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Cl'_lURC’l'I AND" STATE IN FRANCE

. VITAL POINTS IN LATER HISTORY

(Coﬁtinued from last week.)

The next difficulty between the Vatican and France
was in connection with the visit of the President.of the
French. Republic fo Victor Emmanuel 11i. at Rome. The
Popes have always and energetically protesied  against
ihe spoliation of ‘the Papal States amd the occupation
of Rome, inally clected by Viclor Emmanuel in 1870,
‘They conténd that lhe Supreme Iead of a-society .like
tiie " Cathiolic Church, the m®nhers of which belong to
all natiomalities, and are . scattered throughout th.
world, should not be himself the subject or dependent
of any particular nation, bui should be free from the
interference, or even suspicion of interierenve, of any in-
dividual power-in his communications with Lis people;
that for the preseant, at any tate, no other means _has
been suggested of securing  such. freedom, except the
possession of adi independent territory ; and that, untjl
a " suitable agreement “has been ' arrived at, they cannot
accept the present regime in .Xome. Accordingly, tihe
Holy See has.forbidden ail Cathokc Rulers to visit the
King of Italy 4t Rome; and despite many temptations
and difficulties, the Catholic "Rulers have loyally oh-
served the Papal prohibition. No wonder, then, that
Leo XIII. expressed his sorrow, when hie learned that
the Catholic President of the nation which had so long
and so generously defended the “territories of the Pope,

had made up his niund to come 1o Home as the
guest of Victor Kmmanuel ILI. It was in July, 1902,

that the reports of the interchange of wvisits between
the President of France and the King of Italy first
began to circulate. The Nuncio immediately called the
attention of M. Delcasse to the seriousness of these
rumors, but was assured by ihe Minister for ¥Foreign
affairs that they had no foundation. Still, the official
Yaurnals of both kingdoms continued to give publicity
to these stateinents, and even the dates on which the
visits should take place were published: Hence the Sec-
reiary of State foelt bound (June, 1903) (1) to .address
a note to, the Ambassador of France setting forth
ihat the Holy -Father would consider ihe visit of the
President to Rome as an offence to the Holy See as
well as =z personal imsult to himself; while at the
same time he sent a despaioch to the Nuncio at Rome
to be read to M. Delcasse, declaring tihe reasons why
the visit of a head of a Catholic Slate to Rome, dur-
ing the present lamentable situation, ocould pob be
otherwise than a grave offence to the Holy See, whut-
ever might be the personal intentions of the visitor.
In spite of the warnings of the Holy Father, in
sp:te of the examples of the aged Emperor of Austria
{2} and of the King of Portugal, (3) both bound by
close refations to the King of Iialy, in spite of the spe-
cial affection shown by Leo XIII. for France and the
traditional posilion of France as the protector of the
Ioly See, the President arrived in Rome as the guest of
Victor Emmanucel, in April, 1904. Noiling remained for
the Pope but to’ issue a formal protest, which was pre-
sented to the French Ambassador four days after M.
Loubet*s entrance. into. Rome ; (4) and to.secure - that
the attituwde of ihe Vadican might not Le misinterpre-
tod by the world, an official communication announcing
the despatch of the protest was inserted in ° L’'Osserva-
tore Romano.’ {(5) ~ The Council of Ministers met in
Paris to discuss the Papal protest, and a note was sent

to the Secretary of Slate (6) in which it was declared |

that the Secretary for Foréign ‘Affairs, hawving already
explained before Parliamént the character and the object
of the Presidential visit,' the Government “must reject
the considerations setforth in the Papal protest as well
as the form in which they were piesented. With this
answer the whole incident seemed -closed,

But, in a few days, a copy of the protest in the
form in which it had - been sent at. the same time to
all’ the Catholic powers, was published in a Paris jour-

_nal; In this form -of the protest-a sentence was in-
serted which had not.been inserted in the protest sent
to France. The passape so inserted was to the
that ‘!if in spite of that {(the Presidential yisit) the
Nuneio had not beem recalled from Paris, it was only on
account of very serious motives which were endirely spe-
cial” (7) Tn olhei ~words, it/was' intimated to the

(1) Document, XXTV. . .
(2) The Emperor of Austrin-is bound to Italjr hf pliiance, and besides
was visited in Vienna by the Eing of Italy, (3) Hips wife ia n Princesaof
Bhe %ﬂ%}t Savoy. (4) Doo, XX VI, (5) 4th dMay, 1904, "(8) Otk May :
ac. s .o . R - .
- {7) 81 malgrd cols, In. Nonce n'a Eaﬂ quitté Paris, o'est uniquement &
caure de motifs trés graves d'ordre ot de nature tout & fait speclanx,

effect ~

, powers, that in case M. Loubet's example wers fol-
lowed, the Holy See mrght und ilself obliged to'recall
its Nuncio; awd although this had not been done in the
case of France, Xt was noés because the offence did not
justify such action, but “only because his ‘presence’ was’
required by delicaie relations 2xisting -between- Paris and
the Vatican. No insult.to the Republic, could have been
}'ntegvded by such a phrase; on the “contrary,'it cléarly
implied the Pope’s spécial interest in the ‘settlemert - of
its politico-religious disputes, . - s T

- The Louncil of Mimsters met immediately, and M,
Nisard- was insiructed (0 demund from the Secretary
of State, (8) il the note published in the Paris journal
was authenuic, if the same note had beefi semt to’ the

. other Powers, and if the phrase regarding the-Nuncio at
Paris was embodied in all the other communications.
The Cardinal Secrelary requested Mz Nisard to furnish
his demands in writing, and. promised io. give him .- .a
written reply in an hour, or evén a half-hour, if neces-
sary. This request was quite natufal in the circum-

- stances.. It provenied the:possibility of misunderstand-
ing which might easily. have arisen, especially © as M,
Nisard, the [French Ambassador, was, unfortainately,

partia.lly_ deaf, The Ambassador expressed = him-
self " satisfied, . and rétired  to prepare his - writ-
2en questions, but hours passed and he did not ree
urn.

The Cardinal Secretary sent a messenger to  in-
form M. .Nisard' thal hé was ready to receive him, but
it was the:next day .belore the Ambassador presented
himsell, and tlds time with ike inforinaiion that he had
been recalled on leave, and {hat a Charge d'Affaires
would arrive the next day to {ake his place. He added, ,
that his recall did not mean a rupture, or interrup-
tion, or suspension of diplomatic relations  hebtween
France and the Vatican, though that seens to have been
the . intespretation put upén iL seven days later in a de-
bate in the French Chamber, . .
—After the recall -of ihe FrenchAmbassagoer, - —this-
Government soon took. o.casion to break - ‘gompletely
with. the Holy See. The ocause of 'the Afinal ruptures-
to their disgrace be it said, was the conduet of the two
Bishops, Mgr.._Geay, Bishop of Laval, and Mgy, Nordez,
Bishop” of - Dijon. * Aimost from the very begioming of His
eplscop?.te. very serious charges were laid before™ the~”
Holy See against DMgr. Geay. They. were entirely of *
an  ecclesiastical character, and had nothing whatever to
do with the political or religious questions, then - so-
warmiy .discussed in France. An ingquiry was deernéd
necessary,” and the result was that -in January;-1966
(9) - Mgr, Geay was advised to resign his eptscopals
charge. Had he done so, he could easily liave saved
the Holy See from the disagrecable neceéssity--of insti-
tutnn’g a.--'iorgn.a.l Canonical trial, which was-sure to lead
to his -deposition ; while, on the other hiand, he could
sategitard his own- good name, as few, if any, would
have ~been aware of _bis forced retirement.. Unfortuna-
tely, after having at first aceepted the decision of the
Holy, Office he changed his mind, and made it a condi-
tion of his resignation that he should be provided with
some other diocese in France, were 1t -only the most
unimportant. In view of the serious charges made
against him, " tlfs ‘condition._could not be accepted, and”
for full four years ihe Holy Sece allowed the matter
lo resi, hoping that things might improve in Laval,
or that in the end the Bishop might-see his way to
resigh. Buf_ these hopes were doomed to disappoint-
ment. The charges mulliplied, and in the_Spring of
1904, they were of such a serious character ihat further
delay was impossible, and in May (1904) (10) .the Holy
Office once more requested the Bishop to resign, adding,
Ahat if he did not do so within one month it would be-
come necessary. to proceed furiher. (11} ’

The Bishop communicated this Jletterto the French
Government, which immediately demanded {12} that the
Holy See should recall it, believing apparently that the
Pope meant - to depose the Bishop in case he should no#
voluntarily resign; and, of .course, for the deposition of
a Bishop, just as for his consecralion, the agreement of
both -Pope and President was required, The " Secretary
of State replied (13) that the expression progredi- ad
ulteriora did-not mean immediate deposition, but :signi+
fied rather that in case he still clung. to office, he
should be summoned to Rome for a -regular ¢caponi-
cal trial. 1If he sucededed in “establisling his innocence,
then all -would be well; il, “unfortunately, his “guilt
was anparent, then :the casé would ‘he more serious,
bhut still care- would be taken that the Concordat ,

-

(8) 20th May, 1004, .
. (9) 21st January, 1800. . : IR
(10) Despatch of Onrd. Seoretary, 17th May, 1604, - -
113 * N jo 1 5.0
e gép;m e omnio acian :; ougregetio ad progrediendum a2 ulteriom
(12} 3rd June, 1004,

(13) 10tk Tane, 1004,

* ERIT is ‘behind suocess.” That's why * Hondal-Lanka"
is o much nsed, “It's ten with quality 'snd flavor.”

I'" EED AYE!- Twa spunefu’s o' ‘Cock o' the North ' gang
as fanr as three o' maist ither teas 1™ .



