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EDITOR’S FOREWORD

The present work, long. established as a text-book in
British and American universities, has been out of print for
years. Even on the second-hand book market it was difficult
to obtain, and the library copies showed signs of strain
through over-use. No other book in the English language
has superseded it, which is, perhaps, the greatest compliment
one can pay to its author. Paul Hazard in France, Ernst
Cassirer in Germany, Carl Becker in the United States, Basil
Willey in this country, have all in recent years contributed to
our deeper understanding of the spirit of the eighteenth
century, but none of these writers, eminent as they are, has
made Kingsley Martin’s volume superfluous.

One reason for the persistent vitality of this book lies in
its method. Mr. Martin illustrates it when he writes: * In
this inquiry there are three influences to consider: firstly, the
inheritance with which the ideas came into the eighteenth
century; secondly, the social conditions and political events
in which they developed, and thirdly, the individual pecu-
liarities of men whose own experience necessarily affected the
shape and the phraseology of the creed they formulated.”
Thus Mr. Martin uses a combination of three methods: the
‘“ great thinker ”’ method, the philosophic and chronological
methods (page 19). I believe that it is this methodological
insight which has made the author avoid the pitfalls into
which so many histories of political ideas have fEllen. They
neglect, to use Mr. Martin’s own words, “the selective
power of events, the actual importance of minor writers in
forming doctrines which other and more famous men
completed.”

Another reason why the present book has kept its freshness
must undoubtedly be seen in the fact that its author built its
foundation on the original sources. His analysis, for instance,
of the influence of the sa/lons is remarkable. So is his treatment
of Bayle, Voltaire, Diderot and Rousseau. His interpretation
of Montesquieu is, perhaps, less congenial, though he maps
out with accuracy and pertinence the influence of the Esprit
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des Lois. 1 could mention another- point where I differ from
him. I feel he underrates the influence of the aristocracy and
the notables during the preparatory period of the French
Revolution, though of course recent research has added much
to our knowledge since Mr. Martin wrote his book. His
picture of the economic and constitutional framework of pre-
revolutionary France is perhaps too much influenced by
Taine, whereas I see it more through the eyes of Tocqueville.
Yet this or other points cannot change the author’s general
appreciation.

He admirably elucidates the formative influence of
eighteenth century political thought upon the ideas of 1789.
He knows that new historical principles grow slowly. Con-
sequently he deals at length with the seventeenth century: it
laid the ground for the new ideas of civil and political liberty,
scientific humanism and economic liberalism which the
eighteenth century perfected and transmitted for good or for
worse to the following generations.

Mr. Martin is by no means blind to the limitations of the
eighteenth century philosophers: “ The mistakes of the
philosophes >’ he writes, “ were due to their failure to realize
that natural law has a changing and developing content.
When Montesquieu compared the customs otP one country
with those of another he distinguished permanent underlying
principles from superficial differences due to local circum-
stances; but he spoke as if the principles themselves were
always constant, and as if geography and climate modified
their application without any help from the development of
social life itself. Voltaire, whose historical perspective was
truer, though narrower, could write: ‘ The empire of custom
is vaster than that of nature: it extends over manners, over
all usages: it covers the scene of the universe with variety:
nature spreads unity there, establishing everywhere a small
number of invariable principles: the foundations, therefore,
are everywhere the same, and culture produces varying fruits.’
Even here the invariable principles seem static, and the idea
that the needs of men in primitive society might not prove an
adequate guide to those of modern civilization, totally absent.
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The Aristotelean conception of the natural as the full develop-
ment of the potentialities rather than as the original con-
stitution of the organism seldom makes its appearance in the
eighteenth century.” (page 134) These sentences are full of
meaning. The eighteenth century opened man’s mind to the
historical nature of our world but it remained the task of the
following century to discover the philosophic implications that
individuum est ineffabile. )

I accepted with great pleasure Mr. Martin’s invitation to
see his book through the press. As editor of Tocqueville’s
Ancien Régime 1 have had to cover within recent years much
of its ground. Moreover, it is easier to edit the book of a living
friend than the works of the illustrious dead. Needless to say,
I have taken advantage of the fact that the author of the
present book is very much alive. He has seen all my altera-
tions, and he has generously—in the tolerant, humanist
tradition of the eighteenth century—given his approval to
them. Our agreement was not always so readily forthcoming
when we discussed contemporary problems during the long
years of our friendship. . . . Apart from correcting very few
minor errors or misprints, [ have added a bibliography which
may help the student to follow up some of the problems
where the author has left off, or where more recent research
will implement Mr. Martin’s findings.

I am confident that this volume will keep its place as an
outstanding text-book for a long time to come.

J. P. Mayer
Stoke Poges, Bucks.
August, 1953.
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FROM THE PREFACE TO THE
FIRST EDITION

In this book I have tried to discover what that social creed
which we have since learned to call Liberalism meant to the
eighteenth-century thinkers who formulated and popularized
it. If this creed is much blown upon to-day, that may be due
in part to its intrinsic defects as a system of thought; in part
to the inadequacy of a fighting creed made in a comparatively
simple agricultural society to meet the needs of a more highly
organized industrial one; in part to the acguisition of new
scientific and especially psychological knowledge ; and in part
to our own failure to differentiate between the essential principles
and the accidental accretions of a philosophy which for his-
torical rather than logical reasons was passed on to succeeding
centuries as a single body of thought. With this in mind I
have set out to inquire what words like Liberty, Equality and
Fraternity meant to men who believed that the principles they
embodied were in themselves solutions for the problems of
society, and to discover why the idea of. progress came to be
related to that of democracy and why both seemed to their
exponents to involve a particular political and economic
programme.

'The clue to the political thought of any period lies in the
conflict between various views of human nature. Theories con-
tinually change, but the main division between authoritarian
and libertarian remains the same atall periods. In the eighteenth
century, Church and State were founded on the belief that
human nature was essentially bad and capable of regeneration
only through the gift of Grace and the exercise of absolute
sovereignty. From the Renaissance onwards that view had
been challenged by free-thinkers, who held that life was made
to be enjoyed, and that men needed not Grace but freedom to
develop their faculties, to cultivate the arts and to profit by the
pleasures of society. The peculiar interest of the eighteenth
century, however, lies in the growth and apparent triumph of
a third view, which repudiated clerical discipline and trans-
formed Renaissance hedonism. It substituted knowledge for
Grace as the means of salvation, and held that the prospect of
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PREFACE

improving men and society could serve as an ideal, sufficient to
co-ordinate men’s purposes and provide them with a criterion
of right and wrong. This effort to give men a secular religion
—a religion which is the real basis of Liberalism and the
Socialism which is its lineal heir—is the theme of this book.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTORY-—THE RELIGION OF THE
FRENCH REVOLUTION

I. LIBERTY, EQUALITY AND FRATERNITY

In 1685, by an extravagant act of piety and sovercignty,
Louis XIV. outlawed his Protestant subjects. There was
scarcely a whisper of protest, except from the exiles them-
selves. The Revocation of the Edict of Nantes marked the
summit of the power of the French monarchy. The ancien
régime had reached its perfect form, a unified nation, under
an absolute and conquering monarch, supported by a strong
bureaucracy, a courtly aristocracy and an obedient populace.
After 1685 the decline of the ancien régime visibly began.
During the century which elapsed before the French Revolu-
tion, ideas which were incompatible with the existing social,
religious and political system were gaining steadily in force and
coherence. It was no longer possible to prevent the thoughtful
and the discontented from discussing those social, political and
religious questions which authority always prefers to regard as
finally settled. In the reign of Louis XV. an inquiring child had
his choice between the old answers, supported by authority, ard
the new answers, first implicit in the murmurs of malcontents
and the curses of heretics, and then increasingly explicit in
the writings of the philosophes. Many of these ideas were at
least as old as Aristotle, St Thecmas Aquinas or Rabelais, but
they were new in their eighteenth-century application and rew
in their fusion with seventeenth-century science. By the time
of the Revolution they had ceased to be tentative answers to
doubtful questions and had become a series of dogmas, articles
in a new religion. The Revoluticn was, therefore, the climax
of a long process: a dramatic moment when feudalism,
clericalism and divine monarchy collapsed, making way for the
era of economic Liberalism, modern science and representative
government.

It would, of course, be untrue to suggest that every
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Frenchman was a sincere Catholic! and an unhesitating believer
in the divine monarchy in 16834, ot that the theses of popular
sovereignty, natural right and secular progress were universally
accepted in 1789. Nevertheless, the common and unthinking
assumptions of most ordinary men and women in the seven-
teenth century were that all the doctrines of the miraculous
Church were indisputable; that men were born wicked and
could be saved only through the Church and her priests; that
the King, reigning over France by divine right, was endowed
with absolute power; that legal and social inequality, feudal
privilege and arbitrary government were part of the permanent
order of things and unalterable. By 1789 these instinctive
assumptions had been replaced by another system of ideas in
the minds of almost all the urban population of France, and its
social, though not its religious, aspects were accepted with
equal enthusiasm by the peasantry. The old creed, which had
been dominant under Louis XIV., was a lost cause at the fall
of the Bastille ; and the new creed, which had been shaping
itself piecemeal in the minds of scientists and men of letters in
the seventeenth century, had become a religion to the deputies
who met in the States-General. For these revolutionary doc-
trines in their final form served all the purposes of a religion.
Liberty, Equality and Fraternity were the new watchwords
which embodied an ancient and continuous social ideal—a
community of equal and free citizens, conscious of a common
heritage and a common goal. At the Revolution this vision
seemed closer to realization than it has at any other moment
of history; men believed that they were in fact equal, and
needed only to cast off their chains and to proclaim their
common brotherhood. Their faith was upheld by a new meta-
physic, an ethic, a series of dogmas and a means of grace.
Science had substituted a natural for a supernatural explanation
of the universe: knowledge, not obedience, was the gate of
salvation ; the key was held by men of science, the true priest-
hood, less exclusive intermediaries between man and the hidden

1 Moralists were already deploring the rapid growth of scepticism in Paris
even in the mid-seventeenth century. Indifference and heresy, however, have
never ceased to be dangerous since they were denounced by St Paul.
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mysteries of nature. Finally the doctrine of progress trans-
formed the whole from a philosophy into a working faith:
men could believe in the ultimate success of the causes for
which they worked, since there were natural and historical
forces greater than themselves working with them.

‘The new religion won its way in the nineteenth century as a
fighting creed, intellectually and spiritually victorious, flaunting
the prestige and the terrors of its revolutionary triumphs. It
was generally accepted in Europe in spite of the continued
resistance of the traditional Church, the ancient monarchies
and the surviving aristocracy. Both democracy and progress—
ideas closely connected in history but not necessarily in logic
—were attacked by numerous critics, and the spokesmen of the
industrial workers in every country objected to the application
of democratic principles in the interests of men of property.
It was not until the twentieth century, however, that the re-
volutionary creed was widely discredited, that its fundamental
assumptions were shaken, or that any but isolated thinkers
doubted that truth and the future were substantially on its
side.

In the twentieth century, new knowledge and bewildering
experience have once more brought disillusion, scepticism and
a paralysing sense of impotence. Nowhere except in the United
States, where prosperity strangles criticism, do ideas of demo-
cracy and progress still command religious respect. The same
causes which undermined the ancien régime are again at work
in Europe: a shifting of the balance of economic power, new
answers given by science to physical, biological and psycho-
logical questions, the failure of institutions to satisfy not only
the aspirations of idealists but also the plain needs of ordinary
men and women, and, finally, the example of countries where
liberty and democracy are openly scouted—all these have united
to weaken the authority of the nineteenth-century creed. Indeed
it would be strange if a creed, forged in the battle against the
eighteenth-century institutions, a weapon used to secure in-
dividual liberty in a comparatively simple agricultural society,
proved adequate as a basis for the organization of a complex
industrial society. Yet, because that creed came into the
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nineteenth century as a single system of ideas, to be accepted
or rejected as a whole, any failure in- practice, or doubt thrown
upon its underlying philosophy, seems to threaten the whole.
Men are not quick to admit that one article of a creed may be
true and another false, that its philosophic basis may not be
entirely absurd because dogmatically held or loosely stated.
Theory seldom proceeds by quantitative methods, and
equilibrium is not easily found in the shock of reaction. The
discovery that inheritance plays a larger part than our fore-
fathers have believed, and reason a smaller part than politicians
and philosophers have imagined, is supposed to render futile all
deliberate effort to improve social behaviour by environmental
change. Strangely enough it is not argued that the cause of
failure has been our inadequate use of the reason we do pos-
sess, but that, since it is weaker than we believed, reason may
be neglected in future as a helpless servant of instinct. A
misunderstood Freudianism superimposed upon a misapplied
Darwinism is a potent weapon of destruction. It becomes
easy to dismiss the hope of a free and equal community as an
illusion of childhood. .

It may nevertheless be worth while to examine the con-
ditions under which the ideas of the Revolution won their way,
to discover what were the claims made for them by their
eighteenth-century champions, and what philosophic arguments
seemed to justify democratic government, equal rights and
social progress. Such an investigation may throw light on the
nature of this faith and do something not only to explain the
cause of failure and disappointment, but also to turn impatience
and disgust into critical appraisement. A fuller understanding
of the historical perspective might temper the joyful ardour
with which men continually throw out the babies with the bath
water. The creed of the Revolution is worthy of a closer ex-
amination than its champions or its enemies are usually willing
to accord it. ’

( Equality, Liberty and Fraternity are ideals for which men
still strive, even though their attainment now seems a more
difficult matter than it did a century and a half ago. We no
longer expect to build a science of government on first principles,
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and we are not able to believe that men, whatever their race,
class or colour, are naturally equal in capacity. It no longer
seems obvious that liberty consists in the exercise of certain
fixed and definable rights and that universal brotherhood will be
the inevitable result of destroying national and class barriers.
It may nevertheless be worth while to diminish, as far as may
be, the social inequalities which destroy the hope of communal
life, and natural rights may still have significance even though
they demand a new interpretation in an age which analyses
human nature more thoroughly and less confidently. Even the
idea of a peaceful world-federation is not necessarily futile
because we can no longer assume its automatic arrival through
the operation of free trade and natural harmony.

The positive doctrines which sprang from these ideals are
naturally inadequate to twentieth-century discontents. It is
well to admit their inadequacy but not to forget their value.
Personal liberty still needs champions in an age which has
learned that release from stone walls does not make freedom.
Equality of rights, even in the limited and legal sense, is a
cause for which men must fight no less strenuously when they
have discovered that the right of property needs drastic modi-
fication if they are to enjoy the substance, and not only prate
of the shadow, of liberty and equality. Indeed the rights which
the eighteenth-century philosoplies demanded were not on a par:
unlike thought and free speech, property is limited in amount,
and one man’s right of ownership restricts the rights of another.
This was not so obviously true in an agricultural society in
which landed property was widely distributed, and in which
the outcry against inequality was directed against legal privilege
rather than against the irresponsible power of money. The prin-
ciple of legal equality remains valuable, however, in spite’ of
the fact that the poor can never be really equal with the rich
before the law, or in any other way. Similarly the political
interpretation of democracy has disappointed the hopes
of enthusiasts, but the conception of responsible and even of
representative government may survive the failure of some of
the usual methods of enforcing responsibility and organizing
representation.
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2. ARTICLES OF FAITH

In 1789 the National Assembly of France summarized the
principles of the Revolution. In the Declaration of the Rights
of Man, “the representatives of the people of France, con-
sidering ignorance, neglect or contempt of the rights of man
to be the sole cause ofg public misfortunes and the corruption
of government,” set forth, as they believed, for all time, *‘ these
natural, sacred and inalienable rights.”? These were the rights

- of “Liberty, Property, Security and Resistance to Oppression.”
The Declaration proceeded to define liberty as the right to
act without any restraint except that imposed by law, and to
assume that, in a country where the law was ““ an expression
of the will of the community,” all actions would be legally
permitted to the citizen except those which injured the equal
exercise of rights by other persons. The right of property, it
further explained, meant that the State would not interfere
with the free enjoyment of ownership or confiscate property
“ except in cases of evident public necessity, and then after
payment of a just indemnity.” *“ Security ”’ would result from
the existence of a single legal system, equally applicable to
all, administered by courts which presumed innocence until
guilt was proved. The right to resist oppression implied that
any government could be legitimately overthrown which
trampled upon individual liberty. In order that these rights
might be for ever guaranteed, they were to be embodied in

! Thirteen years earlier the American colonies had anticipated this
Declaration, explaining their reasons for assuming “among the powers of the
earth,the separate and equal station to which the laws of nature and nature’s
God entitled them. . . . We hold these things to be self-evident, that all
men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain
inalienable Rights, that these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness.”
The authority of governments was justified only if it secured these rights
for every individual, and it was justly forfeited where the rights of men were
violated. In the year of the French Revolution the thirteen American States
formed a federal Constitution, resting on a basis of popular consent and
guaranteeing individual rights by the mechanism of the separation of powers.
Some years later they added a Bill of Rights, which was intended to summarize
the gains of the past and to secure individual liberty from infringement by the
wills of peoples or governments.
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a written Constitution, which could not be changed by any
ordinary legislative procedure.

In England, where no sudden revolution took place, Jeremy
Bentham analysed the French Declaration of Rights and de-
clared it to be mere * bawling on paper.” He had himself
found a more stable if less absolute philosophy of liberty in
contemporary French literature; it was in Helvétius that he
had first found the greatest-happiness principle explicitly stated.
Why could not the French deputies base their demands on
sound utilitarian arguments instead of indulging in vague
declamations about eternal and inalienable rights? Why could
they not say that, in their opinion, the greatest happiness of
the greatest number would be promoted if certain rights were,
under present circumstances, legally bestowed upon every
individual ? Starting from this basis, he proceeded to justify
on grounds of utility the very rights which the French were
claiming on grounds of nature. Men should be treated equally,
because they were all susceptible to pain and pleasure, and had
equal needs ; they should be given civil and political liberty,
because a man’s happiness depends on his opportunity to follow
his own interest without interference ; they should be allowed
property, because without it there is no incentive to produce nor
harmony between private interests and public welfare. Security
is essential if men are to know how to promote their own good,
and as for the right to resist oppression, men are always justified
in overthrowing corrupt and arbitrary governments if they can.
Thus the substance of the Utilitarian creed, for the time at least,
coincided with the Revolutionary doctrine : utility and natural
law agreed because they were weapons against the same evils,
and in every European country middle-class persens, who were
neither theoretical exponents of natural law nor systematic
Ultilitarians, but who resented bad government and thought
they could govern better themselves, were found to be making
similar demands and advocating the same changes. They strove
to abolish all monopolies and privileges ; they looked forward
to a new age of equality, when they should have liberty to
trade, to speak, and to worship or not, as they chose.

The French Revolution was so great a release of the human
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spirit, and its grandiose phrases cloaked needs so urgently
felt everywhere, that their satisfaction seemed to offer men
permanent happiness. The same optimism was to be found
wherever the principles of the Revolution prevailed. Bentham
himself was not less confident than Jefferson; and if it was a
French deputy who asked for a constitution equally valid for
all times and all places, and Si¢yes who declared that he had
completed the science of government, it was Bentham’s most
intimate disciple, James Mill, who remarked, when explaining
the virtues of democracy, that if his arguments were not
valid, the task of finding a good government must be for ever
abandoned. For the time being, then, the two great trends of
Liberal thought were in practical agreement : the Ultilitarian
and the exponent of natural rights both wanted the same things,
made the same fundamental assumptions about the nature of
man and society, and were equally confident that the recognition
of their principles would render men happy and virtuous.

The substance of their common creed may be exjressed in
a series of propositions. The only justification for the State is
the promotion of the happiness of its citizens. Men are rational :
they are, that is, able to perceive the good, to discover means
of attaining it, and to direct their lives by their knowledge and
experience. This ability to seek rational ends by rational means
is shared by all normal men, who are, generally speaking, equal
not only in their elementary needs but also in their natural
capacities. To attain happiness, therefore, men need and are
equally entitled to liberty: the functicn of the State is to
preserve men’s rights, not supervise their use of them. Since
rational beings best know their own interests, no conqueror,
autocrat or aristocracy can have the right or capacity to
govern: the laws, therefore, should accord with popular
wishes, and must be administered by an executive which is
responsible to the people or their representatives. Finally,
since men learn by experience, it follows that with the destruc-
tion of ancient forms of government, the inauguration of an
era of equality, and the advance of scientific knowledge, men
can constantly improve their society, achieve greater happiness
and ultimately perfection.
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3. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE REVOLUTIONARY CREED

These propositions were stated with new significance in
eighteenth-century France. They were, of course, not new in
themselves. It would be convenient if ideas were born like
Athene, fully armed from the head of Zeus, or arrived less
aggressively like Aphrodite, perfectly shaped from the foam
of the sea. In fact, it is otherwise. They are born, like other
children of this earth, trailing clouds of glory and of shame,
heirs and victims of an historic past, bearing the stamp of
their progenitors, misshapen by the accidental circumstances
of birth, compelled to fight for existence, developing as best
they may in the stress of conflict. Their development is surpris-
ing and their maturity unlike that expected by those who first
nourished them, not only because every idea is a compound of
past asscciations, and charged with hidden explosives, but also
because the social milieu exercises a rigorous selective and trans-
muting influence. Established institutions—the Church, the
State and the Law—have everything to lose and nothing to gain
by change, while at most times the inertia of ordinary citizens
increases the astonicshing capacity which any society has for
slowly digesting the most unassimilative of matter and
remaining apparently unaffected.by the process. New facts
and new ideas are imperceptibly incorporated, not deliberately
substituted; somehow or other they are reconciled with the
most incompatible views until suddenly, it seems, the work
is done and everyone unites in declaring that a new age has
arrived.

To describe the origin and growth of the individual tenets
of the new creed would therefore be a complex and unlikely
story, which would begin at least as early as fifth-century
Greece. It would not be an account of a tidy or logical evolu-
tion. In the history of ideas logical relations may be unrelated
in fact and actual relations may leap centuries. The new
doctrines had appeared in earlier generations, and had served
in their time a variety of causes ; they had been frequently in
opposition to each other and been advanced by groups which
seemed, in general, their enemies. Some of the ideas of the
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Revolution could be traced to ancient Sparta, others to Athens ;
in one form or another they were all discussed by Plato and
Aristotle. They appeared in the Roman Republic and in the
Empire ; in Medizval Christendom they fought for and against
the Papacy. They gained new vitality in the Renaissance, and
in the Reformation the national king was often their champion.
For the time, at least, the prince, not the common man, profited
by their success, and, although the cause of mental freed[:)m was
advanced by the humiliation of the priesthood, political liberty
seemed farther off under national monarchs than it had been in
the Middle Ages.

The conception of natural law which served the cause of
liberty in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was of Stoic
origin ; it had been transformed by its combination with the
Jus gentium of Roman Law ; it had flowed on, an undercurrent
beneath the main stream of mediaval thought ; it had emerged
at the Renaissance, and was used to support tyranny as wel? as
to overthrow it. The claim to toleration, which was commonly
based upon an appeal to natural law before it was supported
by Utilitarian arguments, was at length accepted, not because
men recognized its social value or respected one another’s
opinions, but because, after many attempts to found states
upon a single religion had failed, the religious wearily accepted
the view of the sceptics that the extermination of.neighbours
who differed from you was too troublesome, uneconomic and
dangerous a business. The scientist and freethinker indeed had
often found most toleration under despots, who were not so
slow as their subjects to realize that political unity and national
peace were preferable to religious conformity and civil war.

There has been no single line of development with liberty,
equality and fraternity on one side, and tyranny and oppres-
sion on the other. The idea of equality has sometimes meant
that all the children of God are to be of equal spiritual value;
has sometimes been a plea for freedom by natural inheritance;
and sometimes an argument for the opposite idea, that all
goods should be equally shared amongst weak and strong
alike. Similarly the demand for liberty, though at times
expressed in universal language, has commonly been made
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by a particular group desiring a specific reform. Indeed
until the French Revolution itself liberty meant, as a rule,
religious and civil liberty, which was more likely to be secured
under an enlightened monarch than under a popular govern-
ment where, as in some of the American colonies, a fanatical
group might be as intolerant as the Papacy itself. As for the
theory of popular sovereignty, its prmcxi)al champions had
been lawyers, who derived the Medizval Empire from the
free vote of the Roman Assembly, and sixteenth-century Jesuits,
who eloquently explained that it was the duty of the faithful to
overthrow kings who failed in zeal for the Pope or the Society
of Jesus.

Such words as Liberty, Equality and Fraternity are catch-
words which deceive the historians as well as the populace.
Analysis shows that they have commonly been the battle-cry of
groups suffering from oppression, ready to become oppressors
in their turn; anxious to overthrow privilege in order them-
selves to exercise a more rigorous monopoly, and proclaiming
the brotherhood of man within their own ranks in order more
effectively to tyrannize over their neighbours. Those who have
made revolutions have usually known what they meant by
liberty and equality with a fair degree of accuracy : they have
invoked the goddess of freedom in their struggle against
specific forms of oppression. They have not been worshippers
of vague abstractions. It is the philosophers and historians in
search of systems and universal explanations who have supposed
the concrete demands of the moment to be conscious aspirations
after the eternal good. But it is also easy to make the opposite
mistake. The realist who analyses social discontent, and finds
that philosophic ideas are merely rationalizations for subjective
desires, misses the mark even more widely than his idealistic
colleagues. It is true that the idea of a liberty, an equality and
a brotherhood which would include every class, colour and
nation has been only the rare dream of isolated individuals, yet
the universal element has persisted and grown in spite of partial
interpretations and frequent betrayals,

The Christian slave in ancient Rome or modern America was
comforted by the thought that earthly inequalities would be
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remedied in heaven, where the last would be first and the first
would be last. The peasantry who rose to demand the rights
of Adam in the fourteenth century, and the Anabaptists who
demanded the restoration of Christ’s Church on earth in the
sixteenth, the Diggers and Levellers who thought that the land
was equally the property of every man in the seventeenth, the
Parisian shopkeeper who, inspired by Rousseau and Mably,
claimed the rights of man in the eighteenth, and the Trade
Unionist who asked that each should be rewarded according to
his needs in the nineteenth century—each of these and many
other groups were moved directly by the pricking of particular
grievances. But the historian is right in seeing their struggles
as all part of a single movement. In each period there have been
men who related their own wants to those of their neighbours,
who were not satisfied with the filling of their own stomachs,
and were in search of a society where the hunger neither of
the body nor of the mind should go unsatisfied. The vision of
such a society has haunted the ages; in the eighteenth century
it became conscious, and seemed closer to realization than at
any other period in history.

The Liberal application of the historic phrases of democracy
first appears in modern history when the sovereignty of the
Renaissance monarch ceased to appear an advantage and grew
to be an oppression to the middle class. At the end of the
Middle Ages the supreme need was for order and protection
against lawless feudalism, but the class of men who had been
prepared to support tyranny for the sake of security began
to fret against the tyrant’s interference with their trade, their
thought and their religion. In the case of Holland this revolt
took a national form. The Dutch asserted their national and
religious independence, while Althusius, profiting by Jesuit
example, revived the doctrine of popular sovereignity to
justify revolt against a legitimate king. A little later the
English, accounted by all contemporaries the least stable and
most disorderly of peoples, executed one king, deposed another,
and, in the course of the struggle, united the ancient theories
of natural law and individual rights with the conception of
responsible government and popular sovereignty. The British
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settlement of 1689 became, therefore, the pattern of free
government for European Liberals.

The chief theorist of 1689 was John Locke, in whose writings
democratic ideas first became associated with the scientific
movement which had been growing since the Renaissance. For
Locke was not only an exponent of natural law, toleration and
government by consent, but was also a doctor, a scientist and
a rationalistic philosopher. Above all, he was the originator
of a psychology which provided democratic government with a
scientific basis. After Locke, it was possible to give reasons
for holding that men were rational beings, with equal needs and
capacities, almost all able under free government to develop,
to learn, and to build on the basis of experience. Pascal had
been wrong: men were not born in sin and destined for
destruction, but born in ignorance and destined through reason
to work out their own salvation.

Locke’s scientific and political conclusions were the logical
outcome of tendencies already far advanced in contemporary
science and philosophy. The attack on the Ptolemaic cosmogony
usually connected with the names of Copernicus and Galileo,
the determination of Descartes to begin metaphysics with thc
known and to accept only deductions made from axiomatic
premises, the insistence of Bacen upon the experimental and
inductive method—all these shook the metaphysical basis upon
which political and also religious authority were founded.
The ground was cleared for a new scientific treatment of the
universe, in which the human race abandonod its claims to
preferential treatment. At the same time the individual’s re-
sponsibility was increased by the substitution of human inquiry
and human will for supernatural revelation and providential
guidance. Protestantism had overthrown the priesthood and
—in its ideal, if not in its organized forms—claimed for every
individual direct access to the Almighty, or, at least, the
Almighty’s own account of Himself in the Bible. The scientists
were also individualists, and were also sure that their approach
to truth was the only reliable one. Leaving ultimate philo-
sophic problems unexplored, they set out to build solely
upon the basis of external and measurable experience. Their
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assumptions, which only gradually became conscious and
acknowledged, were that all problems were ultimately soluble
by the methods they had found useful, and that the concepts
of matter and energy which led to such surprising immediate
results in the early days of modern science provided a satis-
factory and even a final explanation of the physical universe.

The success of seventeenth-century scientists, culminating
in the unequalled achievements of Newton, silenced remaining
doubts, and seemed, to the eighteenth century, to establish for
ever the validity of what Newton had regarded only as a
hypothesis. Even the unanswered and perhaps unanswerable criti-
cisms of David Hume were neglected by his contemporaries,
who naturally preferred to work at the open task before them
rather than speculate upon its possible limitations. Eighteenth-
century writers neglected at least half of their Cartesian inherit-
ance. The great philosophers and scientists of the seventeenth
century were not under the delusion that they had escaped
from dualism, nor did they lay down a materialistic dogma
about the ultimate nature of reality. They were as much
“ vitalists "’ as materialists, and in different circumstances—if,
for instance, the Catholic Church in the eighteenth century had
been true to its spiritualist philosophy—much of the clerical
rigidity and intolerance associated with the scientific spirit
might have been avoided.

In the eighteenth century, however, the mechanical assump-
tions which Newton and his predecessors laid down as a basis
for research invaded other spheres of thought to which they
were inapplicable.?

The study of individual psychology, which was the great
feature of the age of La Rochefoucauld and La Bruyere, was

1 Professor Whitehead says that the seventeenth and the two succeeding
centuries were dominated by physical concepts very unsuited to biology ;
they “set for it an insoluble problem of matter and life and organism with
which biologists are now wrestling” (Science and the Modern World, p. 51).
This is just to the eighteenth century but not to the seventeenth. The un-
mechanical aspects of the work of Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz seemed to
the eighteenth merely to prove that they had feared the Church or failed in
logic. There was enough truth in this view to make it easy for the Encyclopzdists
to neglect the difficultics which the Cartesians had failed to overcome.
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continued in the succeeding century by only a few comparatively
obscure writers.! Moreover the same mechanical assumptions,
based in this case upon the sensationalist empiricism of Locke,
affected political and economic as well as purely scientific
thought, and the social speculations of the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries also suffered from a tendency to apply these
mechanical assumptions to problems of social organization to
which they were altogether unsuitable. Even analogies drawn
from mechanics were misleading in political thought. The form
in which democratic ideas were passed on from the seventeenth
to the eighteenth century was already influenced by the study
of physics. For Locke, whose political ideas dominated the
eighteenth century, approached politics from the point of view
of a seventeenth-century physicist, and made it possible for his
followers to treat problems of individual and social psychology
exactly as if they were set to dam rivers or to build bridges. A
mechanical psychology is at the root of all eighteenth-century
thought : empiricism and democracy developed side by side,
not only because they were two aspects of the revolt against
the spiritual and political authority of the ancien régime, but
because they were logically connected, and based upon similar
concepts. The religion of the Revolution was thus founded
on the belief that all men and all socicties were capable of
improvement by deliberate and scientific adjustment of their
environment.

From the beginning of the eighteenth century, therefore,
there were two strands of thought, both subversive of orthodoxy.
In the first place there were the sceptics, who did not accept the
philosophic assumptions upon which society was founded and
who remained without delusions about the past or hope for the
future. It is to this eighteenth century that the twentieth returns
with such empty satisfaction. In the second place therc were

1 Perhaps Vauvenargues is the most interesting of them. Although Voltaire
expressed a boundless admiration for him, his intuitive psychology and literary
manner were so exceptional in the eightcenth century that his contemporaries
completely failed to understand him. For an cxcellent account of Vauvenargues
and an appreciation of his effort to find a more satisfactory psychological theory
see Luc de Clapiers, Marquis de Vauvenargues, by May Wallas.

15



FRENCH LIBERAL THOUGHT

the apostles of progress, who were not content with repudiating
existing creeds and who found in science and history grounds
for believing in the indefinite improvement of the human race.
Religious scefpticism was a stage on the route to a new faith
in human perfectibility.

By the reign of Louis XV. most educated French people
had ceased to accept the philosophic assumptions upon which
society was founded, and had lost confidence in the economic
and political institutions of the ancien régime. Almost all of
them were sceptics in matters of religion. Even such offcials
of the Church as defended Catholicism were inspired not by
faith but by fear; institutionalists, they naturally assumed
that moral laxity would result from the decay of religious
authority. They gave, as Condorcet said, a ‘* half-submission,”
remaining “‘ free to believe what they liked, provided that they
believed something incomprehensible.” In the same way,
existing political and economic systems were seldom championed
on the ground that they were good, but were supported because
social disruption seemed their only alternative. Where there is
no coherent faith, no commonly accepted scale of values, no
ideals at which the intellect does not scoff, no confident sense
that anything in particular is worth while, there is not likely to
be great art or literature on the one hand, or striking material
achievement on the other. The cultured aristocracy of the
eighteenth century was acutely conscious that a great epoch
had passed, and it remained under the spell of Louis XIV.
and of Racine, outwardly satisfied with its own sterility. It had
no confidence in the future and no understanding of current
intellectual movements, which appeared to be merely uncouth,
Gothic and in the worst of taste. God, immortality and the
Divine Monarch were natural subjects for witticisms, while
democracy, wuntil the period of the American revolution, was
a somewhat remote topic which arose in discussions of ancient
history. If they had considered the matter seriously at all,
Madame du Deffand and her friends would certainly have
agreed with the Abbé Coignard in repudiating the Declaration
of the Rights of Man ‘“‘ because of the excessive and unfair
separation it establishes between man and the gorilla.” The
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sceptical eighteenth century is, therefore, not wholly a twentieth-
century invention. Yet it was only a restricted social circle
which was as sceptical of the goodness of man as it was of the
goodness of God. ’

The main trend of eighteenth-century thought was all in the
opposite direction. Beyond the circle of those who clung to
the dead forms, and could conceive of no freer society, a new
philosophy, confident and assertive, was in process of formation.
Scepticism was an aristocratic attitude. The middle class was
sceptical of Catholicism and Divine Right, but altogether free
from that paralysing scepticism which leads men to doubt
whether they are capable of any conscious control over their
social life or future. The new philosophy, which was to be
completed at the Revolution, was a blend of many elements
which had one thing in common. They were all assertions in
different forms of what the ancien régime denied, that ordinary
men and women were able by the exercise of their own will and
reason to form a society in which they would be happy and in
which they could develop and realize all their natural faculties.
This conception of equality, the basic notion of democracy,
had been undermining feudalism and steadily transforming
conceptions of art, literature and politics since the later
Middle Ages. The eighteenth-century thinkers who advanced
this democratic movement were few of them democrats in the
political sense, but in their long battle with an authoritarian
church, a feudal aristocracy and an arbitrary government they
made a new synthesis and passed their diverse and loosely
connected doctrines of revolt on to the nineteenth century as the
simple, final and indubitable truth. At the Revolution itself
the conclusions of science seemed to justify the most fervent
declarations of popular orators. It was a moment of extra-
ordinary agreement, in which politicians, scientists, pcets and
business men all held the same view. It was only gradually that
the superficial unity disappeared and underlying disagreements
became apparent. For the moment, it seemed scientifically
sensible, as well as politically sound, to trust the intelligence
and good will of the people, even though in practice one drew
the line somewhere. It was certainly easier not to ask whom
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‘“ the people”’ were and with what they were to be trusted. In
any case, the lowly were exalted and the mighty cast down.
The people themselves, as Heine said, could ‘‘ wield their own
sceptre and crown with which the monkeys had played.”

The literature dealing with the philosophic doctrines of the
eighteenth century is immense. A large part of it is concerned
with a single controversy~—the degree of influence exercised
by the philosophes upon the French Revolution. That funda-
mental problem is unavoidable, and is briefly discussed in the
third chapter of this book. My main object, which has already
been indicated and may now be conveniently summarized, is
a different one. I have traced the gradual formation of the-
creed of the Revolution from the critical point of view of
the twentieth century and attempted to show to what extent
the democratic and progressive principles which dominated
nineteenth-century politics were conditioned by the temporary
and local circumstances of the French ancien régime. The philo-
sophes of the eighteenth century popularized not only a faith in
humanity and an ideal of a free and equal society, but also
specific economic and political doctrines and a psychological
and biological theory. Their followers accepted the ideal, the
programme and the scientific basis with equal enthusiasm. If
we would understand how that creed stands to-day the first
necessity is to discover the relationship between these entirely
separable but commonly connected aspects of the Revolutionary
principles and so build an historical foundation upon which
modern criticism may proceed with less danger of confusing
essential elements with the accidental products of particular
conditions.and personalities.

In this inquiry there are three influences to consider : firstly,
the inheritance with which the ideas came into the eighteenth
zentury ; secondly, the social conditions and political events in
wvhich they developed, and thirdly, the individual peculiarities
of men whose own experience necessarily affected the shape and
the phraseology of the creed they formulated. If personality

18



INTRODUCTORY

alone were important it would be possible to adopt the con-
venient method, commonly favoured by historians of political
thought, of devoting a chapter to each great writer or school of
writers. This method would have the advantage of explaining
how certain arguments and phrases which have survived their
time originated in the genius of men like Moptesquieu and
Rousseau. And writers so influential and dominant as these
can be (and are in this book) treated separately. The exclusive
use of this method, however, has disastrous consequences : it
neglects the selective power of events, the actual importance
of minor writers in forming doctrines which other and'more
famous men completed, and it leads to the writing of almost
valueless histories, in which each famous writer continues the
work of his predecessor with a pleasing but quite unhistorical
continuity. Whatever history 1s, it does not consist in the
biographies of great men, and whatever the influences which
affect the evolution of thought they cannot be explained by
cataloguing the theories of famous writers. An exclusively
logical treatment of ideas, apart from their social environment,
is scarcely more likely to succeed than a purely personal ore,
while a method which deals with ideas in the chronological
order of their appearance would be useful to no one except a
compiler of bibliographies.

Each of these methods—the *‘ great thinker ” method, the
philosophic method and the chronological method—has grave
defects. Yet simplification is unavoidable. The plan adopted in
this book is that combination of all three which seems most
suited to its particular object. Since that object is to show how
far the evolution of a particular set of ideas was influenced by
the conditions of the eighteenth century, I have dealt with the
lives and personalities of writers only when their individual
peculiarities—the most obvious example is Rousseau—have
given their doctrines a permanent stamp which would otherwise
be unexplained. Writers whose importance was predominantly
literary and whose works do not enter into the main current of
revolutionary philosophy are omitted, or referred to only by
way of illustration. Emphasis throughout the book is upon
the relation of the ideas to eighteenth-century conditions, and
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to the selective as well as the formative influence of that
environment upon the dominant ideas of 1789.

In pursuance of these principles, Part One deals with the
emergence of all the Revolutionary doctrines during the reign
of Louis XIV., and thus explains the form in which ideas of
civil and political liberty, scientific humanism and economic
liberalism came into the eighteenth century.

Part Two describes the conditions and events which enabled
them to spread and conquer during the reigns of Louis’ suc-
cessors. It shows how the economic structure of society created
a Revolutionary class ready for subversive doctrines, how the
constitutional struggle between the monarchy, the religious
parties and the Parlements increasingly discredited, from the
middle of the century onwards, both the Crown and the
Church, and gave rise to the revival of the legal theory of natural
law. Chapter III. then deals with the economic and political
environment. Chapter IV is concerned with the conditions of
intellectual co-operation in the century—with the effects of per-
secution and censorship upon the doctrines of the philosophes
and with the subtler but no less powerful influence of salon
patronage, upon which depended academic and literary success
as well as the hope of effective propaganda.

Having sketched in this background it becomes possible in
Part Three to examine the development of the ideas themselves,
and to explain in more detail how far they were the product
of that environment. Chapter V. explains the importance of
Lockean psychology and Newtonian physics to the Revolutionary
outlook, and shows how an initial position was reached by
Voltaire which was potent as a weapon against clerical ab-
solutism and irresponsible government but inadequate as a
basis for a new régime. Voltaire’s politics were no more satis-
factory than his metaphysics. He fought for liberty but did not
analyse its meaning. We see in Chapter VI. how Montesquieu
evolved a new method of political philosophy, and how an
extremely influential theory of free government was built on
his interpretation of the British Constitution. Chapter VII.
traces the way in which the less compromising Encyclopadists
pushed Voltaire’s premises to more logical conclusions, reaching,
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in some cases, a complete materialism and a rigid utilitarianism.
The search for liberty, moreover, seemed to them to necessitate
representative government as well as the safeguarding of civil
rights. With the advent of Rousseau, to whose philosophy
Chapter VIII. is devoted, a sentimental belief in the sovereignty
of the people takes the place of this utilitarian argument, and
political democracy finds its most powerful advocate. The theory
of liberty in the eighteenth century has thus completed its
evolution and is left with two rival defences, which are only
with difficulty reconciled at the Revolution.

So far the philosophic basis of the Revolutionary creed has
been examined, and the particular meaning of liberty in the
eighteenth century analysed. Chapter IX. deals with the idea
of equality and explains how it came about that the nineteenth
century inherited a doctrine which made the free ownership
of private property seem equivalent to social equality, and
neglected, until the industrial worker became strong enough
to champion it, the alternative conception, also widely stated
in the eighteenth century, that social equality was possible only
where communism, or at least a large measure of socialism,
was in operation.

There remains the Revolutionary conception of fraternity, and
Chapter X. explains how the theory of universal harmony, the
growing conception of international law and the revolt from
the dynastic wars of the eighteenth century led to a belief
that international brotherhood was possible. The problem of
establishing perpetual peace was fuﬁy discussed by econumic
theorists and by Rousseau and Kant.

The eighteenth-century conceptions of liberty, equality and
fraternity have thus been analysed, and their relation to the
conditions of their growth defined. In the final chapter we see
how all the ideas of the century are summarized and given life
and religious power by their alliance with the doctrine of
progress, stated in comprehensive form by Condorcet. Here
we have a theory which rests on the psychology of Locke and
the physics of Newton, which utilizes the view which had long
been growing that history is a story not of the degradation
but of the continuous improvement of man, which has reasons
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for believing that with the advance of science, and the establish-
ment of liberty, equality and fraternity, there are no limits to
the possible improvement of society and of human nature
itsele.) The problem to which this book offers no answer, but
perhaps supplies some material for an answer, is the extent to
which this theory is really discredited in a disappointed age.
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CHAPTER 11
THE LEVIATHAN STATE

I. SILENCE—THE THEORY OF ABSOLUTISM

¢« Le peuple entra dans le sanctuaire: il leva le voile qui doit toujours couvrir tout ce
que l'on peut dire, tout ce que l’on peut croire du droit des peuples et de celui des rois,
(I]?\:’izr)xe s'accordent jamais si bien ensemble que dans le silence” (Mimosres du Cardinal de
In the seventeenth century the English and the French
monarchies were both engaged in a struggle to secure their
sovereignty. In both countries the absolute power of Pope
and Emperor had passed to the national King; in France
sixteenth-century lawyers had made Henry IV. the residuary
legatee of the Roman Empire and, in England, Hobbes, with even
greater assurance, had justified the irresponsible sovereignty
of the Stuarts on a Utilitarian basis. In England Divine Right
was effectively countered by the doctrine of fundamental
law ; behind all human laws, Coke held, there existed a law
of nature, a moral law, which no Government was entitled to
violate. Its practical expression was to be found not only in
Biblical precepts but also in the Common Law of England;
English kings had recognized its final authority, embodied in
the Coronation Oath and the provisions of Magna Charta. The
Puritan House of Commons willingly utilized Coke’s theory
in its struggle with Charles I., but the revolutionary settlement
of 1689 resulted not in the recognition of a fundamental
Constitution but in the doctrine of government by consent
and the assumption by Parliament of the sovereignty wrested
from the Stuarts. ‘ The divine right of the Whig landowner ”’
took the place of the divine right of the monarchy.!

In France the seventeenth-century contest ended in the com-
plete triumph of the monarchy. The Bourbons were stronger
than the Stuarts for many reasons. The power of the French
monarchy, like that of the English, was founded on national

1 It was left to the United States of America to revert to Coke’s theory and
to attempt to embody the political certainties of mankind in a fundamental
Constitution, superior to any regular legislative body, and capable of inter-
pretation only by an independent judiciary.
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opposition to the Patpacy and the desire of the trading middle
class and populace for the destruction of the lawless power of
the feudal aristocracy. But the humiliation of the aristocracy
had been of a different kind in the two countries : in France,
as Tocqueville said, the aristocracy had lost their powers
and kept their privileges, while in England they had lost their
privileges and kept their power. The new English aristocracy,
created by the Tudors and employed by them in local and
central government, itself led the rebellion against the mon-
archy which had called it into existence. Religious and economic
grievances also united a large section of the middle class
against the Stuarts.

In France the monarchy made no attempt to extract money
from the aristocracy, seldom even called upon it for military
service, and entrusted the administration of the country to
intendants, directly responsible to the central Government.
Moreover the middle class was far less formidable; the re-
formed Church had won only a precarious foothold, and was
loyal to a king who tolerated its existence. The States-General,
having no control over taxation, was easily dispensed with,
and was not called again after its presentation of grievances
in 1614. The only constitutional check upon the royal power
was the right of the legal Parlements to register the King’s
edicts, but their resistance or criticism could always be
overruled by a ceremonial /it de justice.

The Fronde, therefore, could never reach the dimensions
of the English rebellion. Without disinterested leadership,
religious enthusiasm or constitutional machinery through
which to work, the movement quickly degenerated into a
series of Court intrigues, and was crushed. Yet it was not
insignificant. Its theory closely resembled that of the early
stages of the contemporary rebellion in England. The spokes-
men of the Fronde relied on the same principles as the English
Puritans, admitting the legitimacy of royal authority as long
as it was exercised in accordance with a fundamental law
embodied in French custom and tradition. The King’s edicts,
they insisted, could be constitutionally enforced only after free
registration by the Parlements. Pamphleteers, like Claude Joly,
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went further, and talked of popular sovereignty and natural
rights.!

Some observers expected the Fronde to lead to other re-
bellions, and finally to a limitation of the King’s authority.
Cardinal de Retz, who played so prominent a part himself in
the revolt, believed that it marked the awakening of public
opinion, the beginning of an era of criticism in which men
would demand constitutional safeguards against arbitrary
government. ‘‘The people entered the sanctuary and raised
the veil which ought always to hide all that can be said or
believed about the rights of peoples and kings, who never
agree so well as in a relationship of silence. La Salle du Palais
violated these mysteries.”’ ®

The Fronde, however, did not mark the beginning of an age
of criticism, but paved the way for the despotism of Louis XI1V.
For the time, at least, the people were the more firmly excluded
from the shrine. Between 1651 and 1680 the relationship of
silence, which de Retz judged the only safe one between abso-
lute monarch and subject, was more completely established
than at any other time in modern history. Louis never forgot
the Fronde, and after Mazarin’s death in 1661 never appointed
another Prime Minister. He left little room for the critic. The
right of printing was reduced to, a minimum ; the censorship
was increased and the periodic Press disappeared. The Paris
Parlement became merely a court of justice, and between 1673
and the death of Louis in 1715 its right of remonstrance
was only once exercised.® The rule of the fntendants and the

1 A good summary of the political theory of the Fronde is contained in
Sée, Les Idées politiques en France au X VIIe Siécle. .

2 «I0on chercha en séveillant, comme A titons, les lois : 'on ne les trouva
plus ; Ton seffara, I'on cria, I'on se les demanda; et, dans cette agitation, les
questions que leurs explications firent naitre, d’obscures qu’elles étaient et
vénérables par leur obscurité, devinrent problématiques, et dés 13, a Pégard
de la moiti¢ du monde, odicuses. La peuple entra dans le sanctuaire ; il leva
le voile qui doit toujours couvrir tout ce que I'on peut dire, tout ce que I'on
peut croire du droit des peuples et de celui des rois, qui ne s'accordent jamais
si bien ensemble que dans le silence. La Salle du Palais profana ces mystéres”’
(Mémoires du Cardinal de Retz, cd. Feillet, t. i., p. 294).

8 The Parlement protested on the occasion of the registration of the Bull
Unigenitus in 1713.

25



FRENCH LIBERAL THOUGHT

use of royal councils were extended, and the old provincial
assemblies were deprived of their functions. *‘ It was God’s
will,” said Louis, ‘‘that the subject should obey without
discrimination.”

In the Mémoires of Louis XIV. the three great arguments
for sovereign kingship were for the first time completely
blended. Louis inherited the suprema potestas of the Roman
Emperor, rediscovered by sixteenth-century lawyers for the
benefit of Renaissance kings; his, too, was the dominium of
the feudal overlord, with the ultimate right to dispose at will
of all land usually considered private property, but actually
only held in usufruct ; finally, as Christian Prince, elect of God
and deputy of Christ, his authority over the minds, bodies and
consciences of his subjects was proven both by Old Testament
example and New Testament precept.

In Louis the Renaissance State and the Sovereign Monarchy
had reached their apogee. The Crown, the State and the Nation
were but three words for the same thing. The interests and the
will of the Monarch were those of the State, and assumed to be
also those of the Nation. Ih all things they were final and admitted
neither limit nor responsibility. In external relations the State
was its own justification ; it recognized no obligations except
those it cared to impose on itself and no responsibility except
its own expansion. The maxims of Rome were at Louis’ disposal.
“What the King wills is law " and “ salus reipublice suprema
Jex” are one and the same thing in a state where the people’s
will is presumed to be included in that of the King. Royal
caprice and raison d’état are indistinguishable. In his Politique
Bossuet painted an ideal portrait of his King; he was indeed
the Leviathan ; “ a great people united in a single person, #ne
raison secréte shut within a single head and governing all the
body of the State.” Louis always regarded himself as free
from any international obligations, and informed the Dauphin
that expressions of permanent friendship and alliance in treaties
were useful only as diplomatic courtesies.! Throughout his

1 Cp. Louis XIV. (Euvres (cd. Grouvelle), i. 64. It is interesting to compare
this passage with the Machiavellian precept: ¢ Quelques clauses specieuses qu’on
y mette d’union,d’amitié,dc se procurer respectivement toutes sortes d’avantages.”
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reign he treated the conception of international law, which
found its first expression in European politics in the Treaty of
Westphalia in 1648, as the Renaissance * Prince ”” was bidden
to do, apologizing from time to time when it seemed convenient
but never being deterred from following his own interests.
Machiavelli was always denounced and always obeyed. God,
no doubt, remained the final judge, but, except for questions of
religious dogma, the State, not the Church, was His interpreter.
The King, supreme head of the State, was himself divine,
declared Bossuet on behalf of Louis, and of his interpretation
of “raison &'état” God was the only arbiter. And even God’s
judgment did not seem always very sound : at least it is reported
that Louis, in the midst of the defeats of the War of the Spanish
Succession, cried: ““The Lord might have remembered what
I have done for Him !’ Apparently Louis and his God differed
as to the true  raison d’é1ar.”’

In the second place, as feudal overlord of France, he was,
he declared, the ultimate owner and disposer of all the property
held by his subjects. In an edict of 1692 he claimed that there
was ““no right better established nor more inseparably attached
to our crown ” than that of universal control and disposal ** over
all the lands of the Kingdom.” ? Finally as God’s chosen ruler
and father of his people, the King’s actions were altogether
above criticism. No one had the right to offer him advice or

1 Quoted by Delaisi, Political Myths and Ecomomic Realities, p- 60. Louis
had been trained to believe himself divine from boyhood—and his later flatterers
were no less gross. There were priests who called him “immortal” and
declared that in Louis “one could see the lincaments of the Holy Trinity
itself,” ¢ that he was a prodigy of God’s grace whose wisdom is an argument
which by itself suffices to convince atheists.”” A society preacher on the
occasion of the birth of the Dauphin compared the King with God Himself
and his son with Jesus Christ—vide Puaux, L’Ecolution des T héories politiques
du Protestantisme frangais, 67, and Ogg, Europe in the Seventeenth Century,
283.

% The doctrine of state socialism implicit in this remark led to no immediate
results, though believers in “natural right,” like Jurieu, considered Louis’
autocracy as menacing to property as to religious freedom. The later struggles
between the lower and the privileged orders upon the question of taxation
are foreshadowed in Louis’ doctrine that in comparison with the Crown all
subjects are equal.
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to demand explanation. To. make a king responsible to his
subjects was, in Louis’ view, to pervert the order God gave to
the world. “ Raison d’état” he defined in words which embody
the perennial defence of irresponsible government. State policy
is necessarily ‘‘unknown and obscure to all those who do not
govern.” In his secret and lonely wisdom the sovereign is
compelled to conduct a foreign and domestic policy which
may perhaps result in apparent disaster: if it appears so, it is
because the ways of the sovereign, like those of Providence,
are past finding out. If, like God, we could view our sufferings
from the point of view of eternity, the death and devastation
resulting from a monarch’s wars might be as justifiable as the
destruction caused by a providential earthquake. The Jesuit
Bouhours expressed Louis’ view emphatically: * As the Prince
is the most living image of God on earth, he ought to be like
God, who governs the world by methods unknown to men and
who makes us always feel the effects of his kindness and justice
without showing us the designs of his wisdom.””! And Louis
himself told the Dauphin that, * holding, as it were, the place of
God, we seem to participate in His wisdom, as in His authority ;
for instance, in what concerns discernment of human character,
allocation of employments and distribuition of rewards.” 2

Irresponsible to men, Louis acknowledged himself responsible
to God. As a father, the King must not be criticized, but he
must protect his children, seek their welfare, lead the docile and
punish the disobedient. His domestic policy was accordingly one
of paternal protection. Kingship was an exacting profession, and
Louis’ days were spent in the exact routine of official detail.
If his nights were spent with Mademoiselle de la Valli¢re and
her successors, that, he explained, was permitted by his con-
science on the condition that the affairs of his heart were never
permitted to interfere with the affairs of state.

Colbert’s economic policy was an attempt to increase the
political and military power of France by extending its Colonial
Empire, adding to its treasure and encouraging its industries.
He was not a complete mercantilist, but he hoped that taxing

1 Bouhours, S.]., Entretiens d’Ariste e+ d’Eugéne, 181.
2 Eauyres, ii. 283.
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the foreigner and restricting the export of grain would add to
the strength and independence of France. This theory involved
constant State supervision. Louis’ cultural policy was similar in
theory, and practically more successful. Versailles became the
centre of European culture and the graveyard of the French
aristocracy. A great school of classical authors wrote for an
aristocracy now finally reduced to a glittering and expensive
impotence.

Such a complete arrogation of irresponsible sovereignty was
novel. Hitherto it had been generally assumed that the monarch,
though supreme, was bound by the fundamental laws of France.
Bodin, the first French thinker to construct the theory of royal
sovereignty, assumed that the King would obey the Salic Law of
succession and adhere to the ancient Constitution and customs
of France. To conform to these was in the nature of the French
monarchy, even though, Bodin held, nothing but harm could
come of any popular machinery to enforce royal responsibility.
Even Bossuet, Louis’ most thorough apologist, drew a careful
distinction between absolute and arbitrary power. The royal
authority, he declared, was ““ divine, paternal and absolute,” but
this did not mean that it would be exercised ‘‘unreasonably.”
Absolute and arbitrary government, he said, were different
things. The King’s power is absqlute ““in the sense that it is
independent of all human authority. But it does not follow that
it may be arbitrary.” The King would not destroy his kingdom
or violate the rights of property : the persons of loyal subjects
would not be wilfully interfered with, and custom, divine in
origin, would act as a useful guide for the monarch. Louis,
however, paid no more heed to these limitations in practice
than he had in theory. He even argued that he could alienate
French soil for his private advantage ; he disregarded the Salic
Law and totally ignored the ancient French Constitution. As
Madame de Stiel explained later : *“ In France it is liberty which
is old and despotism which is new.” Arbitrary government

began with Louis XIV.
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2. THE RIGHTS OF ORDINARY MEN—THE PROTESTANTS AND THE
EDICT OF NANTES

During the first thirty years of Louis’ reign the gods showed
no sign of envying his success. According to their wont they
waited till his own infatuation brought him disaster; and
Nemesis, with her usual wilfulness, reserved her final visitation
for his great-grandson. There are, however, practical limits
to all power, however extravagantly justified. The rule of the
Bourbons rested primarily on the instinctive obedience called
forth by the royal divinity. But it rested also upon the services
which they rendered to France. Henry IV. and Richelieu had
given the French people order and unity instead of civil war,
had enforced toleration at the expense of fanaticism. Their
foreign policy had been moderate; it had given France more
power and some “ glory >’ in Europe ; their home government
had been strong, centralized and not generally oppressive. This
was the policy which Louis inherited and finally discarded.

There was a contradiction in Louis’ policy. As a true Renais-
sance Prince he should have preserved at least the semblance of
constitutional government, his foreign wars should have stopped
short of extravagance and, above all, his religious policy should
have been always politic and national, and never sincere or
Roman. As it was, he undermined the power of the monarchy
in all three ways: firstly, by the revocation of the Edict of
Nantes he drove out his most industrious subjects and united
Protestant Europe against him ; secondly, by ceaseless war he
involved himself in bankruptcy and the mass of his peasant
subjects in penury; thirdly, by adopting a Jesuit instead of a
national religious policy he divided his country into warring
camps.

The silence was broken and criticism, though whispered till
his death, grew daily more bitter and more penetrating. It was
Louis XIV., not the frondeurs, who brought the people into
the shrine of government. The story of France from the revoca-
tion of the Edict of Nantes in 1685 until the meeting of the
States-General, more than a century later, is the story of the
gradual breakdown of the religious and political absolutism
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of the ancien régime and the gradual construction of a religion
based on secular and libertarian assumptions. The foundation
of the new creed was laid under Louis XIV.

Louis’ religious policy was mainly responsible for the inter-
ruption of the mystic silence. Since the accession of Henry IV.
the Pope’s authority in France had been restricted to questions
of doctrine, the French Church had become predominantly
Gallican, and royal policy was dictated by secular considera-
tions. The Pope had little more direct influence than in a
Protestant country. In 1682, when Louis was involved in a dis-
pute with the Pope concerning his right to make ecclesiastical
appointments without Papal sanction, the bishops, inspired by
Bossuet, proclaimed themselves uncompromisingly Gallican.
Their resolutions rested on the theory that even on matters of
doctrine the Pope was ultimately subject to a united Council of
the Church, and that he had no right to any part in the internal
government of the French Church.! Religious controversy
might rage in France : Molinist and Thomist might abuse each
other. Pascal might expose Escobar and the casuistry of Jesuit
practice, and the stricter Catholics might recommend the
forcible conversion of Protestants, but as long as the King put
the unity and security of France first he had nothing to fear
from any section of the Church.

The revocation of the Edict of Nantes showed that the King
had finally turned his back upon a secular and national policy.
The Protestants had been consistently loyal ; they had taken no
hand in the Fronde, and in 1652 had reminded the King that
they were ‘‘ Frenchmen as well as members of the Reformed
Church.” “We only ask,” they declared, * to be able to live
and die in the service of your Majesty in the just liberties
which have been granted us, above all in those of our con-
sciences and in the exercise of our religion ; without which life
is not only indifferent to us but bitter, and death desirable.”
Louis, however, hated dissent of any description, political or
religious. He readily paid heed when he was told that the

1 Vide Loyson, L'Assemblée de Clergé de France de 1682, for a documented
and honest account of a curious and commonly misrepresented chapter in
ecclesiastical history. -
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Protestants could be *“ converted ™ if the interpretation of the
Edict was “ strict ”’ and if the missionaries were not too gentle
and were adequately aided by dragoons.! In 1685 he decided
that the process of * conversion,” the full horrors of which
he may not have understood, was complete. The Edict of
Nantes, therefore, which alone gave Protestantism a legal
footing in France, was revoked as ‘‘ unnecessary.” Claude
protested in vain that it was a *‘ jest which suited ill the dignity
of so great a King to say that he revoked the Edict only because
it had become useless. It was much as if a father who had cut
his children’s throats with his own hands boasted of being
thereby quit of the duty of nourishing and protecting them.” 2
Perhaps one day the King would realize what he was doing.
His mask would be torn away and everyone would sce that
the King’s great qualities were reducible to ‘‘sovereign self-
love, to a pride without equal, to an extreme love for great
reputation, to a conscience which was intimidated by the
magnitude of his sins, fornications, adulteries and acts of
violence, and which was therefore attempting to appease God
by external observance of religion and a deceptive display of
zeal.”

The results of the revocation were far-reaching. Du Bosc’s 3
solemn warning, uttered as early as 1668, that ‘it would
depopulate his kingdom by more than a niillion persons, whose
flight would inflict a striking injury to business, to manufac-
turers, to labour, to art and crafts, and indeed in every way
to the well-being of the State,” was exactly justified in the
event. Its effects were not only disastrous in themselves but
they also contributed directly to the national bankruptcy.
Blenheim and Ramillies were the practical reply to the revoca-
tion. Moreover, Louis had opened the way for criticism.
Exiled Protestants refurbished the weapons of their sixteenth-
century predecessors, laid aside since the time of Henry IV.
In addition they borrowed from the well-stocked armoury of

1 Strict interpretation, which meant, in fact, constant persecution, began as
early as 1655, and “ conversion bureaux” were instituted in 1676.

2 Quoted by Puaux, 9p. ciz., 38.

3 Vide Puaux, op. cit., 42 ff.
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English Parliamentarians whom they met in Holland. Through
their medium France and all educated Europe learned the
philosophy of the Revolution of 1688,

In the year after James’ flight from England an anonymous
writer published Les Soupirs de la France esclave 1 look
with compassion,” began the author, ‘‘ upon the cruel tempest
with which my country is threatened. I weep for the desolation
of its towns and the ruin of what the tyranny of its government
has allowed to remain.” He proceeded to recount the ancient
liberties destroyed by Louis, the venality of the law under
his régime, the destruction of the noblesse, once ‘‘ the most
illustrious in the world,” and now turned into a ‘‘ parcel of
beggars,” a system of taxation which reduced the peasants
to the condition of “‘African slaves.” *‘To-day a thousand
channels are open through which the blood of the people is
drawn to run into the abyss of the insatiable greed and im-
measurable ambition of the Prince.” Louis, finding the Louvre,
Saint-Germains and Fontainebleau insufficient, must needs ex-
pend the taxation wrung from the poor upon a new palace at
Versailles. Was it a Christian or a Turkish prince who drove
millions into battle for his own ends, who made himself all
and the people nothing, who recognized no law, and committed
the final crime of driving out loyal and industrious subjects
because of their fidelity to their consciences? *“Who would
not shed tears to see so many millions of men reduced to such
a profound misery to satisfy the whims of a single man?”’

Jurieu, the Protestant pastor, was not content with denuncia-
tions. His spirit was that of the Scottish Covenanters ; like them,
he argued that a king whose life was ungodly, who persecuted
the saints and destroyed their spiritual liberty, immediately
ceased to be legitimate. He pushed the argument further, antici-

ating Locke’s vindication of the recent English revolutions.
he King is a magistrate appointed to safeguard the liberty
of his subjects, whose duty it is to depose him if he violates
their rights. Every relationship, even that of husband and wife
or father and child, involves mutual obligations; whenever

1 A pamphlet attributed to Michel Lavassor.
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power is arbitrarily exercised an implicit contract is revoked.
Above all comes the duty of worshipping in ‘accordance with
conscience. Even if the people were now as foolish as Hobbes
thought them once to have been, and attempted to surrender
all their rights to the King, it would be impossible for them
to do so. For a man’s religion was the sole affair of himself
and God, and the attempt to coerce conscience was not only
wicked but necessarily futile. Thus there were obvious limits
to royal power: * Every-citizen governed by a king has the
right to depose him as soon as he exceeds the limits of his
authority.” * The people were ultimately sovereign: they
““alone have no need to be right in order that their acts may
be valid.” The responsibility was ultimately theirs, and God
was their only judge.

Jurieu’s attack was not left unanswered. Bossuet undertook
the task of refutation.2 He upheld Louis’ claim to Divine Right,
using both the patriarchal arguments of Filmer and the Utili-
tarian ones of Hobbes. Kings, as the Old Testament proved,
were directly instituted by God, but they were to be obeyed
by subjects not only because it was the duty of children to
obey their father but also because division of authority meant
misery. To talk of men possessing rights of any kind before
the foundation of government seemed as absurd to Bossuet
as it had to Hobbes. There were no natural rights: rights
were the result, not the cause, of government; against the
sovereign there could be no rights, and without his authority
the life of man was necessarily intolerable.

Jurieu had asked what reason subjects could possibly have
for promising obedience to a single irresponsible individual
who could tyrannize over them at will. Bossuet answered by
comparing society to an army. Why do soldiers obey without
question or contract? Because each one knows that destruction

! Quoted by Dedieu, Le Rile politijue des Protestants frangais, 66.

2 Bossuet published his Zariations des Protestants in 1688. For the controversy
it provoked vide Rébelliau, Bossuet. Juriew’sHistoire critigue des Dogmes et des
Cultes (1704) emphasized changes of Catholic doctrine, pointing out that even
the Fathers of the Church were heretics judged by existing orthodoxy. Bossuet
denounced the suggestion as blasphemy, but scarcely refuted his opponent.
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necessarily follows disobedience. Discipline is maintained not
only by the sanction of punishment but also because the rank
and file recognize its necessity. To allow discussion or admit
any rights of conscience is to make way for anarchy, to
encourage every individual to set up his own puny judgment
against constituted authority and to make way for disunion,
heresy and damnation.

Bossuet did not see the danger of this argument. By appeal-
ing to utility he weakened the claim to divine right, and to call
the atheist Hobbes to his support was to offer his opponents
the most valuable of hostages.! The appeal to an unalterable
contract in Hobbes is, in fact, negligible—his strength lies in
the argument, borrowed by Bossuet, that sovereignty alone
brings union, greatness and prospe.ity. But at the root of this
argument is the idea of consent, and the suggestion of possible
rebellion. If the strongest reason for obedience is the danger
of anarchy, men who find tyranny intolerable will some time
prefer to run the risk of disobedience. Bossuet talked of kings
““ like gods,”” and Hobbes described them as ““ mortal gods,”
but both had undermined divine right. A mortal god is, after
all; a contradiction in terms; the time will come when the
bold will be tempted to throw him from his pedestal and put
his mortality to the test.

3. SCEPTICISM AND SCIENCE—BAYLE AND HIS CONTEMPORARIES

Though Louis’ persecution of the Protestants was economic-
ally disastrous, it did not divide France internally. Some
writers did indeed contrast the pious lives of the heretics with
the loose morals of their persecutors, but Gallicans and Jesuits
alike supported the royal policy, and the theories of Jurieu
and his fellows found no immediate response, except within

1 Other writers of the same period were ready to use Hobbes to justijy
Louis’ absolutism. Cp. Francis Bonneau, 1660, Eléments de la politique de
M. Hobbes. More striking is the T'raité du pouvoir absolu”du Souverain,
by Elie Merlat, written in the year of the revocation, denouncing the notion
of popular sovereignty and basing his vindication of royal absolutism on the
arguments of Hobbes.
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the Protestant community. Louis’. decision to side with the
Jesuits against the Jansenists, howéver, had immediate effects
within the kingdom itself ; it divided France into hostile camps
and contributed to the growth of scepticism. The Parlements
were roused to make their single protest against Louis’ policy ;
they constituted themselves champions of Gallicanism against
both Jesuits and monarch, and so began a long battle with
absolutism, which lasted till the eve of the Revolution itself.
Moreover, France was immediately involved in a general
religious controversy in which /ibertinisme steadily gained
ground. Nothing could have served the free-thinking disciples
of Descartes better than a division in the Church. They held that
reason, not revelation, was the key to truth, and the orthodox
furthered their thesis by an effective demonstration that, what-
ever truth was, the Church was not agreed upon it. Once again
Louis had released forces which led to Revolution.

The doctrinal differences between Jansenists and Jesuits had
long troubled France. What was the true interpretation of the
doctrine of grace in Paul and Augustine? Was the Calvinist
view, which denied the possibility of salvation except to the
elect, orthodox, as the priests of Port Royal held, or had the
Jesuit Molina been right in stating that the efficacy of grace
can be affected by the exercise of the individual will? The
Pope long seemed doubtful, and at one time had been on the
brink of censuring the Molinist view. And now that it was
decided that the doctrine of grace which the Jesuits found in
Jansen’s Augustinus was heretical, were not the Jansenists still
entitled to argue that the heretical doctrines were not, in fact,
to be found in Jansen? Might they not discuss the question
of ““ fac+”’ while they submitted in the question of ““ righs”’?
In any case, were Jesuit priests justified in refusing the sacra-
ments to Jansenists who maintained a * respectful silence ”’ on
the question of fact? A more important question was really
involved. What was the position of the Jesuits and of Rome
in France? The strength of the Jansenists lay in the popular
dislike of the Society of Jesus and of Papal influence. The
asceticism of Saint-Cyran and Arnauld was a constant reproach
to the comforts of Jesuit wisdom. The Jansenists emphasized
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the steepness of the narrow way to heaven: the jesuits, as a
free-thinking Abbé put it, *“ lengthened the creed and shortened
the Decalogue,” that the broad and worldly path might be the
smoother,

Arnauld’s Frequent Confession was an attack upon the
Jesuit fathers, who, as the same critic said, changed the name
of the sacrament from Penitence to Confession because they
thought it sufficient to avow their sins without correcting them.
Frequent confession was a pleasant way of combining a worldly
life of gaiety with the certainty of eternal bliss. Balzac’s
“Prince ”’ remarked : ‘“ We have now a more easy and agree-
able theology; one that can be better adjusted to suit the
humours of the great, which can accommodate its precepts
with their interests and is not so rustic and harsh as the old
theology. . . . To-day we have invented expedients which
enable the thief to salve his conscience.” 1

Bveryone knew the nature of these expedients, since Pascal’s
Leures provinciales. Escobar’s casuistry suggested to common
men that every Jesuit was a hypocrite, who undermined the in-
tegrity of morals, and since every Jesuit was an Ultramontane,
and presumably an intriguer, it seemed probable that he was
also undermining the integrity of the State and ready, when
the occasion arose, once again to shout for the League and
Ravaillac.? The controversy, therefore, was concerned with
power rather than with doctrine. In 1705 a Papal Bull finally
condemned “‘ respectful silence”” and closed the last loophole
of the Jansenists. In 1709-1710 Port Royal was razed.
In 1713 the Bull Unigenitus denounced Quesnel’s Moral
Reflections, which contained, it seemed, one hundred and one
heretical propositions, hitherto unsuspected, and all the more
dangerous since they were so difficult to perceive. Each of
these steps was opposed by the Paris Parlement, by many

! Quoted by Ogg, 0p. cit., 344.

2 The unpopularity of the Jesuits among the French middle class is one of
the most important factors in the development of seventeenth and eighteenth
century thought. A century later, in 1761, when a public trial went against the
Jesuits, it was said that “the joy of the public was as if everyone had had a
private fortune left him.”
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of the clergy, and by the mass of middle-class persons. The
populace supported the Jansenists because they hated Rome,
not because they had strong views about the eflicacy of grace.!

The “ Constitution,” as the Bull was called, roused an im-
mediate storm. The ninety-first of the condemned propositions
seemed to imply that the Pope was infallible.2 Cardinal de
Noailles, and fourteen bishops with him, refused to accept the
Bull. All the forces of Gallicanism rallied to their side; the
Sorbonne rejected the Bull, and the Parlement of Paris was
forced to accept it only by a special exercise of royal authority.
Moral Reflections and all books in its defence were officially
suppressed, and its more resolute supporters suffered exile or
imprisonment. But Louis could not calm the storm he had
aroused. For the first time in his long reign he met with real
opposition, and he died with the knowledge that he had destroyed
the unity of the Church and undermined the authority of the
monarchy. Louis had forgotten that unquestioning allegiance

1 The facts in brief were these, The new edition of Quesnel’s Mora/
Reflections upor the New Testament was published with a dedication to
Cardinal de Noailles, the Archbishop of Paris. No book, it might have been
thought, could have begun its career with more unexceptionable testimonials.
It had been specially commended by Clement XI., and Father La Chaise,
confessor to Louis, had constantly sought spiritual refreshment in the work,
which, he said, was always edifying at whatsoever page it was opened. La
Chaise’s successor, Le Tellier, however, had different views ; the Society of
Jesus was in bad odour at the moment in France and he felt that a Bull
denouncing Quesnel’s book as full of Jansenist heresies would restore the
Society’s prestige, re-establish the orthodoxy of Molinist at the expense of
Thomist, increase the power of Jesuitism in France, and, not least, discredit
somewhat Cardinal de Noailles, his Gallican rival for the King’s favour.
Louis, whose piety grew as old age decreased the will and power to sin, was
prevailed upon by Le Tellier to request the Pope to ban Moral Reflections.
Clement seems to have hesitated before condemning a book he had previously
praised so highly, and it was only after a scene in which Cardinal Fabroni,
Le Tellier’s friend at the Vatican, had called the Holy Father “childish,” to
his face, that he gave way. A courier was dispatched the same day to Le
Tellier, who personally obtained Louis’ consent and immediately published
the Bull. The agency of Le Tellier and the atmosphere of Jesuit intrigue
surrounding the Bull accounted for much of the Gallican opposition.

2 This proposition stated that “an unjust excommunication ought never
to prevent our doing our duty.” To condemn this as heretical was thought to
imply that an unjust excommunication was impossible.
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would in France be offered only to a king whose policy was
wholly French.

The battle between acceptants and recusants did not provide an
edifying spectacle! The French Church divided into factions,
engaged in a bitter struggle nominally over minutiz of dogma,
while the real cause, which excited universal interest, was a
rivalry for political ascendancy. The most famous French
ecclesiastics called each other names and gave one another the
lie for motives which did not seem free from a political and
personal taint.?

. The opportunity was a good one for sceptics and there seems
little doubt that their influence increased in the latter part of
Louis’ reign. Fénelon and Bossuet were united in deploring
the danger to the Church : Fénelon complained that ‘‘ instruction
increases and faith diminishes,’”” while Bossuet threw the whole
of his energy into combating the spirit of unbelief. The Church
seemed beset with enemies. The /idertins were stronger than ever.
Saint-Evrémond, their wittiest representative, had employed
his congenial exile at the Court of Charles II. to popularize a
philosophy which had troubled bishops since the later Middle
Ages. He argued that the understanding could not submit to
authority, that religion, after all, was a matter of temperament
and that the one really odious vicg was hypocrisy. He disliked
violence and was no propagandist, but a sceptic and a true
follower of Montaigne, holding that it was setting a high value
on your own opinions to roast neighbours who did not agree
with you. Life, he felt, was hard enough in any case: why not
let people enjoy themselves in this world, if they chose to run
the risk of damnation in the next? Like Molié¢re, he thought
Nature the finest guide, and the Epicureans her most faithful in-
terpreters. Moderation was the key to happiness, and happiness

1 The recusants were those who refused to accept the “ Constitution” ¢ purely
and simply.” On their side were ranged Jansenists, Gallicans, the Parlements,
and the mass of citizens. On the other was the King, the Jesuits, and a number
of Ultramontane bishops.

2 The persecution of the Quietists, though far less important, gave the same
impression. For the effect of the controversy between Bossuet and Fénelon
and the growth of scepticism during Louis’ reign vide Brunetiere, * Etuds crit.
sur Phistoire de la Litt. Frangaise,” 5° series, La Formation de I’ 1dée du Progrés.
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was, after all, the important thing. Austerity and excess were
both bad : a good life could be found in freedom of mind and
manners. ‘‘Let us not flee from the world, nor hide aurselves
in the desert,” he wrote. Why not be tolerant, accept each other
quietly, and realize that we are, after all, very small, very fallible
and with but one life we can be sure about? Wasn’t it just as
well to make the best of it?

The Renaissance hedonism of Saint-Evrémond, however, was
no longer the Church’s most serious enemy. The scientific con-
ception of an order of nature, of a world governed by inevitable
law, was gaining ground and, as it grew, the position of the
Christian God seemed increasingly precarious. The scientific
heresy was a more menacing restatement of the heresy of
Jansenism and Calvinism : its doctrine of predestination seemed
to restrict the liberty of God Himself and make Him as helpless
before His own decrees as the gods of Greece had been in the
hands of inexorable Fate.

Descartes had greatly increased the difficulty. He had him-
self remained in the Church and his disciples had striven to show
that the rule of law in the physical world did not limit the
free will of God or man. * Occasionalism *’ had been accepted
by the orthodox and Father Malebranche was a good Catholic.
Pascal, however, had seen the danger of scientific inquiry.
“ Cartesianism,”” he had said, ‘‘ made one well-directed flick
from God send the world spinning on its axis for all time.”

All the thinkers of the next generation encountered the same
difficulty. Fénelon’s mind wrestled with the problem and found
refuge in Pantheism—a cure for all difficulties, since, if, as he
said, “ God is all that is,” the problems of finding out what He
does or does not do and whether we have free will or not seem
scarcely to arise. In a less mystical mood he wrote: “ Two
conceptions of Godhead lie before you—the one of a Ruler,
good and vigilant and wise, who will be loved and feared by
men, the other a First Cause, so high that he cares nothing for
souls he made, for their virtue or their vices, their disobedience
or their love. Examine well these two conceptions. I defy you
to prefer the second to the first.”

The danger had been fully exemplified in Spinoza. “If a
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phenomenon were produced in the universe,”” he wrote, * which
was contrary to the general laws of nature, it would be equally
contrary to the decree of God, and if God Himself acted against
the laws of nature He would be acting in a manner contrary to
His own essence, which is the height of absurdity. I conclude
then that nothing happens in nature which is contrary to its
universal laws, nothing which is not therefore in accord with
these laws and which does not result from them.”

The medievalists had believed God’s attributes to be dis-
coverable by reason: God was a father whose powers were
limitless, but whose ways were reasonable even if they appeared
sometimes arbitrary to the small view of individual men. The
medizval theologian had confidence in ‘ the intelligible ration-
ality of a personal being.” No doubt, as Professor Whitehead
has argued, faith in the possibility of science, in the scrutable
and ordered nature of the universe, was ‘‘ generated ante-
cedently to the development of modern scientific theory.” But
perhaps it is too much to say that it was ‘‘an unconscious
derivative from medieval theology.”* |

For the ways of the personal God of Christianity always
remained uncertain to the ordinary man, even if they were pre-
sumed to be ultimately rational. The same, it may be argued,
could be said of the ways of nature, since the individual
who is overtaken by an avalanche or an earthquake receives no
help from the knowledge that his death is due, not to a miracle,
but to natural causes. Nevertheless the change from a per-
sonal Providence to an impersonal law did involve a reaction
as well as a transference from a religious to a secular state of
mind. Philosophers might argue that God rul=d the universe
in a rational manner and that He was fulfilling a rational process
when He lost His temper with the creatures He had created
and drowned them in the Flood, when He permitted the sun
to stand still in the heavens at the request of His servant or
converted His unfaithful subjects by an occasional miracle. The
Second Coming might prove rational enough, when it came,
but, since it might occur at any time, its expectation left the

1 Science and the Modern World, p. 16,
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medievalist in a precarious and awestruck state of mind. It is
impossible to dissociate the notion of arbitrary and irrational
behaviour from the idea of personality. A universal and an
impersonal law may seem a less friendly conception ; it may,
at first, appear even more inscrutable and equally unaccountable
in its effects upon individuals. But it leaves the way clear for
thought, for experiment, for discovery and, above all, it permits
men’s minds to travel freely in a limitless future which they
may learn in time to control. This scientific conception, there-
fore, was at least as much a reaction against the arbitrary and
restricted element in medizval theology as it was a derivative
frém its rationality. It was in this development that Bossuet
saw the greatest danger to the Church. He saw that the personal
and direct intervention of God in human affairs was altogether
essential to Catholicism. A Creator of eternal laws with which
He never interfered was no God, and could never have
founded an apostolic Church. What became of miracles, of
original sin, of grace, what was the place of Christ Himself in a
universe governed by inexorable and unchanging laws to which
even God always adhercd?? Science might be permitted in its
own sphere, but it must be fought to the end if it interfered
with revelation, if it encouraged sinful men to behave as if
God were not ever-present, ever-vigilant, noting every sin and
graciously permitting the fall of each one of His sparrows.
“The /lbertins,” he declared, *“ hoped to shake off the yoke

1 Cp. Dante, Purgatorio, iii. 34-39 :

“ Matto & chi spera che nostra ragione
Possa trascorrer la infinita via,
Che tiene una sustanzia in tre persone.
State contenti, umana gente, al guia;
Che, se potuto aveste veder tutto,
Mestier non era partorir Maria.”

“ Mad is he who hopes that our reason may
compass that infinitude which one substance
in three persons fills.
Be ye content, O human race, with the guia !
For if ye had been able to see the whole, no
need was there for Mary to give birth.”
T'ranslation, Temple Classics.
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of this Providence which watches over us, so that they may
independently maintain an unruly liberty which lets them live
according to their fancy, without fear, without restraint, without
discipline.” He accepted the challenge boldly. It was his task
to re-create the medieval God in the minds of men. God, he
declared, has made abiding laws, and has therefore the power
to make or unmake them as He pleases: ‘“ He gives nature
laws ; He overturns them when He wills.” God’s Providence is
an ever-present, an immediate thing ; His inscrutable purpose
is furthered not only by the common working of His laws but
also by the intervention of miracles and special revelations. The
whole works, if we could but see it, to a divine climax, but
in the drama the individual has free choice: he may behave
well or ill and God will make use both of his righteousness and
his wickedness. God’s purpose, however, is not altogether in-
scrutable : revelation and history offer a sufficient guidance to the
whole, even if the detailed process cannot always be observed
in operation. Bossuet felt himself at least able to illustrate this
thesis of a providential guidance in history : * There is nothing
more absurd than to say that He does not mingle with the
government of peoples, with the establishment or ruin of States,
with the manner in which they are governed, by what princes
and by what laws; if all of these, while being carried out by
men’s liberty, are not guided by the hand of God so that He has
sure means of directing them as He pleases, it follows that God
has no part in these events and that this part of the world is
entirely independent.” ! Actually the eye of faith can trace the
hand of God through history: choosing the Jewish people as
His instrument, He prepared the way for the greatest event,
the coming of Christ, and since then has guided His Church
towards its ultimate triumph.

In this historical perspective the individual can find the
solution of the mystery of his temporal sufferings. He can
transcend the personal outlook ; see that his own good or evil
fortune is a tiny and unimportant part of a great eternal purpose.
Without this understanding, the free-thinker’s blasphemy is

1 For all this see Brunetiere, op cit. §° series, La Philosophie de Bossuet.
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plausible. ““ The Jibertins declare war on divine Providence and
they find nothing stronger’ dgainst™ it than the distribution of
goods and evils which appears unjust, irregular, without any
distinction between good and evil. This is where the impious
entrench themselves as if in an impregnable fortress.”’ ! To the
impious, however, the Universal Histwory was surely a final
answer. If we could only see clearly we should know there was,
in fact, no such thing as chance. There is a point, a moment
which is beyond men’s sight, where God acts, where He brings
all things together for good; the eye of faith can detect the
purposes of Providence where the scoffer sees the blind accidents
of clashing forces.

Bossuet struggled vainly to stop the current. The idea of
inevitable law, once stated, gradually undermined the con-
ception of a personal Providence. Rationalism steadily gained
ground. Among the thinkers who hastened its progress, de
Maistre was right in linking Bayle and Fontenelle together as
the most influential, *‘ the fathers of modern incredulity.”

Bayle, of Protestant family, exiled in Holland, fought con-
sciously and openly to destroy faith. He invented the technique
which his eighteenth-century successors adopted, and passed on
to them an inexhaustible stock of arguments, pointed, erudite
and unanswerable. Fontenelle, on the other hand, who was
perpetual secretary to the Academy of Science, lived peacefully
and long in the best society. His attack was necessarily more
cautious. Throughout his work, however, alike in his delles
lettres, his éloges and his specifically scientific books, there
is the idea that nature is a single unity, working by fixed and
ascertainable laws, and that all apparent exceptions are due to
ignorance or  misunderstanding. The implications of these
doctrines—the certainty of natural laws and the solidarity of
the sciences—were disastrous to the Catholicism of the seven-
teenth century. In his early work, Fontenelle, a master of *“ good
form ” and the social graces, passed over the dangerous points
with a touch that was too gay to be shocking. Even in his
later and more outspoken work, when his reputation and age

1 Quoted by Brunetiére, p. cit., 61.
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permitted him greater freedom, he disguised his meaning and
professed orthodoxy. He was a timid but useful apostle of
science and rationalism.

His first and most signal service was to begin the popular-
ization of science. With him science ceased to be the monopoly
of experts and became part of the subject-matter of literature.
And it was not merely the conception of law that he popularized.
He hastened the transition from Descartes to Newton. When he
renounced prejudices, and sought to build only upon *“ evident ”
or axiomatic propositions, Descartes was laying down a mathe-
nratical rather than a scientific foundation. The ‘‘ evidence ”
upon which Newton had built was not the result of immediate
perception but of long labour and exact observation. Science
needed both induction and deduction. By these means, Fontenelle
declared in his é/ge upon Newton, ‘“ he had at length reached
conclusions which destroyed the vortices of Descartes and
overturned that immense celestial edifice which we might have
thought immovable.”’

Fontenelle’s second achievement was to raise the literary
controversy between the ‘“ancients’” and ““ moderns *’ from the
level of pedantry to that of philosophy. He saw that its tedious
disputes really involved the great question whether men were
progressing towards some higher form or were inferior to the
heroes of antiquity. ‘“ Were the ancient trees larger than the
modern ones?” Was the stuff of nature being gradually used
up and mankind approaching an “‘old age” of feebleness ? There
was no reason to hold so pessimistic a doctrine. ‘‘ Nature,” he
wrote, unconscious that he was contributing to a philosophy
both of progress and of materialism, ‘“‘has between its hands
a certain paste which is always the same, which it unceasingly
shapes and reshapes in a thousand ways, and of which it makes
animals, plants and men.”

1 Fontenelle anticipated Voltaire in appreciating English science and in
directly connecting its achievements with English liberty. Toleration was the
necessary condition of intellectual life and scientific advance. Newton, he
pointed out, had been knighted in England. “ His name had reached the
throne, where the most celebrated names do not always arrive.”” There was no
need to draw the contrast with France more directly.
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Fontenelle also stated the doctrine of the unity of knowledge.
All the sciences, he declared in the preface to his History of
the Academy of the Sciences, had so far taken nature in * little
bits ** (parcelles). But the time would come when the connection
between the results of different sciences would be seen, when
‘““we shall join together in a regular body these scattered
members.” *‘ Various separate truths, of which there are so
many, show their relations and mutual dependence so forcibly
to the mind that it seems that, after having been detached
from one another by a kind of violence, they naturally seek
to re-unite.” It was this unity which the Encyclopzdists set
out to prove. Science was the key not only to particular
truths but to truth itself.

Men were slow to grasp the significance of this doctrine,
They were always retarded by their credulity ; they tended,
Fontenelle remarked, to believe first and collect their evidence
afterwards. Yet his indirect attack had its effect. His readers
were inevitably driven to contrast the evidence for the Christian
cosmogony with the evidence for Newtonian physics. Nor
could a student of Fontenelle fail to see that there might be
less reputable explanations of miracles than the orthodox
ones : in his History of Oracles he described the trickery by
which pagan priests established the reputation of their oracles
with simple and uncritical folk, and left the reader to wonder
if the liquefaction of St Januarius’ blood might be similarly
explained.

Fontenelle led men gently from faith in Christianity to
religious scepticism and from religious scepticism to a new
faith in science. Pierre Bayle was a still more potent influence.
To give a full account of his achievements would be to recount
the history of eighteenth-century thought. Referring to him,
Diderot remarked that the Encyclopedists had *‘ their con-
temporaries under Louis XIV.”” If he had said their master he
would not have exaggerated. The form, the method and the in-
spiration, as well as much of the contents of the Encyclopedia,
originated in Bayle. Voltaire’s shafts flew more directly to their
mark than Bayle’s, but they were borrowed from him. The
critical examination of historical sources, which made Voltaire
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the most workmanlike of eighteenth-century French historians,
came from Bayle. The habit of treating the Bible as an inaccurate
source-book, placing its contradicting accounts side by side,
and submitting Jehovah or the Mother of God to the same
kind of criticism as Jupiter or Venus, came from Bayle.! Too
much has been claimed for the English deists as an influence
upon eighteenth-century France ; for Bayle was a deist before
Tindal or Toland; he provided the arguments for natural
religion before Bolingbroke or Shaftesbury, and Voltaire learned
more from the Dictionnaire than from Clarke. As a champion
of toleration Bayle preceded Locke, and nothing substantial
was added to his argument until John Stuart Mill’s Liberty, a
century and three-quarters later.?

Bayle, the son of a Protestant minister, had been converted to
Catholicism, reconverted to Protestantism, and finally become
equally doubtful of all religions. Finding the condition of a
relapsed heretic a dangerous one in most countries, he settled
in Rotterdam, where he became Professor of Philosophy in
1681. In 1684 he began his Nowvelles de la République de
Lettres, one of the earliest critical periodicals. The revocation
of the Edict of Nantes directly affected him: in 1685 his
brother died a victim to the persecution of Louis. His constant
advocacy of free-thought in the Républigue de Lettres was
supplemented by his Ce gue cest la France toute Catholique,
his Commentaire philosophigue and his Dictionnaire historique et
critigue. His arguments, however, were scarcely more pleasing
to the Huguenots than to their Catholic persecutors. For
toleration with Bayle meant the right to err and the duty to
doubt, not the permission to believe in the Reformed Church
and the duty to reciprocate persecution if the opportunity arose.
From the beginning his works were attacked by Protestants as
well as burned by Catholics, and in 1693 he lost the Chair of

1 Biblical criticism, beginning in England about the same time, was greatly
aided by Bayle’s contemporary, Richard Simon ; like Malebranche, he argued
that miracles should be tested by the ordinary rules of evidence and thought it
unlikely that God would break His own eternal laws.

2 Locke’s Essay on Toleration appeared in 1689 and Bayle’s Commentaire
philosophigue in 1686,
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Philosophy through Protestant animosity. But he continued to
write, and his Dictionnaire, a unique compilation of improper
information, appeared four years later.

Bayle’s work was the application of Cartesian principles to
every branch of thought ; he began, like Descartes, by ridding
himself of current prejudices, but, unlike Descartes, he pressed
on to the most dangerous conclusions. There were, he said,!
three main rules to observe. The first was not to attack your
opponents until you had made sure of your facts. He had
frequent opportunity of illustrating the dangers of forgetting
this principle at the expense of his opponents. The second
was to realize that *‘ proofs of feeling conclude nothing’:
if your object is to discover what is true, passion should be
banished from discussion. The reason why Bayle’s influence
was so lasting, and also so unobtrusive, was because he obeyed
this maxim and left the enjoyable task of turning his facts
and arguments into diatribes to his successors. The third rule
was that nothing should be accepted without evidence which
amounted to proof. Nothing should be taken for granted,
nothing considered too sacred or too obvious to be examined.
Thus Bayle’s own task was, above all, to submit the whole
scheme of ideas, assumptions and dogmas to an equal and un-
ceremonious examination : all the certainties of society became
doubts when he handled them, all the authorities seemed foolish
dogmatists, and the fundamental truths resolved themselves into
myths and fairy stories, invented to amuse or terrify children
and save their parents the trouble of more rational discipline.

If Bayle is not always a sound critic it is not for lack of
digging to the roots and discovering flaws that others missed.
His weakness was that in the natural enjoyment of scandalizing
the orthodox and putting the solemn to ridicule he lost his
sense of proportion. He has rightly been considered diffuse,
and criticized for writing page after page about obscure and
trivial thinkers to the neglect of the more significant and
profound. His eighteenth-century followers certainly inherited
these characteristics as well as his habit of assuming that the

Y In his Dictionnaire, article Bellarmin.

48



THE LEVIATHAN STATE

value of an argument or doctrine is altogether destroyed by
the discovery that its logical foundation is weak. But in fact
his method was admirable for its purpose. Men must laugh
before they can think, discover their ignorance before they can
doubt, doubt before they can know what is true. Nothing
could be more effective for the production of laughter, thought
and doubt than Bayle’s method of carefully stating an orthodox
view in such a way that the least critical could not miss its
absurdity. His irreverent comment upon everything—sacred,
profane, remote and familiar alike—had a similar effect. His
readers, led to smile at the follies of their ancestors in one
sentence, discovered in the next similar peculiarities in their
own generation ; they were astonished to find that the doctrines
of Christianity were often similar to those of pagan religions,
and that Nero’s reasons for persecuting the Saints were those
advanced by Louis the Great. Bayle, as Madame de Lambert
suggested in 1715, did more than any other to ‘‘ shake the
yoke of authority and opinion.” Voltaire’s judgment was
similar. “He sets forth things with such an odious fidelity,
and places the argument on both sides before our eyes with
so mean an impartiality and is so intolerably intelligible that
he puts even those of the most meagre understanding in a
position to judge and even to doubt what is told them.”

The idea of toleration has found support from various
sources. Humanitarian feeling, political common sense, a belief
in the ultimate rights of the individual conscience, a trust in
reason and a scepticism about its possibilities—all these have
been its ingredients. In Bayle we find them united. No doubt
it is logically possible to hold with John Stuart Mill that the
truth is always the gainer by the statement of falsehood. But
those who have believed their own doctrine eternally true
have seldom been willing to risk the perdition of their friends
by permitting the advocacy of heresy. Historically speaking,
scepticism has been the forerunner of a genuinely tolerant
spirit. The Protestant’s respect for conscience, the horror of
cruelty, the sensible statesmanship of the Po/itiques, confidence
in the methods of reason, whether in the medizval theologian
or the scientist who took his place—all these have failed on
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occasion to guard the freedom of thought which they have
generally promoted. Unless there is an element of scepticism,
unless, like Montaigne and Benjamin Franklin, men “‘ doubt
a little of their own infallibility ” they may always become
persecutors ; the exceptional moment comes when ‘they can
be persuaded that it is sometimes cruel to be kind, that
it is expedient that one man should die for the people or
that conscience is wrong-headed. Even the apostles of reason
have occasionally been intolerant in moments of enthusiastic
certainty.

Bayle’s argument is singularly complete. Few have more
eloquently condemned the political folly of sacrificing the
reality of national harmony for the dream of religious unity,
or more forcibly pointed to the cruelty of persecution and the
contradiction it involved between the teaching of Christ and
the actions of those who called themselves Christians. What
could be more ridiculous or unworthy than to take a single
phrase, ‘‘ Compel them to come in,” which occurs in one of
Christ’s parables as a pressing invitation to dinner, as an excuse
for compelling men to enter a Church whose doctrines they
did not share? To compel conscience was in itself a crime
and an absurdity. Persecution might compel people to be
hypocrites, but conscience remained its own master by its very
nature. * To compel them to come in means to ravage, hang, kill,
devastate till the individual dare not refuse to join so kindly
and true a religion.” What indeed could be less likely to con-
vince either Protestants or pagans of the truth of Christianity
than the cruelty, the quarrels, the unfaithfulness to their own
Master, displayed by the Catholics? Hell, he remarked, must
certainly contain many Catholics or its tortures would be in-
complete. But Protestants were almost as bad. Nero persecut-
ing Christians, Calvin burning Servetus and Louis murdering his
subjects were all guilty of the same folly and the same crime.
In his *Dialogue between a Burgomaster of Rotterdam and
Jurieu,” the latter is made to suggest that such unbelievers
as Bayle should be silenced. ‘““Do you consider the conse-
quences of what you demand? ” asks the Burgomaster. “You
are asking for an Inquisition.”” “I abhor the Inquisition,” says
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Jurieu. “Yes, the Popish one. But do you disclaim an Inquisition
of your own or an Inquisition on behalf of your own religion ?
We are not lukewarm. We act upon the principle of Christianity
by tolerating all religions and by not suffering any Christian to
hurt any other.”” After all, Bayle asks, *is it not true that to
fight errors with blows is the same absurdity as to fight against
fortresses with speeches and syllogisms? ”’

Three basic propositions support Bayle’s plea for toleration.
First, that all religious and philosophic conclusions are at best
doubtful. Second, since morality is not dependent upon any
brand of religion, we should take cognizance of men’s be-
haviour, not of their nominal creed. Thirdly, Bayle held that
spiritual coercion was always unwise and unjust, since God
has given men an intuitive knowledge of His moral law and left
it to their individual interpretation : men do not apprehend it
perfectly, but it appears in some form or other in all societies,
and it is frequently in active conflict with the orthodox and
accepted codes which religious systems attempt to enforce.

In the first place, every religion is doubtful since there is in-
sufficient evidence of any doctrines of sin, grace or immortality.
Any doctrines not founded on verified evidence can have but a
tinsel authority, *“ fragile as glass.” In view of this uncertainty,
any coercion of opinion was an unmitigated evil. The truth, if
it could be found, could be discovered enly by the free play
of reason and science. In any case, it was none of the State’s
business. Bayle anticipated Locke in his purely secular view
of the State. The Reformation had given birth to kings who
put the material interests of their country before its religious
orthodoxy. Henry IV. had consummated the political unity of
France at the expense of a measure of toleration: Richelieu
and Mazarin had conducted a foreign and domestic policy
dictated solely by secular considerations. But Louis had re-
turned to medievalism and placed religious uniformity above
national interest. The result was a definite enunciation of the
doctrine that State policy has nothing to do with religion. The
State should take no notice of opinion as such : its duty is to
safeguard individual rights, and to consider religious questions
only if they threaten public safety.
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In the second place, Bayle pointed out that a man’s sect or
creed was not an index to his behaviour. Christianity was a
religion of meekness, and to fight was incompatible with the
teaching of the Gospel: yet Christians made good soldiers,
persecuted heretics and even fought crusades in the name of
the Prince of Peace. Mohammedans, on the other hand, were
taught the duty of persecution, but were often tolerant. The
Church had strict views about sexual morality, but Christians
were not specially continent, and many courtesans were amongst
the most orthodox Catholics. Atheists, who believed in no super-
natural sanctions, often lived the most correct lives. Moralists
like Bossuet and Father Rapin had declared that a decline
in morals must accompany a decline in faith. The evidence,
Bayle thought, pointed in the opposite direction. The manners
of society had little or nothing to do with religion, and the
chances were that a society of atheists would be as moral as a
society of Catholics or other idolaters.

Finally, Bayle’s Protestant faith in his own conscience and
his study of various religions made him oppose every kind of
spiritual coercion. In all religions there were certain universal
elements, the teaching of ‘‘natural reason” : in all men there
was a capacity for distinguishing between good and evil,
‘“a certain persuasion in the soul.” And the natural reason
and conscience of men, the supreme tribunal, were frequently
in opposition to the doctrines and commands of states and
churches. Reason suggests that there is 2 God who created the
world and it everywhere approves of the morality taught in the
New Testament and in the sayings of Buddha and Confucius.
But it also establishes certain axioms: it is impossible to believe
such contradictions as that a part is greater than the whole or
that a good God establishes a natural order and then interferes
to reward some individuals with temporal happiness and to
punish others with an eternity of torment. Bossuet had noticed
that the free-thinkers had found their strongest argument in
the apparently arbitrary distribution of earthly pains and
pleasures. In Bayle’s view this inequality was neither arbitrary
nor Providential. There was no relationship between sin and
suffering, unless sin were interpreted as neglect of the teaching
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of nature. Why, asked Bayle, should a man’s misconduct be
paid for in ill-health unless he acted in such a way as to damage
his body? A stone breaks a piece of glass when it strikes it:
the glass remains whole if the stone misses it. We must accept
the natural order as it is and not expect God to interfere. The
conception of Providence is absurd. The world is in many
respects obviously bad: it follows either that God does not
interfere with it or that He is not good. How can we reconcile
the conception of a good God with our human experience ?
“Would a perfect Being amuse Himself with raising a creature
to the highest point of glory in order to cast him down again to
the lowest degree of ignominy? Would this not be the action
of a child who has scarcely built a card-house before it knocks
it over?” Is God really to be conceived of as a Father who
showers favours upon men and then, when they enjoy them in
their own way, punishes them for insolence as an example and
a lesson to others? If so, God’s method of instruction is a
singularly inefficient one: for ‘“the utility of these examples
is not noticcable: every generation up to this one has needed
this lesson, and there is no sign that the generations to come
will be more free from such vicissitudes than earlier ones.” 1
While Bayle was advancing the arguments for natural religion
in Holland, English churchmen were approaching the same
position with more cautious steps.2 Bayle’s criticisms of the
Church, his plea for free-thought and his individualist philosophy
passed on into the main stream of eighteenth-century thought.
His politics, however, were less advanced than his religious
views. He believed in the ““natural reason ” of the average man
but not much in his natural intelligence. He combined a tremen-
dous faith in men’s right to their own opinions with a consistent
scepticism about their ability to improve their social and political
organization. He declared that the evil of absolutism was its
tendency to inflict wars upon mankind, but even so he thought
a strong government better than a weak one. For the most part
he concerned himself with religion and free-thought: he left

1 Dictionnaire, article Lucréce.

2 Vide infra, pp. 123 ff.
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the solution of economic and pelitical problems to others who
were less sceptical of the possibility of social improvement.

4. REFORM-—-Ff.NELON, SAINT-PIERRE, VAUBAN AND THE
ECONOMISTS

During Louis’ reign the stringency of official censorship and
the mystical prestige of the monarchy made open political
criticism rare and dangerous. But as his wars became more
predatory and less successful, as the burden of debt increased
and taxation became correspondingly oppressive, as the stagna-
tion of trade and the misery of the peasants grew less easy to
ignore, grumbling began in all articulate classes of society.
The military policy of Louvois excited anger everywhere, and
though Louis was seldom directly attacked he was warned
that a king has moral responsibility towards his people. The
great preachers thunderecf against the iniquity of the Court,
and dared to tell the exalted that God imposed obligations
upon those to whom He gave power and opportunity. Massillon,
Bourdaloue and Bossuet were not afraid to remind aristocratic
audiences that Christ had thought it diffcult for the rich to
enter the kingdom of heaven, where the last would be first and
the first last. Did not Christ cry, ‘““Woe to the rich !’ and offer
eternal blessedness to Lazarus? * Oh, ye poor,” Bossuet cried,
in his sermon upon the dignity of poverty, ‘ how rich you are!
But oh, ye rich, how poor you are! . .. If you do not carry the
burdens of the poor, yours will crush you, the weight of your
ill-spent wealth will carry you into the pit; but if you share
with the poor the burden of their poverty, taking part in their
misery, you will deserve altogether to share in their privileges.” .
It is not enough, he declared, ‘“ to open the eyes of the flesh
upon the poor, it is necessary to consider them with the eyes
of the intellect. Blessed is he who understands. The man who
truly understands the mystery of charity is the one who considers
the poor as the first children of the Church: who, honouring
their position, thinks himself obliged to serve them : who only
hopes to share in the blessings of the Church by means of charity
and brotherly intercourse.” He calls upon Louis to taste the
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joys of a *“truly royal pleasure "’ by assuaging the sufferings
of the poor. But the world is not regenerated in court chapels.
The beggars who daily waited outside the chapel at Versailles,
or on the steps at St Sulpice, may have fed better because of
Bossuet’s eloquence, but the peasant still paid away eighty
per cent. of his livelihood to his king and his lord.?

In the later part of Louis’ reign there were individual thinkers
and political groups inside the kingdom bold enough to criticize
the policy of the government and to suggest projects of reform.
Their criticism and their suggestions followed two main lines :
first, they deplored the degradation of the ancient Constitution
of France and demanded that *‘ the Orders " once again should
share in government; second, they began to question the
necessity of France’s economic misery, to call attention to the
evils of Louis’ aggressive wars and to demand the reform of
the whole system of excessive and arbitrary taxation.

The most influential of the reformers was Fénelon. His
controversy with Bossuet, his plain speaking to the King, his
championship of the shrill Quietism of Madame Guyon, brought
him into disgrace, and his later years were spent as Archbishop
of Cambrai and not, as he and his supporters had expected, as
Archbishop of Paris. Before his exile, as tutor to the young
Duke of Burgundy and later as adviser to the Opposition group
whose hopes for France were centred in the Duke, Fénelon made
numerous suggestions for the better government of France.
His Fables, his Dialogues des Morts, his Examen de Conscience
pour un Roi and Télémaque were written primarily for the Duke’s
instruction. All of them contained indirect political criticism,
while Télémaque began the fashion of combining travellers’
stories with Utopia-building.? The young Prince Télémaque,
under the guidance of Mentor, visits one kingdom after
another, discovers the principles of good government and finally
establishes them in perfect form at Salente. Télémaque sees
countries where all land is held in common, where the simple
life has never been banished by tyranny, where war is unknown

1 Bourdaloue’s warnings to the rich were equally emphatic, vide his sermons,
“Sur la restitution ” and “ Sur la richesse.”

2 For the influence of Té/émague, vide Cherel, Fénelon au XVIII Sidcle.
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and men’s instinctive happiness finds natural opportunity without
conventional restraint. In Salente itsélf the Plitonic State is to
be realized : each class does its appropriate work in harmony
with the others, the children are educated and trained by the
State for their special occupations, and all property is utilized
for the public good, allotted in accordance with the needs of
each class, and never engrossed or alienated in the interests of
individuals.

Fénelon’s criticism became more direct. Though he doubted
the sacred character of the monarchy no more than Bossuet
himself, he was far bolder in reminding the King of his duty
to God and his subjects. The fundamental laws anciently
observed in France could never lose their authority! In a
letter possibly meant for the King’s eyes? Fénelon complained
that during the last thirty years the principal Ministers of
State had ‘* overturned all the ancient maxims of State ”’: *“ Ox
n'a plus parlé de I'Etat ni des régles: on n’a parlé que du Roi
et de son bon plaisir. On a poussé vos revenus et vos dépenses
d Dinfini. On wvous a élevé jusqu'au ciel, pour avoir effacé,
disait-on, la grandeur de tous vos prédécesseurs ensemble, c’est-
a-dire pour avoir approuvé la France entiére, afin d’introduire
a la cour un luxe monstrueux et incurable. Ils ont voulu wvous
élever sur les ruines de toutes les conditions de I’Etat, comme si
Vous pouviez Emre grand en ruinant tous vos sujets, sur qui potre
grandeur est fondée”” In 1710 Fénelon even declared that,
if he could judge by observation of his own diocese, the first
shock would break down the worn-out machine: the soldiers
were unpaid and uncared for; it was surprising that they
did not mutiny; the intendants and their tax-collectors
were everywhere swindling and ravaging the people; bank-
ruptcy would result if peace were not made. Taxation, ke
suggested, should be certain, not arbitrary : it was wrong to
collect money in order to “uphold claims which did not interest
the King’s subjects, who would not be any the happier for an

1 Zide more especially his Examen de Conscience pour un Roi (1734),
his Plans de Gouvernement (1711), and Mémoires sur la Guerre de Succession
d’Espagne (1710).

2 Remontrances & Lowis XIV. (about 1694),
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added province.” Finally he wrote to the King: *“ You love
only your own glory and convenience. You bring everything
back to yourself, as if you were the God of the Earth and all
the rest were only created to be sacrificed for you. It is on
the contrary you whom God has put into the world for your
people.”’ !

These were the evils of despotism. What was the remedy?
To revive the ancient Constitution of France, to persuade the
King to respect the fundamental laws and listen to the advice
of the Estates. Formerly the King had not collected taxes on
his sole authority. The representatives of the nation granted
him funds for his extraordinary needs. In each area a local
assembly should once again assess the taxes and in each
province deputies from all three Orders should proportion the
levies in accordance with the wealth of the district and super-
vise their collection. lutendants would then be superfluous
and, with just administration by the deputies, taxation would
become so much more profitable that the gabe//e and other
extraordinary taxes would become unnecessary. Above all,
every three years the States-General, representing the Church,
the Noblesse and the Third Estate, would be called for a session
of indefinite length, would advise in matters of taxation, peace
and war, and remedy and prevent abuses by keeping watch over
seigneurs who oppressed the people-or allowed their territory to
go out of cultivation.

In all this Fénelon had in mind the ruined peasantry of
France. But when he goes on to consider his administrative
proposals in detail it is clear that his main concern was to
restore the influence of the aristocracy. The old nobility and
the Opposition group which gathered round the Duke of
Burgundy during the later part of Louis’ reign no doubt
objected to the system of government because it was bad, but
they objected still more because, as the Comte de Boulain-
villiers put it, under Louis all Orders were * equally crushed,
destroyed and annihilated.” > Nobles like Saint-Simon resented
the power of bourgeois administrators, and welcomed Fénelon’s

1 Remontrances ¢ Louis X1V, sur divers points de son Administration, 1694.
2 Quoted. Sée, 0p. cit., p. 272.
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proposal to reduce the King’s secretaries from two hundred and
eighty to forty and to establish’ atistoctatic councils to share in
the task of government.

To weaken the bureaucracy and to strengthen the power of
the ancient noblesse were reforms which the outraged aristocracy
could grasp. Nor were they averse from the historical doctrine
of Boulainvilliers,! who declared despotism an evil innovation,
individual rights sacred and raison d’érat a screen for the
individual ambition of the King. But his economic proposals
were less pleasing to the aristocracy. He criticized the whole
system of taxation, denounced the gadelle especially, proposed
to redeem the national debt—mainly at the expense of the
upper classes—and to establish a system of taxation in which
the national expenditure should be met, at least in part, by the
rich as well as by the poor.

‘Two contemporaries of Boulainvilliers were also remarkable
as economists : Vauban, the military engineer, was a statistician
and a practical critic; Boisguillebert was more original, and
may indeed be considered the earliest of the Physiocrats.
Vauban’s approach to economics arose from his direct experi-
ence of the provinces, whose resources it was his business to
know and utilize. A tenth of the population, he calculated, was
reduced to beggary, half of it was on the border-line of
starvation and only a tenth could be accounted comfortable.
The existing system of taxation was the central evil. In spite
of Colbert’s reforms in the methods of collection, at least
a quarter of the ille collected never reached the Treasury,
while the customs duties and extraordinary aides crushed
the peasantry and fed only an idle aristocracy. The general
* capitation ’ levy of 1694 offered the example of a more
equitable system. Vauban suggested that at the end of the war

1 Vide Boulainvilliers’ Lettres sur les anciens Parlements de Framce que
Don nomine Etats Généraux, Etat de la Franmce, Histoire de I'ancien Gouverne-
ment de [a France, and Essais sur la Noblesse de France, which are caréful
historical studies in which he maintains the thesis that the conquering Franks
were the ancestors of the existing mobiesse, and that the King, being really
elected by the aristocracy, had no right to legislate by edict or to govern
without the support of the Estates.
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a single tax should be made on all property. For this purpose
there should be a complete census of the population and of
wealth. Having himself made a survey of the agricultural
produce, real estate, industrial profits and luxury trades in
the districts of Rouen and Vézelay, Vauban was able to explain
his plan in detail. He argued that the adoption of his system
without fear or favour would make the King solvent and restore
national prosperity. Great fortunes would be less conspicuous,
but so would poverty. Financiers, tax-farmers, lawyers, clergy
and aristocracy would of course resist, but the vast mass of the
poor, whose “ only possessions were their limbs,” whose labour
enriched the community which made them so little return,
would joyfully support the monarch against the forces of
privilege.

Vauban’s imagination did not go further. He remained in
general an orthodox follower of Colbert, accepting the mercan-
tilist view that the prosperity of France could best be attained
at the expense of other nations. Inside France there should be
free trade; famines would then cease and free interchange of
produce at home would create national strength.!

As a theorist Boisguillebert was far in advance of Vauban.?
A forerunner of the Physiocrats and of Adam Smith, it seemed
to him that just as there are laws in the physical world so there
must be laws in the social world,’ If we want our water pure
we arrange for it to circulate: in the same way, if we want to
keep our economic system from stagnation we must arrange
for a natural flow of goods. In his dissertation on the nature
of riches he goes to the heart of the matter. * Nature estab-
blishes an equal need of buying and selling in all kinds of
traffic, so that the single desire of profit may be the soul of
all sales, as much in the seller as in the buyer, and it is in aid

1 Vauban regarded imports of luxuries as “ useless and very harmful”; all
importation of manufactured goods caused money to flow from the country,
and should be prohibited.

2 He also differed from Vauban on financial reform. Equal collection of
the faille was his remedy. “The only way,” he wrote, “to avoid ruin is to
suppress privilege, and make powerful persons contribute to the taxes, as they
do in England.”
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of this equilibrium, or this balance, that both are cqual]y com-
pelled to understand reason and to submit to it.” According
to this law, Boisguillebert believed that there is a fundamental
agreement of interests in society: *If the rich understood
their interests, they would entirely exempt the poor from taxa-
tion. Moreover, it is not only inside any particular nation that
there is this harmony of interests. States do not grow rich by
making their neighbours poor. Riches consist in the supply of
wants. Money is only a means of exchange and is intrinsic-
ally worthless. A country may be rich without much money
and the country which has only money very wretched, if it
finds it difficult to exchange it for goods.” Wealth, therefore,
depends on exchange, and money is useful only in so far as it
facilitates exchange. If we are to be rich, money must circulate
quickly, and not only among a few but among the whole
population. If there were no hindrances to the process of
exchange there would be no poverty.

Freedom of exchange should be international. If corn were
allowed to circulate freely, not only in France but also between
nations, French agriculture would gain, not lose. The result
would not be famine, as some feared, but plenty. Agriculturists
would produce more than enough for French needs, and if on
some occasion there was scarcity in France, as a result of ex-
cessive exportation or failure of harvest, foreign corn would be
imported in response to the new demand.

Boisguillebert was not always consistent in his belief in
freedom, but his philosophy opens a new era in economics.
The Liberal theory of the harmony of natural interests, with
its logical deduction of /aissez-faire, is implicit in his writing.
Nature, as the Physiocrats were later to explain in detail, was
man’s Providence, not his enemy. To adjust our ways to hers
is to be reasonable. Boisguillebert was the first economist to
hold the optimistic view that the interests of man and Nature
are identical. It followed that nations should co-operate, not
contest : they should work with natural tendencies, not against
them. The only beneficial legislation is that which enables men
more freely to enjoy the wealth that Nature offers them. To
do this they must study her ways, and realize that * neither

6o



THE LEVIATHAN STATE

authority nor favour releases anyone from the duty of obeying
the laws of justice and reason.”

Boisguillebert died in 1714 without any heed from the Govern-
ment or the public. Louis defeated his critics by outliving them.
Only one, the Abbé de Saint-Pierre, survived to continue his
self-imposed task of finding remedies for every evil in the State.
The Abbé, indeed, was the most industrious, the most honest
and fearless, as well as the most prolix, writer of his age. Yet
the French Academy regarded his critical spirit with smiling
tolerance for twenty-four years, and it was not until 1718 that
it decided upon his exclusion. Indeed Saint-Pierre’s countless

rojects seemed to be of the kind which may easily be neglected.

here was no tinge of democracy in his proposals. Even the
“ Polysynodies ”’ were only Councils of the kind suggested by
Fénelon, composed of the noblesse and the magistrates. But
his Projet pour perfectionner le Gouvernement des Etats contained
at least one significant idea. He thought that there might be a
“science of government.” Boulainvilliers, who had also used
the phrase,! was almost exclusively concerned with a science of
wealth, and Vauban, who had understood the value of statistics,
had imagined a government which would regulate its financial
system scientifically. Saint-Pierre, however, applied the idea
to government as a whole, and suggested the foundation of a
Political Academy, consisting of forty experts, to advise and
co-operate with the monarchy.

Saint-Pierre was not content to assume that even an en-
lightened and scientific administration would govern well unless
it had clear principles to guide it. He was perhaps the first
systematic Utilitarian.2 He stated the principle of utility with a
precision equal to Bentham’s. ‘' The value,” he wrote, ‘‘ of a book,
of a regulation, of an institution, or of any public work is propor-
tioned to the number and grandeur of the actual pleasures which
it procures and of the future pleasures which it is calculated
to procure for the greatest number of men.” If he anticipated
the principle of which Helvétius and Bentham are usually

! Boulainvilliers, Ezats de /a France (Preface).
% Vide G. Lowes Dickinson’s introduction to Miss Nuttall’s translation of
Saint-Pierre’s Perpetual Peace.
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believed to be the inventors, he was even more advanced in
the application he made of “ the greatest-happiness principle.”
Writing before the industrial revolution had predisposed men to
laissez-faire, he tended to over-estimate rather than to minimize
the part which the State could play in promoting happiness.
His aim was to transform the irresponsible bureaucracy of
Louis XIV. into an efficient and benevolent system of State
socialism. He proposed that the poor should be supported by
the rich and that public money should be used to promote social
welfare : taxation of wealth should provide for free education,
highways and canals, a central postal service and public works
of all kinds.

In his belief that men were perfectible, and that good laws
based upon a scientific understanding of natural principles
would be sufficient to remedy all social evils, Saint-Pierre stood
alone in his generation, and anticipated both the utilitarianism
and the optimistic radicalism of Condorcet and the later
Encyclopadists. His contemporaries thought him a harmless
oddity. But the succecding generation admitted their debt to
Saint-Pierre. His deliberate and conscious utilitarianism, his
complete Erastianism, and his near approach to an historical
and philosophical doctrine of progress all directly influenced
the philosophes. Of his writings, his Project for Perpetual Peace,
edited and indeed rewritten by Rousseau, has alone survived to
be read and discussed two centuries later.

In 1712 Europe was preparing for the Treaty of Utrecht,
and the Abbé de Saint-Pierre, who was present at the Congress,
hoped that the long war might end in something more than the
usual armed peace. The famous proposal attributed by Sully to
Henry IV. provided a basis for Saint-Pierre’s project. It finally
appeared in two immense volumes, which few were likely to
read and which no statesman would have dreamed of taking
seriously. To outlaw war by a League of Nations, each pledged
to support the others in the event of any member-state proving
aggressive, certainly seemed chimerical.

There were others, more eloquent but less ceaselessly con-

1 Vide infra, Chapter X.
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structive than the Abbé, who expressed the common hatred of
war and the revolt against the futile waste of Louis’ policy.
Fénelon wrote: ‘“ There never was a war, even a successful
war, which did not cause more harm than good to the State:
we have only to consider how many families it ruins, how many
men it kills, how it lays waste and depopulates all countries
and how it authorizes licence.” Twenty years earlier he had
told Louis that his * subjects were dying of hunger ; the culti-
vation of the soil is practically abandoned, all business is at
a standstill, commerce is entirely ruined. France has become a
huge hospital. The magistrates are discredited and harassed.
. . . You alone have brought all this trouble upon yourself
for, the whole kingdom having been ruined, you now hold
everything in your own hands, and no one can so much as live
save by your bounty.”” 1

The death of the King in 17715 was the signal for an outbreak of
rejoicing, in which, as Saint-Simon remarked, most of his subjects
except the valets of his household shared. The great barrier was
down, and, though the letter of the law might remain as repressive
as ever, the superstitious awe which made its strict administra-
tion possible was immediately diminished. Under Louis there
had been groups of malcontents : "each group was destined to
expand and play its part in the spectacular overthrow of the
Leviathan. First there was the remnant of the frondeurs, nobles
who had set their hopes upon the Duke of Burgundy and
looked forward to reasserting the political rights of their
order. The bourgeoisie, too, hated both the Jesuits and arbitrary
government, and took the part of the Jansenists and the Gallican

1 Vide also Massillon’s sermons against war, upon which Voltaire com-
mented in the Dic. Phil., art. Guerre. Amongst thousands of sermons upon
theological absurdities and trivial religious observances “ there are three or
four at most, by a Frenchman named Massillon, which an honest man can
read without disgust . . . you will at least find two where the orator dares
say some words against this plague and crime of war which includes all plagues
and crimes. The wretched spouters unceasingly talk against love, which is the
only consolation of humanity and the only way of improving it: they say
nothing of the abominable efforts we make to destroy it.”
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Parlements. The libertins had grown bolder during the reign and
had even begun to turn their ironical attention to government
as well as to religion. The ruined peasantry could not speak
for themselves, but the degradation of French agriculture and
the helpless misery of the bulk of Louis’ subjects had already
made a few intelligent men aware of new aspects of the economic
problem, and aroused humanitarians to bitter criticism and
imaginative speculation,

From these social divisions, first clearly marked under
Louis XIV., arose the three main conceptions of government
which were to struggle for acceptance in the eighteenth
century., An absolute monarchy in alliance with an absolute
Church, claiming divine origin and divine sanction, admitted
no corporate or individual rights except those which it had itself
bestowed, and repudiated every practical as well as theoretical
limitation of its authority. To check this new and irresponsible
sovereignty, dating only from the Renajssance, conservatism
sought to restore the ancient French Constitution. Louis was
reminded of his obligations to his people, of the rights of the
Estates, the contractual nature of his kingship and the funda-
mental law of France, itself an expression of an underlying law
of nature. A third philosophy was taking shape, opposed both
to the revival of feudalism, and to the arbitrary development of
the Renaissance monarchy.

The new philosophy, most conveniently called Liberalism, was
concerned above all with the preservation of individual rights.
It set men on a legal equality in opposition to feudalism, which
grouped them in social strata. It challenged the right of the
monarch to govern except in the interests of his subjects;
it defended their rights both by an appeal to natural law and
upon grounds of utility, It could ally itself for the time with
the monarchy against feudalism, and with feudalism against the
monarchy. On the one hand, it made use of the conception
of contract, which was implicit in feudalism and as old as Stoic
philosophy, to attack despotism ; on the other, it looked to the
monarchy as the one power strong enough to oppose the Church
and to abolish the system of privilege which was all that re-
mained of the corporate life of the Middle Ages. In the light
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of historical analysis it is now clear that of the three conceptions
the feudal was, in any case, doomed ; it was opposed to the
whole trend of economic and psychological development. An
absolute Church and an absolute monarch could not long
maintain their’ position when the bourgeoisie became educated
and rich, and the peasantry conscious of its degradation. The
triumph of the Liberal concefption of society may seem to have
been unavoidable. But the form which that philosophy took
was the result of actual events and the work of particular
individuals in the eighteenth century.
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CHAPTER III
THE FAILURE OF THE ANCIEN REGIME

I. THE INFLUENCE OF THE PHILOSOPHES

¢¢La muladresse du son gouvernement a précipité cette révolution, la philosophie en a
dirigé les principes, la force populaire a détruit les obstacles qui pouvaient arréter les
mouvements " (Condorcet, Esquisse d’un tableau historigue .., gth epoch).

¢« Under Louis XIV. oune dared not say anything; under Louis XV. one spoke low ;
under your Majesty one speaks aloud ” (Marshal Richelieu to Louis XVI.).
THE controversy about the part played by philosophy in pro-
ducing the French Revolution began with the Revolution itself,
still continues, and is not likely to end so long as there are
historians and philosophers to discuss it. For the Revolution
is the chosen battle-ground of the idealists and materialists in
history. Is the French Revolution-—and by implication any
similar historical event—to be explained by economic changes
over which individuals have little control or by the influence of
ideas which moved men to dissatisfaction with their institutions?
Put thus baldly, both extreme views are a little absurd. It is
impossible to deny that ideas have influence. Karl Marx himself
admitted their importance and his followers assume that their
own ideas at least have effects. On the other hand, it seems
scarcely worth while to refute those idealists who speak as if
ideas were controlling factors in history apart from the economic
and social circumstances in which they work. But we do not
escape the problem by pointing out that both factors are always
present and that the same forces are of varying importance in
different periods of history. This is the beginning, not the end
of an inquiry. The problem is to find the relationship between
numerous factors, roughly and unsatisfactorily classified as
economic and psychological. During the Revolution itself the
two points of view were explicitly stated by Mallet du Pan
and Mounier. The writers of the Catholic reaction, de Maistre
and Bonald, naturally felt, like Professor Babbitt! in America
to-day, that when the world goes wrong someone must be
to blame. They therefore decided that Rousseau, Voltaire and

v Pide Irving Babbitt, Reussean and Romanticism.
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the Encyclopedists were responsible for the destruction of
the ancien régime. Later the same thesis was majestically and
paradoxically expounded by Taine. He described France as
a healthy individual who fell upon the ground foaming at the
mouth after drinking a cup of poison. The poison, in his
view, was the philosophic doctrine. Having thus attributed the
Revolution to the philosophes, he proceeded with incomparable
skill and with great erudition to show that no part of the
French Constitution was in fact healthy. The real difficulty
was to explain how such outworn institutions contrived to last
so long.!

Taine’s researches have always provided ammunition for his
adversaries. The most forcible exponent of the opposite doctrine
was Rocquain, who argued that the Revolution arose out of the
struggle between King and Parlements rather than out of any
abstract ideas.2 Aubertin sustained a thesis similar to Rocquain’s
in an elaborate study of the memoir-writers of the century.®
M. Champion supported the view that the Philosophic doctrine
was unimportant by demonstrating that the caliers of 1789 were
almost wholly confined to a statement of economic grievances
and were for the most part unconcerned with any abstract ideas.
M. Faguet greeted M. Champion’s researches with enthusiasm,
showed that the so-called revolutionary philosophy was at least
as.old as Bayle and, for the most part, much older ; that the
philosophes themselves did not want and would not have liked
revolution, being in general enthusiastic and loyal monarchists,
and that the Revolution was therefore the outcome, not of ideas,
but of a breakdown in government.?

Under M. Lanson’s guidance, however, a more just appre-
ciation of the pAilosophes came into fashion, and M. Roustan’s
Philosophes et la Société frampaise marked another turn of

Y Taine, Les Origines de la France contemporaine, i. (1876-1894) ; cp. also
Morley’s review of Taine in Miscellanies.

2 Rocquain, L’Esprit révelutionnaire apant la Révolution, 1878,

3 Aubertin, L’Esprit publie au XVIII¢ Siécle, 1872.

4 Champion, Esprit de la Révolution francaise (1887), La France d'aprés les
Caliers de 1789.

5 Faguet, Questions politigues.
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the tide! M. Roustan made two.instructive mistakes in his
brilliant analysis. In the first place, when championing the
philosophes he sometimes