
CHURCH AND STATE IN FRANCE

self the right ol judging finally and definitely, whether
the can'dSdatt^ presented"

to him for his approval is
worthy of the high position to which he has-beennamed, and is likely to discharge.the onerous -responsi-
bilities of the Episcopate, so as to promote the spiri-
tual

-
welfare of his diocese -and the interests of ,reli-y

gion. Hence it was that before* M. Cojabes had under-.
taken the policy of provocation to which he devotedhis
energies, steps were always ta«<en-by the FrenchGovern-

'

ment to obtain the Popes views on the fitness or unfit-
ness of the candidates before the formal diplomaticpro-
ceedings were.begun. The Minister of Worship was ac-
customed to discuss the candidates with" the Nuncio in
Paris. If the Nuncio, after earnest inquiry, satisfied-
himself that the choice of the Government was suit-
able, the formal documents were,immediately prepared
and forwarded to the French Ambassador it Rome; if, -
however, his investigations led him to believe that the
Holy See could never accept the nominee of the Repub-
lic, he explained tho grounds to the Minister of Wor- .
ship ; the matter was fully, discussed between them,"and
in the end, an agreement one way or the "other was
arrived at, and the matter, handed over to the ordinary
routine of diplomacy. -Where, the' agreement of two
powers for the selection of a candidate was necessary,

. this was the ouly reasonable method of securing una-
nimity ; and by this.method the dangers of the dead-
lock which- must follow a formal and definite, refusal
were judiciously avoided.

' ' J

But M. Combes, considering this preliminary con-
ference as a shameful abandonment of the rights of theState,(1) proceeded to designate two candidates for
two vacant Bishoprics, and without any consultation
with the Nuncio; haughtily informed him 4 that the
Government had determined upon the following nomina-
tions.' (2) One of the candidates h*a:d been already re-

i jected several times by the Holy See for reasons which '
satisfied previous Cabinets, and the other was" already~a-
Bishop, who, according to the usage of the Church;
could not be transferred to another diocese without
some very serious cause. The Nuncio" in reply to this"
demand sent a notte, in which, after 'expressing- his rer
gret that M. Combes had dispensed with" the usual ,
preliminary conference, he pointed out that the Pope
could accept neither candidate: the one because he ha>d
been already rejected more than once and for good
reasons known to the Government, the other because-he -
was already united to a diocese. (3) a few days later,
(4) in an interview with the Nuncio, the President ol
the Council informed him that he' was resolved to main-
tain his nominees 'unless it- could be shown that they
had led - scandalous- lives, or had " been- guilty of
heresy ;' (5), and he added by the jway of threat
that the -'Nuncio

-
could have no idea of how. iar he

(M. Gorribes) was resolved to go unless his candidates
were accepted,' (6) The next day he forwarded to M.
Nisardjf(7), the French Ambassador to the Vatican, a
note which was intended to be. an ultimatum to the -
Holy See, in which he stated that unless the canoni-"
cal institution were. granted to his nominees, he would
make no qther selections, and the dioceses must be left. vacant. (8). The Secretary of btate forwardeda cour-
teous reply to this communication, in which the rights
of the Pope according to the Concordat are clearly
demonstrated; but, at the same time ,he instructed-
the Nuncio to say that the Pope was willing t0... al- <■

low the transference of the Bishop; as a favor, but ■

not as a right guaranteed by the Concordat.
The only -reply to this note- of 'the"Secretary, of

State was a speech delivered by M. Combes from the
Tribune of the Senate, (9), in which, contrary to _

ii*e
ordinary rules of international diplomacy, he published
to the world his version of a delicate 'controversy,
about which negotiations were still being carried on ;
and at the same' time, by binding himself' in the pre-
sence of the Senate to the principle ?lof*>.all or none,.1
he removed the possibility of' any peaceable agree-,
ment. Later still, when the Diocese

'
of Ajaccioliri

"Corsica became vacant, he sent a notte which was

VITAL POINTS IN tATER HISTORY

(Continued from last week.)
After the aidivent of M. Combes to office, difficulties

began to spring up about episcopal nominations, and
first about the question of Nobis nominavit. lo the ■

First Consul (1) ami his successors in the^'government of
France, according to the terms of the Concordat, be-
longs the right of nominating Bishops, and the Holy
See is to confer canonical institution, that is to say,
the action of both powers is required for the creation
of a French Bishop. Under M. Combes the Govern-
ment tried to arrogate to itself greater rights than are
conceded to it in the Concordat. It was contended that
the selection of the President was not a mere nomina-
tion or presentationof a candidate whom the Popemight
appoint, but that with the President lay the right of
appointment, and the Pope's approval was only a mean-
ingless ceremony meant to satisfy the Papal preten-
sions. In accordance with this view the French Ambas-
sador was instructed to demand the suppression of the
words Nobis nominaverit, which oqcur in the Bulls of
appointment for French Bishops. (2)

The Cardinal Secretary of State sent his formal
reply in March, 1903. (.3) He pointed out that by
divine law the Holy See could not grant to any
civil power the right of creating bishops, but at most,
the right of nominating candidates who may be deemed
worthy of the episcopate; and that such was the -cor-
rect and evident meaning of the text of the Concordat
witjh Napoleon. He declared, morieover, that the Nobis
nominavit had been employed in nearly all the Bulls for
the" consecrationof bishops since 1802 ; that "it had "
been accepted by Napoleon, and even so late as 1872 by
M. Thiers, the then President of the Republic.; (4) andthat,, finally, the theory of the Vatican is borne out by
the formula used in the letters sent by the President
of the Republic to the Pope petitioning for the institu-
tion of a Bishop, Kn which the President states that henames and presents the candidate to his Hoiiness iti>
order that it might please his Holiness to instal him in
the saidBishopric. (5) But having proved the .justice
of the Papal claims, the Cardinal

-
Secretary ofState

expressed his willingness to omit the Nobis, provided
that the formula used in the letters of petition in" which the Papal doctrine was clearly expressed,were re-tained, and on this basis a settlement was agreed upon
in December, 1903. .

But the attack on the formula was only the expres-
sion of M. Combes' views on the relative rights of the
Pope and the President in the selection of French Bi-
shops. To his mind, the Bishop was a Bishop, pre-
cisely because he was" appointed by the Government';
and the Pope was bound to give his approval to any
selection the Government might make. On the other■handy unless the Pope were to shamefully betray the
trust that is confided to him, he must reserve to him--(1) Article V.— ltem Consul Primus ad Episcopates sedes,quae inposfe-rum vacayorlnt. novos Antlstites .nominabit.iisque.ut-in articuloprsece-denticonstitutum est,Apostolica Sedes canonicam dabitinstitutionem.

(2) Thephrase is:— Cum vigoreConcordatorum inter ApostolicamPedeniet Galliarum Gubernium jam priduminitorum,nominatiopersoneeidoneroipsivacantiEccleina N.in episcopum prteflcienda),Bomano Pontiflci pro
temporeexistentifacienda,ad dilectum Nobis inOhristo fllium N.hodier-numQallioseReipublica Praesidem,modo pertineat,et ipse dilectus flliusNostera.Prases,Nobis adhocper suas patentesiitterasnominaverit te.etc.,etc*

(3) Document XVV
(4) 27th September,1872. This decree is reproduced in the E.\fos<! desDocuments,pp.189-192. ' -
(s)
'
Nounle.nommons et preaentonsa VotreSaintetepour qu'illviplaise,aurnotrenomination atpresentation, le pourvoirdvdit evecbe.'

C1)In.his speech,March20th,1903.he stated thathe considered the en-
tenteprealablecommeunmarchandagehumilitant,etcommeunedupeiie,ou si vouseimezmieux,commeunabandoncoupable deldroits del'Etat.

(2) 'Le Gouvernement de la Bepublique a resoln.leHnomination* tui-vants iDec. 23, 1902).
(3) IstJanuary.1903.

- ' '\
"

" "

(4) 9thJanuary,1003,
(5)Tantqu'onne lviprouyeraitpas que telou telont meneune vie ican-.daleuse ouenseigne desheresies. - *

i:
:(6) Vous nep'ouvezpas vousimaginer jusqu'ou-je suia resoln4 marcher,
si onn-'acceptepas mes candidats. . . .."(7; 10th January,1903 (Doc. XVI.)

f8) Oertes, le St. Fere est libre d'accorder ou de refuser I'institution
canoniqueauxOandidats que le Gouvernement a ohoisii. Maisen cap derefuslessiege episcopaux resteront vacants. .. . Jene ferais patd'aut-resdesignations.

(9)21st March,1903. ,
'
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-fanatic in the Home Land. This resuscitated
'
oath

'
niay enjoy a short run, like*the Jesuit 'oath ', and the
bishops' 'oath ', and other such interesting- fables of
the Rawhead-and-Blooa'y-Bones school. .In due course
we shall probably find that it will be used on New Zea-
land platforms tq scare old women of both sexes. In
that case, our readers are both forewarned and fore-,
armed. The disseminators of" this gross and palpable
fabrication have, like the disappointed and ragingAjax,x

committed social suicide. On the literary side, they de^
serve to take rank with.Vlllly Lilly,

'
the English Mer-

lin' (as he called himself), who in 1644 and 1645 pub-
lished (says Samuel Butler; '

the art of discovering all
that never was and never will be '.
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