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PREFACE

Now that the United States has had one hundred and
fifty years of experience of the reality of political democracy,
ideas which were as gospel to past generations are being sub-
jected to a new criticism. During these years the doctrines of
equalitarian democracy have, on the whole, been in the
ascendant in the western world, and political theories based
on other conceptions of society have awakened relatively little
interest, at least among English and American thinkers. To-
day it seems worth while to examine the doctrines of a group
of men who were the opponents of democracy throughout
this period. This book is not a history of the royalist parties
in France since the Revolution. Such a work, if it were con-
scientiously written, would fill many volumes. It is only the
political philosophy of the royalists and its evolution during
the last hundred years which I have tried to portray. Whether
or not events have justified their attitude these men have at
least had the merit of consistently maintaining their own
point of view, and among their theories some constructive
suggestions are to be found.

Without the kindness of friends in France and in America
this book could not have been written. I wish first of all to
express my gratitude to Mr. Carlton Hayes and to Mr.
Lindsay Rogers, whose advice and encouragement made my
work possible. I have to thank Mr. Charles-H. Pouthas for
the privilege of access to an unpublished work by Guizot,
and Mr. Georges Poignant for many helpful suggestions,
based on a remarkable knowledge of French political life in
the nineteenth century. Mr. Charles Maurras has given me
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much valuable information as to the Action frangaise, and I
am deeply grateful for his constant kindness and courtesy.
Mr. Nicholas Kaltchas has helped me to revise the book, and
has given me helpful criticism. I also thank my husband,
Maurice Muret, kindest of friendly critics, for his unfailing
help and encouragement.

CHARLOTTE TouzALIN MURET
New York
November 18, 1932
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Of all the forms of government which peoples have
evolved hereditary monarchy has been the most enduring
and, until recently at all events, the most widespread. It is
a natural form of social organization, for it originates in the
patriarchal family and in the human need for leadership.

At the end of the eighteenth century monarchy seemed
strongly entrenched in the civilized world. A majority of
the modern nations were ruled by kings or emperors, and
even during the nineteenth century, monarchy was the most
favored form of government in Europe. A proof of this
is that Belgium, and also the countries which broke away
from the Turkish Empire during that century, established
hereditary monarchies, although, in some cases, no national
dynasty and no definite monarchical tradition existed.

Monarchy, perhaps because of its very prevalence, has
been frequently attacked and defended by political philos-
ophers, so that a vast body of literature exists on the subject,
but monarchical doctrines, too, have today fallen somewhat
into neglect or disrepute. The hereditary principle is greatly
discredited, and in this age of democracy, Caesarism, or pro-
letarian dictatorship, kings seem to most people to be mere
anachronisms. Monarchical doctrines, however, will probably
always attract those to whom strength and durability are
the prime requisites of government. A noteworthy instance
of this fact is to be found in France for, while the Republic
now seems to be firmly established, a school of royalist doc-
trine has developed there, which, though it has almost no
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political power, has acquired a certain intellectual influ-
ence.

Men are not, as a rule, prone to question political forms
so long as their results are satisfactory. Political philosophy
has usually been the product of times of struggle, and has
originated as attack upon or defense of existing conditions.
It is, therefore, natural that during the nineteenth century,
which brought many changes of régime in France, much
should have been written in that country for and against
hereditary monarchy. This book proposes to trace the evolu-
tion of the doctrines which have been advanced in its support,
from the Restoration to the present day.

In order to follow these doctrines it is necessary to con-
sider exactly what is meant by royalism in France.® Men who
differ as widely in outlook as Joseph de Maistre, Benjamin
Constant and Charles Maurras have called themselves royal-
ists, and a common basis for definition must be found in their
ideas. Belief in an hereditary monarch as head of the State
is the essential point of royalism; it separates the most liberal
royalists from the most conservative republicans, but this
belief, while it implies a conservative point of view, allows
great latitude in doctrine as to the origin and character of
monarchy.

Two principal theories have existed as to the source of
royal authority; that of divine right and that of popular
sovereignty. According to the first theory the sanction of
power comes from the will of God; according to the second

*T have used the words “monarchy” and “royalty” interchangeably, as
they were used by the writers under discussion, but they are not synony-
mous: monarchy is a more general term. All kings are monarchs, but
not all monarchs are kings; they may also be sultans, emperors, or

merely princes. This book does not treat of “monarchical” doctrines, for
that would include those of the Empire, but only of “royalist” theory.
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it comes from the will of the people. In the first case, the king
is the source of all authority; in the second, he is merely a
power among other powers. Two theories exist also as to
the character of monarchy; first, that it 1s absolute, and sec-
ond, that it is limited. Four types of monarchy have existed
in France, based on various combinations of these theories.
The monarchy of the Middle Ages was considered to have
its source in a divine sanction, but its power was limited by
other equally sacred authorities, such as the Church and the
feudal suzerainties. The monarchy of Louis XIV drew its
sanction from the will of God, but, both in theory and in
fact, it had become absolute. The Empire was based on the"
theory of popular sovereignty; the Emperor claimed to per-
sonify the general will, and his power was absolute. The
monarchy of Louis Philippe was also based on the doctrine
of popular sovereignty, but its power was limited.?

For many centuries the kings of France bent their energies
not only to developing their country, but to reducing to im-
potence every power in the State except their own. Their
greatest measure of success was attained in the reign of Louis
XIV. The king then possessed both the executive and legis-
lative powers and, though his activity was to some extent
modified by the influence of custom, and of various bodies,
such as the Parlements and the Provincial Estates, yet he
was undoubtedly supreme. Both in fact and in theory his will
was law, and the political philosophy of the time reflected
this condition.

Louis XIV himself was a devout believer in the doctrine of

? The monarchy of the Restoration was theoretically based on divine
right. It was limited, however, by a charter, granted nominally by the
monarch’s free will but actually under compulsion of the changed condi-
tions resulting from the Revolution.
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absolutism and the divine right of kings. Tradition has it
that he said in the Grand’chambre de Parlement de Paris:
“L’Etat c’est moi!” Whether he actually said it or not, the
words undoubtedly express his belief. He wrote to his grand-
son: “He who gave Kings to men wished them to be respected
as his lieutenants, reserving for Himself the right to examine
their conduct.”® In his Mémoires he says: “One must agree
that nothing establishes so securely the happiness and peace
of provinces as the entire union of all authority in the person
of the sovereign. The least sharing of it always produces
great misfortune.”

In Bossuet, who agreed entirely with Louis XIV, the doc-
trine of divine right found the most eloquent advocate it has
ever had. His Politique tirée de I’istoire sainte and Discours
sur I’ histoire universelle give a wonderful picture of the benefi-
cent monarch, but they would put unlimited power into his
hands. “The language which a man would not dare hold to
God, he dare not hold to the King, God’s lieutenant on earth.”*
Even the jurists who had formerly opposed the encroach-
ment of absolutism, and were again to be its formidable ad-
versaries, were then of the same opinion. D’Aguesseau says:

The nature of the French government lies in two principal points;
the first is that the government is monarchical, and the second is
that the kings exercise absolute domination, which is vested in
their persons . . . and for which they need only account to God.®?

The Tiers Etat at the Etats Généraux of 1614 proposed the
formula: “Kings hold their thrones from God.”

There were a few who disagreed. Jurieu and Bayle are
examples, but their arguments found little echo at that time.

3 Qeuvres de Louis XIV (Paris., 1806), p. 336.
* Bossuet, Politique tirée de Ihistoire sainte, I—III, art. ii, prop. I.
8 Oeuvres d’Aguesseau, XIII, p. 553.

__ R o
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It may be said that the doctrine of royal absolutism based on
divine right was almost uncontested in France in the seven-
teenth century.

The traditional and religious basis of this doctrine was
undermined by the philosophers of the eighteenth century.
Voltaire, Rousseau, and the Encyclopaedists prepared the
way for the Revolution by weakening the hold of faith on
men’s minds, and they furnished its leaders with the ideas
which they strove to realize.

The doctrine of popular sovereignty, and that of the rights
of man were the basis of all the revolutionary constitutions.
The Revolution, however, was libertarian rather than liberal
in spirit and it tended to sacrifice the rights of man to the
rule of the people. It did not succeed in founding a free, yet
stable, government, and it was Napoleon who inherited the
power of the Convention and the Directoire. The Empire, al-
though it claimed to emanate from the will of the people, was
preéminently a government of authority.

Exhaustion, and the triumph of its foreign enemies
brought about the fall of the Empire. Since 1789 France had
tried many forms of government, and had endured more
than twenty years of struggle within and without. The Res-
toration came in 1815 as a much-needed era of peace and
reconstruction. The Revolutionary spirit was temporarily in
abeyance, for the peasants had obtained possession of much
of the land, and industry was only in its beginning. The re-
turning dynasty brought to power the lovers of order; that is
to say, the remains of the old aristocracy and the emancipated
middle classes. A vast majority of the men who played a part
in public affairs at that time, whatever their party, were
economically conservative, and politically antidemocratic.
Louis XVIII wished to establish a government which would
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unite all these elements of order, but it was a difficult task
to reconcile the conflicting ideas and interests of those to
whom the Revolution had brought hope and opportunity,
and those to whom it had brought only disaster. There was
a great revival of Catholic and reactionary thought in France,
but, though the country appeared to acquiesce in the rein-
statement of its old rulers, there was no such agreement
among the supporters of the returning Bourbons as there
had been among the subjects of Louis XIV.

Two currents of thought were to dominate the struggles
of the Restoration; on the one hand the traditional authori-
tarian conception of society, and on the other the liberal
doctrines which had found partial expression during the
Revolution.

The authoritarian attitude is the result of a pessimistic
view of human nature, leading to mistrust of the undisci-
plined activities of men. Authoritarians seek in abstract rea-
son or in divine revelation some absolute good, from which
they deduce rules for regulating human conduct. They then
advocate the forceful application of these rules for men’s
own good. It was natural that the dispossessed nobility, and
especially the returned émigrés should have feared and hated
the doctrines of individualism in whose name their time-
honored privileges had been abolished. Because they did not
profit by the new freedom, they saw its dangers more clearly
than did the bourgeoisie. To them the excesses of the Revolu-
tion were evidence of the evil nature of humanity, and of the
results to be expected from the theories of popular sover-
eignty and of the rights of man. They looked to the king
to restore the past and protect the future. The theory of
divine right absolutism was not only associated with the past
and consistent with their mistrust of men, but it was the doc-
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trine best calculated to support the royal authority from
which they expected so much.

Liberalism springs from a strong sense of the value of
human personality. It desires for the individual a maximum
of spontaneous activity which can only be obtained by or-
ganizing society on a basis of cooperation and consent. It is
an optimistic attitude, and it implies tolerance and compro-
mise, with all the risks and difficulties these involve. It is not
dogmatic, for, as its values are human, it can admit no abso-
lute good, at least in the political and social domain. Liberal-
ism, however, expects much from human nature and affords
it little protection from its own weaknesses.

One of the chief results of the Revolution was the emanci-
pation of the individual; the old restrictions on men’s activi-
ties, the old distinctions of birth made way for the idea of
the rights of capacity. The triumph of the Revolution was
the phrase attributed to Napoleon. “La carriére ouverte aux
talents.” In the overthrow of the old order the peasants had
perhaps benefited most, but it was the middle classes which
were best prepared to take advantage of the disappearance of
barriers. They had confidence in their capacities, and they felt
that the future was theirs. They needed freedom and security
for economic development in order to enjoy the equality which
they had won, and they wished to share in the political power
which they felt themselves fitted to wield. The optimistic
philosophy of liberalism, with its confidence in reason, its
insistence on individual rights, and its opposition to state
interference, corresponded admirably to their needs. They
too, however, feared democracy, and the revolutionary spirit.
They saw in constitutional monarchy a solution which prom-
ised at once to protect them from the rule of the masses, and
to give them a controlling influence in the State.
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During the Restoration the doctrines both of authoritarian
and liberal monarchy were formulated by men of great talent,
from whom they received clear-cut expression. These
theories, and the history of their evolution are the subject of

J this book. Their history divides itself roughly into three
periods: the Restoration, the remainder of the nineteenth
century, and the twentieth century. During the first period
the two conceptions of monarchy were formulated, and the
bases were laid for the development of royalist thought in
both directions. During the second period these doctrines
were modified by the growing forces of democracy and of
industrialism. On the one hand liberalism failed in practice,
and the theory of constitutional monarchy tended to merge
with that of conservative republicanism. On the other hand

- the theory of authoritarian monarchy, while on the whole re-
maining stationary in its political tenets, developed a social
doctrine in harmony with its own point of view. Toward the
end of the century royalist theory in general had lost much
of its vitality, and seemed destined to disappear. During the
third period, the men of the Action frangaise have revived
the doctrines of authoritarian royalism. By approaching them
from a positive point of view, and associating them with
nationalism, they have given them new vigor and interest.

In order to understand the evolution of royalist ideas, not
only each man’s view on monarchy itself must be considered,
but also the system of thought on which his views are based.
A man’s philosophic and religious convictions influence his
ideas as to the object of society, and its relation to the in-
dividual. These ideas give birth to theories of sovereignty,
and of the role of Church and State. Theories of sovereignty,
in turn, determine conceptions of the monarch and of the in-
stitutions which should surround him. For this reason I shall,
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as far as possible, examine in regard to each man, or group
of men, their ideas on the following subjects: (1) the nature
and object of society; (2) the relation of the individual to -
the State; (3) the origin and nature of sovereignty; (4) the
purpose and character of monarchy; (5) the organization of
the State (constitutions, bodies in the State, etc.); (6) the
relations of Church and State. I shall then point out the
general significance for royalist theory of each thinker ex- '
amined. '



CHAPTER II
THE THEOCRATS

Today it is easy to see that the Revolution destroyed for-
ever the economic, political and social system of the old
régime, but this fact was not so obvious in 1814. The succes-
sive governmental forms of the Revolution had failed, and
had been succeeded by the authoritarian Empire, democracy
was temporarily in abeyance, and it was possible to think of
it as a fever of revolt, not apt to recur. A period of twenty
years is too short entirely to modify human ways of life and
thought, and much of the past remained unchanged, so that
the return of the Bourbons seemed to some extent to effect a
revival of the old world. But this impression was largely il-
lusory. In the first place the revolutionary ideas had given
men new conceptions of life which they were not likely to
forget; second, the economic changes of the Revolution and
the Empire remained almost untouched. The significance of
this latter fact is enormous, for it meant that new modes of
thought and action must be found to meet new social realities.
Would the traditional monarchy face this necessity, and
be able to adapt its character and dogmas to a changed
society ?

During the Restoration much importance was given to
political theory. Not only did writers turn their attention to
political problems, but all the public men of the day felt them-
selves obliged to give their views a philosophical basis. Vari-
ous reasons can be suggested to account for this fact. To be-
gin with, the influence of the eighteenth century was still
strong, and the example of Rousseau seemed to prove the
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effect of doctrines upon events.* In the next place, opposed
ideas and interests were seeking to come to terms, and strug-
gling to justify their respective points of view. Then, too,
there was a lack of experience among the statesmen of the
day. The Empire had created administrators and diplomats,
but it had not formed party leaders, and the men of the Res-
toration had more theories than practical knowledge with
which to face the problem of establishing a representative
government. Moreover, it was exclusively the upper classes
which were, at that time, engaged in public life, so that the
level of education among political men was high, and hence
the tendency to theorize correspondingly strong. The aims
of both parties may have been narrow and selfish, but the
men who represented them, were, in general, less conscious
of this, and more genuinely interested in principles, than were
the politicians of a later age.?

Most of the men who played a part in the intellectual and
political life of the Restoration were, nominally at least, royal-
ists. Though conservative in outlook, and desirous of order
and social reconstruction, they differed greatly as to the
means by which they hoped to attain these ends. At the ex-
treme right stood those who hated the Revolution and all its
works indiscriminately, and hoped to bring about a complete
return to the past. They believed that this was to be accom-
plished not by any compromise with the hated doctrines, but
by an increase of authority, and a religious and moral re-
awakening.

!An interesting analysis of the extension and influence of political
theory in France during the eighteenth century is given by A. de Tocque-
ville in L’Ancien Régime et la Révolution, p. 233-48. These reasons ac-
count, in part, for the same phenomenon during the Restoration.

* For an interesting discussion of this matter see Denys Cochin, Louis
Philippe, p. 143.
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This group represented the ideas of the returned émigrés,
many of them violent and selfish men, who were known in the
political field as the “ultras.” But it comprised also many
who were animated by less personal motives, and whom the
Revolution had genuinely outraged in their dearest beliefs.
The strength of the old régime in its heyday had been due in
part to faith in the teachings of the Church, and a consequent
respect for the established order. These feelings still existed
to a large extent at the Restoration, and they found expres-
sion in a great Catholic revival. Everything in the moral and
political world had been called in question by the philosophers
of the eighteenth century, and many considered that it was
from this questioning that the Revolution had sprung. There
was a spiritual return toward the past, of which Chateau-
briand’s Génie du Christianisme was the herald. Even those
most convinced of the truths of Catholic and monarchical
doctrines felt the need of reformulating them, in order to
provide weapons with which to combat the teachings of the
Revolution; that is, liberalism and democracy. A group of
thinkers arose whose writings answered this need. The chief
common characteristic of their thought was its religious basis
and for this reason they were known as the theocrats. Some
of them were philosophers and moralists, like Saint Martin
and Ballanche, but the two ablest men of the group, Louis
Gabriel de Bonald, and Joseph de Maistre, were chiefly in-
fluential as political theorists.

Bonald and Maistre, though the quality of their minds dif-
fered greatly, were much alike not only in respect to their
doctrines, but in the circumstances which formed them. They
represented what had been best in the old régime. Both were
from the provinces; Bonald from Rouergue, a region where
the old ways of life linger even today; and Maistre from
Savoy, which was not then a part of France. Both came from
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families of moderate position, noble, but of the “noblesse de
robe” which had won its way to rank by thrift and a record
of services to the State, and both were themselves magis-
trates. They belonged, that is to say, to a class which, having
attained to place and power by its own capacities, could not
have much sympathy with the idea of equality, nor feel any
great need of liberty, since the existing system gave scope
to its ambition and abilities. Both Bonald and Maistre were
genuinely devout and had strong family feelings. The Revo-
lution, overtaking them in middle life,® destroyed not only
their ordered existence and their personal hopes, but the
whole social fabric which they had known. It is impossible
to overestimate its effect upon their thought, and it would
have required almost superhuman detachment for such men
to have seen in it anything but sacrilege and destruction. Yet,
although they did not understand it, it cannot be said of
them that they had “learned nothing and forgotten nothing,”
for it taught them the lesson on which they based their whole
philosophy: an incurable distrust of man. Both began to write
while they were in exile, and their common point of depar-
ture was a wish to combat the Revolution and the philosophy
which had engendered it.

In spite of their resemblances, there was a great difference
between Bonald and Maistre, both in their way of thinking
and in their style. Bonald was dry, logical and abstract. He
established his premises and drew from them a series of ar-
guments with almost mathematical precision of reasoning.
He seemed to seek not so much to win, as to force assent to
his conclusions. Emile Faguet called him the last of the
schoolmen.* Maistre, on the contrary, had a vivid style, full of

® Both were born in 1754.
‘* Emile Faguet, Politiques et moralistes du XIXe siécle, 1ére série,

p. 70.
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witty sallies and sarcastic digressions. Bonald was more sys-
tematic, but Maistre had more boldness and originality of
thought. He was severe and even violent where Bonald was
merely solemn and didactic, for there was a burning spirit be-
hind Maistre’s trenchant arguments.

The ideas of these two men form a system of admirable
consistency. They are founded, however, on two premises,
which are assumed unquestioningly because they spring from
religious faith. The first of these premises is God’s close
relationship to man and to the world. “God,” said Bonald in
his Théorie du pouvoir politique et religieux, “is a funda-
mental truth and will be taken for granted in this book.”®
“The Revolution,” he declared elsewhere, “began with a
declaration of the Rights of Man, and it must end with a
declaration of the Rights of God.”® This is the keynote of
his thought. In the same spirit are the opening words of
Maistre’s first book Considerations sur la France. “We are
bound to the Supreme Being by a fine chain, which restrains,
without enslaving us.”” There is a difference, however, in the
manner in which Bonald and Maistre conceived of the re-
lationship between God and the world. To Bonald natural
(and he here includes social) laws were emanations of God’s
will. They were “necessary,” immutable and fixed for all
time, so that man’s part is merely to understand and follow
them. To him society, in so far as it is good, was utterly un-
changing, and he had little idea of progress. Maistre was
far more fully aware of the dynamic nature of life, and of
the relativity of political institutions, but he believed that

® Bonald, Théorie du pouvoir politique et religieux dans la société
civile, Part 1, p. 135.

¢ Bonald, Legislation primitive—discours préliminaire, p. 1133.

" Maistre, Considérations sur la France, p. 1. '
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God is actively at work in the world, guiding its destiny. He
expressly stated that the political world is ruled by Divine
Wisdom,® and considered, for instances, that the Revolution
was sent as a punishment and lesson to the French people for
their impiety.

The second premise which was advanced a priori by Bo-
nald and Maistre, is that the nature of man is radically evil.
He is incapable of accomplishing anything good by his own
means, and can only live well and happily under God’s direct
guidance. From these two premises spring their conceptions
as to the origin of society, the situation of the individual, and
the source of sovereignty.

The great object of Bonald and Maistre was to refute the
doctrines of Jean Jacques Rousseau, and particularly the
theory of the social contract which had been made the basis
of democracy. This doctrine they rejected absolutely as an
explanation of the origin of society. What, they asked, is this
famous “state of nature” which preceded society? The “na-
ture” of a being is the ensemble of qualities which make him
himself.? This can only be determined by the knowledge of his
development, and the history of man shows that he was
created for society. Society, then, was not deliberately chosen,
but arose spontaneously and necessarily from the nature of
humanity. No real man existed before society, which is for
him the “state of nature.” These conclusions, reached by the
use of common sense,'° are much nearer to the modern scien-
tific idea as to primitive man than were the artificial creations
of Hobbes and Rousseau.

® Maistre, Considérations sur la France, p. 67.

® Maistre, Etudes sur la souverainté, p. 321.

* Vareilles-Sommiéres, Principes fondamentaux du droit constitu-
tionnel, p. 220. '
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Bonald gave a more complete analysis of society than did
Maistre." He defined it as a union of like beings by necessary
laws, whose object is their reproduction and conservation.
He divided societies into domestic and public. Any family,
owning property, is a society, and public society is a union of
families for their mutual advantage. He wished to study man
not in the abstract, but as a social being, in terms of his ac-
tivities, and he saw the need for a science of society, but the
didactic bent of his mind made the observational method im-
possible for him. It is a further symptom of his limited point
of view that he took great care to point out that possession of
property is an essential feature of society. Families or in-
dividuals who possess no property scarcely seemed to him to
be part of the social fabric. His conceptions had for their
background the agricultural community, and he had little
sympathy with commerce, and deplored the growth of in-
dustry.*> Although he did not at all realize the immense
transformations it was to work, he did see that its tendencies
were not in accord with his ideal of a static and uniform
society.

To Bonald and Maistre man was not an end in himself;
it was only his right development, and his relationship to
God which were important. Consequently they completely
subordinated the individual to the State. It is society, they
said, which makes man and not man, society. He exists only
for it, and without it he is scarcely human. He is not even
born fit for life, as animals are, but must learn everything,
even language, from society, which alone can teach him,

" Bonald, Théorie du pouvoir, Book I, chaps. i-iv; Book II, chaps.
i-iii.

2 Bonald, Théorie du pouwvoir, Part 111, p. 315. See also Oeuvres de
Bonald, 11, p. 1281.
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and to which he owes all. The great error of the Revolution
was that it taught the individual to feel that he was important
and so let loose his appetites. The wills of men are disor-
derly, and apt to be in opposition to the general good ; they
must, therefore, be curbed, and the national will made to
prevail over particular wills, or else there will be anarchy.
There can be no liberty to do evil, and the abnegation of self
for the public good is absolutely necessary. Man has no rights,
only duties, and all his capacities and virtues he must employ
for society, to which he owes them. Moreover, they pointed
out, it is not the individual who is the real unit of society, but
the family. It alone is important, and, like society itself, it is
almost immortal. The conception of man as an isolated being,
with a merely numerical value, is artificial, and no enduring
- society can be built upon it.

These anti-individualistic doctrines were carried to re-
markable lengths by Bonald and Maistre in somewhat differ-
ent directions. Bonald in his desire for stability was quite
indifferent to any progress which might be due to men of
genius. He explicitly declared that a well-constituted society
has no need of great men; they are more apt to be a danger
than a blessing.*® The very able usually do rise, but it is bet-
ter for most people to be fixed in their position in life by
early education and the family fortune, Thus they are, in a
measure, protected from cupidity and ambition. He expressed
the idea that children are apt to have an hereditary taste for
their father’s trade.’ If, however, there is to be movement in
society, it should be the slow work of several generations,
and should elevate the whole family. The acquisition of prop-
erty is the only possible means of achieving this rise in the

* Bonald, Oeuvres, 11, pp. 670-73.
M Bonald, Théorie du pouvoir, Part I, p. 187.
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world, and he disposed of any objection to this criterion of
worth by saying that in a well-conducted State property will
be the reward of services to society, and there will be no evil
ways of becoming rich. These ideas which the rigidity of
Bonald’s mind erected into immutable laws, match the actual
history of a large part of the French middle classes, both then
and today.

Maistre, in his dread of evil passions, pointed out that
punishment is the real basis of order. It is the executioner
who is the corner stone of society, and he ought to be honored
accordingly.*® It i1s worse, he said, that the guilty should in-
variably escape than that the innocent should be unjustly
condemned. Besides, he added, who is innocent? Many a
man who has been executed for a crime he did not commit,
richly deserved his punishment for sins which were never
discovered. Maistre was a kind-hearted man, and these sav-
age doctrines were, no doubt, a result of the impressions
produced on him by the Revolution. They were mitigated by
a lofty religious mysticism, a belief in the necessity of sacri-
fice, and the reversibility of merits, which can alone make
acceptable such unbending sternness toward mankind in this
world.

It is in regard to the origin and nature of sovereignty that
the ideas of Bonald and Maistre are particularly important.
Their arguments against democracy and in favor of au-
thority greatly influenced Auguste Comte, and others through
him, and they have been largely adopted by the modern school
of French royalists. Here, too, lay the fundamental differ-
ences which separated them from the Doctrinaires and Lib-
erals, and it is probably their uncompromising attitude on
these subjects that kept them from exercising a wider influ-

¥ Maistre, Soirées de Saint-Pétersbourg, pp. 32-35.





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































