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ABSTRACT
This dissertation examins the battle between church and state at the UnofdPsitis,
1879-1884. Jules Ferry, the Minister of Public Instruction for the French Third
Republic,wished to secularize education in France during his tenure in this position.
Henri Maret,the Dean of the Theology Faculty at the Sorbonne, sought to prevent this.
This dissertation examines the ensuing conflict between Ferry and Mangtyath an
analysis of the strategies and rationalle uitlized by each. This pedtleced ongoing
ramifications for larger church and state issues, not only in France, but throughout

Europe.
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Introduction

Efforts to craft a modern, democratic secular state ignited contentithies loa
the early years of France’s Third Republic, established on September 4, 1870. In no
arena of government action did these struggles become more severe than iareducat
Although the French Revolution had cut many of the ties that bound the state and the
Catholic Church to one another, in the domain of education church and state remained
institutionally commingled throughout much of the nineteenth century. Furthermore,
Catholic clerics—priests along with male and female members oioggigrders—
continued to do much of the teaching, in primary, secondary, and even in certain domains
of higher education.

Republican leaders of the Third Republic sought to address this historical
circumstance by imposing a standardad€ité. For themJaicité meant two things:
removing any state-supported preference for one religion over another fianthdsrict
boundaries between the public and private spheres. The public sphere would be governed
by the state, while the influence of religion was to be confined to the private Ste
effort received legal stature with the passing of laws initiated by thister of Public
Education and Cults, Jules Ferry — known ad#rey Laws With these laws passed
between 1879-1885, Ferry sought to wrest control over education from the Church and

hand it to the developing French Republican state.

! Here I use the definition dfaicité provided by Catherine Kintzler iQu’est-ce que la Laicité(Paris:
Vrin, 2007), 10-11. See also Marcel Gauchst,Monde Désenchant¢Paris: Les Editions De L’Atelier,
2004), 106-120. For an understandindai€ité as it relates to the English usage of the teegularization,
see Charles TayloA Secular AgéCambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press, 2007), 209264,



After writing laws to achievéaicité in primary and secondary education, Ferry
shifted focus to higher education. His plarséaularize or transfer governance of the
University of Paris to a civil authority no longer interested in granting figndi
preferences or other social privileges to the Church had serious implicatioriationse
between church and state and for higher education in modern Erénaiso
dramatically altered the university’'s identity. The Sorbonne, establisitbd Middle
Ages, was a traditional center for theological study, and enjoyed an old atigiques
heritage of scholars and saints who hallowed its halls while providing an education that
was the envy of all Europe. Ferry’s project to implageité implied an end to the
Sorbonne’s storied theology faculty, where priests had been trained for cefturies.
transformed what had originally been a Catholic institution, albeit one supporséatdy
funds since Napoleon, into a civil or public institution where religious questions might be
studiedbut were no longaaught

Laws to eliminate the theology faculty were written in 1880, but did not go into
effect until 1884, the year that the dean of the theology faculty, Archbishop Herei,M
died. My research uncovered evidence suggesting that Maret worked tirgldbslyast
years of his life to delay the application of these laws. In the dissertatidoltbas, |
tell the story of Maret’s struggle to prevent the liquidation of the theologytyaoubrder
to deepen our understanding of the complex politidaioité in France during the 1870s
and 1880s, and to argue that Maret’s efforts had long-term consequences that have not

been widely recognized.

2 The University of Paris is also known as the Sore These two terms will be used interchangeably
throughout this work. Furthermore, the w&Hurchwill be used to denote the Catholic Church
specifically. The worahurchwill be used in a more general sense to simplgrref a corporate
understanding of any group identifying itself agi€ian.



My argument is that despite losing the battle for the theology faculty at the
Sorbonne in the end, Maret'’s efforts did prove enduring and emblematic for the future of
Catholic education in the modern West. The basis of this legacy is Maret’d tefusa
accept common assumptions held by both conservatives knavitnaasontanistsand
anticlerical liberals regarding the necessary tenor of relations betheech and state.
This made Maret’s views unique and foundational for developing new paradigms for
such relations.

The competing political camps of the Third Republic assumed that the Catholic
church and French state had antithetical goals and interests insofar asoaduas
concerned. For example, camps on the left and right assumed that religioumeducat
precluded a rigorous education in modern science. They presumed that théibadrarc
structure of authority within the church was at variance with democratic freaddm
equality. They believed that church and secularized state were, in manysgspec
competition for citizens’ loyalties. Finally, they accepted the Enlighent’s ideological
connection between secularization and moderhity.

Maret did not hold to these dichotomies. Rather, he believed that he could
harmonize forces generally presumed to be incompatible. Ultimately it wat'$1a
synthesis that would prove to be normative for Catholic education in the West, finding

fulfillment not only in the landmark documents of Pope Leo Xlll between the ykars o

3 For cross-disciplinary analysis of the Seculai@aTheory, see Steve Brudgeligion and
Modernization: Sociologists and Historians Debdie Secularization Thes{®xford: Oxford University
Press, 1992); F. Champion, “Entre laicization euarization: des rapports dans Eglise-Etat ddfisrtpe
communautaire,L.e Débat no. 77 (1993): 46-72; William H. Swatos Jr. angvit J. Christiano,
“Secularization Theory: The Course of a Concepgtiology of Religionvol. 60 no. 3, Autumn (1999):
209-228; Rodney Stark, “Secularization, R.l.iBgciology of Religionvol. 60 no. 3, Autumn (1999): 249-
273.



1884 and 1891, but also in the modern Catholic university system as a*whés
respect, Maret’s position stands out compared not only to the assumptions of Republican
political officials, but also to that of his Catholic political confreres. Hisen@erings to
prevent the secularization of the University of Paris disclose the sigeiéicad
distinctiveness of the religious and political landscape of the period.

In order to grasp the evolution of Maret’s position, it is vital to understand the
path traveled by Maret’s interlocutor and opponent Jules Ferry. Ferry begzmdes as
a left-leaning Republican, pushing vociferously for complete separation ofiCéuoaic
state. After achieving the position of Minister of Public Instruction and @Qult879,
however, he allied himself with the Opportunist bloc of the Republican wing, who did not
believe the time opportune for a strict separation between the two. This produced tensions
within the anticlerical ranks, tensions that reveal deeper conflicts whthiartticlerical
side of republicanism Ferry then initiated a series of legislative actions to end Catholic
influence in the schools. These laws, as we will see, were expressiveaot bevhd
convictions concerning the place of religion in a secular society, and, more narrowly
convictions about the institutional relationship of church and state, the potential sonflict
between faith and modern science, and the tensions between Catholic and democratic

notions of authority. Studying how these two men negotiated the political and

* For a recent treatment of Catholic social teachimgted in Pope Leo XlII's rapprochement with
modernity in hopes of re-Christianizing societyjew articulated by Henri Maret, see Joseph Holland
Modern Catholic Social Teaching: The Popes Conftbatindustrial Age 1740-1958lew York, Mahwah
New Jersey: Paulist Press, 2003), 107-140. Fomagstigation into Catholic higher education, se#liph
GleasonContending With Modernity: Catholic Higher Educatim Twentieth Century Ameri¢ilew
York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 105-114; 12b. This work explores universities in the U.Suit, b
nevertheless expresses the vision of Maret fordriglducation which is reflected in American ingtiios.
® Recent historiography reveals cleavages and gallitiivisions in the early Third Republic repubtica
blocs. Some division revolved around gender, séyuaind proper use of leisure in the Third Repaibli
See Jean Elisabeth Pederdesgislating the French Family: Feminism, TheaterddaRepublican Politics,
1870-192Q(New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2003-45. For an assessment of the nature of
the various political divisions, see James R. Lieysiio Be a Citizen: the Political Culture of the Early
French Third Republi¢ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2001) 3%-



philosophical implications of their convictions casts new light on the problem of how
France defined its specific form of secular state basddicité. It also illuminates the
broader question of how modern democratic governance and Catholic education have

learned to coexist.

The “Traditional Assessment” of church/state Relations i @@ntury France

This work is largely indebted — and in no small way responsive — to the great
wealth of scholarship already devoted to the subject of the Catholic-Republicamsensi
of nineteenth century France. Some of the scholars reflect an older and latigesta
strain of historiography that accepts at least implicitly many of the sangdencies
assumed by anticlericals such as Ferry in the early years of ttteRépublic. More
recent scholarship has challenged these long-standing assumptions, arguirgus vari
ways that an antithetical view of church/state relations depended on one’s phdakophi
interpretive framework. “A long tradition of republican historiography, focused on
legislation and political battles, has accepted these interpretations ¢ftesey and
Ernest Lavisse, who wrote historical text books used from 1884 until the 1960’s)
asserting that the Ferry Laws established ‘L’Ecole du peuple,’ freedd-feom an
obscurantist church, and, for the first time, made schooling available foCall from
Ferry’s perspective, he articulated the problem differently to the ChashbBaputies in
June of 1876:

“In effect, what is at the heart of this issue is not the claim of a liberty of
the political and civil order, but the claim that there is a ‘mystical’ right, of

® patrick Harrigan, “Church, State, and EducatioRriance, From the Falloux to the Ferry Laws: a
ReassessmentCanadian Journal of Historypril (2001): 52-53. See also Patrick Harrigan &aymond
Grew’'sSchool, State, and Society: The Growth of Elemgr8ahooling in Nineteenth-Century France- A
Quantitative Analysi$Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1991



a primordial right which would belong to Christian education solely, and
not to any other worldly authority, except that of the Holy See.”

Thus, scholars align themselves roughly into two historiographical camps: firs
the traditional assessment camp which seems to accept at leastlyrgoitie of the
same anticlerical tenets of the past; second, the “reassessmentw@atpdoes not
exhibit this tendency as strongly. Again, the question is whether the Church was
inherently a hindrance to the civil, scientific, and most importantly fombik,
educational goals of a democratic society.

| will examine these historiographical trends starting with the tosodit
assessment school with the following organizing schema: first, | x@thene the broader
principles of church/state relations, focusing on those scholars who vieiwnelg)
hampering the progress of secular society; then | will narrow thedengying those
historians who see faith as stymieing science. Lastly, | will exatfiose who agree that
the removal of religious faculties from education proved beneficial to Fraxgkajining
why each work is important to my problem, as well as where my work fits irge the

trends.

Antagonism Between Church/State Relations

This first set of scholars hold to the antagonistic view of church/staters, a
view which helped me identify and clarify my own interpretation of certaingsgim
source material. These scholars tended to highlight perspectives found in ithgsvmadt

only of Jules Ferry, but also of Louis Liard, Ferry’s man in charge of impiliénge

" Jules Ferry, 'speech to the Chamber of Deputigaglitite National Assembly, entitled “La combat
politique de |Etat enseignant,” flules Ferry: La République des citoye@slile Rudelle, ed. (Paris:
Imprimerie Nationale Editions, 1996), 365.



laicité in higher education, Ernest Lavisse, professor at the Sorbonne who wrbtefmuc
the history text books utilized in French schooling for almost 80 years, aRevoe
Internationale de I'Enseigneme(R.1.E.), a journal established for the dissemination of
republican ideas in the realm of education.

Eugen Weber'®easants into Frenchmen: The Modernization of Rural France,
1870-1914(1978) is an older work, yet his thinking about church/state relations and the
influence of education to foster the process of modernization endures to this day.
Weber’s thesis is that prior to 1870, most of rural France was populated by imipeseris
backwards, and linguistically heterogeneous peasants. This situation changeshiehol
he claims, in the period from 1880-1910 due to the development of better roads and
railways, compulsory military service, and educational reforms thaadphne French
languag€. Homogenization of language to unify urban peasantry in its nation building
program was certainly an important goal of the republicans. However, itavéise only
goal of the French government. Establishing an anticlerical regime intorcamove the
massive influence of the Catholic Church in educage®ms at least as important of a
step in establishing national unity as homogenizing language and improviel Tiae
influence of the Catholic Church in French society offered unwanted competition for
loyalty and civic priority, and explains equally well why the governmemtechto
reform education'® Thus, Weber’s book offers an interesting thesis regarding education
reform as a component of nation building, although he did not account for possible

further ideological or anticlerical motivations of Ferry.

8 Eugen WeberReasants into Frenchmen: The Modernization of RErahce, 1870-1914Chicago:
Chicago UP, 1978), xii.

° Weber Peasants338.

19 Jules Ferry, “Liberté de I'enseignement et anticlisme politque,” inules Ferry: La République des
citoyensed Odile Rudelle (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale Editoni996), 353-373.



Scholars Jean-Marie Mayeur and Madeleine Rebérioux approach the founding of
the Third Republic from a Marxist perspectiVélhey contend that the Catholic Church
represented a monopolization of both social power and budgetary allocations in their
educational pursuits. The republican bloc, made up of a diverse array of labor unionists,
socialists, Marxists, and other radicals, along with Opportunists suchrgsrealized
their need to combine efforts to overcome this religious hegeMdmese scholars
emphasize the unity achieved in the republican anticlerical bloc due to theialaitist
a common foe. Laicité proved a great victory for this nascent Republican goaernme

Katherine Auspitz focuses on the nature ofltlgeie de 'Enseignement
(Teaching League) founded by educator and editor Jean Macé in Alsace in the1860’s
This organization, Auspitz believes, provided the impetus for educational reform in the
early days of the Third Republic as it was a vehicle for organized and vocalizald soci
change. Her dominant theme is that the Third Republic was quite revolutionarpwnit
right, not just an extension of previous revolutions, such as that of 1789 or 1848. She
advances the idea that French anticlerical republicans concluded that $snocés
come only when all citizens — peasants, workers, and women as well as bourgeseis me
believed themselves to be heirs of 1789The underlying presumption is not hard to
perceive: the ecclesiatatus quavas holding things back. Auspitz’s work provides a

dramatic illustration regarding the religious battles over education in ihé Républic.

1 Jean-Marie Mayeur, Madeleine Rebériouets Débuts de la Troisiéme République, 1871-1898is:
Editions du Seuil, 1973.)

2 Mayeur, Rebérioux,es Débuts72-100.

13 Katherine AuspitzThe Radical Bourgeoisie: The Ligue de I'enseigneraed the Origins of the Third
Republic, 1866-1888Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1982).

14 AuspitzThe Radical Bourgeoisi@.



Historians Frangois Furet and Mona Ozouf edited a work that builds on Ausptiz’'s
research by examining the philosophical underpinnings of the origins of the Third
Republic'® This work underscores the church/state controversy from Ferry’s perspective
His conception of the nation as deeply connected to the rights of individual libemy mea
that institutions like the Church, with its rigid expectations of allegiamceligious
doctrines as he saw it, could only be viewed as adverSarial.

| classify Maurice Larkin in the traditional assessment categersiuse he
sustains the anticlerical view that Catholics both in and out of politics in the republi
were to be viewed with utter suspicion due to their reputation for subvéfsiis.
research shows why it was so hard for Catholics to gain access to positioniai poli
power within the government. There were many ultramontanist Catholicseshigag
vitriolic attacks against the republic, but this is not true of all Catholics who appose
anticlerical republican prograffi Larkin draws attention to Ferry’s anxieties about his
political situation and provides a narrative of the political infighting about edacat

reform.

Faith vs. Science
This next set of scholars holds to the view that Church involvement in education

stunted the growth science and thus ridding the educational systems fronmlukiscef

15 Francois Furet, Mona Ozouf, ede siécle de I' avénement républicdParis: Gallimard, 1993).

18 Furet, Ozoufle siécle 250.

" Maurice Larkin,Religion, Politics and Preferment in France sin@9Q: La Belle Epoque and its Legacy
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995) 3-20.

18 Ultramontanism, or ‘beyond the mountains,” wasrbenenclature given to Catholics who looked
‘beyond the mountains’ or Alps to Rome for totahtrol of the French Church. They were the
ecclesiastical foes to Gallicanism, the view that Erench Church was controlled by the Crown ard hi
appointed Bishops. For a deeper understandingesEttwo movements, see C.S. Philips, The Church in
France, 1848-1907 (New York: Russell & Russell, 7)9@-37.



proved advantageous to France. Terry Nichols Clark examined the relationsreprbet
social arrangements like governmental departments of sociologitstictns and how
these affect the institutionalization of idéag\lthough he argues that sociologists were
more influential via these governmental vehicles than in academic settingstties

ability to gather statistical data as government agents, the state-fuirdgtii@s enabled
sociology to develop as an independent discipline outside of the academy. It was
Durkheim who finally initiated the penetration of sociology as a new and more rigorous
science into the university system as a whole. This, for Clark, establishdy madern
university system. Secularization, specialization, and broadening the applmfat
scientific principles into social analysis marked the dawning of this newl Bis work
emphasized the unique role of the Sorbonne in developing Sociology as an academic
discipline. Clark seems to align his research with Ferry’s thesis; patinat Maret’s
faculty was holding up scientific progress in the university. Thus, fosteriagtbgress
would therefore necessitate the elimination of the theology discipline.

Dominique Maingueneau, a linguist, offers a cross-disciplinary perspective
regarding the effective use of school textbooks in the early Third Replibleargues
that, far from being a closed system of ideas, these text books used in the PphintidRe
interacted with a broad array of disciplines. A section from a grammar bookstance,
would be used again to explain science to pupils in primary or secondary grétes,

this work argues that if the texts implemented by Ferry et al. werandimgiion of the

9 Terry Nichols ClarkProphets and Patrons: The French University Systaththe Emergence of the
Social Science@ambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 19E3)112.

2 Dominique Maingueneales livres d’école de la République, 1870-19R4ris: Editions le Sycomore,
1979).

2 Maingueneau,es livres 339.

10



educational accomplishment of the Ferry Laws, then Ferry’s strategytoven
education for French pupils was a remarkable success.

Louis Greenberg also reflects the tendency to view a necessarily antagonist
relationship between the Church and the modern state. He examines the worleof Emi
Durkheim, who established the first faculty of sociology at the Universityoddaux in
1895 before establishing himself at the Sorbonne in 1902. Greenberg argues that it was
this move that introduced intellectual life, and that “higher education rettorierance,”
and that the Third Republic was “restored to If&This return to life was marked by the
victory of positivist science over metaphysics and religious doctrinesglhasathe
elevation of the sociology of religion in order to understand the world in such a way as
make it more useful for the various social classes and the power of the $tae.
establishment of scientific credentials over religious dogma was fiechBun, as well as
for Greenberg, the achievement that set apart the “New Sorbonne.” This work builds on
Clark’s argument that the replacement of theology with Sociology stands as a
achievement of Ferry’s vision to develop further domains for scientific influertbe
academy. For Greenberg, sociology is the fruit both of the application ofi¢énéfsc
method to the study of human social experience as well as the transformation from
teaching religious doctrine to studying religious experience.

George Wiesz contends that it was the reform of higher education throughout
Europe, but in France more specifically, that solidified democratic forms ofrgnee®*

Thus, the university became the means to reconcile the republic with the people, and

| ouis M. Greenberg, “Architects of the New Sorbenhiard’s Purpose and Durkheim’s Roléfistory
of Education Quarterlyvol. 21, no. 1, Spring (1981): 77.

% Greenberg, “Architects,” 90.

% George WieszZThe Emergence of Modern Universities in France 318814 (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1983).

11



new, political arrangements emerging from centralized forms of &tateol generated
ideological needs. The academy claimed a special province regardingékeese

believing that its new mission was to offer the ideological training demarydad b

modern state. The republican anticlericals, he argued, viewed scieheenasvtsocial

pacifier and unifier, replacing defective religious structures thatdftbyrheld this rolé?
Wiesz’s book underscores the position of anticlericals such as Ferrthieal@gy

faculty could not coexist in a government-funded university, as the ends wererdifA
state-funded university supported the needs of the state, versus the needs of someone’s
soul, which Ferry held would be supported better in the home. Wiesz explores the
circumstances that gave rise to this new political role of the university now that

theological instruction had been abandoned.

Education Reform

André Tuilier examines the history of the University of Paris, from its fouriding
1257 to the preseft.He implies that the Sorbonne’s history is one of continuity rather
than discontinuity. He sidesteps the disruption caused by the French Revolution, as well
as the bureaucratic model and its ramifications on academic life imposezpbiébin.
Tuilier also assumes the traditional view that secularization was thengegipne into
the modern age, founded upon science and enlightenment notions of liberty. Thus, he
believes that the history of the Sorbonne is one of continuous growth and development,

as it responded institutionally to the progressive march into the modern age.

% \Weisz,Modern Universities95.
% André Tuilier,Histoire de I'Université de Paris et de la Sorbonmelumes I, Il (Paris: Nouvelle
Librairie de France, 1994).

12



Tuilier asserts that various conditions led up to the laicization of the Sorbonne,
but that it was the loss to Prussia in 1871 and the political divisions within the
conservatives and Pope Leo Xlll that precipitated the legislation thatHiralogut the
dissolution of the theology faculty. French Republicans blamed the loss to Prussia in the
war to Prussia’s technological superiority, a fruit of its superior, scienbanced,
university system. Here again, Tuilier stands in the historiographicaldrathiat accepts
the age-old antithesis between faith and science, secularization and modenhitigerty
and church authority. This work is the only modern history on the University of Paris. In
this regard, it offers a framework in which to situate any study of the Sorborine wit
reference to its long and illustrious history. A weakness of the work, however, is that
Tuilier offers little by way of a deeper explication regardingdbetentious battle over
the dissolution of the theology faculty in 1885.

Robert David Anderson’Buropean Universities from the Enlightenment to 1914
argues that university reform was a priority under the Third Republic becausgi@cuc
was at the center of the regime’s valGe$he university was seen as a natural home to
science, which had a triple function: intellectual, economic, and social development.
Hence, the goal of reform of higher education was, according to Anderson, an &spect o
the goal of reform of society as a whole: a replacement of traditional waitiethose of
science and its philosophical foundation, Positivism, would mediate the secular “public
spirit” to the masse€ Anderson offers a solid contribution in the historiographical
record regarding the influence of positivism as well as the centralityesftsic research

in the project of higher educational reform.

%" Robert David AndersorEuropean Universities from the Enlightenment to4l@xford UK: Oxford
University Press, 2004), 181.
2 AndersonEuropean Universitiesl82.

13



Much of what these historians have to say on the topic is undeniably accurate. For
instance, they rightly stress the connection between anticlericalism aricapism,
science and technological development, and the tensions between liberty aodseligi
authority. However, my trajectory is informed by a different strain obhgraphy, one

more consistent with Maret’s view.

The “Reassessment” of Church/State Relations fh@éntury France

More recent scholarship overcomes these enduring adherences to apparent
dichotomies. As Canadian scholar Patrick Harrigan states, “there is awathef
interpreting the period between the Falloux and Ferry Laws, how&ltfiough much
of Harrigan’s work deals with primary and secondary education, his res@gledsdo
higher education as well. His main thesis is that schools dominated by teatigiogis
orders prior to the Ferry Laws were not hindering the development of sciembatdsas
previously been assumed. This conclusion was the result, he reasons, of a shift in the
historical discussion from a “look at the rhetoric surrounding education,” to a lodie“at t
practice” of French schooling prior to the Ferry Lal¥sThe scholars examined in the re-
assessment trend concur with this point. Furthermore, their research tends torfoc
schools and popular sentiment found outside of major urban centers like Paris. Thus, they
capture a picture of the Republican program much different than what erfrengetie
history written during this time period (which endured well into the twentietkucy.)

| will investigate these scholarly works moving from broader categbkie the

relationship between secularization and modernization, to a more specific focus by

2 Harrigan, “Church, State, and Education,” 53.
% Harrigan, “Church, State, and Education,” 53.

14



examining historians who deal with relations between Church and state. Himally

assess those scholars dealing with the role of the Church and education.

Challenges to Secularization and Modernization Theory

The work of this first group of scholars challenges the longstanding aseampti
of the Enlightenment that secularization represented a uniform and progressiveeadvanc
from a church dominated state to a more liberal, modern one. Scholars Christopher Cla
and Wolfram Kaiser edited an interesting volume on the secular-Catholicctonfl
Nineteenth Century EuropeAdvancing the Harrigan thesis, Clark states, “the days are
long past when historians conceived of modernization in terms of a linear decline in
religion,” there is still, nevertheless, a propensity to “view the phenomenongobusl
revival as a detour, a distraction from the norm of an irreversible process of
secularization* Clark and Kaiser investigate what they perceive as a vigorous,
innovative, and extensive trans-European Catholic and Christian revival. Catholics and
Christians, they argue, more generally contributed to the politicizatiothaado the
modernization of wide segments of European populations by organizing into various
political, social, and labor movements in order to maintain a civic presence. This, the
argue, helped create processes often identified with the so-called modecratem

state.

31 Christopher Clark and Wolfram Kaiser, e@silture Wars: Secular-Catholic Conflict in Ninetéen
Century EuropéCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003) 47-5

32 Clark, KaiserCulture Wars 12. For further exploration into Catholic revigah during the process of
wide-spread European secularization from a crossigglinary perspective, see Roger Finke and Patrici
Wittberg, “Organizational Revival from within: Exgihing Revivalism and Reform in the Roman Catholic
Church,”Journal for the Scientific Study of Religioml. 39, no. 2, June (2000): 154-170; and Margare
Lavinia Anderson, “The Limits of Secularization: @re Problem of the Catholic Revival in Nineteenth-
Century Germany,The Historical Journalvol. 38, no. 3, September (1995): 647-670.
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René Rémond offers similar insights to the topic of secularization and
church/state relations. Religion and Society in Modern Eurdp&mond challenges the
view that the modern state debilitated the power and influence of the Church during the
end of the nineteenth century. He argues that the history of secularizkiésnnto
account only the loss of official positions of power held by the Catholic Churehtlzes i
case in education, but does not take into account other ways the Church’s presence
persisted in French society. For instance, Rémond contends that the establighment
labor unions, the explosion in the cult of Mary in devotional life, missionary efforts, and
the organization of political parties in the early twentieth century albtelie flexibility
and creativity of the Church in maintaining social influefiddis work analyzes areas of
religious influence often neglected by scholars. More specifically, Rémofidrs a
remarkable claim: namely, that the Catholic religion benefited from teeofdss formal
political status when it relinquished the alliance between throne and altas Wwathithe
Church regained “an autonomy that had been lost or never poss&sBeds’ the
Church acquired social influence in one arena, even though it lost influence in others,
giving mixed success to the anticlerials. Rémond’s research highlightfithidtobs in
assessing the success of the process of secularization.

Hugh McLeod’s boolSecularization in Western Europe, 1848-19d#ers an
alternative perspective regarding the typical explanations on the riseasfatiam. He
examines what he calls “pace-setters” in the process of secularizatioglynalites,
intellectuals, radicals and “men as a group with distinct anticlericaledigfious

feelings,” who held significant roles in the transformation of religioutsaby offering

¥ René Rémondieligion and Society in Modern Eurof@xford UK: Blackwell Publishers, 1999), 204.
¥RémondReligion and Societ§78.
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rival belief system&> McLeod contends that secularization was thus a rival belief system
to religion, versus the notion that it was simply a neutral perspective devoiy of an
reference to a belief system. When these rival belief systems gainadexsog they
became forces for nationalism. McLeod’s perspective is similar tg'&@n that he holds

to an oppositional view between church and state, while sharing Maret’s batidie

strong ideological currents of the democratizing forces resulted in unagchasm to

the forces of religion. Thus, tendencies of secularization or nationalism a@gidabin

nature, and posed as a dangerous threat to religious belief in Nineteenth Century Europe

Church and stateslations

Dealing more specifically with church/state relations, historfatip? A. Bertocci
examines the “ill-liberal” facets of Ferry’s secularizing pobgiespecially regarding his
laws dealing with the universiti€§His treatment of Jules Simon shows why the latter
actually opposed the moderate Ferry and Jacobin-spirited Eugene Spuller aBdrPaul
because they were too willing to dispense with the principle of freedom of choige wi
the education reform bills. Catholic and other private citizens who enjoyed fregdom
education would, Simon thought, suffer from Ferry’s insistence that education not only
be free and laic, but also ‘compulsofy Bertocci’s book is very useful regarding the
inconsistencies of Ferry with respect to his political strategies. Whiteng his
credentials as fils de '89and therefore an inheritor of the claims of individual liberty

against absolutist authority, in practice he nevertheless resorted to moaiiziegtor

*Hugh McLeod Secularization in Western Europe, 1848-19éw York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000), 285-
286.

% philip A. BertocciJules Simon: Republican Anticlericalism and CultiRalitics in France, 1848-1886
(Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 1978).

%" Bertocci,Jules Simon184-85.
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absolutist means himself to achieve his educational ends. Bertocci's work wnaover
interesting irony concerning Ferry’s legislative and politicaiagtin the Third

Republic. The process of developing a modern state involved an appeal to absolutist
tendencies in order to achieve the desired liberal political goals.

Pierre Chevallier’'s workliffers from previous research in that Chevallier pays
closer attention to the Catholic Church’s response to school secularizationaa,Fran
using the writings of Pope Leo Xlll as representative of official churchiposas well
as the private journals of Jules FeffyThis work offers a further critique of the liberal
claims of Ferry that a laic republic provided the best means for modern, $itzteal
Chevallier also examines the effect influences like positivism and &smmy played in
shaping Ferry’s viewd’ A constant theme throughout the work revolves around his view
that the republican liberalism of Jules Ferry was contradicted by hisadtiento prior
ideological commitments. “In a system founded on liberalism (which is idéneer
principle), how can one reject pluralism of opinions, beliefs, and doctrines (i.e. those of
the Church)?®

James R. Lehning examines the rural influence in the church/state question. H
challenges the notion that factors like compulsory military service, tretlaipa, and
language provided the best means of nationalization of the French. He focusesanstea
the rural French identities which he believes were forged from polititzkiction

between rural and urban centérsie defines political culture as a discursive process

% pierre Chevallier_a Separation L’Eglise et de L’Ecole: Jules FertyLeon Xl (Paris: Librairie
Artheme Fayard, 1981).

39 See also Philip Nord’s “Republicanism and Utopiésion: French Freemasonry in the 1860’s and
1870's,” Journal of Modern Histor$3 (June 1991): 213-229.

“0 Chevallier,La Separation70.

“1 James R. Lehning,o Be a Citizen: The Political Culture of the EaFlgench Third Republi¢lthaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2001) 33.
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taking place within civil society, creating collective identities baseacalized

interests. In rural settings, these interests were more concerned wgittusebeliefs than

in the urban. Lehning’s main argument is that the republican elite rejeciad fpolitical
participation out of fear of the masses, whose activity could degenerate ietoceiol

Thus, the antagonistic view of the church and state had more to do with the political clout
of the urban elite imposing their agenda than it did with rural political comrasniti

Jacqueline Lalouette is another scholar who fosters a deeper appreciation for the
intricacies of church/state relations in the Third Republic. She argued tlutigiens
existing within the Republican bloc between anticlericals opportunists like &ied
more left-leaning Republicans like Paul Bert who viewed Ferry as beajréngn
Republican cause, created legislative logjams for the goals of thetsapsis, those
agitating for immediate separation of church and $fatder work showed too that the
political process of secularization was not the uniform, united, and coordinatedreftort t
it is often assumed to be. This is a very important as it means that things could have
turned out differently.

Steven Kale takes seriously the often ignored terrain of French Legitiagsn
authentic political optiofi® His main argument is that the nineteenth century in France
was not solely a century for anticlerical Republicanism, but also thaafrhesm
(belief that France should be ruled by a legitimate monarch.) As Kale shegismism
was not a call for a return to thecien Régimer a revival of noble privilege, as

republican opponents often charged, but organized elements “of radicalism and

“2 Jacqueline Lalouette, “La séparation, avant lassjon, ‘projets’ et propositions de loi (1866-189
Vingtieme Siécle. Revue d’Histaire. 87, Jul-Sep (2005): 41-55.

3 Steven Kalelegitimism and the Reconstruction of French Soci8%2-1883Baton Rouge: Louisiana
State University Press, 1992).
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experimentation, albeit for conservative ends, which is at odds with the tradgionali

with which Legitimism has been identified’'Legitimists objected to republicans

because they were social atheists. Thus, Kale’'s work offers greadésility to the

position of those who opposed anticlerical Republicanism. His work also sheds light on
why both Maret and Pope Leo XllIl had such difficulty winning Catholics over to the
side when it came to rallying around the republic, as Legitimism was afpbeved
well-organized Catholic political movement uninterested in compromisitigawi

perceived dangerous opposititn.

The Church and Education

Finally, we will survey various scholars who examine more specifittadly
relationship between the church, state, and education. Scholar John McManmgr@offe
opposing view concerning Jules Ferry and the education battle with the Catholic
Church?® He argues that the two components of Ferry’s education reform laws of 1879 —
namely, to weaken the private system of education controlled by the Church, and to expe
unauthorized religious teaching orders like the Jesuits and confiscate thestenesa
establishments, and schools — achieved mixed results. McManners concludesytsat Fe
chief success lay in his less sensational activities, in what he began to buildiealyeci
interparty consensus regarding his legislative plans — rather than in whegdreto
destroy, such as Catholic schooling systems controlled by religious comgmegdt the

religious congregations were to be ousted, the state must take over the resydosibil

4 Kale, Legitimism 109.

*5 The name given to Pope Leo XlII's program to uatholics to the Republic was called the
‘Raillement,” or therally.

¢ John McManners, Church and staté=rance, 1870-1914New York, San Francisco, London:
Harper/Torch Books, 1972).
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education of every child in France, and Ferry put up the legislation which mastatthe
system ultimately capable of taking over in every sph&r&He problem, as McManners
argues, lay in the practical implementation of such a program.

Patrick Harrigan contends that the concern from the republicans towards Catholic
education was rooted in the desire to decrease competition in state schodisyerkic
growing at a less rapid rate than their Catholic counterffararriagan provides ample
enrollment statistics as a basis for his claim. He holds that the private Gadlotic
school systems not only attracted more students, but even more elite students &ho cam
from wealthy and influential familie’. This was the kind of influence Ferry feared, and
thus he had to act quickly in order to reduce such troublesome competition.

Francoise Mayeur, challenges the thesis that the Ferry LawsduRrAace. She
contends that laicization represented a rupture. “The crucial issue waxizatioh,”
and the Camille Sée Law (which followed upon the Ferry Laws) that removgidusl
instruction from the schools was “the last straw for Catholics,” one whiealex the
true, aggressive, anticlerical motives of the governnfefhese motives, Mayeur
contends, created divisions between the government and the courtrysidgid
division between religion and state — on this reading — was not the only option, and
certainly not the ideal one. Her research scrutinizes the negative populaiestiof
French Catholics towards the Ferry program, thus bolstering the argumehethat

church/state divisions emerged from ideological over practical division$efimg this

*"McManners, Church and stateFrance,52.

*8 Harrigan, “Church, State, and Education,” 68, wisleful tables denoting enrollment data for Catholi
schools between the years 1854-1901, 80-83. Seéatsick Harrigan, “French Catholics and Classical
Education after the Falloux Lawfrench Historical Studiessol. 8, no. 2, Autumn (1973): 255-278.

9 Harrigan, “Church, State,” 262.

*° Francoise Mayeur, “The Secular Model of Girls’ Edtion,” inA History of Women in the Wesbl. 4,
edited by Georges Duby and Michelle Perrot, (Cadg&iMass: Harvard University Press, 1992), 239-244.
1 Mayeur, “The Secular Model,” 241.
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viewpoint, Maurice Crubelher, a historian sympathetic to the idea that free, somypul

and laic education brought about the unification of France, conceded that the belief that
casting Catholic schools as “adversaries of the principles of 1789” is a biasied iafa
history, and that “secularization was not neutral but a way of choosing sidesrbetwee
conceptions of state and private lifé.”

In her bookEducating the Faithful: Religion, Schooling, and Society in
Nineteenth-Century Franc8arah Curtis builds upon Harrigan and Grew’s work, arguing
that the reforms to secularize primary and secondary schools were not as asiform
traditional scholarship would have us believe. The success of religious orders’
preparations for and the awarding of brevet de capacitéeaching certificate) as well
as their adaptation to teaching modern science reveals that the schools under Catholi
auspices were not as scientifically and pedagogically incompetentielericals
asserted. In fact, in terms of establishing certain kinds of authoritatiaguses in the
Third Republican schools, like the schoolmistress, the congregational Catholic schools
provided the model due to the fact that “female religious communities gave unmarried
women social standing and a sense of purposder work gave further support to the

argument that faith and science in education are compatible.

2 Maurice Crubelhen,’Ecole républicaine, 1870-1940: Esquisse d’unddiie culturelle(Paris: Editions
Christian, 1993), 25.

*3sarah CurtisEducating the Faithful: Religion, Schooling, anccBty in Nineteenth-Century France
(Dekalb, IlIl: Northern Illinois UP, 2000) 79. Sels@chapter 1 of R.D. Andersor&ropean Universities
from the Enlightenment to 191#here he admits that higher education in theeam@gime possessed
certain characteristics identified with modern refpas was the case with pre- Third Republicamitmgi
in scientific research. Thus, these scholars atisarferry’s education reforms were not solelyeairat
modernizing education, but at removing clericaluahce in education.
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Delphine Mercier, a scholar on French education, penned a recent work on the
role of the school inspectors and moral educaff@he examines the tightly controlled
regimen on moral education French schools, arguing that the relationship between
inspector, school, and parent, walked a fine line, or sometimes blurred the line nbetwee
fostering personal liberty, Ferry’s stated goal for these inspeetodsgovernmental
imposition> This work helped identify a deeper complexity in Ferry’s motivations for
his laws. His methods for establishing his educational vision resorted to actions
inconsistent with his commitment to liberal principles. This further reinfaanes
underlying argument that his commitment to positivism and anticlencgsvided the
firmest motives for his actions.

Robi Morder develops the theme of Ferry’s anticlerical program and de-
christianizatiort® This work argues that Ferry’s view of the secular school was
“utopian,” and fostered the process of de-christianizafidtus, this scholar stands in
the tradition critical of the Ferry project for meddling with school systéatsmay not

have performed as poorly as what has often been claimed.

Sources and Methodology
| approached the resources for the material for this dissertation from the

perspective of intellectual history as | am interested in ascegaimnintellectual and

>4 Delphine Mercier, “L’enseignement de la moralegaotidien: le role des inspecteurs primaries 1880-
1914 Histoire de I'éducatiorl05 (2005): 45-66.

5 Mercier, “L’enseignement de la morale,” 63.

*5 Robi Morder, “La Troisiéme République, L'e'tateltole: le movement ouvrier entre autonomie et
compromis,”Materiaux pour I'histoire de notre temp8 (2005): 27-35.

" Morder, “La Troisiéme,” 30.
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ideological rationale behind Ferry and Maret’s understanding of chutteh/sta
relationships, as well as the strategies employed to achieve politcalss.

In order to gain this understanding, | relied on information gathered from both
published and unpublished material dealing with their political positions. | aletreed
material that would explicate their own philosophical foundations to reveal motiyat
perception, and activity. | examined their published material in order to discbheer w
their audiences were, as well as what possible effects they hoped to ackietheivi
speeches or writings. | studied unpublished manuscripts, letters, and correspémdence
ascertain the connection between their public activities and strategies iapethen
convictions and belief systems.

For published material, | utilized notes taken the proceedings in the Chaimber
Deputies and Senate housed inAimmales du Assemblée Nationalene 2 and 3 of
1876, the debate over the Law of Liberty of Higher Education. Some of this same
material, like that of Ferry’s speeches during this time, are alsoigedta volume | of a
book entitledJules Ferry: La Républigue des citoyeadited by Odile Rudelle as part of
theActeurs de L’Histoireseries directed by Georges Duby of the French National
Academy [Académie francaisgpublished by Imprimerie Nationale in 1996. | also
employed materials from thlwurnal Officiel de la République Francgaise: Chambre et
Sénat(abbreviated J.O.C. and J.O.S. accordingly.) This newspaper-print text offers
documentation of the legislative proceedings in the National Assembly.

| used further material for Ferry found in his published multi-volume work
entitledDiscours et Opinions de Jules Femjth notes and commentary from Paul

Robiquet who served as Advocate (legal counsel) for the State Council.
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As for Archbishop Henri Maret, | accessed all of his published works contained in
theMaret Fondsat the L’Institut Catholique de Paris. Maret penned these works mostly
for a broad Catholic audience, with special attention given to the French epasitopat
whom he wished to garner support for his plans. For most of his works published after
1879, it is clear that his publication strategy matched his political strategyrote each
work under a plethora of his many official ecclesiastical titles as anwbdisplay of his
hierarchical credentials.

Private correspondence and other letters written either by or to Maret are
contained in a three volume work entitee de Mgr. Maret: Son Temps and Ses
Ouevrespy friend and colleague at the Sorbonne, L’Abbé Bazin. The first two volumes
of this work are relatively easy to find. The third volume, however, the volume dealing
with the crucial years 1879-1884, is almost impossible to find. | tharBitiethéque
Nationale de Francéor aiding me in acquiring it.

For unpublished material, | used materials taken fromitbkives Nationales de
France(A.N.) in Paris. | especially made use of the following series: S&del6 2602-

2632 and 4741, notes and correspondence from the Faculty of Theology at the Sorbonne;
Series F 17 13070-13072, 13213-13215, and 13238 concerning reports from the Inspector
General of Higher Education regarding Sorbonne faculty personnel, candidates, and
faculty chairs; Series F 17 4405-4411, theology papers and conference notes, F 17 6675-
6676 which concerns public instruction and Catholic institutions, F 19 4090 which are
administrative reports from th&dministration des Cultedealing with the theology

faculty, and Series C 3380, Texts of the projects of law from the Chamber of Deputies

regarding the abrogation of the Concordat.
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Outline of the Work

To properly understand the uniqueness and legacy of each man’s work, it is
necessary to detail the historical context of education at the rise of the ThutdliReAs
far as Maret was concerned, the originality of his contribution could not be understood
without first explaining the nature of the debate from the perspective of theliCat
conservatives (those working for a return to the monarchy) serving in the Republic
Thus, in chapter one, we will examine not only Jules Ferry’s avowed educational
program, but also the position of Albert de Mun, a Frenchman of noble heritage and a
devout Catholic, as representative of the Catholic political voice of the daypnitended
that the purview of education belonged most properly to the family and the Church, not
the state. Ferry opposed de Mun, insisting that education was the proper funtten of
state. As teacher and patron of the sciences, he held that the state pdssessed t
responsibility of forming its citizens.

Chapter two takes up the battle over education after Ferry became the ihiste
Public Instruction. Once in office, he enacted a series of measures ail@etation of
education at all levels. First, Ferry’s legislation to remove all of thiediatteaching
orders from active ministry required a multi-layered strategy. He madequirement
for all teachers to possesbr@vet de capacité@r teaching certificate, and to be educated
in theécoles normaledeaching schools wherein theevet de capacitéould be earned.

Ferry also penned perhaps the most controversial of all of his legisitiois time, by

%8 For an assessment of the uses and changing nuafrtbesterm conservative in the Third Republic,
Michael Hawkins, “What's in a Name? Republicaniaml £onservativism in France, 1871-1874j5tory
of Political Thoughtno. 26 (2005): 120-41.
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attaching a very contentious article onto one of his measures, known as Article Seve
This article banned all non-authorized orders from active ministry in the gountr

Chapter three explains the uniqueness of Maret’s views within this divisive
context. Maret belonged to neither of the standard camps. The reasons for this were
somewhat complex. He was considered a liberal Gallican in the recent pastsand thi
moniker plagued his efforts. Fortunately, he foresaw difficulties like thigrothe
previous governmental regime. Anticlericalism was nothing new, and baittes w
previous Ministers of Public Instruction only served to season him for Fatims.

Chapter four examines the final battles of Maret, as well as his surprising
influence on Ferry. Maret never waivered in his commitment to the idea tteahsth
church not only could work together, but, indeed, should work together for the betterment
of each. He continued his pursuits of canonical recognition under the auspices of Pope
Leo XIII, successor to Pius IX and more favorable to Maret’s work.

Chapter five investigates the ongoing influence of both Ferry and Marettedespi
the latter’'s apparent failures. Ferry’'s legacy is more obvious, as hisncdwentinues to
this day. The school systems in France are still secular, but some concestiens t
Church have been made. As for Maret, his view of the Republic found astonishing
support with Pope Leo Xlll. He wrote three encyclicals from 1884-1889 calling for
Catholics in France to rally around the Republic. This prograrallgment as it has
been dubbed, was precisely the position of Maret. Further, the Pope’s documerst reflect
other unique attributes of Maret’s work: the need to properly form the laity irothgol
the need to train priests to better understand politics and society, and theioorrelat

between the disciplines of theology and science.
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For the Catholic universities too, still scattered throughout France as throughout
the rest of the Western world, Maret’s influence lives on. From the great utiegeos
Louvain and Georgetown, of Navarre and Santiago, sacred and secular disciplines a
taught side by side. It was he, not de Mun, Pius IX, or even Ferry, who rightly aeticipa

the future of Catholic higher education.

As one can see from the above outline, the question of church/state relations in
nineteenth century France, and particularly in the area of higher educatorti) i
controversial and nuanced. Is it the case that secularization and socialpeogres
necessarily coextensive? Is there an ideological incompatibilitytiae Catholic and
democratic systems? Can the Ferry Laws be categorized as an unequatocafmi
state against religion? As we will see throughout this work, Maret’s aneweach of
these questions came as a resounding “No!” His conviction, furthermore, was both
emblematic and influential for the future of Catholic education, and the futuretasliCat
engagement in the democratic world. Maret did not adhere to the suspicions of the
anticlericals that the goals of the Church and the state were incompahisi@vork
situates itself in the recent reassessment trends, as these exgtiditated’'s utter
dedication to bridging the gap between church and State.believed whole-heartedly
that his vision for collaboration between the two in the university was achievable.

Further, those opposing his initiatives did so more for ideological reasons. This
was true for his opponents on both the right and the left. My research suggests that the
Sorbonne possessed a respected science faculty prior to the dissolution afltigg the

faculty, and that Maret represented a position shared by other European Catholic

%9 Harrigan, “Church, State, and Education,” 52.
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intellectuals, scientists, and prelates, including the Pope, that faith andesmeiat not
only collaborate, but even prove mutually beneficial.

Henri Maret differed from many of the ultramontanists, especially timose i
politics, as Maret viewed the church and state as distinct yet compéegneartes. His
was a unique voice. This distinctive view set him apart during a time when fatbas w
the state and the church seemed willing to part with the other. With a breach in this
mutually beneficial relationship between the two, Maret believed, the entwesud be
the destruction of society. Thus, he viewed his mission to spare the theology faculty at
the Sorbonne from suppression as extremely urgent, not only for the sake of the

university, but for society as well.
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Chapter One: The First Battle Regarding Higher Education

As dean of the Theology faculty, Henri Maret represented a distinct voice of
opposition to secularization of the Sorbonne (also known as the University of Paris.)
Maret believed there to be no opposition between loyalty to the Church and toythiky
state, Church authority and individual liberty, or faith and science. Forces on both the lef
and right on the government, however, accepted most if not all of these dichotomies.
Thus, it was taken as a given that these forces on both the left and right in the French
Third Republic in the years of 1875-1879 viewed church and state as oppositional and
antagonistic to each other. The issue was not how church and state could collaborate or
even coexist, but rather which should control education in France, to the detriment of the
other.

To contextualize Archbishop Henri Maret’s unique arguments regarding church
and state relations in higher education, this chapter explores the first and most
contentious debate on the topic in the Chamber of Deputies. This debate came on the
heels of a conservative victory in the legislature the year before i0fJL875, a victory
represented by the law known as the “Law of Higher Education.” It had given
universities freedom to confer degrees with some independence from state calesol. J
Ferry, who would eventually be appointed Minister of Public Instruction and Cults in
1879, was at this time a Deputy from the Vosges region in northern France. He was one
of the most articulate and vigorous anticlerjgadvocateursn the Chamber of Deputies,

which had just passed to a liberal majority. Ferry made it his primaryt@oaerse the
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Law of Higher Education of 1875 in order to neutralize what he considered the dangerous
influence of the church, and return control over higher education to th&tate.

Albert de Mun, a deputy representing Morbihan in Brittany, was Ferry’'s most
eloquent opponent during this debate. De Mun’s arguments were broadly representati
of the conservative point of vie¥.This chapter gives a detailed exposition of what
occurred during the Chamber meeting, as it set the stage for all that woubdrérans
regarding Henri Maret and higher education in the ensuing years.

Although some have assumed Maret shared the political sentiments of the
conservative bloc of the republican government, his arguments were quite diffenent
those espoused by both de Mun and Ferry. He accepted none of the supposed
dichotomies between Church and state that both conservatives and anticlecieptech
De Mun mistrusted the democratic state as much as Ferry mistrustduautich.GHe
therefore presented a carefully crafted defense of the 1875 Law of Hidheation,
basing it on somewhat abstract views of the relationship between the Church and the

individual citizen’s right to education.

9 My sources in this chapter are notes taken irCii@mber of Deputies during this time, now housed in
the Archives of the National Assembly. All of Feésgpeeches during this time are found in two ace
the Annales de Débats La Chambre de Députies,feadigi 3 juin, 1876, pp. 279-290, and in volumef|

a book entitledlules Ferry: La République des citoygadited by Odile Rudelle as part of theteurs de
L'Histoire series directed by Georges Duby of the FrenchoNatiAcademyl{Académie francaise
published by Imprimerie Nationale in 1996. Wheingjtthe conservatives like de Mun in the debate, or
when further detail is provided, | refer to the d&bproceedings from the archives of the National
Assembly. | also utilize materials from theurnal Officiel de la République Francaise: Chamlet Sénat
(abbreviated J.O.C. and J.0.S. accordingly.) Thigsspaper-print text offers documentation of the
legislative proceedings in the National Assembly.

®1 For an understanding of the development of théigall formation of de Mun and French Legitimists,
see Stephen E. Hansdgst-Imperial Democracies: Ideology and Party Fotioa in the Third Republic
France, Weimar Germany, and Post-Soviet Ru&S#&nbridge, UK, New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2010), 87-122. For insight into the parliatawey system to provide a historical context testhe
debates, see Jean Marie Mayeur, Jean-Pierre Chalaia Corbin, edsLes Parlementaires de la
Troisieme Républiqu@Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 2003), 24D-24

31



The Chamber debate over the Law of Higher Education occurred June 2 and 3,
1876. It was an early vituperative clash between the Republican majority in thé&€&ham
and their conservative opponents after the election, and the hardening positiors seem t
foreshadow the 16 mai crisis. This debate reveals why the educational pdiey the
center of the controversy, and shows how both sides viewed education in relation to state

power.

Historical Context of the 1875 Law of Higher Education

The nineteenth century began with a diplomatic arrangement betweenrnhbb Fre
government and the Catholic Church respecting education. Napoleon realized quickly
that governing France would be much easier with the Catholic Church on his side. He
sought cooperation from the Pope to create a landmark document regulating relations
between church and state, the famous Concordat of ¥30fiong the developments
emanating from this document was the reinstitution of the University of Paris. The
historic university had been closed during the French Revolution, and the Catholic
Faculty of Theology had closed along with the parent institution. Because the €aincor
referred to the Gallican articles of 1682, which had given the French government
authority to appoint bishops along with other prerogatives perceived to protect stat
sovereignty, Napoleon felt comfortable with the faculty’s reestablishibatCatholic

Church responded in kind, restoring its eldest jewel of higher learning, the Sorbbane. T

%2 For a recent summary of historiography regardivegrelationship between Napoleon, his Empire, and
the Church, see Steven Englund’s “Monstre Sacré:Qiestion of Cultural Imperialism and the
Napoleonic Empire, The Historical JournalVol. 51, no. 1, March (2008): 215-250. See alsdiiey J.
Deanl’Eglise Constitutionnelle Napoléon et la Concordat1801(Paris: Editions A&J Picard, 2004),
640-665, and Michael Broefihe Politics of Religion in Napoleonic Italy: theatWAgainst God, 1801-
1814 (London : Routledge, 2002), 175-190.
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Sorbonne or University of Paris had always enjoyed support from the Church, and its
closing after the French Revolution had been interpreted as a great Casigalthytin
Rome. Its reopening in the wake of the Concordat was a cause for Catholiagegjoic
viewed by the faithful as a sign that the Church had reestablished itself thihin
educational domairt®

However, the spirit of cooperation and coexistence soon efddegear later,
Napoleon created what were termed the Organic Articles as an addendum to the
concordat in 1802. Following this addendum, any Catholic religious community wishing
to educate French children or function in any ecclesial capacity had to be appraked b
government. Although religious communities such as the Jesuits and the Carmelde
never ‘officially’ approved by Napoleon, his rules were not strictlpesgd as time wore
on. Thus, although their educational activities were technically illegal, hio®lsc
operating according to these articles proceeded with their operations unimpede

The Falloux Laws instituted by the government of Napoleon Ill in 1850-51
furthered the amicability of church and state, at least on the education frose |ave
reversed the illegality of unauthorized religious communities as outlirtheé @rganic
Articles®° As a consequence, private institutions such as the Catholic Church took full

advantage and gained operational control of many scfbols.

% Henri Maret offers a brief explanation of the Corttat in a short book detailing his Catholic siggtéor
keeping the theology faculty at the Sorbonne. Heebed the Concordat offered the proper context for
achieving his goals. See Henri Mardtts Projet de BullgParis: Delalain et Fils, 1875), 16-17.

6 Jean-Pierre Chantihe Régime Concordataire Francais: La Collaboratites Eglises et de I'Etat 1802-
1905 (Paris: Editions Bauchesne, 2010), 134-150.

8 patrick Harrigan, “Women Teachers and the SchgainGirls in France: Recent Historiographical
Trends,"French Historical Studies/ol. 21 no. 4 (1998): 593-610.

% For an investigation of the political context sumding the Falloux Laws, see Jean-Frangois Chéret,
Loi du 15 Mars 1850, ‘du Comte de Falloux aux méptas de Francois BayrouYingtime Siécle. Revue
d’histoire, no. 87 Numéro special Jul-Sep (2005): 21-39.
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The story of higher education featured similar swings. During the Napole@ic
all universities in France were centralized undefthersité ImperialeThe Université
Imperiale was not so much a university as an administrative center, set up bgddapol
himself, as the centralized governing body to oversee all universities in Fréugce
Napoleonic Model created a massive bureaucratic structure which enableddwa(@asl
well as the other Icentury kings and emperors who retained it) to keep tight control
over the universitie®’ Thinking to dismantle this relic of the Imperial past, in July of
1875, the government of the Third Republic passed legislation ensuring Liberghier Hi
Education®

Benefiting from the royalist-leaning Mac-Mahon presidency, the lemislat
liberalized the system established under Napoleon. The Freedom of Highetidtduca
legislation gained widespread support from both conservatives in the Chamber of
Deputies who hoped for greater influence for the Church in education, and liberals like
Jules Simon, who simply wanted to avoid stifling academic freedom through a
governmental monopoR?. Specifically, the 1875 law allowetke universitiesthe
graduates of which were to be examined by juries made up of state appoiniats @fic
well as professors from the free university itself. These mixed jusies fgee
universities the ability to confer degrees apart from state-comtiolieeaucratic system
established by Napoleon. Further, the new law allowed any French persopeair@or

older to offer courses if approved by the rector of the university or academy inspector

%7 For more information on the Napoleonic Model af ffrench university system, see R.D. Anderson,
European Universities from the Enlightenment to4,$lew York, Oxford UK: Oxford University Press,
2004) 39-56, and Walter Ruegg, ddniversities in the Nineteenth and Early Twenti@&#nturies—1800-
1945vol. lll (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2084)47.

% Evelyn M. Acomb;The French Laic Laws, 1879-1889: The First Anti+@ial Campaign of the Third
French Republi¢New York: Columbia University Press, 1941), 130.

% Journal Officiel de la Senate (J.0.83 décembre, 1879, No. 20; pp. 11579-81.
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Political Shifts

In the 1870s, the French right suffered a severe decline in their clout, a decline
which would lead to the change in the structure of French education. This loss of
conservative power was prompted largely bySk&e maaffair.”” To summarize: in
1873, a plan was attempted by conservatives, led by the President of the R&atite
Mac-Mahon, a royalist at heart, to reestablish a monarch as the head ef Fitan&ey
person to his scheme was none other than Henri Comte de Chambord, the Bourbon great-
grandson of Charles X, the Bourbon monarch who reigned after the fall of Napoleon in
1815. As the head of the Bourbon dynasty, Chambord was supported by two camps in the
Royalist party — Restorationists, who wanted to restore the monarchy, atichists)
who also wanted to restore the monarchy but only for a legitimate Bourbon — who
controlled the senate and the presideficy.

The current president in the early days of the Third Republic, Patrice Mac-Mahon,
claimed Irish nobility in his ancestry. He thus possessed a strong sentimeastéring
both the monarchy and nobility to their prized social position. After the bloody afterm
of the failed attempt of the Paris Commune in 1871, the political mood of French citizens
turned conservative. Mac-Mahon’s agreement to hand over power to another French King

seemed timely and right; except for one small problem, the Comte de Chamborél himse

"0 For a historical analysis of the relationship keswthe Seize Mai Affair and the Law of Separatibn
1905, Jacqueline Lalouette, “La séparation, av@sEparation, ‘projets’ et propositions de loi (386
1891),”Vingtieme Siéecle. Revue d’histqir®. 87 Jul-Sep (2005): 41-55.

" For an analysis of the royalist leanings of thtipal leaders of the early Third Republic, seenda R.
Lehning,To Be a Citizen: The Political Culture of the EaAgench Republi¢lthaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2001), 14-35.
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refused to reign as a constitutional monarch. He also balked at the acceptanceiof the T
part colors of the national flag as the standard of his rule. With his refusalitoes

power, the hopes of Mac-Mahon and the conservatives were spoiled. Frenchmen
responded by voting in non-royalists in the Chamber of Deputies.

Within this shifting framework, the issue of education became that much more
controversial. The central issue surrounding the fending off the rising inflaénce
opportunist Republicans in the Chamber was no longer simply the conferral of degrees,
but which institute was best suited to oversee French education — the Church, which
resumed its longstanding influential role as the nineteenth century wore on, tatéhe s

In January/February of 1875, former head of state Adolphe Thiers joined with the
initiative of Jules Ferry and other moderate Republicans like Léon Gantbebte for
the constitutional laws of the RepublifcRepublicans won the next year’s elections,
although the end result was not exactly what they had hoped. In the Senate, which gave
disproportionate influence to rural areas, the majority was made up of monarchists
although the majority was a slender one; only one seat (151 against 149 Repubilicans.)
In the Chamber of Deputies, however, the overwhelming majority consisted of

Republicang?

"2 For recent works detailing Gambetta’s role inliréh of the French Third Republic, see Jean Gaerig
Les grands discourses? parlementaires de la Tnwisi®épublique: de Victor Hugo a Clemenceau 1870-
1914 Tome | (Paris: Armand Colin, 2004), and WilliameEdell, The End of Kings: A History of
Republics and Republicaf8hicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 248-2

3 Jules Ferry, “Liberté de I'enseignement et anticiisme politique,” in Odile Rudelle, etla république
des citoyens: Jules Ferry, vol.(Raris: Imperiale Nationale, 1996), 495. This wooktains Ferry’s
political speeches from 1876-1884.

4 May 16, 1877, when Mac-Mahon dismissed Simon satime Minister and replaced him with
Orleanist, duc de Broglie, he dissolved the FreMational Assembly. The French voters responded with
land-slide victories in the various regions in latenmer and early October of that year, givingcinantry
over completely to the Republicans.
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Mac-Mahon recognized the threat, as did other conservative Republicans. With
the hope of reestablishing a Bourbon back on the throne dashed, right-leaning
Republicans realized the urgency of safeguarding the role of the Church during the
Chamber debates over education. Jules Ferry, a member of the Chamber of Deputies
representing the Vosges region, recognized as well that educatitinemasans for
seizing and determining France’s political future. Arguments in the Chagrdoer
increasingly contentious over education, especially higher edu¢afienry knew that a
unique window of opportunity had arrived in the Chamber of Deputies. He believed, with
many, that the interests of the new liberal establishment would best be $eougghtan
educational agenda.

On June 3, 1876, the Chamber of Deputies met to discuss the educational
structure. Ferry, because of his political acumen, was chosen by Juleseufaomwas
elected the President of the Council after Mac-Mahon’s debacle to be rid of him) to
address the Chamber regarding the needs of higher education. Like Dufayre, Ferr
classified himself asanti-clerical,’ (versus anti-Catholic, or anti-religious,) a common
distinction among those of the Republican left who considered themsgpegunist’®
The opportunists disagreed with the radical side of their Republican wing, natgvemti
implement a strict separation between church and state quickly for fehaoklash

which would favor the royalists. Recognizing the tenuous hold on the Chamber, Ferry

> Ferry, ‘Liberté”, 356.

® The term ‘anticlériclisme’ was coined by Félix Rylaut became popularized as a result of Léon
Gambetta’s famous dictum,: “Cléricalisme-voila Femi!” in his speech to the Chamber of Deputiesy Ma
1873. It meant to want to be rid of the ecclesiastinfluence within the political and social spién

France. The ter®pportunistreferred to anti clericals who did not believe ttheg time was opportune for
complete separation from Church and State. For mioderstanding of opportunism and anti-clericalism
the origins of the Third Republic, see Maurice Amn, The French Republic 1879-1992 (Oxford, UK:
Blackwell, 1995), 11-48, and Jean-Marie Mayeur Etadieleine Rebérioux;he Third Republic From its
Origins to the Great WafCambridge UK: Cambridge University Press, 1988}90.
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hoped that this distinction between anti-clerical and anti-Catholic would soften
opposition to his educational restructuring.

Another matter connected to the education issues that was also hotly debated was
the issue of the conferral of degre€s he anticlericals and the conservatives had
differing views regarding the authority of the free universities to grattmias. The
current law for higher education allowed for what were known as mixed jutiles fiee,
non-state funded universities, to offer accredited degrees. The mixed jury desipnaf
professors from both the state and private universities. Ferry voiced the opinion of the
anticlericals that this was not acceptable, “Gentlemen, why do we not wistotooe
control of higher education and the conferral of degrees? Because we consider ihat publ

teaching...is essentially a social interest of the state.”

De Mun and the Conservative Case

Before Ferry rose to give his address, the Chamber of Deputies heardlbern A
de Mun.”” De Mun, a Legitimist of noble origin, argued in favor both of continuing the
Falloux Laws and the recent law of 1875 which had given authorization to institutes of
higher education to confer degrees apart from the Etatis. arguments appealed not
only to the Catholic conservatives of Restorationist bent, but also to those L&gitimi

who aligned themselves with the royalist cause because they fearetth@yhednsidered

" Jules Ferry, séance 2 juin 1876, sommaire du séai6.

8 Jules Ferry, séance 3 juin 1876, 285.

" Speech of Albert de Mun, entitled, “Liberte’ deri'seignement et anticlericalisme politiquérinales de
la Chambre des Députes Séance Du Vendredi 2 JUi, 285 De Mun was elected to the Chamber of
Deputies in 1876. He was also the founder of a @iateocial movement known as tGercles
Catholiques d’Ouvrierswhich sought to unify workers with employers thrbwgpiritual and communal
activities. As a legitimist loyal to the Church, belonged to the conservative bloc in the Chambee d
deputes.

8 Acomb, The French Laic Laws§1.
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the social atheism of the anticlerical position. Legitimists appealeducahkaw as a
moral system that could be known by all, whether Catholic or othefise.

De Mun'’s views were shared in principal by all from the right-wing blabef
Chambre des Députés. The conservatives were divided into various camps. The
Restorationists supported the restoration of the monarchy, regardless of whahsat
throne. The Orléanists supported the descendant of Louis Philippe of Orleans who ruled
as king from 1830-1848. Bonapartists supported Napoleon llI's heir, Jérome, also known
as the Prince Imperial. Finally, the Legitimists, who supported only direceddants of
the Bourbons such as the Comte de Chambord, a direct descendant of Charles X. Despite
their political differences, all were agreed on their opinions of the repiibkey. loathed
what they perceived as the tenets of left-leaning Republicanism suchwagualism
because it led to moral licentiousness, Legitimists believed. They supportéduich’s
social and educational influence. Finally, they desired a return of an absolmisiffor
government, which eventually proved their unddihg.

In his remarks, de Mun laid out his argument regarding the need to allow the
liberty of universities to confer their own degrees. The issue regarding manesland
the conferral of degrees was only apart of a much broader issue. For de Mugl] éss

for all in attendance, whether on the right or left) the issue was not simply tleerabof

81 Séance 3 juin 1876, 275. For a current analysihemelationship between religion, morality, and
society in the Third Republic, Michael C. Behréiithe Mystical Body of Society: Religion and
Association in Nineteenth-Century French Polititabught,”Journal of the History of Ideasol. 69 no.
2, April (2008): 219-243.

8 The Comte de Chambord, grandson of Charles X, idié883 leaving no heir, thus ending the
Restorationist party’s hopes. The Comte de Pagis,tt the Orleanist-side of the Bourbon dynastgyvpd
too divisive and open with regard to his ambititmsit on a throne again, failed to gain wholesaipport
from all the various Royalist factions. Jérome Napn, the hope of the Bonapartists, was too libanal
supported too openly the anti-clericalist poliadd$he Republican left. Hence, the conservatives ha
nowhere and no one towards which to turn for thelitical aspirations. See AcombT$ie French Laic
Laws,245.
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degrees, but also concerns concerning defining the essence of a univevedy ags
which entity, church or state, was the proper guarantor of rights regardiggatief
education. De Mun also expressed his suspicion as to how able the state was regarding
the moral formation of its citizerf&. These were much deeper issues, and the role of the
university provided the appropriate context for such issues to be decided. Hence, the
University of Paris assumed primacy in this initial battle, as it was stoaet that the
battle over higher education possessed broader implications. De Mun’s argument offer
insight into the intellectual perspectives of the conservative camp of the ogoubli
government at this time. De Mun hoped to show that state-sponsored of education
violated what he called ‘primordial rights,” by which he meant rights that indiladwdd
prior to any claims that the state may make upon them. De Mun’s argument thus
illuminated why the conservatives viewed their relationship to the state as ap@dsit

De Mun presented his argument as a counterpoint to the Republican notion that
the university was essentially an arm of the state, or the “state tgada@srerry put it.
De Mun argued for a different conception of education. He claimed that educasi@n wa
natural human right — a right to knowledge and the formation of the soul. Further, this
right existed prior to the state. De Mun thus viewed education as flowing from the
primordial rights of the human person, who, by nature, had the right to achieve the good
of knowledge. The role of education was therefore to foster the moral developntent of t

person:

...when one works towards education, one is working towards a

knowledge that is not solely the teaching of law, literature, and of

8 Albert de Mun, séance 3 juin, 1876, 300.
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sciences, but moreover and above all, one works for the end towards
which this teaching is directed, the development of the faculty of the Soul

and for the entire formation of the moral n¥4n.

In other words, de Mun viewed higher education as having a different aim in mind than
forming a citizen to function in a modern state. He viewed it as forming a pessah’s
Thus religious doctrine, he believed, like what was taught at the Sorbonne undés Mare
direction, played an essential réfe.

Furthermore, de Mun argued that the state’s proper role was only to legislate
appropriate laws that protected man’s right to be educated in a way thatedgpect
human consciend®.Thus, de Mun emphasized the grave responsibility of the Chamber
to protect educational liberty. Legislation should have the good of France in mind, he
argued, and this meant providing for the spiritual foundation for its citfZéths pointed
out that the law of 1875 allowed for mixed juries, meaning it was already the law of the
land to allow for liberty in higher education. Further, since the right of educasistied
to the right of individual conscience, which was the proper domain of God, it was the
Church and not the state that had a better claim to oversee education. To abolish the
mixed juries and replace them only with state approved juries, which was the pfojec

Ferry and left-leaning Republicans, would turn higher education back into a state-run

8 De Mun, séance 3 juin, 1876, 275.

% For a good general work on the founding of theviersity of Paris and its theological underpinnirggse
Hilde de Ridder-Symoendniversities in the Middle Agg€ambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1992), 420-435. See also Marcia Collistedieval Foundations of the Western Intellectuadition 400-
1400(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997), 288- For a work representative of the age, see
John Henry NewmarT,he Idea of a University: Nine Discourses Delivetedhe Catholics of Dublin
(London: Basil Montagu Pickering Publishers, 18713):99.

®Albert de Mun, séance 3 juin, 1876, 275.

87 De Mun, séance 3 juin 1876, 275.

41



monopoly. This had been the lapse of liberty that the law of 1875 was designe¥ to fix.
In this fashion, de Mun cast Ferry as the opponent of true liberty.

De Mun’s next tactic was to argue the compatibility of faith and reason. This
relationship, he stated, was flourishing in the free universities. To support hss beesi
produced a letter from the head of the Geology Faculty at the Sorbonne, Professtr Al
Auguste De Lapparent written in response to an article that appeared in tad XoXr
Siecle The article had been written by a journalist named Sarcey, who was sent to the
University of Paris in order to report on the nature and competency of sciégsithing
there®® Sarcey’s exposé claimed that the geology faculty only taught accooding t
doctrines of the Catholic Church, and thus was not teaching scienc&at alll.

As far as De Lapparent was concerned, however, Sarcey already had his mind
made up before he came. De Lapprent took great issue with the articlengetuati
either the journalist did not know what he was talking about, or was willfully
calumniating De Lapparent and his faculty in order to paint a negative picture for
political purposes. De Lapparent defended his teaching by pointing out he had studied
with the noted scientist Ebe de Beaumont, and that he had received nothing but accolades
from the most respected men in his field. The article’s accusations wergfigjube
Lapparent claimed, and his letter demanded an apology from Sarcey.

In adducing De Lapparent’s self-defense, de Mun was not only defending the

ability of Catholic universities to teach science, but was also implyinght@at

8 séance 3 juin 1876, 277.

8 De Laparent and his family’s work at the Sorboarestill considered foundational regarding the
geological sciences. See Christian Montedag Famille de Géologues, let :apparent: un Sigldhestoire
& d’'aventures de la Géologi@aris: Vuibert, 2008), 63-80.

% Seance 3 juin 1876, 277. Note: this author caoldocate the original article for Sarcey’s quote.

1 Séance 3 juin 1876, 277.
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accusations coming from the secularists were fictions composed with pelite=in

mind. Thus, de Mun hoped to persuade his audience, via the testimony of De Lapparent,
that the anti-clerical accusation regarding the incompatibility letvie@ith and science,

was untrue.

Ferry and the Case for Laicité

Ferry’'s response laid out the republican case for the primacy of théostarels
its citizens. Ferry did not agree with de Mun or his conservative counterparts tha
education was not the domain of the state. For him, the state alone could guarantee proper
education for France for several reasons: it was free from the doghaatis of the
Church, the state was the proper teacher and patron of science, and that Catholic demands
made upon French citizens prevented their loyalty to France herself. Thessgutofe
antagonisms between church and state reveals the anticlerical ratfanale will see,
men such a Maret, thought these presupposed antagonisms were reflective more of
Ferry’s ideological commitment to philosophical positivism and matsnathan an
authentic appreciation of the true nature of faith and science. Ferry thusagtands
counterpoise to Maret, revealing the latter’s intellectual uniqueness.

Ferry’s political challenge was daunting. He had enemies from the comservat
bloc, but also from his own side of the Chamber. The current laws ensuring liberty in
higher education were supported by opportunist Republicans such as Jules Simon who
opposed a state monopoly in education for left-leaning rather than consenasdiveste
Ferry knew that a direct assault on the new law of higher education itselfprouk too

risky, as the Church was powerful and its current influence in the schools imrRenye

92 Philip BertocciJules Simon: Republican Anticlericalism and CultwRalitics in France, 1848-1886
(Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 1928)3.
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needed to convince his audience that it was the Church, and not he, who threatened
liberty for the schools. Thus, the approach he selected to make his argument

Ferry first addressed the Falloux Laws before aiming his sights on higher
education and the mixed juries. He offered two sets of conditions in particular that he
believed set apart the situation of the Third Republic from the previous Imeegmalaf
Napoleon Il who enacted the Falloux Laws for primary and secondary egfudatst,
Ferry reminded his fellow deputies of France’s loss of face. The nation had alstut |
the war to Prussia at the battle of Sedan on September 2 and 3 in 1870, leading to
Napoleon lII's exile and the establishment of the Third Republic the following\iaryy
Republicans blamed this loss on the scientific and technological superiorityssféyr
whose education systems encouraged scientific research through teaxcholgssroom
experiments? This model, known as the Humboldt system, gave Prussia technological
military advantages, at least according to Ferry and other antitiRgpablicans® The
loss in 1871 was caused by France’s inferior education system, they saidculgrad
a system which lacked proper training in science and thereby granted Prussia
technological advantage. With this argument, Ferry hoped to capitalize @eling$ of
many Frenchmen regardimgvanche or revenge, against the loss of prestige and land
(Alsace-Loraine) to Prussia. In the aftermath of the war reflected ideological bias,

emerging primarily from positivist presuppositiofisthe philosophical system known as

% For more on the Humboldt Model of education, sebd®t David AndersorEuropean Universities from
the Enlightenment to 19(®xford UK: Oxford University Press, 2004), 243.

% Prussian Minister of Education Wilhelm von Humtiplh767-1835. For an explanation of the Humboldt
Model for German higher education, see R. D. AmgleiSuropean Universitiesb1-66.

% For an assessment on the revanche as politicatation for education reform, see Bertrand Jolya “L
France et la Revanche, 1871-191R¢évue d’histoire moderne et contemporame 2 June (1999): 325-
347.

% Jules Ferry, P. Robiquet ddiscours et Opinions de Jules Ferry. Vol. (Raris: Armand Colin Editeurs,
1895) 194. (Hereafter referred to as ‘Discours, M) Ferry’s says of Comte, “Comte shows
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positivism, developed by Auguste Comte, asserted that the only authentic knowledge was
a knowledge based on sense experience and visible (positive) veriffaicience
provided not only the best means of gaining knowledge burtlyaneans. Therefore,
positivists held, if France were to compete with Prussia and enter into the mdcarsdri
military competitions of the modern world, science had to be taught in all of thénFrenc
schools in a way satisfactory to positivist principles. The educational systerarnce
had long been dominated by the Catholic Church, an institution that positivists
considered unlikely to respect scientific knowledge and unable to teach propefiscienti
methods to French youth. As a result, they argued, education had to be secilatized.
Church was simply incapable of offering the necessary modern pedidesyyy raised
the painful memory of war to stress this point.

Ferry’s freemasonry may also have contributed significantly to his initigilityos

to Catholic education. Ferry’s initiation into the Grand Orient, France’ssakf@sonic

marvelously...that every society contains in its bogomoral power which governs individual wills
without courts and without force...For positivism, mlitly is an essentially human fact distinct fronegy
belief concerning the beginning and end of thildsrality is a social fact, which bears within it
beginning and end; and social morality becomesysuegre a question of culture, not only the culture
which primary or higher education gives, but whiebults from good legislation and from the intedlig
practice of the spirit of association.” 194-95. &és® Louis Lagrandnfluence du Positivisme Dans
I'Oeuvre Scolaire de Jules Ferry, Les Origines ae lLaicité(Paris: M. Riviére Publisher, 1961).

" Comte, Auguste; Richard Congreve, translafbe Catechism of Positive Religi@irondon, Savill and
Edwards Printers, 1858) 68.

% For an investigation of the relationship betwebitgsophical positivism and the founding of the fehi
Republic, see Sudhir Hazareesingh,latkllectual Founders of the Republic: Five Studreblineteenth
Century French Republican Thoudfxford: Oxford University Press; 2005), 23-85.

%It is interesting to note that recent scholarshighallenging the long-standing assumption of the
inadequacy of Catholic-run schools to teach pupikcience. Most notably, Patrick Harrigan’s “Churc
State, and Education in France From the Falloukdd-erry Laws: A Reassessmei@dnadian Journal of
History, April (2001), and Sarah Ann Curtissducating the Faithful: Religion, Schooling, ancciety in
Nineteenth Century Frang®eKalb, lllinois: University of Northern Illinoi®ress, 2000). See also Anne
T. Quartarar&Vomen Teachers and Popular Education in Ninete@ethtury(Newark, NJ: University of
Delaware Press, 1995), 166. Quartararo challergéetFerry thesis regarding the inferiority of fick
Catholic education from the perspective of womemacation. For a differing perspective of the
limitations of the Church’s role in women’s eduoatiand the development of the feminist consciousnes
see Paul Seeley, “O Sainte Mére: Liberalism andtiwalization of Catholic Men in Nineteenth Cegtur
France,"The Journal of Modern Historyol. 70 no. 4 December, (1998): 862-891.
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body, was a well-publicized evelif He was in good company. French masonry attracted
many committed Republicans (forty percent of the Republic’s civil mnsistere

masons) and nurturedoalitical party often calledadical utopiansoy their political
opponents® The French masons exalted reason, science, and rational education. Masons
like those of the Grand Orient repudiated Catholic moral doctrine as an affront to
individual autonomy, especially in the realm of the moral formation of the conscienc
Moral training was to be done according to discernable rational norms which would be
passed on in education. This, along with the teaching of science, would result in
“universal conciliation.*? Thus French masonry was deeply committed to secular,
universal and free education — focal points that matched Ferry’s goals. i&duwcad to

be practical, moral, rational, and thus unifying for the Republic.

Whatever the philosophical underpinnings of Ferry’s politics, the loss to Prussia
provided rhetorical ammunition for Ferry to attack the current system. Francenooul
longer afford to lag behind in this important endeavor to modernize education. More
recently, the openings provided for Catholic institutions in the 1875 law establishing
liberty in higher education provided a grand opportunity for Republicans to start the
reform at the university level. The problem for Ferry lay in convincing the Gaaof
Deputies to move in the direction of his secularist convictions.

It was not simply his views of science and faith that led Ferry to view the Church

with such suspicion. He grew convinced, based on various Papal statements that the

190 phjlip Nord, “Republicanism and Utopian Visionefch Freemasonry in the 1860’s and 187(0F&
Journal of Modern Historyvol. 63, No. 2. June (1991): 213-229. For ansmsent of the relationship
between Marxists members of the radical wing ofrépublicans and their competition with Catholic
unions and labor movements over worker loyalty,Rebert. S. Stuart, “A ‘De-Profundis’ for Christian
Socialism: French Marxists and the Critique of #di Catholicism, 1882-1905French Historical
Studiesvol. 22 no. 2 Spring (1999): 241-61.

191 Nord, “Republicanism and Utopian,” 213.

192 Nord, “Republicanism and Utopian,” 223.
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Catholic Church was developing an increasingly intransigent posture towards modern
notions of individual liberty. This “new Catholicism,” as he called it, presented the
greatest threat to the Third RepubfiéIn his speech to the Chamber, Ferry referred to
various recent decrees from the Church which he asserted revealed the intent of the
Church to override the legitimate boundaries of the state.

At this point in the debate, Ferry mentioned the declaration of papal infallibility i
the Vatican | Council, 1870-71. Ferry believed the doctrine of infallibility ietph
desire for the pope to rule the Catholic world, a clear sign that the Vatican was
overturning both the proper distinction between temporal and spiritual authority in
France, as well as possibly abrogating the Concordat of ?8bl appealed to
longstanding French traditions and law (such as the Concordat of 1801 and the Four
Articles of 1682) which clearly distinguished the two orders of temporal and skiritua
State and Church-- in order to demonstrate the need for the state to “go on the gffensive
to free France from the specter of clerical contfoProdding his enemies even more,
Ferry alluded to a notorious document called “The Syllabus of Errors,” writtengsy P
Pius IX in 1864, wherein the Pope seemed to decry all things modern.

Ferry’s rhetorical strategy produced the fireworks he hoped for. The mofutes
the Chamber suggest that critics such as de Mun and the Marquis de Castellaee, anot
conservative member of the Chamber of Deputies, recognized Ferry'g\staatd

challenged his evidence, shouting, “The Syllabus! You do not even know what’f is!”

103 Jules Ferry, “Liberté,” 355.

194 Jules Ferry,”La Troisiéme République sera laiqire@dile Rudelle, ed.a république des citoyens:
Jules Ferry, vol. I(Paris: Imperiale Nationale, 1996), 360.

195 Jules FerryLa Troisiéme,” 357.

196 jules Ferry, Ia Troisiéme” 357. Le Syllabus referred to one of the Papatioents produced by Pope
Pius IX condemning all of the errors of what hdezl‘modernisni referring especially to the influence of
philosophical naturalism in science and ethics.
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The conservatives, however, recognized their own dilemma: they were no longer the
majority in the chamber and thus lacked the political power to block the libergbstein s
of enjoying one of their own in the Presidency and a majority in the Senate h€lus t
had to be careful in their challenges not to be perceived as filibustering. lkemever,
was ready for their protestations. After being interrupted by de CasteRarry

produced prepared texts from the Pope’s own words to substantiate his claims about
resurgent Catholic ambitions.

He chose Pius IX’s infamous encycli€alianta Curaas his further proof of the
Church’s meddlind®” In the encyclical, the Pope condemned what he perceived as the
foundational notions of modern culture: philosophical naturalism, social atheism, and
absolute liberty®® Ferry argued that these recent Vatican statements were positive proof
that the Church intended to usurp church/state boundaries established by the Concordat,
and insinuate itself in the central power position. He pointed out several passages from
this text as proof that the Church no longer respected the separation in France between
temporal and spiritual authority, but wanted to override these long standing boundaries.
He responded to de Castellane by reading a very long excerpt from thelgeyrakent.

Here is a relevant section Ferry read from the Pope regarding themnstater

For as you well know, venerable brothers, in our times there have been

found a large number of men who by applying to civil society the impious

and absurd principle of naturalism, as they call it, dare to teach that ‘the

perfection of reason for society and civil progress absolutely requires a

human society constituted and governed outside of all consideration of
religion.™®°

107 Pope Pius IXQuanta Cura and The Syllabus of Errp8sDecember, 1864, #6-12, in which the Pope
condemned ideas such as separation of Church ated iligious liberty, and that he had to recencil
himself with the modern worldl'his and other pontifical citations taken framavw. Vatican.va date last
accessed March 24, 2011.

198 Quanta Cura# 3.

1%ules Ferry, a Troisiéme” 359.
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In selecting this passage from the Pope’s encyclical, Ferry waslenhfhat his
audience would be convinced about the antagonistic attitude that the Pope had towards
the modern state.

Confident that the texts to which he referred offered more than ample evidence of
the Church'’s threatening plan, he continued to hack away at the true nemesis of the
Republic as he saw it, clericalism. Clericalism created an “intelié€aesarism” as he
called it, the new threat rising from the ashes of the political Caestirdgémreceded it in
the form of the altar/throne allian&¥. Since the abandonment of centralized rule by
Frenchmen only frustrated ecclesial political goals, Ferry claimedh&ahurch
therefore knew it had to cling to its long-standing educational domain. Its iggans
was the result. Ferry exclaimeéd)Ne have to defend...liberty and the principles of
1789!"* These principles—Liberty, Equality, and Fraternity—would provide the basis
for the new Republic after having been forgotten during the restoration of Nitretee
Century Absolutisnt*? Not only were these principles under attack, Ferry also claimed
that Declaration of the Four Articles, a law signed into action by Louis X6B2, was
also threatenetf* Hence, he charged that the Catholic Church was scheming to knock
down even the barriers erected by early modern kings to prevent the Church from
encroaching beyond its own proper sphere.

As another blast across the bow of his opponents, Ferry quoted Louis Veuillot,

editor of the ultramontanist journglUnivers. “When the liberals are in power, we ask

10 jules Ferry, Ia Troisiéme” 357. Ferry often motioned to his sympathizersmtyhis speech to offer
some sort of cat-call or insulting noise when inipted.

1 jules Ferry, Ia Troisiéme” 357.

12 jules Ferry, Ia Troisiéme” 356.

13 Signed into Law by Louis XIV to limit the influeroof the Gallicanist church in French affairs, and
giving the king the right to appoint candidateshte Catholic Episcopate.
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them for liberty, because it is their principle, and when we are in power, we tefgse

it to them because that is ours™"Statements such as these lent weight to Ferry’s claim
that he was simply acting defensively out of a necessity to protect Fratddke

Republic from the attack from the Church.

De Mun had argued during his time at the podium for a common understanding
human rights. He claimed that the right to education belonged to rthly.fahus, the
state had no governance over these rights. Furthermore, educatiaa aguroper goal
that of forming the soul. Since most families were Cathdlwas the Church, then, and
not the state that was most responsible for educ8fidrne state’s role was auxiliafy’

Ferry, however, was convinced to the contrary. He believed that he had
adequately explained the reason for state control over educatiorellaasvihe threat
posed by the Church to the liberties of the Third Republic. Yet, tmsecvatives
believed that his claim to protect individual liberty was the Aebiheel of Ferry’'s
argument because he was attacking liberty of higher educatioavor bf a state
monopoly of educatiof'’

On the contrary, Ferry argued that the Republic existed for thecpimt of
individual liberties™*® In order for this to be accomplished, he had to first relieve the
Church from its grasp on civil institutions in order to procure thibseties™'® It was
thus the state’s duty to oversee education and ensure the proper tiraicitimenship. If

this duty were left up to families and the Church, he feared that the goal efvprgsand

114 Jules Ferry, I‘a Troisiéme” 357. The exact reference to L'Univers was navted by Ferry.
15 5éance 2 juin 1876, 276.

116 séance 2 juin 1876, 277.

7 géance 2 juin 1876, 284.

18 jules Ferry, I‘a Troisiéme” 368. See also Evelyn AcomBrench Laic Laws]150-151.

19 Jules Ferry, I'a Troisiéme” 368.
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passing on the principles of the French Revolution would fHtdt. was the French
Revolution of 1789 that secured the idea of individual liberty, he contiraret the
Constitution of 1848 and “it is the National Assembly of 1850 that dimulisthe
monopoly of the university, and for secondary education as WelFinally, it was the
“Republic of 1875 that gives you liberty of teaching in higher educatod, that
abolished the last vestige of the university monopti§.”

When reminded by the right that the majority of left-leaninggu®dicans voted
against the law that allowed for the establishment of free urtiesisFerry explained
that they were confusing liberty of education with the confefrdegrees, and dismissed
the point by saying that he did not wish to take up this exhaustadssiiso again that
day, but rather to point out the necessity of the state controllingaalic”l am not
afraid to say, gentlemen, that modern societies will return verklguw barbarism if the
state, if civil society, if the public power does not watch incessantly overtemuts®

Thus, in response to those who argued that Ferry wanted to reststtidi
monopoly of the state over education, which the Falloux Laws wexetezhto oppose,
Ferry concluded that it was the Church, and not he, who wanted a monopoly on
education; it was the Church and not he who sought to stamp out liéedtyt was the
Church and not he who sought total control of education. Against these ddrereys
claimed he was merely trying to defend the rights of the state.

Whether or not Ferry believed his own claim that France was under attack by a

“new Catholicism,” is uncertain. What cannot be denied, however, is that Faayebkel

120 jules Ferry, I'a Troisiéme” 356.
121 géance 3 juin 1876, 285.
122g6ance 2 juin 1876, 285.
13 g56ance 2 juin 1876, 285.
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that the kind of training needed for the youth in order to enjoy full entrance into
modernity was training in the methods of science, and that he considered the state to be
the only institution capable of successfully carrying out this all-impot¢esht Since the

youth of France represented the future of France, formation in professidnediantific
learning ensured a thoroughtydernfuture. It made little sense to Ferry or to other
Republican reformers, to allow institutes such as the University of Rautisige under
clerical influence'®

Ferry insisted that the power of the state over education had been recognized in
the past in the public laws of France, dating back to the era of Louis thEXfV.
education were to be offered by the state to its citizens, then it had to be freeudad se
and furthermore, compulsory. This not only affirmed his theory that it is the Isstis t
primarily responsible for education.

Ferry concluded his address by reaffirming the traditional view of litieory
that education was especially essential in a Republic, since its citizshsake part in
governing the state and in defending its integrity. The obligation was espea@iéd
since the Republic had been won at the expense of so much toil and bloodshed.

| ask this Chamber, this republican majority which is listening to me, if the

fatherland is not a portion of land that events can extend or diminish; and

if, besides this fatherland, there is not a moral fatherland, a group of ideas

and ideals which the government should defend as the patrimony of the

souls for which it has charge? | ask them if there is not, in this French
society, a certain number of ideas sprinkled with the most pure generous
blood, for which for twenty-five years soldiers, men of letters,

philosophers, orators, statesmen, have toiled, have poured out their blood;

and if there is a heritage of which you are the guardians, a heritage which
you ought to transmit to your children as your fathers have willed it to

124) ouis Liard,L’Enseignement Superieur en France, 1789-18@8ne II(Pairs: Armand Colin Editeurs,
1894), 297-333. Louis Liard was the formmecteurof the Sorbonne and the head of higher educafion o
France from 1884-1902.

125 g6ance 3 juin 1876, 285.
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you? Well, these two or three ideas which are the foundation of a society
derived from the French Revolution are the doctrine of the state; that is the
manner in and extent to which the state should be the guardian of national
unity.*?°
With this last rhetorical flourish, Ferry connected the problem of educatidw iThird
Republic to the First — founded during the French Revolution, and based upon Jacobin
principles of equality, fraternity, and liberty—so as to argue that the futumrauoté

must embrace the modern, as he understood the term, and not risk another return to the

old regime.

Conclusion

Despite Ferry’s explosive rhetoric, his measure ultimately faileét¢orbe law.
Long before Ferry had the clout as Minister of Public Instruction, he managed to
convince the Chamber to adopt his position; it voted overwhelming for the measure, 363
to 133'2" However, the measure was defeated in a close vote in the Senate that still
maintained a slim royalist majority, earning 139 votes but falling victirmedld4 votes
against®® Ferry had fought for the Republican bill to abolish the mixed juries in the
conferral of degrees, arguing that it was essential to preserve this pdhestate
alone®® Ferry's effort to secularize would have to wait until he was appointed Minster
of Public Instruction and Cults in 1879.

Ferry may have failed to achieve his goal initially, but the debate in thel&@ham
of Deputies in the summer of 1876 merits attention as the first major battleehetvee

two main forces in the Republican government —anticlerical and conservative.

126 jules FerryDiscours vol. 1| 66-67.

127 géance 3 juin 1876, 287.

1283.0.S 22 juillet 1876, 5433-34.

129 g6ance, 2 juin 1876, 274. See also Louis LidrtEnseignement Supériet800.
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Arguments offered by Ferry, the opportunist Republican, and Albert de Mun, a
Legitimist, represent the rationales that structure political debatesy the ensuing

years. An examination of the arguments of this first clash reveals theggtodtered by

each side to grasp and maintain power in the fledgling Republic, as well afy/idgnti

what was most important in their program. Both sides believed that whomever controlled
education controlled France. Education would be the key that each side felt it needed to
possess in order to unlock the door for the future.

De Mun, as we have seen, sought to articulate a conservative position that defined
liberty as imperiled by state influence over education. Whatever philosoptecias his
position might have had, political momentum in the late 1870s belonged to the
Republicans, not to those who wanted to restore an absolutist form of government led by
a king or emperor. Conservatives’ failure to navigate the political winds tgrrec
contributed to the eventual victory of the Opportunist Republicans, and likewise for thei
educational philosophy. Ferry would be appointed to the Minister of Public Instruction
and Cults in 1879 under the cabinet of Prime Minister Henry Waddington.

It is important for my overall argument to investigate de Mun’s perspectivte, as
further explains three important elements: First, the uniqueness of Maret’'standerg
of church and state compared to other conservatives as he did not see the two as
oppositional; second, why both he and later Pope Leo XllI had difficulty winning support
from the Catholic political bloc for rallying around the republic; and finallyMd&
offers an argument similar to Maret’s regarding the relationship betwébrahd
science. This is one of the reasons why Maret allowed himself to be edifiath the

conservative bloc.
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Chapter Two: Ferry’s Success

This dissertation is about the battle between Jules Ferry and Henri Maret over
higher education in France. This chapter will examine how Ferry launched such a
confrontation and campaigned successfully to secularize the French exlaicsystem.

It will show the various forms of opposition that he encountered and overcame. This will
serve as a prelude to the introduction to Maret, whose counteroffensive markesl Ferr
last ideological challenge.

The appointment of Jules Ferry to Minister of Public Instruction and Cults in
1879 marked a new chapter in the Third Republic church/state debates over edwgation, a
the laws would now reflect an official anticlerical program. After this app@ntndules
Ferry authored a series of laws known as the Ferry Laws, which succeedadiimgsec
his goal oflaicité in primary and secondary education. This legislation prepared for his
next endeavor, namely, to eliminate Catholic influence in higher education.

Before examining more explicitly Ferry’s rationale and strateghi®legislative
and political activity, it may be helpful to summarize the various laws he adthor
implementiaicité in French education. This will also serve as a timeline within which
this section of the dissertation can be situated. As the previous chapter explaingd,
political strategy was instigated by a legislative defeat be®@sbumed the Ministry
position in Public Instruction. As we discussed in the first chapter, the Chamber of
Deputies vigorously debated the freedom of higher education granted in a law of 1875. In
1876, a bill passed the Chamber of Deputies to disallow the so-called free upwersit

those institutions not governed by the state — from being allowed to confer degrees
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When this bill failed in the Senate the same year, Ferry realized thatulte weed to
develop a different course of action once in power, as the Senate still possessed a
conservative majority. In March of 1879, another bill sponsored by the antiderical
sought to once again prevent free faculties from conferring degrees. To thisriyll, F
added a controversial article, Article Seven, which forbade teaching@ulgn as the
influential Jesuits from teaching in French schddls.

In August of 1879, Ferry established what are cdlésbles normalesschools
which provided professional training for teachers. This meant that any téaableing in
a state school had to be certified through this new professional system. &tihadicC
teaching congregations were no longer permitted to teach without fiestirgctraining
from his teaching schools.

Ferry authored a bill abolishing all fees for public primary education in June of
1881. Thus, French schooling was now free. In addition to this, he implemented a new
requirement for all teachers. Not only were they to be trained in the traghaogls, but
they also need a state-certified license to teach, known asetvet de capacitdVhereas
in the past being a member of a Catholic teaching congregation sufficegiganaake
credential to teach in the schools, now only those witlhitbeet de capacitbad
authorization.

In March of 1882, Ferry put in place his law making education for all primary and
secondary schooling compulsory. With this last act, Ferry achieved his goakioigm
French education free, compulsory, and laic. Thus, with this series of legislati

measures, Ferry set the stage for his battle with Maret over higherieducat

130 The Falloux Law of 1850 gave permission to theszuthorized orders to reestablish their work and
teach in schools in France.
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Ferry’s Promotion and Renewed Efforts

Ferry’s appointment as the Minister of Public Instruction and Cults awarded hi
the clout and political power that he needed to achieve his educational goaks gohs,
namely that education be free, compulsory, and laic, now made up the crux of his
political agenda. After his appointment, Ferry knew that he still lacked tlessay
clout in the senate to achieve all of his objectives.

The law for the establishment of free primary education was significaimat it
affirmed Ferry’s view that the democratic state was primarilgyaesible for education,
and not private institutions such as the Church. The principle of compulsory contributions
(taxes) from all citizens in order to allow for the various functions of éte s¢placed
the older form of voluntary offerings from the privileged classes who tadity offered
tuition or compensatory support to others out of a sense of Christian charity. Thisfpiece
legislation secured the rights of the state regarding the formatitaifizens over and
against the view stated by the likes of de Mun, who thought education was a right
belonging to the family versus that state, and therefore not the responsitiihéysthte
but that of the family. The family should thus have the option of choosing schooling for
their children.

Since Ferry’s bill reflected his anticlericalism but he himself wasrraligious,
he was willing to allow religious education offered by religious leadsitgpastors
within the school buildings themselves, according to the wishes of the heads of the
schools. However, Paul Bert, who presided over the committee debating the bilhtwas

as accommodating as Ferry. Bert insisted on some amendments to Ferrgisdanis

1313.0.C 30 novembre 1880, p. 11729.
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insertions in the bill were much stiffer. Religious education was no longer todreigi
primary schools, but was optional in private schools. Public primary schools would be
dismissed one day a week in addition to Sunday to permit parents to instruct their
progeny in religion, should they choose to dd®%dhis measure of Bert's reveals the

level of antagonism that had developed between church and state.

Since free, compulsory and secular primary education was now viewed as
essential to a democracy, higher education must also reflect these laedanfd. Even
though Ferry quite agreed that the state should not have a monopoly in higher education,
the point to which Simon took him to task, he nonetheless believed that it was the state
alone that should have the power to confer degrees, as the state was the

...guardian of the terrestrial city, and that of guardian of human learning;

it watches over it in the name of civil government, which could not have

an ecclesiastical education hostile to its principle and perilous for its

future; it watches over it in the name of Science, of which the state is

definitely the most energetic, powerful, lasting, and above all, whatever

one may say, the most liberal promoter. Dogma for the churches, Science

for the state??

This would make private institutions such as Catholic ones powerless to attract

students, as they would be powerless to confer the necessary credentiats to thei

graduates.

132 3.0.C 29 Marche 1882, pp. 1697-98.

133 Jules FerryDiscours, vol. 11} 200. For an interesting critical examination melijgg the republican
commitment to the idea that social harmony is & &umodernity, see Anja Johansen, “Process of
Civilization? Legitimization of Violent Policing iPrussian and French Police Manuals and Instrugtion
1880-1914,"European Review of Histgrpo. 14 (2007): 49-71. See also Claire Lemeifcea critical
look at the Third Republic from the perspectivdiodnce, “Les bourses en France au XIX siécle, imb
d’un pouvoir comercantistoire, Economie, et Sociétéo. 25 (2006): 51-66.
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Conservative (and some Liberal) Resistance

The right feared that this legislation would cause the Church to lose its foothold in
the formation of French youth. The implications were fraught with dangerbtieyed,
and seemed communistic to them. For instance, the Catholic bloc in the Chamber of
Deputies was convinced that Ferry’s goal to make education free was aimed at
undermining Catholic and private influence in the schools. Thus, during the June 1880
debates in the Chamber regarding the abolition of fees for primary edu&asioop
Charles-Emile Freppel of Angers, a former professor in the faculty of Theatdbe
University of Paris and current deputy from Brest, responded that free edusettia
dangerous precedent. “Do you not fear that, after having demanded of the dta¢adhe
of intelligence, one may end by demanding the right to receive from theustbaes |
freely the bread of the body, which, after all, is necessar{?”

Others such as Emile Keller, a royalist deputy from the High Rhine Belfor
region, wondered why this decision was either not left up to the citizens whoserchildre
were already in schools, or the schools themselves, who bore the brunt of financing thei
institutions. “Revenue for educational purposes should be divided between public and
private schools according to the number of students enrolled in €38hrhe opposition
even came from the left feared that the financial burden placed on the government
resulting from the law would arouse discontent with republican institutiéns.

On this point, the bloody results of the Paris Commune had turned many of the
radicals more conciliatory to the conservatives, as they had supported tio¢ Law

Freedom of Higher Education as a sign of their distancing themselves from time viole

1343.0.C 14 julliet 1880, p. 8154.
1353.0.C 26 novembre 1880, p. 11488.
1363.0.C 6 julliet 1880, pp. 7658-60.
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results of their party’’ Duc Albert de Broglie, a royalist member of the Chamber of
Deputies from Paris, pointed out that the radicals:

...had attained power by revolutionary methods, and twice the principles

of this party, the compromising language, the senseless acts of its)eade

excited such fear, such consternation in the material interests that, by a

sudden reaction, power escaped from its hands, and the cup was

withdrawn from its lipst®®
Indeed, it was because of the fear of the radical left that the political upaddethe
government in early days of the Third Republic was decidedly conservative.

Thus, Ferry’s desire for free education was more than just a little contedvers
Royalists took this opportunity to charge him with the notion that he was merely
operating with political and ideological agendas rather than for the goodruieta

Some on the left questioned the Opportunist anticlerical program, pointing out
that the fear of Catholic usurpation or invasion was preposterous. Jules Simotetkitera
his opinion that the ousting of clericals from education and the desire to undo the 1876

Law on Liberty for Higher Education was a program designed merely téydhgs

extreme left, whose program he feared more than the clericiifsts.

13" The Paris Commune was a government made up ofitsiand Anarchists that ruled Paris from March
28 to May 28, 1871. The Commune ended with a viatgfitary intervention. For a recent perspectire
the revolutionary relationship between the Parim@mne and the Russian Revolutions, Casey Harrison,
“The Paris Commune of 1871, the Russian Revoluifal®05, and the Shifting of the Revolutionary
Tradition,” History and Memoryvol. 19, no. 2 Fall/Winter (2007): 5-42. For atpkration of the
relationship between organization, published meafia, the Commune, Gwladys Longeard, “L’'Imprimerie
nationale pendant la Commune de 18 RgVue d’histoire moderne et contemporawa. 52, no. 1 jun-

mar (2005): 147-174.

138 3.0.S 21 juilliet 1876, p. 5384.

139 Acomb, The French Laic Laws,32.

140 Jules Simon, Lévy Calmann, EditeDieu, Patrie, Liberté (Paris: Ancienne Mason Michel Lévy
Fréres, La Librairie Nouvelle, 1883, edition 15)52
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Ferry and the Jesuits

Before going further, we should pause to comment briefly on Ferry’s conitlct
the Jesuits. Ferry’s relationship with the Jesuits illustrates not ontelafs commitment
to laicité, but also the degree of resistance he sometimes encountered. It is not surprising
then, that when he turned his sights to higher education, his demands were equally
rigorous and resistance equally strong.

The much-contested law proposal of May 1879 aimed at preventing the free
universities from being able to confer degrees to their pupils erupted into difipuye
in the June chamber debates. As if the proposal were not contentious enough, Ferry added
what is known as Article Seven to the legislative proposal. This controvetsibd ar
forbade unauthorized teaching orders from teaching in the schools. This article was
aimed at a number of religious orders, but it was really the Jesuits towand the
attack was particularly and forcibly directed. Ferry beefed up hisisnit of the order as
he viewed them as possessing the greatest threat to hiPlbiesaccused them of
constituting a “state within a state” because they answered to a foegsignthey were
dubbed “the militia of the counter-revolutioti*? Hence, the Jesuits could not be patriots
since their teachings were contrary to the principles of the French Revolutignwvétes
held responsible for the organization of the Catholic committees and Catholic
workingmen’s clubs, and publications likes Etudes Religieuseshich supported
activities that “ran counter to the spread of democraty.”

Left-leaning Republicans continued to point out that the Jesuits were banished

underL’ Ancien Régimeand that their perpetual vows had been revoked as well.

141 Ferry, Discours 271.
1423.0.C 12 juin 1879, p. 5015.
1433.0.S 7 mars 1880, p. 2713.
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Napoleon reworked these strong terms in the Concordat of 1801, and allowed religious
associations that sought authorization by the government to return, but an ordinance of
1828 had forbidden unauthorized orders to direct or teach at any level of education. And
since the Jesuits never secured authorization for their work, it could only be b&eguse t
did not want to disclose their statutes, submit to ordinary jurisdiction, recogwilze ci
formalities, and agree to temporary voi¥sln other words, the Jesuits were dangerous
and seditious, and Ferry wanted them removed from France.

To underscore the importance Ferry placed on removing this threat, it will be
helpful to examine a speech Jules Ferry in April of 1879, one month before inserting
Article Seven onto the higher education bill aimed at the free universities.vikantyo
Epinal, capital of the Vosges region which he had represented as deputy,dspeech
to both the general council of the region, as well as the municipal council, in hopes of
gathering support for his new proposal.

In this speech, Ferry proposed the main elements of his educational lalwshehic
would be articulate to the Chamber of Deputies and Senate in June. He made it clear the
two main goals that he wanted to achieve in this bill: making the state theidwaty
in the conferring of university degrees, and the expulsion of unauthorized teachirsg order
such as the Jesuits. It was this second goal that formed the crux of his"épEeaty.
recognized that the enroliment at Jesuits schools were on the inéfeasese schools

not only educated a large percentage of French youth, but 70% of the graduates from

144 Jules FerryDiscours vol. 11| 70-80.

145 Jules Ferry, “L’Expulsion des Jésuites,” in OdRedelle Jules Ferry La République des citoyens!.

I, 377.

146 patrick Harriagan argues that Ferry’s oppositithe Jesuits was based on two reasons: he fdared t
competition, and the Jesuits had such a stronghdlte French elite and military. See Patrick Hzari
“Church, State, and Education in France, From tdo&x to the Ferry Laws: a Reassessmebahadian
Journal of HistoryApril (2001): 68,69.
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Ecole St. Geneviéve in Paris served in public offfé&etween the years 1854 and 1876,
the percentage of secondary school attendees rose from 19.3 to 29.7 percent. The total
enrollment for all Catholic education rose 121 percent in the same p&titis level of
influence posed a major problem for Ferry’s proposals, which may explain hisilaart
vehemence against them.

Furthermore, schools controlled by the Jesuits were responsible for weiing
books and history books critical of the French Revolution, and prepared numerous young
men for service in the military and public office, and were accused by Remsbdisa
whole for their pro-monarchy sympathies. They were, as a whole, not disposeddb Fr
Republicanism eithef’? Ferry viewed them as “anti-modern,” and “at war with the
Modern State**° The Jesuits were responsible for the success of two of the most well-
known schools, Vaugirard and Ecole Sainte Geneviéve, which both enjoyed indisputable
success in preparing their students for professional colleges kn@®mamdes Ecolesas
well as for the university>* Ferry had a deep fear that French universities would be
infiltrated by graduates from Jesuit secondary schools. Eliminating émaca was
therefore crucial in achieving success in his goal to secularize highetieduca

In his address at Epinal, he mentioned the threat that the Jesuits posed to a unified
France. He knew that he could capitalize on French fear of weakness and dighnity
the calamity of the war of 1871 haunting recent memory, since as previougipmee,

it was widely held by Frenchmen that the loss to Prussia could only be due ia'®russ

147 John W. Langdon, “The Jesuits and French Educafiddomparative Study of Two Schools 1852-
1913,"History of Education Quarterjyol. 18, no. 1. Spring (1978), 52.

148 angdon, “The Jesuits,” 50.

149 angdon, “The Jesuits,” 55.

10 Jules Ferry, “L’Expulsion Des Jésuites,” 380.
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superior higher education school system which was deemed more advanced aimen it ¢
to teaching science and research (which translated into better niditarypology on the
battlefield.}>? It was this claim of the ‘defense of France’ to which Ferry appealed to
deflect accusations that he was attacking “liberty of conscience” inedt{i of parental
control over education” for their childrér®

The support Ferry received from both the municipal council and the general
department council at Epinal encouraged Ferry to pursue his plan of edudaiitél

as there were no voices of opposition to his concern regarding the Jesuits.

The Chamber Debate of June, 1879

As Ferry continued his anticlerical campaign against the Jesuits, he again
encountered conflict not just from the right, but also from the left. Jules Simom agree
with conservatives such as Keller, de Mun, and other voices from the right whbesaid t
proposed Article Seven violated freedom of conscience. Simon'’s support of Ferry’s
anticlericalism and defense of the Republic only went so far. He accusgafer
violating freedom of conscience. He cautioned,

The religion of the state oppresses the conscience and the education of the

state, and thus understood, suppresses it...Freedom of thought is not the

abstract right to have an opinion to oneself in the secret of his

conscience...it is not for that that the martyrs have died and revolutions

have triumphed:; it is for freedom spread abroad by word and by'Bbok.

In other words, Simon viewed Ferry’s proposals as recreating a centsthred

at least in terms of monopolizing education, and thought that this model of the state

152 Jules Ferry, “L’Expulsion Des Jésuites,” 379.
153 Jules Ferry, “L’Expulsion Des Jésuites,” 380.
1543.0.C. 27 décembre 1879, no. 20, pp.111579-81.
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would crush liberty of conscience. Further, this form of government was one they wer
supposed to be eradicating, not one towards which they were returning. Many
Republicans held that it was state-controlled education that led to the debacle of 1871.
The Republican notion of liberty, Simon argued, had to be applied to education if
freedom were to spread.

This is an ironic twist of the entire effort to secularize education in the name of
liberty. In order to accomplish his goal, Ferry utilized a model of the $iattédo closely
resembled thancien régimdor the likes of liberal Republicans such as Simon, who
supported the rights of Catholics in education for that reason. Ferry knew that he had to
rid the nation of the Higher Education Law of 1875 which allowed for free uniesrsiti
and broke the state monopoly on education in order to update France, bringing it into the
‘modern age,’ he believed. Additionally, the education needed to be legally subordinated
to the state as its guardian and provider if his goals were to be met.

The debate in the Chamber of Deputies regarding this law was even more furious
than the initial battle that took place in this Chamber when Ferry first propasdtet
summer of 1876 while a still a Deputy from the Vosges region. Now, as Miafster
Higher Education and Cults, he staked his reputation and clout on passing tfifs bill.
According to Paul Robiquet, the secretary for the debate, it quickly assumedrdnarha
of a “duel between democracy and the clerical pdr§tiis opponents seized upon the
notion that Ferry was abandoning liberty for a return to the centralized system of
Napoleon Ill and all other absolutists who ruled France in the Nineteenth Century.

Despite the fierce resistance, the Chamber adopted Article Seven dgailssuits by a

1%5 Jules FerryDiscours vol. 111,60-61.
1%6 Jules FerryDiscours vol. 11| 61.
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vote of 333-164>" Yet, Ferry knew that the Chamber was much more liberal than both
the Senate and the departmental general councils, who would see the localized
implementation of the law. Thus, during parliamentary holidays, Ferry camgaigne
publicly in defense of this controversial article, even with the danger of apgpeaati-
liberty.

Despite his passionate promotion of the legislation, the departmental general
councils voted against it in August 38-28. The Senate defeated the article in
September of 1880, preventing Ferry and the Republicans from banning the Jéisits at
time™° Further, the cabinet of William Waddington, President of the Council, was
replaced as reforms were moving to slow and he was blamed. Even though Charles de
Freycinet, his successor, left Ferry in place, these election falkftd-erry with no
legislative outlet to achieve victory for his plans regarding that Order.

Thus, his bill aimed against the freedom of higher education for free universitie
proposed in the summer of 1879 achieved only one of his two objectives; namely, to
endow the state with the exclusive right to confer academic degreeshéhgaal — that
of prohibiting the public teaching of unauthorized religious orders such as thes Jesui
would require further planning.

Ferry knew the criticism that he defied liberty and sought a return to alzaura
state was a serious threat to the passing of this bill. He had to defend himsekisrom
accusation, as this was precisely the charge he aimed at his opponenishéi ¢jee
stuck, it would not only color his reputation but would also deprive him of the armaments

he hoped to use against his foes. Thus, he countered with a subtle argument regarding

1573.0.C 10 juillet, 1879, pp. 6319-25.
158 3.0.C.10 juillet, 1879, p. 3619.
1593.0.S 16 mars 1880, p. 3062.
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liberty and its relationship to a higher cause: namely, the good of France. Hdlpthdor
argument that freedom is a conditional liberty subject to the rights of publicsintere
These rights were determined and governed by the state:
| agree that everyone has the right to ask the government, whose name | bear
while possessing the floor at this moment, its principles of freedom...we are
told today that there is not academic freedom without the freedom of
congregations...Education is free. To teach is exercised under the guarantee
of law and state oversight. This oversight extends to all educational
institutions and teaching, without exceptiSh.
Unfortunately for Ferry, his savvy defense notwithstanding, his measu faile
He could not get the support in the Senate for his now infamous Article Seven. Yet, he

was not defeated. Parliament was to reconvene in eight months, giving him time to

rework his measure and reassess his support.

Another Effort and Another Disappointment

When Waddington lost his post just before Christmas in 1879, Ferry was retained,
much to his relief, and he was able to continue his project. He knew, however, that there
was much work to be done. The conservative majority in the Senate was preventing him
from legislative success. He needed to cleverly devise another way of agtievi
goals.

He re-crafted his bill on higher education in March of 1880. In some ways, the
current measure went further in two ways than his original plan. First, tleg “fre
universities such as the University of Paris, were forbidden to utilize theftitl@versity
or to become establishmentsutifité publiqueexcept by special law. Second, he

reworked the language in Article Seven, still the most controversial of thiéarticles

180 Ferry, Discours vol. |, 62-63
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in the new provision, hoping to prevent all unauthorized religious orders to participate
public or free education of any kir@:

Opponents of the bill yet again reacted strongly stating that the governnsent wa
striking at the heart of freedom of instruction when it gave the state theseectight of
conferring degrees. With regards to the aspect of the law that would forbid free
universities from the title ofuniversity’ Bonapartist deputy frorsersPaul de
Cassagnac argued that the bill actually attacked freedom of thoughd@ststwould not
be examined by their own instructors. They would therefore be subject to the inquiries
from those uninformed of the students’ formatté.

During this legislative session in March of 1880, Ferry and his allies battled foe
from left and right in hopes to get Article Seven passed. When Simon addressed the
Senate, he sought to shatter this now notorious article. He found the article useles
because the fears which Ferry had expressed had no foundation as far as Simon was
concerned. He felt the measure not only ill-advised, but also dffjust.

Furthermore, the question was put forth by Legitimist lawyer FerdinagdrBo
regarding the state’s ability to teach a consistent doctrine and consiktenTis
seemed to him to be oxymoronic and impossible as the state “embraced so maemnt differ
doctrines” itself:®* Therefore, Boyer submitted an amendment which would permit both
“free” and state faculties to confer degrees but with the requiremenrtdtuates
needed examination before a jury appointed by the Higher Council of Public Education

for admission to public office or profession. The amendment was rejected.

1613.0.C 1 avril 1879, p. 2768.

1623.0.C 2 juin 1876, pp. 3764-66.

183 Edouard Lecanuetes Premieres Années du Pontificat de Léon XlIl; W@Paris: Félix Alcan
éditeur,1931), 43.
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The intense argument which ensued over Article Seven lasted for two entire
weeks. During these debates, the prerogatives of the state versus th&uiritteand
the religious orders was the focus of the disputes. The reform of higher edweas
barely mentioned during these protracted discussions, which seemed to indidadevjus
deeply the educational issue was entrenched within these larger qu¥stions.

Fearing a reversal of sympathy due to Simon’s eloquence, Council President
Charles de Freycinet intervened on behalf of Ferry. He took it upon himself tosattgres
senate with these threatening words: “If this measure is not passed, thevexgowtr
will, in any case, be forced to apply laws much more harsh than these. Vote flar Artic
Seven, it is the most moderate you can obt&ifiDespite Prime Minister Freycinet's

threats, the Senate voted against the article one year after Fermytfoduced the bill.

Ferry’s Success

Ferry’s plans were not entirely foiled. In addition to his legal activithénspring
of 1879 to challenge the free universities, Ferry was simultaneously working on
reforming the Higher Council for Public Education, which had been established in 1873
and allowed clergy to sit on the board to supervise secondary education. Ferry believed
that he had to change this policy in order to secure the proper ideological makeup of the
Council. In commenting on the development, Ferry remarked that, “it is vital to the
security of the future that the stewardship of schools does not belong to the bishops who

have declared that the French Revolution of 1789 was guilty of deicide...and that the

185 Jules FerryDiscours vol. l1| 61
186 Jules FerryDiscours vol. 1| 44
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principles denied original sif® Furthermore, Ferry was determined to make good on
his promise to laicize all education in the country, with or without the approval of the
Senate'®®

After changing the council statutes so that he could remove the Catholic alerg
will, Ferry put in place men on the council loyal to his vision. After achieving the
complexion he desired, the council members then appointed inspectors to investigate
each school periodically to ensure legal propriély.

Now headed by Ferry, the council was given jurisdiction over programs, text
administration, discipline, and most importantly, the conferral of degrees. In thetaten
funded free schools, those that Ferry failed to disband with his challenge to tloé Law
Higher Education of 1875, this council now had the power to intervene by either
forbidding certain texts or expelling teachers or students from the school. Thus,
reforming this council proved to be a very clever move, for Ferry was promoted to
Président du Conseih September of 1880. With this role and having already succeeded
in changing the Higher Council for Public Instruction in March of 1879, he now enjoyed
more authority to accomplish his goals.

Furthermore, even though Article Seven was not passed as such, Freycinet told
Ferry that he would strictly apply the existing laws regarding the unazgidoorders.

This meant that all unauthorized orders such as the Jesuits would have to seek
government approval or suffer the possibility of expulsion from France. Thus, if new
laws regarding unauthorized religious orders could not be passed, a more strict

enforcement of the old laws was a fall-back position. It turned out that currestatieg

1673.0.C 13 December 1880, p. 12793
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could achieve the same end nicely. The Jesuits were thus expelled on"Jur&88y

executive decret?

In compliance with this command, the Jesuits fled to England and Belgium,
abandoning twenty seven colleges and institutes and their staferis, this expulsion
did not go unnoticed by Church officials and Frenchmen alike. Even the police @wecinct
expressed their great dismay at being forced into this action by suctiGapb&avy
hand. The prefect of police in Andrieux, who was a free-thinker and not a practicing
Catholic, described the ousting of the priests as a “painful matter forrésysensible for
its accomplishment. The police met with passive resistance, and had to turnldsgense
priests into the street; their prayerful attitude, their calm, resigna@ssion contrasted
painfully with the use of public-forcé'* Reports like these, far from what Ferry and
Freycinet had hoped, occurred throughout France.

In Toulouse, a former army chaplain, ninety-year-old Fr. Guzy, was the first
Jesuit expelled. Bearing on his chest the cross of the Legion of Honor for heyoie dut
service, he was helped out, while ttendarmesvho knew the old priest cried and
saluted:”® As stories like these amassed throughout France, a storm of indignation and
protest ensued, resulting in Freycinet’s resignation just two monthstedtexpulsions
began. Fortunately for Ferry, he was able to retain his post as Minister of Public

Instruction, allowing the brunt of the unrest to fall on the former Prime Ministe

170 Jacques Gadillda Pensée et L'Action Politiques Des Eveques Eainau Début de la llle République
1870/1883. Tome I(Paris: Hachette 1967), 160.
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It is of no little historical significance that despite Ferry’s wankl &gal and
political maneuverings, Jesuit schools would once again find themselves involved in
French education in just five years, as the conditions changed enough faoasceait
entry into France. Twenty five of the twenty seven schools and instituted b®ul
reopened under Jesuit auspices by 1885. Even more surprising, by 1888, Jesuit schools
would experience an enroliment of 7,735, similar to that of the time period befor&sFerry
terms in power, when their enroliment was 9,131 in 1876.

It is an understatement that the expulsion did not come about in the fashion in
which Ferry had hoped. It showed Ferry that clerical support was still a forektmr
with in France. When the Senate refused to pass the law, the government acted on
executive order. This did not support the modern notion that a Republic was the grand
alternative to the “top-down” approach of the absolutism o&tteéen régimeFerry’'s
job remained, but his reputation was now deeply harmed. Senator Edouard de Laboulaye,
head of the Collége de France (established by Napoléon in the earlier pai€ehthey
to offer free lectures on science and scientific discover to the public) since d833, |
contingent of the left of center to support an opposing bill offered by an Orléanist
challenging this decisioH> Some noticeable left-of-center senators who joined with
Laboulaye were Jules Simon, who never supported Ferry’s so-called “anti*liberty
maneuverings, Joseph Eymard-Duvernay, and Marcel Barthe.

Despite the harm to his reputation, Ferry did accomplish his goal of removing
clerical control over education. The successful passing of the law of July of 1880 which

prevented free universities from now calling themselves ‘universigesg the state

174 Bush, “Education and Social Status,” 128.
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complete control over education as in the days of the Empire, and the suppression and
expulsion of the Jesuits, placed education back in the hands of the French government.
However, there was still the issue of what to do about the Faculties of Theology i
universities such as the Sorbonne (the University of Paris) or the newelsiir@ser
established as a direct result of the law of Liberty of Higher EducatioB7&f, such as
Angers or Lille*™®

Paul Bert, former professor of physiological sciences at the Sorbonne, nefmber
the Chamber of Deputies, an ardent anticlericalist, approved of Ferrysrmubse. He
even went so far as to suggest the creation of chairs in the history of religetmewH
and ecclesiastical law so that the “scientific” study of religion could anpfhe
“dogmatic study of faith” in the theology departmetifsHe further gave various
reasons for the suppression of the budgets, the main being that the Catholic faculties
offered degrees to a very small number of beneficiaries, most of whom wests,prie
because, he claimed, of Papal hostility to the influence of Gallicanism.

Oddly enough, Bert also mentioned Msgr. Maret by name, and stated that the
latter was not “influential” in making his faculty relevant to the needs of Erdhc
Conservatives responded that these faculties were sources of liberal tHoatgitaret
had long been considered a liberal by many in the French episcopate, and thatodre num
of students at the Sorbonne was increasing. They contended that Bert wasstmgly

with anticlerical biag’®

6 For an examination of how his laws on higher etlanaaffected other universities, J.-F. Condette,
“Entre science et coyances: L'image du Nord cheal@versitaires frangais sous la Troisieme
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It is precisely the degree of Maret’s competence, not only as an intdlleactua
also as a respondent to the secularizing force now looming, which the followingrshapt

will investigate.

Conclusion

This chapter has sought to explore in greater depth the political controversy
surrounding thdaicité of education in the latter half of the nineteenth century. Jules
Ferry revealed his deep commitment to remove church influence from the stated and ha
to overcome many obstacles in securing his educational ambitions. By exarnesag t
ambitions, we now have fuller appreciation of what Henri Maret faced when he smught t
opposed Ferry. We also recognize the interconnected relationship between thereducat
reforms. Ferry’s laws for primary and secondary education, as well esritisversial
Article Seven were all part of a concerted effort to eliminate tleeungversities.

The strange unfolding of events provides the proper basis for understanding the
unique contribution to this debate of Henri Maret, Doyen of the Theology Factiy at
Sorbonne. Like de Mun et al, Maret wanted to preserve the educational laws as they
were. He believed that these laws represented a true democratté’dtafact, he
argued that the education laws preserved the very goals of the French igevblnlike
de Mun and more consistent with Ferry, Maret supported in principle the idea of the

Republic. He was not tied to the monarchy, and believed the current political form could

180 Henri MaretLe Projet de Bulle de 1858 et La Liberté de L’Egeeiment Supérieu(Paris: Delalain et
Fils, 1875), 8.
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serve well the goals of the Church and of the goals of the Reptilids to this

interesting personage and his impact in the education debates we shall now turn.

8\aret, ke Projet de Bulle7.
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Chapter Three: Maret and The Papal Bull Project

As we have seen, anticlericals such as Jules Ferry held to the oppositiearbetw
liberty and Church authority, loyalty to the state and loyalty to the Churchaahcihd
science. Maret, as we will see, spent much of his career arguing agaadte held to
be false dichotomies. He believed that when understood properly, there is no antagonism
between a modern, democratic state, and the Catholic Church.

Conservatives such as Albert de Mun also held to the idea that there existed direc
opposition between the conceptions of church and state, at least in terms of how
anticlerical republicans defined the state. De Mun argued that the s&tet#awas a
danger not only to education, but to families and society as a whole. He expressed well
the fear of many of his Legitimist counterparts regarding what they diawsocial
atheism in the anticlericals.

Now that the stage is set, this chapter examines Maret. | propose tlegtiMar
developing a strategy of resistance to the secularization of the Sorbonne, wheovere
workable paradigm to bring about greater cooperation between church and state, rathe
than enmity. Further, that this paradigm found concurrence in future Papal dogument
and decrees, as well as in Catholic universities around the world where thisdiggyht
along side of science, sociology, and other secular sciences without apparettaronf
contradiction.

Maret’s long experience as a theology professor at the Sorbonne prepared him f

this arrangement. In fact, he began working towards harmonizing churelis¢éagsts
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in higher education long before Jules Ferry, or the Republican government, for that
matter, came into power. He had a long-standing project, which he dall@oject de
bulle, meaning, the project of the Papal Bull, which he began developing twenty years
prior to his battles with Ferry. As far back as 1858, Maret began articulgtiag a
explaining the relationship of higher education in general, the UniversityisfiRa
particular, to the government of Napoleon IIl and the Vatican. He hoped that this
document would receive full Papal approval, and be proclaimed in the forButibaor
official declaration from the Vatican. Thus, Maret would have church approvalsfor hi
theology faculty at the University of Paris, even though the university was yirectl
controlled by the state.

In order to appreciate his project, it is important to assess it within the proper
historical background. We will examine not only his efforts on behalf of Cathohehig
education, but also those factors which stymied and assisted these eéohis (i.
Gallicanist associations, Papal relationships, affiliation with the Sorbanddinally his
Papal Bull project.) | will attempt to deal with these topics as lucidly aslggswhich
will require a presentation which is sometimes more topical than chronoloficsl
structure will allow for a more accessible discussion of Maret’s unicpveswiegarding
church and state, as well as how this view contributed to his project to keep the theology
faculty at the Sorbonne. Lastly, it explains the basis for his direct confrorgatith

Ferry, examined in chapter four.
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Henri Maret and Gallicanism

Although Maret became a major force for Rome’s rights in France, he had
actually been considered a Gallicanist earlier in his cdfédthis is an important fact,
for his early Gallicanism molded his political thought later in his carealsd hindered
his efforts with Pope Pius IX, who did not trust him due to his political past. As
Gallicanism waned in the middle of the century, Maret’s views developed, and he
became known as a liberal Gallican, and then as a Christian democrat, no longegadher
to the altar/throne alliance. This evolution in his political thought manifestEinshis
dealings with Ferry, wherein we see the uniqueness in his understanding of the
relationship between church and state. To understand these political infllethass
explore them in the proper historical context.

When Pius IX served as Pope from 1846-1878, Gallicanism had waned in France,
and those that still held to that view were held with great suspicion by the Pgp#yLo
to the crown and loyalty to the Church were no longer one and the same thing. Maret was
considered a Gallican earlier in his career for two reasons: he belwataba Gallican
articles implied a distinction between the temporal and eternal sphere¢baatite
French Church should answer to the French bishops. To better illustrate this, let us
examine the original articles.

In late 1682, the eloquent writer, orator and Bishop Jacques Bossuet, articulated
what has been known as the “Four Articles” of Gallicanism. First, that kingare

subject to any ecclesiastical power in temporal matters, and they cartepdsed,

182 For more on Maret's early political philosophyed@laude Bressollette; abbé Maret: le combat d’un
théologien pour une démocratie chrétienne, 1830tXBaris: Beauchesne, 1977).
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directly or indirectly, by the authority of the Pope; nor can the sovereign'sctsiltyje
dispensed from their obedience to their temporal sovereign. Second, that the power over
spiritual matters conferred upon St. Peter and his successors remains, thougtl bigeck
General Councils as laid down by the decrees of the Council of Constance. Thittg that t
exercise of apostolic power must be regulated by the canons of the Church and, in
France, by the laws, rules and customs of the French Church. Finally, although the Pope
enjoys the chief voice in questions of faith, his decisions are not necesdatilgle

unless the consent of the Church is giV&n.

These four points serve to generally characterize Gallicanism, whidndor
centuries, remained the dominant political model in France for churchi&dtaiens.
Circumstances altered this form in the early nineteenth century, however.

After the French Revolution, another movement began to overtake Gallicanism.
In the early nineteenth century, Felicité Lamennais lent his pen anddnhtella
movement that became known as Fredithamontanism(meaning the European
Catholics would look ‘beyond the mountains,’ or Alps, towards Rome for their direction
in both religious and temporal mattendjtramontanists rejected Gallicanism, believing
firmly in the long-standing view of Papal primacy and preeminence ovbplia
doctrinal councils, the Pope’s infallibility regarding matters of faith andaig, and that
Pope had the right and duty to intervene in state matters when issues aéleccles
appointments and administration were concerfiédihe views regarding Papal authority
in ecclesial issues were consistent with centuries-old Catholic teaahitighus did not

stimulate wide-spread controversy throughout Europe. However the view of the Pope’

183 James Livingston, Francis Schussler FioreNiadern Christian Thought: The Enlightenment and the
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political influence to prevent quasi-nationalized and autonomous Catholic churches was a
model to which the Gallicanists were deeply resistant. Furthermore, bamedesire
for a complete separation between church and state created further asgtravieh
extended into the Vatican itself. He pushed for a separation for what he dubbed the
‘altar/throne alliance,” as he concluded that the throne impeded and contpitatech
authority®

It was in fact the negative response of the Holy See that led Lamennais to
abandon organized religion altogether. Pope Gregory XVI censured him in an excyclic
entitledMirari Vos in August of 1832%° These views were deemed too liberal by the
Vatican and dangerous in the early nineteenth cen(iBy the end of the century,
views similar to these were articulated by Maret, for which he not only avoiderhiva
censure, but was even elevated to the title of Bishop.

Thinkers such as Lamennais and Montalembert, friend of Lamennais and a noted
preacher and co-editor of “L’Avenir,” who advocated an end to the altar/thronecaellia
impressed this view of church/state relations on the young mind of Henri dieineg

his formative seminary yeat® Maret was not only friends with Montalembert but also

with bishops such as Dupanloup of Orléans, another advocate of the separation of altar

185 Félicité Lamennaisssai sur l'indifférence en matiére de religigParis: LeBlanc, 1817), 99-148. For a
more recent work examining the intellectual andtjpall differences between Lamennais and his brothe
Jean, see Louis Le Guiloues Lamennais: Deux fréres, deux destifiRegis: Editions Ouvriéres, 1990),
27-47.
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and throneé® Dupanloup and Maret believed that the church and state each had its own
proper domains, but should work together for the moral education of its citizens. Neither
of them viewed the French Revolution and its aftermath with complete antipalid/ as
most of the other prelates during the Second Empire. Rather, Dupanloup and Maret
believed that there were principles established during the reign of Napaedn |
articulated in the Concordat that would achieve their own personal goalsusland
educational liberty combined with cooperation with the state regarding moraitionm
of French citizen$®

In contrast with the Gallicanism as articulated by Bossuet, the vigesiged by
Dupanloup and Maret reflected a change now known as Liberal GallicanisznalL
Gallicanism did not center itself on the divine right of kings, as did its philosophical
predecessor. Rather, it relied on the political commitment of ordinary Cathnstead of
the Christian character of the crown. In other words, Catholic citizens needaaynot
themselves politically with singular support of a monarchy, but could support other
governmental forms like republics or democracies, so long as a close cawperati
between Church and state were guaranteed somehow, e.g., through a document like the
Concordat. Furthermore, he agreed with the national autonomy of the Catholic @hurch i
France, at least in terms of identifying for itself the nature of catiperbetween the
church and the state. It was in this sense that Maret was considered hGaéeran in
his early writings. Recalling the first article of the 1682 declaration o$iBzis Maret

noted:

189 Jacques Gadilld.a Pensée et L’Action Politiques des Evéques éamnau Début de la |1l République
1870-183, Vol..I(Paris: Hachette, 1967), 16-28.
19 Gadille,La Penség21
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To the extent to which this article confines itself to asserting the

independence of peoples and their magistrates in the civil and political

sphere, and enclosing the ecclesiastical authority within its juss Jithen

this doctrine seems one of the most glorious achievements of the French

clergy and of Bossuét*

This quote of Maret offers an interesting difference in his Gallican commgenta
compared with that of Bossuet. The phrase “the independence of peoples and their
magistrates in the civil and political sphere” replaced the ‘Kings and prilacgyuage of
Bossuet’s articles. For Maret, distinguishing church from state was noicoabout
limiting the scope and powers of the Church, but rather identifying the proper sphere of
both church and state. He also supported the idea that the Church of France should be
governed by the Bishops of France, offering a limitation to Papal powermk td
France, Maret never denied the Church its role in the social and public sphere iofterms
wielding a moral authority?? His Liberal Gallicanism meant that his political views were
not absolutist and monarchist, but were open to other forms of government, like
republics. Also, it meant that he advocated for a certain level of political andl socia
autonomy for the local French church — especially when it came to directing the
theological faculty at the Sorbonh&.

Another interesting feature of Maret’s thought was his emphasis on the educati
of all French citizens, thus challenging the Catholic Church’s exclusiaacelion

monks, priests, or bishops for education, training, and evangelization. Lay people, Maret

believed, had a very specific vocation in bringing to bear the tenets of thieiintai the

191 Claude Bressolette, Emile Poulat, ddenri Maret: L'église et I'état. Cours de la Sorbninédit,
1850-51(Paris: Centre Nationale de la Recherche ScigogfiEditeurs, 1979), 113.

192 Henri Maret,Le Projet de Bulle de 1858 et La Liberté de L’Egeeiment SupérieyParis: Delalain
etFils, 1875), 7-9.

193 Bressollette,Le Pouvoir dans la Sociét@®3-47.
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social and political sphere. This is why he desired so strongly to keep the thiealoigy
at the Sorbonne — in order to foster the Church’s goal to be free to educate and inform the
faithful, both lay and clericdf**

As traditional Gallicanism waned during the monarchy of Louis Philippe,
ultramontanism grew. Maret did not support the ultramontane view of church-state
relations, and thus now found himself battling not just forces from increasingly
antagonistic governments, but also from forces within the Church itself. Hisabgdt
views were more and more being considered dangerous and liberal, as were his
friendships with Gallican-leaning prelates such as Archbishop Darboyisf &ad
Bishop Dupanloup of Orléans. In an 1869 essay, Louis Veuillot, the outspoken editor of
the ultramontane journ&fUnivers, denounced the political views of these clergy, whom
he deemed ‘liberal Catholics,’ quipping, “liberal Catholicism was nothing bufuaion,
nothing but a piece of stubbornness—a pd&eFurthermore, this type of non-

ultramontane Catholicism offered only a “false spirit of conciliation.”

Maret and Pius 1X: Reclaiming His Reputation and His Program

Before proceeding, let us pause and reflect on the meaning of Maret’sicgputat
as a Liberal Gallicanist. During the pontificate of Pius IX, the Chuxplergenced a great
deal of turmoil both in Germany and Italy in the 1860’s and 1870’s. Thus, for Catholic
prelates such Maret, loyalty to the Church versus loyalty to the statdasaty
scrutinized. If Maret were not completely loyal to the Church, his entirearogould

be undermined. It was imperative, therefore, for Maret to display his Cathexdientials.

% ra Katznelson, Gareth Stedman-Jones, ediRelgion and the Political ImaginatiofCambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2010), 192.
19 KatznelsonPolitical Imagination 198.
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These credentials would become hotly debated during the Vatican | Councilvdi@e
dubbed a dissenting voice by Pius IX, his efforts would collapse.

This is why Maret’s political leanings captured the attention of the PayselXi
Napoleon IIl appealed to his uncle’s Organic Artitieand nominated Maret as a titular
Bishop to Sura in 1861. It was common practice for respected clerics to receive
appointments as bishops of a diocese which, for one reason or another, no longer existed
as such. Thus, once appointed, the new bishop would not actually live in his appointed
see but stay in his own local diocese, although now enjoying the title of bishop. In so
doing, the Church leaders received another prelate amongst their ranks who could then
assist the Archbishop of the titular appointee’s own diocese with his own hierarchical
duties. Furthermore, these appointments were a sign of honor and appreciation for the
said appointee’s work.

The appointment was likely due to his more liberal and Gallicanist past, his
notoriety as the Dean of the Theology Faculty not withstanding. Even though Pius IX
was extremely uncomfortable with accepting this nomination, he acquiedbed at
prompting of Papal Secretary of State, Cardinal Giacomo Antonelli, who had bee
working with Maret for some time and developing a document regarding Catholic higher
education in FrancE” Maret took full advantage of both the clerical and political clout

presented him by this appointment. By continuing as the Dean of the theology, faeult

1% This legislative text was written by Napoleon BO2 covering public worship. It gave the emperor
authority to nominate clergy for Episcopal postshi@ Church.

197 'Abbé F. BazinVie de Mgr Maret: son temps et ses oeuvi@dl, (Paris: Berche et Tralin, Libraires-
Editeurs, 1891), 198. Bazin was a friend and cgliesof Maret’s, and his three volumes on the Abbé
contain first hand accounts as well as person@rietegarding the life of the Doyen de Théologidal
Sorbonne.
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now enjoyed the privilege of being counted amidst the ecclesiastical hieesdis
confreres.

Although his nomination was eventually accepted by Pope Piux IX, the Pope
nevertheless responded in a letter to Napoleon 11l on Christmas Day 1860, S¥aiung:
Majesty’s Government has presented two candidates whom I could not and cannot admit
on account of the doubts to which both give rise in me, ...l speak of the abbés Maret and
Mounig."*%®

The Pope was concerned about Maret’s public and negative response to his
controversial encyclicduanta Cura The Pope viewed the comments of Maret and
Archbishop of Paris Darboy as Gallicanist, a disagreement which bgudshe during
the crisis over the publication of the Syllabus of Errors, Pius 1X’s follow up document t
Quanta CuraBoth Darboy and Maret urged Napoleon III’'s minister to the Vatican —

Pierre Baroche — to negotiate for modifications and explanations. They atsmpdtthe
French government to stop publication of the said documéhts.

Maret’s appointment did nothing to stifle his penchant for airing his concerns that
the Church was losing touch with modern society, and that the Concordat did a fine job
of delineating, at least in France, the limits and nature of the relationsGhwurch and
state politics for French Catholics. The Pope, he hoped, needed to know and respect this.

He articulated these concerns in a letter to Pius IX in 1862 after his appoifitierihe

letter, he extolled the Pope for rightly, in his view, condemning errors suchahsie

19 E_E. Y. HalesPio Nono: A Study In European Politics and Religiothe Nineteenth CentugiNew
York: Image Books, 1962), 237. This is the bestim&atholic work on the life of Pope Pius IX,
containing actual correspondence between the Rupether European officials of the day.

199 Hales,Pio Nong 301-02.

2% Bazin,Vie de Maretvol II, 217.
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and scientism, the belief that science alone brings certain knowledgeatpnes®dern
conceptions of the notions of liberty and reason.

However, he also tried to politely insert his concerns regarding the anti+msider
accusations prevalent against the Church, and hoped to avert the Pope from offering too
general a condemnation regarding liberty per se. He pointed out that he was not only a
clergyman in the Church, but was also a citizen of France which demanded its own
sphere of influenc&’ This last statement reveals the evolution of Maret’s unique view as
far as the anticlericalist/ultramontanist camps were concerned, thiabtperal and
eternal spheres are distinct with regards to their authoritative stisichmekthat these
structures were not necessarily oppositional. It was for this view that Neadieen
accused by ultramontanists such as Bishop Pie of Poitiers of being a%iberal.

Pius IX did not miss Maret’s insistence upon the distinction between temporal and
eternal affairs with regards to proper spheres of influence for authougyset him, as
he took it as Maret’s denial of his role as the Vicar of Christ, who was the Kingiedéme
and earth. He was also deeply concerned about the Church’s loss of influence in the
modern world, a world, he estimated, where revolutions and revolutionary ideas were on
the increase. He immediately replied to Maret.

Pius himself was careful not to allow much in way of inflammatory remarks; he
doubtless wanted to avoid fodder for his enemies, and so kept his letter to the Bishop of
Sura short. He commended Maret for his defense of the Church in the face cdlrsateri
and the atheism. Maret’s work on this subject was well known, and had been very

effective in stemming the negative arguments coming from Victor Cousieraarthe

21 Bazin,Vie de Maret vol. 11217.
202 K atznelsonPolitical Imagination,198.
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century with regards to Cousin’s critical and vocal opinions on clerical influence in the
university?®®
Yet the Pope was conspicuously and coldly silent with regards to Maret’s
reference to citizenship and the need to respect French liberties in tenfiianaf¥ His
brief but curt letter nevertheless seemed to settle tensions between himrahd\sléhe
decade progressed, each man focused on other matters. The Pope was bekistgédd wit
and upheaval in his native Italy as the papal-states were taken from him Hering t
process of Italian unification. Maret’'s focus was centered on the Theoimgity-itself,
seeking equal treatment for the Catholic theology faculty as that of thetaratiaculty
during the ministry of Victor Duruy, Minister of Public Education in the Second Empi
The two men’s chief interests quickly converged, however, during the events lapding
to the First Vatican Council.
In February of 1869, the Roman Jesuit periodiigiltd Cattolicapublished an
article stating that the bulk the Catholics of France were hoping that a “unanim
outburst of the Holy Spirit would define the Pope’s infallibility by acclamatipthb
mouth of the bishops attending the coun@if Jesuit priest Carlo Piccirillo, the editor of
the Civilita journal, was also a personal assistant to the Pope, thus enjoying direct access.
His purpose was to publish different attitudes of Catholics in various countriedingga
the possible definition of Papal Infallibility at the upcoming Vatican CounciteQhis

article became widely known, the doctrine of Papal Infallibility wasghinto the

23 Henri Maret,L’Eglise et la Société Laique: Discours sur lesafties Dirigées Contre L’Eglig@aris:
V.A. Waille Libraire-Editeurs, 1848), 28.

204 Hales,Pio Nonq302.

205 cuthbert Butler, William Bernard Ullathorn€he Vatican Council: The Story from Inside in Bjgho
Ullathorne’s LettersVolumes | (London: Longmans, Green Publisher, 1930), 108h&p Ullathorne of
Birmingham, England (1850-1888) was present aCihencil, and wrote many letters and diary entries
during his time at the Vatican | Council, which Butused in compiling this book.
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spotlight. From the time of the publishing of that article until Decembergpanti
bishops in all camps began to jostle and debate each other regarding the propuety of
a definition. Maret was soon swept up into the fray.

Upon reflecting on the issue at hand as presented in this Jesuit journal, Maret
responded by penning a two-volume work entifledconcile général et de la paix
religieusepublished in just prior to convening of the Vatican Council | in 1868289.
Although the purpose of the book was written to weigh in on the ongoing debate
regarding the definition of Papal infallibility, he intentionally left therk broad in
scope, repackaging and sometimes reshaping many of his older arguméets on t
church/state relationship. For instance, he spent some time responding to the aew thre
of atheism which he attributed to the influence of philosophical materialism and
positivism?®’ He still held to the Concordat as the best working document on the
Vatican/government relations in order to avoid complete separation. He also developed
thoughts on the relationship between faith and sci€figehe incompatibility, he
asserted, only seemed apparent when “egoism of modern man” makes otitseif it
law.

However, he generated not a little controversy by weighing in again on thesPope’
perceived intransigence against modernity. In so doing, he articulated higrpagainst
the prospect of the declaration of Papal infallibility, which was being sseclin the

theological circles for preparation leading up to the codfitMaret argued that

2% Henri Maret.Du concile general et de la paix religieuse: Mereapumis au prochain concile
Oecuménique du VaticafParis Henri Plon, Imprimeur-Editeur, 1869). It shouldrmted here that
Maret's last work has a similar title to this wokkerité Catholique et la Paix Religieuse: Appel &laison
de la FranceDespite the similarity of titles, these are twdaiént works.

27 Maret Du concile vol. |21-22; 65-69.

2% Maret,Du Concile, vol. | 65-70.

299 Maret,Du concile, vol ] 117, vol. 1ll, 500-505.
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Infallibility only rested in the Papacy acting in co-operation with thecepiste, and that

the Papacy was not an absolute but constitutional monarchy, which he set out to prove by
detailing every ecumenical council from Nicea in 325AD to the sessions of e |
1540's?*° He thus formally resurrected the Gallican decrees of 1682. When Napoleon Il|
himself paid for the publication of the book, the situation could not get any worse with
regard to Maret’s standing in the Vatican. Could this newly appointed Titulao B

Sura receive official censure as did his colleague and fellow anti-intigflfpiovocateur

Hans Doellinger of Germany?

Thus, with the decade of the 1860’s preventing him from pursuing further an
agreement between the French government and Rome due to the Italian wars of
reunification, he chose to write about the direction which he hoped the Vatican council
would take regarding the Catholic Church’s stance towards modernity, which he deemed
deleterious to social harmony, as well as to his WbrRius IX’s controversial
declarations in the document entitled the “Syllabus of Errors,” a follow-up to his
encyclical (no less controversi®guanta Curagave a broad Papal condemnation of
modern notions of liberty, reason, and religious lib&fAs seen in chapter one, free-
thinkers and liberal Republicans such as Jules Ferry referred to thessagecpeoof of
the Church’s dangerous and contemptible view towards modéthity.

Unfortunately for Maret, Louis Veuillot, editor of the influential journal
L’'Univers and considered an avid proponent of ultramontanism, regarded Maret’s book

as extremely troubling. Veuillot shared his views of Maret with his frierbfellow

219 Maret,Du concile, vol's Il and il

21 Maret,Du concile, vol. 1) 432.

#2For a deeper treatment of Pius IX’s view of moitgrsee Syllabus of Errors, 188Bww.vatican.va
date last accessed March 14, 2011.

23 Jules Ferry, “La Troisiéme,” 359.
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supporter of papal infallibility Archbishop Henry Edward Manning of Westminste
England, who asked Veuillot to publisipast scriptunto his pastoral letter written for
his English diocese in October of 1869. In this letter, entitled, “The OecumegatiC
and the Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff,” Veuillot vociferously attackedrgl’s views,
calling them “anti-papal” and claiming that these views gave further suopihe
“separationists,those anticlericals pushing for immediate separation between church
and staté™* Manning and Veuillot extended their influence to the United States through
a New York contact, James E. MacMaster, who republished this pastoral letger in hi
journal, theFreeman’s Journaf™®> Then Manning convinced Veuillot to publish
Manning’'s own pastoral letter in its entirety in Veuillot's jourb&lniversin November
of 1869, on the eve of the convening of the CoufieéWith these allegations now in
general circulation, Maret found himself dead center in the eye-storm obwersty.

His friend and support Bishop Dupanloup of Orléans published two letters against
Veuillot and Manning that same month, stating that his and Maret's concern was not
doctrinal but one of prudence and a question of proper timing. He also made it clear that
the accusations were unjust and caused much confusion to many, and demanded a
retraction®!’

Despite the Pope’s concerns and Maret’s Gallicanist protestations against t

Vatican | definition of Papal infallibility, Maret remained a faithful sorire Church?®

214 Eugénie CecconHistoiredu Concile du Vatican d’Aprés les Documents Origigaol. I. (Paris:
Librairie Victor Lecoffre, 1887), 378-385. Here ttwerd separationistrefers to those politicians who
believed that France needed to separate churchdiaieimmediately, as opposed to the anticlericals
known asopportunists who did not believe the time opportune to conglieseparate the two.

215 Matthias BuschkuhiGreat Britain and the Holy See 1746-18Mublin: Irish Academic Press, 1982),
145.

#%CecconiHistoire du Concile380.

217 CecconiHistoire du Concile495.

218 Bazin,Vie de Maret, vol 111 219.
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His concern was with the ‘anti-modern’ image that was being conveyed in théssatcc
developments. He hoped for greater cooperation and evolution in church/state relations,
and believed that the current Vatican trends would frustrate that goal. ddmimssd the
necessity of maintaining a trustworthy reputation from the perspective daiican,
otherwise he could never garner the cooperation he needed to develop a plan to keep a
credentialed theology faculty at the Sorbonne.

On November 15, 1870, the intensity of the situation eased when Maret gave his
adherence to the doctrine of infallibility, reversing his previous position. When the
Faculty of Theology at the Sorbonne resumed its work in December of 1871, the Dean
signed a decree on behalf of all of the faculty demonstrating complete aceeptdall
of the decrees of the Vatican | Council and particularly the ConstitutioarPesternus
relative to the doctrine of infallibility of the Roman Pontiff*® Furthermore, Maret had
to disavow the contentious errorsii concile général et de la paix religieusea letter
to Pius IX in August of 1871. This final move reestablished the confidence of the Pope in
the Bishop of Sur&’ After the his personal and political struggles prior, during, and
after the Council, Maret continued his work on finding a via media between the
ultramontane and Gallicanist camps within the issue of higher education.

Thus, Maret experienced challenges from the Church regarding his own
reputation. In battling to keep himself in a position of trust, Maret distanced hinosel
his early Liberal Gallicanist leanings. Articulating his poétigiews in a way that would

put both officials from the church and state at rest would be a task that would require

29 Claude Bressollette, “Les Derniers Combats de Maret Pour Le Maintien De La Faculté De
Théologie De Sorbonne,” iHumanisme et foi chrétienne: mélanges scientifigluesentenaire de
I'Institut Catholique de Parisedited by Charles Kannengiesser, Yves Marchasgear;s: Editions
Beauchesne, 1976), 51.

220 Bazin,Vie de Maret, vol. 1l1250.
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extreme caution and clarity. To assess these views, let us examine alahgesproject
of Maret’s to get his theology faculty’s credentials accepted by both churchedad s
Maret’s political evolution worked to his advantage during the Third Republic.
Unlike his other Catholic political colleagues, he was not tied to the monarchy. Thus
examining his Gallicanist history and his Papal relationships sheds light eagos for

his political differences.

Maret and the Sorbonne

Maret’s profession as a theologian also played a significant role indafith
Ferry. He had plenty of time to develop and refine his understanding of church and state
relationships, as his vocation was to think about these things. His work may have been
considered largely abstract, but he had one very practical point of focus: to save the
theology faculty at the University of Paris. Being a religious man @r&tMaret was no
doubt motivated by a sense of honoring the traditional heritage of the universitly, whic
had always placed great emphasis on the theology faculty. The name Sorbonng, in fac
was originally applied to the theological faculty during the time of Retb&Sorbonne,
the King’s chamberlain in the T4Century, for whom the faculty was named. In th& 16
century, as the theology faculty grew in importance within the university, the na
Sorbonne became synonymous with the institution as a Holee theology faculty, in
fact, was the primary and central feature of the university. In order tostaaémwhy
Maret worked so hard to preserve his faculty at the Sorbonne, it may be helpful to

recount the university’s storied past.

221 André Tuillier, Histoire de la Sorbonne369.
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The Sorbonne was one of the birthplaces of scholasticism, the dominant
theological and philosophical system of the middle-ages. To be sure, this in&tllec
patrimony motivated the Dean of the faculty to fight against destabilizindsr& he
university, founded in the ¥entury, was the leading center of education for nobility,
royalty, and even popes for centuries. lllustrious figures such as Popstiédie
Adrian IV, Innocent Ill, Catholic saints such as Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventure, §homa
of Canterbury, and John of Salisbury, attended as students. The University wagedmbro
in the 18" century controversy surrounding Joan of Arc when distinguished members of
the Theology faculty examined and denounced the young French maiden and abided by
her sentence of execution in 1431, only to renounce its previous decision and rehabilitate
her reputation.

The ancient university was to disappear with ancient France under the Revoluti
On 15 Sept., 1793, petitioned by the Department of Paris and several departmental
groups, the National Convention decided that independently of the primary schools,
already the objects of its solicitude, "there should be established in the Rejprgadic
progressive degrees of instruction; the first for the knowledge indispensabledosarti
and workmen of all kinds; the second for further knowledge necessary to those intending
to embrace the other professions of society; and the third for those branchesictiomst
the study of which is not within the reach of all méff.Measures were to be taken
immediately: This was the death-sentence for the university. It was notestbesd

after the Revolution had subsided.

222«Yniversity of Paris” in The Catholic Encyclopedihate last accessed March 1, 2011,
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/11495a.htm.
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The Sorbonne, along with all of the other universities, were replaced by a single
center, viz., th&Jniversité ImperialeThis was how Napoleon chose not only to control
the possible dissemination of political thought he might find threatening, but alsmto tr
his ministers for bureaucratic positions in his ever expanding empire. Not sulgrising
the new system was less favorable to study, and without a philosophy faculty eot t
reestablished until the ascendancy of Louis Philippe in a coup d’état in1830) the
intellectual milieu of the once great center of intellectual work gregnata.

The theology faculty did not gain prominence until the young Maret was hired in
1841. He wrote prolifically on philosophical and theological subjects, in addition to co-
founding the journal’ Ere novellain 1848, which was favorable to Christian
democracy. He was well respected with the various Archbishops of Paris anddurg
regions, as well as with certain members of the government. As we evihsenade
good use of his status as the Dean of the Theology Faculty at the UniveRitysoin
his efforts on behalf of the Sorbonne.

Early in his career Maret’s writings in defense of the Church’s teashiad
come under fire by none other than Victor Cousin, the most celebrated philosopher of the
Sorbonne during the early to mid-part of the nineteenth ceffft@ousin desired a
reduction in clerical influence at the university as a whole, while teaehigiosophy
known as “Philosophical Eclecticism.” Maret considered his work pantheistic, & whi
he wrote a lengthy work entitled “Essai Sur Le Pantheism” as atiefuta 1845. Maret

also viewed Cousin’s view of church/state relations as hostile to the ongoing and

22 Eor an explanation of his philosophy, James W. Mamnd Edward H. Madden, “Victor Cousin:
Commonsense and the Absolutélie Review of Metaphysjosl. 43 no. 3 March (1990): 569-589.
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longstanding relationship between the &&bThus began his career of developing a
workable framework for understanding the Church’s role in the modern state.

As the years passed, Maret emerged as a leading Catholic thinkarsytbrk to
support and help secure the right of higher education in general, the theologydacul
the Sorbonne in particular, along with his defense of the Church against the influential
Cousin, and his work in the Second Empire for greater cooperation between Napoleon IlI
and the Vaticafi®® During the years between the Falloux Laws of 1850 which broke the
monopoly of state-run primary schools allowing for private entities and indivitluals
operate schools instead, and the laws of 1875 which allowed the same for universities,
Maret invested himself in the struggle to keep the state-sponsored theolaltyy fac
teaching at the Sorbonne. With the appointment of the anticlerical Victor Dsiruy a
Minster of Public Instruction under Napoleon lll, Maret realized the needstgrdand
enact a plan that would keep happy the two powers that were beginning to grow ever
more antagonistic towards each otffér.

For Maret, the secularist agenda was founded on anticlerical biases thal skewe
the Republican understanding of church/state relationsD€&ha instead held that this
relationship was mutually supportive, with each entity enjoying its own doifai
Without the Church, Maret feared for the moral future of his country. He also feared t
loss of both amuthentic sense of libergnd thesecurity of the rights and laws for

Frenchmen(ironically, the very things Ferry believed would be secured with his laic

224 Bressollette, “Les Derniers,” 49.

225 BazinVie de Maret, vol. 11,172.

226 see Patrick Harrigaobility, Elites, and Education in French Sociefytie Second Empire
(Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfrid Laurier University Pres1980), 123-138.

22" Maret,L’Eglise et la Société Laiqué8,19.
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legislation and educational refornfd§ Maret worried that true liberty and legal rights
could not be preserved apart from their origin in Catholic teaching itself. Alhoaiglid
not agree with many of the events of the French Revolution, he did not find them
completely foreign to the faith, either. Quite the opposite, Maret believeditiogfes
of Liberty, Equality, and Fraternity were political versions of hedttafed ancient
Christian truthg?°

At the same time, Maret held that if the Catholic hierarchy of Franae nogr
proactive, they would lose not only the cooperative arrangement of government, but
would also see the demise of the faith of the working éf8skle further felt the need to
include Rome more directly in the theological education at the Sorbonne in order to
sustain Vatican approval and doctrinal credential. This would be a diffick)taashe
Sorbonne was funded by the state and its theology professors were appointeddig the st
as well, in accord with the Concordat of 1801. Furthermore, the state was gnoariag
resistant to ecclesial encroachment during the Second Empire. Marawfdhes higher
education, which had always been under the direct governance of the state, would
become a victim of this growing tension between Paris and Rome if he did not do
something. Thus began his quest to secure rights for the Sorbonne regardingyiteabili
offer a recognized theology degree, especially doctoral degrees, undesiees of
both church and state. This quest took the form in the aforementioned doduanent,
projet de Bulle de 1858 et la Liberté de I'Enseignement Supéfiehiot even he could

envision just exactly what a protracted odyssey this project would be for

228 Jjules Ferry, “La Troisiéme, 380.

“Maret, ,L’Eglise et la Société Laiquep. 7.

230 Bressollette and PoulaL,’Eglise et L’'Etat p. 25.
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him, that it would in fact occupy the rest of his life.

Maret expressed his thoughts on education in several essays written oveda peri
of forty years, 1845 to 1883, among them, the aforementioaé&tojet de Bulle de 1858
et La Liberté de L’'Ensieignement Superieand La Verite’ Catholique et La Paix
Religieuse Appel a la Raison de la Franééth regard to the controversy over
education, the years of 1879-1883 were most likely the most turbulent yearaasitar
tenure at the Sorbonne was concerned, as he was no longer fighting for his ideas, but for
his very way of life as Ferry and the Opportunist Republicans sought to disband the

theology department at the Sorbonne.

Maret's Project to Sustain the Theology Faculty

In 1875, Maret published the history of his project on a Papal Bull which he and
Cardinal Antonelli, Pope Pius IX’'s Secretary of State, penned origimall§58, with the
publication having been postponed indefinitely due to a number of é&fitee reasons
for the protraction of such a document will now be investigated. Maret began the project
because he hoped that this Bull would offer a creative response to growing tensions
between the state and the Vatican with regards to control and oversight over theology
faculties at universities like that of Paris. Pope Pius IX grew suspicfdte French
state under the direction of Napoléon Ill, whose cooperation with the Church afdiimes
between ambivalence and hostility. For his part, the Emperor felt gauigtrustful of
the Pope. Thus, Maret believed the time opportune to develop a plan that would allow the

Sorbonne to exist as a state-funded Catholic university.

232 Maret,Le Projet de Bulle, preface.
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It is interesting to note that Maret penned the docuinerrojet de Bulle de
1858under the title of the Bishop of Sura. It was this kind of authority and respect from
both state and church that he knew would be necessary in order to proceed with his plans
for a Papal Bull detailing how to maintain a congenial relationship betweenethehFr
government and Rome regarding the theology faculty at the University of Paris

He first set forth his goals outlined in the Papal Bull as early as 1845. At the time
the government had control over faculty appointments, while the Vatican had final
approval for the conferral of the doctorate in theoltgyn 1856, through his friend
Marie-Dominque-Auguste Sibour, the Archbishop of Paris, Maret contacted Gardina
Giacomo Antonelli, the Secretary of State for Pope Pius IX. His ide&i¢alate a plan
pleasing to Rome regarding Church involvement in French higher education; he knew he
would need as many allies as posstBfeMaret intended for his plan to be formally
recognized by the Church in France by means of a Papal Bull, a formad fleonethe
Pope establishing official clarity on an important matters like thaoektip between
Church and state and Catholic influence in education. Pius IX was still conside@d m
liberal and open minded at this time, and so Maret hoped his document would satisfy the
needs of the Holy See, the French episcopate (the Bishops of France), and thesstate. Hi
plan was to give oversight of the theology faculties at Catholic universitiee Bishops
of France rather than the current configuration of complete state conthothes
nomination of the professorships still being the responsibility of the state a®rdsacc

with the Concordat®®

23 Bressollette, “Les Derniers,” 50.
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The bull was a long-term project. Despite the title of his history of the bulthwhi
makes reference to the years 1856-1858, the work was not fully completed anthaft
decade long interruption of the Italian wars of unification in the 1860’s. While working
with Marie-Dominique-Auguste Sibour, Archbishop of Paris from 1848-1857, as well as
Papal Secretary of State Cardinal Antonelli in the years of 1856-58, Maret sought
reorganize the theology faculty at the Sorbonne in order to meet the growing ye
adversarial demands of both Church and state. Each entity desired greatsiovent
the university, and each entity threatened termination of the faculty ifiitardés were
not met.

Anticlericals in the government believed the Church incapable of producing loyal
Frenchmen, well formed in science and its methods. The Church on its pagtirefus
acquiesce to what it believed was the rising tide of de-Christianizatidaiaitd within
what had once been its sole domain — education. As the century wore on, however, this
tension worsened.

Maret situated his own beliefs as the middle ground between Gallicanism and
ultramontinism?® He knew that if the Sorbonne was to carry on its patrimony as a
university in the classic sense, theology was a must. He believed that faidasod r
worked together and not separat&ly.Further, Maret wished to carry on the tradition of
the Sorbonne as being the central institution of formation for so many eduatesias
members of the French hierarchy. For him, the Church’s influence at ther&ityiod
Paris ensured the Church’s influence in the culture at large. The French Revoha

revolution of 1848, and the ongoing struggle with anticlericalists impressed upon Mare

28 Tyjilier, Histoire de la Sorbonne. 369.
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not only the growing threat of dechristianization, but also the powerful influgnce

higher education in this strugdl® Thus, in 1858, he set about the goal of securing state
support for the Sorbonne so constituted with the theology faculty, as well as the support
from Rome so that ecclesiastics would still be trained there.

His first step was to prepare a document detailing a plan not only to retain the
theology faculty at the Sorbonne, but to do so in a way that would be agreeable to both
church and state. He realized that if this plan was to enjoy long-term suteeseded
to seek out the assistance of two high-ranking prelates. This is why he warkely cl
with Archbishop Sibour. Sibour who was also instrumental in the writing and passing of
the Falloux Laws, and Cardinal Antonelli who had direct access to the Pope. Irmoorder t
bring the full weight of his office, Maret penned the document under the title of Bishop
of Sura, so as to influence not only the other prelates and ecclesiasticalsofficial
positively, but also to gain approval from Frenchmen in general. Writing ahiepBis
Maret hoped, would offer more authoritative power than his role as the Doyen de
Théologie.

In the original draft, he articulated a plan wherein both the interests @bsizt
church can be carefully assured with respect with each other. He held that tthisecoul
accomplished precisely because of his belief that each serve comptimalttait
differing roles, within France, as had been the case, in his view, from the tihee of t
Concordat until the presefit

The basic thrust of Maret’s proposal for the theology faculty was this:atee st

would continue to fund the faculty, and the Holy See would give it ecclesiastical

238 Maret,Le projet de Bullgp. 7.
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accreditation. The selection of the professors, direction and oversight over tti@ingea
and methods, as well as the conferring of degrees would belong to the local Episcopal
council within France. In order to appease the state, Maret recommendix thead of

the state, Emperor, President or otherwise, would reserve the right to notménate t
professors to be presented to the Episcopal cotffidihis, it was argued, was the long-
standing relationship between the Church and state since the Concordat. However, his
notions were quite contentious as the bishops themselves were torn between rival
ultramontanist and Gallicanist factions, and the anticlericals in the SeocgpideEvere

no less suspicious of the Bishops than of Réthe.

The Vatican held these Episcopal councils with some suspicion earlier in the
century due to the Gallicanist tendencies of many of the French hierarchyvétpthe
unpopularity of nineteenth-century Caesaro-Papism — the merging otlsteitdh power,
or also known as altar/throne alliance — had done much to unravel Gallican support. As
the views of the French hierarchy changed, so too did Rome’s views towards iMiaret a
his fellow clerics. Thus, the timing of this bull coincided with the mutually improving
relationship between Rome and the French bishops. Local episcopal oversight of the
Sorbonne was thus more feasible than at any time since its closing duringghmeRe
Terror.

As far as concerns from the state, Maret realized that the stagravdaag more
wary of Vatican influence within church affairs. Granting control over the aplpobva
professors as well as the conferral of doctoral degrees to French bishops \ewidteal

state concern regarding the interference of Rome within internal mattteigher

240 Maret,Le projet de Bullg p. 5.
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101



education. This combined with assuaging Rome’s concerns regarding the usurpation of
ecclesial rights in the same field made the bull the ideal plan in which to.imeestis
end, he hoped to journey to Rome to visit personally with Pope Pius IX.

However, Maret’s plan met with major setbacks before he could even seek
approval either from the Vatican or the state--setbacks which wouldhssadldcument
for more than twenty years.

First, Archbishop Sibour was stabbed to death by renegade priest Pére Verger
over his support of priestly celibacy and the dogma of the Immaculate Conception,
among other things. Verger attacked Sibour with a knife, escaping, only to be
apprehended soon after. (He never denied his attack, assuming that the Emperor
Napoleon Il would grant him pardon. The pardon never came, and Verger was executed
in 1857). Thus, Maret’s chief ecclesial French ally was literally ebted in one fatal
stroke. Sibour was Maret’s chief supporter within France itself, and wasdismiial
in Rome due to his relationship with Antonelli.

Then, further complicating matters, the various Italian wars of unificatmmg
with the loss of the Papal states in the 1860’s prevented both visitation to and interest
from Rome regarding Maret’s concerns. These events, coupled with the convethieag of
First Vatican Council in 1870, to which Maret was summoned, brought his plans to a
halt?*? He attended the Vatican | council, offering a voice of opposition to the council
declaration of Papal Infallibility as was mentioned earlier.

Maret believed that defining papal infallibility at this time would onlyger a

backlash from the government in the form of stricter controls over the Church, or even

242 Bressollette, “Les Derniers,” 51.
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outright suppressioff- His plans for reconstituting the relational structure between the
Sorbonne and the Church and state would thus be threatened and/or permanently
derailed. This, he feared, would only result in the loss of Catholic influence i highe
education as a whole. Yet, it would take Maret’s public renunciation of his anti-
infallibility stance in 1871 before his reputation would be rehabilitated enough fdohim
reassume his work on hapal Bulleproject®**

Then, another contretemps erupted within France itself — the Franco/Prussian
War. In 1870, with his loss to Prussia at the battle of Sedan, Napoleon Il fled tadngla
leaving a provisional government-the National Assembly- in place. Thisrgoeet’s
brief stint resulted from a lack of a dominant political bloc within the Chamber of
Deputies, as well as the influence of Socialists, Marxists, and Anarcliisis thie
Parisian labor force. These latter forces swelled into a provisional govarohtbeir
own, overtaking and sweeping away the local Parisian governmental body in favor of
their own, known as “The Paris Commune,” from March-June of 1871. Although the
Commune was eventually squashed with a bloody response from French troops, the
situation in Paris and the country itself remained very unstable.

By now it had been well over a decade since Maret had first hoped to present his
plans to the Pope and French authorities. Although there were obviously many political
and ecclesiastical changes since the original crafting of the bull of 18%8)dlemmnstant
remained the combative relations between Church and state. Maret's progpegingf
common ground on which both entities could agree regarding the role of theology in the

university system looked bleaker than ever.

243 Maret Du Concile 3.
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Success at Last

Undaunted, Maret wrote a follow-up document to the original draft of the papal
bull, La Liberte de L’'Enseignement Superi@ud 874, reworking his original plan only
slightly. In this document, Maret restated his long-standing plans of 1858, strégsing t
necessary foundation for state principles such as liberty, equality, andityaite the
doctrines of the Church, and the deleterious result on those principles should the state
separate itself from the Church, especially in the area of higher eduéativet, he also
realized the view of the Pope and French Catholics towards the new Republican form of
government. Mac-Mahon'’s election only encouraged legitimists and restorationis
their bid to secure a king for France yet agaiithe political climate gave Maret
courage to restate the necessity for theology to remain at the Sorbaengoved, he
argued, not only would the state be turning its back on the faculty it founded, not to
mention the long-standing agreement contained in the Concordat, but it also would be
vitiating the supreme success story, in Maret’s eyes, of the enduringnshap between
faith and sciencé&!’ The Sorbonne not only contributed countless notable figures into the
ranks of the clergy, but also notable thinkers and figures in the fields of the philosophy
and psychology, like Bautain, a philosopher who contributed much to the relationship
between faith and science and a forerunner in the field of psychology, and @rairy

occupied the chair at the Académe francaise once held by Véftiire.
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Furthermore, Maret contended vociferously that the loss of religion in the field of
higher learning would also result in the loss of morals as well, as for higipusli
formation included training in Christian morals. This loss, in his view, was too great a
price to pay in order to appease the forces of positivism. Not only would this @reate
situation that would erode the long-standing rapport between church and state, he
predicted, but it would also create a society based upon practical atheismrahd m
depravity?*® He concludes that the state simply cannot afford this result. To abrogate the
role of Theology at the Sorbonne is to abandon the symbol of the unity existing between
faith and reason itseff’

In 1873, Bishop Maret planned a meeting with Pope Pius IX in order to resume
negotiations regarding his project. In January of that year, he penned tolédite
current Minister of Public Instruction, Oscar de Fourtoul, in order to accomplgsh thi
goal, as well as to redress a problem developing at the Sorbonne. The Praesltignt f
of theology was allowed to develop its own special constitution within the univesigity
regards to recommendations for professorial appointments and curricul@siberti
Maret demanded the same constitution for his faculty. He yet again fpgesliton, this
time not from the government, but from the French episcopacy, which was not valling t
grant him much leverage when it came to professorial recommendations. Atysbis
wanted a say in the process as well. Furthermore, they wondered openly why the
Sorbonne was needed when they now had a suitable seminary system for the training of
priests. Maret addressed that problem by pointing out the need for more advanesd studi

in theology for priests, as well as the need to train laity in theology, a ni@aeat the

249 Maret,la projet de Bulle7.
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time. To address their concerns, Maret offered to amend his request from de Foutoul to
make courses at the Sorbonne elective for clergy, required only for cexbaniastical
jobs®?Thus, the French seminaries would still be an available option for those prelates
who wished to send future priests there for training, and the Sorbonne would be still be
available for doctoral studies.

With the concerns of both the French episcopacy and government placated, Maret
turned his attention to his trip to Rome, which finally took place in March of 1874. In this
meeting, he hoped to gain official canonical status from the Holy See reghisling
faculty. He knew that his reputation with the Holy Father was still held in some
suspicion, but he also knew of the Pope’s respect for his work on church/state relations
the past. After meeting privately with Cardinal Antonelli, with whom he had wodged t
years previously on his project, he gained access to a meeting with the Popéevhe
could explain face to face all of the details of his plan. After some hours ofateguti
the Pope issued to Maret the following:

It seems wise to avoid sacrificing the existing theological institutions,

which are founded, funded, and recognized by the state, despite the

possibilities of future problems with the state. However, they can only be

preserved if they are reformed to fall underWaticanand the French

episcopacy [italics minef?

Thus, Maret was back to square one! The state would agree to allow the French
episcopate to have a say in the Sorbonne, but not the Papacy. Now, Pius IX agreed to
offer canonical status to the Sorbonne, but only if Rome had control over the conferral of

the diplomas. He had still not resolved the problem of how to gain recognition from both

Church and state regarding his theology faculty. Maret hoped that the curreht Thir
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Republican government, which was at this time more conservative and supportive of the
Catholic Church than Napoleon III's regime, would be willing to accept thass.ter

Oddly, Maret described the event differently in one of his essays, where heradnt
obliquely that this particular meeting with the Pope went “most favorably.”

Finally, the state yielded to the ecclesial demands. From 1875-79¢RidrMdac-
Mahon ruled as president of the French Third Republic, and, as has been much discussed
already, in 1875 the Mac-Mahon presidency promulgated the Law of Freedom ef High
Education. The law not only gave independence from the state for the UnieoéiRdayis,
but also allowed for the establishment of the Catholic Institute de Parislagical
institute directly supported by Rori&.Now there would be two centers of Vatican
theology in the nation’s capital.

Maret’'s plan for the Sorbonne thus met, during Mac-Mahon’s administration, the
kind of success of which he had only dreamed. The conclusion of his project, to which he
still referred as the Papal Bull of 1858, resulted in the agreement of thaisaigles,
with both the state and the church being allowed to award degrees to Sorbonne theology
students. The state’s degree would be recognized civilly, and the Church’s
ecclesiastically, so that any theology graduate would have full appomneatéaching or

priestly career in France.

Trouble on the Horizon
Now the paths of our two main characters cross explicitly for the first fiime

liberalization of higher education in 1875, while it brought great satisfaction et Ma

%4 Maret,la projet de Bulle6.
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became the chief nemesis of Ferry’s political career. To the dismay o€httblics like
Maret, and seculars like Simon, Ferry would make his political ascent in 1879. Ferry
enjoyed success with both the expulsion of the Jesuits in 1880, as well as the
establishment of thécoles normaleschools designed to train and accredit teachers with
thebrevet de capacitéhe certificate now needed to teach in primary and secondary
schools. Merely belonging to a teaching order no longer sufficed for teaching in the
French school systems as had been the case with the Falloux laws. Ferry nasv had hi

sights set on the universities, and Maret stood as the most formidable foe.

Conclusion

The historical setting behind the development of what Maret callderthet de
Papal Bulleturned out to be much more complex than he had hoped. Achieving his goal
of creating a document spelling out agreeable terms for both church and statmgega
each entity’s role in higher education in France during the last half of theenmtiet
century would not happen quickly. The state reacted against the rising tide of
ultramontanism in France and opposed the potential increase of Papal influence over
what had always been state-funded institutions like the University of Pari€arhelic
Church, on the other hand, grew increasingly suspicious of the political direction of
France based on the avowed anticlericalism of many French politiciand) as e
influence of philosophical positivism in the academy. Maret hoped to prevent an impasse

between church and state, as that would not only effectively end his tenure at the
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University of Paris, but also the intellectual and moral influence of the Gatlolirch
in the formation of French youfhi®

By engaging in a protracted struggle for the survival of the theology yeatLithe
Sorbonne, the ideological underpinnings of Maret’s thought crystallized, moving from a
liberal Gallicanist view, whereby the state oversaw the needs of thénahu¥ance, to a
more balanced and distinctive view of the relations between the temporal ianadl éte
recognized that both church and state each had a legitimate sphere of influ¢inee; fur
that these spheres were not competing with one another, but could work together. This is
why he did not oppose, at least in principal, the philosophical underpinnings of the
French Revolution.

In an essay written in 1845, Maret argued that the doctrines of the Revolution are
rooted in Christian teaching.

Every Frenchman without doubt professes the political dogmas of

equality, liberty, and fraternity and regards them as the precious victory of

SO many years of revolutions...but are they not obliged to admit that

without the notion of moral liberty the notion of justice is not possible? Do

they not realize that neither liberty nor morality is possible without first

professing the Christian dogma of the rationality of Go4?
In other words, there is no justice without moral liberty, and no moral liberty without
God. These principles of the French Revolution, then, necessitate the profession in the
existence of God, the guarantor of each, Maret argued. For him, the church and the state
both require the other and can secure one another’s intefests.

In order to succeed at developing a workable model on relations between France

and Rome, Maret needed to discover an intellectual solution between these two

2% Maret, la projet de Bulle14-16.
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increasingly contentious camps: anticlericalist Republicans, and ahlitamst Catholics.
He was caught in the middle. The antagonistic tension created by these canfergs
would either crush him or be the necessary elements for developing a new paocadigm f
church/state relations. Maret’s ideas and work for preserving theologyhierhig

education in France now had a much more important and broader application.
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Chapter Four: Maret, Ferry, and the Battle for the Sorbonne

This chapter reaches the climax between the Ferry/Maret conflizysiblare the
details of this conflict, as well as examines the breadth and depth of Marets labor
Maret recognized that the Third Republican government posed a greatetalimeat
than what he had faced during the Second Empire. Jules Ferry had plenty of political
power to go along with his secularist ambitions, and was also quite skilled initiapol
maneuvers. Maret realized the urgency of the situation. He feared not only fouhig fac
but also for society as a whole. His response to resist the secularization afitbere
would require all of his energy and skill. The years of fighting seemingly €ndle
obstacles regarding his Papal Bull project certainly honed his political ahéctual
proficiency, yet even this could not prepare him entirely for what lay aheadt'sViare
challenge rested not only with the laic and anticlerical government, but idhsthes
ideological misgivings of his own French hierarchy. To accomplish the taskievang
political victory for his faculty, he faced a daunting, two-pronged obstaitle statand
the Church. Articulating, adapting, and defending his program would require ofltam al
his energies.

| have shown thus far the uniqueness of Maret’s position compared to de Mun’s

on the right, and Ferry’s on the left. | have presented the reasons for hisrbtiesf i
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compatibility between church and state, as well as the nature of his praptsdlend.

In analyzing his arguments, Maret’s uniqueness shines clear: he did not hold to the
antagonisms as did other political players. This chapter reveals thstfungle by

Maret for his project. The essence of his thesis was that it is fatdegd=l

commitments such as positivism on the left and royalism on the right thac:that
antagonisms which prevented collaboration. Even more, that these commitmentstwere
necessary when put into the proper perspective of church and state relations.hehis is t

heart of Maret’s program, and the heart of this chapter.

Pursuing Canonical Recognition

As we saw Iin the last chapter, the 1875 law freeing the universities friam sta
control entailed a significant victory for Maret. This law broke the monopolyaté-stin
universities, allowing them to either become privatized, or, if funded by tles wtdtave
a mixture of faculty members from the privatefree university along with members
from a state-funded university in order to confer degrees on graduates W preveded
two options for the University of Paris: it could either seek full privatizatidmchv
would mean that it would need alternate means of funding, or it could still receive
funding from the state, but with more allowances given to the Church with regdids t
mixed jury system. This would also allow for canonical status of the univers$iighw
would achieve Maret'’s full vision—graduates whose credentials would bgrnieed
both by the state and by the Church. Either option required a mixed-jury. This jomye
seemed like an ingenious way to keep both state and church happy when it came to the

conferral of degrees. This proved to be a very weak and vulnerable component of the law,
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however, making the choice for a state-sponsored faculty with canonicalapgven
more risky should anticlericalism gain greater influence in the statpitBése risk,

Maret hoped to proceed with this plan and thus be a state-funded university that also
received canonical recognitir.

On November 11 of 1875, Maret met with Minister of Public Instruction and
Cults Henri Wallon, who was supportive of his plan. Maret asked him to contact the
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Decazes, in order to re-open negotiations witreRom
regarding the Papal Bull. Cardinal Czacki, who was the Pope’s Secrethgy of
Congregation for Education, received the project, but did not respond with any
urgency?®® He had been contacted by Bishop Pie of Poitiers, a known ultramontanist,
who did not believe collaboration with the state possible. Czacki agreed with him, and
thus sat on Maret’s request to reopen negotiations for the ptSject.

In response to this latest roadblock, Maret first prepared an untitled booklét aime
at the French bishops in which to defend his work on the project of the Papal Bull. He
would later attach this work as an appendix to his larger elsegypjet de Bulle de
1858, et La Liberté de I'enseignement supéri¢uthis larger work, penned in 1875, he
laid out a brief history of all of the years of labor invested in the Papal Bull pragec
well as a new set of argumentation as to how and why the Sorbonne could and should be
both state-funded and canonically recognized.

He then penned a brochure in December of 1875 calpdrtu des négociations
pour l'instituion canonique des Facultés de théoldgireprder to keep the project from

completely dying. In this essay, he presented two general argumesitshé&ilaid out the
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rationale as to why it was wise to preserve the rapport between churclatend/stret
believed deeply that should a fixed separation occur between each entity, thed societ
result would be religious indifference, atheism, and immorality, as lénearece of the
Church’s moral and social doctrines would fade. Secondly, he challenged his opponents
in the French episcopacy who were already taking advantage of the new lagth@n hi
education to create free universities and schools of law and medicine to rectigifize a
the work that he had already done in his project to achieve accreditationiaiad off
recognition from both Church and state. In offering support for his project, thespbis
could avoid exerting much superfluous energy spent on accomplishing what he already
achieved®?

In his larger workProjet de Papal Bulle dta Liberté de I'enseignement
supérieur Maret developed his thought on the dangers he believed would ensue should
the Church and state fail to cooperate within the sphere of higher educatrehnilger
wavered in his confidence that each entity could be mutually supportive as they had
different but not necessarily competitive eAtfsHe not only rearticulated the need for
Church influence to shape and form moral citizens, but, even more interestingly, sought
to examine the goals espoused by anticlericals in the Third Republic of hderty
intellectual inquiry as well as proper training in citizenship for Fremchhy He believed
that formation in Catholic doctrine was the only way to inculcate such viittieke
state needed the Church as much as the church needed the state in order for each to

remain viable in the modern world. This was a view unique to his time, when forces
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within each entity seemed willing to part with the other. With a breach in thisaityut
beneficial relationship between church and state, Maret believed, the emdvaddibe

the destruction of sociefy> Thus, he believed his mission to spare the theology faculty
at the Sorbonne from suppression urgent not only for the sake of the university, but for

society as well.

Maret and Ferry

Consistent with his historical experience regarding his project, and hisemtgu
notwithstanding, Maret’s apparent victory in the state with the 1875 Law of Highe
Education was short lived. Within the year anticlericalist leaning Rejautsiwere
sweeping the elections, and the new deputy, Jules Ferry, gained prominence favsis vie
regarding church and state. He immediately went on the attack with regandslaw.
Ferry’s goal was not without serious obstacles, however. Clerics such eissiflahad
the advantage of having both the presidency of Patrice Mac-Mahon and the Cabinet of
Prime Minster Waddington on their side. The majority of the senate also\stileétha
royalist and pro-Catholic majority. Apparently, Maret’s Gallicanist jgid not limit
support from the Royalist conservatives in government, whose main concern was to
check the rising tide of anticlericalism. Challenges to the state fundihg tiieology
faculty could only advance so far.

It may be helpful to pause and reflect upon the strange circumstances in which
Maret found himself at this point in the summer of 1876. His unique position left him
vulnerable to criticism from all sides. He was considered a liberal by taenolbtanist

Catholics who allied themselves with the Royalist politicians. Yet, thelamtialist

Maret, La Vérité 440.

115



Republicans viewed him as belonging to the royalist camp since he was ampdiest
bishop. Although Maret recognized the great danger coming from antiaemcéale did
not support the royalist cause, either. His hope rested on the fact that once efrastions
ideological squabbling died down, that kia mediabetween what he viewed as the
extremes would appear as the most viable solution regarding the tensiorenbetwe
Church and state. He believed firmly that a republic was no more or less favortide
Church than a monarchy, provided that the government recognized its own legitimate
sphere of influence, allowing the Church its own sphere. From Maret’s persptttve
was the goal for which the Concordat stré%eHe viewed education as the right of the
citizen and it behooved his soul learn the doctrines of the Church both for a better life on
this earth and the one to come, the Church had a legitimate role in ed¥zfonits
part, the state had nothing to fear from this kind of formation, as its goalseshitgt
equality, and liberty were all consistent with the moral teachings of tthelica
Church?®® Yet, such nuanced views were not held by many, and the few possible allies
that Maret enjoyed in the government were about to become fewer.

After theSeize Macrisis of May 16, 1877, Mac-Mahon lost his office in 1879,
being replaced by the anticlerical Jules Grévy. Once in office, Grévy apgpdinles
Ferry to be the Minister of Public Instruction, and Maret found his aims yet agder
attack. This time, however, the rising tide of political opposition seemed to bengas
away for good the allies Maret had in the French government. He did not even enjoy

support from the Archbishop of Paris, Joseph Guibert, who did not share Maret’s

26 Maret,le Projet de Bulle8.

%7 Henri Maret L’'Eglise et la Société Laique: Discours sur Adtaques Dirigées contre L'Eglig®aris.
V. A. Waille, Libraire Editeur, 1845) , NOTE:Maret included this essay with Hige Projet de de Bulle
essay as a second appendix, originally writtenpradished in 1845, re-published in 1873.
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enthusiasm regarding cooperation with the stitEortunately, he would gain a most
valuable ally in the Chair of St. Peter itself when Pope Leo Xlll was dl¢éateplace
Pius IX following his death on February 7, 1878.

In April of 1878, Maret sent a letter to Pope Leo Xlll regarding his long-term
work in trying to forge a working relationship between the Church and statanone®s
higher education. He explained his desire to discover the means to utilize thsityniver
as an “organic liaison” between the Catholic Church and the Third Rep(fblice Pope
not only welcomed the letter, but requested a meeting with Maret himself, which
occurred June 8, 1878. Leo Xlll agreed that the University of Paris should remain
operative, and would write a letter to the bishops of France explaining as thuch.

Maret then wrote to Ferry seeking Ferry’s promise not to suppress the theology
faculties in the state universities. Ferry surprisingly agreed. Peths was due to his
grave concern about the “militancy and mysticism” of the younger ¢ledggh he
blamed on the seminary systéfiHowever much he disliked the theology faculty at the
Sorbonne, he disliked the seminaries more, and he was willing to endure the former if it
would undermine the latter. Ferry thus proposed to suppress the funding for the
seminaries, hoping that if the state still supported the Sorbonne, perhaps cleagyrig t
could receive a formation more sympathetic to the nation. Since Ferry was tmabl

secure his legislation to disband the state-sponsored theology facultiesir@ivdrsities

29 Gadille,La Pensée, vol. 1134,
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of Paris, Lyon, Aix, Bordeaux, and Rouen, he focused his attention on suppressing the
seminaries”®

This gave Maret new life and renewed enthusiasm for his project. On August 1,
1878, he sent a memo to Archbishop Guibert of Paris, which was then forwarded to the
entire Episcopal assembly of France. He proposed a slight but important ahémge t
mixed jury system: in addition to the state-supported faculty members on théngury
Catholic universities would also include faculty from the recently founded and
canonically approved the Catholic Institute of Paris, founded in 1875. That way degrees
earned from the University of Paris would be recognized by the staiellassviby
Rome?’* Maret believed that this proposition possessed the greatest chance of feuccess
his long-standing project. He believed that this, at last, was a suitable sobutiba f
Theology Faculty at the University of Paris. The state would be happyyasrjoged
the majority of mixed-jury appointments; the Catholic Church leaders would bg &app
the other professors would be canonically recognized since they hailed fromthiodicC
Institute of Paris. Bishop Maret waited anxiously to hear back from thedfais
Assembly.

In January of 1879, Maret’s proposal was submitted to the Episcopal Assembly
by the Superior Council of Bishops. They agreed that the long-standing history of the
University of Paris proved a veritable service to the Church. Maret believatstha
prestige and list of influential graduates validated the need for continued suppothé
bishops. For their part, the bishops shared Leo XllII's desire to preserve and defend the

Sorbonne. However, as Archbishop Guibert explained to Maret in February oééat y

213 Acomb, The Laic Laws141-144.
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the Catholic Institute of Paris was too new and its future too insecure fordMare

proposal to work. It was therefore deemed too premature to assume that a mixed jury
partially composed of that canonical faculty would be succeSsfEbrtunately for

Maret, Guibert did realize the need for a well-formed laity and for the stu@hristian
apologetics (the art of defending religious tenets from those who may attack Tiheis)

even though Maret’s proposal was not fully accepted, the bishops of France, inclading hi
own archbishop, were supportive of Maret in his efforts to maintain the Sorbonne’s
existence. As good as it was for Maret to have the French Episcopate on hiseside, t
rejection of his plan left little doubt that he was back to the drawing board. What this

meant practically speaking was left to Maret to figure out.

Defending the Sorbonne

As if this kind of empty support from the bishops was not bad enough, Maret
faced yet another new and formidable challenge coming from the governmanBer,
noted scientist and anticlerical member of the Chamber of Deputies, submitted an
amendment in March of 1879 to suppress the budget for the faculties of theology in the
state-funded universities like the University of Paris. He challengdditwtance and
necessity of these kinds of subjects, as well as the national allegiahegfafulty?’®

Maret responded to Bert's amendment by submitting a lengthy letter tditbe e
of the journala République francaisen April 5, 1879. He defended the importance of
the theology faculties responding to the major objections forwarded by Bert. Maret

argued that Bert’'s commitment to positivism made him biased in his abilippte@ate

27> Bazin,Vie de Maret, vol. 1|1373.
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the benefits of these faculties. The significance of these facultesdiaated in the fact
that 500 people a week participated in their classes. This was a large peroétitage
overall students, Maret pointed out, indicating that theology generated a hegbflev
interest. Further, all of the professors were loyal to France, and, thougheteul|

Catholic, they felt united in one France. He ended by opining, “Let it not be said t an ol
bishop who has always been a friend to and servant of his country that the doctrines of
atheism, materialism, and anti-religious passions are less dangerousnaiddliée to the
new order...than the Church’”

This latest threat propelled Maret to act quickly. He knew that he needed to obtain
canonical status for the theology faculty. He also hoped to establish negstiatitween
members of the French government and the Holy See. To accomplish this, heofst wr
to Jules Ferry on the 2®f April, 1879. Maret asked Ferry to contact the Pope in order
to ascertain Leo’s willingness to work with the state based on the Pope’s favorabl
comments regarding Maret’s work on the Papal BilHe hoped that Ferry would prove
amenable to this latest rapprochement with Rome as Maret never waiveredwnhi
belief that it was to both the French government’s and Rome’s mutual advantage to work
together. Ferry was not as inclined as Maret had hoped, and responded that it was
‘inopportune’ to proceed in such fashion, as a move like this would leave his position
“susceptible to political critique®*

In July, Maret wrote to Ferry again, this time in a lengthy epistle. He developed a

series of new arguments, offering several different reasons as to wiwld e wise to

2" Fonds Maret, ‘yellow’ dossier, #11; Institut Caijoe de Paris. Portions of the letter are alsinggd
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negotiate with Rome. First, since Rome was now more of an ally to Maret than the
previous papal court, it was safe to say that Leo XIIl would be more cooperativehevi
Third Republican government. Thus, Maret insisted, pursuing a course of owitflict
the Vatican when it was much easier to pursue one of peace made littleMamrete
insisted. Further, if the faculties were suppressed, this would abrogate the Concorda
which neither Ferry nor the Chamber had legal grounds to do. This would also break a
long-standing political precedent. He also pointed out that the Sorbonne offered the
greatest possibility to school clergy in a proper political education. Maetvwell aware
that Ferry feared clerical influence, especially in their pregglas much as any
ultramontanist publicatioff’ He hoped that Ferry would realize the positive effect that
the Sorbonne could have on the priests if the theology faculty remained functioning.

He finally called Ferry’s attention to the fact that the Protestaonttfaat the
Sorbonne already had a good working relationship with the state, and it was simply a
matter of justice and consistency that the Catholic faculty would re¢ehsatme rights
as the Protestant faculty with regards to a working, state-accepteutmms Thus,
keeping the budget for the theology faculties was a matter of justicejaaliy
concepts Ferry claimed to uphdfth.

Although Ferry did not respond to this lengthier letter directly, good news came
soon. The Bert bill failed in the Senate where a royalist majority stNigtled, and the
state funding and accreditation of the Sorbonne theology faculty remained inkeast a
for the fiscal year of 1879-80. This surprising achievement was followeddilyex

accolade for Maret, prepared by his friends. Cardinals Charles Lavigechbishop of
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Algiers, Guillaume-René Meignan, Archbishop of Tours, and Joseph-Alfred Foulon,
Archbishop of Lyon, all outspoken supporter of Maret’s work, publicly pushed for Maret
to be elevated to the level of Archbishop, an important sign of approval for all ofdMaret
hard work. Cardinal Guibert of Paris, however, did not support this move, as Guibert
was not so favorable to Maret’s trust of the French Republic and the belief that chur
and state could work together so smooffifyThus, the impetus for such a move ended
before it could gain steam. Lavigerie would try again three years lat88#) but with
more positive results, as Maret would be appointed Titular Archbishop of Lepanto in the
fall of that year?®

Despite surviving Bert’s desire to suppress the faculty budget, the €atholi
position remained tenuous. Passions flared in June of 1879 when debate in the Chamber
over Ferry’'s Article Seven ensued. Recall, this was the article fongdohiauthorized
teaching orders like the Jesuits from teaching in France. Ferry addadittiesonto an
already controversial proposal to strip the free universities from beiagabbnfer
degrees. Ferry remarked that, “it is vital to the security of the futuréhatewardship
of schools does not belong to the bishops who have declared that the French Revolution
of 1789 was guilty of deicide...and that the principles denied originaf&iEtven
though Article Seven failed to pass the Senate in September of 1880, a key piece of the
legislation did pass: free universities could no longer confer degrees or refer to
themselves as a university.

This moved proved to be a terrible blow to Maret’'s aspirations. If free univsrsitie

were no longer considered universities, it was only a matter of time befa@tas
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funded university would be forced to disband. It that state did not recognize the theology
degrees from any of the private Catholic institutions, there was no reasdieve beat
they would continue to recognize the Sorbonne’s theology faculty.

This move gave anticlericals more ammunition needed to suppress the budget for
the theology faculty without the need to battle the Senate. Once this newedrdaeh
ears of the faculty members, they urged Maret to ascertain whether oramatitheeek a
seat on the Higher Council of Public Education himself, as he was at leasttigurr
faculty member at a state university, at least until the budget was bffsigipressed,
and perhaps he could influence the council from witfiMaret declined. He did not
wish to alienate himself from his fellow bishops, who were now no longer allowed to sit
on this council. He knew that he needed to stand united with the Church. Further, his only
hope now was to turn to the Pope and at least acquire canonical status from the Vatican.
This would allow his fellow faculty theologians to continue to teach, albeityswitn
Vatican approbation.

In early May he traveled to Rome for a meeting as head of the Chapter of St.
Denis, a community of clergy organized by Napoleon in 1806 to oversee the military
basilicas and chaplaincies. While there, he submitted a communication to the Pope,
recalling the work that they had already undertaken to seek canonical stahes for
Sorbonne theology faculty. He also notified Leo of the changes that had now taken place
due to the actions of the Superior Council of Higher Education and the vote of the

National Assembly in March. He then waited to hear back from the Pope, whose response

285 Bazin,Vie de Maret, vol. 111379-380.
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was less than swift, as he was embroiled in his own predicament regard¥chstah
relations in Italy?®®

It seems unreasonable to believe that Bishop Maret did not yet fully grasp the
direction of the law regarding free universities. Yet, he was neverthelegbngito
give up. He did not seem to recognize the full consequences that the growth of
anticlericalism had for his faculty. Receiving canonical status fromeRonthe
theology faculty would mean very little if the faculty did not receive funding fieen t
state. Perhaps this was due to his hopeful optimism that the state would never dissolve
something that he believed had meant so much to the country for so long. Perhaps also he
counted on the fact that the current law only affected free universities and not the
University of Paris. Whatever the reason, he trudged on in his plan to at least acquir

canonical status for his facufy/

Bert's Accession

In the fall of 1881, the political situation in France proved to be an even more
dangerous threat than previous elections to Maret’s hopes, as the cabinet of Jules Ferry
was ousted in favor of other left-leaning political factions, headed atyitsftdeaning
Léon Gambetta, and then by Paul Bert in November of 1881. Bert was even more
anticlerical than Ferry. Ferry, after all, had limits to his anficddism; he realized after
he assumed the head of the Council that the Catholic Church was still too powerful to

attack directly, and became more amenable to the idea of keeping the Concordat in
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place?®® He found it politically expedient to have the Church’s services with regards to
missionary activity in places such as Indo-China, a restless Frencly,colanh would
boil over into war in 1884-85"° Ferry also realized quickly that France did not have the
resources to replace all of the religious teaching orders, espeétitiby all-girls schools,
with lay teachers. For these reasons he carefully leaned in the directi@medfsM
projects leading up to the elections of 1881. Paul Bert shared none of these views. He
hoped for a radical division of Church and state immediately. When Bert repkacgd F
however, Maret knew there would be no interest in following the Conctfdatfact,
Bert’s plan was to suppress the budget for the theology faculty as he knew thedéa ne
no law passed in order to eliminate Catholic influence at the SorB8nne.

Bert gave several reasons for wanting to suppress the faculties of thabtbgy
various state controlled universities. The faculties at Aix, Bordeaux, [Bans, and
Rouen, he argued, were established by a decree of 1808, and were not established via the
Concordat, which provided for only diocesan seminaries. Further, he claimed that the
Catholic faculties had conferred only a small number of degrees from 1876-1880. The
Protestants, he argued, gave far more degrees during this same time periapelrhe P
himself preferred to give canonical institution to the “free” faculiigsh as Lyon, Lille,
and Angers, all established by means of the law of higher education in 1875, because he

could not dismiss the faculties at the state universities as &4diyother words, he
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argued that state-sponsored Catholic universities were pleasing neithestateh®or the
church.

Maret had responded to such charges before, listing important prelates and priests
who were educated at the Sorbonne from 1853-1875, as well as the number of doctorates
conferred, which, he claimed was greater than those of the Protestamedashuding this
same time period?® Thus, he contended that the fruits of these universities were very
evident to both church and state. To Maret, Bert was simply trying to persigade t

assembly with rhetoric.

Ferry and Maret again

It was well for Maret that Ferry returned to the Minister of Public trizsiton in
January of 1882. Ferry was willing to abandon or at least alter Bert’'s plan\fatican
was willing to come to the negotiating tabfé.

Maret wrote to Ferry in April of 1882. The purpose of his letter was two-fold: he
wanted to explain to Ferry the rationale for continuing the theology facatttbe state
universities; secondly, he wanted to respond to Bert’s accusations directiyMoister
of Public Instruction. As to his first purpose, he contended that

...these faculties are necessary for both the Church and state...the Church

needs priests who are learned and knowledgeable as much as it needs priests

who are pious and prayerful. The State also needs priests who are learned and

knowledgeable because instruction that is solid and broad is the best way to
ensure moderation (in the priest®).

293 Maret devoted his first appendix to the importantk of the theology faculty through the yearsis h
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He then pointed out that the number of doctoral dissertations published in the past 25
years filled “91 volumes?®® The work that he accomplished on the project he called the
Bulle de 1858vas “therefore of immense interest, and the objections that have been
posed to them could be resolved easily.”

In February of 1882, good news finally came to the beleaguered dean. Ferry
responded in a very surprising way. He indicated to Maret that he was willingitoeres
negotiations with the Holy See on Maret’s project. In May, Maret received from
Rome that they were willing to continue the project, and would give canonical status t
the theology faculty at the Sorbonne, provided that the state would not suspend the
budget for the faculty, and that the subject matter offered at the univesasityot/
offensive to Christian doctrirfé’ Bert was incredulous and angered by Ferry’s
willingness to work with the clericals, but Ferry’s political rather thaellectual views
determined his polic§®® Ferry faced too many other problems within the Republican
bloc itself to pick too many and too large of fights with the Church. His pragmatism w
out over his positivism.

It may be helpful to pause and reflect on the situation from both sides of the
debate. Ferry and the French Republican government was now willing to work with the
Church within the confines of the Concordat, which they viewed as protecting the
interests of the state from the Church. The Vatican was equally willingud g
concessions to the state regarding the Sorbonne within the confines of the Concordat,
which they interpreted as protecting the interests of the Church from thoseststthe

Convincing each entity that the Concordat and the Papal Bull would protect the interests
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of each as the interests of each were not mutually exclusive unfolded asMaggting
and intractable struggle. This is also what makes his figure so compellimg,vasrk
epitomized the difficulties in finding a working relationship between Church atel st
throughout Europe. Now, however, it looked as though his labors were about to be
rewarded with success.

The news from the Holy See may have expressed support for Maret’s plan to
begin negotiations with France, but the Pope was more than a little hesitank twithior
Jules Ferry, who had been against the Concordat in his last stint as Minister of Publi
Instruction®®? It wasn't until Ferry was made President of the Council in 1880 that he
lessened his political opposition to the Concordat. Unbeknownst to Maret, a formidable
enemy in the person of Charles Boysset, friend of Bert's and a fellow depgty i
Chamber, was working on a proposal to be submitted in the Chamber in January of 1883,
to abrogate the Concordat altogetff8These political circumstances gave pause to the
Vatican, as the Pope wanted to make sure that Ferry and the French govevasat
least willing to work within the confines of the Concordat. Maret secured the help of his
friend Charles Lavigerie, Archbishop of Algiers, who was recently madedinal, to
help convince the Pope of Ferry’s cooperation.

In a July 4, 1882 letter, they wrote to the Pope in hopes of convincing him to
move forward with granting canonical status for the Sorbonne theology faculty by
pressing for a new proposal based on a recent papal move. Leo Xlll had rgcamtiyl
concessions the archbishops in the Archdiocese’s of Orléans and Poitiedsgetiee

ability to confer degrees in their respectikee universities. Both archbishops had
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requested that the Vatican give them individual ability to confer degresas$ flagm
Rome and Episcopal conference. The request was somewhat controversal, as t
ultramontanist Archbishop Pie of Poitiers supported complete Papal control offedl of t
French Church. Archbishop Dupanloup of Orléans, a friend of Maret’s and considered a
liberal Gallican in his early years, also received approval for canotatas gor his
Catholic university. Each prelate realized the need for localized oversigheir free
universities, as neither the state nor the Vatican had the desire ortalaldsninister.
One key difference between these universities and the Sorbonne, however, wesé¢hat t
were not funded by the state. Fortune smiled on Maret, though, and the Pope responded
in the affirmative. Both Ferry’s and the Pope’s openness gave Maret and Legigpei
confidence, as they proceeded to secure the same concession for the SSiSuore.
after sending this communiqué to the Pope, Lavigerie obtained from Leo Xditbalv
agreement that he was disposed to grant the Archbishops who requested it of him
canonical status of the state-funded universities with a Catholic theoladty 3¢

On July 21, 1882 Ferry consulted with his colleague Charles Duclerc, theavlinist
of Foreign Affairs, regarding Maret’'s and Lavigerie’s request to for caabstatus for
their faculty. They were each disposed to the idea for political reasomdasedts plans
had up until now been star-crossed. Each time he appeared to achieving success,
problems emerged either from the church or the state that delayed orddeisapéans.
Unfortunately, this episode was no different. The plan received yet anothgju$tlane
week later when current President of the Council Freycinet’'s cabinet waisrowa, a

pattern all too common in these tumultuous times of the Third Republic. It was under
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Freycinet that Ferry had been reappointed Minister of Public Instructioet kkad to
wait and discern the consequences of the new political fall-out.

Still, Maret’s efforts did pay other dividends. In September of 1882, thanks to the
persistence of Cardinal Lavigerie, Pope Leo Xlll announced that Maret,rBistzop of
Sura, was being promoted. He was elevated to the Titular Archbishop of Lepanto, the
famed location off of the coast of Greece where the last major sea batiebe
Christian and Turkish Muslim navies took place 18T he Christian victory was
considered both a miracle and the singular event that prevented a Muslim Europe. Mare
took the news of this elevation with his usual calm, yet he hoped that it would offer him
even more clout to bring final success to his pfaferhaps it was a fortuitous sign of
the next great miracle needed for Maret to secure religion in French bjneation?

In February of 1883, his patience paid off, as Ferry was once again appointed
Minister of Public Instruction. It should be stated that Ferry was stilhatted to his
anticlericalism personally. Yet, he was also a consummate politicchreaognized the
need to act according to the winds of opportunity. He knew that it was more opportune to
support the concordat than to supplant it, as was Bert’s goal.

Ferry agreed that the Faculties at the Sorbonne should function as they always
had: the state would grant the diplomas, and that the Vatican would recognaecal
value in the degree. Maret and Lavigerie quickly decided to travel back to Rome in the
same month to share the news with the Pope. They first met with the Comte éefebvr

Béhaine, French Ambassador to Rome, in order to be certain that the French government
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approved their ideas and so avoid traveling that great distance iff¥vAfter this
meeting, Maret left for Rome, February of 1883.

Upon his arrival, Maret met with Cardinal Luigi Palloti, the Secref@aryhe
Congregation of Education, and gave him the official memos from the French
government detailing Ferry's agreeable statement. On Febru8riv2Bet met with the
Pope, who was well aware of the events that had been transpiring in Framdangega
laicité in education. The suppression of state-funding of chaplaincies and the Fesry Law
that had now affected all primary and secondary schools left the Pope with littlthhbpe
the Bull could succeed. Further, the Pope informed Maret that the bishops in charge of
the free faculties at Lyon, Lille, and Angers were threatened by tiheSw, as it would
competing with them for the same kind of studéftIhe Pope himself, nervous about
anticlerical influence now filtering throughout the French government andaiuc
systems, could not bring himself to support the Sorbonne, a university still cahbglle
the state, when suitable and canonically vested institutes of higher edugaied &
other French cities.

With this news, Maret left the papal meeting obviously discouraged, but
nonetheless unwilling to give up the fight. The Pope may not be willing to budge at his
behest, he opined, but that did not mean that other Vatican figures felt the same way.
Thus, Maret turned his attention to Cardinal Luigi Jacobini, the Vatican Sgapéta
State. When met with the same resistance as that of the Pope, Maret inslsiaubini
in a letter in early March 1883 that if the Church gave up on the Sorbonne and simply

attended to the Catholic institutes of higher learning, secularization would then be
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complete. State and church would no longer have any practical interfacer,Famthe
perhaps revealing the level of his desperation, Maret pleaded with Jacohimg, lsist
confidence that if the Church displayed good faith to the state in its willingmessk
together, the state would respond in kiffdHe waited six weeks before receiving a
response from the Cardinal Secretary of State.

In his letter to Archbishop Maret, dated April 23, 1883, Cardinal Jacobini
explained his unfavorable response carefully. He understood Maret’s concerns, as he
shared them himself. However, he pointed out that Maret’s plan was simply inddenpat
with French legislation, which, by now, revealed a steadfast direction of e@mpl
separation, at least in the area of education. Furthermore, since the Fremomgave
would be responsible for appointing the theology faculty at the Sorbonne, the Church
would have no ability to correct or dismiss any possible deviant teacher. Thas, ther
would be no way that the Church could grant canonical status to the university under
these current condition&®

Maret’s energy and determination in the face of these refusals was quite
remarkable. He still refused to quit and met with Cardinal Guibert of Paris deon af
receiving the letter. Guibert agreed with Maret that it was importanaiatam the
faculty at the university, but, like Jacobini and the Pope, he feared that the French
government would take advantage of this situation and install professors who could be
dangerous to the goals of the Chufthif the position of the Church were to change,
Maret knew that he had to meet with Ferry again to see if a solution to the Church’s

problem could be developed.
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On May 28", Maret met with Ferry in hopes to convince him of the need to
preserve the theology faculty. Unwilling to recognize the impossibilith@tituation, he
reiterated again to the Minister of Public Instruction the reasons why $tesuld keep
the faculty intact at the university. Surprisingly, Ferry agreed to daggset’'s January
proposal to completely suppress the budget for the theology faculty for six mtnths.

With incredible and dauntless energy, Maret went right to work.

A Final Effort to Preserve the Theology Faculty

In July of 1883, Maret penned a lengthy work aimed at Boysset. He entitled the
essay, Mémoire sur les Facultés de théologie présenté a M. le Président de la
République et les Ministres, Sénateurs, et DépuféSMaret offered a defense for his
theology faculty that entailed four points. First, he mentioned the authority of the
Concordat, which, as yet, had not been officially or legally abrogated. Secondntexicla
economic benefits of suppressing the theology faculties were fictitibescdllege de
France, the institute established earlier in the century to offer soomsgcience and
scientific discoveries to the public at large, was certainly not econoynicalile, but
was deemed valuable enough to preserve. The Sorbonne offered even more benefits to
the workings of faith and science, which, for Maret, were not mutually opposed. This
benefit was proving fiscally profitable, Maret concluded, if only the ministetise
government would take notice. His third point explained why their positivisticdiase
were unfounded. Faith and science work well together, he argued, and it was jatejudic

to say otherwise. Finally, the Sorbonne is controlled by an Archbishop (namelylfhimse

310 ettre de Ferry 4 Maret, 22 mai 1883, F 17 1328R.,
31 Henri Maret, Published by Delalain, Paris, 1888isTwork is found in the F 17 13238 dossier at the
Archives Nationales.
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who had canonical status with Rome, thus making him the perfect liaison between the
state and Rome to oversee the univerSity the time this work was finished and
published in the fall of 1883, Ferry had again been made the President of the Council.
True to his word, he actually prevented the full suppression of the theology faculty

Maret took this opportunity to work on the last great treatise of his long
intellectual legacyl.a Vérité Catholique et la Paix Religieuse: Appel a la Raison de la
France3"® This would be his most comprehensive and vigorous Christian apologetic.
Maret’s purpose for this impressive manuscript was to articulate with thetuimos
clarity the proper relationship between the Church and modern society. Composed of
large sections made up of systematic philosophical critiques, historicalianah
moral exhortation, this treatise in many ways summarized the whole ofefssoduvre.

This, he hoped, would set the stage for final success for state and church aeagptanc
the Sorbonne.

The work itself was well-received by both bishops and distinguished members of
the Academy. On March 8, the Deputy Alfred Mézieres, who was also a distirdyuishe
member of the French Academy, wrote to Maret to thank him for this “beautiful and
generous work...All that contributes to the pacification and union of souls will be of
utmost benefit to our country* The senator Pierre Jouin also sent his regards on the 28
of March. In his letter, he remarked that Maret “nobly and eloquently demteaisthe

life and death of all of the philosophies which have turned from the truth and have

312 Maret,Mémoire sur les Facultés

33 Henri Maret, La Vérité Catholique et la Paix Réligieuse: Apgela Raison de FrancgParis: E. Dentu,
Libraire-Editeur, 1884).
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separated themselves from Christian doctrifieéThus, for the Catholic members of both
the Academy and of the government, this work represented a true tour de force.

Enjoying the accumulating accolades for this work became the last great
accomplishment for Maret. In June, due to the excesses of his work and travels, the
Archbishop grew weaker and weaker. After a brief bout with an illness whidhneft
bed-ridden, he died on the™ 6f June, 1884. He was 79 years old. It was only after his
death that Chamber of Deputies suppressed the budget for the theology fabtlty at t
University of Paris, although retaining the Protestant faculties. Mase€mingly tireless
efforts to fight not only for his theology faculty but for a deeper cooperation éetwe
Church and state as well as for a clergy well-schooled in church/siaiens were
summarized in a short passage frioaérité Catholique et la Paix Réligieupablished
in 1884:

...the clergy should be convinced that the remedy for the evil

which is at work in our society in political forms is not

politics. Everything which favors the reign of light, justice,

charity, peace, everything which contributes to the

reconciliation of science with faith, of freedom with religion,

should be the object of the clergy’s aspiratiofis.

This commitment of Maret’s between the cooperative relations betweearhchur
and state extended beyond the university; indeed, even beyond his death. Pope Leo XIlI
wrote two encyclicals directed at the French people offering the same sngight
Nobilissima Gallorum Gens, coincidently published in February of 1884, the same month

as Maret’s magnum opus, the Pope enjoined the clergy to remain loyal to the Republican

government while resisting its anticlerical measdtésvhile Maret may have lost the

315 Bazin, Vie de Maret, vol. 1]1495.
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battle for the Sorbonne, his impact in the larger picture of church/statemsland

French higher education remains significant.
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Chapter Five: The Legacy

In the previous chapters, | have laid out not only the nature of the debate between
Jules Ferry and Henri Maret regarding the existence of the theology fatthty
Sorbonne, but have also the strategies of each to achieve the desired ends. W& have see
that the secularization of the Sorbonne was tied to much larger churclystets iat
least as far as Ferry and Maret understood it. Each viewed their gotde Sorbonne as
being affiliated to the more general principles of the relationship betvedigion and
secularization as well as church and state. They also understood their pmgeam t
related to the more specific issue of the relationship between faith and séisnee
have seen, Ferry viewed the relationship between these elements agistitagdereas
Maret viewed them as cooperative and collaborative.

This chapter seeks to appreciate the work of each man following the denouement
of the contentious debate regarding the theology faculty at the UnivefrBityris. After
Maret secured a six-month postponement from Ferry in 1884, a surprising rappgnthem
between the two, his failing health never allowed him to take advantage thaugh
Ferry’s legacy is more obvious — his ideas regarding education have sulrsmibtid
school systems throughout the world — Maret’s may not be so. This chapter examines
each man’s work in order to ascertain their long-term influence. As wesskakach
enjoyed some real measure of success in their respective camps. Althdugleitsot
destined to die inauspiciously, they nevertheless passed on an enduring patrithony wi

the area of church/state relations and education.
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Maret’s Last Project

Before examining Maret’s legacy, it may be helpful to turn attention to the
circumstances surrounding the last few months of his life in order to more fully
appreciate his contributioha Vérité Catholique et la Paix Religiuese :Appel a la Raison
de la Franceestablished Archbishop Maret as a true defender of the faith in the minds of
his detractors. It both summed up his life’s goal up until that time while sineoitesly
establishing Maret as a leading voice in French church/state relatiogsimsd by
anticlericals and clericals alike. In this book, Maret established whatiegdzbto be the
intellectual foundation for justifying the existence of his faculty at trb@&@ne. He
knew that the two sides of church and state would never resolve their squabbling unless
groundwork was laid for the proper boundaries of each. He wanted to silence the secular
skeptics concerning the role of the Church in the modern world by revealing what he
believed to be the philosophical flaws in their assumptions. Their denial of the tyecessi
of religion for society rested on baseless presuppositions, he argued. Fohible Cat
conservatives who were suspicious of him he hoped not only to display the authenticity
of his faith and stature ashamo-ecclesiabut also to explain in full why true religion has
nothing to fear from non-monarchical political forii8.

Skeptic ultramontanists like his own Parisian Archbishop recogrizedeérité
Catholiqueas a stellar piece of apologetic aimed at the critics of the CatholiciChur
Cardinal Guibert wrote to Maret in May of 1884, congratulating him on such a fine work.

| want to tell you, without exaggeration, that | regard this work as one of

the best and most solid apologies that has been published in our time, for

the defense of our holy religion. You have refuted and put to death the
diverse systems imported generally from Germany...You have not

318 Bazin,Vie de Maret vol. 1] 482-485.
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accomplished this feat by offering general reasons...but by opposing these
principles by the truth of the science of philosoptly.

This compliment offered the greatest satisfaction to Maret, as it cameafprelate who
had not always been the most supportive. Furthermore, Guibert finally seemed to
recognize theaison d’etrefor the Sorbonne. Maret always held that intellectual
components such as faith and reason, and disciplines such as theology, philosophy, and
even science share differing yet complimentary roles in the acatféythe Dean of
Theology of the Sorbonne, Maret strove to combine these elements in a rigorous program
in order to serve a great need in both Church and society. Hence, this book was a major
accomplishment for Maret. If Guibert’s support for this work could translate intepede
support for the existence of the Sorbonne, perhaps his goals would come to fruition.

As if Guibert’'s comments were not encouraging enough, Pope Leo Xlll also
expressed his deepest appreciation to Maret via Cardinal Luigi JacobinictetaBeof
State. Through Jacobini, the Pope praised the work for its “orthodoxy expressed by a
wise and serious theologiaff® These approbations boded a favorable outcome for
Maret’s hopes. Finally, it seemed audiences from within and without the Church
understood and recognized what he had been trying to accomplish all these years. This
acclaim would be a fitting end to such a protracted struggle. By appeariam tihe
Church’s support for his written work, he now needed only to convince them of the
importance for this kind of training to be offered to students at the Sorbonne. Once the
obstacle of the Church was cleared, Maret had the encouragement needed to readdress the

growing tensions with the state. Since Ferry had already postponed the budgeg mee
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that would debate the fiscal outcome for the theology faculty for six months, he had time

to prepare his next move.

Prelude to a Legacy

Alas for the distinguished Dean and Archbishop, the next move would never
come. As had been the case for Maret throughout his career, misfortune stuakgethis
with singular finality. The lauds fdra Vérité Catholiqudoreshadowed the final act for
Maret's life. He grew ill on June 11884 and died just six days later. With the leading
voice and proponent for the existence of a state-funded theology faculty at vieesiyi
of Paris dead, the battle for the existence of the theology faculty of the Sorbomntoca
its ultimate conclusion. It took the anticlericals just six months, Deceqili&84, to
take advantage of this great void and enact a budgetary regulation suppressing the
theology faculty once and for &ff? After passing the law suppressing the budget for the
theology faculty, it took affect in January of 1885, removing the Catholic presence from
the Sorbonne for the first time since its foundifiy.

The journalLa Défenseprinted an obituary extolling the life’s work of Henri
Maret. “The venerable prelate edified and assisted many by his vivaisitiaith, by his
ardor and love for the Divine Master, as much as for his eloquent expreséfons.”
Presiding at his funeral were such ecclesiastical dignitaries &apa Nuncio Czacki,
Cardinal Guibert, Bishop Freppel of Angers, and Msgr. D’Hulst, Rector of thmlizat

Institute of Paris. Present also were notable academic figures likeeQigtaard, Vice-

322 The Chamber suppressed the CatholicTheology RasnlDec. 15, 1884, but retained the Protestant
faculty. See AcombThe French Laic Laws,53.

323 puring the French Revolution, the entire universias closed. When Napoléon reopened the university
in 1802, he reinstated the theology faculty.
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Rector of the Academy of Paris, M. Dumont, Director of Higher Education, assvell a
distinguished author Henri de Bornier. Chamber Deputy Edmond Robert commented that
the loss of the Doyen of the Theology Faculty was tremendous, as “it was théabgy t
made the Sorbonné® This diverse display of affection and respect by so many figures
exemplifies well the wide-spread acknowledgement and appreciation of thenchhrs a
work.

Three months prior to his own death, as if in a state of prophetic utterance, Maret
decided to write a last will and testament in a private journal. He offeréafur
commentary on his work and life’s goals:

After long years of work, | have directed all of my studies, works, sffort

and zeal towards the goals | believe most necessary: the reconciliation of

science with faith; of modern society with the Church...l wanted to

contribute to the foundation of an irreproachable liberalism, which is not

intransigent in principle. | have combated...the excesses of the ultra-

Catholic school, as it is full of incalculable dang&fs.

Three aspirations are clear from this excerpt, aspirations that sum up.Hsr§t,
he believed in the reciprocal relationship between faith and science. Thbee snaf
gaining and ascertaining knowledge were not mutually exclusive or ardaifet him.
Rather, they were complementary and worked together. Only those influenced by
philosophical materialism and positivism, he argued, viewed them as opposed.

Second, he did not view the Third Republic as intrinsically opposed to the
Church. Nor did he hold, as did many of his Catholic counterparts in politics did, that a

governmental form that upheld such pronounced notions of liberty could ever be

reconciled with a dogmatic religion. He believed, to the contrary, thatfibert
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individual conscience implied belief in the existence of God and was a doctrine of the
Catholic religion®’

Finally, he viewed ultramontanism as a danger not only to these goals, but also to
the faith life of the Church itself. They constituted a threat to “moral andoadig
progress for the world®?® Maret always held that any authentic theology dealing with
church and state relations should respect the proper and distinct role between both
temporal and eternal affairs. Ultramontanism, he feared, did not adequately docount
this difference as it was too intransigent.

Although Maret’s death brought about the eventual failure of his goal to maintain
the theology faculty at the Sorbonne, his insights regarding church/statnseind
academic life were rich and broad enough that it is hardly true to say that he died a
failure. He may not have achieved success in the secular academic battimg

influence did reach beyond the grave.

Confluence of Ideas between Maret and Pope Leo XllI

The three goals articulated by Maret months prior to his death provide an
excellent lens through which to examine his legacy. His views may have beg&leoehs
radical and liberal at one time in France, but by the early 1880’s, other voibes thvé
Church were echoing similar sentiments; most notably, Pope Leo Xlll. ThenRspar
more supportive of Maret than was his predecessor Pius IX, having offeraapfudirs
of Maret’s elevation to the Titular Archbishopric of Lepafftolt may not be too much to

presume that, given the subject matter and the scope of the exchange betvet@amilar
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the Pope that the former’s views left an impression on Leo. There wasrremquae
considerable exchange between the two. Further, what had been Maret’sorigion f
years was now in essence being articulated by the Pope. This constitggesiegnee of
convergence of religio-political viewpoints. Therefore, it is hardly prgguaus to
suggest that Maret’s legacy found further representation in pontifatehstnts and
decrees at the end of the nineteenth century.

The Pope shared Maret’s sentiments that Frenchmen need not concern themselves
with reestablishing the monarchy. This was a sharp contrast not only to Pius IX, but to
almost every Pope prior to him. Leo’s view of the French government was thus unique,
and it was no coincidence that it mirrored Maret’s. Both men recognized that gvorkin
against the Republic in hopes of gaining a better political position for Catfediegas
the case in the days of the monarchies) was dangerous dreaming. Aftdingtia Papal
audience in April of 1883, royalist army Captain Hubert Lyautey descrilsed hi
disappointment that “not only is the Pope not a Legitimist, but he tries to dissuade others
from being a Legitimist**° In a personal conversation with the Archbishop of Besancon,
Fulbert Petit, Leo quipped that “some Catholics want to destroy the Republi@grbut |
afraid that if they go on like this, it is the Republic that will destroy th&Mh.”

In the Pope’s encyclical lettélobilissima Gallorum Gengublished February 8,
1884, (the same month as Maret’s magnum opus La Vérité Catholique) Leo aiculat
his official position on the political situation in Frar®éAs was the case in Maret's

work, Leo began by attacking the philosophical errors, as he understood them, which he

330 Adrien DansetteReligious History of Modern France Under the THitdpublic, Vol. li(Freiburg:
Herder Publishing, 1961), 62.
1 Dansette,Religious History62.

332 Pope Leo XIlI,Nobilissima Gallorum Gengkncyclical Letter on the Religious Question imkce,
1884,www.vatican.valast date accessed March 24, 2011.
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believed created the hostility between Church and state. The Pope did not devote much of
his energy to a systematic refutation of these so-called errors as ditliMaa Vérité
Catholique but he did recognize many of the same causes of divi&idime Pontiff

echoed Maret’s assertion that the hostility emanating from the govermagimiue more

to the influence of a “system of philosophy calculated the more vehementlyaiménfl

the desires after unlimited license,” than to outright incompatibility betwese@atholic

Church and the modern stafé.

Despite his harsh criticism of what he deemed as atheistic philosophies, the
Pope’s political views regarding the Third Republic were nevertheless quitendiic
considering the fierce anticlerical strains that made up the majbfRgmublicans. There
are a couple of possibilities for this. For one, Italy had become rather inlespitdhe
Church during the wars of Italian Unification in the 1860’s, and had severed ties with the
Vatican during the Pontificate of Pius IX. Even after having establishezt betations
with the Italian government, the situation was not much better for Leo. Gewoffangd
little possibility of support or openness to the Church after Bismarck’s Kaluyf in
the 1870’s. With a weakened Austrian empire after its loss to Prussia in the 1860's,
France provided the most stable environment for the Church to seek to reestablish ties
with a modern European governmé&tit.No doubt, this is the most likely scenario for

Leo’s desire to write to France at this time to address the Catholid@uest

333 Nobilissima, articles #4 and 5. Maree Véritéchapters 2-10 premiére partie.

334 Nobilissima, article #1. Compare the words of héth those of Maret: “The politicians who preternd t
reform the Concordat... are in serious error. Thegadeties, the civil/temporal and the religiousispal,
should be able to live in peaceful rapport...the tacieties are complementary.a Vérité Catholique,
438.

33 For a well-researched work on Papal diplomacyrdyithis time, see Jean-Marc Ticchisix Frontiéres
de la Paix: Bons Offices, Médiations, ArbitragesShint-Siége, 1878-19ZRome: Collection de L’Ecole
Francaise de Rome, 2002)
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Yet, the political situation does not offer the sole explanation for Leo’s sttere
France, as far as his view of the Republic. Archbishop Maret and Pope Le@tBecf
State, Cardinal Luigi Jacobini, discussed the state of affairs in Francaldewes both
in person and via written correspondence between the months of February and April of
1883, the year prior to the publishing of Nobilissififan these correspondences, Maret
explained to Jacobini that the Third Republic was accommodating him in his plea for t
ongoing support for the Theology Faculty, which gave room for optimism if the Pope
would only support his efforts to offer the theology faculty canonical status. Fugher
give up on the Republic at this time regarding diplomatic ties would most cgeaith|
with complete secularization in FrantéMaret also warned Jacobini of dissension
within Catholic ranks regarding oversight for the Catholic universities. The
ultramontanists insisted on Papal control over all Catholic institutions, wiitetM
favored local Episcopal supervision as he knew that anticlericalists would negpt ac
total Papal control*® The disunity which he believed was sown by the ultramontanists
would prove fatal to any hopes of Catholic revivalism with regards to its relatitdms
the state.

These views are surprisingly articulated by the Pope in his encyclemblso
recognized dangers present in the Catholic political camps. He first selditbe
Bishops in this encyclical, encouraging them to preserve the bond of unity among the
faithful and avoid creating unnecessary hostilities animated by mere human
considerations. Next he addressed Catholic parties who were tearing atrthiarsty

via open and harmful disagreement with the hierarchy as well as using the média of t
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day to air these perceived grievances. As these were tactics commantamon
ultramontanist groups, it is obvious that it is to them Leo aimed these words:

There is certainly nothing more wished for by our adversaries than

dissensions between Catholics, who should avoid nothing with greater

care than any disagreement...Catholic writers must spare no effort to

preserve this harmony in all things; let them prefer that which is of general

utility to their own private interests?

After the issuance of this encyclical, it became clear that the bishapstasde
were not in complete agreement with the Pope on these points. They obviously wanted a
much less nuanced and diplomatic condemnation of the Republicans than what was
offered. If the bishops lagged behind the Pope’s lead in viewing the Republic with more
openness, the ultramontanist jourbd&nivers was absolutely opposed to it. Some
months after the publishing of this papal documktitnivers launched into a vicious
diatribe against the recently deceased Bishop Doupanloup of Orléans. Doupanloup was a
close friend and associate of Maret’s, and the journal excoriated what, in gveimas
his liberal and harmful support of the French governmf@rthe situation turned vicious
quickly, and the divisions it caused brought the Catholic bloc to the brink of chaos. The
Pope had to respond rapidly and decisively, and did so by writing on November 4, 1884
to Msgr. Camillo di Rende, the other (along with Cardinal Czacki) Papal Nuncio to
France, that:

Responsibility for present day differences must in large measure be¢ laid a

the door of the writers and particularly the journalists. Their bitter

polemics, personal attacks, accusations, and recriminations daily embitter

the debate and make pacification and brotherly concord more and more

difficult to achieve®*!

339 Nobilissima, #'s 8 & 9.

340 Eygéne Veuillot, “Mgr I'éveque d’Orléand,”Univers. Novembre 23 1884; no. 6185,
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Maret had found himself in the cross-hairs of this particular journal nraeg t
throughout the years, most notably after the Vatican | Council. Hence, ultransbntani
journals such ak’Univers made it clear that they were not willing to end the conflict
between the Church and the French Republic according to Leo’s terms. The iramy of th
fact that their stated position clashed with their overall goal of givingpisPapal
control over the Church in France — even when the Pope himself was against it — did not
seem to register.

It is clear from these statements that the Pope and Maret’s politi¢alfgoa
France shared a similar church/state view, and that these views weretoreqeh man
as very few other French Catholic thinkers and politicians articulated larsimi
perspective. They also received the same opprobrium from the same politealesxt
They were too conservative for the left, and too liberal for the right. Both men, however,
were firm in their convictions regarding their commitment to the Church.dtthg
foremost conviction that each attributed the rationale for his view on themnslap
between church and state.

On November 1, 1885, Pope Leo XIll issued his next encyclical regarding the
nature of the relations between church and state in order to make this pointobegstal
to his detractordmmortale Deiwas the Pope’s next official attempt to lay out the
doctrinal basis for this reconciliatioff It is obvious that he prepared this encyclical with
situations in mind such as the one in France. He spelled out concretely the problem with
anticlericalist governments without referring to them as $tidHis rejection of certain

notions, such as the attempt to “keep the Church in bondage to the state,” or the “godless

342 eo XIII, Immortale Dei,: Encyclical Letter on the Modern 84 885, #'s 2-12www.vatican.vadate
last accessed March 22, 2011.
3 Immortale #28.
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education of youth,” were quite controversial in France. No wonder either, since it took
little perspicacity to see that it was a program like Ferry’s whictPtpe had in mindf:*
Leo also sought to develop what he viewed as the proper understanding of human liberty
and private conscience as related to “religious trefth.”

Maret had spent an entire chapteLafVérité Catholiquespelling out what he
believed to be the conditions necessary for liberty in the moderrt$tate explained
that modern notions of liberty rooted in materialist and atheistic philosophiesl| as we
religious indifferentism, were harmful not only to French citizens in igénaut even to
“the principles of 1789...as well as the Concordaf Although Leo did not offer the
same optimistic views of the principles of the French Revolution as did Maret, he did
concur with that modern notions of liberty rooted in materialism viewed “libsrty a
license, a liberty of self-ruin®*® The Pope developed this theme of liberty even more in
his encyclicaLibertas®*® With these documents, Pope Leo was establishing the
conditions which eventually culminated in his final encyclical aimed at Frauncklilieu
des Sollicitudespublished on February 16, 1892, 8 years and 8 dayd\aftelissima

This document came after almost a decade of constant political volatdity an
momentum changes, as the monarchists had gained seats in the Chamber in 1885, only to

lose them again after the debacle of the Boulanger Affair in 1388®0 wanted to

**Immortale # 29.

¥ Immortale # 37.
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%7 Maret,La Vérité 437.
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349 Leo XIII, Libertas: On Religious Liberfyl888, #20www.vatican.vadate last accessed March 23,
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address the Church and state relations at a time when the faith seemed to ndlye rece
lost ground that had been gained in the mid 1880’s. His concern regarding the attempts
“annihilate the faith in France” as he saw it prompted him to address this situat®n onc
more, in hopes of achieving Maret’s long dream of reconciliation between the Church
and staté> The Pope echoed Maret’s view that only religion could create a peaceful,
social bond. “Otherwise...life consists devoid of reason and consists only in the
satisfaction of sensual instinct§?

One of the more important and controversial declarations makle Milieu dealt
more specifically with the relationship between Catholic citizens andéates m
Nobilissima Leo clarified the proper distinction between the Church and state,
distinctions Maret emphasized as w&fl.In this document, he was much more to the
point. He stated, “like other citizens, Catholics are free to prefer one fagovefnment
to another precisely because no one of these social forms is, in itself, opposed to the
principles of sound reason nor to the maxims of Christian doctritfelhus, Catholics
need not tie themselves so tightly to monarchical forms of governance, a veaatetl
by Maret throughout his works> As innocuous as this statement may sound, it turned

out to cause a firestorm of controversy.

an armed revolt and thus refused to act. He flé8ielgium and then to England in April in order toal
being tried for treason. With hopes for a returacabsolutist form of government dashed, thestiqad!
blocs experienced serious defeats in the upconé@ngi@ns. For an analysis of his plot as it relates
broader assessments of conspiracy theories, Feéddénier,Le complot dans la République. Stratégies du
secret, de Boulanger a la CagoyParis: La Découverte, 1998).
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Leo’s insistence that Catholic citizens in France were free to suppibitgiol
forms other than the monarchy became known asRa#iément’ He hoped to prompt
the Catholics of France to ‘rally’ around the Republic in order to bring an end to
hostilities between church and state which threatened Catholic infltf8ides
influence teetered on the brink, and if French Catholics weren’t carefulebesdfthat
the Church would lose influence once and for all. This, indeed, had been one of Maret’s
greatest worries>’ Yet, Leo underestimated the depth of royalist support in the Catholic
ranks, clergy and layman alike. Traliementbecame a cause of division between the
Pope and French Catholics — not the outcome he had envisioned. Those who supported it
were known asalliés, and those who opposeefractaires(resistersf>®

Two years prior, in 1890, Cardinal Charles Lavigerie of Algiers, another old
friend of Maret’s, offered the now famous “Toast of Algiers,” where he adddean
assemblage of French officials, stating the obligation for French Catholicséoety
adhere to the republican form of governm&iiThe speech instead served only to
increase the divide within Catholic political circles. Perhaps the tumultuquensesto
this speech should have prompted Leo to avoid the topic altogether. However, his
concern for the fate of the Church in France outweighed his fear from Catolisc

many of whom made loyalty to his office the lynchpin of their program.

%% 0One of the issues that hindered Leo’s attemptaliging Catholics to the republic was the backlash
created by the insistence of the government in ¥88the Church to print all catechisms and religio
instruction manuals for children in French, as waslto preach all sermons in French. Until thaetim
Church instruction was left alone by governmenicadfs. See Joan L. Coffey, “Of Catechisms and
Sermons: Church-State Relations in France, 1896;1@hurch History vol. 66 no. 1 March, (1997): 54-
66.

%7 Maret,La Vérité 488.

38 For a critical analysis of the Church'’s attempitseagprochement with the modern State, see Emil
Poulat,Liberté, Laicité: La Guerre des deux France et tmBipe de la ModernitéParis: Cerf, 1987).
39 For a contexstual understanding of Lavigerie'stjosl as it related to the demographic crisis ige¥ia,
see Bertrand Taithe,“Algerian Orphans and ColoGialistianity in Algeria, 1866-1939French History
vol. 20 issue 3; fall (2006): 240-259.
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The Pope worked hard to maintain diplomatic ties with the Third Republic during
the years when Ferry’s programlafcité enveloped education. Leo even reminded the
French bishops of their obligation, according the Catholic doctrine, of remainingobedi
to properly constituted civil authorit§° By 1890, the Pope believed that the time had
arrived for French Catholics to change their attitude towards the Repupticamment,
and the government should, in return, cease offering such vociferous opposition to the
Church. Thus, he called for Catholics to be more cooperativellparound the
republic. Unfortunately, he miscalculated the amount of resentment FratiobliCs
harbored towards the government. Leo even won over the loyalty of one of the leading
voices in the Legitimist party, Albert de Mun, who remarked to his fellegitimists,

“In accepting the constitution, we are not entering any political pattyét, this was not
enough to overcome the fierce resistance to Pope Leo’s call for Catbalisband
royalist political parties.

Thus, this last encyclical became somewhat of an embarrassment. Tlabse loy
the idea of a monarchy were always ardently supportive of the Papacy. NBapis
words not only created a resistance to his doctrines but outward criticism of his
competency to speak on political matters. Catholic prelates such as BishtgsCha
Francois Turinaz of Nancy, one who might have supported the papal program, due to the
financial support for his parishes came from noble families from the old aasyoas
well as from the middle class, most of whom were Legitiniféts.

Leo’s call to rally around the Republic did not end in complete disappointment. Although

the Dreyfus Affair would bring collapse to thaliement these encyclical letters of the Pope’s

30 pansetteReligious History76.
%1 DansetteReligious History,103.
%2 DansetteReligious History94.
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did provide for his own on-going legacy: the social doctrines of the Church initiatee b
landmark encyclicaRerum Novarumi®® This document established the first among a long list of
important texts from the Catholic Popes regarding issues dealing withyspoiics,

economics, war, poverty and other social is$fiE$he tradition flowing from this encyclical,
known as “social Catholicism,” received its impetus from Leo’s previous enaigtiealing

with what Leo called the Catholic Question in France (what role wilCtiharch play in the

Third Republic). As has been demonstrated, these writings reveal deep convengéntes

works of Archbishop Maret.

It is also interesting to note that, although after 1885 there was no longeragyheol
faculty at the Sorbonne, its theological influence did not evaporate with the budeyet Widre
major 20" century theologians who received education from the Sorbonne, and brought with
them seeds of influence that grew into fully developed theological systems.s)&ayitain,
who was instrumental in writing the Human Rights Declaration of 1948, and Etiersoa Gil
who founded the Pontifical Institute on Medieval Studies in Toronto, Canada in 1929, were both
very influential figures in Catholic theology in the"2@entury®®® Although neither man
attended the Sorbonne while Maret was there, each certainly benefited fronfiehahat

persisted despite the elimination of the faculty after the death of the Doyen.

33 eo XIIl, Rerum Novarum: Encyclical Letter on Human Wdr&91 www.vatican.vadate last
accessed March 23, 2011. For a recent investigegigarding the role of Catholics and the Dreyfus
Affairs, Ruth Harris, “The Assumptionists and theeffus Affair,” Past and Presenho. 194 (2007): 175-
211. For a cultural analysis of the gender rhetiorihe public debates, Christopher E. Fpfthe Dreyfus
Affair and the Crisis of French ManhodBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2004).

34 For a good historical survey leading up to whattibbed “social Catholicism,” see Curt Cadorette,
Catholicism in the Social and Historical Contex4s1 Introduction (Maryknoll, New York: Orbis Books,
2009), 161-181. Two other important works the depglent of what is called “Social Catholicism,” as
relating to the Third Republic, Paul Misn8gqcial Catholicism in Europe: From the Onset of
Industrialization to the First World WafNew York: Crossroad Books, 1991), 150-165, Ratph
Gibson,Social History of French Catholicism: 1789-1914ondon, New York: Routledge Books, 1989),
59-75.

3% For a biographical sketch of each as well as #@inection to the Sorbonne at the end of the exmeh
century, Raissa Maritain, Julie Keman, trakée Have Been Friends Together and Adventures leésra
the Memoirs of Raissa MaritaifiNew York: Doubleday and Company, 1961).
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Ferry’s Legacy

Jules Ferry endured trials and tribulations, and well as ongoing successesfenHes |
was Minister of Public Instruction three different times ('79-81; '82; '88) Rresident of the
Council on two different occasions ('80-81; '83-85), as well as other important mipestts.
His most obvious legacy is his eponymous education laws, known to this day as tHeastry
Yet his political career came to an abrupt end less than one year afteisMaggti. His foreign
policy decisions as the President of the Council in Southeast Asia proved to be his &fidoing.
The withdrawal of French troops from a region in Indochina called Lang Son led to what has
been called the “Tonkin Affair.” French soldiers retreated in March of 1885 wored of the
Qing Dynasty who claimed suzerainty over the Manchu provinces in what is navamiet
giving up land they had just won in a hard-fought campaign in the Sino-French War. Since
French presence in this part of the world was due in large part to the conquest driggnize
Ferry, he took the brunt of a very public criticism due to the cost of so many lives lftite
gains in such a far-away plat€.

Ferry was violently denounced by newspaper publisher, Deputy, and future Prime
Minister Georges Clemenceau and other radicals on Maftthadsame year. Although Ferry
was largely responsible in June of 1885 for negotiating the treaty of peace wWtharthbu

Empire in which the Qing Dynasty ceded suzerainty of the Southeast Asian psoefmEnnam

3% For an investigation into diplomatic problems @otisequences in the Third Republic, see T.G. Otte,
“From ‘War-in-Sight’ to Nearly War: Anglo-French Reions in the Age of High Imperialism, 1875-
1898,"Diplomacy and Statecrafho. 17 (2006): 693-714.

%7 For an assessment covering the inconsistencigsrof’s foreign policies, C.M. Andrew, “The French
Colonialist Movement During the Third Republic: THeofficial Mind of Imperialism, Transactions of
the Royal Historical Societgeries 5, no. 24 (1978): 143-166, doi: 2307138890
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and Tonkin to France, his political career was effectively &éfhen, in December of 1887, an
anarchist named Aubertin attempted to assassinate Ferry. Ferry deveoypdidations from
the wounds received, and died MarcH{'17893.

In March of 1883, Jules Ferry sent a letter to the teachers of France.tiEniade only
summarizes well his views of education, but disclose tenets fundamental to edogkron as
a whole:

The law of March 28 is characterized by two provisions which supplement

each other and harmonize completely: on the one hand it excludes the

teaching of any particular dogma; on the other it gives first place among

required subjects to moral and civic teaching. Religious instruction is the

province of the family; moral instruction belongs to the school...Our

legislators did not mean to pass an act that was purely negative. Doubtless

their first object was to separate the school from the Church, to assure

freedom of conscience both to teachers and pupils, in short, to distinguish

between two domains too long confused; the domain of beliefs, which are

personal, free, and variable; and that of knowledge, which, by universal

consent, is common and indispensable t3°all.

In this lengthy quote, several points are realized: first, we seeg~eommitment to laic
education. His reasoning for laic education is based on his confidence of whaeti¢hzall
universal consent to knowledge — the kind of knowledge gained by science. His confidence in
positivism led him to believe that science was not only a neutral approach lectot!

discovery, but through this means man could also ascertain and adhere to a commaedl|joag
consistent ethic.

Further, these ethical principals, derivative from this science, would unify tioa.néhe

teachers in his educational system would teach only those ethics held to bencimnathaot

38 For an analysis of the complexity of French opiniegarding French Imperialism as depicted in art,
Hélene Gill, “Hegemony and Ambiguity: Discoursesu@ter-discourses, and Hidden Meanings in French
Depictions of the Conquest Settlement of Algerlddern and Contemporary Franceo. 14 (2006): 157-
72.

359 _etter reprinted in Ferdinand Buisson and Frederiwest Farringtorfrench Educational Ideals of
Today: An Anthology of the Molders of French Ediorel Thought of the Prese(Yonkers, NY: World
Book Company, 1919), 6.
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specified by religious particularities. As Ferry explained in his |éi&hile you are relieved
from religious teaching, there never was a question of relieving you froal teaching. That
would have deprived you of the chief dignity of your professithAnd further, “...the teacher
is a natural aid to the moral and social progress of a nation, a person whose irdéunroteail
to elevate in some measure the moral standtd.”

Ferry’s view on the private role of religion explains his dedication to seculaatgziuc
The proper domain for this religious instruction was the family. Certainly, tirene plenty of
Catholics who would agree with that. Ferry’s relegation of religion solehlyetpiivate sphere is
what set him apart from his detractors on the right. Ferry often said thastenta@erical, not
anti-religious.

It is also clear as to why Ferry insisted that education be free and congptiapother
hallmarks of current secular educational laws in the West. Free and comgagoagion meant
that the state would not be secondary to either Church or family, and would thus haveroill cont

over the formation of its citizens.

Ferry’s Victory

In the end, it is clear that French education conformed to the ideals which Feerry ha
worked so hard to establish. Today, education, which is compulsory in France through the
sixteenth year, is as a whole supervised by the Ministry of National Educatlait. #d
primary schools are staffed by state civil servants, making the eygtessa subsidy of the
government. While there are a handful of private schools which do not receive government

subsidies, the overwhelming majority of schools fall into the clasasgignement publiqaand

37° Buisson,An Anthology 6-7.
371 Buisson,An Anthology 10.
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enseignement privé sous contriihe educators within the latter two categories are bound to
follow the B.O. Bulletin official), which is a state publication that directs programs and teaching
for schools throughout the country. Clearly, Ferry’s vision of a state-controlledional

system has been realiz&d.

As to the secular element, religious instruction has been relegated torthewsxtular
sphere. Even as recently as December 2003, the Stasi Commission Report anddbersubse
enactment of the corresponding legislation in March of 2004, reiterated yetlaganodel of
secularism in education which has been normative for over one hundred’y@aes decisions
of the report included a ban on all conspicuous religious symbols, manifesting iestdee to
safeguard education and its environment from the influence of religion.

Although the state schools clearly conform to Ferry’s model, it is also tadles
Catholic universities have endured in France, and, moreover, throughout the Wesdtkrn wor
And, if the public model of French education is that of Jules Ferry, it is no less dehé&ililet
western model of Catholic higher education as a whole is that of Henri Margtaféhall pro-
democracy. They are all animated by a desire to integrate faith and agastibring about a
rapprochement between the secular and the religious spheres, in order to aclysetdise

fulfillment of both.

37270 assess the impact of Ferry’s Laws on the peglagbdevelopment for modern France, see
Alessandro Russo, “Schools as Subjective SingidariThe Invention of Schools in Durkheim’s
L'Evolution Pedagogique en Francdg@urnal of Historical Sociologyno. 19 (2006): 308-37. Some
contemporary research, however, has not been splicoemtary to Ferry’s legacy. For a critique of wha
has been called the “Ferry System,” see Christigué\ Claude Leliévret,a République n’ eduquera
plus: La Fin du Mythe FerryParis: Plon, 1993), 72-95. See also Leon Saétsding ‘L’Ecole
républicaine’ in the Damnedest of Places: FranBégaudeau'&ntre les murs Yale French Studiesio.
111 (2007): 73-88.

373 Robert O'Brien, Bernard Stadihe Stasi Report: The Report of the Committee fé&ien on the
Application of the Principle of Secularity in thefiblic(Buffalo, NY: William S. Hein & Company,
2005).
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Both models have retained their vivacity despite the passage of over a centéwiew$

of both Ferry and Maret continue to live on in the educational institutions that embody them
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CONCLUSION

In this dissertation, | have studied the debate between Jules Ferry ani{/ibieatri
regarding the status of the theology faculty at the Sorbonne to elucidatetlievet
laicité that marked the early years of the French Third Republic. Maret's ideas ladout t
relations possible between the Catholic Church and modern state set him apart not only
from Ferry, but from pro-Catholic politicians active in the Third Republic.

Maret, as we have seen, sought means to smooth the antagonistic relationship
between the state and church that was seemed inevitable to politicians suck as Jule
Ferry, Paul Bert, and even pro-Catholics like Albert de Mun. Maret’'s viewslbdral
possibilities that would be realized most obviously in the evolution of Catholic pblitic
doctrine in the years after his death. It is this legacy that explainthelbattle over
state support of a Catholic theology faculty was more than simply an esotaestoof
funding allocation. Rather, as we have seen, the decision over reform of higher education
intersected with grander issues. These higher education debates strudieatttloé the
religious question as applied to the relationship between the modern state and the
Catholic Church in France. With such implicatiomss no wonder that the debate was
extremely contentious. Due to these implications, Maret’s efforts becaaneireg and
emblematic for establishing new paradigms for future relationships betWwesrh@nd
state.

As for Jules Ferry, the position he occupies in this work is no less significant. He

enjoys a legacy of his own, as his laws are still operative in contempoesghF
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schools. Ferry’s understanding of the role of the state school has also enjoyed an
enduring influence. He began his political career as a passionate advocatplate
separation between church and state. Once elected first as a deputy from tlse Vosge
region north of Paris, and then finally as Minister of Public Instruction and,balt
turned his passion into a carefully implemented strategy.

By examining these men, this dissertation reveals some important $eaittine
evolving relationship between church and state in the early French Third Repusijc. F
the contentious issue LHicité in education revealed the enduring consequences of the
association between throne and Church, and between Republican government and
secularization, that emerged from the era of the French Revolution and itenihete
century aftermath. Maret’s significance arises in part from his oégsenvthat the
antagonisms were more a product of political or ideological commitments thsutzofe
necessary incompatibilities. Maret’s reformulation of the possiliditghurch/state
cooperation has only recently received deserved attention within the historiographic
record. The process of confining the church to the social and political peripagnyot,
as much Republican history had it, essential to modernization, but rather wag@chiev
through a complex interaction between various political and ideological forces.

Further, the forces involved in either removing or preserving church control in
education were by no means uniform. Both Ferry and Maret received criticism fr
within their own respective political ranks regarding their plans. There werg ma
divergent views, and political successes were often temporary, achieved by csaprom

and determined in part by the contingency of events. This is important to reatize, as
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view that the process of modernization and/or secularization was a steath/fonaard
fails to adequately account for the complexity of the situation.

The controversy explored in this work also highlights areas for further dgholar
research. For instance, it would be interesting to compare how other governments
interacted with the Catholic or religious university systems within tespective
countries. It would be fascinating to assess whether or if these same kinds ofifhlans, e
those of complete laicization or of harmonization occurred in other European unisersitie
Louvain in Belgium became a theological center for the interaction for faithcaarte
into the twentieth century. It would make an intriguing contrast to study thiersity
and the Sorbonne. In Italy, the University of Bologna was founded in the eleventh
century and enjoyed a long-standing Catholic tradition. It is now consideraid a st
sponsored secular institution. Research comparing the process of traggfewar from
church to state with this university and other former Catholic universitiesadaalking.
Another area of interesting research would be to explore how non-Catholic countries
viewed state funding of religiously affiliated universities.

In any case, the evidence presented above suggests that the incompatibility of
religious and secular aims in French education was by no means self-evident for the
instructors and university faculty who educated French youth. The diverse range of
political views that vied to structure relations between church and state in the 1870s and
1880s is certainly suggestive of new directions for scholarship on Europe in the

nineteenth century.
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Appendix: Timeline of Events

1801: Napoléon signs the Concordat detailing the relationship between France and the
Catholic Church.

1830: Henri Maret ordained to the priesthood.

1841: Maret named professor of Theology at the Sorbonne.

1845: Maret authors an essay entitled, “L’Eglise et la Société Laique.”

1846-1878Pius IX serves as Pope.

1850: Falloux Laws enacted, enabling private institutions or groups to establish schools
apart from the state.

1856: Maret begins working with Cardinal Giacomo Antonelli, Pope Pius IX’s
Secretary of State, on a project he calls, projet de Bulle.’

1857: Archbishop Marie Dominique Auguste Sibour is stabbed to death.

1861: Maret appointed Titular Bishop of Sura.

1864: Pope Pius IX issuguanta Curaand theSyllabus of Errors

1869: Maret pen®u Concile Génerale et la Paix Religieuse.

1869-1870: The Vatican | Council occurs from December 8 to October 20.

1870-1871: Franco-Prussian War from July to January.

1870: On September 4, the Third Republic is established.

1871: In February, Maret disavows anti-infallibility stance in a lettePbdpe Pius IX.

1871: Jules Ferry elected Deputy of the Vosges region in February.

1871: Paris Commune from March-June.

1875: In July, Law of Liberty of Higher Education is passed.
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1876: Debate over the Law of Liberty of Higher Education takes place June 2, 3 in the
Chamber of Deputies.

1877: Seize Mai Affair (May 16) when President Patrice Mac-Mahon tries soldis
Parliament.

1878: Leo Xlll succeeds Pius IX as the Pope. He serves until July of 1903.
1879: Ferry appointed Minister of Public Instruction in February.

1879: In May, Ferry attaches Article Seven onto a bill proposal to eliminatebtlity a
of free faculties to confer degrees.

1879: In August, Ferry establishes teaching schd@sples normales.

1881: In June, Ferry abolished fees for attending primary schools.

1882: In March, Ferry makes attending school compulsory.

1882: Maret is appointed Titular Archbishop of Lepanto.

1883: In March, Ferry issues his “Letter to Teachers.”

1884: In February, Pope Leo Xlll authors the encyclidabilissima Gallorum Gens.
1884: Henri Maret dies on June 16. In December, the National Assembly passes law t
abolish the budget for the Theology Faculty at the Sorbonne.

1885: Law to suppress the budget for the theology faculty takes affect.

1885: In November, Leo issues the encyclitamortale Dei.

1887: Ferry is the victim of an assassination attempt.

1889: Boulanger Affair.

1891: Pope Leo Xlll issues encyclical Rerum Novarum in May.

1892: Leo issues encyclic’lu Milieu des Sollicitudeim February.

1893: Ferry dies from wounds received during assassination attempt.
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