man he would be, and
willed eternally whether he should have grace or remain enslaved
to his human nature Those who had grace recerved 1t for no merit
of their own They were simply God’s chosen people, the elect
The others were damned—for no fault of theirr own, except that
they were human, the progeny of Adam, hopelessly inferior to
Absolute Perfection

Such a helief 15 best smted to men who feel themselves to be a
righteous minority i a world of evildoers, like the Chnistians 1
St Augustine’s time, the sterner Protestant sects, and the Jan-
sentsts It could be of little use to a long-established traditional
church whose business was to save everybody 1t had the effect of
making irrelevant the old instruments of salvation, for, 1f this
theory was true, the sacraments could not be relied on to convey
saving grace, and all the pains taken by the priesthood i ushering
a man through lifc were reduced to hardly more than an empty
gesture It was mmperative for the church to adopt a philosophy
in which human effort counted for something, 1n which men could
arrive at their objective by following a definite method outlined
n advance Such a phmlosophy would be more satisfactory to the
generality of mankind It would be in harmony with the deep-
seated modern belief that man by his own efforts may improve
the conditions of his life And it would also preserve the authority
of the clergy

The Jesuits, from the very foundation of their society, took the
lead 1n elaborating this philosophy To predestiation they opposed
free will, and against the doctrine of total depravity they argued
that men are m large part the authors of their own virtues They
became, in short, the champions of human nature Hence ensued
long discussions of the precise significance and consequences of
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Adam’s fall, impdrtant 1n laying the theoretical foundations The
Jeswit position was stated in 1588 by a Spanish member of the
order, Luis Mohna, founder of the Molinism which for two hun-
dred years was a word of simster meaning for all enemies of
the Jesuits Among theologians Molina is notable for his theory
of the “mddle knowledge,” by which God, besides knowing actual
and possible future events, knows also those acts which free-
willing agents may, but will not, perform By this hypothesis
Molina sought to harmonize the free will of man with the omms-
cience of God This matter, however, need not detain us ’

Molina began by considering ‘“‘the fourfold state of human
nature and free will”” To the three states generally admtted—
the state of mmnocence 1n which man had been created, the fallen
state into which he had lapsed, and the state of grace in which
he existed through Christ—Molina added a fourth, the “state of
pure nature,” 1n which 1t would have been possible for man to
be created, though 1n fact he had been created 1n the state of inno-
cence This hypothetical state of pure nature was no invention of
Molina’s Medteval philosophers had discussed 1t, but Molina was
the first to make 1t the basis of a theological system

In the state of nature Molina conceived of man as being with-
out grace or sin, but 1n full possession of his powers of knowing,
wilhng and feeling Reason was thus natural to him, and the power
of rational living, the mmpulses of sense were natural, concu-
ptscence was natural, and natural also were such weaknesses as
hunger and thirst, sickness and death ®

This was a profoundly significant departure It implied that
these common quahties of man were somehow more fundamental
to his nature than the glory in which, according to Christian tradi-
tion, he had been created It meant that certain gifts that Adam
had originally possessed—justice and integrity, freedom from
unruly passions and exemption from sickness and death and phy-
sical evils—were to be regarded as accretions to human nature,
privileges conferred by God 1n a second act of creation, in which

7 On Mohinism there 15 a recent work by F Stegmuller, Geschichte des Molinis-
mus (Munster, 1935), which, however, like N Abercrombie’s Origins of Jansen-
1wm (Oxford, 1936), will be of use chiefly to theologians

8L Molma, Libers arbitru cum qratiae doms concordia (Olyssipone, 1e Lis-

bon, 1588), pp 12-17 There 1s a modern edition of this work, Paris, 1876, but
no translation
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man was raised to a level that was not necessa'n]y his As such,
they might be removed, and man would stili remain He would
be impoverished, but not essentially changed For, said Molina,
when man fell from the state of innocence he lost only his super-
natural gifts He now, after the fall, actually possessed those
powers that he would have possessed if created in the state of
pure nature Thus Molina’s state of pure nature, though ostensibly
hypothetical, was really the condition m which he conceived men
to exist before receiving the muinistrations of the church Man
was now, after the fall and before regaining grace, such a being
as divine wisdom might have made He was still a legitimate, 1f
rebellious, child of God He could not therefore be radically
vicious Such natural powers as he had, reason and the power of
raticnal self-control, remained to him intact, and were good so
far as they went His impulses and desires were natural, not
wicked in themselves, but only bad when not controlled by reason ®
To account for the religious process of salvation, Molina drew
the distinction between natural and supernatural Man, he argued,
was not merely a natural being, but might also become a super-
natural one, regaimning the supplementary quahties with which he
had been originally endowed He thus might arrive at what was
denied to the natural mtelligence but was nevertheless the chief
object of human life salvation, heaven, or the mtuitive vision
of God His own effort counted for something in reaching this
end, he must cooperate of his own free will, but he could do noth-
ing alone, and speaial grace was necessary.to effect the result In
merely natural matters, however, which were of no significance
for salvation, men might perform acts that were morally good
of their own free will, without the aid of grace, simply with God’s
“‘general concourse,” which was given to all Thus in effect, to
the puzzle of free will and divine omnipotence, Mohna answered
that in natural matters men depend on themselves, but that in
supernatural concerns they are dependent also on God *°
Molinism was censured by the church n 1607 for inchming too
much to Pelagianism, that 1s, for conceding too much to human
® M J Scheeben, Natur und Gnade (Mainz, 1861), pp 1-2
10 Mohina, op cit, pp 2z ff For a thorough Jansemst criticism of Molimism

see C Guyon, Apologic des jésutes convamcue d’attentats contre les lows divnes
et humames (np, 1763)
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independence ** Nevertheless 1t represented the direction in which
Catholic theology had been moving since the Council of Trent
It was firmly defended by the Jesuits, whose ethical teaching
cannot be understood without 1t Contrary propositions were re-
peatedly condemned at Rome Before Molina began to write,
Baius had been found in error for maintaining that “the integnity
of the first creation was the natural condition of human nature,
not a gratuitous exaltation of 1t ”’ He was also condemned for the
opinion, “Free will, without the aid of God’s grace, produces
nothing but sin” The Quetist Molinos, a century later, met the
same fate for teaching that “natural activity 1s the enemy of grace,
and is a hindrance to true perfection and to the action of God, be-
cause God wishes to act 1n us, but without us ”” The second of the
hundred and one propositions condemned 1n Unigenitus was this
statement “The grace of Jesus Chnist, efficacious principle of good
of whatever kind, 1s necessary to every good work, without 1t no
good work either 1s or can be performed "*'? The church, 1n short,
did not offictally believe that human nature, left to itself, was
powerless for good

To show how far the church had commutted itself to Molinism
we may well fortify ourselves with the testimony of an expert,
the wholly orthodox Scheeben, who was a papal theologian at the
Vatican Council of 1870 The church, he says to oppose the heresy
of Jansenism, maintaned “that by original sin man had lost only
his capacity for works' bearing on his supernatural destination,
that there was, however, another field of activity, namely the natu-
ral, for which the necessary faculties and powers remained 1n
nature, potentially at least, 1f not in their full development This
distinction between natural and supernatural fields of activity,
between a natural and a supernatural ethical order was the
double-edged sword by which the church opposed both errors

111 Pastor, History of the Popes (Eng trans, London, 1891—), Vol XXV,
pp 220-52 The bull which condemned Molimism 1n 1607 was held by the
Inguisition 1n 1654 to be of no binding force This concession to the Jesut influ-
ence followed mmmediately on the condemnation of Jansen m 1653 See d,

p 240, n 1, and Reusch, Index, Vol 11, pp 306-7
12 Mirbt, op o, pp 347, 395
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[Pelagianism and Jansemism], and not only struck them down but
destroyed even their roots ”*?

The layman may well wonder whether the “double-edged
sword” was not extremely dangerous to Catholicism itself The
distinction of natural and supernatural had always extsted n
Catholhic thought, but in the great ages of religion matters of
primary concern to mankind were not regarded as natural The
natural was by definition that which was not specifically Christian
and not known exclusively through the Christian revelation In
the Midd'e Ages men felt that they understood the supernatural
better By the seventeenth century the tendency was the reverse
By nature, men were coming to mean that which they understood
best, and as they came to understand more and more things, they
enlarged the boundaries of the natural Nature was the intelligible
and rational order of things, and the supernatural was corre-
spondingly reduced to the unintelligible and the arhitrary God
was still thought of as the mind or force behind both, but he was
most closely associated with the supernatural, and so was becom-
ing mysterious and ineffable

Theologians who conceded that most matters mn human life
were natural only yielded to this modern tendency, and pointed
the way to the infidel philosophers of the Age of Reason The
more they attributed to nature the less they attributed immediately
to God, the less to special theological information, and the less
to the operations of the clergy Making nature itself a standard
of good they tended to separate morals from rehigion, they weak-
ened the meaning of the Christian revelation, representing 1t as
n part a restatement of natural law, different only in being more
precise and more binding, and in part as a supplement to natural
law, providing in addition certamn positive rules on the procedure
of worship

The Jansenists were the one group who in the eighteenth cen-
tury most resolutely opposed this kind of modernism They were
intelligent enough to perceive the logical coherence of their oppo-

13 Scheeben, op c1t,p 4 Scheeben was an expert on the theory of the state of
pure nature, and edited a treatise on the subject by the eighteenth century theo-
logian Cassini Scheehen receives extraordinary commendation from H Hurter

(S8 }), Nomenclator hterarws recentiorts theologiae catholicae (3rd ed,
Oeniponte, 1 e Innsbruck, 1903-13), Vol V, Part 2, pp 1511-14
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nents’ system, and attacked with great vehemence the whole con-
ception of the state of pure nature They denied that man was a
natural being The question at stake between them and the Jesuts,
whom they regarded as their particular foes, was the great ques-
tion that agitated the whole epoch  What 1s the nature of man?
Is he the image of God? Which of his various qualities make him
specifically human? Which are so essential that without them
he would not be man?

All Christians admitted that, in pont of fact, man had been
made 1n God’s image The question, however, was one of meta-
physical necessity was 1t 1n keeping with divine wisdom or human
dignity that man should have been made n any other way? On
this point the Jansemsts took the more exalted view of human
nature, and the Jesuits the more modest one The Jansemsts re-
garded man as a noble being whose only proper function was to
unite himself with God To them it was unthinkable that this
sublimest of God’s creatures, in “the integrity of his nature,”
should be rocked by passion, benighted by i1gnorance, tormented
by pamn, and mocked by the prospect of death The Jesuits could
well enough imagine these afflictions as natural and normal, and
regard Adam’s original exemption from them, as well as his ongi-
nal ability to unite himself with God, as special privileges super-
naturally conferred

It was not inconsistent that the Jansenists, seemmg in man a
mass of corruption, should exalt human nature to the sktes, and
that the Jesuits, thinking men capable of some good, should re-
gard humanity as essentially poor Puritans and idealists are
generally the severest judges, since they form the most flattering
picture of what men should be, worldlings and realists are more
lenient, keeping 1n mind the himitations of the species The Jan-
senists saw a vast difference between man as he was and as he
ought to be, or, 1n Christian terms, between man after the fall
and man before 1t The Jesuits, placing the ideal less high, had
managed, by their doctrine of the state of pure nature, to show
that man before the fall had not been very different, in his speaifi-
cally human qualities, from the poor creature that they had to
deal with every day They minimized the consequences of sin,
which the Jansenists emphasized 1n all their enormity
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The two parties fully understood and clearly stated each other’s
positions From the theory of the state of pure nature, said the
Jansenist Blonde, “the Jeswts and their partisans conclude that
original sin produced no great wound in our nature The only
change was to strip us of free and supernatural gifts with which
God enriched Adam at the moment of creation These free and
supernatural gifts were a garment of glory in which Adam had
been clothed The devil, jealous of this prerogative, set a trap and
caused Adam to fall and lose this honor Adam found himself
stripped of his garment, and the difference between the state m
which he would have been before recerving these supernatural
gifts and the state i which he was after being deprived of them,
1s simply the difference between a man stripped and a man naked
sicut spohatus differt a nudo” Jesurits and Molimists acknowl-
edged this belief, and branded as heresy the contrary view that sin
had vitiated man’s nature ‘“‘According to this system,” said the
Abbé Galien of Jansemism, “1t follows that when man lost charity
through sin, the loss was a wound, a disease, a corruption of his
nature, not simply a stripping away [dépourllement] of a precious
robe 1n which he had been clothed The robe, however, 1s not of
the integrity of his nature, but 1s something added to 1t "'**

In short, the Jansenists mamntained that, because of sin, man's
actual nature was radically different from human nature “in 1ts
integrity ” Man had suffered the ‘“‘great change” that Pascal
speaks of His present nature impelled him irresistibly to seek
pleasure 1n worldly objects, 1t was all sin and concupiscence His

1¢ Blonde, 0p c¢at, p 70, ] Galien, Lettres théologiques touchant Petat de
pure nature, lo distinction du naturel et du surnaturel, et les qutres matidres qus
en sont la consequence (Awvignon, 1745), p 23 The Latin words are from
Jansen’s Augustinus For further dispute see note 6 above, Guyon, op cu , F
Fourquevaux, Catéchisme hstorique sur les contestations qui divisent mamntenant
VEglise (5 vols, Pars, 1750-08) , ] Fumel, bishop of Lodeve, Instruction pas-
torale swr les sources de U'mcrédulsté (Paris, 1765), pp =203, 221, 332, 375,
Nowwvelles ecclésiastiques (1766), pp 157-8, 166-7 The bishop of Lodeve accuses
the Jansemsts of aiding the nfidels by denying free will, weakening the force of
the sacraments, and representing Christian morality 1n so austere a light as to
make 1t “odious and intolerable” The Jansenists reply that the bishop believes,
like the infidels, that man 1s master of his own fate and that God 1s the spectator
uf events, not their cause Both arguments were in frequent use by their respec-
tive sides “Toute doctrine selon laquelle le sort de 'homme de depend pomnt de

lus-méme, selon laquelle Phomme n'est my le maitre my Uarbitre de son sort, voila
I’hérésie que poursuit I'ecrivain de M de Lodeve” Nowvelles ecclésiastiques

(1766), p 158
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true nature, now lost, was to be the image of God His duty was
to realize his true nature But such was his present corruption
that he could realize his true nature, and attain the sole end for
which he existed, only by an mmpulse from outside himself inde-
pendent of his own ego

This seemingly external impulse the Jansemst called grace To-
day we should probably say that it existed 1 himself According
to our way of understanding personality, in which the individual
1s given a kind of private property in his own being, the impulses
that theologians called grace and concupiscence would be regarded
as obscure energies somehow belonging to the self, yet of which
the conscious self has no knowledge and no control, and of which
conscious life, with 1ts wishes, tastes, and inchnations, 1s simply
an expression The Jansenists, being the serious minded and the
morally earnest, took full responsibility for the part of themselves
whose effects they disapproved They acknowledged 1t as their
own, and under the name of concupiscence made 1t the substance
of human nature n its actual state The part of themselves that
prompted them to disapprove they detached from their own ego,
and, calling it grace, attributed 1t to God They thus preserved
the belief 1in God as the unique source of good They held that
every person was dommnated by one or the other of these two
drives He was the cluld either of sin or of grace They judged
men as good or bad according as one or the other ruled him,
according to the kind of nature that dictated his particular and
conscious acts

In Jesuit ethics, as we shall presently see, only conscious hfe
had any moral sigmficance, and moral judgment tended to fall
more on particular acts than on total personahty The Jeswts
would hold a man responsible only for what he did deliberately
in full knowledge They would not blame him for what he could
not help They could not regard as evil a force of which he might
be unaware and which in any case he could not himself control
Hence they rejected the Jansemist conception of original sin, and
denied that man was corrupt 1n the depths of his being At the
same time, they saw nothing creditable 1n good acts that a man
was forced to perform llnce they taught, mn opposition to the,
Jansemsts, that man must cooperate of lus own will with the
action of divine grace They made man, as well as God, a source
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of good The moral problem for them was not to anpihi]ate and
replace actual nature, but to add to and develop 1t Similarly the
religious problem was not to transform one kind of nature into
another by miraculous infusions from without, but, while retain-
ing and perfecting actual nature, to acquire 1n addrtion the super-
natural graces that were highly honorable but not absolutely essen-
tial to human personality

The softening of the dogma of sin was a fact of the utmost
importance, for the idea of sin, the belief that man has both in-
sulted God and betrayed his own nature, was fundamental to his-
toric Christiamity The 1dea of sin, when mtensely believed 1,
carried a strong sense of gwlt It implied that the troubles and
difficulties of life arose from an inborn human fault, and that, be-
ing of supernatural origin, they could be removed only by super-
natural means Such was the Jansenist contention To mutigate the
idea of sin meant to change the theory of human trouble, implying
that trouble was not a result of hereditary fault and that it might be
remedied by natural effort The Jesuts took this position A good
example 1s offered by the Jesuit Collet, n his Tractatus de grata,
which formed part of a textbook written for students of theology
Collet first laid down the theory of the state of pure nature St
Augustine, he then argued, had gone astray in attributing the evils of
Iife entirely to Adam’s sin and fall For, he said, citing Augustine
himself, our afflictions are “natural and primordial ” They antedate
the fall, they arose positively from Adam’s natural constitution, not
negatively through the loss of supernatural gifts Far from beng a
punishment for guilt, these afflictions “may be an incentive to ad-
vancement and a beginning of perfection ” In these words Collet
stated a principle that underhies modern thinking on a variety of
topics, among them the 1dea of progress, for he saw in trouble
not a visitation for gwlt but a cause and stimulus to natural
achievement *°

When compared to the Jansenists, the Jesuits were humanists
Their work 1n moral theology was to make a place for man’s powers
in a world which the Jansenists would reserve exclusively for God’s

16 P Collet, Inststutsiones theologicae quas e Tournelyanms praelectionibus ad
wusum seminarsorum contraxit Petrus Collet (Panis, 1756), Vol 11, pp 178-85
The Tournely to whose lectures this title refers was professor of theology at the
Sorbonne 1 the early part of the century
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Even their spirituahty, says Henr1 Bremond, was anthropocentric '
They set themselves up as champions of human nature—against the
claims of God himself, so the Jansenists thought—but always with
the 1dea that man should be independent, his human faculties re-
spected, and his achievements credited to himself M P-M Masson,
in his admirable study of the religion of Rousseau, has noted how
both 1in Catholic France and at Calvimst Geneva many clergymen
anticipated Rousseau in favoring the 1dea of the natural goodness
of man*" M Masson has expressed himself, if anything, too mildly
The trend of Catholic theology, from the Councail of Trent through
the bull Umigenitus and on into the eighteenth century, was to
enlarge the boundaries of the human, to extend the world of nature
and circumscribe the world of grace, to regard man 1n his mundane
and fallen state, not as “‘good” 1n Rousseau’s sense, but as a legti-
mate and respectable inhabitant of the universe

This development had no doubt long been implicit 1n the doctrine
of the church It would be a mistake to attribute the high valuation
of man entirely to the humanism of the Renaissance, or the empha-
sis on nature enttrely to scientific discovery Both had arisen, in
part, from a belief 1n a natural law which could be known to men
per lumen naturale, and this behef, coming from the Greeks, had
extsted i Catholic thought since the time of Thomas Aquinas
Natural law, 1n this sense, was different from the laws of nature
later formulated by science It was a moral and logical conception It
signified a right reason which existed both in the human nund and
n the eternal structure of things It was the ultimate rightness and
rationality which men could ghmpse even without revelation, and
which, running through the world of appearances, held together
this world, so seemingly diverse, 1n one system of understandable
relationships It was the harmony of the universe to which men, as
rational beings, should conform

According to the most orthodox theologians this natural law was
an aspect of the law of God It existed because God existed, and
because God was essentially rational and just This beltef was

18 H Bremond, Histowre hilerawe du sentiment religienus en France (Paris,
1921-36), Vol 1II, pp 31, 113-17, 134-8, Revue d'ascetrsme et de my.vhqﬁe
(1922), pp 420 ff .

17 P Masson, La religion de Jean-Jacques Rousscaw (Paris, 1916), Vol 1,
pp 273 §, Vol I pp 165 §f On the humamsm of the Jesuits see also A
Schimberg, L'education morale dans les colléges jesustes (Pans, 1913)
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frequently stated by the theologians of the eighteenth century But
by the eighteenth century, 1in the minds of many, a subtle shift of
attention had taken place Some men, 1in believing that the world
was rational, seemed to be moved not so much by faith in a God
who was the essence of reason as by faith in reason itself, or by
admiration for the natural faculties or human beings Theologians
who took this course were on the verge of being philosophes Some-
times, indeed, since their intellectual traming was more rigorous
than that of the philosophes and their regard for logical conse-
quence more entire, they laid down their principles with a candor at
which even deists might be embarrassed

The Jesuit Abbé Canuer, 1n his textbook of philosophy for use at
Toul, could reason God out of existence and yet keep his faith in
moral distinctions and m moral obhigation—a feat which only the
most radical phuosophes were able to perform “Natural law,” said
Camuer, ‘‘has binding force independently of the existence of God

Reason dictates, independently of the existence of God, that

good must be done and evil avoided, and man 1s bound, indepen-
dently of the existence of God, to give obedience to the dictate of
reason Therefore, independently of the existence of God, man 1s
bound to do good and avoid evil, or, what 1s the same thing, moral
principles 1mpose obligation mdependently of the existence of
God *

This was a more sweeping statement of absolute rationalism than
a dewst could allow, so long as he remained a deist Professional
theologians, to whom God 1s likely to be an intellectual abstraction,
are perhaps less troubled than ordinary believers, or unbehievers, by
emotional complications

The Abbe Hooke, an Irish-born professor of theology at the
Sorbonne, while implying the same dissociation of God from reason
and right, was less the rationalist and more the empiricist, relying
on the testimony of human faculties “There 1s,” he affirmed, “a
certain sense of right and wrong placed by nature in the minds of
men We know by conscience that this moral sense is 1n us,
and 1t would be van to try to demonstrate 1t by argument, 1t s
anialogous to the mtuitive perception of truth which 1s the basis of
* 18 Camier, Institutiones phldosoplicac ad usum senunarn Tullensis (Neocastri,

1e Neuchatel, 1709), Vol 11l p 422 This work was reprinted in 1770, 1777
and 1781
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all knowledge, or to the sense of taste by which we distinguish
foods, and just as we should have no notion of truth or falsehood
if this intuitive perception of truth were taken away, nor any notion
of flavors without this sense of taste, so, 1f this sense of right and
wrong, of honorable and shameful, were removed, these words
would have no force or meaning This sense 1s so natural, so con-
stant and uniform, that 1t can be stifled by no prejudices and ex-
tinguished by no passions, 1ts sacred judgment can be corrupted by
no bribes, 1t lives 1n the most wicked men, to whom virtue 1s so
pleasing that they mvoluntarily adnure their betters ”*°

This was exactly the doctrme of many philosophes We can
imagine Diderot writing these very words Yet the principle was
not unorthodox It was hardly in keeping with a strict view of
original sin, but neither was Catholic orthodoxy I1f Hooke's state-
ment inclines toward the new philosophy, it 1s because he compares
the perception of right to a sensation, thus revealing the mfluence
of the school of Locke, and because he puts great trust in the power
of conscience, thus approaching the school of Rousseau

From these principles of Camier and Hooke, which were not
thought to be extreme (except by the Jansenists), it must follow
that moral truth and revealed rehgion had no necessary connectton
To separate the two was the great aim of the plulosophes, who 1n
this matter used arguments no different from those of the theolo-
gians The difference was in intention The philosophes felt that by
detaching the moral world from the Christian revelation they were
proving the church to be unnecessary The theologltans meant to
strengthen the church, they intended, by arguing that reason 1m-
posed moral duties and that a natural faculty informed men of the
wishes of God, to keep within the church, and commg to the con-
fessional, the ever more numerous people who were losmg their
awe for the priesthood

A significant doctrine, that of “philosophic sin,” illustrates the
distinction drawn between morality and religion, and shows also

191, Hooke, Religionts naturalis ¢ morahs philosopliae principia, mthodo
scholastica digesta (Paris, 1752-54), Vol I, pp 482-3 The second volume of
this work was called Reliqionis revilatae principia the third Religioms naturaks
et revelatae prmcipia, and the three volumes do not differ greatly from the
author’s R ligioms natwralis et revelatac principia published 1n threc volumes n
1754, and reprinted m 1774 See also Camier, op cit, Vol III, pp 404-7, for

arguments to show the reality of good and evil much like thosc of the
philosophes
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how the theologians, having set up natural or ratioflal standards for
moral life, sought to keep this moral life within the purview of the
church by classifying delinquencies from 1t as a spectes of sin The
theory of philosophic sin, formulated 1n the seventeenth century
and condemned by Rome 1n 1690, was especially favored by the
Jesuits, and formed one of the principal charges brought agamnst
them by the Jansemsts in 1762 Its meamng was simply this
If a man commuts an act which he does not know to be prohib-
ited by God, but which he does know to be contrary to right reason,
he 1s guilty of no theological sin, but of a philosophical one, since
he violates the code by which philosophers profess to govern them-
selves The doctrine might as well have gone under the name of
“philosophic virtue,” since its adherents believed that acts in
harmony with right reason had a moral value even when the agent
knew nothing of God What they believed, in short, was that right
reason was something different from God It was for this belief
that they were condemned 1n 1690, though Camier, who certainly
entertained the same belief seventy years later, seems not to have
been disturbed

The Jesuits formally abjured belief mn philosophic s, and
always gave the correct explanation, namely that since right reason
was 1tself the word of God no one who understood right reason was
wholly ignorant of divine law Nevertheless the 1dea kept cropping
up through the eighteenth century When nature was distinguished
from God, and men assumed to know right and wrong by a natural
faculty in themselves, ‘“philosophic” virtues and vices were ines-
capable The great Jesuit text on moral theology, Busenbaum re-
vised by La Croix, 1n 1ts edition of 1733, states the doctrine and
rejects 1t as condemned by the pope It proceeds immediately to
remstate it “Although all knowledge of God were absent, yet a man
could act morally for good or for bad, 1f only he chose of his free
will to act 1n keeping with, or in contradiction to, the first principles
of right reason placed 1 us by nature ”” The question 1s simply one
of fact, whether men do exist wholly without knowledge of God
The significant point 1s that, while the authors can conceive that
men may have no knowledge of God, they give no mdication of
doubting that all men possess a knowledge of right reason given by
nature Their final statement 1s very cautious 1f 1t be possible for
men to have no knowledge of God, then an act done consciously 1n
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violence to rigtit reason “would have no formal theological bad-
ness,” but “it would have some moral badness . because it 1s
contrary to the right reason by which philosophers govern them-
selves Whether this badness should be called sin can be only a
question of terms *'*

This cool question, “whether badness should be called sin,” was
itself, 1n the very asking, a separation of morals from religion,
implying two standards of conduct It was a question unthinkable
to the Jansemsts, to whom sound morals and Christianity were
identical “All the works of infidels are sins, and all the virtues of
philosophers are vices ”’** This fierce proposition, condemned as a
Baianist heresy before the Janserusts were heard of, was the un-
compromusing belief of the Jansenists, as also of Calvin, Augus-
tine, and St Paul To the Jansenists there could be no philosophic
sin, because all sin was theological, all good and bad were theolog-
1cal, because all good was the will of God To pretend that all men
possessed a natural faculty for knowmng divine law was for the
Jansenists a monstrous perversion of Christian truth, inspired by
pride and presumption, which in effect identified man with God
himself

The Jansemst bishop of the tiny southern diocese of Alats,
Buisson de Beauteville, “of revolting memory” according to a
modern Jesuit writer, took 1ssue with the archbishop of Aix on
these questions With some support from Fitz-James, bishop of
Soissons, he waged a war of pamphlets, vamly argued before the
Assembly of the Clergy, and composed, but never published, an
appeal aganst the bull Unigenitus Beauteville, or his theological
secretary Gourhin, one of the most active Jansenists of the day,
pomted to Augustine and a long line of theologians to show that

20 H Busenbaum and C Ta Croix, Theologia moralis antehac ex probatis
auctoribus concmnata (Colontae Agrippmae, 1e Cologne, 1733), Vol V, pp
44-6 A more positive rejection of the doctrine 1s made by the Jesuit P Antoine,
who was regarded as inclining to “rigorism,” Theologia moralis unwersa (ed
Rome, 1783), Vol I, p 98 “Hoc repugnat, quia qui peccat contra rectam
rationem, simul et mdivisibhiliter pcccat contra legem Der ” For examples,
chosen by the Jansenists, of the way m which the doctrine of philosophic sin was
used to cxtenuate serious offenses, see Extraits des assertions dangereuses .et
pernicieuses en tout qenre que les sor-disants pésuites ont soutenues (5th ed,
Parss, 1763), Vol I, pp 290 ff On the subject in general see the Dictionnaire de

theoloqgie catholique, Vol XII, pp 255-72, art, “Pcche philosophique ™
21 Mirbt, op cit, p 347



44 CATHOLICS & UNBELIEVERS

all outwardly good acts not done in the Chrisflan faith were
vitiated by the supreme sin of pride—by “‘the vain satisfaction that
a man takes 1n the natural beauty of an act, so that when he does not
glorify the Lord for it he glorifies himself ” The sin of the rebel-
lious angel Lucifer, observes the bishop, expounding Augustine
further, “consisted 1in his regarding himself with satisfaction, n
contemplating his own excellence, and not referring to God the love
and admiration that this excellence aroused This defect, this fail-
ure to refer to him who 1s the source and principle of all good,
vitiated, carrupted a thing good 1n itself, namely the love of his
own bemng and of the gifts he had recerved from God ”** To this
point the Janscnists held ever fast, that all good things have their
goodness only 1n God

Some of the Jesuits, on the other hand, maimntained that men
need not worry too much about God Jesus, indeed, had said,
“Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart ”’ But there
were ways of modifying even so explicit a command A certain
Professor Cabrespine of the College of Rhodez gave 1t out as his
opmion, by refusing to sign a statement denying 1t, that “a man
fulfils this precept mn contentmng himself with not hating God "'*
The Jansenists, who naturally hcard of the affair, reported 1t forty
years later in their Extraits des asscrtions dangereuses They also
quoted as a Jesuit proposition, from a seventeenth century student’s
thesis at Louvain  “Those who teach that men must love God with
a predominant and constant love, and that all acts must be referred
to him, have seemed to the faithful to be unjustly severe, and to
burden the souls of men with a yoke more likely to lead to ruin and
insamity than to salvation ” This was no 1solated opiion or mean-
ingless thesis set up merely for disputation In 1763, at the moment
of crisis, when the Jesuts were striving to show the purity and

22 Bussson de Beautcville, Lettres en réponse d celles de Msgr UArchevéque
d'Aix (Toulouse, 1764), pp 26-7 The modern Jesuit referred to 1s A Jean,
Les eveques ct les archeveques de France depurs 1682 jusqi’d 1801 (Paris, 1891),
p 257 Beautewille ohjected to the distinction made by Brancas, archbishop of
Aix, between morally good acts and acts useful for salvation, the former,
according to the archbishop, were useless for salvation except when “elevated to
the supernatural plane by the grace of Jesus Christ and the views which faith
unfol)ds ” See J Brancas, archbishop of Aix, Lettre & U'Evéque d’Alais (Aix,
1764

23 Lxtratts des asscrtions dangereuses, Vol 11, p 100 No reply in the Jesuit
Reponse aw hore mhtule Evtraus des assertions (np, 1763-65)
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orthodoxy of thelr teaching, they replied to the Jansemist Extraits
vigorously defending the proposition, declaring 1t to be the true
doctrine of the universal church, which, they said, had put 1ts
members under no such extravagant obligation as to require “pre-
donunant and constant love of God "**

The Jesuits were charged also with the strange 1dea that a
Christian need not always be Christian 1n his conduct Le Moyne,
professor at Auxerre, was censured i 1725 by the bishop for this
opmion “A Christian, acting deliherately, may act simply as a man,
and lay aside the character of a Christian in those actions that are
not specifically Christian” The Jansenists imsisted that by this
outrageous principle the Jesuits allowed all crimes to be committed
with impunity **

Such 1deas were indeed radical enough, but they were not neces-
sartly as immoral as the Jansenists imagined, or as many modern
critics may too hastily suppose They were not ummoral, so long as
morality was separate from rchgion They were not immoral, 1f
nature 1tself was good, and 1f men had a natural faculty for dis-
tinguishing good and evil without reference to God If the Jesuits
had believed, like the Jansenists, that man’s only good lay 1n 1den-
tifying himself with God, then 1t would have been highly improper
for them to teach that he need not always keep God mm mind If
they had believed, like the Jansenists, that man, without grace, was
a being capable only of evil, then it would have been crimnal for
them to announce that he might at times “lay aside the character of
a Christian ” If they had believed, with the intensity of the Jan-
senists, that every mstant of existence was a portion of eternity,
and that every act a man performed and every thought he enter-
tamed were signtficant of his deepest character and of value to his
immortal soul, then they would not have found so much that was
“theologically indifferent,” or imphed that certain acts were not
“specifically Christian ” Actually, they reserved such tdeas as these
for mystics and the genuincly rehgious For the world at large they
preached a mundane morality not essentially different from that of
the infidels of the day, except that they left room for a supernatural

24 Extrarts, Vol 11, p 8o, Reponse Vol 11 pp 46-7
28 Evtraits, Vol 11, p 100, no reply n Reponse Sce also the arguments of

two Jesuit professors that men are not obhgdd to act always cv molivo hone-
statis moralis 1n the Extraits, Vol 1, pp 350-8, and Vol II, p 08
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addition to it This supernatural addition, by wlf&'ch anyone might
be saved, consisted for the most part 1n the ceremomal and sacra-
mental practices superintended by the clergy

To vindicate their orthodoxy, the Jesuits maintained that, 1n
teaching what looked to their opponents like philosophic sin and
related errors, they were 1n reality teaching only the authorized
doctrine of the church on igrorantic mvmcibilis and conscientia
erronea—the doctrine that no act is reprehensible 1f done by a man
“invincibly” 1gnorant of the law on the subject, or honestly ms-
taken in his interpretation of it Around these two Latin terms the
controversy raged, for, whether or not orthodox, the explanation
seemed to the Jansenists no more plausible than philosophic sin
itself

In the eyes of the Jeswuits, no one was free to obey the divine law
who did not know 1t, and no violation of this law which a man
comnutted unconsctously could be held against him “To take a
position as far removed from Calvin as possible,” wrote the Italian
Jesuit Casneds, ““it 1s to be affirmed that there can be no sin without
awareness of evil, or with mntention of good” Jesuits everywhere
held to this principle For example, at the College of Bourges 1n
1760 a student presenting a thesis on the old question of invincible
ignorance argued that no guilt attached to a person who unknow-
ingly transgressed either a divine or a natural law *¢

Much that followed from such teaching was distasteful to the
Jansenists It followed that well-meaning infidels who had never
heard of Christianity were not guilty of sin, and did not suffer the
full pains of kell *" It might even follow that Protestants were not
altogether damned The Abbé Bergier, the most prominent cham-
pion of Catholicism 1n the latter half of the century, inclined to
this optmon, and made use of 1t in arguing against Rousseau, inc1-
dentally provoking the wrath of the Jansemists by his concessions **

It might even follow from the great importance set upon con-
science that honest doubters should not be prematurely blamed
“Nor 1s the opinion condemned,” say Busenbaum and La Croix, “of
those who say that 1f the reasons for our faith ceased to be probable

28 Extrarts, Vol 1, pp 320, 400, Busenbaum and La Croix, op cst, Vol I,
p 302

27 Busenbaum and La Croix, op cit, Vol I, secs 71, 75

28 Noyvelles ecclésiastiqgues (1770), pp 198-200, where Bergier 1s quoted.
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to a man, and 1f e reasons for the opposite error became morally
certain, and 1f this change were invincible, such a man might for a
time suspend his assent to the faith, until he should agamn compre-
hend 1ts truth ”** How far the priests of the time used this amazing
principle to combat the crisis of the Age of Reason, although a
question of the greatest importance, 1s one to which not even an
approximate answer will ever be possible It 1s Iikely that they used
it unwillingly, and as rarely as they could

It followed also that, according as a man had an easy or a difficult
conscience, he might practise a slack morality or a strict one The
Jesuits, like all theorists who emphasize conscience and intention
rather than fulfilment of objective standards, tended on the whole
to make conscience less exacting Modern psychologists will approve
of much of their teaching—their views, for instance, on conscientia
scrupulosa By this term they meant an anxious conscience, one that
searches 1tself interrmnably for faults and magnifies trifles mnto
serious offenses For Jansenists and Puritans an anxious conscience
might be a sign of holiness, but the Jesuits regarded 1t as a spiritual
disease, which the confessor should do everything in his power to
cure

For example, if a penitent believed 1t a sin not to rase his hat 1n
passing a priest on the street, he was to be strongly urged to pass
with his hat on his head He was to be made to forget such trivial
fears He was especially to remember that “nesther God nor the
church requires what involves too much difficulty to perform, that
he may do what he sees upright men do without fear of sinning, and
that he 1s excusable 1n ortting what the law prescribes, 1f 1n good
faith and without contempt of 1t he thinks the law does not exist,
and would be willing to observe 1t 1f he knew that 1t did exist ”*°

Most cases were not so simple, nor were all methods of quieting
consciences so unobjectionable For more difficult situations there
was the system known as probabilism Since the time of Pascal,
probabilism has recetved more attention from critics of the Jesuits
than 1t deserves, for 1t was at best only a means to an end It was
essentially a method for setting doubtful consciences at rest It was

29 Busenbaum and T.a Croix, op ¢1t, Vol I, p 130, n 5 Sce also Exstrasts,
Vol II, p 122, and Reponse, Vol 1, p 226

30 Busenbaum and La Croix, op cit, Vol IX, p 848, see also Vol I, pp
287-307
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based on the maxim, lex dubia non obligat, “‘a doubtful law 1Mposes
no obligation ” The probabilists thought that the divine law might
be doubtful, that was how they differed from Jansemsts and all
persons of intense moral conviction
According to probabilism, a confessor, considering a given prob-
lem of conduct, might declare 1t equally Iikely that the law did and
did not apply If he advised the person concerned to regard the law
as mapplicable, he was a probabilist If he took the “‘safer opmnton,”
opimio tutior, recommending that the law be considered binding, he
was a tuttorist There were further complications, according as
probabilities varied from equality, and 1n the hands of some prac-
titioners the theory became a means of excusing any crime, but 1n
1679 Innocent XI condemned such extensions, notably the 1dea that
non-observance of the law might be risked even when the greater
probability showed 1t to be binding Tt does not appear, however,
that the system was widely abused 1n eighteenth century France
But the Jesuits remained, almost to a man, the avowed enemies
of the tutiorists By this grotesque term they classified the Jansen-
1sts, who, being severe moralists, mamntained that men were bound
to observe the divine law when there was any shadow of probability
that 1t apphed—and they added that it did apply 1n all the affairs of
life The Jesuits held, with some justice, that tutiorism was literal-
minded 1nsistence on legal precepts, that 1t was impracticable 1n
real life, taking no account of the perplexities which men of the
world could not escape, and that, stifling conscience under a dead
burden of obedience, 1t deprived human hfe of true moral value »
Probahilism could exist only along with the more fundamental
doctrines of mvmcble 1gnorance and mustaken conscience Only
with these doctrines to excuse him, could a man take the risk of not
observing the law Granted these doctrines, 1f he acted on a mere
probability that the law did not apply, and 1f he was in fact nus-
taken and did objectively violate 1t, he was guilty of no offense, for
31 Among the propositions condemned in 1679 were “2 Probabiliter extstimo
mdicem posse widicare juxta opinionem ettam minus probabilem 3 Generatim
dum probabilitate, sive intrinseca sive extrinseca, quantumvis tenui, modo a
probabilitatis finthus non exeatur, confisi aliquid agimus, semper prudenter
agimus 4 Ab infidehtate excusabitur infidehs non credens, ductus opinione
minus probabili” Mirbt, op cit p 387 For a good statement of the Jesmt

position on probabilism and tutiorism sce the Reponse au hore mtvule Extrails
des assertions, Vol 11, pp 99-120
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“moral good deperds on the judgment of the agent ”’ Thus acting,
he did not intend to fulfil the law, but neither did he intend to break
1t, his act was therefore good, since, as the archbishop of Aix said,
“1t was not directed by an intention wholly bad ” The whole system
depended also on the Molinist conception of human nature, in which
ignorance and error were regarded not as pumishment for sin, but
as essential and original in the human mind And 1t implied the
principle, ultimately disintegrating to moral responsibility, that no
obligations exist where none are felt

The Jansenists waved aside all such apparatus of extenuation
To them, ignorarce of good was itself bad, was 1n fact the original
sin that enslaved man to the world and the devil The Nouvelles
Ecclésiastiques, year after year, reechoed with denunciations and
cries of horror The editors particularly disliked the methods used
by the Jesuits in their numerous schools, which they regarded as
centers for the systematic debauchery of youth To choose one
example from many, they complained that the Jesurt schoolmasters
at Rouen were gomg from bad to worse by adding dancing to
dramatics “The Jesuits this year, at their great Tragedy, have had
the students dance a (so-called) Moral Ballet, in which they mean
to show how PLEASURF, when wnse and regulated [in their man-
ner] becomes an EXCELLENT teacher for the young "

So we arrive at the charge often brought against the Jesuits that
they excused and encouraged loose living The Jesuits, being con-
spicuously successful, made many enemies, usually for other rea-
sons than the complexign of thetr moral teaching, but these enemies
generally selected this moral teaching for special attack, as the
means by which they could best scandalize the world *® Hence

32 Nouvelles ecclesiastigues (1750), p 181 See also the Journal de Trevoux
(1750), p 2100, where the Jesuit editors, while not disapproving of dancing,
condemn the statement of the Jesuits of Rouen that “religion 1s not as much
opposed to pleasure as it appears to he”

33 The Extrasts des asscriions dangercuses 1s the best example for the eight-
eenth century See also, besides Jansemist writings already noted, the Instruction
pastorale portant condamnation de la doctrmme contenue dans les E viraus des
assertions, written by Rousse! de la Tour, compiler of the Eatraits, and 1ssued
officially in 1763 by Jacques de Grasse, bishop of Angers, and a compilation,
called Institutio pastoralis de NI Lpusciporum Sucssionensis, Andegevensis ac
Alesiany epastolis pastoralibus contra patres Soctetatrs Jesu (1766) These |

three bishops, those of Soissons, Angers and Alass, with Caylus of Auxerre and
Malvin de Montazet, archbishop of Lyons, were the chief patrons of Jansenism
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unfriendly critics of the Jesuits are very little to be trusted The
Jansenists, though the most sincere of all, often exaggerated and
sometimes falsified the purport of the quotations that they liberally
made from their enermies’ books
For example, the Nouvelles Ecclésiastiques in 1773 quoted with
indignation from the contemporary Jesuit Camuer, ndulgere sen-
suum voluptats et hicet et expedit, natura ad hoc wwitante, which
may be understood to mean, “1t 1s both lawful and expedient to
indulge 1n the pleasures of sense, because nature invites us to’**
The reader is supposed to take this as a categorical endorsement of
lechery If, however, he turns to the original, he finds that Camuer,
m writing the words, was occupied with other thoughts He was
discussing, 1n 1ts due order, the question of “the duties of men to
the body,” and what he wrote was this  “‘So great 1s the connection
and relation between man’s body and his soul, that the happiness or
musery of the soul itself depends on vartous conditions of the body
I The body must be supported with the necessary nourish-
ment . 2 The body should be neither pampered nor broken
with labor . . It 1s especially to be noted that there 1s no fouler
pest than moral softness [mollities, to which the old word ‘lewd-
ness’ 1s perhaps the nearest we have], which pollutes the mind 1tself
with contagion 3 Weare requtred to exert ourselves to shut
the road to vices Quod s nonnihil wmdulgere—Although
some indulgence of the pleasures of sense 1s both law ful and expedi-
ent, as nature 1nvites us to 1t, 1t does not follow that in enjoying
these pleasures there should not be moderation and discretion "’*®
This was only the teaching of eighteenth century common sense
It was not notably Christian, but neither was 1t, as a statement of
principle, scandalously immoral The Jesutts and many Catholics
of the time were 1n fact as much naturalists as the infidels whom
they denounced They looked to rational rather than samntly hiving,
and held that human nature should be cultivated rather than denied
Their supernaturalism accompamed, without contradicting or even
modifying, the naturalism of their views of daily life The very
i the episcopate of the time The French bishops were overwhelmingly opposed
to the expulsion of the Jeswits See L Cahen, Querelles religreuses et parlemen-
tawres (Paris, 1913), p 68
3 Nouvelles eccleswastiques (1773), p 171 Sce also the issues for August

1771 and August 27, 1772
36 Camier, op cst, Vol III, pp 522-4
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theologians 1n the schools could believe 1n the innate goodness of
man

The Abbé Hooke of the Sorbonne, for example, whom we have
already noted, published mn 1752 a treatise on ‘“Natural and Re-
vealed Religion ” It was written in Latin, and meant to be read
only by the clergy “Man’s natural propensities,” he said, “are n
accord with nner sense, reason and conscience If we consider all
the duties of life, whether toward God, ourselves or our neighbors,
there 1s none that 1s not commended to us by some natural propen-
sity There 1s 1n all men a general benevolence and freely given
goodness, whose force 1s so great that we succor strangers in dis-
tress and are moved to help all unfortunates by a natural pity
Thus there 1s no duty that 1s not commended to us not only by
reason but even by appetite, and there 1s no natural instinct, inch-
nation or passion which 1f 1t be moderate 1s not useful to human
life ” The author thus implies that man’s tendency to goodness is
not merely natural but even physical, that the love of virtue 1s a
kind of appetite, and the fulfilment of duty a refined selection of
pleasure From this pomnt to sensibilité and bienfaisance the dis-
tance 1s not far, and the abbé’s Latin grows warm with the pathetic
eloquence of Rousseau ‘‘Yet the aptitudes and spontaneous move-
ments of the body show what agrees with nature and what does
not What charm 1s given to the countenance by friendly cheer, by
sociable merriment, by glad fellow-feeling and rejoicing! What
beauty by a serene and plactd mind, that knows 1tself 1n the nght,
and by 1ts inner sense of seli-approval! In the face of a friend or
of one moved by gratitude for a kindness, what a pleasing, though
gentle flame gleams bemgnly 1n the eyes 1’%¢

So, as early as 1752, 1 the gaunt halls of the Sorbonne, nature
no longer meant the pure rationality of the world, but the inner
possession of human feeling Theologians and philosophers were
turning sentimental on principle Men 1n these years, torn between
doubt and faith, became altruists to assure themselves of their own
virtue, and Diderot, great thinker that he was, could seriously
declare, “I must indeed be a good man to afflict myself so sorely!”

To sum up, the 1dea of nature had made deep incursions inta
theology, and 1t produced, 1n those sacred precincts, sounds that
strangely resembled those 1ssutng from the more profane quarters

36 Hooke, op cit, Vol 1, pp 486-7
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of the philosophers It was not the old nature of the Augustiman
tradition upheld by the Jansenists, the nature that was the privation
of God, and so eval It was not the nature of science, without color
of right or wrong, shorn, by a principle of method, of moral sig-
nificance It was the nature that meant what was right, fitting, and
proper, the nature that existed by ihe reason and justice of God—
except for those theologians who, like the most advanced unbeliev-
ers, could persuade themselves that this moralized nature might
exist alone Nature, for the orthodox, was one of the ways of God
to men It was a way by which men knew of truth, justice, and
right

For believers, there was another way, revelation, which opened
up the world of grace With so much transferred to the world of
nature, with justice and rnight assigned to the sphere of reason, with
man’s mclinations to goodness, his feelings of compassion, his
capacity for rectitude ascribed to the humanity m himself, only a
mysterious part was left for revelation to play

Revelation, according to orthodoxy, made man a supernatural
being But what was 1t to be supernatural, when justice and good-
ness were considered a part of nature? It might mean two things
to be saintly, aloof, and holy, living 1 a righteousness not of this
world, or to be ritualistic, performing the acts that were prescribed
by the church, and acquiring the grace which the sacraments 1m-
parted, and which, though not necessary to make a man just or
good, promoted him mto heaven In either case, the chief function
of revelation was not to establish the principles which theologians
admutted existed by reason, but to confirm the supernatural powers
of the Catholic Church



CHAPTER 111

HISTORY AND TRADITION

HETHER or not Catholic thinkers were 1ntroducing
\;‘/ anything fundamentally new into the teaching of the
church, they could not let it appear that they were, for
Catholic truth was by defimition changeless They were obliged,
therefore, to give some account of the past
Let us assume that there were two ways in which the past might
be dealt with, and call these two ways history and tradition Neither
historians nor theologians are likely to approve wholly of the sense
in which the two words are used here, yet the distinction may be
valid, and at any rate there was much 1n the eighteenth century that
1t serves to make more clear Tradition was the older of the two
methods In the eighteenth century history definitely took a place
alongside 1t, and 1n this fact lay one of the great claims of that
century to be the Age of Enlightenment But then as now the two
methods were not always kept clearly apart The philosophes who
rejected Christianity kept some habits of mind that went with
traditionalist thinking, and their views were consequently 1in a
sense unhistorical Their religious adversaries, on the other hand,
often used an historical method to defend the Christian tradition
Despite all the writings of Augustine and Bossuet, 1t was only n
the eighteenth century that critical historical inquiry, based on evi-
dence, became a foundation of rehigious apologetics Therein lay a
great weakness, for historical method was not really suited to
Catholic theology, 1f indeed 1t was not 1rrelevant to all deeper
problems of religion
We may set aside as unproved the 1dea that history describes the
real past and tradition only an 1magnary one, and see the problem
for what it 15, namely how men, living always in the present, can
retain anything of events that have shpped forever beyond their
reach Tradition may be said, then, to flourish best where written
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documents are few It trusts the unaided human memory, and
enters the past not by gomg directly to what we call sources but by
appealing to a soctal memory which, because of the overlapping of
generations, ts continuous and unbroken It 1s realist 1n the scholas-
tic sense, 1t assumes the reality of society, to which 1t regards
individuals as incidental

The Abbé Gauchat explained the theory in 1758, citing Bossuet
and Houtewille A great society, he said, whether a nation or a
church, retained a knowledge of ancient facts that was ‘“not only
durable but always exactly the same ” Any given age, besides the
weight of its own authority, “has that of all ages that are 1n a
manner mterwoven with 1t 7 Why? Because there 1s never a time
when all men cease to exist To use Paris as an example 1ts popu-
lation (says Gauchat) 1s 900,000, but only 30,000 die 1n any given
year Despite replacement of individuals, “the body remains pre-
asely the same ” There 1s never a time when the younger members
can fall into error, for there 1s always present a majonity of elders
to correct them The socital memory remains mntact and authentic,
historical evidence serves only to confirm 1t *

Orignality, on which modern men have set a premium, was 1n
this system of thought very much at a discount To demand the
evidence of one’s own eyes, to profess to believe only 1n the dictates
of one’s own reason, were not states of mind of which 1t was
proper to boast Truth was the possession of the whole community
It was fundamentally the body of knowledge necessary to assure
the survival of the community and the salvation of the individual,
rather than a mass of information about particular facts and events
The lives of individuals, their opinions, discoveries, and achieve-
ments, were ephemeral and vamn, the substantial reality was the
communton of the faithful, in which the dead and the living were
equally present, and all individuals fused 1n the mystical unity of
the church The mdividual lived by the experience of the group, 1n
which as a Catholic he participated fully, and i which he trusted
more confidently than in his own restricted powers

“But have you yourself scen Jesus Christ rise from the tomb and
ascend to heaven?’—so an apologist puts to himself a favorite
query of the mnfidels “Yes,” he answers, “I have seen him by the

1 G Gauchat, Lettres critiques, ou Analyse et réfutaton de dwvers écrits mo-
dernces contre la relupon (Paris, 1755-03), Vol 1X, pp 73-5
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eyes of the apostles, by the eyes of seventy-two disciples, and of
more than five hundred brethren, through them have I spoken with
him, eaten and drunk with him since the Resurrection, through
their ears have I heard his promises and his threats ’* This 1s the
Catholic Idea, 1n the true sense 1n which catholic means universal
The eyes and ears of the first witnesses are the eyes and ears of the
church, and so, by an intimate communion, the eyes and ears of
every believer

When the Catholic 1dea breaks down, when the profound doc-
trine of the communion of saints gives way to the belief that indi-
viduals are separate existences mutunally external and independent,
then the first witnesses to the acts of Christ become simply the
persons who happened to be present, who are now remote from us
in time, and who perhaps had behiefs and purposes that are not our
own The gap thus opened by a new sense of time and individuality
has to be bridged by history, and the defense of religion becomes
a defense of ancient testimony, by which apologists seek to demon-
strate that certain historical events did 1in fact take place seventeen
hundred years before

The Catholic Idea mnvolved what seems to us to have been a
confusion 1n dealing with questions of fact and of night, or at
least 1t implied that correctness of fact and correctness of conduct
are determined m the same way Empirical facts were significant
only so far as they threw hght on the Christian destiny of man The
same authority which presided over that destiny mught therefore
also claim the power to dectde whether a man’s factual information
was true Prescription, or the theory by which continuous tradition
establishes right and wrong 1n a legal sense, was used also to deter-
mine the nightness or wrongness of knowledge Catholies were to
beheve certain facts about the past becausc they accepted the author-
ity of the church m the present, much as 1f, because we accept the
political authority under which we ltve, we were obhged to believe
mmphicitly the history of the country prescribed by the government

Tradition, as a means of knowing the past distinct from history,
1s perhaps no more than the development of tlus wdea In tradition,
the “authentic’” account of past times 1s the one that supports pres-
ent ideas of justice and 1s accepted because these 1deas are accepted

2] Denyse, La verué de lo reigion cuclienne domontrée par ordre geomé-
trigue (Paris, 1717), p 343
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In history, in which the facts are thought to have an authority of
their own, the “‘authentic” story 1s the one that presumably emerges
from the facts themselves *

Tradition, as a form of soctal memory arising from the overlap-
ping of generations, had to reach back to the beginning of the world
1f 1t was to be satisfactory For this purpose the unusual longevity
of the Hebrew patriarchs was of the highest importance It meant
that 1n early times society had always included not merely two or
three but as many as a dozen generations hving together Knowl-
edge of man’s origin was thus particularly certain The Journal
Ecclésiastique gave statistical proof 1n 1761, by pubhshing a table
to show how many years each of the patriarchs had spent in the
company of others It appeared that the father of Noah had hved
during the last fifty-six years of Adam’s life, and so had heard
Adam’s personal recollections, which he later handed down to Noah
unchanged, and that the grandfather of Abraham had lived twenty-
seven years with Shem, who 1n turn hved four hundred and forty-
eight years with his father Noah Thus Abraham was practically a
contemporary of Noah, and only four persons stood between him
and Adam himself And Moses, when he wrote the whole story
down not long afterwards, was separated from the creation by
only a few lifetimes *

The method of tradition rested upon confidence It was highly
social, 1t assumed that men could be trusted It assumed that each
generation would hand on unaltered the knowledge that it had
recetved, because 1t assumed that all generations were interested
the same knowledge It took httle account of processes in ume It
bound together past and present 1n a perpetual community in which
men succeeded each other simply as fathers and sons, all sharing in
the same behefs and aims, at whatever point 1n the chronological
sequence they nught happen to fall In this timeless world there was
little sense of cause and effect, or of antecedent and consequence,
human affairs were not thought to have risen so much from efficient
causes working onward mto the future as from final causes or

3c¢f F Para du Phanjas, Les principes de la saine philosophie conciliés avec
ceux de la religion (Paris, 1774), Vol I, p 23

s Journal ccclesiastigue, 1701, 32-34, C Le Gros, Evamen des ouvrages de
J-J Rousseau et de Court de Gebelin (Geneve, 1785), pp 48-9
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general reasons for existence that stood wholly outside the chrono-
logical sequence

For an 1dea or an institution to be fully authentic and acceptable,
it had to exast through the whole range of time So long as it was
known to have once been a novelty, so long as its origin could be
referred to a definitely remembered date, 1t was thought to be a
novelty yet, and of doubtful validity, for 1n this view of the world
whatever had been introduced in time might perish in time, and
could form no part of the perpetual knowledge by which the com-
mumity should live Hence the church traced itself back to Adam,
and represented itself as the rightful successor to the Jewish
Temple Orthodoxy was defined as what should always have been
believed, and heresy as an opimion that arose with a particular indi-
vidual at a particular date Paganism and polytheism were con-
demned as abuses, on the ground that they were not as old as the
world itself They were aberrations from the truth with which
Adam had started, and which only the Jews, and after them only
the Chrnistians, had preserved entire These mistaken forms of
belief could thus be explained and assigned a place in the annals of
Christendom, but Christianity could not be understood by reference
to other religions The Christian tradition was supreme it ex-
plained the history of the world, but was not explained by it ®

Truth was thus understood to be the body of doctrines which
etther had been or should have been always believed The past was
not studied, as we say, for its own sake Past societies and indi-
viduals were not thought to be really distinct from the present, of
importance 1n their own right, worthy of respect simply as expres-
sions of the human mimnd There was no real significance in their
differences, or special circumstances, or particular ways of meeting
general problems The important thing was to relate all known
human beings to the received body of doctrines, to show how they
did or did not align themselves with the perpetual body of knowl-
edge which 1t was the duty of all men to entertain The very
infidels in the eighteenth century often found it necessary to
place their truths in an original state of nature, and tended to
regard any deviation from this state as a prejudice introduced by

5L Hooke, Religioms revelatae prmcipra (Paris, 1752-54), Vol 11, p 799,

C Yvon, Hsstosre phslosopingue de la relsigron (Liége, 1779), Vol 1, pp 55, 264,
A. Paulian, Dictionnasre phslosophico-théologsque (Nimes, 1770), p. 285
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misguided individuals To them, however, 1t was the Christian
Church that was a novelty, which, having arisen historically, might
also disappeai, leaving men free to live by the perpetual laws of
nature

Tradition used the past as a s‘orehouse of precedents and pre-
cursors Men read old books less for information than for wisdom
Theologians studied Augustine as a predecessor of themselves
Voltaire conferred the same honor on Juhan the Apostate, declaring
him to have been “the greatest, or at least the second greatest of
men,” because he had sought to suppress Christianity Voltaire
could not believe that Jesus Christ taught the same doctrine as the
professors at the Sorbonne, but he could readily persuade himself
that a fourth century Roman emperor was only Voltaire differently
placed i time In opposition, he could be an historian, in supporting
his own views, he looked for the authority of tradition

Inconsistency of this kind was perhaps inevitable Certainly 1t
1s common enough History has by no means ousted tradition as a
way of thinking about the past Nor 1s 1t only conservatives who
find the method useful In America today, the most advanced col-
lectivists wall claim Emerson as their precursor, much as the Jesutt
Suarez laid claim to St Paul If 1t 1s argued that Emerson, hke
later collectivists, was interested chiefly in human welfare and
progress, so Suarez mught have argued, with equal indifference to
specific doctrine, that St Paul, like himself, was interested chiefly
1n the salvation of the soul

It may be said without paradox that belief in progress itself
arises from tradrtionalist thinking, for 1t does not resuit from pure
historical inquiry, but 1s an attempt to bind together past and pres-
ent 1n one great socety, to attribute to all mankind a constant effort
and a single aim, and thus to show that men are engaged m a
perpetual enterprise that has been the same since man became man

Tradition 1s always in effect an imstrument of present authonty
It fortifies received opinions, whether conservative or progressive
Ostensibly, 1t fortifies these opinions by representing them as an
outgrowth of the past, actually, 1t projects these opinions into the
past, and gives the appearance of perpetuity by enlarging the pres-
ent Traditionalist reasoning, therefore, often seems to be a plain
begging of the question It could be argued, for example, that the
existence of heresies proved the authority of the church, because
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heresies, which were “nothing else than a rebellion against the
visible authority of the church,” had in fact existed since the birth
of Christtamity The traditional act of baptism proved the existence
of the original sin which 1t was the function of baptism to remove,
and the traditional celebration of Easter and of Sunday proved the
Resurrection which these days had been instituted to commemorate °®

Or there was the more famous argument based on the existence
of the Jews It was an observed fact that the Jews suffered cruelly
in the present Either their suffering was a pumishment for the death
of the Messiah, or else 1t was only oppression, and other peoples
were guilty of a crime The Abbé Fangouse thus stated the alterna-
tives boldly But, he explains, the Jews themselves, by their holy
books, assure us that the Christ whom they put to death was the
true Messiah How do we know that these books tell the truth?
Because the Jewish people undoubtedly exists today The existence
of this people today, with all its wealth of law and faith and ritual,
would be an unfathomable mystery without the historical explana-
tion which the Old Testament provides We are mvolved in fewer
mystertes 1f we accept the Old Testament as 1t stands “‘But 1f this
history 1s true, the miracles reported 1n 1t cannot be false, the truth
of a history depends on the truth of the facts it contains, and the
muracles are facts ” That 1s, once a history 1s accepted as true, 1t
follows that all 1ts statements of fact are also true If the miracles
are true, so are the oracles “The oracles teach that the present state
of the Jews 1s the just pumishment for crime, the crime was the
death of the King of Glory, the promised Messiah The Messiah
therefore has appeared ” And therefore the Christian revelation
1s Iterally and factually true ’

Certainly there were many perversities 1 such reasonmng, but
the strangest 1s perhaps the method of conceiving the past This
method was a roundabout way of affirming the opinions held in the
present The truth of the traditional story 15 established by the sup-
posed impossibility of understanding the past or present in any
other manner, and the truth of the story then guarantees the truth
of all the remarkable incidents, prodigies, and miracles that it

8 N Jamin, Pensees théologigues (Paris, 1769), pp 125-6, N Bergier, Ré-

ponsc aux conseils rassonnables (1773), p 60
7 Abbe Fangouse, Réflextons wmporiantes suy la relsgion (Paris, 178g),

pp 77-89
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relates Nothing could be more foreign to the true method of
history Historians, so far as they meet their own standards, do not
suppose that contemporary belief provides the only means of know-
ing the past They begin, that 1s, 1f not by defying the authority of
the present, at least by setting 1t aside as 1rrelevant to the questions
with which they deal They test the truth of a written document by
constdering the circumstances and purposes of 1ts author, trymng to
enter into the past itself, to place themselves mentally 1n the bygone
age And they do not feel that when they accept an old record as
substantially true they must accept also every occurrence that it
describes In particular, most historians have a means of their own,
based on faith in the regularity of nature and distrust in human
testimony, by which they can deny that such things as miracles ever
happened Thus they can build up a story that 1s likely to be different
from the story supplied by tradition, and which 1n any case 1s dan-
gerous to tradition because it offers another method and another
authority

By the eighteenth century something of the historical spirit had
entered the minds of many people who were not aware that it might
undermine tradition The accumulation of printed books 1 Europe,
giving men a more distinct knowledge of their recent predecessors,
had changed their outlook on the past 1tself, and made 1t harder for
them to feel the passive and respectful awe for their elders that
went along with belief 1n tradition The Protestant Reformation
had raised a prolonged and open discussion of ancient scriptures
The revival of classical letters, and the attempts of humamsts to
transport themselves into the pagan world of Greece and Rome, had
shown that by no means the whole past was reflected 1n the tradition
of the church Technical criticism of documents had begun, from
Lorenzo Valla to Bayle and Richard Stmon and Spinoza, there
were men who declared that writings hitherto held sacred had origi-
nated 1n credulity or fraud, or had been vitiated 1n transmission

The clergy themselves turned to history Jesurt followers of
Bollandus, not content to leave the saints to oral tradition, bestowed
upon them the doubtful advantage of historical investigation, and
the Benedictines, using such new sciences as paleography, patiently
deciphered forgotten old manuscripts, without worrying too much
about the consequence for theology It dawned upon men that Iittle
was known of the past, but that much could be learned, and the
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very realization was ominous for tradition, which had purported
to tell them all that was vital for them to know

So men were coming inevitably to think n historical terms, to
consider the past as a sequence of facts and processes in time They
were coming to feel that truth should depend on the facts they could
observe, rather than that the facts should take their significance
from a truth recerved through other channels They came to believe
m the necessity of evidence Christianity henceforth had to be
proved by facts, 1f 1t was to be proved at all All through the eight-
eenth century, as we shall presently see, the great aim of apologists
was to prove religion by historical fact, by actual events which no
rational man should be able to deny Yet even before the eighteenth
century began, there were men tn the church who doubted whether
such historical proof was possible

The professors and students 1n the best theological schools were
not so 1solated from the world as their enemies the philosophes
would have us believe They were often aware of what was hap-
pemng, and knew that the critical methods made popular by Bayle
struck very deep The result, for them, was much perplexity of
mind They were modern enough to accept the new method as vald,
and yet not willing to dismuss the Christian revelation as false

As early as 1693, at the Jesuit college of Caen, the whole matter
was being freely discussed, as 1s shown 1n a student’s thesis of that
year The Christian religion, according to this surprising document,
‘“is evidently believable, but not evidently true Evidently believable,
for 1t 1s evident that whoever embraces 1t 1s a prudent man Not
evidently true, for either 1t teaches obscurely, or the things that 1t
teaches are obscure” This reminds us of Pascal’s search for
grounds of behef free from the tyranny of proof ‘“Indeed,” the
thesis continues, “those who say that the Christian religion 1s evi-
dently true are bound to admt that 1t 1s evidently false ”” This state-
ment apparently means that those who seek to argue purely from
common-sense evidence will be obliged 1n the end to confess them-
selves defeated ‘“‘Infer then that it is not evident 1 that there is
any true religion on earth . 2 that the Christian rehigion 1s the
most nearly true of all those that exist on earth, for have you:
travelled in all countries, or do you know those countries in which
others have travelled?”’” Here we are reminded of the deists, who
thought that they must consult the experience of strange and sav-
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age peoples, and analyze and compare the beliefs of all mankind,
before arriving at religious truth “ 4 [It 1s not evident] that
the oracles of the prophets were announced under the inspiration of
God, for what will you answer 1f I deny that they were true
prophecies, or affirm that they were only guesses? 5 that the
miracles reported to have been performed by Christ were true
miracles, although no one can prudently deny them ”®

Voltaire and the phiosophes could hardly have asked more
sweeping concesstons The author of the thesis accepts his adver-
saries’ method He concedes that truth must depend on the kind of
evidence that the infidels demanded the facts of history, the facts
or supposed facts reported by travellers from societies outside the
pale of Christendom Using this test of truth, he concludes that
Christiamity is not demonstrably true, but only believable, and 1n
the Age of Reason, for most churchmen as well as for most unbe-
lievers, to believe what was not demonstrably true was to fall into
superstition and credulity The thesis therefore does not represent
the views of most of the leading apologists in the eighteenth cen-
tury They, too, accepted their adversaries’ method, but they
thought that by using this method, by arguing strictly from facts,
they could prove the truth of Revelation

In all probability the author of the thesis himself, and the Jesuit
teachers before whom he defended it, did not doubt the validity of
Revelation Probably they were only indulging in the kind of
speculative radicahsm that goes on 1n modern universities, and
which was permitted even i the church in the obscurity of the
Latin language and the classroom They did not mean to undermine
belief They did, however, theoretically and for the moment at
least, separate behef from what they recognized as truth Presum-
ably they meant to found belief on the tradition and authority of
the church If so, they implied that tradition itself was not, prop-
erly speaking, true, but only believable

Catholic thinkers were caught, indeed, n an extremely embar-
rassing difficulty As modern men, touched by the spirit of history,
they were inclined to reread existing writings, and to search out and
mterpret others that had been lost But tradition still stood, with 1ts

8 Extraits des assertions dangereuses et permicicuscs que les sot-disants jesuiles

ont soutenues (sthed, Paris, 1763), Vol 11, p 82 There 1s no reply at this pomnt
in the Jesmt Reponse au hore imtuule Extraits (np, 1763-63)
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perpetual stock of knowledge, telling them 1n advance what the old
writings meant, and what hitherto undiscovered documents must
reveal The Abbé Gauchat grappled with the difficulty in 1761 He
meant to found orthodox belief on the evidence of historical fact,
but showed 1n effect that 1t could rest only on tradition

The Bible, said Gauchat, was not a work of physics, and so
could not be in conflict with natural science It was a work of his-
tory, “it teaches us certain facts which bear on the designs and
works of the Lord, and on our duties and true interests ** But 1t was
a history of a special kind It was, and must remain, the sole his-
torical source for the events that 1t described ‘“What would become
of religion, 1f we were once to admit the principle, moderate though
it 1s and hence the more seductive, that for hstorical detail Scrip-
ture 15 not our sole and unique rule? To admut this principle would
be to leave our restless and carping critics the judges of the facts
They would check the chronology of Scripture against that of pro-
fane histories, or perhaps of the annals of China or the gods of
Egypt Soon they would deny the facts which they judged not to
square with these dates, then the facts which seemed contrary to
physical laws, and gradually they would reduce our sacred oracles
to purely moral and symbolic books That would be the end of
revealed religion, which depends of necessity on facts "

Gauchat was surely right in mantaiming that, to keep the Biblical
story intact, 1t would be well to avoid the comparative method But
his argument was hardly historical e wished to prove revelation
by historical evidence, but, 1n selecting and weighing the evidence,
he dismissed as irrelevant the historical criticism of documents, and
appealed to the tradition of the church, and to the very belief 1n
revelation which it was his purpose to justify ®

The question of the proper use of Scripture was further compli-
cated by the decisions of the Council of Trent The Council had
decided that Catholic doctrine was contained both in Seripture and
intradition To the Scriptures, then, men must go They must com-
pare and reconcile the various versions—Latin, Greek, and Hebrew
But the Counctl had decreed the Latin Vulgate to be “authentic ™.
What then, someone was bound to ask, could be the use of reading
the Hebrew and the Greek » Moreaver, by the same decree, 1t was

® Gauchat, op cit, Vol XV, pp 91-2
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forbidden to interpret Scripture, in matters of faith and morals, 1n
any sense other than that understood by the Catholic Church What
then, since this sense was known by tradition, could be the practical
use of reading the Scriptures at all ?*°

As for the Vulgate, much depended on what was meant by
“authentic ” It was a known fact that the Vulgate was only a trans-
lation, made by St Jerome four hundred years after the time of
Christ, setting forth in Latin the truths that the mspired authors
had expressed 1n Hebrew and in Greek This being so, most theo-
lograns concluded that the Fathers at Trent, 1n declaring the Vul-
gate to be authentic, had intended to affirm only that 1t was the best
of the various Latin versions, without errors of faith or morals
When 1ts meaning was doubtful, the original texts were to be con-
sulted, but no man was to regard his reading of these onigimnals as
the official doctrine of the church “Authentic” therefore meant
simply authorized as the teaching of the church It was a question
of legitimacy or right

But others 1n the seventeenth century saw n authenticity a ques-
tion of fact Like modern historians, they argued that an authentic
document was one that exactly expressed what 1ts author had said
The Vulgate then, being authentic, must represent the true original
Scriptures, and the Greek and Hebrew versions, when they differed
from it, must be wrong Not that Moses or Matthew had written 1n
Latin, 1t was simply that, while we get our Greek and Hebrew texts
only from medieval manuscripts, we know by tradition that the
Vulgate has been in use 1n the church since the earliest ages, when
1t could still be compared to the true originals that have since been
lost Therefore, according to Suarez, Valentia, and others who took
this view, 1t was the Greek and Hebrew that should be corrected to
accord with the text of the Vulgate **

In this way tradition was vindicated, remarkably enough, by the
method of history The theologians of this school used the new

10 For the decrees of Trent see Mirbt, Quellen zur Geschichte des Papsttums
und des romischen Katholizismus (4th ed , Tubingen, 1924), pp 291-2

11 H Griffet, L'msufisance de la rehgron naturelle (Liege, 1770), Vol 11,
p 134, C Frevier (S ]), La Vulgate authentique dans toat son texle, plus
authentique que le tevte hebren, que le terte gree quu nous restent (Rome, really
Rouen, 1753), and the review of this work n the Journal de Trevour (1753),

pp 2017-83, where the reviewer disagrees with the author’s contention that the
Greek and Hebrew should be made to correspond to the Vulgate
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science of the criticism of sources. They pointed out, what no one
could deny, that all historical knowledge of the Bible depended on a
few manuscripts of which none went back to the time of Christ or
the apostles They thus cleared the way for traditional knowledge,
and were free to assert that the Vulgate was the oldest, most authen-
tic, and only inspired text of Scripture With one deadly stroke they
cut down the Protestants who objected that the Vulgate was not
the real Bible, and turned upon the infidels their own weapons of
historical inquury, criticism, and doubt It required only audacity to
apply the same tactics to all written records, to defend tradition by
extreme skepticism, and maintain that there can be no hstorical
knowledge of times antedating the manuscripts that we possess

A certain Frenchman, Jean Hardoun, a Jesuit, had the necessary
audacity, or the necessary gift for carrying the new principles to
their logical extreme Contemporaries thought him highly eccentric,
1f not positively mad, but he was mad, 1f at all, in the manner of
Hamlet, knowing very well which way the wind was blowing
Church historians have dismissed him with a word, few lay his-
torians have noticed him He 1s worth attention, however, for le
hardowsmisme aroused much heated discussion within the church,
and probably contributed to the downfall of the Jesuits in 1763 It
shows, moreover, to what lengths men might be driven in their
attempt to guard tradition agatnst the new principles of history

Father Hardoun believed 1n two things passionately, the Cath-
olic Church and the critical examination of documents He was
obsessed with the fear of atheism, which apparently he interpreted
in the widest sense, suspecting even some of his Jesuit colleagues
of being atheists in disguise, and seeing 1n history a long series of
atheist plots against the faith At the same time he possessed real
acumen 1n dealing with the techmical problems involved in the
investigation of manuscripts He was a prodigious worker, one of

12 On Hardoumn see, apart from his own writings, F Reusch, Index der ver-
botenen Bucher (Bonn, 1883-85), Vol II, pp B04-8, Griffet, op cit, Vol II,
pp 190-267, G Berthier, “Observations sur les systémes des PP Hardoumn et
Berruyer” in the Journal de Trévoux (1761), pp 3012 ff, F de Fitz-James,
bishop of Soissons, [struzione pastorale comtro gy errorn de PP Ardumo ¢
Berruyer (Brescia, 1763), a work which 1n its French original seems to have,
disappeared from the libraries of Paris Langlois and Seignobos, Introductson to

the Study of History (Eng trans, New York, 1808), p 09, mention Hardoun
briefly
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those pioneering scholars whose labors are all but incredible today
The collections of documents that he published were so numerous,
so thorough, and so reliable that he was never able, said his con-
temporary Dantel Huet, to undermine his reputation as a scholar
by the strangeness of his views

Hardouin’s views mmght well seem strange, for he mamtamed
that all written records purporting to date from before the four-
teenth century were forgeries, except the Vulgate and the works of
Homer, Plautus, and a few minor profane authors Everything else,
the Greek and the Hebrew testaments, the bulk of the classical
literature, the works of St Augustine and the Fathers, the records
of the early church councils, the books of St Thomas and most of
the scholastics—all was false, a pure figment of the imagination, a
gigantic fraud perpetrated 1n the fourteenth century by plotting
atheistical monks who wanted to invent a church history for thetr
own sinister ends, and whose efforts soon bore fruit in the Protes-
tant rebellon As a matter of fact, said Hardouin, there was no
hstory of the church, but only tradition, only the oral tradition,
kept alive from age to age, without the use of records, by the per-
petual presence of the Holy Spirit So Father Hardowin, who spent
his life preparing the materials for history, turned the new science
upon 1tself, and, to protect tradition, argued on historical grounds
that history was impossible

He understood precisely what he was doing “Piety and the
Christian religion,” he said, “‘demand that we free them from a
greater danger at the risk of incurring a lesser The lesser danger
1s to acknowledge the falsity of certain facts that have hitherto
recetved credit, the greater danger, and in the long run by far the
greatest danger, 1s that, while facts of this kind are kept safe, faith
itself should be shaken or corrupted ""** The choice 1s between facts
and faith, we must choose faith, because faith 1s more precious, and
because 1 any case the facts are vouched for only n the dubious
manuscripts of unknown monks It 1s a niistake to suppose that the
church has any need of written authonities “Away with the 1dea
that the Church of God should need or use false witnesses and
testtmony ! The church was able to stand without any divine scrip-
ture, and m fact 1t did so stand before the writing of the Gospel of

13] Hardoum, Ad censuram scriptorum veterum prolegomena (London,
1766}, p 2
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Luke, it stood by Apostohic tradition alone, as 1t now stands by the
institution of 1ts pastors and by the communion with the Apostolic
See shared by the greatest number of the Christian people So much
the more can 1t stand without the writings of those who are called
Fathers, and whos¢ meaning 1s so uncertain that even their Catholic
defenders nterpret 1t differently because of the difficulties in the
words ” What does 1t matter what these so-called Fathers thought ?
“Why should the church, to settle a controversy about the faith, ask
the opmion of Ambrose, Augustine, Jerome and the others ? Should
the church then be taught by them ? D1d not they, 1f they were Cath-
olic doctors, learn from 1t? For the Roman Church 1ts
faith and its tradition are sufficient, without help from Augustine
or any other private person whatever, since the church holds its
authority and power of magistracy from no one, except Christ and
the Holy Spirit granted to it, the church should be taught by no
one, but should teach all as a mother and mustress "**

These sentiments, however abnormal, were certamly Catholic in
spirit They followed from the principle announced by Augustine
limself, that Catholics believe 1n the Scriptures because they believe
in the church, not 1n the church because of the evidence of Scrip-
tures The church does not hold that 1t needs any wrntten authori-
ties, 1t affirms that 1t does 1n fact possess them It does not hold
that 1ts doctrine was developed by indtvidual thinkers, 1t affirms
that certain thinkers did mn fact express its doctrine correctly

Hardown differed with the majority of theologians simply on
the question of fact, the mere historical question whether, apart
from the Vulgate, the church did possess any written authorities
He boldly denied that it did, on the ground that the hiving church
was 1tself the only source of authority Having thus dismissed
the early Fathers and Councils as irrelevant, he proceeded by
historical methods to prove them mexistent He placed authority
squarely in the present, in the affirmation of properly qualified
church offictals In doing so he only stated openly what the Fathers
at Trent had sought to disguise, perhaps even from themselves,
when they set up Scripture as a source of Catholic belief and then
forbade 1ts interpretation in any other than the Catholic sense

43ind , pp 57-8, 11
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Hardouin’s arguments might be embarrassing, but they were not
to be too vigorously densed

Hardown’s most famous follower was another French Jesuit,
Isaac Berruyer, who, between the years 1728 and 1758, published
a huge work 1n many volumes, called the Histowre du Peuple de
Dieu It was a kund of New History, designed to tell the story
of the Bible 1n language that the eighteenth century could under-
stand Berruyer modernized all that he could, put imagmary con-
versations mnto the mouths of the sacred characters, dwelt on the
love affairs of the patriarchs, presumed to know the thoughts and
motives of all persons in the story, invented new incidents and
carcumstances, and introduced a good deal of comment to point
the moral for his readers He mncluded in the set one volume of
theological essays in Latin, which particularly scandahized the
clergy The book created a tremendous sensation, especially the
Second Part, which appeared 1n 1753 and dealt with the New
Testament

The pope, the archbishop of Paris, the Sorbonne and the Parle-
ment of Paris all condemned Berruyer’s work, and it was solemnly
burned by the public hangman Christophe de Beaumont, the arch-
bishop, assembled the high Jesuit offictals in Paris, and put at
their disposal ten thousand crowns with which to buy up all pos-
stble copies. Four thousand copies were seized by the police at the
gates of Paris But too many had been sold, nothing could stop
the circulation, the scandal had to be faced The Jesmts officially
disavowed the book The provincial announced that 1t had been
published without s knowledge and contained much that he dis-
approved Handbills were given out at churchdoors and other
pubhic places, stating that the Seciety had nothing to do with the
affair, and had been unable to prevent Berruyer from publishing
Berruyer himself, though he acquiesced humbly 1n the condemna-
tion of his Second Part, proceeded unhindered to write the Third,
which he published four years later

In view of the iron discipline of the Jeswit order, the official
protestations were not entirely convincing, and many people be-
heved that Berruyer really expressed the views of his colleagues,
and was disavowed only because he had raised such an unexpected
uproar Certainly the Jesuits did what they could to protect him
They kept him as a member in good standing, and after the first
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crisis they defended him agamst what they called Jansenist perse-
cutton The pope deplored the condemnation of the book by the
Faculty of Theology, on the ground that since he himself had
already censured 1t further action could only give 1t more pub-
licity When 1n 1764 seventy-eight parish priests petitioned the
archbishop of Rouen to suppress 1t 1n his province, the only reply
they received was a reprimand for their impertinence There 1s,
in short, reason to believe that Berruyer had friends in high places,
and that many influential prelates did not disapprove of his opin-
ions as much as they appeared to*®

Berruyer, hke Hardown, meant to strengthen tradition by
means of historical skepticism His skepticism, however, was more
sophisticated than Hardowin’s, and indeed more modern in tone
than the aggressive disbelief of the infidels To dispose of ancient
writings which, 1f granted an independent authority, might be in-
convement to the church, he argued that the circumstances in
which these writings were composed were so different from those
of the eighteenth century, and the sentiments of the authors and
true meaning of their language so difficult to ascertain, that mod-
ern readers could not really understand them, but were obliged to
interpret them in the light of their own purposes and beliefs He
thus developed a theory of chmates of opimion Each age, he
thought, had its own intellectual atmosphere Ancient writers, -
cluding the “Sacred Authors themselves,” had written for men
who had the 1deas ard interests of their own time They could
scarcely be understood by men of the eighteenth century, just as
writers of the eighteenth century would in time become almost

15 On Berruyer, see the works referred to for Hardouin, notc 12 above, and
also M Picot, Memowes pour server 4 'hstowe de leghse au dix-hutieme
stecle (3rd ed, Panis, 1853-54), Vol 111, pp 248-51, d’Argenson, Memowes
(Panis, 1859-67), Vol VIII, p 141, E Regnault, Christophe de Beaumont
(Panis, 1882), Vol I, pp 360-5, C Guyon, Apologte des jesustes convamncue
d'attentats contre les lows duwmes et humames (np, 1763), Vol II, pp 258-9,
Requéte de cwmquante-six curés du diocése de Kouen (En France, 1764), Bref
de N § P le Pape Clément X111 @ la Faculte de Theolvogie de Paris au sujet
des censures de cette Faculté contre UEmile de Rousseau et U'Histowe du peuple
de Diew du P Berruyer (Paris, 1764) Berruyer was also accused of Arianism
On this matter see ] Duhamel, La verite catholique sur le mystere d'un Dieu’

mearne (np, 1756), J Gaultier, Lettres theologiques contre le P Berruyer
(np, 1756)
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unintelligible to future generations The Bible therefore had to be
interpreted in the Light of contemporary behef **

Berruyer did not pretend to have a perfectly objective under-
standing of the Bible Old writings, he thought, were necessarly
so interpreted as to conform to the opmions of the iving “Whether
Catholics or Protestants, we all read Scriptures with the prejudices
of our own dogmas These dogmas being already in possession
of our minds, we look for them in the Scriptures . . If I at-
tack a Protestant by opposing his dogmas with a text, 1t may
happen that 1 do not always confute lim, for this text 1n its literal
sense may not be relevant to his error '" It was therefore false,
in Berruyer’s opmion, to suppose that the Scriptures were an
independent authority for the true faith Nothing could be proved
from them, because their meaning was not self-evident to modern
men “To speak properly, dogmas are not proved primarly and
directly from the meaning of Seripture, but the true and legitimate
meaning of Scripture, and the meaning that 1s adulterate and to
be condemned, are known to us by the articles already believed
by Catholic faith

This was the ultimate reply to all Protestants, who claimed to
know the objective meaning of the Bible and to judge the church
by 1ts independent authority In proportion, however, as the argu-
ment against the Protestants was perfected, 1t became more trans-
parently 1llogical to believe, as the Council of Trent had ordamed,
that Catholic doctrine was derived both from Scripture and from
tradition It was impossible to regard the two as coordinate in
authonity All that was possible was to believe, on the assurance
of the church, that Scripture and tradition were 1dentical in the
general content of their teaching

Berruyer, like Hardouin, became embarrassingly explicit in
denying the necessity of written authorities For him as for
Hardoun, the oral tradition was supreme It was useless to appeal
to documentary records “It would be an intolerable presumption
to call back the church, charged essentially with preserving the
deposit of faith, to what she taught in former times through her

18 Berruyer, Histore du peuple de Diew (Paris, 1728-58), Third Part, Vol I,
pp 8-10 Answered by Fitz-James, op cit, Vol I, p 108

17 Quoted by Iitz-James, op ¢, Vol 1, p 77
18 Historre du peuple de Dieu, Second Part, Vol VIII, p 173
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Fathers—as 1f she taught 1t no longer Those that she honors
today with the name of Fathers and Teachers were her disciples
and children while they lived” Thus are Augustine and other
troublesome doctors disposed of 1f they were Catholics they could
not teach error, that they were indeed Catholics we know by the
honor 1n which the church holds them today “Always young and
always virgin, despite her fecundity of seventeen hundred years,
either from the first the church was not the true bride of Christ,
or else she cannot for a moment have forgotten to teach what she
learned from her bridegroom The vast volumes and ostentatious
quotations of rash reformers will never avail against this force
of prescription It 1s in the teaching of the Roman Church, and
mn its present teaching, that I find without risk and at small cost
the tradition of all the ages, 1t 1s there that the Relgion of Christ
must be found, even by those who seek to combat it "'

The effect of Berruyer’s whole philosophy, 1t will be seen, was
to remove all possibility of historical argument against the church
Both his doubts and his afhrmations served this end Doubting
that the writings of the past were intelligible 1n themselves, he
looked to the present for a true knowledge of their meaning
Affirming that Catholic doctrine was changeless, he concluded
that hving Catholics must represent 1t 1in its full and timeless
purity The present thus became absolute No argument drawn
from the past could be valid against it What the church beheved
at any given moment defined its belief 1n all ages past and future
However much it might change, 1t could never appear to change,
for 1t carried 1ts past and future with 1t Tradition triumphed over
history as a method of knowing the past, the 1dea of perpetuity
over the 1dea of process, the authority of present behief over the
authonity of historical records

Berruyer only made expheit what the whole theory of tradition
implhied He showed that tradition, with all its seeming submus-
siveness to the past, really depended purely and simply on the
affirmation of the present, and could be known only by the pro—
nouncements of living men

True Chnistian doctrine at any given moment was thus what.
the church asserted 1t to be at that moment, and it was hardly

Wabid, Vol 1, p 203 Italics mmne
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necessary for Berruyer to develop at length what was perhaps his
most radical 1dea, namely that Jesus Christ had not attempted
any definite religious teaching All that Christ and the apostles had
tried to do, according to Berruyer, was to convince their hearers
that the Son of God had appeared among men They could best
convince the Jews by miracles and mysterious language, and they
left ponts of ethics and dogma to be passed on by tradition
through the church “Hence 1t 1s that on mnumerable matters
which we, taught by the Catholic Church, firmly and fully be-
lieve, there 1s rarely any mention 1n the public speeches of Christ
to the people ” Christ’s only public revelation was the disclosure
of his supernatural powers The Jews had been astonished into
accepting him, and the church was founded on the palpable fact
of his more than earthly origin “Everything else, I repeat
having to do with matters of belief was left to a private mnstitu-
tion, 1 order that men mght perfectly understand Christian
doctrine according to its particular mysteries, sacraments, de-
cisions, dogmas and hierarchy ”#°

Thus the church 1n the eighteenth century was further liberated
from dependence on the past Persons disposed to read the Gospels
historically, to find out what Christ had really meant to say, were
following a false scent and could contribute nothing to the elua-
dation of rehigion, for Christ had not really said what he meant,
but had only intimated his views to a few associates to be passed
on by tradition, and m his public discourses had purposely
shrouded himself 1n the ununtelhgible and the occult

Both Hardown and Berruyer, having reduced tradition to the
pure dictum of the present, taught the modernized kind of Chns-
tianmity which their opponents called Molinism The central point
in this doctrine, 1t should be remembered, was that man in his
own nature was able to achieve a goodness pleasing to God, and
that grace was necessary only for acquiring supernatural virtues
and rewards Man nught have been origmally created with the
concupiscence and other unperfections which 1 the eighteenth
century he actually possessed, neither n the eighteenth century,
therefore, nor at any time smce the Fall, was he wholly bad or
totally depraved

203ind , Vol VIII, pp 108-9
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Let us hear Hardown commenting on 2 Peter i 4, where Chris-
tians, to become partakers in the divine nature, are enjoined to
flee the corruption of concupiscence—concuprscentie corruptionem
in the Vulgate “It 1s not concupiscence that the Apostle con-
demns,” observes Hardoum, “but the corruption of concupiscence
But 1f you consult the Greek codices, concupiscence will be seen
to be 1n 1tself corruption ”’** He thus blandly admuts that the Greek
text confirms the view taken by the Jansenists and the Protestants,
but the pomt 1s of no importance to him, since the Greek text 1s
spurtous Reading the Latin, and construing an objective genitive,
he can easily prove his own interpretation Or again, commenting
on Romans vi1 24, where Paul cries out 1n angwsh, “O wretched
man that I am! ., Father Hardouin remarks placidly that
there was no need for such overwhelming affliction, “because a
man 1s wretched only by s own fault, by the fault of another
he 1s sumply unfortunate, as are the descendants of Adam, because
deprived of justice by his original sin 7%

Such a reading of the text, besides doing scant justice to Paul,
might well be dangerous to Christtamity It was a purely nomi-
nalist interpretation, tn which Adam was regarded as an individual
man, not as a representative of human nature His fault was
therefore his own His descendants had no moral connection with
him, or at least no share in his gult The way was open for the
mnfidels who thought 1t preposterous that men should suffer for
the misdoings of a deceased ancestor

Berruyer was even more outspoken than Hardouin in declar-
ing man to be mmnocent and imoffensive Nature, he all but said,
could teach men everything needful in morals and religion, except
the manner of worship preferred by God, which was known by
special revelation The Jews, for example, had received only their
ceremomnial by the direct command of God, their ethical ideas,
their belief 1n a Deity and 1n rewards and punishments after death,
were drawn from nature, the common fund in which all peoples
shared Apart from ceremonial, therefore, there had been no
essential difference between the Jews and other peoples of the
earth There was a spirit common to them all, “which, in whatever

2L ] Hardoum, Commentarws m Novum Testamentum (np, 1741), m loc
2 Peter 1 4
22abwd , m foc Romans vu 24
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time or place, made mto children of God all those who wished
to be born of God, and which even to those too numerous and
almost infimte hosts who chose darkness rather than light, gave
the power of becoming children of God 1f they wished "**

Thus salvation, according to Berruyer, at least before the com-
ing of Christ, had lain within the free will of every man to choose
The Fall had not vitiated man’s nature Pagans were not neces-
sartly wicked Indeed, Berruyer went out of his way, in recount-
ing the Bible story, to explain that pagans might be very worthy
men Describing the voyage of St Paul to Rome, he told how
the party landed at the island of Malta, where they were received
most cordially The natives, he observes, were regarded by the
Romans as barbarians—'but these barbarians, 1f not very pol-
1shed, were at heart the most humane of man”

And he proceeds to generalize much like a philosophe ‘“‘Despite
the deprivation to which we are reduced by the sin of our first
fathers, we do not cease to be men, that 1s charitable, kind and
compassionate, except when, by art or education, we graft upon
the foundation of humanity the vices which dishonor 1t, and
which we do not bring with us from our mothers’ wombs "*
Sin, that 1s to say, was an act of our first fathers, a mere historical
event, now happily remote, today we are blameless, and except
when education and soctety corrupt us, virtuous and good

Such 1dcas of human nature were to many Christians extremely
unwelcome The church, perhaps, might have countenanced them
Except for the archbishop of Lyons, who was half a Jansenist,
the high ecclesiastical officials who censured Berruyer rarely re-
ferred to his views on nature, grace, revelation, scripture, or
tradition They condemned him for having turned the Bible into
an up-to-date novel The Jansenists definitely objected to his prin-
ciples For years the Nowwvelles Ecclésiastiques campaigned agaimnst
him Through the 'fifties and early "sixties of the century, when
the writings of unbehevers were accumulating thick about them,
the editors of this journal never wavered m their attack Berruyer
1s easily the author thcy most frequently mention, even i the

23 Berruyer, op ¢t Sccond Part, Vol VIII, p 217 Italics Berruyer's
244301d , Vol VII, pp 305-0
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momentous years 1762 and 1763, when Rousseau’s Contrat Social
and Emule were raising a turmotl 1n the world of letters

The most weighty attack, however, was delivered by Fitz-
James, a Gallicized son of the Scottish Fitz-James who had come
in exile to France with James II This Fitz-James, who from
1739 to 1764 was bishop of Soissons, commussioned the Jansenist
Gourlin, who also wrote for the bishop of Alais and for the
Nouvelles Ecclésiastiques, to make a thorough examination of the
doctrines of both Hardoum and Berruyer The resuling work,
1ssued as a Pastoral Instruction to the diocese of Sossons, filled
four large volumes, and was translated into Itahian

Published 1n the early 1760’s, this theological treatise formed
part of the propaganda by which enemies of the Jesuits brought
about their downfall It was, however, a carefully written work,
not inaccurate 1n 1ts quotations Its arguments were those of the
Nouvelles Ecclésiastiques and of other Jansenist tracts of the time,
We need not consider them at length Briefly, Fitz-James (or
Gourlhin) accuses Hardouin and Berruyer and the Jeswmts gener-
ally of preaching two true religions, the revealed and the natural,
by either of which men may be justified before God He charges
them with perverting the doctrine of the Counail of Trent on origi-
nal sin He reproaches them with undermining the authority of
the church by destroying the validity of its written evidence He
scoffs at the notton that ancient writings, because of differences
in 1ntellectual background, may be unintelhigible to modern men
If we must be Catholics 1n order to understand them mn a Catholic
sense, he asks, how tan we ever hope to argue with heretics and
infidels? He 1s scandalized at the 1dea that Christ rarely men-
tioned religious doctrine 1n his recorded utterances Above all,
he 1s aghast at the thought that tradition depends entirely on the
present teaching of the church “To assert, as Berruyer does,
that 1t 1s 1n the present teaching of the Roman Church that the
tradition of all the ages 1s to be sought, 1s, under a false appear-
ance of respect for the teaching of the church, to take away the
support which 1t finds in tradition, 1t 1s to represent this teaching
as 1solated, Jost 1n a solitude, shut up in the present time, when
on the contrary 1t 1s a chain, a perpetual continuation of teaching,

2 Nowuvelles eccleswastiques, 1763, pp 73, 75 and passim
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always sufficient and always uniform, which has lasted without 1n-
terruption from the Apostles to us, and will last until the con-
summation of the ages "’

Certainly Hardoun and Berruyer would agree that Catholic
tradition was petpetual, uniform, and unerring They simply did
not try to prove it by documents They were in the way of being
historians, and they knew that the documents 1n question did not
irresistibly compel an unsympathetic mind to assent to the Catho-
lic mterpretation They were aware that too much mvestigation
of the past might lead men to doubt many things that were said
about 1t They therefore boldly affirmed that 1f Catholic authority
was to stand, 1t could stand only by its sheer weight 1n the present
They held that belief 1n the church was a matter of faith to which
historical argument was unnecessary and 1rrelevant In their view,
the claim of the church to be supernatural and divine needed no
support from natural, historical, or documentary evidence, and
should be emancipated from evidence of this kind They distin-
gwshed questions of authority from questions of hstory, the
supernatural from the natural, faith from reason They carried on
the traditions of the Jeswit order, for their most audacious specu-
lations were mtended to fortify the power of the Catholic Church

28 Fitz-James, op cit, Vol 1, pp 17 £, 78 £, 108, 112, Vol III, p 144, Vol
IV, pp 170-1, Ocuzrves posthumes (Avignon, 1769), Vol I, pp 110-31, 282



CHAPTER IV

THE FACT OF REVELATION

eenth century was to establish the authority ot the church
Hardouin and Berruyer sought to establish 1t by histori-
cal skepticism Most apologists took exactly the oppostte course
They held that the revelation which the church claimed to possess
was a fact of history, to be confirmed by the most rigorous his-
torical method Their attempts to rest the argument on this basis
of fact were not entirely successful They were often obhiged to
appeal to the authority of the church in evaluating historical testi-
mony, particularly on the dectsive question of muracles, and so
slipped toward the position of Hardoun and Berruyer, who main-
tained, frankly and cheerfully, that the only ground for Catholic
belief was faith in the Catholic Church 1itself
Against unbelievers who had no such faith the argument of
historical fact was undoubtedly the strongest that could be used
It was useless to mnvoke tradition agamnst men who rejected 1it.
It was useless to assert that established religion was necessary
to society, or that Christianity gave the most satisfactory explana-
tion of man’s life, for both these contentions, whether or not true,
could easily be questioned, and were 1n fact denied by the unbe-
hevers Such arguments were pragmatic, and pragmatic arguments
could not establish an absolute authority The dominant school of
apologists therefore undertook to prove religion by facts alone,
to demonstrate empirically that a supernatural world existed
They hoped in this way to meet their opponents on theirr own
ground )
It 1s doubtful, however, whether the philosophes were really to
be persuaded by citation of facts They disbelieved 1n the super-
natural with a conviction that no amount of evidence could shake.

THE main problem for all Cathelic apologists in the eight-
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Diderot stated the faith of a militant rationalist “A single
demonstration 1mpresses me more than fifty facts Thanks to the

extremne confidence that I have in my reason, my faith 1s not at
the mercy of every charlatan 1 am more sure of my judg-
ment than of my eyes” He therefore defies the “pontiff of
Mohammed”’ to display his wonders, though the blind see and the
dead nise from the grave, still he will not believe the pontiff’s
teaching “Why pester me with prodigies when all you need to
convince me ts a syllogism?”

Montesquieu, writing to s friend Warburton, bishop in the
Church of England, delivered the opinion of a gentleman and
humanist “It 1s not impossible to attack a revealed religion, be-
cause a revealed religion extsts by particular facts, and facts by
their nature may be matter of dispute, but 1t 1s not the same with
natural religion, for natural religion 1s drawn from the nature of
man, on which there can be no dispute, and from the nner senti-
ment of man, on which again there can be no dispute ”’

Rousseaun raised the cry of a Protestant and a democrat Driven
from France and condemned at Geneva for having published his
Emule, he was hidden away 1n a little Swiss village, where, stand-
ing up at a pine board fastened to his wall, he wrote his replies to
the spiritual powers that had condemned him The one addressed
to the Catholics he called, with a republican flourish, a letter from
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, “Citizen of Geneva,” to Christophe de
Beaumont, “Archbishop of Paris, Duke of Saint-Cloud, Peer of
France, Commander of the Order of the Holy Ghost, Provisor of
the Sorbonne, etc” The letter was a plea for natural religion 1n
place of revealed, or, more exactly, a protest against the kind of
revelation which, having occurred in the remote past, was com-
municated to men through a long line of mtermediate persons
“How many men between God and me " “Is 1t simple, 1s 1t natu-
ral that God should have gone in search of Moses to speak to
Jean-Jacques Roussean ™"

To all such objections the leading apologists had one 1nvariable
answer, that whether or not 1t was reasonable, simple, or natural,
"revelation had in fact occurred In an important sense the ortho-

1 Diderot, Oeuvres (Pars, 1875-77), Vol I, p 149, Montesquien, Oeuvres

(1 vol, Paris, 1835), p 672, Rousscau, Oeuvres (Bruxelles, 1827-28), Vol
VIL, p 31, Vol XVI, p 130
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dox were the skeétncs and the philosophes the true men of faith
Like the great scholastics of the thirteenth century, the philosophes
believed 1n the rationality of the ulttmate nature of things The
rational and the real were for them the same, and they therefore
thought that truth was to be known by processes of reasoning
Like Thomas Aquinas, they demanded that thetr beliefs should
satisfy their intelligence, and that religion should express the
true nature of man

The dominant apologists, on the other hand, followed rather in
the tracks of Willlam of Occam In the four hundred years since
the time of Occam, faith in reason and natural law, broadly
speaking, had passed from religion into lay philosophy Now, 1n
the eighteenth century, 1t was the philosophes who most actively
held that faith The orthodox, therefore, especially when con-
sciously opposing the philosophes, as 1n the writing of apologetics,
tended strongly to Occam’s position Like him, they were unable
(except by rehigious faith) to affirm the ultimate rationality of
things The world 1n their eyes was less the product of God’s
reason than of his will There was no ascertainable reason why
anything should be as 1t was, everything might have been differ-
ent, had God willed 1t so, and the only way of discovering what
existed was by experience of the facts Hence 1t was beside the
point to ask whether 1t was reasonable for God to have made a
special revelation, or whether the mysteries were 1n harmony with
reason or with the nature of God or man It was enough to know
that the revelation had 1n fact been made, and that the mysteries
had 1n fact been given to men to beheve

The danger 1in this way of dealing with the problem was that
reason and faith mught become totally divorced Eighteenth
century apologists hardly escaped the danger, but at the begin-
ning of the century a means of avoiding 1t was offered by Leibniz
In his Theodicy, Letbniz included a “Discourse on the harmony of
faith and reason,” written 1n answer to Pierre Bayle Bayle, citing
numerous theologians, had argued that the Christian mysteries
were 1nconceivable and contrary to reason, and hence could be be-
lieved only by an act of faith Leibmz demed that the mysteries’
were contrary to reason By reason he meant the objective relation -
between necessary truths, the logical and mathematical consistency
of ideas The regularities of nature were not necessary truths, since
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they might have been otherwise without logical contradiction;
they were simply the observed order of phenomena, and as such
had nothing to do with right reason n the strict sense “Pure and
naked Reason,” he said, “as distinguished from Experience, has to
do only with truths independent of sense ” The Christian mysteries
and muracles, therefore, when they clashed with the usual facts of
experience, were by no means contrary to reason itself Indeed,
they must be in entire harmony with reason, for God, though he
could suspend the contingent order of nature at will, could not sus-
pend the laws of right reason which were of his very essence *

The apologists of the eighteenth century generally made little
use of this part of Letbniz’ argument They tended to ship rather
into the position of Bayle For 1t was Bayle’s rather than Leibmz’
view of reason which dominated the eighteenth century, which
apologists therefore had to meet, and which indeed they under-
stood better themselves Reason in the eighteenth century meant not
objective rationality but the critical faculty of the human mind It
judged the very facts of common expertence from which Letbniz
had sought to free it The reasonable, in the Age of Reason, meant
what was plausible to common sense

The apologists were thus under pressure to put the mysteries,
not only “above reason,” but beyond the reach of rational study
altogether, to shut up reason and faith in separate compartments,
and to emphasize the very unintelhgibility of the dogmas To de-
fend revealed truths they availed themselves of another part of
Leibmiz’ argument, and at the same time avoided the pure fideism
of Bayle, by maintaiming that these truths were to be believed, not
because 1n themselves they carried any conviction, but because their
revelation had been accompamied by certarn historical facts, namely
the miracles and the fulfilment of prophecies

The Abbe Houtewville, in his Religion chrétienne prouvée par
les fauts, first published 1n 1722, struck out on the path that lead-
ing apologists through the century were to follow His work be-
came standard, and was many times reprinted The problem, as he
stated 1t at the outset, was to know whether the mind, 1n believing
‘what 1t cannot concerve, may be sure that 1t 1s avoiding the traps
of error “Our mysteries, as such,” he said, “are maccessible to
man hving on earth, we confess 1t Vainly does he try to bring

2 Letbmz, Essais de thcodicée (Amsterdam, 1712), pp 1-104.



THE FACT OF REVELATION 81

light upon them, a ‘jealous night redoubles n proportion as he tries
to remove 1t The mystertes are the quicksand of reason and are
matter of faith That 1s the side of darkness But the certainty of
these same mysteries 15 bound up with evident and known truths,
and 1s inseparable from them That 1s the side of light We believe,
but our belief has solid foundations, and we demonstrate it to
whoever wishes to hear Do you ask what kind of proof 1t 1s that
1s so tnumphant over rebellions of the mind? It 1s facts—that 1s,
what 1s most palpable, most trenchant, and most persuasive ”

The question was an historical one, and Houteville laid down
rules of evidence of which any hstorian would approve A fact,
he said, before being accepted as true, must first of all be possible,
it must be reported by two or more witnesses, who must be in-
formed, sincere, and without reason to deceive, 1t must fit in with
other known facts, and i1t must not be contradicted by contempo-
rartes, or distorted by the intervening generations through which
knowledge of 1t reaches the present®

“Religion, facts, events, proved geometrically"” cried the Abbé
Nonotte in amazement, when Diderot demanded a syllogism 1n-
stead of a prodigy “ Can any but fanatics and madmen
speak like the author of the Pensées Philosophiques?” The words
are signtficant For Nonotte as for Houteville, *“‘religion, facts
events’” all went together, and had little to do with the require-
ments of abstract reason In place of reasoming the apologists of-
fered the data of history The Abbé Calmet explained copiously
1 twenty-two volumes how every statement in the Old and New
Testaments could be hterally true There were many others eager
to perform the same task on a less gigantic scale Did the infidels
ask how Noah and his three sons could have built the ark, even tn
the hundred years that Genesis allowed them? Father Fournier,
a professor of hydrography, had an explanation Archias of
Corinth, with three hundred workmen, had built 1n one year the

3C Houteville, La rehigron chretienne prouvee par les faurs (Pars, 1722),
pp 3, 18-20 See also the earlier work of J Denyse, La werité de la religion
chrétienne démontrée par ordre geometrique (Paris, 1717), which despite 1ts title
argues purely from fact, and, as a curiosity, P Rulie, Lag rchqion chrettenne
prowvée par un seul fait, on Dissertation dans laquelle on demontre que les
Cathohiques & qui Hunéric, ror des Vandales, fit couper la langue, parlérent

miraculensement (Paris, 1766), reprinted m 1889 by the Societe Cathohique des
Bons Livres
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great ship of Hiero of Syracuse, therefore three workmen in a
hundred years could build a ship equally capacious But the infidels
objected that three men could not move the big trees used n so
large a vessel The Abbé Bullet advanced another hypothesis
Noah could have hired workmen, who, though not believing 1n the
prophecy of the deluge, would be willing to help build the ark for
wages *

By such matter-of-fact explanations the sacred writings were
to be proved credible The faithful themselves could no longer un-
derstand the Biblical narrative without interpreting in the lhight
of common sense They hoped, by making most of 1t seem prob-
able, to have the occasional miracles more readily believed They
assumed that the wonders would be accepted only 1f the writers
told, on the whole, a senstble story Indeed, the Abbé Bergier once
let slip the suggestuion that the muracles themselves mught have
arisen from natural causes, although, like all the apologists, he
meant to use the miracles to prove supernatural intervention ® His
suggestion, though made accidentally and 1n haste, betrayed a
fundamental and very general d:fficulty

Apologists had two tasks to perform they must show that most
of the facts in the Bible were easily possible, but that some of
the facts were possible only by special action of the Almighty
The trouble was that the conception of miracles was itself ambigu-
ous It could be important only at a time when the physical world
was thought to be generally regular When, as in Biblical times,
men have no clear notion of the regularity of physical phenomena,
they can have no clear 1dea of the exceptional and the miraculous
Only 1n a sophisticated society do men distinguish between the
marvellous and the natural, and only men who believe 1n laws of
nature can use muracles as a convincing form of evidence

All the leading apologists made great use of the muracles, be-
cause, ke Houteville, they all began by asserting that the re-
vealed doctrines were utterly mysterious and unintelligible In this

*C Nonotte, Lhictionnaire philosophique de la rehigion (np, 1773), p 350,
A Calmet, Commentarre htteral sur tous les lwres de I'Ancien et du Nowveau
Testament (22 vols, Panis, 1707-16), reprinted 7724-26 m 9 fol vols, ] B
Bullet, Réponscs critiques @ plusicurs difficultes proposees par les nouveanx m-
crédules sur dwers endroits decs Livres Saints (Paris, 1773), pp 14-15 Bullet

quotes Fournier
5N Bergier, Reponse aux conseils raisonnables (1773), pp 58-9
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respect their tactics'were different from those generally adopted in
England, where such churchmen as Clarke, Butler, and Paley did
all they could to harmonize Christian doctrine with eighteenth
century reasonableness The difference was perhaps ultimately a
result of difference 1n the principle of authority in the churches
of England and of France In France and the Catholic world 1t was
possible, and was indeed the part of wisdom, to attempt to prove
only that revelation had taken place, and to leave 1ts meaning to
be interpreted by the church, the problem, above all others, was
to prove the divine authority of an established institution

The apologists who took such pains to argue from history, hop-
ing to meet the doubters on the ground of fact, complamned indig-
nantly that their enemies refused battle on those terms The doubt-
ers, ndeed, entrenched themselves on the higher ground of abstract
reason The defenders of Christianmity could with difficulty engage
them, because there was a difference of opinion on the first of
Houtewille's principles of evidence, namely what kind of facts
were possible The unbelievers, with therr faith in reason and
nature, were persuaded 1n advance that they knew what was 1m-
possible Diderot, for example, once declared that 1f every person
1n Paris told him that a dead man had just come to life, he would
not believe 1t The faithful, on the other hand, heing on this matter
Occamites and empiricists, would not presume to set bounds to the
Almighty, or to judge what was possible before hearing the
evidence

Revelation, they kept.repeating, has in fact occurred, and here
1s the historical testimony ‘“‘Revelation, say the Christians, 15 a
fact, and hence they argue to prove that 1t exists If this method
were followed, they might have the advantage But a subtle way
of taking the advantage from them 1s to answer, Revelation 15 a
doctrine From this point the whole face of the thesis changes,
the question of fact 1s abandoned, and the argument falls upon
the doctrine ” Or as the Abbé Trublet expressed 1t ‘“Whatever
objections may be made to the mysteries of religion, we must be-
lieve them, say their defenders, 1f Christ and his apostles performed
the miracles related 1n the New Testament Now Christ and his
apostles did perform these miracles Hence, etc What does the un-
behever reply to this? He objects to the mysteries ”
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Or the archbishop of Lyons “To sum up, revelation 1s the soie
foundation of our faith, and the certainty of this revelation s based
of facts which we consider to be as indubitable as any that history
reports If, then, there were a reasonable way to attack religion,
1t would be to undermine these facts and to overthrow the authentic
monuments which bear witness to them” But the infidels only
trifle, they use the method, “so unreasonable and inappropriate
[inguste], of submutting the certainty of facts to the rules of prob-
ability, ancient usages to the customs of the present, the designs
of God to the reason of men”—or they resort to anecdote, bur-
lesque, and vulgarity to amuse the fops of Pars ®

It was not quute true, of course, that the infidels paid no attention
to the facts cited by their opponents They studied very closely
the allegations that Noah had put two amimals of every species into
the ark, that the sun had stood still while Joshua finished his battle,
that Jesus had walked on the waters, and that the apostles had
spoken foreign languages with a remarkable facility If they were
impatient in dismussing such stories as childish, and rather obtuse
in seeing no spiritual value in them, they were at least meeting
the arguments of their opponents, who demanded a Iiteral under-
standing of the texts and founded the truth of Christianity on the
actual occurrence of physical prodigies

But it was true, as the apologists complamed, that the unbe-
lievers were not arguing strictly from fact They were arguing, as
the archbishop of Lyons said, from the custom of the present and
the reason of men, and above all from probability, zraisemblance,
or what seemed true to them Such arguments in themselves could
not determine questions of fact in the past They were useless with-
out the assumption of a umformity of nature through time, by
which the probability of the eighteenth century became a test for
events in the first And to make this assumption was to beg the
very question that the apologists rased

The 1ssue, as believers saw 1t, was simply this given knowledge
drawn from historical testimony and knowledge drawn from con-
temporary observation of nature, which of the two, when they con-

8 G Gauchat, Le philosophe du Valars (Amsterdam, 1772), Vol I, p 83, N
Trublet, Essats de httéralure et de morale (1749), Vol II, pp 416-17, A de

Malvin de Montazet, archlishop of Lyons, Instruction pastorale sur les sources
de Umcrédulué (Parns, 1776), pp s58-9
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flict, are we to doubt? Can history certify facts which natural
science pronounces to be impossible? The answer was evident to
the infidels “The testimony of men,” said Rousseau, “is then
at bottom only the testimony of my own reason, and adds nothing
to the means that God has given me for knowing truth "

The argument was much Iike that of Hume, who reduced human
testimony and sense phenomena to forms of individual experience,
and then argued that, 1n the experience of every individual, 1t was
more likely that men should he than that nature should be incon-
stant Rousseau’s reason, like Hume’s “experience,” found that
nature was nvariably regular It was perhaps the testimony of
Newton and other scientists that had planted this information m
Rousseau’s mind, but once mmplanted and germated it became
the dictate of reason itself, and made 1t necessary to reject, as mere
human opimon, the contrary testimony of the Bible and general
beltef of Christendom The reply given by the Abbé Gauchat was
Judicious “The testimony of men,” he said, “has a preponderant
weight even 1n the objects of reasomng On matters of fact
it 1s testimony that decides, and not only does testimony assist our
reason, but without 1t 1t 1s wholly impossible for reason to know
the facts The nature of the facts makes no difference In
this respect all witnesses have equal authority ”® That 1s to say,
we are never entitled, when we pretend to learn from facts, to re-
ject those as false which seem to us extraordinary Or, 1n more
general terms, 1t 1s 1mpossible empirically to disprove the super-
natural ® .

" Qeurres, Vol VII, p 30

8 G Gauchat, Lettres critigues, ou Analyse et réfutation de diwvers écrits mo-
dernes contre la religion (Paris, 1755-63), Vol XIX, pp 205 f

® On the belief that, since the content of the revealed doctrines 1s beyond the
reach of the human understanding, their truth can best be demonstrated by the
“extrinsic” evidence of historical fact, sec almost any apologist of the time, but
especially Para de Phanjas, Principes de la same philosophie concilies avec
ceux de la relgion (Paris, 1774), Vol 11, pp 64-g, where 1t 15 held that there
can be no relevant argument against the mysteries since no one can possibly
have any conception of them, Gauchat, Lettres critigues, Vol XVII, p 129, who
declares that the church itself does not pretend to understand the mysteries and
to demands for explanation answers simply, “Je ne sais rien Ces objets sont
certains, mais incomprehensibles”, Le Franc de Pompignan, bishop of Puy,
Oeuvres (Paris, 1855), Vol I, p 304, where we are told that there are two uses
of reason n religion, one to explan the objects of belief, the other the motives
for belief, and that only the latter 1s legitimate, the Averiissement du clergé sur
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The doubters were in a stronger position when, instead of dog-
matically denying the supernatural, they sought to show how belief
" mracles had naturally arisen Their efforts in this direction
were rather heavy handed, for, with the exception of Rousseau,
they neither had nor wanted any understanding of religious minds
They therefore generally regarded the workers of miracles as
impostors and the witnesses as fools The founder of a revealed
religion, 1n their view, was simply a man cleverer than his fellows,
who, 1n the words of Voltaire’s Mohammed, had “conceived a
project” to “‘deceive the world” by “taking advantage of the errors
of the earth' This theory, such as 1t was, served its purpose of
making religion intelligible to rationalists of the time It reduced
the unknown to the known, the allegedly supernatural to the all
too natural ignorance of uninstructed men The theory was of
course denounced by the faithful Pope Benedict XIV, indeed,
seems to have enjoyed Voltaire’'s Mahomet, or Le Fanatisme as
Voltaire frankly called 1t, but on the complaint of certain of the
French clergy 1ts performance 1n Panis was stopped by the police *°
It should have been evident enough that Voltaire and the other
philosophes, when they said Mohammed, meant Jesus Christ

The apologists, fully as much as the infidels, needed a natural
and sensible explanation of the origin of belief 1 miracles They
represented the witnesses to the acts of Christ as men difficult to
convince, little disposed to beheve in the supernatural, carefully
on their guard against irrational enthusiasms, withholding their
assent until they had seen and judged the evidence, and at last yield-
les dangers de U'incredulite (Paris, 1770), p 16, where these motives for belief
are enumerated as follows “l1 semble que la certitude de la revelation se mani-
feste & tous les sens dc 'homme et a toutes les facultes de son ame Faits ex-
traordinaires et miraculeux, predictions justifiees par ’evenement, promesses de
I'Ancienne Alliance accomphes, caractere divin du Messie, ebranlement de la
nature au moment de sa mort, temoignages non equivoques de sa resurrection,
choix des Apotres, conversion eclatante de I'Univers, constance mebranlable des
martyrs, enchainement sublime de la doctrine, excellence des preceptes, per-
pétuite de 'enseignement ” So definitely historical was much of the argument that
1t 1s not surprising that Henn Griffet a promunent apologist, was the author of
a technical manual on historical method, Tratte des diffcrentes sortes de prewves
qus servent a élablr la wvenie de I'lustowre (Liege, 1769), which was not a
polemical work, and was praised by Grimm, Correspondance httérawre (Panis,
1877-82), Vol IX, p 217

10 See the letters exchanged between Voltaire and Benedict XIV, which

Voltare published as an mtroduction to Le Fanalisme, Ocuyvres (Paris, 1883-
8s5), Vol IV, pp 101-5
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ing to the overpowering pressure of the facts Thus while the in-
fidels regarded the first Christians as simple dupes, the religious
writers thought of them as distrustful intellectuals

One of the earliest of the characteristic eighteenth century
school, whose book appeared 1n 1717, declared 1t axiomatic that
men are not eastly credulous, and set up precisely the same alter-
natives as the infidels, arguing that the apostles either knew by
factual evidence that what they preached was a true revelation,
or else were “the most impudent liars and manifest impostors that
the world has ever seen ”'* Houteville laid down the same prin-
ciples, and so did the other leading apologists On this matter they
were as rationalistic as their adversaries They were all willing to
accept the same statement of alternatives either the miracles had
happened exactly as reported, or the first Christians were deliberate
frauds And when poor misunderstood Rousseau, unable to take
either of the two choices thus offered, groped for a third explana-
tion, and suggested that Jesus might have been lifted above com-
mon sense by the sublimity of his message, he was roundly de-
nounced by all parties concerned

The theory of martyrs worked out by the apologists confirmed
their arguments of fact It perhaps did inadequate justice to men
and women who had died for religion, but 1t relieved them of the
odium of fanaticism placed upon them by the infidels The 1n-
fidels had pomted out that all rehigions had their martyrs, that men
had et themselves be tortured for Mohammed as well as for Christ,
and that martyrdom therefore proved nothing except the stubborn-
ness of the victims and the cruelty of the persecutors The apolo-
gists answered by defining a true martyr as a person who had died
purely for empirical facts

Bergier set forth the argument fully He explained why 1t was
only the Jews and the Christtans who could claim true martyrs
“Facts are the only kind of proofs on which witnesses can be ad-
mitted, whence 1t follows that Christiamty 1s the only religion 1n
which the testimony of martyrs can prove anything, because, along
with Judaism, 1t 1s the only religion based on certain and incon-
testable facts If a witness gives his life to attest that he has seen
and touched a man who had been pronounced dead, what court on

1 Denyse, op cit p 12, Houteville, 0p ctt, p 6
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earth would not admit his testimony ? But 1f a pmilosopher offers his
head to demonstrate the truth of his opinions and alleged proofs,
what sensible man would be willing to trust such evidence?’*?
Those, he said, who had died rather than abjure their faith in
Mohammed, or in Luther or Calvin, had died only for their relig-
1ous opintons They were therefore not martyrs but fanatics, and
their death could prove nothing, because on matters of opinion
they might have been decerved But men are not deceived by their
own senses, and the true Catholic martyrs, when they died, only
meant to testify to what they had touched with their hands and
seen with their bodily eyes, namely Christ risen from the tomb
Catholic martyrs were thus not fanatics, they were witnesses, and
their death had a positive value as evidence And Catholics who
had died for their faith since apostolic times had also died for
facts, not for opinions, for even 1f they had never themselves seen
a muracle or a martyr, they could trust in tradition, which, jom-
ing the first century with the eighteenth in the unchanging Church
Universal, brought st about that “the facts of the Gospel are as
certain with respect to us as with respect to the apostles who saw
them ' By the mystical unity of the church, Catholics of all ages
were witnesses to the facts that had happened in Galilee, and 1f
necessary they mught seal these facts with their death*®

It 1s evident that something was assumed here that was not
purely factual Even as Bergier states the case, 1t appears that
later martyrs died less for facts than for the validity of tradition,
which, as has been seen in the preceding chapter, was nothing
other than the authority of the church itself The Catholic martyr
proved the authority of the church by dying for facts, but he knew
the facts through the authority of the church His death was there-
fore not likely to prove much to infidels, although he may be the
more admired for having died for his faith instead of for his-
torical particulars Nor could the eyewitnesses of apostolic times,
who themselves saw the muracles, be said to have died for their
knowledge of visible facts alone, since even 1f these facts were as
reported, they added to them the faith that God existed and was
speaking to them 1n this extraordinary way To meet this difficulty

12N Bergier, Certitude des prewves du chiistamsme (Pars, 1773), Vol 11,

pp 48-9
84bid , pp 44-52
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the apologists usually proved the existence of God by other argu-
ments

The theory of martyrs remained factual enough, however, to
raise serious questions about the rebigious thinking of the time
The martyrs, according to the theory, were pure empiricists They
died for mere phenomena A true martyr was one who, with little
interest 1n doctrine, testified to the occurrence of certain facts
A man who died for a doctrine, for a moral conviction, a sense
of justice or an 1dea of life, was, by the theory, a false martyr and
a fanatic The business of the martyrs was to certify the miracles
It was to establish the fact of revelation The meaning and content
of the revelation 1t was not for them to understand However wild,
improbable, or unintelhigible they might think the revealed doc-
trine to be, they were to accept 1t because the man who revealed 1t
had baffled them with prodigies

Some apologists seemed even to maintain that the improbability
of Christiamity was strong evidence of its truth When the infidels
dismissed Jesus as an impostor, these defenders of the faith replied
that 1f he had really expected to impose on men he would have
made his teaching more plausible ** Let us turn to the Abbé Chau-
don, who was felicitated by two popes for his great work in writing
the Dictionnaire anti-phlosophique

Chaudon was of the opimon that the usual works of apologetics
were too ponderous to be read by the worldlings who most needed
them He composed, therefore, a popular work, L’homme du monde
éclmré, in which he set out to meet the infidels with theirr own
weapons, joking and trifling with the subject in order to win atten-
tion ** One of his arguments, which he certainly meant to be taken
seriously, was, to put 1t planly, that Christianity was so absurd
that 1t could have been fastened on men only by the supernatural
“If the omnipotence of the Supreme Being had not shown 1tself 1n
the birth of Christianity, by evident and indisputable wonders,
would the world have believed in mysteries which at first glance
seem so mncredible? Would 1t have submutted to practices so rude
and harsh? Would 1t have put 1ts heart and mind to such vexations
because a few fishermen of the lake of Galilee, simple men without

14 Denyse, op cit, pp 16-17

15 A Monod, De Pascal & Chateaubriand (Paris, 1016), p 431, Journal
eccléswastyque (1774), p 90
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influence or culture, had come to impose chains upon them? Is
such a change 1n the nature of man? Is 1t concetvable, without re-
course to the supernatural »’°

Chaudon, 1t will be noted, had his 1dea of the “nature of man”
It was human nature as seen i the people of eighteenth century
Paris, civilized and sophisticated, urban and sensible, hittle inclined
to ecstasies or mtuitions, and still less to ascetic rigors The Chris-
tian religion was thus not one that men would be likely to have
embraced naturally This was precisely the opinion of the infidels
The difference was that the unnaturalness of Christiamity was ex-
plained by one party as a result of human cunmng, and by the
other as a sign of supernatural will

There was consequently a tendency to regard Christiamity as a
burden, a disciphne imposed from without The less 1t seemed to
spring from the nature of man, the more i1t seemed to be a system of
positive law dictated by authority Such a tendency was especially
to be ohserved among the Jesuits, who both took what rationalists
would call an enlightened view of human nature, and at the same
time were the most nsistent upholders of the principle of absolute
authority Hence some modern and unfriendly eritics of Catholi-
cism have thought that the further the church departed from the
theology of St Augustine the more 1t passed into legalism and
became a system of police ' And the more acutely the dogmas were
felt to be imncomprehensible and at variance with what was known
or assumed about the physical world, the more did belief in them
come to be emphasized as a merit, and submission to the umn-
telligible eulogized as a virtue The effect seems to have been to
make the unbehevers more narrowly rationahstic 1n Catholic coun-
tries than in Protestant, and the faithful more resolute mn insist-
ing both on inconcervable doctrines and on the empirical occurrence
of muracles

Apologists often spoke of the “sacrifice of the mind” as neces-
sary to Christian prety To worship God 1n spirit and 1n truth, said
Gauchat, meant humbly to accept the dogmas “‘Yes, my brethren,”
cried Torné, a leading preacher of the day, “1t 1s a proof of a noble
nature and an elevated mind to beheve in the mysteries of religion
There 15 a certam pettiness of spirit in rejecting them because we

16 [ Chaudon, 1 homme du monde éclawré (Paris, 1774), pp 34-5
7cef F Heler, Der Katholizismus (Munchen, 1923), pp 106-7, 149-57
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do not understand them In repressing the unjust revolts of reason
we lift ourselves above humamty, we move toward the divine 1n-
telligence, we soar, where we were made to craw! ” ‘

And the alternative to reason, the means of soaring, for Torné
as for others, was not unregulated intuition or 1magination or any
mystical or romantic sense, 1t was belhief in “the oracles of supreme
authority,” founded on such empirical phenomena as miracles The
Catholic Church, according to an official statement of the French
clergy, by transmutting these oracles to 1ts members, relieved them
from the need of examining doctrine It was necessary that the
mysteries should remain tnaccessible to the human mind “Would
a man wish that God, by lowering the barriers, should deprive
him wholly or partly of the merit of his obedience and of his
faith»"

The view of religion as a system for conferring merit was ex-
pressed frankly by a certamn Father Gamaches “Since we are
destined to win merit, we necessarily have duties to fulfil and
even sacrifices to make ” Ordinary duties like benevolence and
truthfulness, he says, are natural to us, hence 1n performing them
we make no sacrifice and can deserve no supernatural reward To
win merit we must do what we do not wish to, we must feel the
burden of a positive law The Christian revelation provides such
a law “It requires of a man that by the practice of the virtues
that 1t consecrates he sacrifice his tastes, the tenderest inclinations
of his heart, his dearest affections, 1t demands that to this painful
sacrifice he add that of his mind and his intelligence [lumiéres],
and prefer to them the mysterious obscurities of a quantity of dog-
mas capable of astomishing his reason, and finally, since there
should remain for the Christian no faculty that does not furmsh
material for sacrifice, religion offers to the eyes of his faith an
august object which specious appearances conceal, and of whose
reality he can assure himself only by the sacrifice of his senses ”
This august object, needless to say, 1s the consecrated host It 1s
difficult to find, 1n the rest of the book, any evidence that the author
saw much independent sigmificance in either the mass or the in-

18 Gauchat, Lettres critigues, Vol XVII, pp 18, 146, A Bernard, Le sermon
o dix-huitieme siécle (Paris, 1901), p 424, Avertissement de I'Assemblée
Générale du Clergé de France sur les effets permicreux de U'mcrédulrte (Pans,”

1775), p 10 This Avertissement was written by Le Franc de Pompignan, in
whose Oeuvres 1t 1s included
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carnation of Christ The value of the mass, for him, seems to have
lain 1n the opportumity 1t gave the believer for winning merit by
disregarding the evidence of his eyes *°

In all the great enterprise of proving the invisible by the visible,
of resting religion upon a basis of fact, there was an embarrassing
difficulty to overcome, namely the circumstance that similar facts
were reported from erroneous religions The infidels raised the
objection with much glee heretics and Mohammedans, they pointed
out, had their miracles, which they beheved 1n as firmly as ortho-
dox Catholics 1n thetirs And there were the Jansenists, declaring
that God had vouchsafed them miracles within five minutes’ walk
of the Sorbonne, at the tomb of their Abbé Paris, n the years fol-
lowing 1730 If, then, nuracles proved a doctrine, heresy and
heathenism seemed to be proved

Clearly, from the orthodox point of view, these outlandish prodi-
gies could not be true miracles But could they be shown to be false
purely by arguments of fact? If not, then the whole attempt to
prove the true religion by facts alone was brought into question If
the facts had to be selected before they proved anything, then it
was the principle of selection that was the real proof The apolo-
gists could hardly escape arguing 1n a circle they wished to prove
Catholicism by muracles, but their only means of teling which
miracles were genuine was to ask which of them proved Cathol-
cism The principle of selection was precisely that truth of doc-
trine which the facts selected were supposed to establish

The resulting confusion was well illustrated in the Journal
Ecclésiastique In one place, in a review of a book by the Abbé
Hooke of the Sorbonne, the writer maintamns, with Hooke, that
the doctrine cannot be made the test of the miracles To argue so,
they agree, 1s hopelessly to embroil the whole question The miracles
must prove the doctrine, not the doctrine the miracles * But 1n
another place, 1n a “Dissertatton sur la force probante des mira-
cles,” a more ambiguous position 1s taken The author of this arti-
cle admuts that the prodigies of false teachers may often be, to all
appearances, genuinely miraculous These false teachers, he holds,

19 E Gamaches, Systéme du philosophe chretien (Pars, 1746), pp 1-33 On
the 1dea of earning reward by free sacrifice cf P Antone, Theologia morals
(1783),p 11 “ ut actio sit meritoria debet esse nostra, sic ut illam dare

possimus velut pretium pro praemio”
20 Journal eccleswsstique (1774), February, p 178, March, pp 273-4.
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are 1mpostors working 1n collusion with the devil Purity of the
doctrine distinguishes the true miracle, which then in turn con-
firms and fortifies the doctrine ¢

The author is torn between his desire to show that, prodigies
really prove something and his fear that they may prove too much
He quotes from the Bible “If a prophet arises among you who
prophesies some prodigy, and even 1f that prodigy comes to pass,
should he say, Let us follow strange gods, and serve them, you
shall not listen to him ” No miracles then, we are to believe, may
justify a religrous innovation But had not Christianity once been
an innovation? No, the author stoutly maintains, for the God
whom Jesus mvoked was the God in whom the Jews already be-
lieved The muiracles of Jesus, litke those of Moses, were true
muracles with a positive value as evidence, because the doctrine of
Jesus and Moses was true For the same reason the Catholic mira-
cles performed since apostolic times are known to be genune, and
when Calvimsts dispute them they are mistaken “I say to the
Calvinist you assert that our doctrine 1s false, that 1s your
error ”’ Having this view of the matter, the author 1s never able
to explam why the miracles are not superfluous, since the true
doctrine 1s known without them All that he shows 1s that by the
muracles the doctrine 1s confirmed, signalized, and, as he says,
given a certain éclat ®

The enlightened Journal de Trévoux, edited by the Jesuts, was
particularly concerned to find means by which such prodigies as
those of the Jansenists could be disposed of The question was
discussed 1n a review of Frangois’s Preuvesdela religionde Jésus-
Christ The reviewer commended Frangois for relying chiefly on
the argument from muracles, which he agreed was the safest,
but he found that Frangois had not set up sufficient tests for
distinguishing true muracles “It seems that 1t would be well
also that the doctrine to be established by miracles should be recog-
nized in advance as good, that 1s, such 1n itself that there be seen
n 1t no opposition either to the natural law or to the positive divine
law, 1f any be already revealed This requirement has the advantage
of shutting at one stroke the mouths of heretics who claim to estab-
hish by miracles a doctrine contrary to the Gospel and to the teach-
ing of the church ”

41ibid (1768), April, pp 1-19 The quotation from the Bible 1s from Deut xut
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Thus 1n effect 1t was to be tradition and natural law, rather than
prodiges, that supplied the authority for belief “If any pretended
thaumaturge came to announce a doctrine contrary to the prin-
ciples of that primordial law engraved on our hearts and destined
to bring light on our actions, we should have to reject him, and
consider his prodigies as fables and ies %% Clearly the reviewer
was talking much hke a philosophe The Jansemst miracles, so
untimely and embarrassing 1n the eighteenth century, gave the
orthodox a taste of the skepticism felt by the unbelievers

The Jansenists maintained that if their miracles were false, then
those reported 1n the New Testament were false also The ortho-
dox were shocked at the 1dea, which tf true would seem to make
all Christiamty as dubious as Jansenism, and hence they held 1t
impossible for the supernatural power that had founded the church
to be now working against 1t Like the philosophes, and 1n the same
terms, they denounced the Jansenists as convulsionaries and thesr
miracles as hocus-pocus They might have said, by changing one
word, rot to for in the famous epigram which someone coined
when the king’s officers suppressed the manifestations at the grave
of the Abbé Paris

De par la for, défense & Dieu
De fawre maracle en ce lieu

Churchmen argued that the Jansenmst miracles were known to be
false because Jansenist doctrine was known to be heretical ** It
1s not clear whether they realized that they thus implicitly denied
the possibility of proving anything by muracles alone It seems
impossible to say of France, as Leshe Stephen said of England,
that by the middle of the century the argument from miracles had

22 Journal de Trevoux (1751) pp 2393, 2395 On the Jansenist miracles see
P Mathieu, Fistowre des nuracules et contulsionnav s de Samt-Medard (Paris,
1864) , A Gazier, Hustone du mouvement jansentste (Paris, 1922), Vol 1, pp
276-96, E Prechin, Les jansentstes du dis-hwitieme siecle (Paris, 1929), pp 133
f 173 ff Some of the cases of faith healing and stigmatization seem to be as
well authenticated as any 1 history

43 ] Fumel, bishop of Lodeve Instruchon pastorale sur les sources de -
crédulité (Pars, 1765), pp 261-2 “N’ctes-vous pas scandahises, M T C F,
d’entendre dire que la voix dont les Prophctes, le Messie, les Apotres et leurs
disciples ont cte Ics organcs, s'cxphque aujourd’hui par le ministere de ces
Prophctes ou Prophetesses convulsionnaires qui n'ouvrent la bouche que pour
blasphemer contre les succcsscurs de Jesus-Christ et contre tous les fideles
soumis a leur censcignement ?”’
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sunk to a place of skcondary importance The Catholic Church had
to stand by 1ts muracles, because the authority that 1t claimed was
so absolute as to require palpable evidence of the supernatural.
In pure logic, however, the attempt to prove religion empirically,
by the testimony of eyewitnesses to sense phenomena, became ex-
ceedingly difficult to sustain Like the rationalists with their reason,
the apologists had, in the tradition of the church, a higher test
by which they could reject as impossible the phenomena that told
against them

The peculiarity of this eighteenth century apologetic was that 1t
made revelation an historical event It took pride in believing on
testimony, that 1s, on the experience of others It sought its strong-
est evidence 1n the past If religion thus scemed to degenerate into
a question of history, 1t was not entirely the fault of the religious,
they were forced into such a course by the necessities of debate,
and some of the apologists, when not troubled with mfidels, were
men of genuine personal devotion Nevertheless, one retains an
impression that the prevailing religious atmosphere was rather cool
Believers were content to regard revelation as a purely factual
question that had been settled long n the past They thought of
the first converts as level-headed sensible men, who had carefully
examined the evidence set before them, because the believers them-
selves, as men of the eighteenth century, knew that that was what
they would do before accepting a new religion It seemed to them
that 1f the first Christians had been convinced, later comers would
do well to accept the findings of those who might be presumed to
know best, that 1f the ‘revelation had been false 1t would have
been disproved long ago by philosophers, that since many ancient
philosophers, instead of disproving 1t, had been converted to 1t
despite their earlier persuasions, philosophers of the eighteenth
century should know that their objections were feeble and 1ll-
advised

The Abbé Nonotte wrote a whole book on this last point He
represented Onigen, Tertullian, and other ancient thinkers who
had voluntarily embraced Christianity as men of vast learming and
deep understanding, and contrasted them with the vain, nosy,
superficial, self-styled philosophes who n the eighteenth century
wilfully rejected 1t There was a general feeling that the modern
unbelievers only raised objections that had long ago been answered,



96 CATHOLICS & UNBELIEVERS

and the Assembly of the Clergy, as a part of 1ts program for refut-
ing the infidels, arranged for the publication of new editions of the
Fathers The 1dea that the philosophes would read the Fathers with
any patience may be accounted one of the pious illusions of the
time **

We may summarize the defense of revelation, and form a picture
of one of the defenders as an individual, by giving some attention
to Nicolas-Sylvestre Bergier, who was then the most respected
of the apologists Bergier, though of obscure family and no con-
nections, managed to rise by his abilities to a position of moderate
distinction He was born 1n 1718 in a small village 1n the Vosges
He attended the neighboring college of Besangon, and after being
ordained went 1n 1745 to study at Paris Then for sixteen years
he served as parish priest at Flangebouche in the diocese of
Besangon Besides attending to his parish duties, and apparently
greatly endearing himself to his flock, he entered into such intel-
lectual life as provincial society afforded, and regularly took part
in various contests held by the Academy of Besangon

While still at Flangebouche, Bergier wrote his Déisme réfuté
par lus-méme, first published in 1765 It was a criticism of Rous-
seau, and was 1n effect the answer of a real curé to the Savoyard
Vicar of Rousseau’s imagmation In 1766 Bergier was made a
member of the Academy of Besangon, and about this time became
also director of the college In 1767 he produced his Certitude des
preuves du Christiamisme, a reply to the now forgotten infidel
Fréret Two popes sent him letters of corgratulation, and various
rulers of Europe (which ones or how many we are not told) pre-
sented him with thetr portraits in mimature as tokens of esteem

In 1769 he became a canon of Notre-Dame 1n Paris, and soon
afterward moved to Versailles, to serve as confessor to ‘“Mes-

28 Berger, Certitude des preuves, Vol I, pp 76, 222, 1 Berruyer, Histosre du
peuple de Dieu, Second Part, Vol I, pp 10-11, P Sennemaud, Pensées phiio-
Sophques d'un cstoyen de Montmartre (La Haye, 1756), 93, C Nonotte, Phiio-
sophes des tross premiers sidcles de Veglise, qus, ayant embrasse le Christianisme,
en somt devenus les défenseurs par leurs ecrsts (Pans, 1780), L Troya
d'Assigny (a Jansemist), Samni-Augustin contre U'merédulité (Paris, 1754), and
Samt-Augustin en contraste avec les phiosophes du siecle (Paris, 1770), B
Riviére, Abbé Pelvert (another Jansemst), Exposstion succincte et comparasson
de la doctrine des anciens ef des nouveaux philosophes (Paris, 1787), Procés-

verbal de I'Assemblée Générale du Clergé tenue d& Paris en Uannée 1770
(Pans, l'776)v PP 116, 591
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dames de France,the daughters of Louis XV In 1770 the Assem-
bly of the Clergy granted him a penston of 2,000 livres a year, to
give him leisure to write agamst the unbelievers He compoSed
a critical examination of Holbach and a great many less important
writings, and took charge of the theological section of the Ency-
clopédie Méthodique, a venture even vaster, if less revolutionary,
than Diderot’s Encyclopédie of twenty years before Bergier’s arti-
cles on theology, filling twelve volumes when published indepen-
dently, were reprinted as late as 1873 The last twenty years of his
life he spent at Versailles, living quietly and industriously until
his death 1n 1790 *

Fundamentally Bergier’s argument was the same as Houteville’s
It proceeded from the wvisible to the invisible, from the tangible
facts of miracles to the intangible and inconceivable doctrines of
religion In minor ways Bergier showed the effects of the eight-
eenth century crittcism He declared, for example, to the great
scandal of the Jansenists, that the Jews of the Old Testament had
been a barbarous people with many primitive institutions, and that
the language of the Bible was that of oriental metaphor, which
often had to be understood 1n a figurative sense ** Since Houte-
ville’s time critics had found new grounds for believing that many
books of the Bible had not been written by the authors whose name
they bore Bergter, who was concerned almost entirely with the
New Testament, accepted the fact as possible, but replied that the
Gospels did not for this reason necessarily become spurious He
suggested, like more modern critics, though the suggestion prob-
ably seemed soplustical to contemporary nfidels, that early Chris-
tians with some knowledge of their own might have written down
what they had experienced, and then named their story after one
of the apostles without ntention to decetve He thought also that
some of the apocryphal gospels, such as those to the Hebrews and
the Egyptians, instead of throwing doubt on the canonical books
as the mfidels usually maintained, might be useful 1n giving cor-
roborative evidence *

> “Notice historique sur I'Abbe Bergier,” m Bergier's Dictionnaire de Thé-
ologie (ed 1831), Vol I, pp 1-21, Proccs-verbal de U'Assembléc Générale du
Clerge tentic & Paris en l'annee 1770 (Paris, 1770), pp 630-1 On Bergier
see also below, pp 215-18

¢ Nowwvelles eccléstastiques (1771), pp 5-6, 11
27 Certitude des preuves, Vol 1, pp 1-80
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To the searching queries of Rousseau, who was often more a
Protestant than a rationalist 1n sptrit, Bergier gave an answer that
was distinctively Catholic Rousseau had complained, time and
agamn, that.too many men stood between him and his God, and
declared that 1f God had spoken then he, Jean-Jacques Rousseau,
ought to have heard This was the protest of religious individual-
1sm Bergter questtoned the individualist premises on which 1t
was based Religion, he said, was not merely a private and personal
experience, 1t was an alhance between God and man, and God had
revealed himself, not to individuals, but to the human race as a
umt The revelation was mediated to mankind through a “corps of
ambassadors,” whose sovereign had provided them with unmis-
takable credentials By this “corps of ambassadors” Bergier meant
the first apostles and the Catholic clergy who succeeded them, and
by their credentials he meant the miracles, martyrdoms and other
evidences of God's favor To reject this embassy was for Bergier
to cease to be Christian Rousseau, he thought, in the warm praises
of Jesus put 1nto the “Profession of Faith of the Savoyard Vicar,”
spoke not as a Christian but as a “‘sectary of Christtan morality

Rousseau had also demanded that religious truth be intelligible,
and here again he was more the Protestant than the infidel, since
his object was not to discredit religion so much as to find it He
thought that revealed knowledge should throw hght upon natural,
and he affirmed the belief that God neither would nor could pro-
pose to men mysteries which they were unable to conceive and
which had no bearing on their natural existence He therefore held
that the objects of faith should be open to critical examination
“Faith,” he said, “‘becomes surer and firmer through the under-
standing

Bergier denied these assertions, which, whether made from
Protestant or from infidel motives, were obviously rationalistic
He explained that a communication from an infinite to a finite
being must necessarily surpass the comprehension of the latter He
denied the rationalist assumption that 1f men used their reason
they would all agree on a few simple truths Unregulated reason-
ing meant for him intellectual anarchy He thought that 1f the test
of belief were to be the private judgment of individuals there

28 Le déssme réfuté par lus-méme (Paris, 1771), Vol 1, pp 127-35 This work
was reprinted as late as 1838
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could be no possibility of arguing agamst the atheists and mate-
rialists whom Rousseau himself so heartily detested He added
that only belief 1n the umntelligible could confer any merit, 4nd
that God wished a free and willing sacrifice of the mind Rous-
seau’s distaste for ritual seemed to him as perverse as his dishke
of dogmas Since rehigion, for Bergter and for Catholics gener-
ally, was not so much a system of morals as an alliance between
God and man, 1t followed that ceremony and ritual were a neces-
sary part of 1t, and that God would have revealed the form of
worship that he was most pleased to receive There was, moreover,
the practical argument that “‘without an external, public, and uni-
form cult, religion could not long subsist among men ”*

It was not enough for Bergier to show that God could have made
a revelation, or that men 1n any case were obhged to accept much
that they could not understand It was necessary to show that God
had entrusted a specific revelation to the Catholic Church Bergier
argued this point 1n the same way as the other apologists Revela-
tion, he said, was a free act of God, arising only from his will, 1t
might or mught not have taken place, and the only way to decide
the question was by appeal to empirical facts *° Bergier thus rested
his case heavily on the miracles

When Rousseau raised the common objection, arguing that
miracles had been performed by the unorthodox, and that therefore
we can tell the genuineness of the miracle only by the purity of
the doctrine, Bergier, more bold than most contemporaries, stoutly
nsisted that false miracles could always be exposed by empirical
tests, that the prodigies of impostors were never as wonderful as
those of true believers, and that the magicians of Pharaoh, for
example, had been able to imitate only a few of the true miracles of
Moses ** He announced that the muracles certified the doctrine,
never the doctrine the miracles He understood the implications
too well ever to depart willingly from this principle To make con-
cessions, he was aware, would be to allow the very criticism of
doctrine that Rousseau demanded Hence to strengthen his argu-
ment he was logically obliged, as 1n any case he was tempera-

294lnd , passim, but especially Vol 1, pp 16 £, 46, 66-7, 82-4, 95-105, Vol II,*
pp 167-8, Rousseau, Oewvres, Vol VII, pp 25-37

30 e déisme refute par hui-meme, Vol 1, pp 110-28

Blaid, Vol 1, pp 151-3, Vol II, pp 170-4, 180-259 Certitude des preuves,
passim
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mentally inclined, to represent the early Christiahs as cool judges
of evidence, and the martyrs as disinterested witnesses to sensory
phetiomena *2

But Bergier was no more able than others to maintain this posi-
tion unshaken The Jansenists offered the miraculous cures of their
Abbé Paris as proof that they possessed God’s true revelation
Fréret and other infidels lost no time 1n seizing their advantage
and explaining all miracles as products of human credulity The
orthodox had to concede the credulity of the Jansenists, but they
drew distinctions “The people,” sard Bergier, “may sometimes let
themselves be seduced when they have nothing to risk or an advan-
tage to gain, but when life and fortune are concerned 1t 1s nerther
prudent to try them nor easy to succeed ” Offering an example
that would seem to endanger his whole position, he asserted that
a Turk who performed miracles m Paris would convert no one to
Mohammedanism The Jansemst miracles he attributed merely
to the enthusiasm of a fanatical sect ‘‘Prejudiced persons obstinate
in certain opimons wanted muracles 1 order to give themselves
authority, they were resolved to have them at any price, and 1t 1s
not surprising that they should boast of having succeeded But
1t 1s not Christianity that gave birth to the miracles of Christ and
the apostles, 1t was the miracles that gave birth to Chrishanity
Those who saw them were not prejudiced in favor of Christ and
the apostles nor had they any interest in seeing muracles, they
were Jews and Pagans when they saw them, and 1t was by the
muracles that they were converted, and it was against their preju-
dices, at the cost of their peace, their fortunes and their lives that
they saw and attested them ”** That 1s to say, men had followed
Christ against their will, because they were persuaded by miracles
that, whatever his teaching was, it must be true and binding In
contrast to these men, the Jansemists were stubborn i their con-
victions, their primary terest was 1n doctrine The real objection

32 Eaamen du materahsme (Pars, 1771), Vol 11, p 32, where it 15 argued
that the Christian revelation 1s the more certain for having been “née dans un
siecle tres-eclaire, etablic sur des faits publics et eclatants, non pomnt sur des
wsions ou des revelations particulicres, prechee d’abord a des peuples qu
avaient une rchigion differant, ¢t naturellement prevenus contre les faits et
vontre des dogmes qu'on leur annongait ” See also Certitude des preuves, Vol 1,

pp 136, 214-15
83 Certatude des preuves, Vol 1, pp 228-31
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to them, 1n the minds of the orthodox, was that they raised doc-
trinal questions that were supposed to have been put to rest once
and for all “You who are Christians,” said Bergier, addressing
them, “believe that God performed manifest miracles to found
hss church, with which he promised to remain unttl the consum-
mation of the ages, then God could not, without contradicting
himself and failing 1n his word, today perform muracles to author-
1ze a doctrine contrary to that of his church ”**

This Ine of reasoming unfortunately begged the question that
the Jansenists raised, namely, what the true doctrine of the church
was Bergier was denying his own principle, and using correctness
of doctrine to determine the validity of miracles To that extent
he was no longer arguing from empirical fact, and 1t was one of
his virtues that he intermttently admitted 1t He declared, like
others, that the authority of the church rested not on Scripture
but on the apostolic succession and continuity of tradition Chris-
ttamty was thus not supported by the mere evidence of books
“As for the miracles, 1t 1s false that they have no guarantees
except books whose truth can be proved only by recourse to his-
tory” The muracles are not known simply by written testimony,
they are “sufficiently attested by the whole world, by the monu-
ments they have left, and by the astonishing revolution that they
produced "’* What he means 1s that the subsequent existence of
the church, continuing into the present, was evidence of the facts
upon which Christiamity was thought to be founded The Christian
religion, he said, could have existed without any written scrip-
tures, and the Catholic Church would not for that reason be the
less authentic

In arguing thus, Bergier in effect shifted his position from
history to tradition, 1n the sense given to these words in the pre-
ceding chapter He founded his belief in the true miracles and

34 Le deisme refuté, Vol 1, p 158

38 Ceriatude des preuves, Vol 11, pp 165-9 The words 1n italics were so writ-
ten by Bergier, as a means of showing that he quoted them from Freret cf
thd, Vol I, p 233 “Les miracles de Jesus-Christ ont pour garant le monde
entier convert:, 'aveu de ses propres ennemis, le temoignage sanglant de ceux
qu les ont vus, la Religion Chretienne toujours subsistante, malgre dix-sept”
stecles de combats ”, and ibud , Vol 11, p 169 “Il est vrai qu'en examinant
ces muracles selon toutes les regles de I'histoire les savants peuvent en acquerir

un nouveau degré de certitude, et affermir par leur temoignage la fo1 des simples
deja suffisament fondée ”
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supernatural msston of Christ on his faith in the living existence
of the supernatural church In deciding which of many reported
“facts” to consider valid, he was guided, not purely by the evidence
of historica] documents, and in the last analysis not at all by such
evidence, but by his belief that the church possessed 1n 1ts tradition
a means of validating facts independent of evidence He applied
in practice the arguments that Hardowin and Berruyer had accepted
mprinaple Strictly speaking, however, if Bergier and other apolo-
gists were ultimately forced into this position, they were perhaps
1n a logical difficulty no worse than that of their opponents Catho-
lics could not prove, nor unbehievers disprove, the occurrence of
muracles on empirical or historical grounds Both had to set limits
to the uses of testimony Faced with any quantity of such testimony
or with any number of witnesses, Catholics would not believe that
true muracles could be performed by the unorthodox, nor philoso-
phes that they could be performed at all

Both parties used historical evidence within the framework of
a larger faith, which for the one party was belief 1n the tradition
of the church, and for the other the conviction that nature con-
formed to general laws umformly through the ages We begin to
suspect that the German was right who said that mnan 1s saved not
by history but by metaphysics



CHAPTER V

SOME MODERNIZERS

r I HE apologists of what may be called the official school,
such men as Houteville and Bergier, as we have just seen,
sought chiefly to prove revelation as an historical event,

on which the authority of the church was founded They argued

from what they supposed the infidels would find most convincing,
the empirical data of sense, perceived by the eyes and hands of
witnesses It was in the physical world of sensory phenomena that
they saw most clearly the workings of the supernatural, these
workings they called miracles, and they proposed to deal with them,
as most thinkers of the time proposed to deal with all phenomena,
by the method of observation and experience They eschewed rea-
soning about the content or meaning of the dogmas Even the Abbé

Lagnac, probably the most considerable metaphysician among de-

fenders of the church, deplored the attempt to reconcile faith and

reason, arguing that the truths of faith would be compromised 1f
associated with the ephemeral productions of the human mind*?

Faith itself drove believers into a kind of skepticism In the
fear that reason might endanger thetr religion they sometimes took

a position familiar to us today, holding that reason was only a

mental faculty, and that systems built by reason were mere fash-

1ons of the times

In pure apologetic, directed against unbelievers, this separation
of faith from reason had the great advantage of making most
objections to Christian doctrine formally irrelevant But apolo-
getic 15 a stramned and artificlal form of religious thinking, the
rules, the field, and the weapons must all be chosen with an eye to the
enemy The separation of farth from reason, himiting religious
thinking to a study of evidence, and turning attention away from

1] Le Large de Lignac, Le témorynage du sens mtime et de Vexpérience op- .

posé & la fos projane el ridicule des fatalistes modernes (Auxerre, 1760), Vol
II1, p 224
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the content of doctrine, although it might be tiseful in deahng
with infidels and might even be recommended to the faithful by
the authorities 1n the church, could not be wholly satisfying to
men serious Jn their religion Such men could not shut off religion
from the rest of their mental ife They continued to think and to
reason about Christianity When, instead of arguing about revela-
tion, they could either assume it or drop 1t from consciousness,
1t was possible for them to give up discussions of historical testi-
mony, and to cnter into questions of moral or metaphysical sig-
nificance Some Christian thinkers, by throwing doubt on the sen-
satronahst psychology, attacked the vast structure of Enlighten-
ment at its base The philosophes ridiculed them for their belief 1n
“innate 1deas,” but did not entirely answer their arguments Others
carried the offensive mto other quarters, criticizing the accepted
1deas of the infidels on nature, pleasure, progress, time, and the
creation of the world

In the present chapter, however, a somewhat different group
of theorists calls for examination They hardly constitute a group
at all, except by an act of arbitrary classification They had 1n
common a passion for explanations They usually set out to un-
derstand certain mysteries which more cautious thinkers held to be
unintelligible Most of them passed beyond the bounds of ortho-
doxy, and some of them were officially condemned Against the
objections of infidels they set up their own views of the meaning
and content of Christian doctrines, sometimes inventing whole
cosmologies to suit their needs They thus differed from the official
apologists 1n not limiting the defense of religion to the question
of historical fact They differed from the more searching critics
mentioned above 1in having no keen sense of their adversaries’
assumptions They thought of themselves as standing in the {ull
course of the modern Enlightenment Among them may be recog-
nized various types that have since been familiar in Christendom
the person who wants desperately to keep up to date, the somewhat
befuddled progressive who hopes to embrace new 1deas without
losing anything of value in the old, the matter-of-fact toiler who
_reconciles science and theology, usually by turning theology 1nto
a celestial physics, the enthusiast who seizes upon every new
natural wonder as further evidence of the invisible world, the out-
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right madman, who brings together religion and science by reduc-
ing both to a cabalistic symbolism

A mild kind of unconscious modermzation, which had nothing
to do with doctrine or 1deas, became apparent simply through the
habuts of speech and hterary manner of the time Something of this
influence would make itself felt almost universally A particular
example 15 furnished in the Christiade of the Abbé La Baume-
Desdossat The author wished to write a work of Christian prety
in the form of an heroic poem Choosing the life of Christ as his
subject, he hoped to produce a sequel to Milton’s Paradise Lost
He followed the conventions of epic poetry, introduced lists of
high-sounding names, and put stiff speeches into the mouths of
the characters It was in prose, however, that he really wrote,
though 1n a style which he elevated as much as he could Long
prose-poems were not uncommon 1 that age, when men found it
easter to be stately than poetic

The Abbé La Baume was perfectly matter-of-fact Leaving
nothing to imagination, he inserted long footnotes, more copious
than the text itself, to explain 1n plain language at the bottom of
his pages what he meant to say in the more exalted diction at the
top In the hife of Jesus he saw a career of common sense punc-
tuated by miracles The temptation 1n the wilderness he presented
as a kind of conversational duel, 1n which Jesus debated with
Satan, remonstrated with him, analyzed s errors, and then stated
his own views, only to be whisked off into the air by the evil spirit
in the end Prosy though the poem may have been, 1t satisfied some
readers, Fréron, always a religious man and often a discerning
critic, pronounced 1t to be as far above Milton’s Paradise Re-
gawned as Paradise Lost was above any epic 1n the French language
Others found 1t dangerous and unseemly The Parlement of Paris
formally condemned 1t It is likely that they took alarm at its super-
ficial resemblance to the second part of Berruyer's Peuple de Dien,
which appeared 1n the same year The Chnistiade, like the Peuple
de Dieu, gave offense because 1t seemed to turn the Gospel 1nto a
fashionable romance ?

2 Abbe J F de La Baume-Desdossat, La Christiade, ou le Paradis reconguss,
pour servir de suite auw Paradis Perdu de Milton (Bruxelles, 1753), Freron,
Année hittérarre (1754), Vol I, pp 171-2, Nouvelles ccclésiastigues (1753), pp
45-8
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Among modernizers who consciously sought to reconcile science
and religion the most numerous and the most orthodox were the
people who demonstrated God’s Providence through the newly dis-
covered ntricacies of nature They enjoyed their greatest popularity
during the first half of the century, and produced a large number of
books, among them a series by the German Lesser, available in
French, called the Theology of Stones, The Theology of Insects,
etc There was a general behef, among both deists and Christians,
that materialism had been discredited by certain discoveries asso-
ciated with the difficult names of Malpighi, Muschembroek, Hart-
zoeker, and Nieuwentyt, “the heralds of Providence ”” These men,
among the early microscopists, had made notable discoveries on
the structure of living bodies Their work led to the framing of
the germ theory, which held, 1n 1ts eighteenth century form, that
every organism developed from a germ which had probably ex-
1sted since the creation of the world, and which contained within
itself the full organism in minrature Hence men of all kinds, from
orthodox apologists to Diderot himself, argued that life had not
arisen from a concourse of material atoms, and that the process
of growth showed the existence of plan and purpose in the world *

The best known French representative of the teleological school
was the Abbé Pluche His Spectacle de la Nature, in eight volumes,
was first published 1n 1732 and many times reprinted It was partly
a work of popular science, partly a general survey of civilization,
and partly a compendium of arguments for the truth of Chris-
tiamty, graded to meet the intellectual needs of various kinds of
readers Pluche was one of the great popularizers of the age, and
quite possibly was the most widely influential, since many people
could read him with confidence who would distrust every state-
ment made by a known nfidel

Of five hundred private hibraries of that time whose catalogues
have been examned by Professor Daniel Mornet, the Spectacle
de la Nature was in 206—the most frequently found of all works
written 1n the eighteenth century, except only Buffon’s Histowe
naturelle In these same five hundred hibraries the works of mih-

t Journal de Trévoux (1753), pp 1423, 1431, N Pluche, Le spectacle de la
nature (Paris, 1732) , Diderot, Qcuvres (Pars, 1875-77), Vol 1, p 133, B
Nieuwentyt, L'existence de Diew demontrée par les merveilles de la nature

(Paris, 1725) , F Lesser, La Lthotheologie, ou La theologie des prerres (1735),
and La theologie des wnsectes (1738)
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tant enlightenment were much more rare the Encyclopédie was to
be found in 82, Rousseau’s spectacular Discours sur l'origine de
Vinégalsté in 76, and the Contrat social 1n only one * Pluchg was
competent and informed, and understood the art in which the
French excel, that of making difficult matters clear to laymen,
but he probably owed much of his success to the air of piety which
he diffused over all the miscellaneous knowledge that he presented
He thus made 1t possible for the religious to keep abreast of new
ideas 1 science and history At the same time, and quite umn-
tentionally, he prepared their minds for some far-reaching shifts
of emphasis

For example, except 1n the final volume where he turned to the
proofs of revelation, he set most clearly before his readers a con-
ception of a general providence, or of God as Contriver rather
than as Father His 1dea of man’s place and destiny 1n the world
was not very different from that of the rationalists, and even con-
tained the germ from which a sentimental humanitar:anism might
be developed With entire orthodoxy, he argued that the whole
creation had been made expressly for man, since man was the
image of God But 1n explaiming the high mystery of the image
of God, he showed himself to be a child of the prevailing Enlight-
enment Man was the image of his Maker, according to Pluche,
because he was destined to control nature and to use the world as
a source of enjoyment

Pluche argued this proposition at great length, proving it from
the ingenuity of man’s anatomy, from “the certitude of animal
functions,” from capacity for pleasure, and from the possession
of 1ntelligence, memory, free will and conscience, which thus be-
came, 1 his view, accessory to the higher end of control and en-
joyment He put great emphasis on the existence of pleasure as
a sign of man’s destiny “The tender goodness of God toward
man,” he wrote, “shows itself openly 1n the quality and number
of pleasures with which he has endowed him”, and he added that
God wished pleasure to be lively and stimulating, to guide men
more surely through their earthly life ®

#D Mornet, “Les enseignements des bibliotheques privées, 1750-1780,” .1n

Revue d’historre litterawe de la | rance, Vol XVII (1910), pp 449-96
5 Pluche, op ctt (ed Paris, 1771), Vol V, pp 20 ff, 114-15, 167 ff
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Man’s destiny was further elucidated by an obscure Dom Lous,
who, toward the end of the century, undertook to bring up to date
the mysteries of heaven His views would not have been endorsed
by the church, but may well have been shared by many members
of the clergy He called his book Le ciel ouvert a tout l'univers
He hoped to make everybody Christian by representing Christian-
ity as pleasant, easy, and seductive “How different 1s God from
what we have thought! How great he 1s, how kind, how good, how
merciful! How he scatters his blessings on the earth! How exten-
stve are the rights of man!’ The author declares that hell exists
only 1n men’s imagination, and he 1s inchined to attribute the inven-
tion of 1t to scheming priests He maintains that everyone will go
to heaven, and that men will differ there only in the amount of
eternal happiness that they enjoy °

Such ideas of etermity usually arise from a kind-heartedness
that cannot look upon the irreducible ghastliness of evil, and 1t 1s
not surprising that the author regarded the good as something that
men could hardly avoid possessing After defining virtue as the
sentiment of a man who takes his proper part in “the admirably
organized whole” of nature, and after commenting on the varied
delights of the four seasons, he went on “O fair Iris, how happy
15 man, how lovable woman' To see what we love, what 1s
most charnung i Nature! two sensitive eyes, a fresh complexion,
vermilion hips, @ mouth that calls for kisses, a tender look that tells
us we may dare—what enticements, what attractions, what joys!
To embrace virtue, to dic of pleasure 1n 1ts arms, to be born agan,
to reproduce oursclves, to sce our own image, a thing we have
created, to caress our children »T

This 1s strange language to come from a Benedictine monk,
and we hardly know whether to smile at such heated fanctes, 1n
which embracing virtue scems to be identical with falling on ver-
milion hps, or to take pity on a man who had shut himself off,

8 Dom Louws, Le cul ouvert a tont Pumivers (1782), pp 145 ff

Tihd, p 154 Italics are Louis’s Louis may wcll have known Pierre Cuppe’s
Le ciel ouvert a tous lcs hommes, written in 1710, published in 1768, reprinted 1n
1783 1 O Wade, m his Clandestine Orgamization and Diffusion of Philosophic
Ideas wm France from 1700 to 1750 (Princeton, 1938), pp 33-44, has noted thirty
manuscript copies of Cuppd’s work, morc than of any other of the 102z surrepti-
tiwus manuscript works that he has traced The work circulated in manuscript

as late as 1700 Dom Louts adds to the wdea of universal salvation an erotic and
sentimental note motc characteristic of his time than of Cuppe's
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by religious vows, from the licit enjoyment of the things he most
valued The author, however, felt that he was a good Christian
and Catholic, for he proceeded on the same page, by a sudden
transition that would have been difficult to make 1n any century
but the eighteenth, to exhort nfidels to read the Bible, and he con-
cluded sternly “Outside the Church, the Truth and the Gospel
there 1s no salvation ”

Dom Louis’s 1deas, if somewhat irregular 1n a monk, were at
least those of a normal and natural man In a few scattered in-
dividuals the attempt to give a natural meaning to mysteries that
had not been intended as descriptions of nature resulted 1n, or was
induced by, a state of nund that can only be called deranged One
such unfortunate was Prerquin, who wrote a Dissertation physico-
théologrque on the virgin birth Another was Bebescourt, who set
out to show that the Christian mysteries were “physically true”

According to Bebescourt, the 1dea that the dogmas were unin-
telligible was embarrassing to believers and gave comfort to the
infidels He thought that the medieval philosophers had obscured
the truth in a barbarous jargon His own system, however, was
extremely esoteric He treated the Bible as a kind of cryptogram,
arguing, for example, that Noah represented water, Ham earth,
Shem fire and Japheth air His reason for this last interpretation
was that the Greek 'lagerys meant Sagittarius, and that 1t was n
the form of arrows that the sun’s rays were percerved in the air He
traced back the Trinity to emblematic tniangles of ancient Egypt,
and maintained that the three Persons expressed God perfectly,
because the word “person’” came from the Lat1n perfecte sonans
Such speculations were no doubt wild enough, but the author was n
accord with the advanced thinkers of his time 1n his irritation at
the scholastics, his feeling of personal enlightenment, his eagerness
to give explanations, and his tendency to turn religion 1nto a theory
of phenomena ®

8 ] Pierquin, Disserfation phvsico-théoloqaque ( Amsterdam, 1742), Bebes-
court, Les mystéres du christumisme approfondis radicalement et reconnus
physiquement vrats (Londres, 1771), Vol I, pp 303-5, Vol 11, p 5, see also ,
the work of a man known to have lost lis reason in youth, J Chassaignan,
Cataractes de Uimagimation, deluge de scribomamic, vomssement hitérawe,
hémorrhagie encyclopedique, monstre des monstres, par Epunémide inspré De

Pantre de Trophonmwus, an pays des wsions (1779), Biographie untverselle,
“Chassaignan”, and a work of eccentric Bibliolatry by P Dutoit-Mambrini, La
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Some of the gravest difficulties for the traditional religion were
presented by the new cosmology The Copernican view of the world
hdd come into the general thinking of the educated at the close
of the seyenteenth century, through the labors of such men as
Newton and Fontenelle In this view the universe was thought of
as consisting mostly of open space, through which moving spheres
were everywhere distributed The earth became a tiny and lonely
body following its sun through the cold wastes of infintty, cease-
lessly moving but going nowhere, since neither center, boundary,
nor direction was to be found For men to whom this cosmic pic-
ture was particularly vivid, 1t became difficult to believe that the
earth recerved any speual attention from the Almighty Some,
called deists, argued that God was most purely conceived of as
the designer of so mtricate a machine, who made known his will to
men not by special revelation but through natural laws that pre-
vailed umiformly through his work Those who kept their faith n
special revelation no longer opposed the Copernican astronomy 1n
the eighteenth century, but they were content not to follow its
implications too far, and they would argue that, whatever might
seem abstractly reasonable, a revelation was 1n fact known to have
taken place on earth A few, however, felt the full weight of the
difficulties Like the deists, they sought to preserve the uniformity
of the universe by showing that the earth was not unique and that
men were not specially favored They constructed strange cos-
mologtes, and lost themselves on dizzy heights of 1maginative
speculation, but their purpose was the matter-of-fact one of recon-
ciling science and theology

One such person wrote a short work famous n its day, called
the Trauté de Uinfim créé, which circulated secretly in manuscript
for more than twenty years, and was published anonymously in
1769 ° The author 1s thought to have been the Abhe Terrasson, and
was at any rate a disciple of Descartes, from whom he took his
philosophie diwme (np, 1793), diffuse, enthusiastic and unintelligible, belonging
to the Hlumnist school of the end of the century

9 Trauté de I'mfins cree, avec caplication de la possibilité de la tiansubstantia-
tion et un petit tratte de la confession et de la communion ( Amsterdam, 1769)
The appended treatises are of no importance Some editions bear the name of
Malebranche, but he was certainly not the author F C Boullier, Histowe de la

philosophie cartesicnne (Paris, 1868), Vol 11, pp 608-16, feels that therc 1s
enough reason to attribute it to Terrasson
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astronomy He disclaimed, “what would be a crime,” any desire
to introduce anything new into Catholic faith, but, on the plea of
merely renovating philosophy, he advanced some extremely heteYo-
dox optnions With Bruno’s passionate sense of unending worlds,
and Descartes’s philosophic belief that the objective universe was
fundamentally pure extension, he maintained that space and matter
were infinite, in the sense that they could be endlessly prolonged in
straight lines—and eternal, in the sense that they existed through
an endless series of moments 1n time His conceptions of infinity
and eternity, based on the 1dea of quantity rather than the absence
or trrelevancy of quantity, were thus those of eighteenth century
physics rather than of the more mystical forms of religion He
maintained, however, that this extended world, though 1t had no
beginning and no bounds, was nevertheless created, since 1t was
sustained and kept 1n being by a power not 1ts own

According to Terrasson (1f he was the author), God created this
infinite cosmos only to glorify himself, and could be glorified only
by spiritual beings There were therefore countless planetary sys-
tems 1nhabited by creatures comparable to men And since, though
matter was eternal, particular configurations came and went, there
were at every moment many planets 1n all stages of Christian
progress* some 1n the state of innocence, others in the state of sin,
still others 1n process of redemption In all, sooner or later, the
Word became flesh and the mmhabitants found umion with God
There were thus an infinite number of Saviours, all different so
far as they were human, all the same being so far as they were
divine Each planetary system was eventually dissolved into the
unformed matter from which 1t came, the Last Judgment then
took place, and the damned became devils, who henceforth roamed
the umiverse doing evil in other planets, while the saved became
troops of angels who wandered through infimty led by their man-
God, glortfying their Creator, and watching over the worlds 1n
which his purpose was not yet complete Perhaps, the author sug-
gested, 1t was these men-Gods who appeared to Abraham in the
difficult passage in Genests where the wvisitors are referred to
sometimes as men, sometimes as God '° .

Earthly Scripture was to be believed when 1t spoke of the crea-
tion of the world in time, but 1t was to be understood to mean only

10 Trasté de U'infins crée, pp 43 ff, 95 f, 126-9
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the assembling of the solar system from preexisting matter The
author explained that the Holy Spirit had dictated only what was
necessary for salvation, and had purposely refrained from men-
tioming otker worlds He thought it likely that every planet had 1its
own Scripture suited to its own nceds He never openly raised the
question, which would have caused consternation 1n ecclesiastical
circles, whether every planet had also 1ts own Catholic Church and
1its own pope He concluded his book with a hope that the church
would approve his idcas, offering to change them rather than
deviate from the faith, and declaring that they glorified God 1n
a way never known before The story 1s told of the Abhé Terras-
son that, seeing no sense in poetry, he once dumbfounded a com-
pany in which Homer was being read aloud by asking bluntly
“what that proved ” Tf Terrasson wrote the Infims Créé, 1t may be
sard that he had more poetic 1magination than most of his con-
temporaries to whom reading Homer was an elegant diversion,
and that his weakness was 1n not knowing enough about poetry
to recognize 1t when 1t took possession of him He had a conception
as magnificent as that of Paradise Lost, but, living 1n the age of
prose and reason, he treated 1t as an hypothesis n physics, and be-
came argumentative rather than poetical

Another religious cosmologist was the Swiss Protestant, Charles
Bonnet of Geneva He had gained an mnternational reputation as
a brologist and microscopist, when weakened eyesight turned him
to philosophy A friend of the German Platonist Moses Men-
delssohn, and of Lavater, the inventor of the supposed science of
physiognomy, he was himself something between a sober scientist
and a dreamer In a superficial classification he might be set down
as a belated thinker, a pllosophe attardé, still troubled by out-
moded superstitions, but it was precisely his religious beliefs that
led him to anticipate certam nineteenth century 1deas, by outhning
a plan of organic and cosmic evolution Bonnet, departing from
the Christian 1dea of the perfectibility of the individual soul, ar-
rived not at the 1dea of social progress so common among his con-
temporaries but at a theory of gradual development of the physical
universe There are historians who think that evolutionary ideas
became possible in Europe because Christianity, unlike the relig-
ions of Asia, had implanted in the minds of its believers a strong
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sense of the realityof time and of temporal process In Bonnet this
transition 1s particularly evident.

Although he repeated the past and foreshadowed the future,
Bonnet was very much a man of his time He thought most easily
in terms of matter and mechanism Rehigion, he once said, was
“a wheel 1n a machine,” a cog which joined man to God and this
life to the next Like other followers of Locke, he thought that
human personahity could exist only with conscious memory, mem-
ory only with sensations, and sensations only with organized mat-
ter In this conscious personality he saw the essence of the soul
It followed, therefore, that the soul must have a physical or at
least a physiological basis Since Bonnet firmly believed the soul
to be immortal and destined to perfection 1 a future state, his
problem was to find a material substance to which 1t should be
attached both 1n this world and the next He postulated a “subtle
matter’’ or “small ethereal machine ”’ Like Descartes, he thought
this subtle matter to be enclosed in the pineal gland, which had
no discoverable anatomical function, though strategically placed
between the two halves of the brain, but he doubted whether
anatonusts would ever be able actually to see 1t **

The subtle matter, or ethereal machine, was for Bonnet pract:-
cally 1dentical with the soul itself The antithesis 1n his mind was
not between body and spirit, but between gross matter and subtle
matter, both of which he regarded as physical The survival after
death of the subtle matter was necessary to bring about the resur-
rection of the body promsed by revelation, which Bonnet con-
sidered a deeply philosophical doctrine, and to give continuous
personality to the individual on earth and 1n heaven Granted this
theory, said Bonnet, “the small ethereal machine would be the
germ of that spiritual and glorious body which revelation dis-
tinguishes from the base amimal body The more or less durable
impresstons produced by the nerves and [‘vital’] spirits on the
small machine become the foundation of personality and
connect the present to the future state The Resurrection would
then be only the prodigiously accelerated development of this
germ now hidden 1n the pmeal gland ”** Or again *'It 1s the germ

11 C Bonnet, La Palmgeneste philosophique, ow Idces sur Petat passé et sur

Vetat futur des étres vivants (Geneve, 1770), Vol 11, pp 145 £, 403 f
12 La contemplation de la nature (Amsterdam, 1764), pp 86-90
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enclosed 1n perishable integuments that would pe the true seat of
the soul, and would properly constitute what may be called the
pessonality of man The gross and terrestrial body that we see and
touch would be only the casing, the envelope or the husk **®

This 1dentification of the soul with the germ was the keystone
of Bonnet's system It jomed the doctrines of revelation with
the recent hypotheses of experimental biologists It made religion
scientific, by providing a physical machinery for immortality, and
at the same time 1t introduced 1nto science, or at least into Bonnet's
scientific speculations, the old religious faith in a cosmic tendency
toward improvement The Christian destiny of the human soul
became the destiny of a “subtle matter” active throughout the uni-
verse With his 1dea that the soul was 1n a sense physical and that
it took form through sensations, Bonnet was willing to believe
that something Iike a soul existed 1n all animals

Many infidel philosophers of the time also believed 1n the ame
des bétes, the wlea followed naturally from the phtlosophy of
Locke, and was useful in throwing doubt on revealed religion
With Bonnet, however, religious beliefs gave the 1dea an unusual
significance In conferring souls upon the animals he conferred
on them also the faculty of perfectibility, which most infidels held
to be the distinguishing attribute of man Bonnet, putting angels,
men, and animals 1nto one comprehensive physical sy-tem, passed
from eschatology to evolution

“Will a phtlosopher,” he asked, “deny that the animal 1s a per-
fectible being, and perfectible in an unlinuted degree? Give the
oyster the sense of sight which 1t apparently lacks, and how greatly
will you improve 1ts being! How much more would you not im-
prove it in giving 1t lowly as 1t 1s, a greater number of senses
and corresponding members !’ Thus far he only repeated what
some others, among them Diderot, had already said He proceeded
to add his own explanations, a strange mixture of the rehgious
idea of immortality and the scientific 1dea of the continuity of
hife ‘“What philosophic reasons requtre us to believe that death 1s
the end of this amimal’s existence? Why should so perfectible a
being be forever annihilated, when 1t possesses a principle of per-

18 Recherches plosophiques sur les preuves du christiamisme (Genove 1770),

p 20 This work 1s a reprint of part of the author’s Palingiicsic
14 Pglingenesie, Vol 1, p 182



" SOME MODERNIZERS 11§

fectibility to which we can assign no hmits? It will be un-
derstood, of course . that the amimals must not be thought of
as having in thetr future state the same form and structure, the
same parts, the same consistency, and the same size as we see 1n
them 1n their present state They will differ as much from what
they are today as the state of our globe will differ from 1ts present
state "**

Bonnet did not mean that the amimals were to go to heaven
He did mean (and 1t was his whole message) that by the same
process as that by which men became heavenly beings the amimals
would be raised into higher organic forms The reasons he gave
for their evolution were exactly the same as those he gave to ex-
plamn the resurrection of man *“I have shown fully enough
how probable 1t 1s that the animals are called to put on some day
another state, which will improve and ennoble their faculties I
have made 1t evident that the physical means of this improvement
may exist 1n the amimal now, and may have existed since the
beginning of things I speak of that imperishable germ to which
I conceive the soul to be united and which 1t cannot abandon It 1s
this soul forever united to this invisible body [the subtle matter]
which constitutes, in my hypothests, the true personality of the
ammal All else 1s but the covering, the envelope or the mask "*¢

In this system not only was the disparity of men and animals
done away with, but the distinction between natural and super-
natural, between earth and heaven, was abolished Worlds them-
selves were arranged 1n a rising order, 1n which some globes were
as far above the earth as man was above the monkey, and beyond
these worlds, as highest members of the same series, were the
hierarchies of the angels ' The whole creation was moving up-
ward with a single impulse, by which man would eventually reach
the angelic spheres, and the apes and elephants would succeed to
man’s supremacy on earth, producing their Newtons and their
Leibnizes, and able mn turn to know and glorify God '* Bonnet
never reached the pomnt of saying that the human form had de-

15¢hid, Vol I, p 184

184bd, Vol 11, pp 4-5
17 Contemplation de la nature, Vol I, pp 84-6 On the i1dea of the “scale of

being,” see also the author’s Essar de psychologie (Londres, 1755), pp 364-5,

K7h
1> Palmmgénésie, Vol 1, pp 200-4
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veloped from the amimal, or that ammals wotld one day get to
heaven, but he clearly believed that all iving things, 1n heaven and
on.earth, differed only in the outer forms in which they clothed
their mner substance, the subtle matter ** This subtle matter,
identified ds 1t was with the germ and with the soul, turns out, on
close examination, to be much the same as what we today call
simply “hfe” It was the substance underneath the forms, the
subject of which evolution was the biography

It cannot be emphasized too strongly that Bonnet was prompted
to cosmuc dreaming by the intense fervor of his religion He used
his theories to uphold the truth of the Bible Moses, he said, had
only described in Genesis the most recent of the geological cata-
clysms, but had taught the hughest theological truth in referring the
world to its Creator *

But Bonnet was not one of the plodding host who set out to
make the Bible seem reasonable He was a troubled spirit, hke
Pascal~—an accomplished experimental scientist, and an earnest
Christian, who, when he looked at the heavens, could not share the
cheery admuration of the philosophers for a universal blank A
seeming materialist, he filled the universe with a “‘subtle matter” to
assert the prinaiple of hife, a seeming mechanist, he arrived at a
thoroughgoing vitalism, a believer both 1n the umiformity of
nature and 1n the moral destiny of man, he brought all living
things into the same stream of progression toward God He could
not believe that man’s was the highest created intelhgence, and so
he put at the summat of s “scale of being” the choirs of angels,
whom he could imagme smiling with bemgn amusement on the

1?2 “Remarquons enfin que nous lions une espece de societé avec les grands
animaux ” Contemplation de la nature, Vol I, p 74 It 1s to be noted that Bonnet,
in his desire to order all living bemngs along a progressive scale, implicitly gives
up the Christian 1dea of the equal worth of all men, arguing that the difference
between the canmbal and the Frangais humamn, or between the dull Huron and
the profond Anglass, 1s so large as to show that men are not separated by any
sharp break from the ammals id, Vol I, p 82 Bonnet uses the word “evolu-
tion” 1n the following passage, and at the same time shows how he thought of it
as a movement awgy from an imtially created state “Abuserais-je de Ia liberte
de conjecturer, st jc disars que lcs plantes et les amimaux qui existent aujourd’hur
sont provenus par une sorte d'Evolution naturelle [italics Bonnet’s] des étres
orgamses qui peuplaient ce premier monde sorts des mams du Createur?”

Palmginesic, Vol 1, p 250
204nd, Vol I, pp 241-57
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feeble reasoning of men For himself, he looked forward to the
time when, joining these hierarchtes, he should soar from planet to
planet and move from perfection to perfection 1n pure contempla-
tion of the eternal The last thirty pages of his greatest book, the
Pahngénésie, were an outpouring of religtous ecstasy

Bonnet, however, besides being a Protestant, was most eccentric
in his theology, and stood quite outside the usual course of con-
temporary argument Like Terrasson and some others, he 1s
interestig for his very pecuharities, and so 1s not of great signifi-
cance 1n the general trend of events Lonely sallies decide no battles
in the warfare of 1deas In this warfare, 1n the critical years after
1750, the two chief organized hosts, encamped n the narrow
ground of the Latin Quarter, were the Faculty of Theology of
Paris and the collaborators in the Encyclopédie They came to grips
for the first time over a purely academic 1ncident, the presentation
of a thesis for the licentiate 1n theology by the Abbé de Prades
Prades, who belonged to both sides, rose to fame by their struggles
He was looked upon by the philosophes as one of their most notable
martyrs, and was regarded by the orthodox as an apostate, to be
mentioned 1n the same breath with Bayle, Spinoza, and Voltaire
Thirty-five years later he was not forgotten, and the memory of
his name was enough to cause trouble for a man supposed to have
been his accomplice, the Abbé Yvon *

No satisfying study of Prades has ever been made, although his
case constituted one of those sensational affaires by which, at least
in the opimon of foreigners, the French public 1s periodically con-
vulsed ** He was born probably in 1720, and in 1752, when his
doom fell, he had already been hiving 1n Pans for several years He
met Marmontel 1n 1746 or 1747, when the two had rooms 1n the
same house 1n the Latin Quarter Prades, according to Marmontel,

21 Bachaumont, Memores secrets, Vol XXXIII, p 87

22 There 1s a thirty-two page study by C Daux, Une réhabilitation I'Abbe
Jean-Martin de Prades (Arras, 1902), reprinted from La Science Catholique,
October 1902 Daux 1s very sketchy on the critical year 1751, and gives most of
his attention to Prades’s later hife 1n Germany The most mnformative contempo-
rary work 1s Le Tombeau de la Sorbonne (1752), printed 1in Voltawre, Ocuvres*
(1883-85), Vol XXI1V, pp 17-28 The editors are doubtful of Voltaire’s author-
ship Bowlher, op cit, Vol II, pp 032-7, gives an account of the Prades affair

See also Feret, La Faculte de Theologie de Paris et ses docteurs les plus
célébres, Vol VI, pp 183-94
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was a studious young man of regular habits, and‘was working at a
translation of the theology of Huet ** Marmontel at that time was
already a protégé of Voltaire He had recently come from Gascony
to seek his fortune as a man of letters and bel esprit 1n the salons
It does not appear that Marmontel and Prades were ever very
friendly, but 1t 1s safe to conjecture that a certain amount of fra-
termizing went on among the various kinds of intellectuals 1n that
congested area, where students of theology and devotees of the
new learming rubbed elbows every day, and drank their coffee over
the sarne tables

Diderot, who hived 1n the same neighborhood and earned a pre-
carious living by writing short tracts calculated to astonish the
conservative, had just undertaken the task of directing a new ency-
clopedia, which a combination of publishers had decided to 1ssue
as a commercial venture The project was widely supported, even
among men of the church, many of whom, like the laity, felt that
they lived 1n an age of peculiar enlightenment, and thought 1t an
advantage to have the new knowledge brought together in one
place It was not generally foreseen that Diderot and a few col-
leagues would capture the new encyclopedia, and turn imnto an
engine of opinion a work that was expected to be a vehicle of
information The opposition developed after the publication of
the first volume 1n July 1751, and was greatly stirred up by the
Prades affair, which came early mm 1752 The Prades affair was
for many people the first revelation that the Encyclopédie was 1n
the hands of religious unbelievers For some years, however, there
continued to be persons who seemed not to realize that fact, per-
sons who wished to be on the side of enlightenment but could not
see to what end enlightenment was leading Buillardon de Sauvigny,
for example, a minor poet, published in 1758 his Religion révélée,
which he concluded with an exhortation “to the deist,”

Pussent mes faibles vers allumer dans ton dme
Le flambeau de la for qus m'inspire et m’enflamme,

bt he included m the same small volume a second poem defending
the Encyclopedists against the “cabal” that was attempting to
suppress them .,

23 Marmontel, Memowres d'un pére (Paris, 1827), Vol 1, p 160
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Duderot et d’ Alembert, aux autels prosternés,

Des mawns de la vertu se trouvent couromnés,
L'unmvers applaudit, et I'obscure cabale

Se replonge en tremblant dans la mut infernale ™

Men who had such sentiments as Billardon, 1t 1s clear, could ad-
mure the Encyclopédie, or even associate themselves personally
with Diderot, without dreaming of questioning the Christian re-
higion

Diderot for his part needed a few theologians on his staff,
if only to make his enterprise presentable to the censors and to
the redoubtable Faculty He therefore entrusted certan articles
to the Abbés Prades and Yvon Yvon was the more important to
him, he was put 1n charge of the metaphysical section, and wrote
the articles “Ame,” “Athee,” “Dieu” and a few others It 1s doubt-
ful whether any of the leading contributors ever took their col-
league Yvon very seriously Diderot, who in his prospectus called
him a profound metaphysician, later deseribed him as a plagiarist *
Yvon was, 1 fact, a man who had great respect for orthodoxy,
but wished also to keep up intellectually with the times, and who
therefore was regarded by true philosophes as an outsider, and
suspected by the religious authorities as unsound His Histoire
pmlosophique de la rehigion, written in later life, was, as plain
history, better than anything written by the infidels on the subject,
but 1t revealed a state of mind almost pathetically confused, for
on the one hand he approved of systematic doubt, inveighed against
prejudice, and gave a categorical statement of the tdea of progress,
and on the other hand declared man to have been created perfect,
argued mndignantly agamnst deists, and showed himself horrified
by the 1deas of Holbach, seeing no connection between unbelief
and ‘‘philosophy "**

24 1. Billardon de Sauvigny, La rehqion revelee, poéme en reponse @ celur de
la Rehigion naturelle (Geneve, 1758), pp 48, 64

25 Encyclopedie, Vol 1, p xli, and Oenvres (Parss, 1875-77), Vol XX, p 132
cf Grimm, “un autre theologien, ennuycux comme 1l convient a sa profession,”
Correspondance littérawre, Vol V, p 392, Voltare, “loin d'etre un philosophe,
est un docteur en theologie,” Oenvres Vol XLI, p 116 .

26 Hastowre philosophique de la religion (Liege, 1779), Vol 1, pp 3, 55, 264,
Vol 1I, pp 450, 453, 477-8 Yvon, who fled from France during the Prades
affair, returned i 1762 Bachaumont, op cit, Vol I, pp 41, 156, says that “tous

les matérialistes applaudissent au retour de cet illustre apdtre,” but that he 1s on
good terms with the archbishop During his exile Yvon wrote a book called La
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From Prades Diderot accepted at least one article, a very im-
portant one, “Certitude ” According to Diderot, who introduced
the article 1n the Encyclopédie with some remarks of his own, this
essay on certitude formed part of a general defense of Christianity
which Prades was then preparing The article aimed at showing
that moral certainty mught be equal to mathematical, and that
historical evidence mught give positive knowledge of past events
It thus served to strengthen the orthodox apologetic of the time
The second volume of the Encyclopédie, contaiming Prades’s
article, was pubhlished at the end of the year 1751

Meanwhile, on November 18 of the same year, Prades came up
for examination at the Sorbonne His thesis, called Jerusalem
caelestt and noteworthy for the elegance of 1ts Latimty, was of-
fered as a summary of arguments by which the Christian revela-
tion mught be proved Prades defended 1t in Latin and French
with great dash and assurance, and was passed unanimously by
every one of the assembled doctors

A few days later complaints began to be heard Where they
origmated 1s not known—perhaps from students jealous of such
a brillhant success, perhaps from Jansemsts who wished to dis-
credit the University, perhaps from Jesuits who wished to strike
at the Encyclopedists From whatever source, it was commonly
reported by the end of the year that a collaborator 1 the Ency-
clopedia had managed to get monstrous impieties accepted at the
Sorbonne Critics looked back to an earlier thesis, successfully de-
fended by the Abbé Brienne 1n October, which they said contained
the same poison of materialism **

Since an approved thesis became part of the official doctrine of
the University, and since not a single voice had been raised against
Prades at his examination, 1t seemed that the trusted upholders of
orthodoxy were themselves tainted with the forbidden 1deas Al
Paris took alarm Men spoke 1n frightened tones of an infidel plot
against the faith **
hberté de conscience reservée dans des bornes legitimes (Londres, 1754), which
was put on the papal index F Reusch, Index der verbotenen Bucher (Bonn,
“1883-85), Vol 11, p 939

271 C Mey, Remargues sur une thdse soutenue le sameds 30 octobre, 1751
(npnd), Nouvelles ecclésiastiques (1752), p 46

23 ¢’ Argenson, Mémorres (Pans, 1850-67), Vol VII, pp 30, 47, 56-8, 63, 95,
97, Barbier, Journal (Paris, 1847-56), Vol V, pp 146-53
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Unfortunately 1t 1s at this point that everything becomes doubt-
ful It was alleged at the time that Prades’s thesis had been writ-
ten by Diderot Modern scholars deny Diderot’s authorship,«but
give no positive evidence It 1s certain that the thesis was wholly
in the tone of the Encyclopedist philosophy It was, in fact, a
masterpiece of compact expression of that philosophy, beginmng
with a concise statement of the sensationalist theory of the human
mind, deducing society from the atomistic behavior of primitive
indrviduals, proceeding to establish natural religion, exposing the
conflicting chronologies of the Old Testament, reducing the mira-
cles of Jesus to the same level as those of Esculapius, and argu-
ing that the miracles of Jesus were of value as evidence only
because prophets had foretold them Prades's thesis thus differed
from ordinary infidel writings only 1n its treatment of prophecies
Had Diderot wished to undermine revelation while seeming to
defend 1t, he mught well have chosen just such a course of argu-
ment as this

Evidence that Prades could not have been the author was offered
by the Abbé Bonhomme in 1754 Bonhomme printed what he
asserted to be the three short preliminary theses which Prades,
as a candidate for the licentiate, had offered 1n 1748, 1750, and
July 1751 These three documents, all written 1in barbarous Latin,
propounded commonplace theological problems in the clumsiest
possible manner All three, according to Bonhomme, were 1n the
usual style of bachelors of theology * The difference between them
and the famous thése majeure 1s immense The hand of a practised
writer 15 immediately evident 1n the latter, and the 1deas expressed
1n 1t come from a different world If Prades actually wrote the
three theses published by Bonhomme, it may be considered as
proved that he could not have written the Jerusalem caelesti On
the other hand 1t seems improbable that the studious young trans-
lator of Huet described by Marmontel, or the candidate who 1m-
pressed his examiners by his showing 1n oral dispute, or the author
of the article “Certitude” and of the Apologie 1ssued two years
later, could have penned the mmfantile jargon attributed to him by
Bonhomme

26 Abbe Bonhomme, Réflexions d'un franciscam sur les trois premicrs volumes
de U'Encyclopedie (Berlin, 1754), pp 179-88
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The Jerusalem caelesti, 1n fact, was written with a directness, a
closeness of texture and an air of easy competency that suggest
the style of d’Alembert rather than the ungoverned rambling of
Diderot or the diffuse mediocrity of Prades’s known writings It
was chargéd at the time, and with truth, that the thesis repeated
in summary large parts of d’Alembert’s Discours prébmunaire de
UEncyclopédie D’Alembert’s Discours, however, was 1itself only
a formal statement of ideas that the philosophes very generally
entertained

All we are warranted in concluding 1s that Prades, who 1s known
to have been on good terms with Diderot for at least several
months, may have recerved help and encouragement from his
philosopher friends of the summer of 1751 In view of the style
and content of the thesis, and considering that Prades was cer-
tainly a man of receptive rather than critical mind, 1t 1s quite
possible that this help and encouragement went very far, and
that, while Prades fancied himself to be the author, the thesis
was practically manufactured in the editorial workshop of the
Encyclopédie 1f this be true, then Prades, when he came to take
his examination, was n his own mind a volunteer 1n the Encyclo-
pedist cause, and 1n the minds of the Encyclopedists a pawn whom
they purposely advanced into an extremely hazardous position
The philosophes kept a discreet silence on the origin of the thesis,
but one of them, Helvétius, 1s reported to have called the thesis
“a dove sent out from the ark to see whether the sea of prejudice
had not yet subsided "** It was commonly thought at the time
that the philosophes hoped through Prades to have some of their
principles accepted by the Faculty, so as to be able later on to
defend the views expressed 1n the Encyclopédie by appealing to
doctrines officially endorsed by the University *

The second and greater question, more dehcate than the ques-
tion of authorship, 1s how the examining theologians came to give
Prades their unanimous approval The fact that they had done so
became highly embarrassing when the outcry arose a few weeks
later The professors responsible for the thesis then declared that

- they had not read it, explaining that the print was too fine for their
eyesight——an excuse matched 1n fatuity only by the assertion of

80 E Regnault, Christophe de Beaumont (Paris, 1882), Vol I, pp 346-7
81 Barbser, op cit, Vol V, p 150
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Prades that the elegance of his metaphors was such that the learned
doctors had misunderstood his meaning

There were 1n reality no misleading metaphors in the thesis,
nor did the size of the print have much to do with the matter, since
the real difficulty was to explamn how Prades had slipped through
the oral exammation The oral exammation, 1n the educational
system then in use, was purely a defense of the written thesis
Concervably Prades, to get the thesis passed, may have fooled the
examiners by debating irrelevant questions This 1s highly improb-
able, for such a procedure would 1mply, first, that Prades was
extraordinarily ingenious, when all the evidence goes to show
that he was unsophisticated 1n such matters, and, second, that the
professors were unbelievably negligent, and not only had not read
the thesis, but also failed to learn what 1t was about even at the
oral exammation It 1s mmpossible to say whether any of the
exarmners knew at the time that Prades was associated with the
Encyclopédie It seems unlikely that Prades should have concealed
a fact of which he had every reason to boast, namely that he was
about to publish, in the great new dictionary of the sciences, an
article confirming the evidences of Christianity Unless the pro-
fessors lived 1n an aloofness difficult to tmagine 1n Paris, some of
them should have got wind of the honor befallen one of their stu-
dents, and 1f any of them did, 1t 1s unhkely that Prades’s exami-
nation would have been purely perfunctory

The most reasonable explanation seems to be the obvious one
that the examiners passed Prades because they took his thesis for
what 1t was offered as being, a dcfense of the Christian revelation,
and that, whether or not they agreed with his opinions, they con-
sidered these opinions to be tenable by a Catholic That they did
so becomes more probable when we learn that the examination was
presided over by the Abbé Hooke, whose susceptibility to certain
modern 1deas has already been noted Hooke, inctdentally, fell
into disgrace by the Prades affair He was dismissed from his
chair of theology, then recalled a year later, 1n 1753, but he had
lost the confidence of the authorities, and 1n 1762 the archbishop,
Beaumont, forbade students to attend his courses *2

320n Hooke see above, pp 40-1, 51, Brographte umwerselle, “Hooke”,

J Flammermont, Remontrances du Parlement de Parts (Paris, 1888-908), Vol
I, p 465 n 2
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What the Prades affair seems to show, although both Catholic
and non-Catholic historians may find reason to question 1t, 1s that
in 7751 the line that separated the orthodox from the philosophical
was indistinct There were educated men 1n the church who were
willing to give a hearing to the new 1deas They were favorably
inclined to the sensationalist meiaphysics formulated by Locke
and Condillac, and were prepared to tolerate, in men who pro-
fessed their belief 1 revelation, some pretty free inquiry into the
miracles of the New Testament or the chronology of the Old They
were interested 1n modern 1deas, and had faith in the enlighten-
ment of their day Like modernists and progressives generally, they
may be praised for their open-mindedness, or blamed for not see-
ing the consequences of therr own ideas, or regarded with sym-
pathy for their attempt to keep their hold on two different schemes
of thought They requnred that a man preserve his faith in revela-
tion, yet they made no serious objection to the principles and
methods of thought by which certain thinkers were led to dispense
with revelation altogether So long as the Encyclopédie was not
definttely known to be at war with the Christian revelation and
the Catholic tradition (and that fact was not common knowledge
in 1751), they could consider 1ts philosophy without suspicion,
and look forward to 1ts publication in the coming years without
alarm

But the populace of Paris soon buzzed with the rumor that the
muracles of Jesus were questioned 1in high academic circles Serious
thinkers found 1t disquieting, 1in addition, that so categorical a
statement of the sensationalist psychology, with 1its implications
of matenahsm and doubt, should be ofhcially sanctioned by the
Untversity The heretic Jansemists rushed forward to accuse the
Faculty of heterodoxy The Jesutts, usually tolerant of much of
the enlightened philosophy, also found an advantage in the com-
motion According to the philosophes, they feared that their Dic-
tionnarre de Trévouxr would suffer by competition with the Ency-
clopédic, and 1t 15 quite possible that they were afraid of losing
their ntellectual leadership and took this opportunity to reassert
it Pressure was thus brought from all sides upon the University
to reverse 1ts decision and cast out the Encyclopedist Prades from
tts ranks The Faculty hesitated, 1t could not reverse 1ts decision
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without convicting itself of an inexcusable blunder, and there were
moreover, as was shown later, some forty doctors who thought
either that Prades’s thesis was a good one, or that Prades, as a
member of the University, should be protected against clamor
from outside )

The Jesuits urged the mmster Mirepoix, a bishop, to use the
authority of the government The Abbé Le Gros, one of the most
capable of the doctors of the Sorbonne, tried in vamn to dissuade
Mirepoix from acting The University finally yielded—according
to Voltaire, because the opponents of Prades had packed 1ts assem-
bly with a hundred “alumni1” monks who had never read the thesis
If true, Voltaire’s statement 1s highly significant, for roughly a
hundred votes were cast against Prades Late i January 1752, 1t
was decided by a majority of 82 to 54 that Prades should be con-
demned unheard, and, by 105 to 41, that he should be censured and
disowned, his thesis expunged from the records of the University,
and he himself deprived of his academic standing and degrees **

Ecclesiastical thunders immediately began to roar The arch-
bishop of Paris, advised by a special counal of five theologians,
condemned the thesis on January 27 The bishops of Auxerre and
Montauban soon followed The Parlement of Paris did the same,
and on March 22 came the sentence of the pope ‘‘Hitherto,” said
the bishop of Montauban, “hell has vomited 1ts poison drop by
drop, today torrents of error and impiety tend toward nothing
less than the submergence of Faith, Religion, Virtue, the Church,
Subordination, Law and Reason''* On February 7 the govern-
ment revoked 1ts license to print the Encyclopédiec About a year
later legal publication was resumed, only to be definitely denied 1n
1759, when the appearance of later volumes, and the scandal
caused by Helvétius’s De I’ Esprit, made 1t evident that Christiantty
and the doctrines of the philosophes were 1rreconcilably opposed

Prades, outlawed and penniless, took refuge with the king of
Prussta He was invited by Voltaire, who, thinking he saw a
philosopher 1n distress, wrote him a letter admirable for its delicacy

33 d'Argenson, op cit, Vol VIL p 8, M Picot, Mémotres pour scrinr a
Phistowre ecclesiastique pendant le dix-huidme siécle (Paris, 1816), Vol 11,
pp 244-8

3% Recuerl de préces concernant I'Abbé de Prades (Paris, 1753), pp 36-7 The
other condemnations, and the thesis 1tself, are printed here
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and kindliness *® Prades had hardly reached Potsdam when he 1s-
sued his Apologre, in two parts, which must have been disappoint-
ing to his new protectors, for Prades showed himself to be at
bottom a believer

The Apologte 1s our chief source for a knowledge of Prades’s
character, and what it shows 1s a man who, though thirty-two,
seems very youthful, dazed by the sudden fate that had struck
him, and unable to understand the magmtude of the controversy
in which he had entangled himself Protesting with pathetic sin-
cerity that he was a faithful son of the church, he nsisted that
the views expressed 1n his thesis were purely academic, and that
he had never supposed them to be anything but Christtan He felt
that he had nothing to retract, and innocently repeated all the
strong talk he had heard among the philosophers back in Parts,
outdoing himself 1n wordy explanations, adding social to religious
questions, and maintaining, for example, that society was anarchi-
cal n onigin and that all men were at all times equal, without
seeming to realize that his opinions might have something more
than an academtc sense, and 1f acted on would destroy the things
in which he believed **

After two years, having reflected further, and finding Fred-
erick’s favor cooled, Prades made his peace with the church, re-
canted his thesis, and was restored to his honors 1n the University

33 A Gazier, Melanges de lticrature et d'lustowre  Voltawre et U Abbé de
Prades (Paris, 1904), where a letter from Voltaire to Prades and one from
d Argens are published

38 It was not necessary for Prades to go to the philosophers to hear equah-
tarian theory He might have heard it in the classroom at the Sorbonne See the
book published by his teacher Hooke a few months after his examination, Re-
hqromis naturalis et morahs phidosophiae principra, methodo scholastica digesta
(Paris, 1752 54), Vol I, pp 623-4 “Status est homims conditio permanens,
vara jura et longam ohligationum seriem includens Estque vel saturalts, quem
constitust 1psa natura, vel advenditues ab abiquo hominum facto vel mstituto ortus

Per statum maturac cum intellegimus 1n quo essent positt homines qui
nuili 1mperio subjicerentur, sed sofa naturac simibitudine aut pactis privatis
adunarentur In staty naturae omnes homnes acquales sunt et paribus
gaudent jurihus Nam m allo statu discrimimant hommes solummodo dotes vel
mentis vel corporis, quibus praestant alu alus” The italics arc Hooke's Note
that Hooke regards the state of nature as a conditio permanens not merely a

historical situation, and observe the shift from subjunctive to mdicative mood,
1¢ from hypothetical to afhrmative statcment
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of Paris He died 1n 1782 as a canon of the cathedral of Glogau
in Silesta *

Meanwhile 1n Paris the mighty struggle continued Daderot,
apparently with Prades’s knowledge, wrote a “third part” to
Prades’s apology Since it was not known that Diderdt was the
author, this third part put poor Prades into still more difficulties
It had none of the air of naive honesty and injured protestation
of the first two parts Diderot, as a veteran philosophe, understood
the art of saying more than he seemed to He averred, what no
Christian of that time was prepared to deny, that the proofs of
religion could not be too rigorously sifted, and that it would be
“a blasphemy to suppose them incapable of sustaining human
criticism” , adding that ‘““‘not to devote a considerable part of one’s
life to this study 1s to be a Christian 1n the same way as one might
be a Mohammedan "* He managed to represent himself as a
defender of the Faculty by expressing spectal indignation at the
Jansemst bishop of Auxerre, who in condemning Prades had
severely blamed the Faculty for its carelessness and had hinted
broadly at the unsoundness of its doctrine Caylus, bishop of
Auxerre, rephed, and Diderot seized the opportunity to prolong
a controversy so unfortunate for the church, by 1ssuing a Swuite
de Uapologre de M ' Abbé de Prades

Other champions entered the lists Voltaire seems to have taken
a hand, the anonymous Tombeau de la Sorbonne 1s thought to
have come from him On the side of orthodoxy various collections
of documents were published, which, tn printing both the thesis
and the official condemnations, brought Prades’s errors to the
attention of persons who nught otherwise not have known them

The Abbé Bonhomme “reflected’” 1n three volumes on Prades and
the Encyclepédie, a theologian 1ssued a large work in Latin, and
the ubiquitous Gourlin, his pen always ready to flow in Jansenist
causes, devoted half his book on Prades to an attack on the Jesutts,
who, he said, with their 1deas of the state of nature and their habit
of reasoning on moral obligations, had opened the floodgates to

37 Apologic de ' Abbé de Prades (3 vols, Amsterdam, 1753) The second and
third volumes are by Diderot, see lis Ocuzres, Vol 1, pp 431 §f On Prades’s”
later life 1 Berlin sce Daux, op ot , W Grundlach, f riedrich der Grosse und
sewm Verleser Jean-Martin de Prades (Hamburg, 1892) , D Thiebault, Souventrs

de vingt ans @ Berlm (Paris, 1860), Vol II, pp 423-5
38 Apologic de ' Abbe de Prades, Vol 111, pp 18-19
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religious incredulity The Prades affair thus turned into a general
brawl between Jesuits and Jansenists, philosophers and priests,
ard 1t remained as a symbol of that strife long after Prades himself
had quietly slipped back into the fold *

The decade that followed the Prades affair saw the turning-
point of the century In 1750 men of many shades of belief could
feel confidence in the enlightenment of their age In 1760 they
were divided into two camps, more clearly defined than ever be-
fore. Those claiming to be enlightened were more openly irrelig-
ious, those claiming to be religious took alarm at the enlightened
tdeas In the intervening years Voltaire turned from poet to cru-
sader, Rousseau became known as a propounder of paradoxes,
Helvétius antagonized all Christians, and some philosophers, by
reducing life to physiology and good and evil to pleasure and pain
Almost every year, with industrious regularity, Diderot dispatched
another volume of the Encyclopédie to his four thousand sub-
scribers The philosophers won friends 1n high places Malesherbes
favored them at the censor’s office, and Mme de Pompadour 1n the
royal apartments at Versailes The Academy, which had received
d’Alembert in 1754, was on the point of coming over to their side

The church undertook to stiffen its opposition In 1755, for
the first tume, the Assembly of the Clergy seriously deliberated on
the problem of infidelity Apologists became more numerous and
more bitter, and more given to personal attacks on individual un-
believers But the church was distracted by worldly preoccupations
Church and state, at odds over financial questions, could not co-
operate to resist an intellectual movement which seemed increas-
mgly to threaten both The church, moreover, was torn by the
discontents that went under the name of Jansenism. The state and

80 For this controversial literature see, besides works mentioned in the pre-
ceding notes G Brotier (S J ), Examen de 'Apologe de U'Abbé de Prades
(np, 1753), anon, Piéces nouvelles ef curieuses sur Uaffawwe de I'Abbé de
Prades (Pans, 1754), Abbé Parss, ed, La religton vengée des impiétés de la
thése de M U Abbé de Prades (Montauban, 1754) , anon, Thests Joannis-Martins
de Prades theologice discussa et smpugnata (Paris, 1753), with a long review of
this work and exammation of the whole question in the Journal de Trévoux
(1753), pp 1415-37, 1507-692, Nouvelles eccléswastiques (1752), pp 33 f .,
Gourlin, Observations ymportantes aw sujet de la thése (np, 1752) , L Chaudon,
Diactronnare ants-philosophigue (Avignon, 1767), art “Prades”, A Paulian,

Dictsonnasre  phalosophico-théologique portatsf (Nimes, 1770), art “Philoso-
phes”, J Duhamel, Lettres flamandes (Lille, 1752), letters xv to xxvis
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the Jansenists joined forces long enough to destroy the Jesuits in
1763, although practically every bishop in France had declared
the Jesuits necessary to the maintenance of religion The loss was
a major calarmty Some of the best trained and ablest men in the
church were thus exiled or reduced to silence The Jesuits, per-
haps, constituted the one group which might have found some
means of reconciling traditional authority with eighteenth century
belief

In the University, after the Prades affair, any inchoate modern-
1sm that may have existed was seriously checked The professors
were committed to a philosophy which the enlightened regarded
as antiquated By condemning the sensationalist metaphysics of
Prades, the Faculty abandoned the principle which 1t had held since
the Middle Ages, nihil 1 wntellectu msy prius mn sensu, and em-
braced the Cartesian philosophy of nnate 1deas which 1t had previ-
ously opposed

The philosophers, who when they changed their own minds
called the change progress, could see only stark inconsistency in
the reversal of the theologians In reality, however, the sensation-
alist philosophy meant something very different 1n 1750 from what
it had meant 1n the Middle Ages The theologians, in opposing 1t,
furmished a criticism that might have been salutary had 1t been
listened to But the philosophers rarely histened to the objections
raised by priests, they could not distinguish criticism that had
mntellectual value, because they were convinced that all criticism
was prompted by a superstitious attachment to an intolerant au-
thority Much though they nsisted on the value of free speech,
they had the weaknesses of men not in the habit of respecting
those who disagree with them—they were undoubtedly hasty, self-
assured, irritable and doctrinaire The theologians who opposed
them fell into the obhivion that receives most thinkers whose views
happen to be out of fashion Their opimions, however, are worth
disinterring, for something like their doctrine of “innate ideas”
came to hfe in the mind of Immanuel Kant, and has been raising
questions ever since



CHAPTER VI
SOUL AND MIND

UIS est dle curus wn factem Deus wnsprrannt spraculum
witae? “Who 1s he 1n whose face God breathed the breath
of hfe?” This question, taken from Genests, stood as the
general heading to Prades’s famous thesis It 1s the grand question
of all philosophy 1n all ages, and the final importance of human
thinking lies 1n the answer that 1t gives or assumes
In the eighteenth century the question was particularly urgent
Religious and secular 1deas of man’s nature were struggling for
dominance The issue was not always sharply drawn or clearly
percerved, but 1t was fundamentally a dispute between those who
wished to believe that man 1s somehow endowed with faculties
independent of the world into which he 1s born, and those who
preferred to think that he 1s wholly shaped by the physical world,
and has no resources, powers, or purposes not conferred on him
by his environment
This divergence of opinion showed itself in various ways, some-
times 1n the controversy over nnate ideas and sense impressions,
sometimes 1n the question whether man had been created perfect
in the garden of Eden, or whether, as many were coming to sus-
pect, he had at first been a kind of brute, sometimes 1n the tendency
to see the most effective moral sanctions not 1n supernatural re-
wards but 1n the opinion of contemporaries and the ultimate judg-
ment of posterity On the whole, the religious took the former of
these alternatives, the philosophical the latter There was, indeed,
much confusion of issues The Abbé Bergier, though he later
criticized a simular opinion expressed by Holbach, at one time
looked to a kind of immortality in the judgment of posterity®
Palissot, a writer of comedies, who thought the infidels both dan-
1R R Palmer, “Posterity and the Hereafter m Eighteenth Century French

Thought,” mn the Journal of Modern History, Vol IX (1937), pp 145-68 An
unpublished manuscript of Bergier's 1s mentioned in this article,
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gerous and absurd, accepted without reservation their sensationalist
philosophy ? But the ablest of the Christian thinkers, when they
constdered the subject with care, rejected this philosophy as un-
sound ;

The importance of the sensationalist philosophy to men of that
time cannot be exaggerated The Abbé de Prades asserted 1t as
Proposition One, 1n answer to the Biblical question “Man {is he]
whose 1deas, still rude and unformed, are produced by sensations,
hence from sensations, as branches from a trunk, all his cognitions
take their rise ” All progressive thinkers would have concurred in
this statement It was Proposition One of the whole philosophy of
enlightenment By expounding 1t clearly, John Locke had ushered
in the enlightened age, thus at last wnting, as Voltaire said, the
history of the human mmd where earher thinkers had but written
the romance It was with this Proposition One, much expanded,
that d’Alembert, at the cimax of the age, opened hs Discours
prébmunare de I'Encyclopédie, and that Condorcet, at the close,
began his Tableau des progrés de Uesprit humawn The assent of
Diderot, Condillac, Helvétius, and Raynal was entire The fact,
or supposed fact, that knowledge 1s produced by experience re-
cerved through sensations was the guarantee by which the scien-
tific method of the Encyclopédie was thought to be valid, and by
which the future progress of mankind was thought to be assured
Sensationalism was not only a psychology but a metaphysics, and
not only a theory of knowledge but a theory of human nature
Quite properly, therefore, 1t was, after revelation, the point on
which religious and irrehigious thinkers were most consistently
divided

It 1s unfortunate, in the light of pure philosophy, that the in-
tellectual foundations on which the philosophes claimed to be stand-
ing had been seriously undermined by one of their own number
David Hume, as early as 1739, had pushed the sensationalist doc-
trine to 1ts last extreme Berkeley had shown that a consistent
adherent of the doctrine could not believe in the existence of mat-
ter, Hume now added that it was impossible for him to believe 1n
good and evil, cause and effect, or even in himself as a being with’
any personal 1dentity Nothing was left but an ebb and flow of

2C Palissot de Montenoy, “Lettre sur I'ame,” Ocuvres (Pari, 1788), Vol
IV, pp 2519
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sensations, and of images that were only sensations 1n decay, a
phantasmagoria that could not even be called subjective, since no
pefcetving or conscious subject could be found, a flux of im-
pressions 10 which no real time could be known, since the past was
perceived only by mmpressions fainter than those of sense, conven-
tionally called memories, a whirl of experience in which an “asso-
ciation of 1deas” seemed to take place, but in which no experiencing
or orgamzing mind, living through time, could be assumed Unable
to deny his own existence, or to embrace any system of thought
by which that existence became plulosophically probable, Hume
naturally lost faith in philosophy, and became the one genumne
skeptic in an age of vehement unbehief In France, as elsewhere, his
philosophical works made little impression That the human mind
could prove nothing important was the last doctrine that enhght-
ened thinkers wished to hear

In a document that he refrained from publishing 1n his lifetune,
Hume suggested a conclusion 1n which apologists of religion might
have taken comfort could they have read it ““To be a philosophical
skeptic,” he said, ‘‘1s, 1n a man of letters, the first and most essen-
tial step towards being a sound, believing Christian ”* No doubt
he wrote the words with the wry irony of a man who 1n a world
of partisans finds himself on neither side of the question, and has
lost the hope of making himself understood Certainly he was not
himself a believing Christian, nor 1s any believing Christian of
that time known to have been a philosophical skeptic Yet hetween
Hume and the Catholic apologists of France there was an affinity,
which both would have preferred to disown but which nevertheless
was real Tt has already been noted, in connection with belief m
muracles and supernatural intervention, how the orthodox apolo-
gists were 1n some respects skeptical They denied the absolute
validity of human reason, the invariable umformity of nature,
the necessary sequence of physical cause and effect Hume also
doubted these things, 1t was only because he doubted in addition
the trustworthiness of testimony that he differed with the apolo-
gists on the probability of miracles Hume, perhaps inadvertently,
exposed the weaknesses of the reigning philosophy That was, of

3 Hume, Dwulogues Concerming Natural Religion (London, 1779), pp 263-4,

see also Carl Becker, The Heavenly City of the Erwghteenth Centwry Plalosophers
(New Haven, 1932), pp 68-78
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course, precisely what religious critics were constantly trying to
do But where Hume saw reasons for believing all philosophy fu-
tile, the apologists saw reasons for believing the particular phifoso-
phy of the philosophes to be false In the sensationalist doctrine
there was an element missing This element the skeptical Hume
could not supply, but the rehigious thinkers could It was not neces-
sary for them to appeal to revelation They could, and did, supply
the missing element from a mixture of Christiamty, Cartesianism
and common experience

The missing element 1n the sensationalist philosophy, as the
conclusions of Hume should have shown, was nothing less than
the human mind 1itself Orniginally an empty void, a tabula rasa,
the mind remained, 1n this theory, nothing but a receptacle for
experience It was purely passive, 1ts perception was simple recep-
tion, 1t contributed nothing to the raw data of sense Except for
such peculiarities of sensation as those by which some phenomena
appeared as color, others as sound, the mind 1n no way modified the
world m the process of looking at it An indtvidual mind derived
its whole character from the surroundings in which 1t hved It
was 1dentical with the contingent experience that befell 1t It had
no absolute being apart from its store of sensations and impres-
sions Personality was only the recollection of continuous experi-
ence 1n the past The active and outreaching elements 1in human
nature, all that philosophers and psychologists have called the will,
played no part in either the forming of experience or the develop-
ment of the self All opimions and attitudes, all knowledge and
cnitical judgments, all purposes and ends and values, were 1m-
planted in each man by an experience received through sensation
and differentiated by pleasure and pain

Paradoxically, the men who trusted so highly in the powers of
intelligence regarded the mind as essentially vacant and inert, the
1dea of the passive mind was indispensable to their system It was
the guarantee that the truths of nature rmght be percetved without
distortion It was the basis for the distinction, then so important
and so clear, between enlightenment and prejudice It was the
metaphysical groundwork for the helief that men were equal, and
that they possessed the quality of perfectibilité, that 1s, suscepti-
bility to progress Mimmzing the effects of will, denying origimal
predisposition, refusing to see any tnevitability in human nature,
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the doctrine was flatly contrary to the Christian 1dea of sin, and
by representing man as a passive child of circumstances, easily
abustd by his environment, 1t slipped sometimes nto a notion that
human nature, when crude, 1s good, that polish and civilization
are bad; and that order, restraint, discipline, and suppression are
affronts to man’s digmty and freedom

How heavily the influence of rehigion weighed against this phi-
losophy is shown by no one more clearly than by Rousseau Rous-
seau certainly believed that men were by nature good He 1s gener-
ally thought to have believed, more than his contemporaries, that
all men were originally equal His Emale 1s usually taken to imply
that inequalities arise from environment The truth s, however,
that he had many misgivings on this point The reason 1s not hard
to find The 1dea that men possess equal mental powers came di-
rectly from the sensationalist psychology Rousseau, with his relig-
1ous or at least introspective nature, could not tolerate the thought
that his mind and soul were only a heap of sense impressions
produced by an external world

The issue became clear for him when he read Helvétius’s De
PEsprit This book, which caused a great stir mn 1758, was really
noteworthy for 1ts very want of originality, being only a full and
open exposition of ideas shared by most of the leading Encyclo-
pedists Helvétius set out by declaring that the mind possesses
“two faculties, or, 1f I may so put it, two passive powers,” physi-
cal sensibility and memory, and he concluded by asserting that,
except for the effects of education, all minds were equal and
1dentical *

Rousseau says that he planned a thorough refutation, but gave
up the idea when Helvétius got into trouble with the authorities
In his “Profession of faith of the Savoyard Vicar” he stated his
own posttion, criticized pure sensationalist theory, and affirmed, as
a first principle of his religion, the existence of himself as an ac-
tive, positive, judging, willing individual person For these opin-
1ons he says that the philosophes detested him He was more ex-
phett 1n certain marginal notes which he wrote 1n his copy of

4 Helvetius, De UEsprit, n Helvétws Collection des plus belles pages (Pars,
1009), pp 16-25 “ worth your reading, not for its philosophy, which I do

not highly value, but for its agreeable composition” David Hume to Adam
Smith, Letters of Davd Hume (Greig ed, Oxford, 1932), Vol I, p 304
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Helvétius’s book These notes he took pamns to keep secret, stipu-
lating, when he sold his hbrary in London, that this volume should
not be made public before his death ®

What was the doctrine that Rousseau wished to hide from the
caustic notice of the enlhightened? It was, in substance, the doctrine
that Catholic writers had been asserting for years, namely, that
the ability to compare, combine, unify, and judge the data of sense
does not 1tself arise from pure sensation Juger, c’est sentrr, Hel-
vétius kept repeating, judgment 1s only a property of the senses
Rousseau, for all his sensibility, saw here the fundamental fallacy
“To perceive objects,” he wrote, ““1s to have sensation, to perceive
relationships 1s to judge '

The final comment 1s worth quoting at length It shows Jean-
Jacques 1n an unfamihiar and not discreditable light “The prin-
ciple from which the author deduces in the following chapters the
natural equality of minds, and which he attempts to establish at
the beginning of this work, 1s that human judgments are purely
passive This principle has been affirmed and discussed with much
depth and philosophy in the Encyclopedia, article ‘Evidence’ 1 do
not know the author of this article, but he 1s certainly a great
metaphysician, I suspect the Abbé de Condillac or M de Buffon
However that may be, I have tried to combat this principle and
to establish the activity of our judgments mn the notes written at
the beginming of this book, and above all 1n the first part of the
‘Profession of faith of the Savoyard Vicar’ If I am right, and 1f
the principle of M Helvétius and the above mentioned author 1s
false, the reasoning 1n the following chapters falls to the ground,
being only a consequence of this principle, and 1t 1s not true that
the inequality among minds 1s the effect of education alone, though
education may be of great influence "’

What the true cause of this inequality might be Rousseau does
not say Presumably, whatever 1t was, 1t was transmtted by he-
redity That question 1s not important here The sigmificant point is
that Rousseau, by denying that judgments were purely passive,
denied that sensation was sufficient to produce an intelligent crea-

5 Rousseau, Ocurres (Bruxelles, 1827-28), Vol VI, pp 230 ff, Correspon-
dance (ed Dufour, Parw, 1924-34), Vol VIIL p 109, Vol XVI, p 277

8 Ocuvres, Vol XIX, p 195
Tabd , pp 203-4
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ture, and opened wide the doors to those bugbears of the enlight-
ened thinkers, innate ideas

The dispute was more than a technical discussion of episte-
mology The soul itself was at stake, the dme, a word which meant
soul, mind, and consciousness without connotation of piety, and
which must be translated by various English terms It was to vin-
dicate their belief 1n immortality that religious people usually en-
tered the argument. This prepossession had its value, it compelled
them to recognize psychological facts which the infidels, with their
different prepossessions, found it useful to ignore Christiamty
conditioned the whole course of eighteenth century philosophy
If 1t provoked a somewhat excesstve empiricism among 1ts critics,
1t kept alive also the 1deas by which a dialectical balance might be
restored The critical student, remembering the strong Protestant
bias of Kant, will not dismiss the Catholic speculation of the time
as philosophically negligible What he finds 1n common 1n the Ger-
man 1dealists and the French Catholic apologists he may, with some
plausibility, set down to the influence of the Chnistian religion

It was an influence mediated through Descartes The importance
of Descartes m religious apologetic has been demonstrated by
Lanson, chiefly however for the seventeenth century ® In the eight-
eenth century the bedrock of Catholic phlosophy was the Cartesian
duahsm, categorically affirmed and endlessly reiterated It was a
strong line of argument to take, for the infidels themselves, despite
attempts to overcome it, really accepted many of the implications
that this dualism produced Never was the difference between mind
and matter more clear-cut or more absolute Never was matter con-
cetved of more distinctly Matter, it was agreed, was extended
quantitative substance, inert in itself but characterized by motion,
and divisible into homogeneous and mutually external parts, which
affected each other by impact It followed that whatever was not
quantitative, not nert, not divisible, and not activated by impact
must be spirit, and that this spirit, not being subject to the laws
of matter, could well be imperishable, as 1t was 1n fact known to
be by revelation

" One doctrine of Malebranche was also much in favor, the doc-
trine of ‘“occasional causes” Occasionahism, like Leibmz's pre-

8 G Lanson, “De l'influence de la philosophie cartesienne sur la htterature
frangaise,” n Revue de Mctaphysique et de Morale, Vol 1V (1896), pp 517-50
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established harmony, was a theory in which, by an elaborate meta-
physics, two irreducible and primordial substances were brought
together 1n the same universe Mind and matter, soul and body, 1t
was held, occupred different planes of being, neither could reach
the other, neither could produce changes in the otler by direct
mterposition of causes Motion, the form of action in matter, could
never produce thought, feeling, will, or consciousness, the forms of
action pecuhar to the soul What really happened, therefore, when
changes 1n the body seemed to affect the nund, was simply that
these changes gave occasion to changes 1n mental experience, which
in reality arose from an active power in the soul itseif

Mind and body thus accompanied each other through life, hand
in hand although eternally parted, and their mutual responsiveness
was a supreme mystery, a sure evidence of God’s existence, and a
continpung expression of his power It followed that the soul,
which had never needed the body, lost nothing by the body’s death
This belief, which 1n one form or another was an nevitable sup-
plement to the Cartesian dualism, by the muddle of the eighteenth
century had almost reached the level of popular thinking ®

Descartes, when he formulated his conception of matter, made
possible mathematical science, but he also greatly lightened the
task of apologists for religion It was often argued that we may
be assured of the existence of God and the soul, precisely because
we have an exact 1dea of matter It was agreed that matter was
quantitative and mathematically measurable How then could
thought be material ? “What 1s a round or square thought *’ asked
Ilhahart de La Chambre, and he voiced only a common query
of the religious writers, whose beoks are full of requests to be
shown a square thought, a convex pain, a quarter of an 1dea, or a
cubic foot of reasoning '* The absurdity was supposed to chinch

® Occasionahism appears n a great number of the eigl teenth century rehigious
writers, of all shades of ability, sometimes m direct exposition, sometimes by way
of allusion See Cardinal Pohgnac, L'Anti-Lucréce (Paris, 1751), Vol 1II,
pp 34-41, Dcnesle, Evamen du wmatérialisme (Paris, 1754), Vol I, p 180, L
Frangois, Examen des faits qui servent de fondement de la religion chrétienne
(Paris, 1767), Vol 1, p 33, £ Freron, Annce htterawe (1754), Vol VII,
p 302 In F Pluquet, Exanien du fatalisine (Paris, 1757), Vol III, pp 141-3,%as
in many of the more capable thinkers, the same idea takes the form of Leibniz's
preestablished harmony The 1dea 1s of less unportance in such writers as Lignaa

and Monestier who incline toward a kind of idcalistic momsm
10 [ihahart de La Chambre, /bicge de phiosophic (Paris, 1754), Vol I, pp
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the argument, and indeed 1n the eighteenth century 1t was a for-
midable objection

Agamn, matter was known to be dead and ponderous stuff, which
could not be moved without a directing intelligence The same
argument that proved the existence of God as a Prime Mover
proved also the existence of the soul A leading surgeon
and anatomist, A Lows, who later contributed to the Encyclo-
pedia, in 1747 wrote a short Essar sur la nature de I'dme He began
by clearly defining the body as “‘a prodigious assemblage of pipes,
hydrauhc and pneumatic machines, and levers of all kinds” The
body was “an assemblage of mfimitely small and infinitely solid par-
ticles,” the soul “‘all sensibility and activity ”** In these few words
we may discern i passing, at this early date and in a practical
man, the way in which the Cartesian dualism led to the fatal dis-
harmony of modern times, the split between controlled scientific
thinking and free expansive romanticism

Notions of this kind easily produced some extremely common-
place philosophy There was danger of falling into the crude theory
of a human being as a “‘ghost 1n a corpse” A book called La dig-
wmté de la nature humaine, by one Villiers, m effect reduces human
dignity to this cadaverous status It 1s argued that the soul must
be a kind of god in order to move such an unwieldy structure as
the body, which 1t operates, so to speak, by pressing buttons and
pulling levers, using the bulky apparatus as a means of ruling
the material world The arts and sciences, hibraries and cities are
evidences of this ghostly intelligence, but apparently {or Villiers
the evidence was highly inferential, for he concluded that without
special revelation we should never know that man 1s a spirit **
299-304 See also N Bergier, Evamen du materclisme (Pans, 1771), Vol I,
p 156, H Hayer, Lo spiritnalitc et Limmortalitc de Uame (Parss, 1757), Vol
I, p 6, C Riuchard, La nature en contraste avec la reliqion et la radson (Pars,
1773), pp 02-3, anon, L'ume, Pensecs philosophiques (1757), Roussel, La los
naturelle (Panis, 1769), pp 10-17, B Sinsart, Pensecs sur ! unmaterialite de
U'dme (Colmar, 1756) The argument about “square thoughts,” etc, was not new,
having been used by Malebranche Sce J Lawd, Humd's Phidosophy of Human
Nature (London, 1932), p 105

11 A Lows, Lssar sur la nature de Udne (Paris, 1747), pp 11, 17
. 12M Villiers, Lo dwnate de la nature humame (Paris, 1778) , see also Denesle,
op cut, Vol I, p 6 "“Que Fon coupe un cadavre par preces, on dit qu'il ne sent
plus rien ce qui n'est qu'un proyuge fonde sur les apparences, car ce corps,

mort ou vivant, na jamais rien sentt, mais en donnant a Yame 'occasion de
sentir, 1l a paru lui-mamce sentir ”
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There were, however, a number of competent Cartesians There
can be no agreement in selecting the most important, but any list
should include the names of Lignac, Cochet, Hayer, Boyller,
Roche, and Monestier Of these, all but Monestier wrote during
the critical years of the 1750’s Hayer was the most definitely a
religious apologist, Cochet a professor of philosophy at the College
Mazarin, Roche a man of great piety who lived in seclusion for
many years at Saint-Germain ’Auxerrois Lignac was the most
successful 1n constructing a philosophic system Boullier was a
Protestant living 1n Holland, Monestier a Jesuit who in some ways
anticipated the German 1dealism

It 1s difficult to say precisely what they had in common beyond
their rejection of the sensationalist metaphysics All surely would
have agreed with Boullier’'s Apologie de la métaphysique a Pocca-
sion du Drccours prélimmaire de I Encyclopédie Boullier, while
praising the plan of the Encyclopedia and calling d’ Alembert’s dis-
course a work of high merit, put 1n a few telling critical strokes
“Let me be allowed a shight reproach: that for a philosopher so
hostile to prejudices he gives himself up a bit too much to the
taste of his nation and his century ” Metaphysics, he observed,
was not ‘‘the experimental physics of the soul,” nor did Locke
create 1t, as d’Alembert alleged Boullier suspected that the Ency-
clopedist philosophy, like the Cartesian, would some day seem
antiquated to the progressive ‘“And does that not come from the
fact that men are no less obstinate 1n modern prejudices than 1n old
ones, and that the love of novelty seduces at least as many minds
as respect for antiquity *"**

These Cartesians affirmed at the outset the independent exis-
tence of the mind Hayer, on the first page of his book, contrasted
his views with those of the philosophes ““I am a body, and I think,
I know no more, says a modern philosopher [Voltaire] I am a
soul, and have a body, says Plato with the wisest of antiquity The
question, then, 1s to examine whether my body is my whole being,
or only a thing belonging to me, my possession, whether this Body
1s Me, or simply Mine "'** This was the problem exactly. to deter-

13D Boullier, “Apologie de la metaphysique & V'occasion du Discours pré-

hminaire de 'Encyclopédie,” in Piéces philosophiques et hitteratres (np, 1759),

pp 8o, 9o, 102-3 .
14 Hayer, op cit, Vol I, pp 1-2 “Bonne lecture pour ennuyer les moines,”
says Grimm, Correspondance litterasre (Paris, 1877-82), Vol 111, p 367 Freron,
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mine the process by which, 1 human speech, 1t is possible to
have pronouns 1n the first person singular, and to objectify the
most mtimate parts of experience, such as the body, into things
detached from, but somehow belonging to, a thinking subject

In the age of the “mechanico-corpuscular” philosophy, as
Coleridge called 1t, when the body was regarded as an inert as-
semblage of mutually external particles, the strongest argument
for the existence of the soul was to stress the unity of the self, the
ability to perceive diverse sensations simultaneously, and to com-
bine and judge the heterogeneous objects of experience The self,
said Hayer, “1s unique, simple, mndivisible, spiritual ”’ Its imma-
teriality 1s proved by the fact that the changes in the matter form-
ing the body, and n the 1deas filling the mind, do not cause sub-
stantial changes 1n the self, and do not impasr its individual
identity No one, he observed, who tried to explain the mind by
particular bits of sensitive matter could explain why thére was
only one self and not several “For in reality this comparing self,
this judging self, could not be matter, and the reason 1s evident
We have said 1t a hundred times matter has no unity, a materal
self would necessarily be the product of various parts which would
have no relation to one another, no community of feelings and
operations One part of this material self would see, while another
heard, one would be aware of odors, another of tastes ”

Hayer elaborated his case with some highly formal arguments,
such as that sensation cannot arise from matter because ‘‘the ef-
fect cannot be more perfect than the cause” (which alone would
draw snorts of impatience from the enlightened), but his major
objection, based on the atomistic conception of matter made popu-
lar by the Newtoman physics, offered a real conundrum to the
sensationahst philosophy **

Lignac gave the same argument n stronger form It 1s possible
that he had read Hume, some of whose philosophical essays had
been translated into French two years before the pubhcation of
his Témoignage du senms imtime “What are sensations in the
mind?”’ asked Lignac “I hear a sound, I see a picture, I feel
o(ﬁ at (1757), Vol V, p 20, calls Hayer’s book “I'ouvrage le plus philosophique,
le plus profond, le mieux detaille, le plus complet et le mieux écrit que nous

ayons sur cette matiere "
15 Hayer, op cit, Vol II, pp 7-8, 27, Vol 1, p 31
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sorrow, which of these three impressions informs me of my in-
dividual existence® How does the sensation of sound, which I can-
not confuse with the two others that I experience at the same time,
inform me that I am the same person as sees and sorrows?
The unity of my person, 1f T do not know 1t otherwise, cannot
be announced to me by three such disparate modifications ”

Hume mught have written these words, except that he would
not have called the three impressions “modifications ” Impressions
for him were not modifications of any underlying substance, but
were themselves substances, the only substances known to men
Having assigned substantiality exclusively to separate impressions
of sense, he could only proceed, logically, to deny it to the joiming
and combining faculties of the mind, and to disbelieve, philosophi-
cally, 1n the unitary existence of his own person For Lignac such
a conclygion was the most positive evidence of faulty assumptions
Those who professed to doubt their own existence, he thought,
were simply not telling the truth, they were philosophic poseurs
We do not demonstrate our existence, we feel it, we make 1t not
the end of philosophic inquiry, but the beginning Accordingly,
he based his philosophy on the “testimony of the intimate sense”
of his own being *°

The Cartesian thinkers, as they turned away from pure sensa-
tion, turned away also from the 1dea of the passive mind Stress-
ing the faculties of comparison and judgment, they had the rudi-
ments, developed by some more than by others, of a theory in
which the mind should be represented as essentially active, a
positive energy which itself contributed to the making of its ex-

18 Le Large de Lignac, Le témoignage du sens intime et de Uexpérience opposé
d la for profane et ridicule des fataltstes modernes (Auxerre, 1760), Vol 1,
pp 40-4 For further examples of this common assertion that the self 1s a umt,
and that feeling, judging, etc, are indivisible acts not to be explained by colloca-
tions of atoms, see also Bergier, Examen du matérualisme, Vol I, pp 131-2,
156-7, 345, P Dufour, L'ame (Avignon, 1759), pp 153-4, P La Croix, Traité
de la morale (Carcassonne, 1767), p 3, C Richard, op c1t, p 63, Fangouse,
Reflexions smportantes sur la religion (np, 1785), 11-13 “Il est donc vrai,” says
Fangouse, “que la pensée ne saurait se diviser, 1l est donc vrai que son principe
est indivisible comme elle A raison de son indivisibilite je l'appelle spirituelle,
pour la distinguer du sujet de la division que y’appelle matiere” Fangouse thanks’
Charles Bonnet for this idea, but 1t 1s clearly only a corollary to the Cartesian
dualism The same argument for the immateriality of the soul 1s given by Bayle,

Dictionnatre, art “Leucippe,” note E, and probably 1s as old as the atomist
theories which it opposes
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perience It 1s their belief on this point, fundamentally, that ex-
plains why they identified sensationalism with materialism and
fatalism, to the confusion of later students and the great indigna-
tion of contemporary philosophes The exponents of the sensa-
tionalist thetaphysics often maintained that, far from being mate-
rialists, they really made no pretense of understanding matter, and
dealt only with appearances as known to the human mind These
sensationalists, however, made the mind purely a tablet for the
registering of experience Their doctrine that the mind received
all 1ts 1deas from environment alone was the source of one of their
most embarrassing dilemmas (how, namely, to improve the en-
vironment) , the doctrine also explains why their critics called
them materialists and fatalists—fatalism in those days meaning
nothing more than determimism

To call the mind an active force was in effect to assert,the free-
dom ot human will The controversy over free will was an ancient
and intricate one, kept alive 1n the eighteenth century on the one
hand by the Jansemists and on the other by the philosophers of
umversal mechanism Of the latter the most eminent was Holbach,
whose Systéme de la Nature was, 1n effect, a system which dis-
posed of God and the soul on the ground that motion was essential
to matter and that therefore no spiritual substance was necessary
to move 1t All nature, according to Holbach, was a spontaneously
active whole But, he argued, the particular objects 1n nature were
all passive and 1nert, they could move only when they received
motton from other objects A human being, therefore, could act
only so far as he was impelled from without He was “a passive
instrument wn the hands of necessity ”” The Abbé Bergier, 1n his
Examen du maténalisme, rephed to Holbach by appealing to the
usual dualism, which he upheld with much critical skill. He as-
serted that the concept of motion had no place 1n dealing with
mental phenomena It was erroneous, he said, to believe that a
mund can give out only as much motion as 1t receives, that sensa-
tions are agitations of minute particles striking on one another,
or that 1deas and perceptions impinge upon the brain by disturb-
ances 1n space “The mind can move such and such a part at its
choice by a simple act of 1ts will It need not move or be moved,
to be moved applies only to matter The mind does not impart

17 Bergier, Examen du materiahsme, Vol I, pp 16-24, 132, 164-5
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movement to the body by communication or shock, but by actron”
Bergier concluded that human behavior could never be reduced
to mechanics, and that man was free at least in the sense of *not
being a mere passive object for the operation of physical causes

Lignac made active will the basis of a positive system, which
the Tournal de Trévoux declared to be so convincing that the mate-
rialists would be afraid to read his books He started, as we have
seen, with the sens intime of his own being We know ourselves,
he said, not by mference from the flux of impressions, but by
an immediate feehng of our own activity We are forces, not mere
sensitized and passive tablets We have—by some other means than
sensation, since sensation alone would never give us such knowl-
edge—‘the notions of our will and liberty, and the power to af-
firm, to deny and to doubt ” This persistent sense of our ability
to act agd choose 1s the substantial part of ourselves Along with
it we disingmish a part that is more contingent and accidental,
the various sense impressions to which we are subjected, and which
cannot be essential to our nature, since without hearing the par-
ticular sounds we hear or seeing the particular objects we see, we
should unquestionably be the same person We have therefore an
idea of power, drawn from our own will, and an 1dea of almighty
power, drawn from our sense of being constantly modified by
something not ourselves We thus form the tdea of God This 1dea
1s not mmnate, no 1dea 1s innate 1n the common or vulgar sense, 1t
1s simply that some 1deas are implicit 1n the nature and condition
of man

“Even the 1dea of God 1s not innate, though any sensible man
can find 1t 1n himself when he wishes To possess this idea, we
must have the intimate sense of our own liberty, without which
we cannot see the relation between a free cause and contingent
effects For without thus hiberty we sense only our own existence
and 1its cause, God and ourselves, two separate and individual
terms The 1dea of God 1s then obscure and imperfect The term
necessary for grasping the idea of omnipotence, that free activity
that realizes what 1t wills, 1s lacking, this necessary term 1s the
sense of our own activity, without which we can form ideas nerthet
of possibility nor of omnipotence ~*®

18 Le Large de Lignac, Elemculs de la metaphysique (Pans, 1753), p 80 C
Buffier, a prolific Jesuit writer of the 1720's whom even Voltaire mildly praised,
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It is by means of this idea of God, according to Lignac, that
men arrive at all universal and abstract ideas Such 1deas are no-
tigns of ommipotent power applied to objects of our experience.
An 1dea 1s a notion of the possible— not, as the followers of Locke
maintained, a “decayed sensation ”’ The unmiversal 1dea of a thing
1s the notion that the thing can be reproduced infinitely by infimte
power Thus every 1dea has its empirical base 1n our experience, but
becomes a true idea only through our belief in God For example,
we form notions of matter, space, and motion from the feeling
of our own bodies, which we perceive immediately by the sens
wmtime, not by sensations of sight and touch We cannot honestly
believe the body to be only a mental image, hence the notion of
matter We cannot 1magine it two-dimensional, hence the notion
of space We cannot deny that it walks from place to place, hence
the notion of movement But these notions become genseral ideas
only when we universalize them through the belief that God can
prolong space infinitely, produce matter indefimtely, and apply
to all things any conceivable degree of motion and velocity

Similarly the 1dea of man arises from our sense of ourselves
together with the idea of Ged, by which we recogmze ourselves
as types that may be infinitely multiphed The 1dea of a arcle
1s our perception of an actual circle, generalized by the belief that
omnipotence may nfinitely reproduce the same circle with the same
properties *°

Lignac’s philosophy has been praised by students qualified to
judge 1t, and not much criticism can be ventured here One observa-
tion, however, may be made The system seems to offer slight sup-
port for any distinction between the individual and the universal,
the actual and the i1deal The 1dea of maup, according to Lignac,
1s the 1dea of oneself indefinitely repeated, but it cannot be all the
qualities of oneself that go to make up the 1dea of man, and Lignac
declares, much hke Lignac, that the idea of God 1s not strictly nnate but 1s an
easy and natural one, and that ideas more immediately evident are (1) that I
am not the only existing being (2) that I am not a necessary being (3) that
bodies exist (4) that the order in matter indicates an intelligence Traité des
premiéres vérites (Pars, 1724), pp 32-4

19 On Lignac’s theory of ideas, see s Elements de la métaphysique, pp 63-5,
77, 8o-1, 132, 137, 241, etc, and Temoignage du sens mtime, Vol 11, pp 25 fF
For a technical analysis of his philosophy see F Le Goff, De la phslosophie de

U'Abbé Lignac (Paris, 1863), and F Bowllier, Histowe de la philosophie car-
tésienne (Paris, 1868), Vol 11, pp 621-31
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seems to have no means of determining which shall be left out as
peculiar and merely individual The 1dea 1s not a norm by which
the actual can be judged, 1t 1s a possibility that the actual may *be
indefintely copied Lignac’s philosophy of will, like the philosophy
of pure sensation, 1s thus heavily weighted towards efnpmcxsm,
and provides small comfort to those who wish a metaphysical foun-
dation for values The reason, no doubt, 1s that God 1s regarded
chiefly as power

How far Lignac deviated from normal Cartesianism may be
seen when he 1s compared with his contemporary Cochet Where
Lignac derives the idea of God from the sense of human free
will as modified by a non-human force, Cochet, more close to the
Cartesian and Catholic tradition, derives it from the sense of
human imperfection According to this argument, which was
denied by the empiricists, the sense of imperfection could not exist
without the 1dea of perfection, nor knowledge of the finite without
the 1dea of the infimite, and the human feelings of sorrow, error,
evil, ignorance, and limitation arose from native 1deas of bliss,
truth, good, omniscience and omnipotence, perfections which were
the attributes of God The 1dea of God was thus innate, and 1f
not nnate could never have been formed No amount of looking
at nature and marvelling at 1ts wonders, said Cochet 1n answer to
the deists, would ever 1n 1tself produce the 1dea of God, “for that
idea represents something that has no similarity with the things
represented by 1mpressions made on our organs "?* On this matter
Cochet was probably right It 1s doubtful whether mere contempla-
tion of nature would arouse the 1dea of God 1n anyone who had not
already formed the 1dea from some other source

Of all the Cartesians of the time, perhaps the one who most
defimtely saw in the mind an active and working force was
Monestier, a Jesuit who taught philosophy at Toulouse His pur-
pose was to defend rehigion by showing that infidelity stressed
the baseness in man, religious truth the grandeur By innate 1deas
he meant “ideas in the mind independent of the senses, of educa-
tion, and of reason itself ”’ Some of these i1deas were moral, such
as that benevolence 1s better than cruelty, or that keeping one's'
word 1s a virtue—ideas which even the philosophes usually held to

20 J Cochet, La mctaphysique, qui contient lontologie, la theologie naturelle et
la pneumatologre (Paris, 1753), pp 116 f, 133
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be “natural” if not innate Some were metaphysical, such as the
ideas of the self, unity, time, space, being, the whole, the part,
yes and no—ideas which the philosophes believed were acquired
through sensation These ideas, according to Monestier, were im-
pacted 1n the human mind at birth, and were to be regarded as the
gifts of God Without them to serve him no man would ever learn
anything Any man born a real tabula rasa would forever remain
one *

Writing with the enthusiasm of a prophet, dehghting in the
expansive powers of the mind, seeing 1n the whole universe a re-
flection of human nature, Monestier was unmistakably a philoso-
pher of romanticism The world was for him, as for Wordsworth,
a thing that he half perceived and half created There was a
transcendent harmony 1n 1t, “a sovereign actron which gives the
most perfect unity to so many forms of being, and brings-1t about
that the whole world so joins with the mind to make one
whole, that the mind, once made sensible of impressions of the
material order gravitating about 1t as toward its center, gives 1n
its turn to the world, by a kind of reaction, its beauty and mag-
nificence and grandeur, and lends 1t a part of its reahty ”

Monestier did not go the whole way into 1dealism He declared
that distance and magmtude were relative to human nature and
produced by human perception, but he seems to have thought space
itself an actual medium in which men moved He was willing to
concede that without the mind this spatial world was a bleak and
barren place “If the universe seems empty when deprived of the
qualities we lend 1t, 1t seems so, perhaps, only to those who have
too great an 1dea of matter and too shight a one of mind
Who can understand them, these riches that an almighty hand has
poured 1mnto man’s being? His treasures are so immense that the
mind [or soul, dme] lavishes them on the whole material order
and 1s not itself made poor Yes, 1t 1s from the mind, as from an
mexhaustible source, that come the splendor of light, the brilliance
of the stars, the azure vastness of the skies, the crystal of the waters,
the verdure of the plains and forests, the varied pamting of the
“lowers What i1s man doing when he admires this innumerable
host of beauties that art and nature display in profusion before
his eyes? New Narctssus! It 1s himself he admires without know-

21 B Monestier, La vraw philosophie (Pars, 1773), pp 295, 303, 309
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ing 1t O greatness, O loftiness of man! How far superior to the
whole world is his soul I"’??

This Jesuit professor at Toulouse, unlike most of his contempb-
raries, would have understood what Shelley meant, when he called
life a dome of glass staining the radiance of eternity

These same questions that kept busy the metaphysicians were
vigorously agitated on more familiar levels, particularly in the
quarrel that raged over the dme des bétes * Descartes had pro-
nounced animals to be automata, which, despite appearances, felt
no sensations The school of Locke held that the more complex
animals, having organs analogous to man’s, must also have sensa-
tions similar to his In proportion as they explamned the human
mind by sensation alone, the followers of Locke, therefore, found
themselves arguing that the mental life of men and animals was
fundamerally the same

Now, by a pecuharity of the French language which 1n this
mstance may or may not add to clanty, the word for mental life
1s dme, which also means what 1s vaguely spoken of in English as
the soul This word, 1t appears, 1s fast becoming archaic, being
seriously used only in moments of high solemnity, or by persons
who wish to adumbrate their meaning rather than express it The
word, however, 1s worth analyzing, for the controversy over the
dme des bétes was perhaps largely a dispute between those who
understood ame as mind and those who understood 1t as soul

The opimon may be hazarded that the conception of the soul can
have vital importance only when jomed with the ideas of God
and eternity The soul seems to differ from the mind or personality
in being regarded as a destiny, a thing whose experience 1s irre-
vocable, whose life, once lived, cannot be lived again Where the
personahty 1s thought of as a character formed 1n the individual,
the soul 1s rather the capacity for recerving a character, with the
fact, in addition, that this character, when once acquired, 1s the
only one that the individual will ever have

224bvd , pp 289, 31-7

23 Belief 1n the dme des botes was one of the commonest affirmations 1n the
surreptitrous hterature of the carlier part of the century, and probably has been
characteristic of irrehigion since the time of the Greeks See I O Wade, The

Clandestme Orgamization and Diffusion of Plhilvsophic Idcas sn France from
1700 to 1750 (Princeton, 1938)
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It 1s thus of the essence of the soul to be able to win or lose for
all etermity, 1e, 1 theological terms, to be saved or damned Its
faie 1s significant because there are absolute values which to miss
1s to miss the object of living, and an everlasting truth which not
to have seen 1s to rematn forever blind The soul 1s the individual
considered as pomted toward ends, not as arising from causes,
it 1s thus not developed during life, but exists entire from the
moment of conception, and 1s never called either young or old,
mature or immature These ends toward which 1t 1s pointed are
held to exist outside of time, subject to no fluctuation, and out-
side of life, being goals to which life 1s subjected, not aims that
life 1tself creates

The empirical philosophy, of course, knew nothing of destiny
or eternity, absolute values or goals not created by life itself The
sensationalist philosophers were too much interested 1n the forma-
tion of the mind to think much about its metaphysical ends, and
too preoccupied with making psychology a science, and explaining
the mind by sequences of observable incidents in time, to have need
for the conception of the soul Explaining the mind by sensation
and experience, they wound up by identifying the soul with per-
sonality or consciousness Personality, according to Locke, was
the conscious feeling of continuous and coherent experience Re-
hgious writers objected that, under this defimtion, very young
children and the 1mnsane would have no personalities, though they
were recognized as persons by common sense, the law, and the
church

Suppose, said the Abbé Roche, that a man knowingly commts
all manner of wickedness, then forgets his past and 1magines him-
self to have been someone of great virtue He would then, accord-
ing to Locke, possess an unblemished personahty, and tt would be
unjust for God to punish or man to censure him Or again, asked
Roche, what advantage could Locke see 1n baptizing a newborn
infant? “Could he regard as a Temple of the Holy Spirit a being
that has not a trace of personal existence?’** Dogma apart, 1t
appears that Locke was arguing for a subjective theory of the
self, Roche for a theory in which the self had an objective ex-
sstence independently of 1ts own self-consciousness, and stood 1n

24 A Roche, Traité de la natuse de ldme (Pans, 1759), Vol I, pp 360 f,
Vol 11, p 512 See Hayer, op cu, Vol I, pp 49 f
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an inevitable relation to certain ends and values, whether it knew
it or not

The empiricist theory of the self was criticized also by Le Glay
de Prémontval, a convert to Protestantism and member of the
French colony in Berlin. Perhaps because he lived under a régime
of toleration, Prémontval, more than most French philosophers
of the time, could be a disinterested critic of ideas His critical
essays were written without sarcasm or acrimony, and he could
discuss difficult questions without being constantly reminded of
his own enlightenment One of these essays dealt with the differ-
ence between the soul and the personality He found that most
contemporary philosophers made no distinction, and that they 1den-
tified both with the conscious self These philosophers, he thought,
saw only the moral self, not the metaphysical They allowed for
no substsatum of being, no deeper self to which the fate of the
personality was a matter of concern

The true reason, 1n his opinion, why men rightly take an interest
in their own personalities was that they possessed a soul, a sub-
stance 1n the depths of themselves that stood to lose or gain by
the direction that the personality took The personality he thought
largely contingent, adventittous On any day of childhood some-
thing might have happened to make 1t different Was 1t of no
consequence what the actual personality turned out to be? How
could 1t be of consequence to the man concerned, 1f he was himself
nothing but this contingent and actual personality? To a child, said
Prémontval, 1t certainly mattered whether he grew up to be a
happy man, even though the man should have forgotten the ex-
pertence of the child, and stmilarly to the adult man 1t certainly
mattered whether he should enjoy bliss 1n another hife, even though
he should then have no recollection of life on earth, for child, man,
and immortal spirit were all phases of the same self, were all one
substance whose destiny was to assume successive forms *°

It 1s not necessary to go further into these discussions of the
“real” and the “empirical” self, indeed, 1t 1s hardly possible, for
the dispute was rarely conducted in those terms What alarmed
the religious was the behef 1n the dme des bétes, which, in remov-"
ing the difference between men and anmimals, demed some of the

28 A Le Guay de Premontval, Vues philosophiques (Berlm, 1761), Vol 1I,
pp 162 f
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most important teachings of Christianity. The Catholic thinkers
perhaps charged their opponents with more belief on this point
than they actually entertained Few philosophers meant wholly
to 1dentify the human mind with the amimal, and most of them
therefore regarded the accusation as a calumny.

The Catholic critics, however, were less interested in what the
philosophes meant to say than 1n the assumptions and consequences
which their doctrine implied In view of the later triumph of the
1dea of organic evolution, with its corollary that men and animals
are of one piece, it 1s hard to deny that these religious thinkers,
as often happens with parties in opposition, foresaw the future
with considerable accuracy

It was thus clearer to Roche than to Locke himself that Locke’s
identification of the soul with the empirical self must end by mak-
ing the mind essentially animal This assertion was the first in
Roche’s list of objections to Locke’s philosophy ®* The two men
differed perhaps even more fundamentally than they could know.
Roche, thinking in terms of teleology, defined human nature by the
ends for which he supposed 1t to extst to know truth and do good,
to find God and win salvation, to escape from time and come to
rest 1n eternity Locke, thinking in terms of causation, understood
human nature by the process by which he supposed 1t to be formed
Problems of creation and final ends became 1rrelevant, because the
mind, a tabula rasa, was endowed with nothing at birth, and the
whole human being could be explained by the experience which
1t underwent 1n the temporal world Roche took the religious and
moral view, Locke the scientific and the secular For Roche the
dme was a soul, for Locke simply a mind, which was formed by
sensation, and which, by the premisses of s method, had nothing
to distingwish it from other creatures whose sensations might be
similar

In the eighteenth century almost everybody conceded that the
animals had true feeling and sensation Men of scientific and secu-
lar outlook thus emphasized the similarity between human and
animal nature Men of religious and moral outlook, when they con-
¢eded sensation to amimals, were only confirmed in their opinion
that human nature was more than mere sensation. The theological
and the classical argument, at this point, would urge man’s ability

28 Roche, op cst, Vol 1, pp 350 f
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to perceive truth and to know the difference between right and
wrong But in the eighteenth century all thought was affected by
a deep subjectivism, and those who turned to this argument sofne-
times tended to stress, not so much these high and inaccessible
abstractions themselves, as human sentiments toward them The
pleasures of truth and the dehights of virtue, for many people, were
more immediately real than truth and virtue themselves The throbs
and quivers of romantic sensibility arose from a metaphysical
uncertainty, from a vague uneasiness in which men not accus-
tomed to doubt hoped to assert their values by the very heat and
mtensity with which they felt them

The point may be illustrated from the Lettres Helviennes of the
Jesutt Barruel, a man who later became famous for s theory
that the French Revolution was produced by a conspiracy of
Freemampns and philosophers Religion, he said, does not prevent
our attributing some kind of dme to the beasts, but it does not fol-
low that this dme 1s of the same kind as the human From this mild
begimning he proceeded 1n a few words to make sentiment divine
“Is man then man because the sun warms him, and winter be-
numbs his hmbs, because toil fatigues him, or because the differ-
ent parts of his body cannot be mangled without his feeling pain?
No, these are not the pleasures and pains of man, these he can
share with the brute But by the single quality of being sensitive
[sensible] he leaves the brute far behind He feels joy in truth,
and sorrow 1n falsehood Vice he dislikes, he 1s revolted at the
sight of crime, and his soul 1s torn when he 1s himself the author
of 1t He 1s transported by virtue, sobs of pamn shake him when
he sees 1t oppressed, he pours tears of joy upon it when he sees
it triumphant These are the pleasures and pains of man, this 1s
the man of feeling, the image of God even 1n his pains and pleas-
ures "'*" The vagaries of interpretation through which the phrase
“image of God” has passed would form a curious chapter n in-
tellectual history

On the whole, however, 1t was not the orthodox who were most
mclined to turn sentimental The most acute of the orthodox think-
ers had other 1deas in mund, when they rejected the sensationalist
philosophy and 1its corollary of the dme des bites These 1deas,
sum, were that the mind was an active force, that 1t contributed to

27 A Barruel, Lettres helvwnnes (7th ed, Panis, 1830), Vol I, p 305
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the making of 1its experience, that its perceptions were not only
agitations of the sense organs but acts of 1ts whole being, that
the whole gave life and function to the parts, and that the living
creature was to be understood, not as an accumulation of pieces,
but as an divisible umt in itself

We are familiar with these 1deas 1n biology and psychology today.
By the theory of evolution a place has been found for the dme
des bétes, at some cost to the dme des hommes, but 1t 1s doubtful
whether, 1n sharing his life with the ammals, man has fallen to
a less desirable position than that assigned him by the eighteenth
century mechanists It 1s at least possible, today, to regard the
mind, life and soul, the dme or amma, as something more sig-
mficant than a mass of sensations and impressions, and to see
in the body something more valuable than a collection of pIpes,
levers, and hydraulic machinery *

Yet even on these questions of the mind and soul the rehigious
thinkers did not all stand together, nor were they all on their
guard against subtle influences of the prevailing philosophy The
church was too large for the opinions of 1ts members to be um-
form, and the clergy included, among 1ts scholars, many men of
temperament not primarily religious In 1751 there were certainly

28 On the dme des bétes, see further Gauchat, Lettres critiques, ou Analyse et
réfutatron de dwers écrits modernes contre la religion (Paris, 1755-63), Vol V,
pp 78 ff , Le Large de Lignac, Lettres 8 un américamm sur I'Historre Naturelle
de M Buffon (Hamburg, 1751), Vol III, pp 1-9, 27, L Chaudon, Dsctronnasre
anti-philosophique (1767), art ‘“Betes”, A. Chaumeix, Petite Encyclopédie
(Anvers, nd ), passim, and Préjugés legitimes contre I'Encyclopedie (Paris,
1758), Vol 1, p 241, F Para du Phanjas, Principes de la samme philosophse
(Paris, 1774), Vol 1, p 164, where the dme des betes 15 made a third irreducible
substance, equally removed from mind and from matter, P Dufour, op cut,
L Troya d’Assigny, Sami-Augustin contre 'mcrédulité (Paris, 1754), pp x1 ff
Cardinal Polignac, op c#¢, Book VI, Ilhahart de La Chambre, op cst, Vol I,
p 314, Gauchat, op est, Vol 1I, letter xxu, D Bouller, Essar philosophique
sur 'ame des bétes (Amsterdam, 1728) , Sinsart, op cit , Pichon, Cartel aux
philosophes 3 quatre preds (npnd), Indwculus propositionum extractarum a
hbro cus titulus De PEsprit (Paris, 1758), in which the Paris Faculty of Theol-
ogy condemns, among many others, the propositions that the human and animal
minds are ahke, and that if men had hooves instead of hands they would still be
wandering 1n the forest Freron, Annee littérawe (1760), Vol 1, pp 83 f, with
his usual moderation and good sense, says he sees nothing wrong with the idea
of the dme des bétes, reasonably understood, and takes Dufour to task for dis-
torting the 1dea in cniticizing 1t
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men at the University of Panis willing to accept the Abbé de
Prades, whose view of the world was a naive sensationalism, re-
motely supplemented by the admittedly umintelligible docfrines
of revelation By the 1770’s there were teachers in schools and
untversities throughout France who favored the system of Locke
and Condillac, and expressed themselves as openly as local con-
ditions or their own discretion would allow They were fairly
numerous as the Revolution approached, and their existence may
be taken to show either that the education of the time was not so
utterly stultified as the philosophes pretended or that in the schools
themselves dangerous philosophy was being taught *

At the Collége Royal of Metz an incrdent occurred 1n 1765 which
was a provincial equivalent of the Prades affair in Paris A student
was deiendmg his thesis before an assembly made up of ecclesiastics
and four or five laymen He argued ‘‘that the souls of animals,
les dmes des bétes, 1n essence and 1n substance, are the same as
those of men, and that there are some animals more intellhigent
than some men ”’ Asked what became of the soul of a horse after
death, he declined to give a defimite answer, but supposed that 1t
mght pass into another animal

A layman then arose and pointed out several heretical propo-
sitions 1n the thesis that hight 1s improductible and so presumably
eternal, that fire and matter may also be uncreated, that other
worlds may be inhabited, and that there 1s no perpetual or daily
creation, though the creation of new souls 1s the faith of the church
The layman then concluded “The formation of man (you do not
say of man’s body, but of man, whom you define a few lines above
as a being composed of body and soul) the formation of man does
not appear to differ in origin from that of ammals 1 cannot, sir,
convey to you my amazement at seeing a thesis in which the lan-
guage 1s so simular to that of the materialism of our ttme” The
student then offered to explain, but the clergy present, uneasy at
seeing one of their number discomfited by a layman, changed the
subject, and the matter was dropped It soon produced a general
controversy The older people agreed with the layman One of the.

20 C Jourdain, Historre de I'Unwersité de Paris (Paris, 1888), Vol I,
FP 424-6
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professors of philosophy formally endorsed his objections To
the younger people, both lay and ecclesiastic, this professor seemed
excessively zealous, unnecessarily dévot The younger generation
at Metz 1in 1765 seems to have countenanced ideas that were to
shock Victoran England a hundred years later *

30 This whole story 1s drawn only from the Jansemist Nowwelles ecclésias-
tiques (1765), p 158 The 1talics 1n the quotation are so printed in the Nouvelles



CHAPTER VIl

CREATION AND CAUSALITY

thinkers of France, so far as they escaped the influence of their
opponents, believed 1n tradition and revelation as valid sources
of factual knowledge, and in 1nnate 1deas as elements of the human
mind In the conception of the world which these beliefs reflected,
matters of ultimate importance were held to be independent of
time aisd change Tradition was immutable, and as old as the world
itself Revelation was absolute, and to be imparted by the church to
all peoples and all generations The individual himself was an im-
mortal spirit, to be understood not as essentially a mind that had
grown in time but as a soul directed toward timeless ends, existing
entire from the moment of conception, and already a person before
setting out 1 the world of experience Man stood 1 an immediate
relation to God, who watched over him by his Providence, en-
lightened him by revelation, endowed him with innate ideas, and
was present to him perpetually through the tradition and the sac-
raments of the church
Very different was the kind of thinking that had spread widely
in the seventeenth century Time in it was fundamental Events
were seen against the background of the clock or the calendar A
matter was thought to be more fully understood when, instead
of being referred directly to God, it was referred back to a series
of other observed events that had preceded it From this new habit
of mind, which the civilization and daily life of Europe had some-
how made very general, science and history as we know them both
arose Attention shifted from final to efficient causes, from general
reasons for existence to the particulars of what actually happened
The new thinkers conceived of nature more easily than of God,
of time more easily than of eternity, of chains of cause and effect’
more easily than of a single act of universal creation Natural

IT has been seen in the preceding chapters how the religious
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knowledge contended with revealed, history with tradition, and
the sensationalist psychology offered to explain the human mind as
a product of temporal process

It remains now to see how the same conflict of 1deas took place
in the disputtes over human origins Here again, as in the psycho-
logical questions dealt with in the last chapter, 1t was human nature
itself that was on trial Where man came from obviously had much
to do with what he was, and the reasons, 1f any, for his first ap-
pearance on earth might be reckoned as mtimations of his ultimate
destiny.

The theologtans put a value and meaning nto the world by their
doctrine of the creation Creation was different from causality,
and the idea of a Creator was not the same as that of a First
Cause David Hume had no trouble in dismissing the usual argu-
ments for the necessity of a First Cause, but 1t 1s doubtful yvhether
his criticism quite reached the heart of the question of creation
The common arguments for a First Cause were based on an
analogy From the connection between the objects of the natural
world of everyday phenomena conclusions were drawn as to the
relation of the whole natural order to a power which, by defimition,
existed outside 1t The 1dea of creation, on the other hand, though
no doubt 1t also rested on analogy, had little to do with empirical
phenomena or the normal sequence of physical cause and effect
It was an 1dea most at home 1n a realm of Platonic abstraction
It denied that time, as normally perceived, was of primary impor-
tance, and 1t therefore taught that the relation of cause and effect,
of antecedent and consequent, was not ultimately significant It
held change to be a sign of imperfection, and maintained that the
actual world, subject to variation and decay, had only a contingent
existence, and was dependent on an unseen world of constant and
universal truths

The doctrine of creation thus referred the visible to an invisible
order It asserted the immediacy of God and the world, teaching
that a divine power was intimately present everywhere, and that
the universe owed 1ts existence to plan and purpose and 1deal val-
ugs, which were more real than the empirical phenomena of the
senses
+ This metaphysical theory had been identified with the story
recorded 1n Genesis, and as a result, although the 1dea of creation
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was best suited to a kind of thinking to which chronology was
hardly relevant, the world was supposed to have come into existence
about four thousand years before the birth of Chnist In the eight-
eenth century many persons were coming to feel that four thousand
years were relatively brief With a new sense of the importance
of temporal sequence, they could not imagine a state of affairs 1n
which no time existed Unable to conceive of the absence of time,
they thought of eternity not as timelessness but as an infinitely
long series of moments They were therefore moved to inquire
what God had done before 4004 B c, and why he had waited so
long before creating the world,

To this query the religious thinkers had various answers It was
possible to reply that, while the whole matter was mysterious and
incomprehensible, 1t was known by revelation and so must be
accepted More able thinkers gave more philosophical explanations
They deni®d the conception of absolute time on which the argu-
ment of the infidels rested Thus Bergier answered Holbach’s con-
tentton that God, though presumably changeless, at one time
wished the universe not to exist, and then later wished that it
should exist Any competent theologian would have dismissed as
anthropomorphic this supposition that God willed or acted 1n time
Holbach’s 1dea, said Bergier, was absurd and false “It 1s absurd
to suppose a time, a duration, a succession before the creation
Time, being only the duration of the universe, was only created
with 1t, and before time there was only eternity without suc-
cession !

Bergter, representing the Christian and Platomic tradition, con-
ceived of eternity by removing time and the natural world from
his mind Holbach, tike other unbelievers, thought of etermty as
temporal succession infinitely prolonged The difference was be-
tween a man who could imagine something apart from the natural
order, and one for whom the natural order included everything
real

There were many others who pointed out the metaphysical
assumptions of those who asked why God had “waited” before the
creation One of these was Pierre Changeux, who 1n early youth
wrote a treatise on certain principles of reality Changeux never

1 Bergier, Examen du matérialisme (Paris, 1771), Vol 11, p 143 Bergier
quotes Holbach
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fulfilled the promise of his first book, perhaps because, although
not especially a religious writer, he advanced a metaphysics favor-
aple to religious doctrines He never won the sympathy or even
the attention of the intellectual leaders of his day, and seems him-
self to have lost interest in purely philosophical questions, and
to have turned to speculations on the origin of language He saw
no difficulty 1n believing the world to be, as he thought, only eight
thousand years old Time, he said, hike space, was an “abstract
idea” which had meaning only for beings living 1t the physical
world Apart from this physical world there was no time, no
early and late, no before and after To think of anything “before”
the creation was thus a misapprehension, for the possibility of
priority came into heing with the world itself Apart from the
world there was eternal changelessness, as apart from natural
life there was the immortahty of the soul, 1n which an etermty
spent 1n pain would be as a moment, since without tin®: there was
no summation of experience, no memory, and no hope of im-
provement ?

With similar 1deas Gaspard de Forbin, who spent his life as a
soldicr and mathematician, undertook to reconcile reason and
faith He gave httle attention to the unbelievers, and perhaps wrote
chiefly to satisfy his own mind He maintained that men existed 1n
both time and eternity, either of which they could perceive at will
“If I think that my father really produced me and 1s the sole cause
of me, and my grandfather the sole cause of him, and so suc-
cessively back to the first man, I see myself as existing only by a
series of causes and effects that follow each other in time I then
see a relative time and a relative existence, but 1f I reach at once
to the true cause, which 1s God, I no longer know 1n what time I am
produced, for in God 1 see nothing older or younger than myself

The perception of serial time and of cause and effect, according
to Forbin, gave knowledge only of nature, and if this were the
only mode of perception there would be no knowledge except of
the natural world Skeptics and nfidels might have agreed with
him here, but they would have added that, this being the only
trustworthy mode of perception, scientific knowledge was alone
certain Forbin, however, maintained that men possessed another

* P Changeux, Tratte des ervtremes (Amsterdam, 1767), Vol I, pp 168-203,
Vol 1I, pp 548-9
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mode of perception by which they saw the limitations of relative
time and of natural cause and effect, knew themselves to exist on
another plane than the natural, and so entered into the absolute
realms described by religion He thus managed to assure himself
of the rationality of the Catholic mysteries, and to accept the story
mn Genesis as a true, 1f somewhat allegorical, history of the
creation ®

The Abbé Pluquet was more aggressive 1n purpose than
Changeux or Forbin He meant to criticize and refute the 1deas
of the infidels Professor at the Sorbonne and at what 1s now the
Collége de France, he was a man of philosophical accomplishment.
Even Voltaire, after reading hus Examen du fatalisme, said nothing
against 1t Pluquet found that the “fatalists,” a term by which he
meant those thinkers who held the world to be uncreated, attrib-
uted to the material universe the qualittes of necessary being, 1n-
finite size, and eternal duration He argued, in reply, that infinite
space, an infinite succession of moments in time, and an infinite
series of numbers were all phantoms of the imagination, which
arose from the fact that 1n the limited experience of men all objects
were presented in a serial order The stars and sands, he said,
however numerous, were numbered, everything actual, however
old, had once begun The infinuty of the true “necessary being” was
not the sum of actual objects but the total of all possible realities
The eternity of this being was not an endless series of moments,
but the absence of change and of beginming The true necessary
and uncreated being was therefore not the actual world of nature,
but a reality apart from and presiding over the natural world *

3G de Forbin, Accord de la for et de la raison (Cologne, 1757), pp 12-13,
34-5, 51, 203-4

+F Pluquet, Examen du fatahisine (Paris, 1757), Vol II, pp 296-326 The
alleged éternite du monde was one of the idcas most frequently attacked by the
apologists For further examples see N Bergier, Le dewsme refute par lu-méme
(Paris, 1771), Vol 11, pp 8-9, Gauchat, Lettres critiques, ou Analyse et réfuta-
tion de diwers écrits modernes contre la religion (Panis, 1755-63), Vol 11, p 63,
Vol XV, pp 190-1, N Jamn, Pensées theoloqiques (Paris, 1769), pp 1-24,
H Fabry de Moncault, comte d’'Autrey, Le pyrrhonten raisonnable, ou Mcthode
nouvelle proposce aux mcrédules (1.a Haye, 1765), pp s2 ff, 102-3, C Nonotte,
Les erreurs de Voltarre (Avignon, 1762), Vol I, pp 236-8, C Yvon, Histowre
philosophique de la rehigrion (laege, 1779), Vol I, pp 115-16, P Boudier de
Villemert, Pensees philosophiques (Paris, 1784-86), Vol I, pp 1 ff , Le Large
de Lignac, Le temoignage du sens mhme oppose a la jou profanc ct 11dicule des
fatahstes moderncs (Auxerre, 1700), Vol II, pp 258 §, where belief in the
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Philosophy of this kind was what the phiosophes meant by
metaphysics when they used the word as a term of opprobrium
Such philosophy mught incline a man to skepticism, as with
Changeux, or to acceptance of revealed doctrines, as with Forbin
and Pluquet, but i either event it implied that natural and em-
pirical knowledge was insufficient, an unwelcome thought to the
leading thinkers of the time The philosophes, finding that such
1deas led into an invisible world, were sure that those who held
them could not possibly understand what they were talking about
Such philosophy, therefore, they dismussed as a jugglhng with
words Men like Diderot, Holbach, and Helvétius were not patient
of criticism of their assumptions

Unable to imagine the absence of time, and seeking always to
push further back the chain of discoverable causes, the new think-
ers kept enlarging and elaborating their picture of thg past The
more acutely they felt the past as time requiring explanation,
rather than as a reflection of etermity already explamned by tradi-
tion, the more they were impelled to find facts or propose theories
to fill the void, and the more facts and theories they assembled,
the more past time they needed in which to deploy them As a
result, the eighteenth century saw the rise not only of a new kind
of history but of historical geology and cosmology as well

Men who had lost religious faith, and who could not see 1n the
world a closed temporal system whose significance lay in 1ts rela-
tion to an etermty outside 1t, were drawn to the 1dea that the uni-
verse 1tself was without beginming or end The etermity of the
world had been a doctrine of ancient pagan philosophers These
anctent philosophers, to fill infinite time, had advanced the theory
of perpetual recurrence, by which cycles of exactly the same events
were repeated forever Two circumstances, 1t appears, enabled
Europeans to escape this solution First, the religious tradition, in
which time contained an unfolding drama directed toward absolute
ends, left in the minds of modern unbelievers an otherwise 1nex-
plicable horror for an endless and meaningless repetition of cycles
Second, the rise of empirical science, the impulse to search in-
terminably for new facts and new data, seems to have induced a
etermty of matter 15 called “un acte de for profane”, Journal ecclésiastique,

March 1774, p 237, where the biologist Needham disavows the inferences drawn
by some thinkers from his scientific discoveries
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sense of infinite vandty in the world, and with an infintte variation
even an infinite time may be filled without perpetual recurrence
When an unlimited variety 1s distributed over a time scale and
thought of 1n terms of cause and effect, the 1deas of progress and
of evolution very easily follow. Both 1deas did in fact arise in the
eighteenth century

For the 1dea of evolution, perhaps the best statement of the
metaphysical groundwork was made by the philosopher Robinet
Robinet, like Changeux, had the misfortune of not being wholly
acceptable to either party in the great controversies of the time,
and 1t 1s probably for that reason that he 1s little known today
Though compared to Diderot for the audacity of his opimions, he
differed greatly from Diderot and the deists, for he made God a
vital part of his philosophic system At the same time, and with
good reavon, he was held 1n horror by the religious There was,
however, an abstract and philosophic piety in much that he wrote,
and he died 1n 1820 in the bosom of the Catholic Church

Robinet held that the only absolute, necessary, uncreated, and
eternal being was God The world of nature he thought derivative
and contingent, but without beginning or end It had always existed
and would always exist, but it was not to be thought of as eternal
Distinguishing between etermity and time, Robinet saw 1n eternity
the changeless existence of a being not of this world, to whom all
reality was present as in one instant, and 1n time a succession of
moments 1n an infimitely flowing stream Etermity and time, he
thought, so far as they were comparable at all, were coextenstve,
existing respectively in the absolute and 1n the contingent order
They were kept together by the creation, which was not an event in
the past, but a perpetual act by which the world was held eternally
in existence But if this creative act was sustamed forever, would
there not reappear, from time to time, the same patterns that had
already been produced? To think so, said Robinet, was the fallacy
of the ancients, who, because they had no adequate conception of
God, had failed to realize the infinite possibility of vamation 1n
created things °

5J Robinet, De la nature (Amsterdam, 1761-68), Vol III, pp 202-11 See also

Robrnet’s Considérations philosophiques sur la gradation naturclle des formes de
Uétre, ou les essais de la nature qui apprend d fasre Phomme (Parns, 1768)
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All this was no doubt highly abstract Fortunately there was
a more picturesque work on the subject, the Telliamed of de
Maillet, written a generation hefore Robimet’s De la nature De
Maillet had no discoverable religious interests and his metaphysics
were all taken for granted But his work 1llustrates, on a more con-
crete and common-sense level than Robinet’s, exactly the same
point how the belief that the world could have had no beginning,
together with a sense of endless variety, led to a theory of evolu-
tionary change The Telliamed was extremely well known n its
day Read at first only m manuscript 1n select circles, 1t was pub-
lished 1n 1748, and 1ts name soon became a byword, sufficiently
understood when barely alluded to, standing for the most horren-
dous doctrines of the materialists The book was made up of close
observations, shrewd guesses and fantastic theories, and was dedi-
cated to the memory of Cyrano de Bergerac .

“If T were to consult my reason, the sole guide of a philosopher,”
said de Maillet guardedly, “I should say that my mnability to un-
derstand how matter and motion could have begun would be
enough for me to believe them eternal ” He then raised the usual
question, why God had waited until only six thousand years ago to
create the world The orthodox answer to this question he turned
to his own use God, being changeless, wills eternally what he
wills, hence the world has always existed But, says de Maillet, 1t
may be objected that i1f the world were eternal 1t could no longer
be what 1t 1s—the mountains, for example, would all be flattened
down To this objection his answer 1s that change 1s perpetual and
the number of possible forms imexhaustible * I shall pres-
ently establish that the globe we inhabit, like all the others con-
tained in the vast extent of matter, 15 1 truth subject to such
vicissitudes that, even supposing 1t cternal, it would appear to us
today no otherwise than as we sece 1t ”

So de Maillet, belteving 1n advance 1n these vicissitudes, set
out to find them empirically The earth, he held, had once been
covered with water Currents mn this primeval ocean laid down lines
of sediment, which, as the water evaporated, emerged from the
sea, and are today the highest ranges of mountains Near these
early shores many marine species hived, the ancestors of later species
on land Birds, most probably, had developed from flying fish
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tossed up by accident on the shore, walking animals from the
heavier creatures that crawled on the ocean bed

To explain how man came directly from the sea de Maillet made
use of a questionable method, abandoming the natural evidence
of fossils, stratified rock, and comparative anatomy on which his
other theories, however mistaken, were bwuilt, and resorting to hu-
man testimony, legends, rumors, travellers’ tales and sea captains’
reports In the existing state of knowledge he could hardly do
otherwise, granted the theory that he wished to prove, but the re-
sults were unfortunate, for he was much less skilful 1in criticizing
human opinions than in interpreting natural phenomena Mermen
and mermaids were for him the link that joined men to the sea.
He thought that magration from water to land went on continually
1n the polar regions, and that the men of northern Europe and
Asia wege more hardy than others because they were the most
recently emerged ®

There was little enough evidence at that time for most of de
Mauillet’s conjectures, but many people who had lost faith in revela-
tion and needed a new explanation of the origin of the world were
ready to receive them with considerable respect Buffon knew
the Telliamed and adopted some of de Maillet’s 1deas, though as
a responsible scientist he rejected those which rested on supposed
facts that no one had ever observed Diderot, 1n such hidden cor-
ners of the Encyclopédie as the article on the ‘“Philosophy of the
Ethiopians,” suggested that Itfe had begun from a fermentation
in matter, and that men were descended from animals Holbach,
arguing that the world was eternal, was forced to consider whether
each living species was eternal, specially created, or subject to
variation and part of an unending flux, and 1t was the third theory
that he favored Carra, a prophet of revolution and later a Giron-
dist, took over most of the Telliamed entire, and read mto 1t a
social significance of which de Maillet had never dreamed ““Thus
millions of generations,” he said, “heaped upon one another 1n
the bosom of their mother [Nature] are unsuccessful and pre-
paratory attempts condemned by Nature in advance, and whose
frightful history shows us the annals of stupidity, ignorance and’

¢B de Mallet, L.e Telhiamed (Amsterdam, 1748), passum, but especially Vol

I, pp G2-71, 108 ff, Vol II, pp 01-3, 101 f§ A lfe of de Maillet 1s prefaced to
the edition of 1755 1he name Telliamed 1s de Maillet’s name spelled backwards
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barbarism of past races, and the means ‘of amendment for

races to come "’

To such speculations the rehigious writers usually answered
briefly that they were absurd So far as the marine origin of life
was concerned, this was also the opinion of those unbelievers,
like Voltaire, who were most averse to theorizing The Jesmt
Journal de Trévoux, as often happened, expressed the general
view of the judicious and the educated, when 1t set down de Maillet
as a victim of his own credulity, and observed of Buffon’s Théorie
de la Terre that a man with Buffon’s known dishike for general
systems should avoird embarking on such hazardous hypotheses
The Abbé Gauchat noted with confident irony that de Maillet’s
1deas rested less on evidence than on the hope of finding evidence
in the future and the belief that evidence now destroyed had existed
i the past In the then existing state of empirical information
such criticisms were only reasonable ®

T Buffon, 7 heorte de la terre and Fpoques de la nature, Encyclopedie, art
“Lthiopiens, Philosophie des”, Holbach, Systéme de la nature (Londres, 1770),
Vol I, pp 81-2, Diderot, Oeuwvrcs, Vol 1I, pp 15-16, Carra, Systeme de la
raison (Londres, 1782), p 31

8 Gauchat, Lettres critiques, Vol XV, p 104, Journal de Trevoux (1749),
pp 631 ff, 2226 ff Later, after Buffon s ‘recantation,” a writer in the Journal de
Trevoux (1754), pp 153-5, gives a fair statement of Buffon’s idea of the grada-
tion of species, and notes of this system that Buffon “le combat par la revela-
tion” Satisfied with Buffon's ostensible deference to revelation, the writer calls
tum a man ‘‘du merite le plus rare’ Tlus 1s only one example of the way in
which the Journal de Trevour sought to reach an accommodation with the new
philosophy 1 M Royou, Analvse ¢t rcfutation des Epoqucs de la nature (Pans,
1780), finds Buffon's work “un tissu dc¢ suppositions gratustes, de faits imagi-
naires, de contradictions palpables,” equally repugnant to reason and to scripture
Bougamville, translator of Polignac’s Antr-Lucrece, mentions having seen a
manuscript of the Telliamed, which he regards as scandalous and extravagant
Ants-Lucréce (Paris, 1749), Vol 1, p x1 1 gnac, Lettres a un americamm ( Ham-
burg, 1751), Vol 1II, p 27, thinks that certam philosophers, from Buffon's
hypothesis of the gradation of spccies, draw matenalistic conclusions which
Buffon never intended Linguet, Adunales criles, Vol XIV, pp 57-8, by no
means a religious apologist, thinks Buffon's theories too far fetched to endure
Bergier, agamst Holbach's supposition that specics may change, pronounces 1t to
be more incredible than the wdea of crcation ILvamen du materiahisme, Vol 1,
pp 143-8 See also Sennemaud, Ponsces philosophiques d'un citoyen de Mont-
martre (La Haye, 1750), pp 14 ff , Chaumeix, Prejugés legitimes contre U'En-
cvelopedie, Vol 1, pp 50 ff , M Vilers, [higmite de la nature humamme (Panis,
1778) , Nowuvelles ccclesastiques (1750), p 25, H Fabry, comte d'Autrey,
Pyrrhonten raisonnable, pp 82-3, Palissot, Mémorwres (Panis, 1803), Vol II,
pp 122-4, Raynal in Gnimm, Correspondance httérare, Vol 1, pp 337-8, Yvon,
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But the primary®issue was not whether natural evidence was
sufficient tn amount, but whether 1n any amount 1t was the proper
kind of evidence to use As the Jansenists made clear, the question
was whether the learned world was going to trust modern natu-
ralists or the sacred writers—“the admirable M de Buffon or
Moses inspired by God "’ Gauchat, neither a Jesuit nor a Jansenust,
conceded that the Bible was not a work of physics, but nsisted
that 1t must be retamed as an authentic lustory The world, he
thought, must be of the age indicated in the New Testament
Otherwise Moses would have decetved us, we could not believe
his account of God’s dealings with mankind De Maillet’s theories
were furthermore impious 1 1mplying belief 1n the dme des bétes
“For 1n brief,” said Gauchat, ‘“if men have been fish, and i1f there
are still fish 1n the sea destined to be men, of two things one must
follow either men have no spiritual and immortal soul, or fish
have "

Gauchat had many other arguments, and lus long dissertation
on the new cosmogonies summed up about all that the religious
writers had to say He declared that the function of science was
only to discover truths useful to men It was hopeless and useless,
he thought, for human reason to try to penetrate to the origin of
the world How could a man, after looking at a few layers of rock
and a few petrified bones, soberly conclude that the world was
100,000 years old? From such methods, he said, only mythologies
as extravagant as those of the ancients could result He held that
the only reason why the earth with its strata of rock existed as
it did was that God created 1t so, but added that 1n ordinary phe-
nomena such as the discharge of a cannon, for which natural
laws could be known, 1t would be absurd to appeal directly to God’s
will

Gauchat thus distinguished between creation and causalty,
hoping to safeguard the former The distinction was a com-
promuse, and a precarious one Removing the element of creation
from such facts as the discharge of a cannon, 1t reserved 1t for
Histowe phiosophique de la reliyion, Vol I, pp 22-8, F Feller, Examen -
partal des [ poques de la nature (1 uxtmhourg 1780)

¢ Nonwvelles ccclesuastiqgues (17067), p 05 The cditors note with alarm that the
Journal des savants, 1n ats 1ssue for December 17006, prases the theories of Buf-

fon, de Maillet, Mairan and others who argue for an immense antiquity of the
world Gauchat, op «it, Vol XV, pp 67, 224
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the history of the earth only as a spectal exception Gauchat might
have been on stronger ground philosophically, though his position
n controversy would have been weaker, had he asserted that both
the discharge of the cannon and the history of the earth might
be referred, according to the purpose 1n hand, either to God’s will
or to anterior causes So the Catholic Forbin or the free-thinking
Robinet might have argued, but their views seem to have been lit-
tle understood *°

Some of the objections that seemed strongest to Gauchat must
have seemed to his adversaries beside the point, for he thought
in terms of creation and of the immediacy of man and God, where
his adversaries thought mn terms of natural causes He believed
that the universe existed for a purpose, and that this purpose was
to serve as the habitation of man Not only could he not sym-
pathize with a contrary view, he could not even comprebend 1t
Nor could he imagine why the sun and other physical bodies should
have existed long before the appearance of the earth, as Buffon
held ‘“What was the object of the sun® What did 1t do, 1dle in
its vortex [tourbillon, the Cartesian word]? Has not 1ts destina-
tion always been to light and fructify the earth?’ All such cos-
mology seemed to him needlessly complicated, and held together by
trivial causes To attribute to a mere comet, casually striking on
the sun, so momentous a fact as the origin of the earth seemed
to him plainly absurd, and to spin elaborate theories over incon-
cetvable reaches of time was only to raise difficulties where none
before had existed *Supposing the earth was arranged ages after
its emergence from the sun, how can the animals have peopled 1t ?
How can man have possessed 1t? A new creation would be neces-
sary But why not recognize the creation of the earth? Could not
God create man and his habitation by one decree®’ It 1s to be
noted how this objcction, designed to make philosophers accept
Moses, would be more likely to incline them toward ideas of
evolution ™

The 1dea of progress also, 1t was suggested some pages back,
arpse partly from the new habit of looking to causality rather than
to creation That this 1dea was not the fruit of a gratuitous opts-

10 Gauchat, op cit, Vol NV, pp 130 f, 171-85
1 sbid, pp 285-7
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mism, but a logical consequence of the infidel beliefs, becomes evi-
dent when we see how religious writers sometimes hoped to over-
throw their opponents by arguing, 1n effect, that progress was im-
possible The important question here was the origip of human
intelhgence,

Was the human mind the product of generations of experience
in time, or was it placed purposely in the world at the beginning,
created with man himself? Religious people took the latter view
Infidel opinton was confused When the mfidels thought of nature
as a standard of correct values and wished to show faults in exist-
ing soctety, they usually had a high opimon of primitive man’s
mntelligence When they thought of nature as an impersonal process
of causation, and wished to congratulate themselves on the en-
lightengent of their age, they regarded primitive man as ignorant
and barbarous On the whole, they favored the belief that intelh-
gence was an historical acquisition

The religious writers often took the doctrine of the eternity of
the world 1n 1ts ancient sense, to mean that man and civiliza-
tion were eternal This supposed belicf they refuted on the
ground that, 1f man were eternal, the number of generations
already deceased would be infintte, and the present generation could
not exist 1f 1t had to wait for an infinity of predecessors to go
before 1t The argument was purely academic, for no modern
thinker behieved the human race to be eternal Those who beheved
the umverse to be without beginning had already smuggled in
enough evolution to give man’s origin a particular date in time
In answer to the supposed behef i the etermty of civihzation
the apologists pointed to the shortness of known history, the tradi-
tional belief of all peoples 1n a definite origin, and the recency of
many important discoveries and inventions These very facts had
led Greek thinkers to the doctrine of recurrent cycles But a mil-
lennium of Christian theology had made it impossible for any
European not to see in the cosmos a unique process, an irrever-
sible series of events It 1s significant, therefore, that religious
apologists, to account for the known recency of things, used the
idea of progress, and sometimes the very word “In all monu-’
ments of older times,” said the Abbé 1looke of the Sorbonne, “we
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observe the recent onigin of the world and tite progress of the
whole human race from infancy to childhood and adult hife’*?

But progress could not have for believing Christians the funda-
mental meaning that 1t came to have for the new philosophy If
man was created perfect, no subsequent perfectibilité was neces-
sary, except possibly to retrieve the loss sustained m Adam’s fall
And if man had not been created perfect, what became of the
goodness of God? Was 1t hikely that a beneficent God would create
him bermighted and frail, and leave him to grope through ages of
violence, toil and suffering, toward a hoped for perfection that
most men could never see? Or was 1t to be beheved, by any but
atheists, that men should have to rely, for such advances as they
made, on their own efforts rather than on faculties originally
given to them by a creator?

The 1dea of progress was tn truth not a comforting one, except
for men 1n whose minds the possibilities of the future outweighed
the grim realities of the past Voltaire, with his knowledge of
history and sense of human suffering, might well have agreed with
the Christian writers 1 regarding it as a dubious consolation
“This God of goodness,” observed the Catholic Comte d’Autrey
(and but for the conclusion 1t mught have been Voltaire speak-
ing), “this God of goodness could have enlightened 1 one word
and one instant the whole posterity of the first man, as he enlight-
ened at the beginning all races of amimals with an nstinct more
certain than our reason What, ts 1t possible that the creator of
the world should have preferred that this people, born for instruc-
tion and for virtue, should begin by bemg ignorant and stupid?
He would then have willed that man should learn only by a long
series of crimes and calamities He would have willed, this
God of goodness, this almighty Bemng who gives to all things from
the first the full perfection of which they are capable, he would
have willed to enhghten by horrible stages the only beings able

12 Hooke, Religtoms naturalts ot wmoralis philosophiae prncipia (1752-54),
Vol I, pp 57-8, I Feller, Catéchisme phlosoplugue (laege, 1773), pp 28-9,
] Menoux, Notons phidosoplngies sur les vanites de la rehyion (Nancy, 1758),
pp 9 f, Yvon, op cut pp 19-20, Fabry, comte d Autrey, op cit, pp 38-40
“Je vous demande,” says the count of Autrey, “sil est vraisumblable que les
homimes polices alent restes sonante ou quatre-vingt nulle ans sans inventer
'imprimene” ¢f N Jamm, op it p 15 * les arts, les machines trouvees

en differents temps pour les besoms des hommes sont autant de preuves de la
nouveaute du monde ”
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to know and adere im This picture of Providence makes you
shudder You will say that I blaspheme agamst God and Nature,
agamnst analogy and reason” All this being conceded, Vpltaire
would perhaps have advised men to dig patiently 1n their gardens
Fabry d’Autrey concluded that man, though origmally perfect,
had brought himself to woe by the fall He invited his readers
to choose either man’s sufferings came from sin, or they were
due to the slowness and difficulty of his nise from an origmal
savagery For him the decision could not be in doubt

Unable to accept progress as part of a divine dispensation, re-
higious writers sought to prove it impossible Their strongest argu-
ment was taken from the empirical psychology of their opponents
From the generally accepted fact that men could learn nothing 1n
1solation, and that children learned by imitation of their elders,
they argued that every generation must have been preceded by one
able to instruct 1t, and that however far into the past investigation
might reach, at no point would there be found a time when an
1ignorant and brutish society could give birth to men of intelligence

The Protestant Formey suggested as an experiment, while ad-
mutting 1t to be impracticable, that a group of human beings should
be 1solated 1n childhood and left so for several generations He
was sure that they would never learn anything, and concluded
that a race of men thus thrown unassisted on the earth would soon
perish

The Catholic Le Gros observed that the doctrine of perfects-
bulité was a way of asserting not a faculty of moral self-perfection
but an imtial emptiness of mind, both psychologically 1n the in-
fant and historically in the human race But, he said, Rousseau and
other adherents to this doctrine gencrally thought that the first
men had been physically like those of the eighteenth century How
then, asked Le Gros, granted the known interdependence of body
and mund, could the first men have been mentally so inferior as
the infidels maintained ***

These were weighty objections Probably the philosophes, when
aware of them, saw 1n them the captiousness of the unenlightened
It was, however, such logical difficulties as these that eventually

13 Le pyrrhonien rarsonnable, pp Go-71, 102-3, 118

14 ] Formey, L'anti-Emale (Berhn, 1263), p 217, C Le Gros, Eaamen des
ouvrayes de J -1 Kousscan et de Court de Gebddin (Geneve, 1780), pp 33-41
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drove serious thinkers further away from both ,Moses and Rous-
seau, leading them to embrace ever vaster reaches of time, in which
the rjse of knowledge from ignorance should be gradual enough
to be plausible, and to adopt the idea of biological evolution, 1n
which the earliest men should be thought physically as well as
mentally different from their successors The religious apologists
of the eighteenth century saw in these same difficulties new grounds
for believing 1n revelat-on Convinced that intelligence could not
arise from stupidity, they concluded that man had been originally
endowed by a creator who was the source of all knowledge From
his proposed experiment, said Formey, it would become evident
that the first men were created with the use of speech and with
a certain body of knowledge, from which they gradually bult
up the arts and sciences as known 1n the eighteenth century *®

In this conflict of opinions it was clearly important to know what
the first 1deas of the first men would be The philosophes, ‘tor the
most part, beheved that they had been of a practical kind “It 1s
clear,” said Montesquieu, “that the first 1deas of man would not
be speculative He would think of preserving his existence before
inquiring into his origin ”” Montesquieu therefore set down peace
as the “first law of man”, following in order after this were the
instincts to seek nourishment, to reproduce, to form societies, and
to love God He excused himself by observing that duty to God,
though fifth in order, was the first in importance But his classi-
fication 1mphed that religion and speculative thinking were refine-
ments to which men might aspire when more pressing wants were
satisfied, rather than attributes so fundamental in human nature
that 1t would not be human without it Religious writers vehemently
protested And not only the Christian but the Cartesian and ration-
alist view of human nature was impugned

Montesquteu, said the Abbé Bonnaire, “constantly forgets that
he 1s speaking of an intelligent being An imtelligent being, who
feels that he 15 intelligent and that he did not make himself, seeks
first of all to know his origin That 1s his most natural impulse
But our author prefers to imagime that hunger would be his first
sentiment The 1ntelligent being would thus begin by being
wholly ammal Do you wish me to give you the true key to
all this? It 1s that the author regards, or secms to have regarded,

15 Lormey, op cit, pp 218-28, Fabry d'Autrey, op ¢/, pp 58-71
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mtelligence 1n man as an acquired faculty or quality, with the
consequence thaf the soul 1s only a progressive ordering of parts
of matter "!®

The same wide differences revealed themselves m discussions of
the history of religion The infidels, even when respectful to Chris-
tianity, offended the faithful by their theory of 1ts origin Ortho-
doxy held that man was created in Eden with knowledge of the
true God The unbelievers, when not arguing that man received
this knowledge from nature, held the contrary opinion that he
attamned to 1t by a laborious growth 1n civilization According to
Rousseau, men 1n the earliest ages were unable to understand the
idea of spirit, and so had peopled the world with physical divimties
According to Montesquieu, 1t was the increase of human intelli-
gence that had turned men from idolatry to the Christian religion
But neither of thesc statements, seemingly so flattering to Chris-
tiant'w, could be accepted by true believers

Montesquien’s notion imphied that the triumph of Chnistiamty
was not supernatural, Rousseau’s that the first men were 1gnorant
pagans Both placed Christianity 1n a sequence of cause and effect,
making 1t a consequence of earlier conditions Both asserted the
reality of progress, holding that men moved through time from
erro1 toward truth The church, on the other hand, taught that
knowledge of truth was connate with man himself Christians,
therefore, like the phuilosophes themselves when they took the other
horn of their dilemma, believed that the first man had been a
theist “If theism,” said the Abbé Yvon, “was the first religion 1t
must be the true one, which 1s divided into natural and revealed
Error, being only a disfigured copy of truth, must have come after
1t”" This was the reverse of the idea of progress’

Montesquicu offended further when he said that Christiamty
was especially suited to the climate and people of Europe Be-
Levers, of course, held that Christianity was equally suited to
the whole human race, since it was the only complete statement

18 1. Bonnaire, L’Esprit des Lots quintessencie (np, 1751), pp 40-3, Nouvelles
ecclesuastiques (1749), p 162, (1750), p 68
17 Yvon, op ct, Vol I, p 55 Yvon, however, has the 1dea of progress

la raison a fait des progreés aussi nécessaires que la croisance
des arbres et des plantes” shid, Vol II, p 450 On Yvon see above, p 119 cf

Nouvelles ecclésiastigues (1749), p 166, Gauchat, op cit, Vol XIX, p 129,
Hooke, op c1t, Vol 11, p 799
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of the true relation of man to the world and to God. In attributing
its success in Europe to geographical and other local conditions
Montesquieu greatly narrowed 1ts scope, and represented 1t as a
purely human phenomenon, by no means even unique, since he
regarded Mohammedanism 1n the same way He set aside as irrele-
vant the question whether 1t was true or false, and 1n doing so,
though he marked an epoch in the philosophy of history, he both
outraged the religious and left many of the infidels dissatisfied
The Jansenists thought the Jesuits had been too lenient 1n review-
ing the Esprit des lois They pointed out that Montesquieu’s method
was to avoid judgments of value, to regard all social phenomena
as equally the consequence of natural conditions, and to reduce
all belefs, customs, religions and mnstitutions to mere facts that
could hardly have been otherwise ** The Abbé Gauchat raised the
same objections ‘“Not the least expression,” he said, “by way
of corrective, 1n the cause of virtue Not a censure of vice

Not a word of praise for truth, not a word for the preference that
it merits So singular an mmpartiality becomes a tacit approval of
error and an outrage to virtue "'"?

The more advanced nfidels made much the same critictsm They
too found Montesquieu too phlegmatic, because, like the ortho-
dox, they were more certain than Montesquieu of possessing a
truth of their own Montesquieu gave offense, at bottom, by using
the method of science and history He referred phenomena to the
causes which he thought produced them, and judged those to be
right which were 1in harmony, not with ethical principles, but with
a general system of conditions into which he could fit them

Attitudes toward human history and progress were made con-
crete 1n various conceptions of the state of nature and of primitive
savagery In medieval Europe, when Christians contemplated the
few savages that they knew anything about, they did not think
that they saw the original condition of man In the eighteenth cen-
tury this older opinion was most fully represented by the Jan-
senists, who regarded the state of nature as one not really natural to
man, but one into which he had been plunged by the Fall, and 1n
which he could know nothing of true virtue or rehgion Catholic
orthodoxy, led hy the Jesuits and the Mohnists, held that the state

W8 Nowwelles ccclesastigues (1749), pp 161-7 (1756), pp 33-6
19 Gauchat, op ctt, Vol IV, pp 204-5, 217-18, 237 ff
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of nature could haveshbeen original to man, that Adam was created
with both natural and supernatural gifts, but could have been
created with the natural only, that savages still possessed the natu-
ral gifts, which had not been impaired by the Fall, and that there-
fore savages cauld have, without knowledge of Chrisfianity, an
intelhgent natural morality and a natural religion that contained
part of the truth *® The philosophes went further 1n holding that
the state of nature was positively the original state of man, and
that the first man had in fact received only natural gifts

There were, however, two tendencies among the philosophes
Sometimes they regarded the state of nature as one of ignorance
and brutality, from which man had emerged by an historical
progress Sometimes, as m Diderot’s Supplément au voyage de
Bougammanlle, they represented men mn the state of nature as intel-
higent ang benign, adept at philosophical conversation, and en-
dowed with an unerring nsight into morals and theology Jean-
Jacques Rousseau brought the two tendencies together, arguing
frankly, in his first two discourses, that 1t was the ignorance of
the natural man that made him an unprejudiced thinker, and his
lack of civilized refinements that made him kind-hearted and good
Thus Rousseau became the apostle of primitivism, 1f not of
anarchy, and launched the attack on all known forms of civilization
which the judicious Grimm, who was rarely so mistaken, thought
too sophistical to need refutation from a serious thinker

Catholic critics, examining the new 1deas of the state of nature,
denied that man possessed originally only natural gifts But since
they regarded the supernatural gifts as somewhat special, and
thought, unlike the Jansenists, that much of man’s life was purely
natural, they were able and willing to debate with the infidels on
their own terms In the imfidel philosophy 1t was not the assertion
of man’s natural goodness that they most vigorously denmied What
they chiefly dented was the 1dea that man had not at first pos-
sessed intelligence It was the belief that man had been at first a
kind of brute, that his first impulses were produced by physical
needs, that his intellect and mstitutions were acquired empirically
in the process of satisfying bodily wants The orthodox upheld .
the 1dea of Providence against that of Progress They upheld also
the rationalism that had reached 1ts height in the preceding century

20 See above, Chap 11
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When not affected by the new modes of thwnking, they meant by
nature reason The state of nature, since the Middle Ages, was, by
definition, the hypothetical state in which men hved by unaided n-
telligence without benefit of supernatural revelation The infidels
made fretjuent use of this hoary conception, but added two signifi-
cant mnovations They asserted that this state of nature was ac-
tually the whole original state of man, which behevers demed by
pointing to the reveiation that had begun with Adam, and they
maintamned, though with many lapses into the older opinion, that
man at the beginning was not a rational creature, but a being who
acquired his intelligence by experience in his environment

It was the genius of Rousseau to state clearly and eloquently
what contemporaries were waiting to be told He announced that
man 1n the state of nature was not rational, but that the state of
nature was nevertheless a standard by which society might be
judged He thus made room for two of the most powerful ten-
dencies of the age, the growth of empiricism, which made dif-
ficult the conception of man as an essentially rational creature,
and the growth of social discontent, which made necessary some
1deal basis for condemning the existing order He expressed a
revolution 1n the 1dea of nature Nature was no longer rationality,
but empirical circumstance, and human nature was not primarily
the capacity for intelligent knowledge, but a body of wants, in-
stincts, impulses, and feelings

To Rousseau’s belief 1n the goodness of human nature orthodox
Catholics did not usually object When an anonymous critic of
Rousseau, to vindicate civilization, held that men in the state of
nature were turbulent, stupid and fierce, devoid of 1deas, and unable
to distinguish right from wrong, the Journal de Trévour took a
position equally removed from both sides It maintained that men
naturally possessed intelligence, conscience, and the capacty for
moral development It thus gave expression to the theology known
to the Jansenists as Molimism On this matter the orthodox stood
nearer to Rousseau and most other philosophes than to the Jan-
senists or any thinkers who held nature to be amoral or bad ®

2! Journal de Trevour (1755), pp 1738-9 See also ] Fumel, Bishop of Lodeve,
Instruction pastorale sur lcs sources de U'mcredulite (Paris, 1765), p 39 The

Journal de Trevour (1751), pp 505-26, reviewmg Rousseau’s Discours sur les
arts et les sciences, praises the author’s literary skil, wishes him success 1n the
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It was when Rowsseauy produced the more characteristic part
of his message, declaring that human nature was fundamentally
emotion, that the orthodox rosc in opposition The orthodox
would concede human nature to be good only when the distinctive
element 1n human nature was held to be reason ®* 1f *by nature
Rousseau meant reason, said Gauchat, then he might correctly
argue that “the first movements of nature are always right”, but
in fact he meant only native inclinations, and to argue that native
inchinations were always right was to fly 1n the face of both revela-
tion and experience Rousseau’s fundamental error, 1t seemed to
Gauchat, was his attempt to understand the nature of man m
terms of s physical origin, and then to base law and right on
human nature thus physically defined Laws of right were n his
opinion 1mposed on man by a power that established his moral
condition, and the proper way to understand human nature was
to understand 1ts dependence on these laws, to know, that is,
not man’s inclinations but hus duties He therefore proceeded to
describe a state of nature acceptable to Catholics, 1n which man
should be a rational creature able to understand moral truth

A most mcisive criticism of the state of nature as conceived
by Rousseau 1n the two Discourses was published three years be-
fore the Revolution by the Abbé Le Gros Le Gros thought 1t an
outrageous paradox for Rousseau to attribute moral quality to
a being to whom he denied rational or reflective life “How, 1n
speaking of men whom he calls ‘null,” ‘brutish,” ‘stupid,’ ‘imbecile,’
can he exalt with enthusiasm ‘their antique simphaty,” ‘their ongi-
nal goodness,” ‘their primitive mnocence’?” How could he apply
such value judgments to purely physical bemngs? “Has anyone
ever said of an orang-outang that 1t was naturally ‘good and happy,
wise and simple’? Or spoken of its ‘antique’simiplicity,’ ‘primitive
innocence,” and ‘origmal goodness’?”’ Rousseau complained that
he was treated as a bad man for having dared to call men good
“No, Jean-]Jacques, I shall not trcat you as a bad man ‘for having
dared to maintain that man 1s born good ' Everyone knows that
future, and lets his ydeas pass without much comment, probably seeing in them
a harmless tour de force .

22 Except for such deviatinns into sentimentalism as are suggested 11 the quota-
tions on pp 51 and 108 above

28 Gauchat, op ¢/, Vol V, pp 65 f, 76-7, 85-7, 101-3, Vol XIX, 137-55 See
also Formey, Anti-Emule, pp 216-25
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man comes from his Creator ‘good, happy, wise, and perfect’,
no one disputes this truth What you are blamed for 1s your making
man come from his Creator 1n a state of stupidity, and yet main-
taiming that 1n this state men are good, happy, wise, and simple
What yoli are blamed for 1s your making their goodness depend
on their imbecility, their happiness on their stupidity What you
are blamed for is your having been guilty 1n all your writings of
an enormous abuse of language, and having offered us, as the
‘true road to happiess,” the ignorance, imbecility and stupidity
that you have not blushed to attribute to our first parents

Le Gros spoke with a vigor which the more timid critics of
our age may think excessive, but the reasonable century did 1n
truth produce this monstrous trrationality Primitivism, however,
was only one development among several Unbelievers were pretty
generally agreed, despite frequent utterances to the confrary, that
rational intelligence was not an original faculty of the human
race They were pretty generally agreed that human nature was
more nearly animal than had previously been thought They were
agreed, too, when they considered the matter, that man was a
casual occupant of the universe, a physical product of natural
causes, not a soul providentially created Sometimes, however, see-
ing 1in human ntelligence an historical acquisition, they valued 1t
the more highly precisely for that reason, and, inheriting from
Christian theology the feeling that time 1s subordinate to absolute
ends, as a stream flowing beneath the hght of etermity, they ar-
rived at the 1dea of progress This idea, 1f open to obvious ironical
objections, was perhaps no more so than any other supernatural
belief, and was at any rate a way of putting human meaning into
a world understood 1n terms of time and causahity To the 1dea of
progress, which asserted the value of civilization and of historical
development, primitivism was to all appearances the direct con-
trary If many people inclined strongly toward them both, the
fact arose from their conception of nature, which allowed them

24 Le Gros, op cit, pp 62-6 See also Cardinal Gerdil, Discours philosophique
sur homme considere relatwement a U'ctat de nature et ¢ Petat de societe (Turin,
1769) , and L Castel, L'homme moral oppose a I homme physique de M Rous-
seau (Toulouse, 1756) “Quo1®” says Castel, “pour connaitre 'homme, vous lu
otez tout ce qu'il a de mieux®” p 34 For other answers to Rousseau see A

Monod, De Pascal a Chateaubriand Les defenseurs francass du Christianisme
de 1670 8 1802 (Paris, 1916), pp 402-24
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to believe that civilization, though wholly natural in one sense,
would become still more natural, in another sense, as time went on

Like primitivism, Christian orthodoxy approved of man in his
original state, but did so for different reasons, since where Adam
was a rational creature, man “fresh from the hands of Nature”
was unencumbered by the intellect Like believers in progress, the
orthodox thought highly of civilization, though here again the
reasons were different For the religious, civilization was the out-
come of the creator’s gifts For full believers 1n progress, civiliza-
tion, with all 1ts arts and sciences, was man’s own achievement,
which he had built up painfully alone-—although, to be sure, he
recetved useful communications from Nature



CHAPTER VIl

OBLIGATION AND LIBERTY

« HE true cause of unbelief is the severity of Christian
morals The obscurity of the mystertes 1s only a pre-
text "* So wrote the Abbé Trublet, and such was the

opinion of all religious people, even of those who 1n examining

the views of the infidels refrained from abusing them personally

The opinion was not the whole of the truth Many believers were

able to live about as they pleased, and many unbelievers practised

most of the rational virtues

But 1t would be false to regard mnfidelity, above all in the France
of Lowss XV, as a purely mtellectual movement arising from
considered doubt The philosophes wrote not only for the thought-
ful, but for the wits and fops of fashionable Paris, the beaur
esprits and the petits maitres, of whom we read little 1n most his-
tories of infidel pmlosophy but very much in the records of the
time The new 1deas spread among people whom many philosophes
would themselves condemn, the gullible and talkative world of the
drawing-rooms, who needed new subjects for sprightly conver-
sation and saw 1n “philosophy” an exciting novelty of the day,
persons to whom the Christian virtues of chastity and humility
were usually remote, and who thought poverty and obedience the
special qualities of the masses For such people, 1t may be supposed,

Diderot mtroduced the more salacious parts of the Encyclopédie,

and among such people many philosophes habitually lived, as did

Helvétius, whose early life contains much to amaze the innocent

Ribald the writings of the infidels undoubtedly were, full of
crude jokes and grave erudite indecencies, but the ribaldry was
only on the surface A moral revolution was 1n progress under-
neath The mnfidels were 1n revolt against the Christian conception
of man The whole controversy was a moral one, involving the

1N Trublet, Essats de Dittcrature ct dc morale (1749), Vol 1I, p 414
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ultimate moral questions: what a man should expect from life,
where he should look for his most substantial satisfactions, what
authorities he should recognize as just, what definition he should
give to the happiness which everyone conceded to be his proper
goal For serious thinkers the obscurity of the mysteries was no
mere pretext for unbelief The mysteries had long ceased to have
any meanmng for them They were told by apologists that, since
the mysteries need have no intelligible meaning, they should be
content with the evidences for belief, but these evidences were
either miracles, which their new faith in nature made 1t impossible
for them to accept, or the perpetual existence of the church through
the ages, which to their historical sense seemed only a series of
natural events The strongest argument of the apologists was to
maintain, not that the mysteries shed any light on human nature,
but that juman nature was such that in the presence of wonders
men must believe and obey ?

Many of the faithful were no doubt satisfied with this argument.
Those whose faith was habitual or whose interests were chiefly
ecclesiastical could thus accept as relevant to human affairs mys-
tertes which otherwise would seem meaningless and arbitrary
Acknowledging the authority of the church, they accepted 1ts
doctrines as somehow true, with as much and as lhittle reason as
those of the infidels who thought its doctrines superstitious be-
cause they scoffed at its authority The question of authority over-
shadowed all others The dispute over the fact of revelation was
too heated, 1n the minds of many, to allow for much critical appre-
caation of 1its content But the content could not be neglected, nor
did intelligent persons on either side lirit themselves to the ques-
tion of miracles We have just seen what debates arose about the
revealed doctrine of creation We must see now some of the dif-
ferences between Christians and unbelievers on the moral question
of what a good life ought to be

There was more religious feeling in France i the middle of
the eighteenth century than 1s often supposed The church drifted
into no such sterile ineffectiveness as the Church of England of
the time If in France there was nothing like the Methodist move-
ment, 1t was not only because Catholic psychology was very dif-

2 See above, Chap IV
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ferent from Protestant, but because the official church was not
wholly neglecting its business

The provinces were visited by missionnaires, authorized preach-
ers who conducted revivals In the mid-century the Jesuits alone
evangelized more than sixty towns The Oratorians also travelled
widely Though assignments to preach were strictly controlled by
the hierarchy, many of the preachers seem to have spoken pretty
freely Like all preachers, they condemned sexual laxity, lewd
dancing, suggestive pictures, and the general frivolity and irre-
sponsibility of the times They exposed in addition the particular
sins of the age 1ntellectual vamity and the recherche du bel esprit,
the worldliness of the upper clergy, the 1dleness and arrogance of
the wealthy, luxury, extravagance, and selfishness in giving alms,
the careless bringing up of children, and the corruption of chil-
dren’s minds with notions of rank, pride, and exaggerated eti-
quette They held forth against the venality of judges, dishonesty
i commerce, and the ruthless spoliation of debtors, against the
oppression of the working classes, the keeping down of wages,
and the beggary and brutalization of the peasants Many of these
preachers, more than most of the philosophes, more even than
most of the revolutionaries of 1789, represented the common peo-
ple as the victims of the rich and the powerful *

In Paris, 1t appears, congregations preferred a plain moral talk,
and beaux esprits ostentatiously left the church when the sermon
dealt with theology, but 1n the provinces there was much interest
m Chrnistian doctrine Occasionally the provincals were shocked
by a visiting Jesuit, as at Avignon in 1759 and at Montpelier in
1761, when Father Le Chapelain expounded his views on the need
of loving God * But such clashes were exceptional

The most famous of the Jesuit preachers, Father Bridaine, car-
ried through France a gospel almost Jansenist in 1ts sternness
He preached heaven and hell, the delusiveness of the world and the
immunence of etermity, the need of instant repentance, the small
number of those to be saved, the swiftness and ineluctable exact-
ness of divine justice He was a powerful speaker, a master of
homely 1mages and vigorous gestures, who flung himself into his

3 A Bernard, Le sermon au dix-hustiéme siécle (Pans, 1901), pp 19¢8-215,

218-26, 30z ff , 379-80
4sbid, pp 237, 362 See also above, p 44
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words till the sweat streamed from his brows, and whose voice,
while strong enough to fill a cathedral, was so poignant and ap-
pealing that 1t reached the heart of every hearer Even Marmontel,
who like Rousseau preferred a religion without terrors, was so
profoundly impressed by Bridaine that he remembered him to
the end of his days*®
Many others may be named to show that religion was much
alive The Jesuit Berthier, for sixteen years editor of the Journal
de Trévoux, was something of a mystic, and wrote spiritual works
of permanent value to Catholics The Abbé Roche, whom we have
noted as a critic of Locke, secluded himself for many years in the
heart of Paris Lous Racine, son of the great Racine, wrote relig-
10us poetry mspired by the reading of Pascal Le Franc de Pompig-
nan, brother to the bishop of Puy, made translations of the Psalms
which many held to be the best religious verse of the day, and
which wén him admission to the Academy, where he raised an
uproar by attacking the unbehevers in his first address In high
soctety, the Duke and Duchess de Penthiévre were famous for
their devotion Among the people, thousands read the books of
the Marquis de Caracciolt, an impoverished nobleman of Italian
origin who earned his living by producing works of piety and
smeditation He urged his readers to cultivate their mner lives, to
give only a part of themselves to society and the world, to put
aside vanity and triviahty, and to discipline themselves to a Chrnis-
tian self-perfection ®
& On Bridamne, Bernard, op cit, p 207, Marmontel, Ocuvres (Paris, 1825),
Vol IX, p 218, and Bridamne’'s Sermons (5 vols, Avignon, 1823), eg “Sur
I'"mportance du salut,” and “Sur la mort” in Vol I, and “Sur le petit nombre
des elus” 1in Vol 11

e G Berthier, Ocuvres spirstuelles (Paris, 1811, often reprinted) , L Racine,
La Rehgion (Paris, 1742, often reprinted) J J Le Franc de Pompignan, Poésies
sacrees, psaumes et cantiques judaiques (Paris, 1763), and Discours et mémoire
[on entering the Academy} (np, 1700) Compared with what the philosophes
said of their opponents Le Franc de Pompignan's address was relatively innocu-
ous, but 1t provoked a furious reply from Voltaire in the Quands, the Pourquoss,
etc, see Voltaire, Ocuvres (Paris, 1883-85), Vol XX1V On the duke and
duchess de Penthievre see d’Argenson, Memoires (Paris, 1859-67), Vol VI, p
188, Vol IX, p 12 Freron, Annee hitérarre (1761), Vol VI, p 215 On Carac-
ciol see his works, eg Conversation ave. sot-meme (1753), La jouissance d{
sot-méme (1759), La grandeur de U'dme (1761), and the Journal eccleswastique,
which 1n one year passed from cool suspicion to the warmest praise of his writ-

mgs January 1701, p 73, July, pp 75-6, September, p 79, January, 1762, pp
83-6 Standing quite apart, a layman of deep religious experience, an individualist
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Even the hundred and twenty-odd bishops, who owed their of-
fices to family connections and were expected to be administrators
rather than saints, could count among their number some men of
ger'mme fervor A handful still sympathized with the Jansenists,
notably Bgauteville, whose tiny diocese of six parishes was too
poor to allow 1ts occupant to be worldly, and Fitz-James, whose
Scottish origin perhaps disposed him to moral rigors A better
example of piety 1n high places 1s offered by La Luzerne, bishop
of Langres, a model prelate who later became cardinal, and who
in 1786 1ssued an Instruction pastorale sur Uexcellence de la re-
ligron Whether or not he was himself the author, his Instruction
was recognized as one of the best of the day It was written with
warmth and grace and a clear tone of sincerity, and the citations
from the Bible and the Fathers with which such documents usually
bristled were all put 1n an appendix at the end, so that the text re-
maimned a smoothly flowing discourse “

La Luzerne did not try to demonstrate revelation as an his-
torical fact He sought to show that the revealed doctrines gave
the best account of man’s nature He ventured, therefore, a modest
elucidation of the mysteries ‘““The Incarnation,” he said, “shows
us the digmty of our nature, and teaches us the value of our soul
In the Redemption, figured by the Eucharist, he saw the center of
the Christian faith “From high on his cross Christ embraces all
times and brings them together Know, mortals, the full evil
of sin, since such a sacrifice was necessary to expiate 1it!” He
thought, like Pascal, that the dogma of sin explained contradictions
in man which baffled all philosophers The dogma of grace clarified
for him both the reason for man’s weakness and the true source
of Ins strength ‘“Powerless 1n ourselves for good, we have the
help of infinite power Everything in us 1s the gift of the
Lord, our will 1s the effect of his, our works are his work, and
this health-giving grace, this heavenly gift, beyond all our expres-
and a mystic who opposed both the philosophes and the Catholic hierarchy and
who received no attention from either, was Louis-Claude de Samnt-Martin, the
“philosophe inconnu,” author of numerous books, e g Des erreurs et de la vérté
*(Edimbourg, 1775), L homme de deswr (Lyon, 1790), Le nouvel homme (Paris,
An 1V) See A Franck, La philosophie mystigue en I'vance & la fin du dix-

huitreme s1ccle (Parnis, 1860) , Samte-Beuve, Causeries du lundi (Panis, 1876),
Vol X, pp 235-78
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sions of gratitude, far from altering our lberty, enlivens and
strengthens 1t and removes the hindrances that obstruct it ’”*

La Luzerne dwelt at length on the virtues that distinguished the
Christian Such was the temper of the age, he said, that the devout
Christian needed more courage than the worldling 1f he was to
stand by his convictions He observed that the infidels were par-
ticularly scornful of the religious virtue of humihty He under-
took to explain this virtue, contrasting 1t with ordinary modesty
Modesty seemed to him a praiseworthy quality, but one based
usually on convenience or common sense, whereas humility arose
from a profounder feeling, our sense that 1n ourselves we are noth-
ing, that our good qualities are not really our own or the result
of any ment of ours, that we hold them from God and should
always remember the source from which we have freely received
them

He noted also that the infidels, objecting to the Christian doc-
trine of emotional suppression, held that a discreet satisfaction
of the passions would remove from them what was “dangerous
to virtue ”’ He thought this belief a superficial one, for, he said,
advancing an argument famihar to all rigorous moralists, passion
was by nature insatiable, and was inflamed, not allayed, by indul-
gence Christiamity, according to La Luzerne, provided the most
effective of all moral codes because 1t took jurisdiction not only
over outward acts, but over the private thoughts and most intimate
feelings of 1ts believers “It forbids not only sin but all that may
lead to 1t The Christian fears the danger of falling almost as
much as the fall itself To abolish perjury, Christ reproves un-
necessary oaths To prevent homicide, he represses the movements
of wrath To stop adultery, he prohibits the desire for 1t, the de-
sire 1itself 1s a crime, the look an adultery Who then 1s this
amazing lawgiver that dares to give law to thought? Who but a
God could dictate the admirable commandment, Thou shalt not
desire?’®

These sentiments, if they by no means exhausted the subject
of Christian morahty, expressed what was most peculiar to 1t and
what distinguished 1t from stoical or humanitarian ethical sys-

TC G de La Luzerne, bishop of 1 angres, Instruction pastorale sur l'evcellence

de la religion (Paris, 1786), pp 30-3
81bid, pp 50-64
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tems The ideal Christian life was a life of humility and abstinence,
of trust 1n God and detachment from the world and 1ts pleasures.
It was this 1deal that the philosophes opposed They were not onigi-
nal 1n opposing 1t, 1t had been often opposed in the past, but they
differed from such earlier rebels as the neo-pagans of the Renais-
sance 1n furmishing a broader philosophical basis for their oppo-
sition, and 1n offering a more complete and more thoroughly rea-
soned ethical teaching 1n 1ts place

The phiosophes taught that morality should depend on man’s
nature This was their first principle, which they advanced as a
recent discovery, and by which they proposed that law, right con-
duct, and proper forms of government should be known But
Christians had long asserted the same principle The difference
was on the specific question of what human nature was

Religious believers held to a theory which infidels described
as supernatural They thought of man as a being created by God
and subject to his judgment, who by his free will was capable of
deviating, but whose true object in hfe was to conform himself
to the realm of absolute righteousness from which he had come
Man, as Bossuet had said, 1in obeying the laws of God obeyed the
laws of his own nature

Philosophes, on the other hand, determined human nature em-
pirically They emphasized the facts of human behavior What they
perceived clearly in men was not their relationship to an objective
world of absolute ends and values, but their actual needs, wants,
feelings, inclinations, and 1deas They observed that men sought
pleasure and shrank from pam, that they enjoyed the goods of
this world, that they were restive under an authority that crossed
their wishes, that they lived in society and could suffer or profit
from their forms of government With these facts of human
nature they hoped to build an ethical system They would (if
successful) deduce the ought from the 15, the 1deal from the ac-
tual, where Christiamity, 1n the ages of ignorance, had struggled
to assert the ideal by denying, repressing, vilifying the actual,
holding that man was 1deally the image of God, but actually a
being fallen into sin
" The philosophes, unhke the Christians, were thus willing to
endorse human nature as they found it Christians argued that
human nature must be changed before reaching perfection, even
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Molinets never dreamed that men could reach heaven by their
own natural faculties The pilosophes thought that men would
best realize their perfectibilité by being themselves, by shuffing
off the error, prejudice, and fictitious virtues that were no part
of their nature, and by getting rid of wrong education, unjust
government, unintelligible religious behefs, and unnatural and
mustaken 1deas of every kind These, according to the infidels,
were the true sources of evil

This theory of evil was emphatically denied by orthodox
Catholics, who often repled to 1t on rational grounds without
appealing to the dogma of sin ‘“Nature does not make us bad,”
sard Bergier moderately, ‘“‘because badness, properly speaking,
supposes freedom, but nature gives us lively and impetuous pas-
stons, which inchne us to become bad These passions are the
primary source of the errors and vices of individuals in society.
It cannot be said that error 1s the cause of passion, but the pas-
sions, since they blind us, cannot fail to produce errors, it 18
hence poor reasoning to attribute passions and vices to the bad
constitution of society, which 1s their effect and not their cause.”
He concluded that religion remedied evil at its source, by giving
a check to the passions, and that the philosophers who combined
a program for the reform of society with an “obstinate apology
for the passions” were guilty of a palpable absurdity. The Abbé
Richard, giving the same argument, enumerated the causes of
evil more exphcitly “pride, greed, ambition, vanity, envy, las-
civiousness and the love of sensual pleasure ”°

Religious writers were quite correct in calling the infidels apolo-
gists for the passions To vindicate the emotional life against
Christian doctrines of repression and abstinence, to give men
the rnight to enjoy their natural feelings, to represent their appe-
tites as bodily needs and legittmate parts of their personalities,
all this was one of the chief aims of the philosophic campaign,
and was the contribution made to romanticism by these thinkers
whom the romantics so detested It led sometimes to extreme
statements ‘“Happiness 1s an agreeable sensation . . truth and
virtue are mere 1deal goods [btens d’idée], extrinsic causes . . .’

9N Bergier, Examen du matérahsme (Paris, 1771), Vol I, pp 470-1; C
Richard, Défense de la relsgion, de la morale, de la vertu, de la socsété (Paris,
1775), P 1
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Reason must be given nature for its guide, ‘and men should not
deprive themselves of what gives them pleasure Debauchery
1s ‘not a stain upon glory, and moral corruption 1s not incom-
patible with the greatness and fehcity of a state Great souls
are those "which know how best to hate A unton founded
on tenderness is more pure, more healthy, and more to be re-
spected than marriage ” These are a few of many quotations
gathered by Mme de Genlis, when she wished to prove that the
philosophy of the philosophes was one of moral degradation**

Diderot, as early as 1746, announced the new morahty at
the beginning of his Pensées philosophques ‘“Only the passions,
and the great passions, can raise the soul to great things
Sober passions make common men Restraint destroys the
grandeur and force of nature ”** He was more outspoken in a
document that he did not publish “It 1s wrong to attyibute the
crimes of men to their passions, their false judgments are at
fault The passions always inspire us nightly, for they inspire
us only with the desire for happiness It 1s the intelligence [esprit]
that leads us badly and makes us take false roads Hence we do
wrong only when we judge badly, and 1t 1s reason, not nature,
that decetves us Ah'! what would morality be, 1f 1t were
otherwise ” What would virtue be? We should be insane to follow
it, 1f 1t took us from the road to happiness ” He concludes that
the roads to virtue and to happiness must be the same—to think
otherwise would be affreur, too frightful

The source of his agitation 1s evident What he really believes
1s that happiness comes from passion What he wants to believe 1s
that 1t comes also from virtue To forego happiness, or to deny
the passions, 1s unthinkable to him (that would be ‘“insane”),
but he hopes plaintively to have virtue too The situation 1s not
changed 1f we note that among both the French and the English
of the eighteenth century passion often meant simply emotion
Christians did not usually find themselves in this particular dif-
ficulty, because they did not mean by happiness a pleasant state
of the emotions **

10 Stephante, comtesse de Genlis, marquise de Sillery, La religion considerée
comme U'umque base dw bonheur (Paris, 1787), pp 175-88

11 Qeuvres (Pans, 1875-77), Vol 1, pp 127-8

12abid, Vol 11, p 88, n 1 There ts room for much difference of opiion in the
interpretation of Diderot’s moral ideas For contrasting views see Carl Becker,
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In got publishing everything he wrote, Diderot was relatively
discreet, perhaps he was uncertain It was Helvétius who shouted
the praises of passion from the housetops “The passions arg 1n
the moral world what motion 1s in the physical . He who to
be virtuous had constantly to overcome his inclinations would
be a dishonest man” Civilization and all great achievements,
according to Helvétius, came from ‘‘strong passions,” of which
the two strongest were the love of glory and the love of women
Therefore the wise Lycurgus, in old Sparta, had arranged that
in public festivals half-naked girls should mingle with the men,
seeking out the valiant and spurning the cowardly “It 1s to be
doubted that the young warrior would be drunk with virtue?”’
Sparta would have been still more virtuous 1f Lycurgus had gone
further, and 1f “the young heroes had felt 1n the same 1nstant the
double mntoxication of love and of glory ” Or consider the en-
lightened customs of Malabar, where there are no false women,
where “if all the women are true 1t 1s because they satisfy all
therr fancies without scandal, and have a thousand lovers "*

Needless to say, the religious were appalled Helvétsus's book
was not only put on the papal index, 1t was forbidden even to
those who had a general permussion to read infidel writings
The Protestant Formey, replying to Diderot’s Pensées, spoke for
all Chnistians and for many rational infidels He declared that
to say a man was amimated by his passions was like saying that
he walked with his feet, 1t was true, but told nothing of the direc-
tion 1n which he was going The force of the passion could not
“The Dilemma of Diderot,” in the Philosophical Revew, Vol XXIV (1915),
pp 54-71, E TFaguet, Le dix-hustiéme sidcle (Paris, 1804), pp 288 f, F
Brunetiére, Histosre de la littérature frangasse (Paris, 1912), Vol III, pp 364-5,

P Hermand, Les wdées morales de Diderot (Panis, 1923)

18 D¢ PEsprst, in Helvetsus  Collectson des plus belles pages (Paris, 1909),
pp I13-15, 55

14 F Reusch, Index der verbotenen Bucher (Bonn, 1883-85), Vol II, p 906
Soon after the publication of De PEsprit in 1758, the Encyclopédie was also put in
this class of works that could be read only by special permission from Rome, and
in the following years the same policy was used with some other philosophe
writings On Helvétius see also Indiculus proposstsonum extractarum de hbro
cus tstulus De VEsprit (Paris, 1758) , Nouvelles eccléswastsques (1758), pp 181-8,,
201, A Chaumeix, Préjugés legitsmes contre U'Encyclopedse (Paris, 1758)
Chaumeix was so horrified by Helvétius’ book that he interrupted his critique of
the Encyclopédie long enough to write two volumes against Helvetius, which
are included 1n the Préjuges legstimes
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fix the value of the object, the value of the object, judged ration-
ally, should determine the force to be allowed to the passion
Diderot’s readers, said Formey prophetically, “overlooking, like
the author, the object that arouses the passion, will believe that
exuberances, extravagances, convulsions, are themselves the
principle of the grand and the sublime ” When Diderot, think-
ing 1n mechanical terms, observed that the passions must be in
“unison”’ so that fear balanced courage, prudence pleasure, etc,
Formey dismuissed the 1dea as pure sophistry, holding that a
person so pulled upon by hits emotions would be torn 1n all direc-
tions at once, and would have neither object 1n living nor con-
sistency in character Formey, like Gauchat in this connection,
maintained that life could be ordered only by reason®

The plamn fact 1s that these infidels wished to do what they
pleased and yet have their acts bear the honorific title pf virtue,
thus differing from Christians, who held that virtue was some-
times painful, and from more thoroughgoing unbelievers who
care little whether they be called virtuous or not If the philosophes
of the generation of Rousseau and Diderot were agreed in any-
thing, 1t was in their behef that true virtue was pleasant, that
what men ought to do was a form of what nature prompted them
to do And 1f the religious apologists were successful in any-
thing, defending as they were a losing cause, 1t was 1n exposing
this notion as untenable by a rational mind Rational minds,
however, or minds willing to invoke reason as the arbiter of
their doubts, became increasingly fewer as the Age of Reason
dissolved into an age of sentiment

The philosophers, from the pious Rousseau to the dreaded
atheist Holbach, commonly identified virtue with feeling Hol-

15 ] Formey, Pensees rossonnables contre les pensees philosophiques (Berlin,
1749), pp 5-15, Gauchat, Lettres critiques, onw Analyse et rcfutation de dwers
ecrits modernes contre la religion (Paris, 1755-63), Vol I, p 107 See also
Ilhahart de La Chambre, Abrege de la philosophie (Paris, 1754), Vol I, p 100
“Dieu aime necessairement 'ordre, 1l ne peut par conscquent nous avoir donne
Pexistence sans exiger de nous 'observation de ce méme ordre eternel ” The
infidels would accept this statement in general terms, but would mean by “order”
the empirical order of observed phenomena, 1n which their own feelings, desires
and emotions would be included, where the orthodox had 1in mind a moral and
rational order above the world of phenomenal experience Ilhahart gives the
orthodox Catholic view that Christian morality 1s 1n harmony with pure reason,

and that revelation establishes the cult and adds supernatural hopes and duties
sbid, Vol I, p 1, and all of Vol II
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bach stated the theory concisely “The immediate will of a
God, 1invariably announced to us by men capable of self-deception
or of deception of others, cannot be regarded as the basis of our
duties ” This argument disposed of revelation, and was equally
valid against absolute theories of ethics, since 1t reduced them
to private opinions QOur duties, Holbach continued, “are more
immediately and more solidly founded on the essence of man,
on the nature of a feeling being [d’un étre sensible], on the con-
nections of such a being with others of the same species” Here
human nature was established empirically, 1n terms of the sub-
jective feelings which according to the sensationalist psychology
were alone real, and purely selfish subjectivism was overcome by
relating men, not to any absolute, external or divine laws, but
to other men whose feelings were the same “As soon as there
exist beings essentially lovers of happiness, capable of feeling
1t, and necessary to one another 1n procuring it essentially, duties
are established among them, and reason suffices to indicate the
means for arriving at this common end of their desires”’ So duty
and reason descend from the heavenly heights, duty is derived
from the urge to happiness, and 1s made a social obligation, and
reason, relieved of the task of judging ends, becomes a practical
tool for finding the best methods of satisfaction To say
that without the i1dea of God we cannot have moral senttments
1s to say that without the idea of God we could not feel ” There
were Catholics also, as we have seen, who thought that without
the 1dea of God men might have moral values, but they claimed
to establish these natural values by reasoming, not by feeling
They might have written this sentence of Holbach's, changing
only the final word **

Departing from these principles, Holbach got himself into
complications which his critics were quick to expose He held
firmly, as Bergier noted, to three convictions that the society of
France of his time was wrong and vicious, that men draw their
tastes and 1deas of good from the society m which they live,
that virtue 1s what gives the most satisfaction to society and to
the individuals who compose 1t Assuming all this, said Berguer,

18 The passage from Holbach 1s quoted by M Pehisson, “La sécularisation de
la morale,” Revue francaise, Vol XLV (1903), p 406, from the Recueil philoso-"

phigque pubhished by Naigeon in 1770 On the relation between belief 1n God and
belief 1n moral values see above, p 40
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we must get the most satisfaction from our 'present corruption,
we could not change without renouncing our happmess And
when we consider that Holbach also thinks men are determined
by their physical constitution, his moral exhortations, said
Bergier, b&come absurd “If everything in man 1s a necessary
effect of his temperament and the play of his organs, then the
problem of governing him belongs to physics and medicine,
morahity is a chimera, and our censor’s complaints are an ab-
surdity ” So the conservative Bergier supplied the conclusion
which Holbach, reputed to be the most daring free-thinker in
Parnis, would not draw from his own principles **

Holbach, like the rest of the infidels, was persuaded that men
would be virtuous by nature, since true virtue gave the satisfac-
tions that it was thetr nature to seek But unfortunately nature,
when regarded as the actual world of experience, gave n» simple
message “Nature,” said Bergter, “tells the kind, just, and in-
dulgent man to be good, compassionate, benevolent the vio-
lent and cruel man to be inhuman, intolerant, and without pity

The man who commits crime by taste and temperament 1s
no more reprehensible than the one who does a good act on the
same principles, he 1s no more worthy of blame or punishment
than one who because of his organization 1 -efers bitter and sour
foods to sweet ” How then will Holbach define the good? “Will
he call virtue ‘that which 1s 1in harmony with Nature’? if by this
we understand the nature of man in general, the phrase 1s mean-
ingless, nature 1s not exactly the same in all individuals, the
nature and the temperament of a man are the same thing If we
wish to speak of the particular nature of each man, the nature
or ‘essence of a bad man 1s to do harm’, to do harm 1s then for
him an act of virtue Wil the author teach that virtue 1s ‘what 1s
in accord with our desires’® But the passions are desires, and the
desires of a bad man are often crimes Virtue, then, 1s to be ‘what
procures us happiness,” but the bad man finds his happiness 1n
~rmme, and virtue 1s often unhappy here below The author has
defined virtue as ‘what 1s constantly useful to man living 1n so-
cety,” but when a good man 1s unhappy in society his virtue 1s
of no use to him In any case the author admts that 1 a corrupt
soclety virtue 1s rather an obstacle than a means to happiness "

17 Bergier, Examcn du materialisme, Vol I, pp 232-3, 243
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Bergier concluded that infidels of Holbach’s school had really
no grounds for establishing a moral system, and that their final
recourse was always to contrast their maxims with the princaples
of Christiamity, which they represented as bloody, savage, ascetic,
and superstitious Sound moral theory, he thought, must be based
on the theological 1deas God, the distinction of body and spirt,
free will, obligation, and eternal rewards and punishments **

The philosophes obtained the advantages of theology by ap-
pealing to an absolute humanity Finding that individual men
might be mistaken in their views of right and wrong, they in-
voked the judgment of man in general Diderot in particular
took this course He deplored the fact that Helvétius should call
ideas of right and wrong mere local and vanable conventions
Helvétius, he said, “seems to me not to have an exact idea of
what 1s gneant by probity relative to the whole universe He makes
it a word devoid of meaning, which he could not do had he con-
stdered that anywhere 1n the world the man who gives drink to
the thirsty and food to the hungry 1s a good man, and that prob-
ity relative to the universe 1s only a feeling of benevolence that
embraces the human race in general, a feeling that 1s neither
false nor chimerical ”*°

Thus the primary virtue was benevolence, and it received an
absolute value as more than a convention from the fact, or sup-
posed fact, that men universally approved of it Humanity was

184d, Vol 11, pp 314-21, 320-31 “Il est evident que confondre I'honnete
avec l'utile, la vertu avec le hien physique, le devoir avec les passions, I'obligation
morale avec les desirs toujours renaissants de notre coeur, c'est detruire la morale
au lieu de I'etablir, c'est former le code des brutes et non celur des hommes”

See also F Pluquet, f xamen du fatalisme (Paris, 1757), Vol II1, pp 423-5,
C Richard, La nature en contraste avec la religron ¢t la raison (Pans, 1773),

pp 118-19
18 Qenwvres, Vol 11, p 270 See Diderot's statement in the Encyclopedie, Vol
V, p 116, art “Droit naturel (moral)” *“Mais s1 nous otons a I'individu le

droit de decider de la nature du juste et de I'injuste, ou porterons-nous cette
grande question® Devant le genre humain, c’est a ln seul quhil appartient de la
decider, parceque le bien gencral ¢st la scule passion qu'il ait [ es volontes
particulieres sont suspectes, clles peuvent ctre bonncs ou mechantes, mais la
volonte gcnerale est toujours honne, elle n'a jamais trompe dllc ne trompera
jamais " This 1s the metaphysical basts for Rousseau's doctrme of the generdl
will, published a fcw years later in the Confral social On the importance to the
philosophes of the 1dea of “man 1n ganeral,” sce the 1lluninating pages by Carl
Becker, The Heavenly Cuy of the Lightecnth-Century Philosophers (New
Haven, 1932), pp 86 f
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a sentiment of sympathy, it was also mankind, or what mankind
had in common It was a feeling, a virtue, a geographical fact
and.a metaphysical abstraction, and 1t 1s no wonder that a word
so full of potential mystification should have saved the philoso-
phers from'the hazards of their own logic Benevolence, of course,
was an old Christian virtue The philosophes somewhat altered
the i1dea, making 1t not a commandment but an inclination, and
teaching, for the recalatrant, that men 1n particular should be
humane because men 1n general were humane, thus keeping up
the appearance of deducing values from facts, and duties from
actual behavior

Religious people, like others, felt the wave of humane feeling
that swept over the latter half of the century But some of them
remained critical of the uses to which humanity was put by their
opponents Bergier, as has just been seen, denied that motal tdeas
could be derived from an idea of man in general Chaumeix,
criticizing Diderot, was equally skeptical, taking the purely nomi-
nalist ground that the “human race” was an abstraction without
real existence The dramatist Palissot also mocked the new
ardors In his play Les Philosophes, a feminine intellectual, Cyda-
hse, explains the effects of her conversion to philosophy, conclud-
ing as follows

Enfin mes sentiments ont pris un autre essor
Mon esprit, épuré par la philosophie,

Vit U'Unwers en grand, adopta pour Patrie,
Et mettant a profit ma sensiblité,

Je ne w'attendris plus que sur U Humanité

To which Damus, the timeless Tory, answers that people who love
humanity profusely love nobody very much

Je ne sas, mais enfin dussé-je vous déplare,

Ce mot d’ humansté ne m'cn impose guére,

Et par tant de fripons je Uentends répéter,

Que je les crois d’accord pour le fare adopter

Et pour en parler vrai, ma for, je les soupconne
D'aimer le genre humain, mais pour w’aimer personne

Humamty, mixed with patriotism, produced the “fratermty” of
the French Republic, whose revolutionary watchword was almost
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formulated by the Paris wits as early as 1770, in derision of
“philosophy.”’

On appelle aujourd’ hur Uexcessive hicence .
Liberté

On prétend établir, d force de U'insolence,
L’Egalité

Sans concourwr au bien, proner sa Bienmfaisance,
Se nomme Humanté *

It was Rousseau who spread most widely the new cult of hu-
manity, sensibility, and emotion His differences with the other
philosophers were less profound than he thought Certainly he
was leading no ‘“‘reaction” against grim and chilly rationalism, for
after 1750 there was little such rationaltsm left, at least 1n the
minds of the arch-infidels, Diderot, Holbach, and Helvétius

What"Rousseau did was to refine the raw views of these think-
ers Unlke them, he was a creative artist, and so built up, from
similar materials, a charming world 1n which ladies and poets
could roam and dream, a world of passion where all the passions
were gentle, a world of spontaneous impulse where the supreme
impulse was the dictate of conscience He was reverent, he
yearned to believe, he hated the smartness and vanmity of Paris
These qualities, which estranged him from more truculent un-
believers, made him the less repugnant to orthodox Christians
Rehgious writers often quoted Rousseau to refute Voltaire
They explained, 1n criticizing Rousseau’s books, that many of
his 1deas were worthy of great respect They approved of his
ptety, his fervors, his hymns 1n praise of moral beauty But cir-
cumspect Christians thought htm the more dangerous for these
very merits They deplored the fact that a thinker otherwise so
estimable should deny revelation, question the divimty of Jesus,
and approximate men, as they thought, to the brutes *

Rousseau’s ideas were complex and inconsistent, but he held,
on the whole, that men were naturally warm-hearted and sym-

20 Chaumesx, op cit, Vol II, p 69, Palissot, Oenvres (Panis, 1788), Vol 11,
pp 61-2, Freron, Annce hitteraire (1770), Vol V, p 288

21 Freron, op «1t (1701), Vol 1I, pp 328-30, F Feller, Catechisime philoso-
phique (Liege, 1773), p 24, Caracciols, La religion de 'honndte homme (Paris,
1766), p 135, L Crillon, Mumotres philosophiques (Pans, 1777), Vot 11, p
50, n 2, Formey, Anti-Emulc (Berlin, 1703), p 2009, Jamn, Pensces theolo-
grques (Paris, 1760), p 23
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pathetic, and that they tended to lose these'qualities when they
became ctvilized and enhghtened We have seen how orthodox
critics objected to his association of moral goodness with the
absence of mental refinement They complained that such doctrine
made virtlie depend not on any specifically human qualities but
on “a purely amimal commiseration’ They feared anarchical
consequences ‘“There are then in the state of nature neither laws,
morals, nor virtues, because sympathy [la pit:é] takes their place

Sympathy becomes an affection which men are not even
tempted to disobey This in effect reduces law and virtue to an
internal and irresistible inclination "'#*

In the Emile Rousseau argued substantially the same theory
The young Emuile, brought up according to his nature, was
taught nothing of morals or religion and was to judge these mat-
ters wholly for himself on arriving at the age of reagon The
significant feature of this theory was not its rationalism but its
absolute individualism (which Catholics called anarchy), and
its assumption that a young man, knowing nothing of the moral,
religious, or philosophical 1deas of civilized mankind, would be
concerned about these questions and would decide them intelli-
gently, and that he would be open-minded, well behaved, orderly,
generous, and trustworthy—because he was born that way, and
had never been perverted from lis nature

The orthodox regarded this notion as visionary It scemed to
Bergier that Rousseau, to prove his pomt, had been obhiged to
conceive of a child so remote from any bemng ever known or seen
that what he really proved, if anything, was the necessity of
revelation “This dreamer,” said Formey, “pursues his chimera
without ceasing, giving us a pupil of his own fashioning, he not
only forms him, he creates him, he takes lum from his own
head, and still thinking he follows nature, strays further from
it at every moment ”’ This was precisely the opinion of Grimm **

But the infidels, 1f they thought that feeling and emotion
should not be repressed or distorted, did not preach an unregu-
lated pagan license They had two principles of order, two author-

22 Gauchat, Lettres critignes Vol V, pp 91-3 See also above, pp 175-6

23N Berguer, Le deisme refute par hu-mame (Paris, 1771), Vol 1, pp 66-70,

Vol 1II, pp 37-66, Formey, Anti-Fanlc p 182, Grimm, Corrcspondance Iu-
terasre, Vol 1V, p 343, Vol V, pp 114-15, 121-4.
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ities, she laws of nature and the welfare of society By these
principles the excesses of liberty and individualism were to be
checked Religious apologists rejected both as inadequate They
had two chief arguments that both were unstable, variable,
relative, and dependent on human opinion, and that heither, as
understood by the philosophes, made any provision for man’s
relation to God, or for the private virtues of individual character

Catholics themselves, for the most part, had believed 1n natural
law since the Middle Ages, but they understood 1t as a moral
law or law of right reason, and they held that it was in accord
with and contained in Christianity For the philosophes natural
law meant first of all the regularity of natural phenomena As
a moral conception or test of right and wrong, the idea of natural
law was a vestige from theology, and 1t ts not surprising that
the infidels, having rejected theology, had difficulty in telling
what concrete duties the natural law prescribed The orthodox,
confident that the true natural law taught the Christian virtues,
complained that the conception of the infidels was intolerably
vague

They therefore riddled with their criticism such a work as
Voltaire’s Poéme sur la religion naturelle, finding 1t chiefly a ne-
gation of Christiamity, with a positive doctrine too hazy to be
practicable or even to be intelligently criticized Gauchat scoffed
at the verse in which Voltaire summarized his faith

Adore un Dieu, sois juste, et chéris ta Patrie

A conventent system, retorted Gauchat, 1t requires no acts of
worship, no repression of temptation, no observance of inner vir-
tues, no effort at detachment, purity, or temperance, ‘“virtues
that merely tyranmze the heart, without helping our neighbor ”
The Abbé Nonotte declared that Voltaire’s natural religion was
made up of innocuous generalizations He contrasted Voltaire
and his followers with Cicero, who, 1n appealing to natural law,
had thought that it forbade pride, vengeance, falsehood, and
resentment, and commanded kindness, patience, chastity, honesty,
and moderation A natural law so specific, said Nonotte, would
be too severe for the modern infidels to become 1ts votaries 2

s Gauchat, Lettres critiques, Vol IV, p 61, Nonotte, Dictronnaire phsloso-
phique de la religion (np, 1773), p 575
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Sometimes the apologists argued that the natural law had no
such existence as the infidels imagined—that 1t was not really to
ve found in the practices of non-Christian peoples On other
occasions, as we have seen, 1t was common for them to take the
contrary view The mconsistency was a serious weakness, but was
not wholly irreconcilable, for what Catholics generally believed
in erther case was that the natural law had been preserved most
fully in the church Thney could, therefore, when necessary, point
to the barbarous and savage customs of the heathen, and to the
fluctuating and erratic doctrines of pagan thinkers, to show the
inadequacy of natural law alone “Where then 1s 1t established,
this natural religion that we hear of endlessly ”» Nowhere on earth
It 1s in the heads of our philosophers, and different 1n each head
We defy them to form a fixed symbol that may serve as a rule of
faith ”7* '\

Or 1t was possible to retort to the infidels that what they rms-
took for nature was the Christiamity that they disavowed The
infidels, said Gauchat, “instructed from infancy 1n the principles
of Christiamity, learn from birth the greatest truths These ideas,
with which they grow up, seem natural to them ™ Hence they
believe their nature to be excellent, and revelation an imposture
In a general sense, 1t 1s no doubt true that the philosophes 1m-
puted to nature the fruits of a nmullennium of Christian civiliza-
tion But 1t enraged them to be told so, as well 1t might, for such
criticism threatened the foundations of their beliefs It was to
overthrow Christiamity and Catholic authority that they 1dealized
nature and natural law, and 1if this “nature” was only Chris-
tianity reflected, 1f nature was only ingramned habit, as Pascal
said, then the whole argument based on 1t would collapse **

The other principle of order to which the new thinkers deferred
was the general welfare, or what they often called the public
fehaity This proved to be a more lasting principle than nature
Men who could believe 1n no other absolutes could find something
absolute 1n human society If man was not a soul created for eter-
nity, 1f all to be had from life must be found n the living of 1t,
* 28 P Boudier de Villemert, Pensces philosophiques sur la nature, 'homme et la
religion (Paris, 1784), Vol [, p 112

28 Gauchat, Lettres critigues, Vol XIX, p 195, Diderot, Oeuvres, Vol 11,
pp 91, 96
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if ail yalues were sybjective and not fixed by a superhuman real-
ity, 1f the worst evils were pamn and suffering and undesirable
states of consciousness, if the course of time unfolded a progresg
but no directing providence, 1f man’s peculiar excellence was’not
that he was free to obey a creator but that he could pnderstand
and manage his environment, 1f all men were 1n the same pre-
dicament and were the more dependent on each other’s assistance
because they could not depend upon God’s, and because their most
pressing need was not personal salvation but the improvement
of their common circumstances of hiving—all of which was the
upshot of the philosophe teaching—then morals were mundane,
secular, and social, and the best man was the one who did most for
the general good “I shall call virtues of prejudice,” said Helvétius
speaking 1n effect for all the leading philosophes except Rousseau,
“all thcée whose exact observance contributes 1n no way to the
public happiness "

This outcome of the infidel ethics was deplored by orthodox
Chnistians The Assembly of the Clergy, in official session in
1775, condemned as a vulgar error of the day the 1dea that “virtue
consists tn doing good to men,” and attributed 1t to 1ts true source,
the loss of faith in an eternal law and sovereign ntelligence pre-
siding over the world *® Christians asserted that men had three

2T De U'Esprit m op ctt,p 52

28 Ayertissement de P Assemblee Generale du Clergd de France sur les
effets permcicux de Ummcredulite (Parss, 1776), p 15 The tendency to the so-
ciahizing of ethics was so strong that rehgious writers themselves sometimes suc-
cumbed to 1t Paulian, for example, 1n his Dichionnaire philosophico-théologique
(Nimes, 1770), declares in the article “Philosophie” that the philosophers are
mistaken 1n thinkmg virtues “productions politiques,” but holds in the article
“Morale” that morality 1s the “sonce de souete civile,” and cites as an ex-
emplary moralist Descartes, whose moral theory consisted chiefly 1n the observ-
ance of custom P F La Croix, Tratte de morale (Carcassonne, 1767), outlines
a moral system scarcely distinguishable from that of the infidels By far his
longest section 1s on duties to soctety, which he introduces with three principles
“l Tous les hommes sont naturellement egaux II Ils ont chacun leurs droits
111 11 est en nous un sentiment naturel d’humanite ” (p 36) There is a
formal analysis of bienfaisance, pp 105-6 The principles of the felicific calculus,
as developed by Bentham, are to be found 1in Maupertius, Essar de philosophie
morale (Berlin, 1749) Maupertuis, applauded by the orthodox as a phitlosopher
who was also a Christian, argues that plcasures and pains are quantitative, that
they may be mathematically calculated, and that happmess 1s a large sum of

pleasures, abstractly evaluated by their duration aud their intensity “In gen-
eral,” he says, “the estimate of happy or unhappy moments 1s the product of
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kinds of duties—those to God, themselves, gnd their neighbors
Many infidels would perhaps accept these three categories But
by the first they meant that men should recognize the existence
of ‘a Supreme Being, and on the matter of duties were most
keenly alive to the duties that this Being owed to them “A re-
ligion,” said Marmontel, “that announces to me a propitious and
kindly God 1s the true one, and anything repugnant to the 1dea
and sentiment that I have conceived cannot be this religion ”*
As for duties to themselves, the infidels usually meant that they
owed 1t to themselves to be happy Religious and personal duties
they thus transformed into rights, claims upon God and nature
to make them happy, and the only real duty that they recogmzed
was the duty of respecting the rights of others

Religious thinkers, 1n reply, rejected the view often advanced
by the philosophes, that men received duties only with the forma-
tion of society Where the philosophes demanded the rigats “an-
terior” to society, orthodox Christians emphasized the obliga-
tions This difference mn theory was significant in practice It
was, 1n effect, the difference between the individualism of Chris-
tiamty and the individualism of modern democratic and industrial
society

Bergier made the point clear when, in 1789, the year before
he died, he tried to stem the Revolution by demolishing the 1dea
of the social contract The philosophers, he said, have asserted
that men 1n the state of nature are like ammals, living apart from
one another, and having no moral obligations ‘“Hence they have
decided that there 1s neither natural right nor natural duty How,
indeed, could these be founded on a nature that arose by chance
from chaos?”’ How, indeed? But Bergier erred in imputing so
much logic to his opponents, who, 1n reality, did believe in a
natural right “Just as one animal owes nothing to another, so a
man owes nothing to his fellows unless he engages himself by
a social compact But whence comes the obligation to observe

the intensity of the pleasure or pain by its duration” (p 5) See also the deistic
Protestant Mlle Marie Huber, La religion essentielle de 'homme ( Amsterdam,
1738), pp 89-90, 120-7

, 2® Marmontel, Belisatre, in Oenvres chotstes (Pars, 1824-27), Vol V, pp 158,
1€2 Quoted with horror by the Nowvelles ecclesiastiques (1768), pp 33 f
When Justiman observes that God 1s terrible, Belisaire replies, “Terrible aux
méchants, je le crois, mais je suis bon”
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thss supposed compact ® The philosophers no doubt will say, from
the interest of each individual and from the fear of being pun-
1ished by society We defy them to find any other basis for any»
moral obligation whatever Hence a man 1s not bound by a d'uty
whenever he judges that he has no interest in observing it or
nothing to fear n neglecting 1t %

The religious most often opposed this socializing of ethics by
reaffirming their own principles They held that men were bound
by obligations even m sohitude, since it was the nature of each
individual to look for salvation m another life The man who
failed to do so, according to the Abbé Humbert, betrayed his na-
ture, he was like fire without heat, a non-being, who should justly
return into nothingness The obstacle to salvation was sin, of
which, 1n the words of another, there were “three principal roots,
namely, impunity which makes man a beast, pride which makes
him a false divinity, and greed which makes him an 1dol” “The
misery of man,” said the Journal ecclésiastique, “is that he
takes for his true good what flatters his inchnations and de-
sires here below His true good 1s what God desires of him And
what does God ask of him during life? That he judge himself,
keep his eyes always open on his acts, and pardon himself none ”
“Faith 1s here in harmony with reason,” said Forbin “man
would be a god if the infimte good toward which he tends were
to be found infallibly in whatever objects his intelligence might
present to him Whatever he did would be his supreme good,
a state suitable only to the Deity, for the true good can only
be 1 the eternal and changeless order, and hence man cannot
reach 1t without God "™

The philosophes, however, would be willing to admt that the
goods they sought need not be eternal If some of them recom-
mended belief 1n a future life, 1t was not because they wished men
to prepare themselves for eternity, but because they wished them
to behave themselves in society The more matter-of-fact among
the faithful understood the doctrine of immortality 1n this same
practical way Life eternal, for most people, had paled into vague

30N Bergier, Quelle est la source de toute autorite? (Paris, 1780), p 44

31 P Humbert, Pensecs sur les plus importantes vérités de la reliyion (Besah-
con, 1742), p 2, F Sawmt-Adon, Verites sensibles de la relgion (Paris, 1768),

p 24, Journal ccdesiastigue, November 1704, pp 149-52, G de Forbin, Accord
de la fov et de la raison (Cologne, 1757), Vol IL, p 51
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“future rewards ” These future rewards were not so much ends
to be sought in themselves, as mystertous compensations for
«sefraiming from natural pleasure Where for men of deep re-
lxgl'ous belief the world was an offshoot of etermity, for many
people 1n the eighteenth century “‘future rewards” were an appen-
dix to life, a nebulous projection from the natural world

It was only sensible, 1n these circumstances, for the philosophes
to look for more natural incentives to good conduct There were
in general twe chools One, dominated by Rousseau, held that
men were good by native spontaneous mnclination The other,
which claimed to be more realistic and was most fully represented
by Helvétius, held that nature must be managed by art, that
men must be supplied with special inducements, that they would
more willingly promote the public welfare 1f in domng so they
enjoyec private pleasures For this school also, good conduct was
the consequence of a natural inchnation, but the natural inclina-
tion was to be aroused by the legislation of an 1deal society Hence,
in the 1deal society, everyone would be free, doing only what he
desired to, and yet everyone’s acts would redound to the public
advantage

The two schools were not always distinguishable, and need
not be distinguished Together, they helped to produce such di-
verse fruits as the utilitanian ethics, the utopramism of Fourser,
the belef that the purswit of private profit would best assure the
public abundance, and the closely related belief, often expressed
in the eighteenth century, that men who sought personal fame
and tmmortal glory would perform acts highly useful to society

To the religious 1t seemed that such thinkers were trymng to
found virtue on vice, to deduce benevolence from selfishness, to
replace obhigation by irresistible impulse or private calculation
of advantage Frederick the Great, for example, aroused the 1re
of the Jansemsts by his definition of virtue as “a happy disposi-
tion of the mind, which has many faculties, one of which impels
us to fulfil duties to society for our own satisfaction”

The apologist Chaudon denounced the whole of the philosophi-
cal altruism as an mflated egotism The infidels, he said, teach
that we should love all men except those who hate us, that we
need not love our parents unless they are good to us, nor our
fellow citizens unless we choose to belong to their country, since
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no man 1s born a subject of any state, that we should refrain
from harming others, unless we are by nature so perverse as
to enjoy hurting them, that we should relieve the poor 1f we»
take pleasure in domg so, but cannot be obliged to against our
wishes, since pleasure and pain are the sole springs of action,
and no man can be made to undergo pain “ “To whom, then, do I
owe humanity® ‘To those who contribute to your pleasure and
happiness ’ '

The public welfare, like the natural law, could not in itself be
a subject of dispute, for everyone was persuaded that his own
views were fully in harmony with 1t The argument of social
utility was one of the commonest that defenders of religion could
use Many felt, hke Stanislas, former king of Poland, that re-
ligion was valuable 1n preserving order, rank, property, and
soctal classes *® They affirmed that the infidels taught atheism
and anatchy

Competent apologists were more specific 1n their charges, not
content with pure assertion, they offered reasons to show why
the philosophical 1deas were antisocial Their most general reason
was that the mfidel moral system rested on selfishness, on what
they might have called individualism had the word then existed
“Any doctrine that does not detach men from themselves,” said
the bishop of Puy, “which hmuts their desires and hopes to the
present hfe, which assigns no rule for their actions except therr
pleasure or personal advantage, 1s the scourge of socety ”*

According to the Abbé Denesle, the very fact that everyone
could claim for his own 1ideas the sanction of natural law and
social utility rendered these sanctions meanmgless, “a prejudice
as stuptd as any other,” mere wilful affirmations of opinion, and
from the philosophers” behef that all human aots were only natu-
ral phenomena 1n the physical uriverse 1t would soon follow that
laws agamnst theft were the mere mvention of the rich, those
agamst rebellion the creation of the powerful, those restraining

32 Fredcrick the Great, Dwlogue de morale a l'usage de la jeune noblesse
(Berlm, 1770), p 1, Nowwvelles ecclisastigues (1771), p 22, L Chaudon,

L homme du monde eclane (Paris, 1774), p 207
v+ Stamslas Leczinsky, L'umcredulite combattue par le simple bon sens (Nancy:

1760), pp 50-1
st Quoted by Freron, Annee hitteraue (1763), Vol VI, pp 68-g Froron

heartily approves
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children the work of selfish fathers and moathers, “and sp with
all others” Hence the very conception of law and right would
disappear, or would be used only as a cloak to force *°

'The arguments of social conservatism, based on natural law
and on the public welfare as understood by the religious, were
brought together by a certamn Roussel, otherwise unknown, in
his book on La lov naturelle He began, in his preface, by asking
whether the philosophers reached their doctrines, as he said they
should, from the study of the “first Being,” the origin of the
world, the nature of man, morals, and society On these matters,
he observes, they are at odds among themselves They cannot
agree on the question of God’s existence Some make man spring
from the void, some from the sea, some from the earth They
all deny the freedom of the will, and so, he says, teach palpable
absurdity They reduce moral values to conventions, regard virtue
and vice as arbitrary distinctions, and 1dentify reason with the
desires, which they call needs They have no theory of authority,
their socal contract 1s a myth, and their assertion that govern-
ments were originally set up by the people 1s not true Their theory
of education 1s based on a mistaken conception of human nature,
for education must really teach, not merely allow the child to go
his own way *®

Proceeding to the first page of his text, Roussel, ike Montes-
quieu at the begmnning of his great work, gave a defimtion of
law It was significantly different from Montesqueu’s Law,
said Roussel, 1s “a rule established by a legitimate authority”
Montesquieu had defined law as the proper relatton between ob-
jects, thus leaving the seat of authority undefined, or placing 1t
by implication 1n the actual behavior of phenomena *“The natu-
ral law,” Roussel added further on, “expresses what we are by
origin n teling us what we ought to be’’ Roussel’s natural law
was thus primarily moral Man’s origin was to be inferred from
his moral nature, rather than, as the philosophes would be more
mnclined to think, his moral nature from his natural! and historical
origin
s Denesle, Exemen du materiahsme (Pans, 1754), Vol II, pp 13-14, T

« Pichon, Les arguments de la raison (Londres, 1776), p 139
36 Abbe Roussel, La lot naturelle (Paris, 1769), pp vi-xvin
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Roussel thought that in the natural law of some of the philoso-
phes desire took the place of duty. “Whatever 1s not in nature,”
say our new sages, “‘1s contrary to reason, whatever contradicts,
our mclinations 15 not in nature, man acquires at birth an®mn.
violable right to liberty, property and pleasure, he gwes 1t to
himself to be happy "’ These 1deas Roussel considered anarchical
If, he said, the philosophers wish us to believe that the people
once chose their kings and magistrates, they should offer more
evidence and less declamation Even 1f their social contract ex-
1sted 1t would be absurd, 1t would be no contract, for there would
be no one to judge or punish 1ts infringement, one of the parties,
the people, would decide all disputed questions, and could break
the contract at will without putting itself 1n the wrong *

Roussel noted the various devices by which the new thinkers
sought to discredit the existing order in France “Why should
a FrencAman be concerned to point out the barbarous freedom
of savages, the manners and morals of Indians, the rudeness of
ancient republicans who soaked their hands in their children’s
blood to assure the public tranquillity ?”” Why should they preach,
as a se'tous educational theory, that children should be taught
nothing of what men have believed in the past? A man 1s not the
more open to natural ideas for having had no 1deas forced on
him 1n childhood Not all received opinions are groundless *‘preju-
dices ” Some represent the acquired wisdom and accomplishment
of the race ‘“He who wished to divest himself of all prejudices
in this sense would be a man who regarded himself as alone 1n
the world, at the moment when the world came from the hands
of 1ts creator "**

Roussel thus showed, at least to the satisfaction of those who
agreed with him, that the philosophy of the infidels was an elab-
orate apologetic for individual wilfulness For positive doctrine,
he had httle to offer but unrelieved conservatism “Man,” he
said, ‘““1s necessarily born subject to the Supreme Being, to reason,
and to public authority These thiee Iinks must never be broken”
In short, 1t was man’s nature to he dependent, and he became
more dependent as his life became more complex “To escape all

Tahd , pp 1-24, 84, 89, 1190-20
®iid, pp 249-53, 271, 226-7
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social dependence a man would have to become a savage, to wish
to do so, he would have to be crazy ” ‘

Combining Chnistianity and conservatism, Roussel advised
meh to accept their lot “The laws displease us because we refuse
to conforp to them If we make 1t our chief concern to conform
to the laws and to attach our happiness to them, their burden
will be light and we shall become more aware of their value ”*°
This was to argue that there was no real injustice, that men’s
grievances were self-produced, that discontent arose from ob-
stinacy and waywardness, or from what theologians called orig-
mal sin  Such arguments were not lhkely to impress the
philosophes

The differences between the philosophes and the intellectual
conservatives was profound The philosophes were empiricists
They meant by natural law a systematic statement of what ac-
tually happened By reasoming, they meant regulating tHought by
observed facts, or by sensation and feeling The intellectual con-
servatives, especially the defenders of religion, were metaphysically
rationalists—rationalism 1n this sense being perfectly harmonious
with belief 1n revelation They meant by law a cosmic rule of right
and wrong, which established rightness both tn the moral sense,
by prescribing what men should do, and in the logical sense, by
prescribmg how men should think, and how the world, as the
product of an intelligent creator, must rationally be constructed
Law was the expression of a superhuman rightness 1n things, the
voice of God, to which human laws and human behavior must
conform

The philosophes could not feel law as an obhigation 1mposed
from on high They were deferential, indeed, to nature and the
natural law, but they included themselves 1n nature, and thought
that the natural law {egitinnzed the empinical facts of their ex-
1stence, their needs, wishes, impulses, and capaaties for enjoy-
ment Law, natural or divine, was not for them a rule to which
men must force themselves, 1t was a cosmic authorization for
them to do what gave them happiness in the world It was a charter

39 Roussel, op cit, pp 162-3 Bergier's Quelle cst la source de toute autorite?
(Paris, 1789), 1s a good statement of the philosophy of conservatism, and may be

compared with the works of Durke, de Maistrc and othcrs who opposed the
French Revolution
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of liberty, under which men as individuals need observe only the
rights Bf each other, and men as a whole, free from obligations
not fixed by themselves, had the right to master the world and.
do with 1t as they pleased, and to make such changes in their gbv-
ernment and society as they might suppose would be, useful to
these ends



CHAPTER IX

NATURE AGAIN

that orthodox Catholics believed 1n the existence of a natural
law, a natural rehigion, and a state of nature mn which men
could know right and wrong It was from Catholic theology that
these 1deas passed into the minds of the imfidels, where they be-
came fundamental to the new intellectual system, and offered a
means of discrediting, as “unnatural,” the Christian revelation,
the church, and many of the existing institutions of France
These uses of the 1dea of nature had not been foreseen by the
theologians who worked 1t out, and were not approved by Catholic
thinkers of the eighteenth century Most of the orthodox, seeing
a famihar 1dea put to strange uses, were outraged and indignant
Too close to the 1dea of nature to criticize 1t on principle, they
were usually content to maintain that the mfdels were mstaken
in what they held to be natural, and that in any case the natural,
though valid, was mnsufficient, and must be supplemented by a
supernatural revelation, through which alone the full rewards of
heaven were to be attained
There were, however, some thinkers who examined directly
and consciously the whole of the philosophers’ 1dea of nature
Stray fragments of this-criticism have appeared 1n the two pre-
ceding chapters It was the most fundamental criticism that oppo-
nents of the philosophers could make, for the idea of nature was
the most fundamental of the philosophers’ behefs, being the master
idea that raised their philosophy from a mass of demands and
assertions to the level of a reasoned system of thought No idea
of the time was more pervasive or accepted with less question None
was more firmly fixed in the prevailing chmate of opmion To
seize upon the 1dea, objectify 1t, and submut 1t to critical scrutiny,
while on all sides thinkers were passing 1t trustfully about, was

IT HAS been seen 1n the second chapter, and at intervals since,
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to esoape partly frof the intellectual climate, to enjoy some meas-
ure of mental independence If to be ahead of one’s time 1s 3
merit, certain of the conservative thinkers of the eighteenth celi-
tury must be admitted to a share 1n 1t, for 1n doubting the philoso-
phers’ 1dea of nature they used arguments which are nowadays
often heard

But before describing these arguments we must raise a ques-
tion which 1t seems that no one then faced distinctly What was
the difference between the “nature” of Catholic theology and the
“nature” of eighteenth century philosophy? On this depends the
related question, whether the orthodox, with their own ideas of
nature, could attack those of the philosophes without flagrant in-
consistency An answer to these questions has been suggested
the last paragraphs of the preceding chapter The philosophers,
at least ¢by comparison with their opponents, were empiricists
Profoundly affected by the growth of science, they meant by na-
ture the actual physical world, and by natural law a description
of how phenomena really behaved The “nature” of theology was
not primanly emprical, 1t was normative, concerned less with
what actually existed than with what rightfully should exist It
was a regularity placed in the world by a supreme authority, God,
who was supremely rational and supremely just This theological
nature could not be other than rational—hence the vagaries, much
deplored 1n modern times, of the schoolmen who sought to deduce
knowledge of the physical universe from considerations of abstract
logic

The philosophes, on the other hand, though they hoped that na-
ture and reason were the same, when forced to choose one of the
two, chose nature Reason, as they said, must take nature for its
guide And by nature they meant the facts of expertence Could
the philosophers have remained pure empiricists, no difficulty or
confusion might have arisen But no one can remain a pure em-
piricist, passtvely content with whatever happens to exist, least
of all could the philosophers, with their passionate belief that much
of what existed should be done away with

So the philosophers, to meet their own needs, reached a concep~
tion of nature which was n part that of science, holding that the
natural 1s the actual, and 1n part that of theology, holding that the
natural 1s the right and the just, which unfortunately are often



208 CATHOLICS & UNBELIEVERS

purely 1deal To keep together these somewhit disparate cencep-
\tions, they sometimes tended to think, like Pope, that “whatever
1S, 1§ right,” that the actual and the 1deal are 1dentical More often,
as time went on, they embraced 1n one form or another the 1dea
that “man 1s good,” that human feelings, needs, and desires are
not only objective phenomena but are morally praiseworthy in
themselves, conforming to natural law 1n both senses of the word
It 1s to be feared that at this point the phmlosophers fell into much
the same difficulties as the medieval schoolmen Where the school-
men hoped to establish the empirical order by deduction from an
ideal rightness 1n things, the philosophes took the opposite course,
hoping to find an 1deal rightness by consulting the facts of ex-
perience

Each method was awkward 1n the field to which 1t was unsuited
The schoolmen never learned much about the physical werld, and
the philosophes, 1n the theory of values, could scarcely distinguish
between a virtue and a pleasant expertence, between a good man
and simply “man”

It may be concluded that Catholic thinkers, whatever else may
be said of their views, were at least not inconsistent when they
rejected the philosophers’ i1dea of nature What they rejected was
the belief that nature, and especially human nature, were to be
known by empirical, physical, or historical facts It was on this
ground that Le Gros, Gauchat, Castel and various others criticized
Rousseau Gauchat expressed the Christian 1dea clearly “Even 1f
anatomny,” he said, “making all conceivable progress, should pos:-
tively know the first elements of the beginmng of our spectes, how
could 1t decide a moral question on its nature? It 1s as 1f, from
moral or metaphysical notions of the soul, we tried to deduce the
fibers and properties of the body That would form a curious
treatise 1n medicine ”’ For Gauchat the question of nature was a
“moral question,” and he therefore thought it beside the point
for Rousseau, when imquiring into the nature of man, to ask
whether men were originally hairy and four-legged !

The difficulty was that the two conceptions of nature, the nor-
mative and the empirical, could never be kept apart In theological
thinking, the essentially moral conception had supported many

1 G Gauchat, Lettres critiques (Pans, 1755-63), Vol V, pp 72 f On criticism
of Rousseau see above, pp 173-7



NATURE AGAIN 209

particulars alleged to be historical Eve's temptation, Adam’s fall,
the Jewish prophectes, the incarnation, the founding of a super-
natural church In philosophical thinking, that 1s, 1n the philosophy
of the phiosophes, the empirical conception of nature had pro-
duced many moral affirmations, of which the goodness of nature
was the chief And since the philosophes entertained a dual i1dea
of nature, drawn from theology as well as from science, they
sometimes argued in terms suspiciously like those of the old scholas-
tics, fitting and adjusting their facts to surt a higher rightness
best known to themselves The ensuing confusion was extreme
Critics of the philosophers perceived this confusion almost as soon
as the great books of philosophy were written

In 1751, for example, five years after 1ts appearance, the Abbé
Bonnaire wrote a critique of Montesquieu’s Esprit des lots Though
called by the Jansenists as irreligious as Montesquieu himself,
Bonnaire was a professional and apparently an orthodox theo-
logian * His book, though given over mostly to details, contained
a criticism of principle that 1s often made today ‘““When cur author
assures us,” said Bonnaire, “that his principles are drawn from
the nature of things, this assertion means that 1t 1s thus that he
imagines them Good faith obliges him to admuit that things are
not always as he imagines them, but he defends himself by saying
that they should be so 1n order to be perfect”” (This relates to the
famous passage where Montesquueu, after discussing the three
kinds of government and their respective principles, declares that
the principles are not always to be found in reality, but would be
found 1n governments perfect in their type—thus revealing that
in this connection his 1dea of nature was normative rather than
emptrical )

“This 1dea,” continues Bonnaire, “seems to me pretty much like
the idea of one of our prominent doctors, who, forced to admit that
bleeding 1s not a happy remedy for smallpox, added that the malady
should accommodate itself to the treatment The principles of
the three governments are not rcally as the author describes them,
but they must become so under penalty of permanent imperfec-

2 Nouvelles ccclésiastigues (1752), p 54 D Mornet, La pensée francasse au
dix-huitiéme siécle (Paris, 1929), p 203, speaks of an Abbe Bonnaire who died
a “deiste solennel et notoire,” but 1t 1s doubtful whether this 1s the same Bonnaire

This Lous de Bonnaire who criticized Montesquieu wrote a number of works
of theology and devotion, and died in 1752
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tion He imposes law, claims to refashion nattre itself.” Thes view
may be contrasted with that of most of the philosophes, who
thought Montesquieu too stardly factual, too tnchined to see in
naturt what actually was, rather than what ought to be?

From Voltaire also, and from his critics, we may draw a curious
example of the same straiming to fit brute facts into an ideal nature.
The fact in question was the ceremonial prostitution mn ancient
Babylon reported by Herodotus, who declares that each lady of
that city, once 1n her life, went to the temples to offer herself to
strangers Voftaire, in his Philosophie de Phistoire, rejects this
fact, holding that so disgraceful a custom would be unnatural to
a ctvilized people, and that “what 1s not in nature 1s never true”
Of Voltaire’s reasoming on this point we have two criticisms, one
by the orthodox Larcher, the other by Grimm

Larcher 1s vaguely aware that to call a fact unnatural 's no way
to dispose of 1t, but he makes little of this argument He contends
that Herodotus’s statement 1s true, because such customs show
how pagan superstitions pervert the mind His reasoning 1s thus
hike Voltaire's, he settles the question of fact at the convenience
of his theory, but where Voltaire can stand no blackening of the
nature of civilization, Larcher can allow no whitening of paganism
On the other hand, Grimm, who counted himself a philosophe but
has left many shrewd comments on la philosophie, saw at once the
whole mass of assumptions on which Voltaire’s conclusions rested
“What 1s not 1n nature 1s never true?® But unfortunately the most
abominable practices are 1n the nature of man’ And he adds that
anyone who wishes to understand the history of the human mind
must not lightly dismiss the beliefs and customs of other times
and places He thought Voltaire’s Philosophie de I'lstowe super-
ficial, impatient, and propagandist To support his optnion, he out-
hned a conception of history that Ranke and Lecky would not
have disowned *

3 L. Bonnaire, L’Esprit des Lois quintessencie (np, 1751), Vol 1, pp 99-100
See also Montesquieu, Oeuvres (1 vol, Paris, 1835), p 204

¢ Voltawre, Oeuvres (Panis, 1883-85), Vol XI, pp 35-6, P Larcher, Supplé-
ment & Ia Philosophie de U'histosre (Amsterdam, 1767), pp 87 ff , Grimm, Cor-
respondance Iittérawre (Paris, 1877-82), Vol VI, pp 272, 278 Voltaire seems
to have taken seriously his “apologie des dames de Babylone ” He alludes to the

question and smipes at Larcher in many of his writings See the index to his
Oeuvres, under Larcher and Babylomens His concern for the purity of the
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Grimm, 1indeed, perhaps because he was not a Frenchman, is
notable as a man who lived for years in close association w1t}y’
the philosophers, conversing often with Diderot and sharing rpafty
of his opinions, and who nevertheless was able to view Wfs col-
leagues as at a distance, consider their ideas objectively, smile
at them as apostles of a new faith, and, on occasion, pour upon
their heated utterances a cold wash of common sense He could
not belteve 1n the social contract, or in capucinades sur la vertu,
or 1n the Bon sens of Holbach, which he called atheism for ladies’
maids and wig-makers, dangerous chiefly for the danger of boring
the reader *

But what Grimm most often objected to in the prevailing phi-
losophy was its picture of nature and the state of nature “To
have a correct 1dea of life among savages a man must have lived
long among them, and, n describing their life, be more concerned
to tell the exact truth than to satirize our own ”® More than this,
on the state of nature, could hardly be said so briefly He was
equally incisive 1in his comments on nature itself He condemned
severely De Lisle de Sales’s Philosophie de la nature This author,
he observed, “ ‘questions’ nature ceaselessly, he says that we must
‘hearken to its oracles,” ‘follow its impulsions’ What miser-
able gibberish! And yet I am persuaded that M de Lisle honestly
imagines that he has said something But what 1s nature? Is 1t
not everything that 1s” And does not what exists exist of neces-
sity? How can anything be contrary to nature? If we leave these
children to prattle, they will bring into philosophy a kind of mysti-
cal talk that has no meaming But,” he adds optimistically, ‘it 1s
not to be feared that they will succeed Ma fo1, we are too far ad-
vanced toward reason to come back to gibberish, even gibberish
that has a philosophic air *”7
Babylonmian ladies may be compared to his attitude to the Jews, whose women he
says must have copulated with goats, since a law prohibited this practice
Oeuvres, Vol XIX, pp 522, 535, Vol XVIIIL, p 22, Vol XXV, p 60, n

5Grimm, op at, Vol VI, pp 427-8, Vol X, pp 175-6

¢1bid, Vol IIl, p 58 See also Vol IV, pp 131-9

Tsbid, Vol 1X, p 49 See also Vol I1I, pp 53 §f, 154 Grimm 1s a shadowy fig-
ure whose 1deas are difficult to determine because much of his Correspondance
was written by others From 1753 to 1773 he did most of the work himself, but
Diderot 1s known to have taken part It 1s unfortunately not always possible to

distinguish Diderot’s contributions by extcrnal evidence In a remarkable passage
m Vol II, pp 492-8, concluding with an “Essai d'un catéchisme pour les enfants,”
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Grimm was a good deal of a skeptic, who, though he once con-
fessed to feelings of piety on hearing rehgious music, can by no
stieich of the imagination be classed with the rehigious thinkers
of th&time Yet the fact 1s, since skeptics were few,® that to find
people who agreed with him on the matter of nature he would
have done well to look among the orthodox Certain of the ortho-
dox perceived, as clearly as Grimm, that the philosophers’ 1dea
of nature was twofold, sometimes embracing everything actual,
sometimes including only the right and the good They noted also
that these two conceptions were held together by a new kind of
dogma and mystery The same difficulty existed m Christianity,
where the problem was to explain how God, who willed everything
actual, yet willed only the night and the good, but m Christian
theology the problem received an answer 1n the dogma of sin, ac-
cording to which man, helped by the devil, produced svnl, and
caused the actual world to be different from the i1deal

The Abbé Duhamel, 1n 1751, thought he detected an unconscious
and unacknowledged dogmatizing in the new philosophy He
pointed especially to the philosophical poems of Pope and to some
of the earher and more optinustic writings of Voltaire, in which
he found the opinion that since everything arises from natural law,
“whatever 1s, 1s right 7 Yet Voltaire held much to be wrong He
berated the Christian Pascal “But after all,” said Duhamel, “why
this annoyance with Pascal? He was a part of the world as much
as Voltaire and all other bemgs Tie was the kind of man that he
had been made, that he had to be because of a most perfect com-
bination of gencral laws His existence was night, because 1n the
we find warm sensibility, copious moralizing and veneration of nature, all of
which, while familiar enough in Dhiderot’s writings, 1s out of keeping with the
views expressed m those parts of the Correspondance ted in notes 4, 5 and 6
above A sequdl to this passage, contamnmg an “Essai d’un catechisme pour les
princes,” occurs in Vol T pp 215-20 Sec also Vol 1L, pp 258-9 If 1t could
be shown that these passages were the work of Diderot, we should have added
reason to regard Grimm as a rather skeptical and tough-mmded thinker

8 The only pure sheptic of this period known to the present author 1s Lows de
Beausobre, son of a Protestant clergyman living in Prussia, who, mn lns
Pyrrhonisme du sage (Barhin 1754), denics the possibility of certain knowledge,
empirical, rational, pragmatic or revealed He dedlares, p 75, that the philoso-
phers deify nature “Sals n'ont pas de cette nature quiils veulent detfier une idee
plus ¢lure et plus juste gue nous n'avons de {'ctre supreme, ne sommes-nous pas

en drott de ritorguer contre cun Vargument, t mer 'existence de la nature?”
This 1s substantially the position taken by Bergier against Holbach See below
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new gystems whatdver is 1s right [fout est bien] If he was a
‘fanatical dreamer’ he only followed his natural inclination, 1if he
was a ‘severe and somber madman’ 1t was because of his domyn#ht
passion, and this passion, according to Pope and Voltalrazlomes
from the amimal spinits

Selon que les esprits répandus dans le corps,
Sont plus ou mowns nombreux, plus faibles ou plus forts

What, then, does Voltaire mean? Would he reform a world
already perfect? Can he conceive of one more perfect than this?
But then what becomes of his principle ? No doubt the world would
have been more perfect 1f Pascal had thought and spoken like
Voltaire, and 1f such ‘fanatics’ had never existed If the
world 1s the best of all possible worlds, why does not Voltaire leave
1t as 1t 1s?""°

Voltdire lost his optimusm as he grew older, largely because of
dilemmas like those suggested by Duhamel, but Duhamel declared
that not even Pope or the Voltaire of the early Voltairean writ-
ings really believed that everything was right They both, he said,
smuggled 1n the 1dea of sin, to reconcile an ultimate rightness of
things with an undeniable wrongness of actual conditions Both,
he asserted, ascribed the disorders of the world to a fall from a
state of innocence He quoted Pope’s contrast of the natural and
the degenerate man, which concluded, in the version best known
in France

Et malgré ses remords dans le crime afferm,
L’homme trouva dans Uhomme un farouche ennenm
La nature indignée se fit entendre

“Here 15 the fall of man into sin The Christian religion 1s ms-
taken 1n teaching this truth, human reason, 1n teaching 1t, 1s cor-
rect It 1s no longer to be believed that our miseries come from
the criminal disobedience of our first parents We are now taught
that they come from man’s having shed the blood of animals and
eaten their flesh [Pope’s explanation of human ferocity, in the
passage 1n question]—a new kind of crime, far more reasonable "’

And Duhamel adds further on “Note these important words,
La nature indignée se fit entendre It is no longer God, but nature,

* ] Duhamel, Lettres flamandes (Lille, 1751), pp 21-2 The epithets describ-
g Pascal are quoted from Voltaire
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that punishes crime But marvel especially af the logic of, what
\Fope says Man in the state of mnocerce, as the English poet de-
s@&1hes hum, was the same as he 1s today The proof 1s that today
he 15 Y he comes from the hands of God And yet man today has
degenerated from his first state ”

It seemed to Duhamel that by this inconsistency the philosophers
took over the 1dea of sin without admitting it—that they held man
to be both good and bad, and the world both right and wrong, at
the same time and without explanation He did not perceive that
the nearest philosophical equivalent to the Christian doctrine of
sin was the 1dea of “prejudice,” by which man, naturally good,
was held to have fallen into a mass of unnatural ideas and artificial
mstitutions which caused his woe Perhaps in 1751 this 1dea was
not yet common enough to attract a critic’s notice *°

Conservative thinkers were especially aroused to a thorough
criticism of the 1dea of nature by Holbach’s Systéme de la nature
Published anonymously i 1770, this book was one of the last of
the notable philosophe writings, significant in giving bold and
systematic expresston to 1deas already famthar In a sense, 1t
marked an epoch Contumporaiies, after about 1775, sometimes
thought that the “plulosophes were losing their popularity, and
Meister, then writing Grimm’s newsletters, gave as one cause the
publication of Holbach’s book, which he said estranged many
sympathizers hy pushing the new ideas to an extreme™

Observers were surely decerved 1f they thought that philosophy
was going out of favor They perhaps had 1in mind only the Ency-
clopedist philosophers, who 1 the 1770’s were growing old or
dymg off, but whose 1dcas were constantly reaching larger num-
bers of people In this process of dissemination the numerous writ-
ings of Holbach were mmportant If they repelled some rising
youngsters like Goethe, they were no doubt furtively read in the
circles which are often a generation behind the leaders of thought
—as Grumm said, among the ladies’ maids and wig-makers who
could snll find in them a not yet antiquated thrill In one respect,
indeed, the scandalous blasphemies of Holbach mmght encourage

10 Duhamel, op c1it pp 6o ff

11 Grimm, op ctt, Vol XI, p 496, Vol XII, pp 205 ff, Linguet, Annales

cunles, Vol 1, p 63, Mme de Genlis, La religion consideree comme I'unique base
du bonhcur (Paris, 1787), p vit
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Yhe new fervors made popular by Rousseau Readers of both
authots would learn to venerate Nature

The attack on Holbach was one of the most success{ul maneu-~
vers 1n the whole campaign against the infidels—successful, that 1s,
1n a logical and academuc sense, for 1f 1t could not stop the practical
consequences of his negations, 1t at least showed that his positive
doctrine was untenable by the unaided reason Holbach’s positive
doctrine was unquestionably vulnerable It 1s hard to see how any
critical reader, then or now, could fail to observe his palpable con-
tradictions, could fail to note, for example, how he mnsisted with
equal assurance that nature was an unmoral machtne and a benign
power that made for righteousness But Holbach only said plainly
what the philosophers were generally disposed to believe, and
the criticisms made of his Systéme, so far as they were vahd, were
valid against much of the infidel philosophy His critics, aware
of this fact, assaulted his book the more unmerafully

We need consider only one work, Bergier's Examen du maté-
rialisme, one of the best pieces of critical writing of the century
The argument 1n which Bergier had most confidence was one that
arouses little interest today, since today we have no very clear
notion of matter, it was the familiar argument based on the Car-
tesian dualism, holding that matter, being nert tn essence, must
receive motion from another source, which Christians and dessts
were agreed in caling God It was one of the chief merits of
Holbach that he tried to overcome this dualism by arguing that
matter was essentially active To argue thus, 1t then seemed to
the faithful, was to take a long and perhaps final step toward
athersm Bergier therefore combated the 1dea with great vigor,
and 1n doing so, as we have seen, detected what was undoubtedly
an unresolved difhculty in Holbach’s book, namely the doctrine
that while matter as a whole was amimated and active, each par-
ticle was passive, dead, mert and movable only by impact from
another particle **

Bergier noted also at the outset how Holbach, declarmg that
nature was the umverse and the umiverse only matter in motion, 1n-
sisted that nature must not be personified “But this 1s neverthe-
less what he does throughout his work Everywhere he puts nature
in the place of God, attributes to 1t not only force, energy, action,

12 See above, pp 142-3
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but laws, rules, foresight, and goodness, although he assures uf
at the same time that he does not By this contmnual abuse of terms,
the reader of the book 1s disortented from beginning to end ”

.Ag)rdmg to Holbach, said Bergier, all our acts and thoughts
are th®effect of nature in us, yet our troubles arise from our deny-
ing, flouting or deviating from nature ‘‘Such 1s the luminous
doctrine into which we are to be imtiated But if man ignores
[méconnait] nature 1t 1s nature itself that forces him to i1gnore 1t,
and not all the reasonings and harangues nor the whole book of
the author will make nature retrace its steps ’** And again “We
cannot suspect the author of mmadvertence when he repeats at the
end of the chapter that there can be no real disorder in a nature
where everything follows necessarily the laws of 1ts own existence,
he assures us elsewhere that all 1s of necessity as 1t 1s, and that
hence there 1s no positive good or evil After this discussion he
proceeds to teach that the distinction between virtue and vice 1s
founded n the nature and necessary relations of things The recon-
cthation of all this 1s beyond our intelligence ”’**

Bergier was especially annoyed at the facility with which Hol-
bach, while denying the existence of God, ascribed the divine at-
tributes to the material world He noted Holbach’s opinion that
men formed the 1dea of God by negations of their own experience,
representing God as infinite, eternal, and immutable, but he
thought 1t even less convincing for Holbach to ascribe these same
qualities to matter, particularly since he pronounced matter to be
ultimately unknowable “The incomprehensibility of God, he says,
should convince men that they should not concern themselves with
the question, that i1t 1s madness to reason about it, consequently,
1t 1s also madness to reason about matter or concern ourselves
with 1t, since 1t too 1s incomprehensible ’ Atheists denied God,
said Bergier, because they had an anthropomorphic tdea of him
“They reproach us with having formed the Deity on the model of
man, and themselves use such a notion to conclude that the Deity
would not be happy if he took an interest in our acts or were
offended by our crimes They reason about the goodness, wisdom,
and justice of God according to their 1dea of these same qualities

13 Examen du materishisme (Pars, 1771), Vol I, pp 3-6

14sbid, Vol 1, p 112, citing the Systeme de la nature (1770), Vol 1, pp 69,
8s, and Chap IX
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in men, and it 1s op this faulty comparison that all their objections
fall*  The justice of men consists 1n rendering to others wha

1s due them, divine justice 1n requiring of each what he has bg‘e)
given "®

Bergier exposed other inconsistenctes, which were not all abso-
lute contradictions, but which called for more analysis than Hol-
bach had given them Holbach, he said, explains religion as the out-
growth of a natural sentiment, and also as the product of the
chicanery of priests He attributes the belief in God to primitive
ideas of nature, and also to the cunning policy of early lawgivers
He declares that the gods were engendered by fear, and that
atheism arises from a fear of a strange and powerful divinity He
holds the inclinations of nature to be invincible, but mmveighs against
men for having yielded to the natural inchnation to form a re-
ligion *He maintains that since the world constantly changes there
can be no immutahle God, hut says that material atoms must be
fundamentally immutable He affirms determinism on one page,
denies it on another, reasons from essences which calls unknow-
able, argues that men’s acts result from bhind necessity, yet thinks
that good and evil may be imputed to human beings and that hu-
man nature may be reformed **

Two volumes packed with quotations, with renewals and repe-
titions of the same attack, with examples drawn from all parts
of the book to show the same persistent illogicahties, with re-
phrasings of its high-flying language into plain statements that
could be rationally judged, constituted Bergier’s reply to the “Sys-
tem of Nature,” and formed on the whole the most effective in-
dictment that the French church of the time ever made of certain
important beliefs of the infidels Before such a catalogue of dif-
ficulties Holbach himself, if he read the book, must have quailed
“We do not hesitate,”’ said Bergier at the end, ‘“to repeat the
observation made at the close of our first volume, that the Systéme
de la nature, far from favoring the progress of unbehef, 1s per-
haps the decisive blow to disconcert its projects, and that the mon-

16 3b1d, Vol 11, pp 79, 139, 145-56, Vol 1, pp 48-9, Vol II, pp 94-5
16 ¢p1d, Vol 1I, pp 461-2
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strous errors brought together 1 this work are the fairest trophies
that pmlosophy could have raised to the glory of religion ”**
\ ThlS parting judgment, coming from Bergier, was something
moresQan the hopeful dictum of an infatuated piety In the widest
sense nd doubt 1t was mistaken, for irrehigious thinking continued
to spread But 1t contained an accurate prediction The Systéme de
la nature proved 1in time to be the last great work of aggressive
infidelity produced by the philosophe school After Holbach, popu-
larizers continued to make known his 1deas, but a religious reaction
also set 1n, which the Revolution made more rapid and more fervid
There emerged 1n the nineteenth century, dommating 1ts mental
air, not certainly religion in the old sense, but a hankering after
religion, a nostalga for a faith no longer possible to leading minds,
a remuniscent and warm religiosity, to use the accurate tf unkind
term, which had no patience with theology or any intellectug! state-
ment of belief, but which gave currency to the esthetic Catholicism
of Chateaubriand, and caused even such pronounced anticlericals
as Guizot and Renan to admire what they concetved to be the
pure teachings of Jesus Such 1s the historical fact Whether it
came about because of logical defects or inadequacies 1n the thought
of Holbach and the philosophes would be hard to show

As for Bergier’s Examen du matériahsme, the disinterested
reader cannot fail to note that, however strong as a reply to Ho!l-
bach, it proved nothing whatever about the truth of Christianity
Bergier, indeed, did not intend that it should That task he under-
took tn other writings But he did feel, and all believers then felt,
that to cast doubt on the philosophy of the infidels somehow made
orthodox religion more easily credible Apologists often main-
tamed that the doctrines of the infidels were mysteries, that the
infidels, having no rational grounds for believing as they did, were
in fact as credulous as the faithful The Abbé Bonhomme, in a
series of poetical epistles comparing Christianity and deism, ad-
dressed to Voltaire, stated as hts purpose

T shid, Vol I, pp 473-88 For other criticism of the idea of nature as used by
Holbach see Freron, Asnée litteraire (1772), Vol VII, p 315, Grimm, op cst,
Vol X, pp 194-5, G von Holland, Réflexions sur le Systéme de la Nature

(Pams, 1773), Vol 1, p 3, P Pmault, La nowvelle phlosophie devodee (Paris,
1770), pp 79-80, 105 ff
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je vux te montrer que crédule tor-méme,
Tu trahis la raison, tu démens ton systéme

And he gave this advice

Aveugle, vous riez de laveugle Chrétien, .
Comme lwi, croyez tout ou ne croyez plus rien*®

He even used the arguments of Hobbes and other atheistical think-
ers to show the impossibility of behief in deism This method of
apologetic, though not uncommon, was highly dangerous It sought
to push the infidels farther toward absolute negation than they
wished to go, on the assumption that, horrified by the prospect,
they would come back chastened to the fold It offered the choice
between blind faith and untversal demal, between skepticism and
the humble acceptance of revealed truths To prove Chrnistranity,
1t proved that men could not rationally believe anything at all

This element of skepticism ran through much of the rehigious
thinking of the time Skepticism and the appeal to pure faith are by
no means uncongenial Both, restricting the scope of reason, deny
the possibility of critical or discriminating belief The surrender
of the mind 1s equal, whether men profess to believe “nothing” or
are willing to believe “all” And on the really fundamental ques-
tion, whether man may trust his own mind to conduct him through
the world, 1t was the religious believers of the eighteenth century,
not the infidels, who were fatally touched with doubt

It 1s important, however, to draw distinctions To say that re-
ligrous thinkers made no effective use of reason would be wholly
unwarranted, as much of this book has been designed to show
They used reason, often very skilfully, to examine the views of
their opponents They were at their best when taking the offensive,
engaged 1n destructive work, demolishing the positive doctrines
that were set up agamst them The same may be said also of the
infidels It may be that reason 1s a destructive tool For defensive
and constructive purposes, as we have seen in the fourth chapter,
believers were suspicious of pure reason and looked rather to what
they held to be empirical fact They preferred not to discuss the

18 Bonhomme, L’Anti-Urame, ou le Dusme compare an christianisme, eprtres
a M de Voltaire (Paris, 1763), pp 50, 54 Sce also N Jamun, Pensecs theolo-

wiques (Paris 1769) pp 233 ff, La Luzerne, Instruction pastorale sur lexcel-
lonce de la religion (Paris, 1780), pp 21 ff

.
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\
rationality of revelation, and chose to represent 1t as an histprical
Event, an act of God’s will which, whether or not reasonable,
naeural, necessary, or probable, had in fact taken place

HeMee the positive arguments affirming the truth of religion
fell upon questions of evidence, and the content of religious teach-
ing, removed to a plane “above reason,” passed beyond the reach
of the human understanding The apologists, indeed, when engaged
in this part of therr work, outdid themselves in declaring that
the dogmas of Christianity were utterly, darkly, and impenetrably
mysterious

But the human mind cannot flourish on a diet of pure mystery
This lesson 1s to be read n the history of theology, for theology
1s the attempt to harmomze religion with rational thinking, and
has been in decline since the days of William of Occam, when
the 1dea got abroad that revelation was not necessarily rational,
and that the objects of religious belief were not necessarily con-
sistent with human reason In time, particularly with the comnig
of the Jesuits, these objects of belief were relegated to a definitely
supernatural sphere, and many of the questions of importance to
theologians, as to all thinking men, were held to be soluble within
the limits of the natural mnteligence The effect, 1t appears, was
to make the doctrines which were specifically and peculiarly Chris-
tian, that 1s, the revealed doctrines, seem far more mysterious,
more baffling, and more arbitrary than Augustine or Aquinas ever
supposed them to be The plulosophes of the eighteenth century
are the better understood when seen against this theological back-
ground In the thirteenth century 1t would have been madness for
Europeans to reject the revealed doctrmes, for in domng so they
would have rejected reason itself, and invited intellectual con-
fusion In the eighteenth century, to reject the revealed doctrines
meant rejecting only what was generally admutted to be unap-
proachably mysterious, and left intact the sphere of rational nature,
usable as a moral standard of rightness, which, thanks mostly to
theologians, had grown up 1n the meanwhile

It 1s time to summarnize the argument of the preceding chapters
We began by considering the dispute between the Jesuits and the
*Jansenists, a matter whoste mmportance 1n the cighteenth century
has not always been recogmzed by historians In the course of this
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dispyte the orthoddx church, led by the Jesunts, assignin.g religion
to a special supernatural sphere, marked out large areas of lifes
for the operation of reason, patural law, and free will, ageas
within which man was not really a fallen creature and m‘ﬁvhlch
original sin did not apply The church 1n this way anticepated many
beltefs of the phlosophes, at the cost, however, of making revealed
religion seem a somewhat arbitrary addition to the natural world
Its existence could not be demonstrated by reasoning, and apolo-
gists therefore turned to the record of history Some, like Jean
Hardoun, perceiving that purely historical method could not prove
a supernatural revelation, appealed frankly to church tradition, in
which the truth about the past was to be known ndependently
of written records Others, like the Abbé Houteville, more numer-
ous and more orthodox, tried to prove revelation as an historical
fact by purely historical methods, using the Bible simply as a
documentary source, but they were never able, by such methods
alene, to show that the miracles on which true Christianity was
supposed to be founded were any different from miracles alleged
in support of other forms of belief They had to conclude that
true miracles were those that corroborated true doctrine, thus
mvoking the very revelation which they were attempting to dem-
onstrate At bottom their argument, like that of the other school,
rested on tradition and on faith

Revelation, with 1ts corollary of the authority of the church,
was the most important isstte on which Catholics and unbelievers
were divided Sometimes it was apparently the only 1ssue, Prades,
the friend of Diderot, Hooke, professor at the Sorbonne, Loménie
de Brienne, a radical undergraduate in 1751 and later archbishop
of Toulouse, together with many professors and students through-
out France, shared in the most fundamental 1deas of the philoso-
phers At the same time important spokesmen of the church criti-
cized and rejected these 1deas They frequently opposed the reign-
ing theories of Locke and Condillac, which saw in the human
muind a mechanical play of sensations They argued in reply that
the mind was umtary, self-acting and irreducible, and that the
soul was therefore neither material nor mortal Orthodox the-
orists, not sharing 1n the philosophers’ conception of infimte time
and natural causality, and upholding the Christian doctrine of
creation, objected to such evolutionary ideas as were beginning
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to appear; and, believing that man was createll a rational heimng,
\were unable to agree that human intelligence was an historical
development—were unable, that 1s, to accept fully the i1dea of
progr?’ss

In the freld of ethics, despite the tendency to laxism among
Jesuit moralists, Catholics did not normally concede as much as
philosophes to hiberty Where philosophes held that man 1s by na-
ture free, Catholics believed him to be by nature under obligation,
required to conform to the will of a creator In part, this difference
involved a difference between two conceptions of nature

It seems fair to conclude that the orthodox of the eighteenth
century offered an intelligent criticism of the philosophy of en-
Iightenment If they could not overthrow it, they could at least
lay bare some of 1ts assumptions and tmplications If they could
not predict its consequences, they are hardly to be blamed, for
neither could anyone else, and to our disillusioned age the dark
forebodings of the orthodox, the prophecies of chaos to follow on
the decay of religion, seem to have contained about as much truth
as the vision of the philosophers, who looked forward to indefinite
progress 1n the paths of reason Could they all come back to life
in the middle of the twentieth century, 1t would not be the con-
servatives who would be the most surprised

The orthodox thinkers do not deserve quite so deep an oblivion
as they have fallen mto Neither should their merit be exaggerated
They had many weaknesses, quite apart from whether their 1deas
were vahd or correct None of them had the gifts of expression of
Rousseau or of Voltaire As conservatives they were all condemned
to repeat what had been heard before, they could not hope to be
brilhiantly original Committed to a position which they held to be
timelessly true, they had little to attract a world 1n rapid change
They hived mm a world that was visibly growing, in wealth, 1n
population, in productive capacity, in scientific knowledge and in
the refinements of civilization, and for all these developments, the
real concern of men of the exghteenth century, they gave a much
less satisfactory explanation than the philosophes Their 1deas were
not especially useful to the kinds of people who were coming into
power, property-owners, merchants lawyers, scientists, and gov-
ernment officials, the bourgeoiste which produced and which was
produced by the cinvihization of the time They were thus left
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Stranded, some posgsibly on the heights of eternal venith, others
in the jungles where obsolete opinions are debated, and all of
them 1solated from the main onrush of events The French Revo-
lution, transmitting the principles of the philosophes to the amifle-
teenth century, sealed their doom After the Revolution the phi-
losophes seemed 1n retrospect to be giants, their adversaries mere
pygmies Today, now that the faith in progress, liberty, and a
beneficent natural order 1s being questioned, we can consider with
more patience the critictsm which this farth recerved when 1t was
formulated






BIBLLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

I have not thought 1t necessary to list here all the materials I
have used Full bibiographical indications have been given in the
footnotes, and the editions are specified Adequate details are given
with the first citation of every work 1n each chapter

Good bibliographies for the relevant eighteenth century writings
are easily available Albert Monod, De Pascal @ Chateaubriand
Les défenseurs francais du chrishanisme de 1670 & 1802, Paris,
1916, lists about six hundred titles for the years from 1740 to
1790 He 1ncludes only writings classifiable as defenses of Chris-
tiamity against unbelief, and omits devotional works, theological
works other than apologetic, and works 1n Latin For the writings
of theologians the standard bibliography 1s H Hurter, S J,
Nomenclator hiterarius recentioris theolograe catholicae, 3rd ed , 5
vols , Oeniponte (Innsbruck), 1903-13 Volume IV 1s on the years
from 1664 to 1763, Volume V on the years from 1764 to 1894
Hurter’s treatment 1s selective, not exhaustive, for the theologians
that he mentions he gives brief biographical notes and summarizes
and evaluates thetr work For the writings of Jesuits on all sub-
jects, see A de Backer, SJ, and C Sommervogel, S J, Biblo-
théque des écrivans de la Compagnie de Jésus, 3 vols , Paris, 1869-
76 In M Picot, Mémowes pour sermir @ I'mstorre ecclésiastique
pendant le diz-hustieme siécle, 2nd ed, Paris, 1816, the entire
fourth volume is a catalogue of eighteenth century writers, ortho-
dox, Jansemst, and philosophe, whose works bear on the church
history of the time In the third edition of Picot, 7 vols, Paris,
1853-54, this catalogue 1s distributed through the separate vol-
umes Obscure writings overlooked by bibliographers or not known
to be extant may often be found named or reviewed 1n contempo-
rary periodicals For this purpose, on the subject of this book, the
Journal de Trévoux and the Année hittérare are especially useful.

There are a number of recent studies of French Catholic thirk-
ers 1n the eighteenth century None has the same scope or purpose
as the present volume On formal apologetic the standard work
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1s that of ™Monod named 1n the preceding paragraph It 1s remark-
able for the completeness with which 1t fulfils 1ts aim, but falls to
et the apologists against their background of Catholic theology
Monod’s view of the apologists tends to be negative He regards
as concessions to the philosophes many developments which 1 have
represented as anising from Catholic theology 1tself, such as the
attitude of eighteenth century Catholics toward nature and reason,
the distinction between mrorality and religion, and the relaxation of
the 1dea of origmal sin Monod’s readers are likely to conclude that
the criticism of the philosophes was feeble and 1nept
On the internal development of religious thought in the period
there 1s an able study by Bernhard Groethuysen, Die Entstehung
der burgerlichen Welt- und Lebensanschauung in Frankrewch [
Band Das Burgertum und die katholische Weltanschauung Halle,
1927 Groethuysen avoids the error of regarding the philosophes
as the positive and the orthodox as the negative pole in tht intel-
lectual currents of the time His interpretation of the Jesuit-Jan-
senist controversy 1s substantially the same as mune, but he perhaps
carries 1t too far, representing the Jansenist-Augustinian view
as the dominant form of Christianity before the seventeenth cen-
tury, and the Jesmt-rationalist view as a definite mnovation Groe-
thuysen labors under a heavy burden of German Huistorismus, see-
ing 1n the Burgertum a umque historical phenomenon with a
W eltanschawung which had never existed before and will not exist
in the future, and attributing to this Weltanschauung the dechine
of fear of God, the loss of the sense of sin, and latitudinarian 1deas
of various kinds, which I quite agree are characteristic of modern
bourgeoss culture, although I cannot see that they are necessarily
pecuhar to 1t Nevertheless, Groethuysen’s contribution 1s a valu-
able one
Henri Bremond, Hustowe httérawre du sentiment religieux en
France, deputs la fin des guerres de la religion jusqu’ a nos jours,
1z vols, Paris, 1921-36, 1s a monumental work, but was left by
the author at his death with the eighteenth century practically un-
touched Victor Giraud, Le christiamisme de Chateaubrniand, 2
vols , Parnis, 1925-28, contains 1n 1ts first volume a few pages on
contemporary opponents of the philosophes, but 1s of shight value
for this subject Pierre-Maurice Masson, La religion de Jean-
Jacques Rousseau, 3 vols, Parns, 1916, 1s as nearly defimitive as
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any work of historical scholarship is ever likely to be, 1t deals ably
with the religious milien n which Rousseau grew up and wrote -
Frangois Cornou, Elie Fréron Trente ans de luttes contre V ojtdwre
et les pmilosophes du dix-hwtiéme siécle, Paris, 1922, 1s only in-
cidentally an analysis of 1deas, centering about a man whose repu-
tation has suffered from the triumph of his enemues, 1t gives a
vivid picture of literary feuds in eighteenth century Paris

Of these recent works, however, I have not made much use ex-
cept to trace the sources on which my own study 1s almost entirely
based I owe more to some of the older monographs cited 1n the
footnotes My greatest obligation 1s to a book only indirectly con-
nected with the subject, Carl Becker, The Heavenly City of the
Ewghteenth Century Philosophers, New Haven, 1932 I doubt
whether Professor Becker would agree with all I have said about
the phiyosophes or their opponents It 1s to the Heavenly City, nev-
ertheless, that I owe, bestdes other more intangible debts, the beltef
that the philosophy of the philosophes was itself a faith, and that
to understand the thought of the eighteenth century we must un-
derstand what the various parties meant by nature and human
nature The emphasis on this interpretation 1s the chief point mn
which my book differs from its predecessors on the subject
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