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notmeet the logicofLittre. Hisonly answer was thatifthey didI
notadmitthesemysteries of reason,thentheydestroyedphilosophy
andreason. So thatinawordthepositionwas this:mysterieshad
disappearedfromtheteachings of Liberalism

—
mysteries of every

order. At last they came to this,thatLiberalismtaughtthatman
wasnothing morethanawelldevelopedmonkey,and thatreason
wasnothingmore than'awelldevelopedinstinctof thebeast.* That
was thepositiontowhich Liberalismhadbrought humanity, that
is^'th'afc portion ofhumanity that had rendereditself subject to
iti' He (thelecturer) thought, therefore,they wouldsee

— though
theymight notacceptallheputbeforethem

—
thattheexpression

he had madeuse of was'not without reason, namely, that this
Liberalism' had led to the systematic brutalization of human
reason.1 Ithadledtothedenialof reason itself. In the second
place,hemaintainedthatLiberalism had led to the degradation
of science. Herewasaremarkable fact. No soonerhad these men.
who called themselves philosophers succeeded in withdrawing
philosophy from the guidance of faith, than philosophy ceased
to |be considered as a science, and the word, became
appropriatedtotheknowledge merelyof the relationof numbers,
andthe laws of matter,so that thephilosophersdegradedthevery
ideaof philosophyinwithdrawing from it the title that ithad for
somanycenturies, of science. This, to hismind, wasa degrada-
tion. Well, having done this, theState at their "bidding liberally
endowed colleges, museums, &c, for the promotion of scien-
tific knowledge. For more than half a century, science, if
he might use a common expression, had its fling, it was
triumphant,it hadits ownway. Itwas to have a great future.
What did they find,as amatterof fact ? On the6thMarch,1871,
M. Saint Claire Deville presentedamemorial to the Academyof
Sciences whichprovedthatLiberalismhadbeen theruinof science,
and that to the progress and influence of Liberalismmust be
attributed the doivnfall of France, and its present lamentable
condition. This memorial wasdiscussedbefore thesociety,andthere
wasno one to raise his voicein condemnation of these views. These
statements were afterwards discussed by a committee presidedover
by the celebratedG-uizot, and the reportofthat committee, presented
tothe Government,was that the University of France hadbeentbe
destructionof scientific studies, andthat centralisation had been an
efficientinstrument in working this degradation. There weremany
other testimonies to the same effect. The University of France was
ths creature ofLiberalism,andhad been emphatically its instrument
As tocentralisation, whereverit took place,nomatter in whatorder,
they wouldfind the Liberals applauding. They hailed withrapture
theunification of Germany, the destruction of the liberties of the
Provinces of Austria, the tyranny over the Catholic Cantons in
Switzerland, the dethronement of the Princes of Italy, and the
robbery of the Church. The Liberals had been applauders of
centralism,everywhere,andit was,he thought, strictly right to attri-
butethis degradationof science toLiberalism, since it owed its origin
to that creation ofLiberalism— the FrenchUniversity. Inthethird
place,"hehadstated thatLiberalismhadledto the decadence oflitera-
tureand ofthe arts. Inreference to literature, he might refer to the
authority ofLacordiare,anecclesiastic andchurchmanno doubt,but
neverthelessaman ofbrilliant intellect,loftygenius,high cultivation,
andabounding learning;aman who filledthefirst pulpits inFrance
withecldt,and who was acknowledged to be the first orator of the

'

age. He wasaman of high literary attainments, andhis authority
could not be consideredas worthless. Then they had the authority
of Montalembert, another man of high literary attainments. Not
only this, but whatwas the lamentof Franceatpresent? That the
countrycouldnot producea single author— and he did not except
any order in the State, or any party in the State— who couldbe
placedside by sidewithBossuet, or Chateaubriand. Not to speakof
the greatmenof the last century, there was not one equalto those
whowroteafter the restoration of themonarchy, which took place
after the downfall of the first Empire. So much was this recognised
as a fact, that the greatest difficulty is nowexperienced in France in.
finding men worthy to succeed to the vacant seats in the French
Academy,and the Governmentwas obliged,and the Academy itself
was obliged, to cast aboutandacceptasits members fourth ana fifth-
class literarymen. Another proofmight be adduced,anditwas this:
While itis extremelydifficult to get sale for a really goodbook,and
"whilstauthorsof meritare on thevergeof starvation, theproprietors
ofFigaroandJLePetitJournal are building palaces. This showed
the tasteof thepeople,and the tasteof thepeoplewas alwaysa good
indicationof thestateof thenation's literature. Then, as to the fine
arts,he wouldrefer them to theJRevue des Deux Mondes. There
theart critic

—
himself a Liberal, and avery staunch one

—
inre-

viewing the works at the last exhibitioninParis,confessedwith !
deepregret the decadence of the fine arts. No work was pro-
duced above mediocrity,and hardly any attainedeven to that
height. This was acknowledged by Liberalism itself, and he
thought for hispurposeany furtherproof was unnecessary. But,
he mightadd that they could not expect anything else, because
highliterarymerit andhighartcouldneverexistwithouthighand
noble principlesandaspirationsj and they couldneverhave these
except by faith. If men were taught by the philosophy of the
day thatman wasnomore thana well-developedbeast, andreason
nomore than the well developed instinct of a merebrute,their
mindswouldbe renderedunfit fornoble, lofty,andgenerousideas,
andhow, therefore, couldthey have types for art,orhaveanything
to inspirehighliterarygenius. He had also said thatLiberalism
hadled tothe mutilation of the soul, and to the destructionof
liberty of thought. With regard to the first,he would not say
much, because the question was one that had been discussed
largely of late,and nodoubt wouldbediscussedstillmorelargely
in the immediatefuture. Whenhespokeof themutilation ofthe
fioul, whathemeant was this:That theeducationestablishedand
patronisedby Liberalismhad led to a divisionin thesoul;and
whilst cultivating the least importantpowers, absolutelyignores

thehigherand moreimportant. The educationof Liberalismwas
purelysecular. It aimed

— atallevents it professed to doso
— at

thedevelopmentof the intellect; the heartand feelingswere left
-without culture underit. It was fromthe State that theschool--
master was sent forth to teach,but this wasillogical— unphilo-
sophic. Howcouldamanteachwhenhehadnodoctrine? Teach*
inganddoctrine werecorrelatives,andtheStatehavingnodoctrine
couldnot teach. The State had nothing butan opinion,andit
placedallopinionsona footing of equality. Itknew nothing forcertain, andhowcould it become a teacher? Again, Liberalismdestroys all respect and love of truth. How was this?Liberalismplaced truth and falsehood upon aperfect footingof*
equality; placed in. its educational establishments men of all
faiths andof allopinionsor of noopinions,andplacedthemall'oil
a footing of equality. What were thepupils broughtupinsuch -.
institutions to think? Could theyhave any respect for truth?
He thought they could not. Their teachers had none, and
the taught couldhavenone. Apriori, therefore,it wasevident
that this systemof Liberalism could do nothing butdestroy love
of truth and respect for it;andtheyknew,as amatter of fact,
that suchhadbeentheresult, for thosebrought upinsuch schools—

andhestill alluded chiefly to France
—

were notoriousfor their
wantof steadiness inany cause,andfor the levityoftheir character
in every sense. He maintainedalso thatLiberalismhadactually
destroyedliberty of thought. According to Liberalism,man was
responsible toreasonalone, andindependent of all higher autho-
rity. Thisprinciple, therefore, constituted him a sovereign, and
gavehim aright topronounce sovereignly upon each and every
topic thatmight comebeforehim. Would he forego that right?
Woiddhebecontent topronounce no opinion? Certainly not

—
because he was sovereign, and had the right to pronouncehis
opinion. Ninety-nineineveryhundredmenwhoprofessedLiberal-
ism wexe perfectly incapable themselves of pronouncing any
opinion onsocial andreligious matters,withoutmentioningpurely
scientific subjects. Would theLiberal becontent to pronounce no>
opinion? Certainlynot

—
he willnotforegohis right. Would he

be contentto take his opinionsfromtheChurch? No; to do that
j wouldbe toabandonhis liberty. Therefore he would pronounceIanopinion,andashecouldnot pronounce one for himself he has
to take that of his newspaper. He thought, therefore,ashisnews-
paper, or morecorrectly, hedidnot think at all. Itis therefore
by means of journalism that Liberalism has destroyed libertyof
thought. TheLiberalprofessedFree Thought,but none,or very-
little,actually existedamongLiberals. Thismanmust pronounce
an opinion because he was determinedto exercise his sovereign
rights, but has nomeans of knowingthe grounds on whichthe
opinionought tobepronounced. He took the newspaper, andhe

Iread it
—

there was his opinion
—

so that he had no freedom of! thought. Heonly took the opinion of the paper hepatronised,.
1 andhe abandonedliberty of thought. They might think thatall
this wasanexaggeration. Butreally it was not. Liberal news-
papers themselves of high character acknowledged this. Itwas
notlong ago since an article appeared in the Saturday Review,
Iwhichstatedeverything that he now said. In this article the
writer statedthat the reading of newspapers wasreally, the des-
truction of freedomof thought. Hesaid the readingof them cor-
rupted the judgment, prevented the intellectual initiative,*des-
troyed themental powers,and that even among the cultivated
classes thiseffect wasproduced, though notto thesameextentas
among the masses, and that a manwho read nothing but the
newspaperthought nomore than a man putting onhis clothes.
They saw, therefore, thathe did not exaggerate. What heper-
ceived tobe fact from his own reason and experience had been
corroborated,andmore thancorroborated,by the acknowledgment
ofLiberalsthemselvee. Thenif they would consider the matter
a littlefurther, they wouldsee what were the great evils that
came fromthis. The writersfor thenewspapers

—
andhe supposed

they wereallvery worthy men
—

neverthelessmustall write ata
redheat. The public was inexorable in its demands, andmust
haveits daily paper andits weekly,its monthly andits quarterly,
no endof periodicals;and the exigency was that theymust have
profoundandoriginal articlesoneverygiven subjectinheavenand
earth! The newspapers must supply them with informationon
everyconceivabletopic. Menmust write in ahurry, verylittle
time for study or reflection, or weighing of arguments wasgiven
them. The article must be written by morning, and must be
spicy. Andthese werethe teachers of the masses of men2 He-
neednot statethe consequences. They could seethem themselves-
easily. Butnot only had. Liberalism effected all he hadstated,
buteveninthe politicalandsocial order ithad actuallybeenthe
destructionof liberty, Hereitattackedliberty on everyside. It
took away fromitits essentialguaranteeby suppressing the very
idea of duty. It destroyed authority which was 'its only
efficacious protection, and it completed its ruin by the es-
tablishment 'of despotism. Now, let them ask themselves
what did they mean by liberty in the social and political
order? It is the right that he (the lecturer), for example,
had of exercising his faculties anddisposing of his goods without
obstruction. Thatright imposedacorrelative duty oneveryman to
respect his (the lecturer's) liberty. For of whatuse wouldbehis
liberty if others werenot bouud toabstain from interfering with the
exercise of it? Now,Liberalism withdrew the essential protection
from this;its essential condition ceasedthemomentLiberalism was
established,because Liberalism repudiated the interventionof God,
andby doingso tookaway itsessential guarantee,anddestroyedthe
basis of rightand duty. For how could dutybind the human will
unless there

'
be another willwhichhadaright to imposeuponitran

obligation and to punish disobedience? But if amanbeunderhis
ownreasonalone, and not responsibleto anyhigher authority,man
then1becomes a legislator tohimself,'and,like' every other legislator,
hemight dispensewithhis own laws— with the lawshe imposedon
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