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INTRODUCTION

ascended the throne and died the year after her death.

The only England he knew, Victorian England, is now a
civilization lost beyond recovery. Yet it is only now, while
his background recedes ever further from sight, that Acton
himself is beginning to come, for the first time, cleatly into
view. It appears that we are privileged to see and understand
him as his contemporaries never did. He is of this age, more
than of his. He is, indeed, one of out great contemporaties.

It took almost forty years for Acton to come into his own.
In the epoch of complacency before and after the First World
War, men had little liking for the kind of intense spiritual
probing that Acton demanded of them. Acton was a pessimist
and a moralist, a combination hardly likely to endear him to a
world that was at the same time expansively optimistic and
narrowly materialistic. When the spiritual climate changed,
however, Acton found his home. Men who have witnessed
the hotrors of German Nazism and Soviet Communism have
little heart for optimism or materialism and much respect for
such hard truths as ‘power tends to corrupt and absolute
power corrupts absolutely’. Acton’s well-turned epigrams de-
nouncing nationalism, racism, and statism give a new literary
flavour to editotial sermons and academic dissertations.
Liberals who have come to be sceptical of the virtues of a
secular, placid and optimistic Liberalism have discovered in
Acton a Liberalism, religious in temper, which is able to cope
with the facts of human sin and corruption. Historians who
once regarded salvation as the automatic and inevitable by-
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LORD ACTON

product of historical progress now find themselves agreeing
with Acton that salvation requites an exercise of moral will,
that the historian must sometimes turn his back upon the
course of history and resist the “wave of the future’. Because
Acton was never taken in by history, he can speak with
authority when history runs amok.

In the early part of the century, it was not Acton’s ideas
that men thought of when they thought of him at all, but the
intriguing details of his personality. After his death, there was
the usual outpouring of gracious obituaries and memorials.
When his work was published in volume form for the first
time, posthumously, most of the reviews were uncritical and
undiscerning. Scholars paid brief tribute to his learning and
Catholics quarrelled spasmodically about his orthodoxy. His
name flickered hete and there through the copious pages of
Victorian memoirs. Thete were reminiscences about his fabu-
lous erudition, his bibliophilic triumphs, his conversational
skill and pedagogic ineptitude. There was much wonder and
admiration but little genuine sympathy ot understanding.
When his son thought to commission an official life of his
father, he turned to the leading Catholic biographer of the
time, Wilfrid Ward. But Ward, himself the son of one of
Acton’s great antagonists, sensibly declined the invitation,
explaining that filial piety deptived him of the proper feeling
for his subject. No life has been wtitten, and no adequate
biography or critical study.

The present study is not so much the biography of a life as
the biography of 2 mind. To Acton, ideas were the moving
forces of the world. Since he was himself an exponent of what
has since become known as ‘the history of ideas’, it is appro-
priate that his biography take the form of an intellectual bio-
graphy. Indeed, it is hardly possible to conceive of any other
kind of biography of Acton, for the drama of his life was the
dtama of his ideas. His conflicts with the Chuzrch, his quatrel
with Déllinger, his teaching of histoty, his sense of his own
purpose and character—all of these were motivated and
determined by his ideas.

The most common flaw of intellectual biographies is that
they tend to ‘over-intellectualize’ theit subjects. In the act of
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recording and elucidating an idea, there lurks the temptation
to systematize and organize it, often beyond the intention of
the original thinker. The temptation is particularly strong in
the case of Acton (himself an unsystematic although profound
thinker), and if indulged in can do great violence to his ideas.
The best protection against this is to keep as close to the text
as possible, and not to permit interpretation ot generalization
to wander too far from their source in his writings. If parts of
this study read like exercises in textual analysis, it is because 1
have wished to render the ideas of Acton faithfully and pre-
cisely. If at other times I have seemed to carp about his evasions
ot inconsistencies, it is because I have tried to take those ideas
setiously, as he himself would have liked us to take them.

Six yeats have passed since I first decided upon the subject
of this work, and during that time I have incurred many
obligations. To no one am I more indebted than to Professot
Louis Gottschalk, who has always given generously of his
encouragement and assistance, not in this undestaking alone
but in all that I have done since my fitst graduate studies at the
University of Chicago. I take this occasion, too, to thank the
other membets of the Department of History of the Univer-
sity, particulatly Professors William T. Hutchinson, S. William
Halperin and the late Frances Gillespie, for the award of tl'te
fellowship that made it possible for me to examine Acton’s
manusctipts in England and for the benefit of their counsel.
To Professor Herbert Butterfield of Cambridge Univessity 1
am grateful for stimulating talks about Acton, and to both
Professor and Mrs. Butterfield for their kindness to me in
Cambridge in 1946-7. I remember with delight an afternoon
in London with Dr. G. P. Gooch, who favoured me with
reminiscences about Acton, his former teachet. At the London
School of Economics, Professor Friedrich Hayek gave me an
account of his efforts to establish an international Acton
Society to promote the ideals of liberty and morality; and at
Oxford University Dr. A. L. Poole, President of St. John’s
College, graciously permitted me to examine the letters written
by Acton to his father, R. L. Poole. Othets who earned my
gtatitude by reading and criticizing this work include Pro-
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fessor Alan Simpson, Professor Yves Simon, Dani

'lﬁothpr Milton Himmelfarb, and my husband Irafrliltilg]%g:li’st?;ly

A 13 library staffs of Cambridge University (patticularly of the
nderson Room, where the Acton manuscripts are kept), the

British Museum, the University of Chicago, Columbia Univer-

sity, the University of Pennsylvania, and the New York Public

Lib . o X
i (;r iﬁz 2:)\:13{ .been helpful in providing me with the material - I

VARIETIES OF ARISTOCRACY

even in his own day. Those who met him did not know

whether to be mote impressed with his fabulous erudition
or with his exalted social position and it was commonly said
of him that he knew everyone worth knowing and had read
everything worth reading. When he was not himself entet-
taining on his English or Bavarian estate, he was likely to be a
guest at one of the great houses of England or the Continent;
at the same time his friends estimated that he read, annotated
and practically committed to memory an average of two
octavo volumes a day. His authority was sought to mediate
an obscure point regarding the authorship of 2 sixteenth-
century document, to explain the intention and anticipate the
decision of the Cabinet, to reveal the latest gossip about an
approaching marriage. He knew personally most of the distin-
guished historians and philosophers of Europe and America,
and his intimates were numbered among the ruling Whig
families, the old Tory aristocracy and Continental royalty;
the names would read like a roster of nineteenth-century cele-
brities, starting with Cardinal Newman and ending with Prime
Minister Gladstone or the Empress Frederick. He was well
known in the papal court and at Windsor Castle. One of the
most famous English Catholic laymen of his generation, he
blandly announced that his favourite theologian was the Ger-
man Protestant, Richard Rothe. It was hinted that he had been
entrusted with a secret and solitary mission to Bismarck at a

B I
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LORD ACTON

critical period of Anglo-German diplomacy in the 1870’s, and
that he had ghost-written some of the most learned books of
his contemporaries. At table with his family he chatted in
English with his children, in German with his wife, in French
with his sister-in-law, and in Italian with his mother-in-law.
He was a handsome man; the poet Richard Lowell said of him,
‘He is one of the few men I have ever met, the inside of whose
head more than keeps the promise of the out—and in his case
that is saying a great deal.’! Lady Monkswell was equally
favourably impressed but wavered between the conviction
that however mixed his racial origins, his appearance was all
‘John Bull’, and ‘whatever his heart is his head is French’.?
From this profusion of virtues and accomplishments there

emerges the pattern of tragedy. For all of his erudition, Acton
never produced a single full-sized volume for publication, and
we know him to-day by posthumous collections of his periodi-
cal pieces, correspondence and lectures. The intellectual task
toward which his life was oriented, the History of Liberty, is

to-day, at best, ‘the greatest book that never was written’.3
This historian, who would plunder the atchives for the little

fact that made the difference but would take nothing less than

all of history for his province, ended his life as the editor of an

often uninspired co-operative work, the Cambridge Modern

History, and as a lecturer doomed to speak past his audience.

His thousand boxes of notes and notebooks, containing

enough material and ideas for dozens of volumes, he be-

queathed to the Cambridge University Library, where he

hoped an enterprising scholar, after his death, might compose

the history of liberty he had failed to write. It is a sad testi-

monial to the tragedy of wasted labour, and a feeble com-
memoration of a brilliant mind, that this mass of notes has
here been exploited not for a history of libetty but for an
intellectual biography of Acton.

His talents were prodigious and his situation brilliant, If

! Memoirs and Letters of Sir James Paget, ed. Stephen Paget (London,
1901), P. 405.

* Mary Monkswell, A4 Victorian Diarist, ed. E. C. F. Collier (London,
1944), pp. 158 and 230.

* L. M. Phillipps, E4rope Unbound (London, 1916), p. 147 n.
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he failed, it was, paradoxically, because his will to petfection
was so irresistible. Just as his exorbitant scholatly standards
tended to frustrate his productivity, so his moral scruples
made him suspect in his religious communion. A leergl
Catholic, he was too Liberal for the Catholics and too Catholic
for the Liberals. He accepted Roman Catholicism as the univer-
sal Church and its dogmas as the true statements of tradition
and authority, but he quarrelled bitterly with the history of the
Church and with its contemporary politics. Dedicated to the
idea that religion was the essence of history, he nevertheless
devoted a major part of his efforts to a criticism of institu-
tional religion. Nor could he identify himself with any of the
dominant philosophies of his day ot feel kinship with the
great men of his generation; the secularism of Mill and Motley,
the positivism of Comte and Buckle, and the.scepnca.l Pro-
testantism of Matthew Arnold wete equally alien to him.

Neither Liberals nor Catholics could afford to take Acton
entirely setiously. His absolute moral standards were admir-
able but impossible of fulfilment, and he must often have
impressed them as a profoundly eccenttic docttinaite. The
statesman or ecclesiast who decided on public policy, the
official who executed it, and the spectatot or historian who
passively condoned it were all subject to his implacable
judgment. He could converse with much grace and wit to a
casual dinner. partner, but when he sensed that his former
professor and close friend, Ignaz von Déllinger, was not so
ruthlessly moral as himself, he declared that the time had
come ‘for our conversations to cease, for this world’.? Sl@ugted
almost at the centre of the intellectual, political and religious
life of his time, and acquainted with its leading p?rsonahtles,
he had good teason to complain of h1_s'1solat}on: I am abso-
lutely alone in my essential ethical position’;? ‘I never had any
contemporaries.’

Acton died in 1902. It took some forty years for men to
rediscover him, to find in him a prophet for our times. Long

1 Cambridge University Library, Add. MSS., 5403. See below, p. 153.

gy

8 ;b}%ng'llsjst', Letters of Lord Acton to Mary Gladstone, ed. Herbert Paul
(1st ed.; London, 1905), p. 208.

3
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before nationalism, racism and ‘democratic despotism’ had
assumed their virulent forms, he had predicted that they
would some day threaten our civilization. Half a century
before the recent religious revival, he had watned of the
sterility of a materialistic, relativistic secularism. And the ‘his-
toty of ideas’ that is finally becoming respectable in academic
institutions might adopt as its charter Acton’s inaugural lec-
ture delivered in 1895 when he accepted the chair of Regius
Professot of Modern History at Cambridge University. What
distinguishes him from so many other ‘prophets’ laboriously
resutrected from history is the fact that he was a prophet in
his own time as well, which is 2 mote impressive feat than
merely prophesying for a latet time. This is the meaning of his
isolation and the significance of his idea of absolute morality.
Othet men can and must traffic in the compromises, conces-
sions and expedients that make up political and social life;
the prophet cannot. John Motley, an eminently reasonable
and sensible man, who knew Acton well, used to say of him
that he was a standing riddle. Yet it was Morley who also said:
‘If the gods granted me the privilege of recalling to life
for half an hour’s conversation some of the great men of

the past I have had the good fortune to know, I should say
Acton.’?

Acton was the unique combination of high moralist and man
of the wotld. The first was a product of education, the second
a circumstance of birth.

The Actons were an old English family of country squires,
who are recorded as having occupied the estate of Aldenham
in Shropshire as far back as the beginning of the fourteenth
centuty.? During the Civil War, a Richard Acton was removed
by the House of Commons as Lotd Mayor of London, and in
compensation Chatles I awarded him the baronetcy. The Tory

! John H. Morgan, Jobn, Viscount Morly (London, 1924), pp. 89-go.
Dr. G. P. Gooch, in a conversation I had with him in the spring of 1947,
fondly recalled this remark.

# Acton, the suburb of London, has no relation to the Acton family.

Its name is said to be derived from ‘Oak town’, in the days when a forest
covered the atea.
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ies of the family thus entrenched, Sir Edward Acton s
;};rglzagesared on the l}irst of those who opEosed_grantmg the
crown to William and Mary following the Glorious Revolu-
tion’.1 Another Sit Richard Acton, of .the next century, surtr)x—
marily dissolved the Tory-Anglican ties of’hls. ances:fprs hy
embracing Roman Catholicism in the 1750’s. Soon ter1 e
died, in 1791, the title and estate reverted to 4 younger, tiascs1
austere branch of the family, also Catholic, which had sefg fl
in France and then in Italy. By securing the affections of t le
Queen of Naples, John Acton had managed to convett the rlo e
oF adventurer into the rank of Prime Minister of Naqc)1 es.
Succeeding to the English baronetcy, Sit John continue taci
live abroad even after his matriage, effected by special pa%n
dispensation, to his niece. His grandson and namesake Jo
Edward Emerich Dalberg Acton, was born to his eldest son,
Sir Ferdinand Richard Edward Acton, in Naples on 10 Jan-
e i i from an

(cton’s mother, Marie Pelline de Dalberg, came

oléA;r and more illustrious family than the Actons. Legenld had
it that the ancestor of the Dalbergs was no less thana redatlllog
of Jesus Chtist, who had become 2 Roman soldier an aal
settled at Herrnsheim on the Rhine to found the ancestr
estate. If this tale is apocryphal, and if the heritage wasfnot
quite so exalted, it was sufficiently distinguished in a profane
way. ‘Ist kein Dalberg da?’ was a well-known expression 1n
Germany as late as the nineteenth century. In 1494 Er_npetﬁr
Maximilian I had granted the Dalbergs the honour of being the
first to be knighted at the coronation, and until the dissolution
of the Holy Roman Empire it had remained the custom, during
the ceremonies conferring knighthood, to inquire ththfr a
Dalberg was present so that he might receive the privi e%e
first. In the late eighteenth and eatly nineteenth centuties tke
Dalbergs shared the uncertain fate of the Empire. Duke
Emeric Josef, Acton’s grandfather, represented, like his patet-
nal grandfather, a cadet branch of the family. He became a
nationalized French subject during the Napoleonic Wa.j:sCi
served in the provisional Government of 1814, acc_ompamed
Talleyrand as plenipotentiary to the Congtess of Vienna, an

1 The Somers Tracts (4 vols.; London, 1750), 2d. series, IV, 127-30.

)
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after the Restoration was made a Minister of State and peer of
France. Hertnsheim, the sole property to sutvive war and
confiscation, descended to his only child Marie.

Aldenham and Herrnsheim eventually passed to Acton and
became his main residences. Yet he never played the conven-
tional part of either the English countty squire or the Conti-
nental aristocrat. Nor was the tradition of the political
adventurer or careerist, exhibited in different ways in the lives
of both grandparents, more congenial. His paternal grand-
father had died in 1811, his maternal grandfather in 1833, a
year befote Acton’s birth, so that Acton himself knew neither
personally. If he concerned himself with public affairs, it was
only sporadically, in response to special principles and ideas,
rather than in obedience to party and position. The activities
of his paternal grandparent, in particular, including a period
as head of a reign of terror in Palermo, wese repugnant to him,
and in spite of financial stringency later in life he refused to
accept money due to him from the Italian fortune.

The Catholic controversialist and the historian were pre-
figured in Acton’s family tree, but again not in forms par-
ticularly agreeable to him. Karl Theodor von Dalberg, uncle
of Emeric Josef, had been archbishop-elector of Mainz and
arch-chancellor of the Holy Roman Empire. With the dis-
solution of the Empire, he became an ardent partisan of
Napoleon and was appointed prince ptimate of the Confedera-
tion of the Rhine. Acton could not have felt much affection
for the ancestor who favoured a national Church subordinate
to the State, and whose subservience to Napoleon was so
marked that the latter’s defeat brought a serious and perma-
nent decline in his own position. On his father’s side there
was a less distant and more sympathetic ecclesiast. His uncle,
Charles Edward Januarius Acton, was ptroclaimed a cardinal
in January 1842, when John Acton was just eight years old.
But there is little reason to suppose that before his death in
1847 he had exercised any very important influence on Acton’s
carly life. Certainly Acton did not often find himself in the
good graces of Rome that his uncle habitually enjoyed. The
historian, another bequest of the paternal line, was Edward
Gibbon, who boasted in his memoirs of his relation to ‘that

6
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i al family of Shropshire baronets’.! For his
?)r;f;e;;rirfctlgg was lesZ inclined t%. boast of his relationship
with the historian who brashly described the rise of Christian-
ity as ‘the triumph of barbatism and religion’, and he must
have -counted himself fortunate that he personally had rﬁo
Gibbon blood, the Gibbons having been related only to the
older branch of the family.

Acton’s father died at an early age, leaving 2 young mdﬁv}fl
and the three-year-old son who succeeded him as ?g t1
batonet.? With Lady Acton’s remartiage in 1840, the aml_}i
circle acquited another illustrious name and 2 new ;%:121
tradition in the person of Lord Leveson, latet the zecon_ 1 a
Granville. The Leveson-Gowers had beefl in uemﬁalﬁ Jré
English politics for generations, and Leveson’s father, tde s
Earl Granville, held the coveted position of ambassador in

is from 1824 to 1841. . - N
Paj:lec‘:le Granvil‘ljres were as important in the Whig pﬁhﬂca&
aristocracy as the Actons were in the country sq}nreachy a:crfl
the Dalbergs among the nobility on the Continent. }E the:
beginning of the nineteenth century a social fusion o h:
three aristocratic traditions was taking place, a process ft ah
was particularly marked in Paris, the melting pot Cé a
aristocracies with cosmopolitan pretensions. While the Gran-
villes occupied the Patis embassy, the Dalbergs had a Plg)fcr}]:_
nent place in the circle centring around Talleyrand, a’nD e
Actons maintained a house in the Faubourg St. Honoré. Dur-
ing the Paris ‘season’, it was inevitable that the three f:armhecs1
should find themselves at the same balls, dinner parties an

1 3
SOIII.f)iii Leveson, the eldest son of the Granvilles, had been
educated at Eton and Christ Church, Oxforgl, (b;foi: e(r:lltcr?}g

7 ] itings, ed, Lord Sheffield (“Wozld’s Classics’;
Lolnggr’:o;’;o%,lvg f:ﬁggg lgy.ri\{.%ow, Edward Gibbon (London, 19 fi 7), p-
182, for an incident involving Edward Gibbon and an eatlier _]tﬁhnk cton.

2 An account of the death o§ ’Richard ‘%ct‘?;ll,sa-sg:r?srasx ggilsar'ﬁ yééti?lwn,
is i t d’une soenr (2 " b > 11, :

n lanSé: g]”uljl.lls.egﬁy :_;I‘I’I-Iif:iet, Countess Granville, ed. F. Leveson Gow;r,
(2 vols.; London, 1894), I, 380, for a caustic account of a party given by
the Dalbergs.

7
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upon his political career. He was Under-Secretary for Foreign
Affairs in Lord Melbourne’s Whig Ministry when he became
engaged to Lady Acton, who had been a widow for three
years. Although the match was socially agreeable, the diffet-
ence in religion—Leveson belonged to the Church of England
—raised serious difficulties. At one point the engagement was
actually broken when Lady Acton insisted that the children
of the marriage be Catholic. The differences were reconciled,
however, and Leveson’s sister, Lady Georgiana Fullerton
(later a convert to Catholicism and an industtious author of
didactic novels) declared herself much taken with her brother’s
fiancée, particularly with her extreme seriousness in religious
matters.1

After her marriage, Lady Leveson continued to practise the
piety for which she was noted. Since there were no children of
her second matriage, she was not confronted with the disagree-
able task of raising her sons as Anglicans. She was distracted
neither by her new relations nor by the elegant and splendid
society of Paris, Rome, Naples and London. Lord Leveson’s
younger brother, who spent the Easter vacation of 1841 in
Rome with the recently married couple, recalled, many years
later, his impressions of the ‘leading society’ of the city—°it
was of course reactionary and cletical’—and the rigours of the
Lenten fast which he and his brother alleviated by secretly
repairing to a restaurant.?

Neither then nor later was Acton tempted to engage in
such escapades. He catried into adulthood the devoutness to
which he had been accustomed by his mother in childhood.
His religious sensibility, deriving from this time and atmos-
phere, had not the emotional and romantic daring of some of
the converts, but neither was it simply the product of intellec-
tual demonstration and conviction. It was a sober and setious
acceptance of deeply rooted beliefs which had commanded his
assent since his earliest days, so that whatever his later diffi-
culties with the Church, he never faltered in his religious
duties and practices.

1 Augustus Craven, Life of Lady Georgiana Fullerton, tr. H. J. Coleridge

(London, 1888), p. 106.
2 F. Leveson Gower, Bygone Years (London, 1905), p. 34.

8
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It is not surprising that Acton should have been so little
moved by the fact of his stepfather’s Anglicanism; Leveson
himself was not excessively troubled by religious scruples.
What was important to Leveson—and this he made available
to Acton—was a social and political environment which
defined his character, his cateer and his interests. Upon @he
death of his father, Leveson became the secon_d Egrl Granville
and assumed his position in the Anglican-Whig hierarchy that
ruled England, a hierarchy that prided itself on its enlightened
broad-mindedness and liberality, while it rested secure in its
privilege and powet. Granville’s liberality was no ideological
or sentimental fancy. It came to him, together with the tradi-
tion of political power, as an adjunct of his inherited estate.
What distinguished his Libetalism most sharply from Toryism
was his sponsorship of free trade, and this his biographer
exphined in terms of the special character of the family
property, which was regarded ‘as a source of minin, ztnd
manufacturing wealth rather than of agticultural enterprise’.!

That the Granvilles were Whigs rather than Tories, how-
ever, was less important than the fact that they were aristocrats
and not commoners. On the issue of free trade Granville was
allied with the Radicals, Cobden and Bright, but in all othet
respects there was little in common between the Whig leadets,
descendants of the great families of England, and the new,
belligerently middle-class element in Parliament. Granville,
related to the Gowets, Howards and Cavendishes, could never
be accused of sharing what Acton later contemptuously des-
cribed as Cobden’s ‘essentially boutgeois way of looking at
things’.2

G%anvillc possessed the temperament that went with a long
tradition of parliamentary rule. He was the archetype of the
Victotian Whig diplomat: supple, suave, amiable, loyal to his
party, eminently practical. Acton’s temperament cleatly owed
little to his stepfather. There was a brief period, eatly in his
school days, when he proudly modelled himself on Granville,

1E, Fitzmaurice, Lifs of Gramville George Leveson Gower, Second Earl

Granville (2 vols.; London, 1905), I, 38. )
2 Mountstuart BE. Grant Duff, Nozes from a Diary, 1851-72 (2 vols;

London, 1897), I, 285.
9
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proclaiming his allegiance to Whiggism and to the stock-hero
of the Whigs, Macaulay. But he was soon disabused of the
merits of both the party and the historian. And although later
still Granville and Acton sat together in the Liberal Party, they
were wotlds apart in their political attitudes. When Acton
became an enthusiastic Liberal it was under the more high-
spirited and high-minded—morte docttinaire, at any rate—
tutelage of Gladstone.

I0
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APPRENTICESHIP IN CATHOLICISM

PARIS, OSCOTT, EDINBURGH

of his birth was its cosmopolitanism, He was almost

equally at home in England, Germany, France and
Italy; they wete the scenes of his domestic and social life, the
arenas of intellectual and political combat. A web of Actons,
Dalbergs and Granvilles carried him from his mothet’s
London salon, long remembeted as a meeting place of dis-
tinguished foreignets and Englishmen, to the Acton estate at
Aldenham, the homes of other Actons in Rome and Naples,
the Bavarian estates of the Dalbergs, and vacation residences
in Patis and on the Riviera. By the time he was eight he could
speak English and French fluently, Italian perhaps less well,
and was learning German.

Yet the distinction of Acton was not his cosmopolitanism,
which was only a natural product of his background, or the
cultured ease and linguistic facility that went effortlessly with
that background. Granville, too, like a score of other well-
situated and well-favoured sons, was a cultured cosmopolitan;
he too spoke French perfectly. But while Granville was 2
dilettante in intellectual matters, Acton earned a desetved
reputation for erudition. And even his cosmopolitanism did
not make of Granville mote than a typical English Liberal,
while his stepson’s individuality defied conventional national
and party labels. Acton’s learning and culture, like his ideas,
were neither casually acquired not casually expended. The
languages he assimilated from his multilingual, multinational
family were deliberately refined by years of careful study, and

IX
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were cultivated as scholarly tools rather than as social graces.
It was this seriousness and dedication of purpose that charac-
terized the whole of his life, that made of his library not the
cultured gentleman’s lounge but the crowded workshop of the
professional historian.

In the same way it was Acton’s formal education more than
the accidents of birth that gave to religion the prominence it
had in his life. Around the names of his three main teachers
can be wtitten 2 history of mid-nineteenth-century Catholicism.
Monsignor Dupanloup, his first instructor, was involved in
one of the most interesting experiments in recent Catholic
history, the attempt of the ‘Liberal Catholic’ group in France
to reconcile the Liberal State with the Catholic Church. Cardi-
nal Wiseman, President of Oscott College during Acton’s
student days, spearheaded the opposition movement of Ultra-
montanism, which exalted the authority of the Church over
the secular State and of the Pope ovet the Church. Acton’s last
teacher and the great inspiration of his early life was Professor
Dollinger, who attacked Ultramontanism in the name of an
autonomous science, philosophy and history. In France, Eng-
land and Germany, Acton had the good fortune to be at the
source of the most dramatic movements in nineteenth-century
Catholic thought.

Not only did his instructots occupy strategic positions in
the history of the time, but they also played crucial patts in
Acton’s later life. Thus Dupanloup made his appearance fitst
as a Liberal Catholic from whom Acton sought moral support
and sympathy, then as a renegade Liberal meriting only con-
tempt, and finally, in death, as the unwitting cause of the un-
happiest episode in Acton’s life, his alienation from Déllinger.

Félix Dupanloup had long been a friend and confessor to
both the Actons and Dalbergs. Acton recalled, later in life,
that it was he who had assisted at the death of Acton’s father
in 1837, and that his mother was in the habit of visiting Patis
for the dual putpose of attending her dressmaker and going to
confession to the Abbé.! After a spectacular rise in the Church,

1 Add. MSS., 4975. Dupanloup has also been identified as Lady Acton’s
confessor at the difficult time of her second martiage (Craven, Lady Ful-
lerson, p. 105).
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in the course of which he was charged with the religious edu-
cation of the princes of the royal house and repeived acclaim
for the death-bed reconciliation of Talleyrand with the Cht_zrch,
Dupanloup was made supervisot of the preparatory seminary
of Saint Nicolas du Chardonnet. By one of his innovations,
the admission of youths who did not intend to take ordets,
Acton entered the school in 1842, attending a branch of it
which had been moved to Gentilly on the outskirts of Paris.?

Acton remained at Saint Nicolas only one yeat, so that
it is likely that this first experiment in education was more
interesting retrospectively than at the time. He must have
been intrigued, later in life, by the thought that Etnest Renan,
perhaps the greatest heretic of the century, had left the school
shortly before his own arrival. And he might have compared
notes with Renan on the almost eccentric humanism of Dupan-
loup, which resulted in the transformation of the evening
‘spititual reading’, generally interpreted as a reading of famous
religious ptose, into a discussion of some literary and social
problem, such as romanticism. Or he might have contrasted
their experiences of disillusionment—Renan’s when Dupan-
loup failed the test of science, Acton’s when he failed the test
of Liberalism.

In 1843 Acton was removed from Saint Nicolas and the
temptations of 2 ‘pagan’ literature—as some orthodox theo-
Jogians desctibed its humanistic studies—to attend the more
conventional English Catholic school of Oscott, not far from
Oxford. Since he was expected to go on to Cambridge, it was
considered desirable that his eatly schooling be acquired in
England, and family precedent pointed to Oscott?,

1In Acton: the Formative Years (London, 1946), Monsignor Mathew
held it to be improbable that Acton had ever studied with Dupanloup at
Saint Nicolas: ‘If Acton was ever taught by Dupanloup, he does not seem
to have referred to it’ (p. 54). Add. MSS,, 4975, contains some information
on the relationship between Dupanloup and Acton’s family and the ex-
plicit statement, in Acton’s own hand, ‘In 1842 I was at school under
Dupanloup at Gentilly.” Again in Add. MSS., 4905, he noted:. ‘T had no
religious ideas of my own. Educated under Dupanloup and Wiseman.”

2 For mention of another Acton at Oscott, see M. F. Roskell, Memoirs
of Francis Kerril Amberst (London, 1903), p- 87.
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The Right Reverend Nicholas Wiseman, who was later, as
Cardinal and Archbishop of Westminster, to assume the part of
Acton’s main antagonist, had been appointed president of
Oscott three years before Acton’s arrival. Only thirty-eight
yeats of age, he had already served as Rector of the English
College in Rome for twelve years, and he had enthusiastic
plans for his work in England. He fervently believed that the
conversion of the English to the Roman Church was at hand,
and that it needed only a bold and aggressive Catholic priest-
hood to hasten the event. And since it appeared that the con-
version of England would start in Oxford, only a short
distance from Oscott, he was strategically located for his
purpose.

The ‘Oxford Movement’, as the High Church, Anglo-Catho-
lic tendency in Oxford became known, had started with the
publication of the famous “Tracts of the Times’ in 1833, and
had developed a theological armour and a devoted following
that exceeded the happiest expectations of its friends and the
worst fears of its enemies. To Wiseman, the Oxford Move-
ment was cause for unconcealed satisfaction and unlimited
hopes. When the district clergy and old Catholic families pro-
tested that it was not the neighbouring Oxford eccentrics
but the education of the boys at the school that should pre-

occupy the president, Wiseman grandly replied: ‘Among the
providential agencies that seemed justly timed, and even neces-
sary for it [the conversion of England], appeared to me the
erection of this noble college, in the very heart of England.
Often in my datkest days and hours, feeling as if alone in my
hopes, have I walked in front of it, and casting my eyes towards
it, exclaimed to myself, “No, it was not to educate a few boys
that this was erected, but to be the rallying point of the yet
silent but vast movement towards the Catholic Church, which
has commenced and must prospet.” I felt as assured of this as
if the word of prophecy had spoken it.” *

There was something prophetic, or at least remarkably per-
ceptive, in Wiseman’s vision. Oscott, although perhaps not
quite the providential agency for the conversion of England,

1 Wilfrid Ward, The Life and Times of Cardinal Wiseman (2 vols.; Lon-
don, 1897), I, 348.
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was instrumental in fashioning the great ‘Catholic Revival’ of
the century. It was from Qscott tha'_c emissaties were sent out
to Oxfotd to establish amicable relations. And it was to Oscott
that the Oxford converts came; several gave up coveted fel:
Jowships at the univesity to become teachers at the boys
school. The greatest coup of all was John Henry Newman,
who was received into the Church at Oscott in Octobet, 1845,
and took up residence, with other convetts, at the old college
buildings, renamed Maryvale. To Acton and the boys, the
atrival of the converts signified the end of a tug-of-war be-
rween Oxford and Rome from which Wiseman, knight-errant
in the service of the Pope and the true religion, had emerged
victorious. They wete in no position to appteciate the spiritual
and intellectual travail experienceq by Newman _and the othets
before submitting to the ministrations of the priests who con-
fidently awaited them. Acton later recalled the ingenuous pride
of Wiseman as it was communicated to the boys: ‘We were
conscious that he was a conspicuous, even a celebrated man,
and that he had the best of the Oxford controversy. The con-
verts used to appeat amongst us, and he seemed to exhibit
ir scalps.’? _
thfi%:Ve ha% a feeling’, Acton wrote, recalling the excitement of
those years, ‘that Oscott, next to Pekin, was a centre of the
wotld.’2 It was, in fact, the centre of the British Cathghc Wprld
during Acton’s residence there. Before Wiseman’s arrival,
Catholicism in England had been a mod_est, retiring sect,
aspiring to nothing so much as inoffensiveness. Wiseman
changed all that. “We ate like the Jews returned to Jerusalem,
or like the first family after the Flood—we have to reconstruct
everything,” he announced.® At Oscott he found the materials
for reconstruction. George Spencer, one of the instructors,
was a passionate believer in the convetsion of England, 2
subject upon which he expatiated to his pupils at every oppoz-
tunity,* and which he introduced to the Catholic public in the
form of an ‘association of prayer’ for conversion. Even more
1 ibi 2 jbid., p. 349.
311}")érd<;y Fitzgerald, Fifty Years of ngbaslj'{? Life and Progress (2 vols.;
London, 1901),1, 57.
4 Urban Young, Life of Father Ignatius Spencer (London, 1933), p- 104

5]



LORD ACTON

useful for Wiseman’s putpose was Augustus Welby Pugin, the
famous church architect and professor of ecclesiastical art and
antiquities at Oscott. Pugin was fanatically devoted to the
flamboyant and Gothic in architecture, the Gregorian in
music, and the high Roman and papist position in Church and
State. When he completed the splendid St. George’s Church in
London in 1848, the dedication ceremony was the most elabor-
ate Catholic event since the Reformation; Wiseman preached
the sermon and Acton, then fourteen years old, had the honour
of acting as thurifer. English Catholicism was no longer an
alien Church discreetly assimilating the external fashions of the
national Church. Proudly and brazenly it flaunted its peculiar-
ities and advettised itself as the universal Church. It would
never forget, not would it permit its enemies to forget, the
abject and anguished confessions of inferiority with which some
of the most esteemed Anglicans had made their submissions.
As an introduction to contemporary Catholicism—its per-
sonalities, aspirations and triumphs—Oscott was petfect. As
an education in ideas, however, it was less satisfactory. Retro-
spectively, Acton accounted for this by the heterogeneity of
the teaching staff, The staff then consisted of the Oxford con-
verts (Betnatd Smith, John Brande Mortris and Sit Peter le
Page Renouf), several eatlier Cambridge convetts (including
Spencer and Henry Logan, the vice-president), George Et-
rington, whom Wiseman had brought with him from Rome,
local midland clergy, and some Irish Catholics of whom Acton
remembered particulatly Thomas Craven Flanagan, author of
a manual of British and Irish history (who probably inspired
Acton to undertake his first historical project, a ‘compendium
of the chief facts in history’, as he described it at the time).!
Too preoccupied with more grandiose affairs, Wiseman did
not suffer his talents to be absorbed by the school, and it was
Acton’s imptession that he failed to amalgamate the diverse
elements or even inspite them in any one direction. The boys
used to catch glimpses of him with distinguished visitors—
English nobility, French royalty, famous statesmen and eccle-
siasts, philosophers and theologians. At one time he invited to
1 Acton to his mother [1846], Sekections from the Correspondence of the
First Lord Acton, ed. J. N. Figgis and R. V. Laurence (London, 1917), p. 1.
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ol Vincenzo Gioberti, the spokesman for the p_rincip%e
g;et;ihgeparation of Church and Statc? at anothqr,‘Globerg s
main philosophical antagonist, Antonio Rosmini. “The point
is’, Acton explained, ‘that he [Wiseman] was an aﬂ-rounfl

erson, and we did not clearly see his drift.’t For Acton this
was an admission of Wiseman’s failure. An _edu_cauon, he be-
Jieved should provide principles of discrimination and judg-
ment, leading ideas by which history and philosophy were made
meaningful. Wiseman was obviously indifferent to such ideas.
This was Acton’s quatrel with Wiseman, first as president
of Oscott and later as Archbishop of Westminstet. Even Wise-
man’s commitment to Ultramontanism was not so much to
the idea as to the interest it represented, the interest of the
Pope; all other ideas—scientific, philosophical and political—
were subjected to the test of that interest. To the mature Acton
this was the great intellectual betrayal.

In 1848 Acton left Oscott for two years of private tuition at
Edinburgh under Logan, formesly the vice-president of Os-
cott. Little is known of this cducation_al ventute, except that
it was hoped he would leatn Greek. Dissatisfied with his pro-
gtess, he left Edinburgh, he later told a friend, knowing no
mote than oo wotds of that language.? '

Probably the real putpose of the Edinburgh interlude was
to mark time until he could be admitted to the univessity.
Both his father and his uncle, the Cardinal, had §tud1ed at
Magdalene College, Cambridge. The degree at that time—they
had entered in 1822—was denied to Catholics, but the ad-
ministration of the college was tolerant and chapel attendance
was not required. Of the Cardinal’s Cambridge education
Wiseman once observed that it was a strange preparation for
the Roman purple. Almost as strange a preparation for the

sition of Regius Professor was the rejection by three col-
eges, Magdalene included, of Acton’s application for admis-

1 Wilfrid Ward, Wiseman, 1, 353. See a letter of Acton to Richard
Simpson, for another, harsher comment on Oscott (Francis A. Gasquet,

g Acton and bis Circle [London, 1906), p. 157)-
ed” lvliz)fntstu?rtaE. é:ant Dl[xﬁ, Out of the Past (2 vols;; London, 1903),

II, 190.
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sion, although by that time Catholic disabilities had been
removed. In his inaugural lecture forty-five yeats later, Acton
could not resist remarking upon the itony of the situation.
It is tempting to speculate what might have happened to
Acton had the university been more disposed to accept
Catholics.! Cambridge was not an atmosphere in which ab-
solutes were likely to thrive, and it was in the form of abso-

lutes—moral, historical and political—that Acton’s spirit was
fashioned.

MUNICH

By June 1850, Acton was settled in Munich at the home of
Professor Johann Ignaz von Dollinger, the distinguished
ptiest, theologian and Church historian.? He was not regis-
tered at the university, possibly because his German was not
adequate; instead he planned to receive private instruction
from Déllinger, supplemented by occasional courses of lec-

11n a letter to Gladstone, several months after the inaugural lecture,
Acton suggested that ‘Papal Aggression’ might have had something to do
with his rejection (28 January 1896, Correspondence, p. 157). In this, Acton
was wrong. ‘Papal Aggression’, as the restoration of the Catholic hiez-
archy in England was popularly called, was announced by Wiseman, in
the pastoral letter that so offended the English, on 7 October 1850, Acton’s
applications had been submitted late in 1849 or early in 1850, and the
college authorities must have made their decision well before June, when
Acton atrived in Munich,

2 The date of Acton’s arrival in Munich is almost always given as 1848,
The editors of his correspondence, Figgis and Laurence, were probably
originally responsible for the etrot. In one of his first letters from Munich
to his family, Acton mentioned Déllinger’s attendance at the sessions of
the Assembly, and assuming that the reference was to the Frankfort
Assembly to which he had been a delegate, the editors dated the letter
as 1848 (Correspondence, p. 6). The Dictionary of National Biography and
almost all subsequent biographers perpetuated the error. Acton’s petsonal
notes (Add. MSS., 4905) and the biography of Do¢llinger by Johann
Friedrich (Ignaz, von Déllinger [3 vols.; Munich, 1901], III, 71) establish the
fact of Acton’s arrival at Munich in the summer of 1850, when Déllinger
was occupied with the Bavarian Assembly of which he was a member.
Professor Herbert Butterfield made this point in his review of David
Mathew’s biography of Acton (English Historical Review [LXTI] 1946, 414).
Because Mathew took the conventional date of 1848 as the beginning of
the Munich period, he was hard pressed to explain the applications to
Cambridge in 1849 or 1850.
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es at the university. Several circumstances combined to
turk Munich the obvious choice after Cambridge. Apatt from
rﬁa fict that it was the most famous centre of Catholic learning
;t ihe time, it was also the home of the Arco-Valleys, vgho \xlrliri
Jated to Acton by way of the Dalbergs and whose a.ugd ef
fbfcton was later to marry. Count Arco-Valley,, an olgl fxi-\1;n 'Oh
Déllinget, made the arrangements for Acton S'Sta}i in ) umcd
and was host to the boy during week-ends in the city an
i Tegernsee. ] -l
Vac’]?‘llil: rrﬁo:: decfi;sive fact of Acton’s life was his apprenticeship
under Déllinger. It was to take him al,most thirty }frearsthtc;
assert his independence of ‘the Prpfessor s g.nd everil after as
he was persistently regarded by his professional co t:}algufgs 9i-
more than half German and intellectually, at least, de tﬁtcs
mile of Dollinger. The resemblance, howevet, stopped thete,
for no one would have ventured to compare them mlap}?eaé—
ance, temperament ot background. Acton was extrelme fy tar; ;
some, both as youth and adult, with delicate, reglu ;rN eature
and 2 well-propottioned body. Déllinger resemb :inl e:vman
physically, with a bony, wrinkled face ar’ld ung1 y s 2nce.
‘His personal appearance’, one of Acton’s first cz_’cterls1 ?r_n
Munich read, ‘is certainly not prepossessing. His forehead is
not patticulatly large, and a somewhat malevol,elnt grm seerfps
constantly to reside about his wide, low mouth’* T e_solrilf o at:
univetsity professor, he led tht? austere, almost ascetlcd ?ii o_
the religious bourgeois, and since he had the reserved, C :1
passionate manner that often went with long years ox h1stor111c f
study (he was fifty-one when Acton fitst met him), he fzpe e
many by his appatent coldness. Bernhard von Meyer, ci’gqn ?
German tutor, who had reason to <_11s11kc3 Déllinget on pol 1t1§a ;
and intellectual grounds, complained: ‘Dry in his Wio ethe-
meanout, cutting in his expressions, his whole person brea he:
an air of icy indifference.’ Yet it was just this dlspassmné at
captivated Acton. To the sixteen-yeat-old boy accustqgliien to
the more casual ways of Oscott and Edinburgh, Dczl 1 geir
must have appeared the personification of the dedicated intel-
lect. His abstemious petsonal habits and his enormous capacity

1 Acton to Granville [1850), Correspondence, p. 7.
2 Priedrich, 111, 73.
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for work earned Acton’s

respect, and
he co]lttalctcd books endeared him to his admiring stud,
]Pjrb(;:lp’ }TA succuml?ed to the same insatiableg =R
libr ;}; . hecrtr?; ;ig;%l}étlzdigf treported, ‘Is as dusty and as valu-
long before he s arging aste could desire’,! and it was not

hi : )
book allowance, s mother to grant him a special

of TA?:t?xllar ;t et}fxtent’ the histoty of D ollinger was the histo
judices and ¢ pupil enteted upon the master’s ideas rry

i disciererzl Past experiences with all the sympath > Pfe-
YDC’)Hi%ger Wgse'notwtl::n Acton arrived in Munich inyl ;;J so‘:1
faculty. Like them,yh S€t apart from the test of the Munich

: ‘then € enjoyed .
being 2 conscientiogs schczla}; the comfortable sensation of

> 2 loyal subject of the king, and

1847, when the notorious I o] .
. ! a Montez was i
mistress of the king, the Catholics, D(')'llinagserm iﬁéalltllecic? i 1:23

1 Acton to Granvill
. * For the history of le)é[silﬁ;;]ércorrewo”dmm’ P. 8.
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withdrawn their support from the king. And during the
revolution of 1848, Déllinger had served as delegate to the
Frankfort Parliament, although unerringly he had taken his
seat with the extreme Right. The only hints of Liberalism in his
conduct wete his approval of a resolution banning the Jesuit
Otder from Getmany (a resolution which found favour among
the most orthodox of Catholics), and a speech recommending
a national Church with a national council and diocesan and
provincial synods. In all essential respects, however, Déllinger
kept faith with Conservatism and Ultramontanism, and by
1850, when Acton artived in Munich, the brief flirtation with
revolution was long forgotten. :
Compared with the stagnant condition of Catholic theology
and history elsewhere (the Catholic faculty at Tiibingen was
the only one to compete with it, but in theology alone),
Munich seemed to be seething with intellectual excitement—
ot so the impressionable Acton saw it. It had, in fact, recently
inaugurated what appeared to be a renaissance of German
Catholicism, Earlier in the century, Protestant scholarship had
leaped far ahead, with Niebuhr and Ranke in history, Baur
and Strauss in Biblical criticism, and Schelling and Schleier-
macher in the philosophy of religion. When the Catholics of
Munich and Tiibingen undertook to provide their own
answets to such problems as the historical criticism of the Old
and New Testament, the relation of philosophy to religion
and religion to mythology, and the character of religious dog-
mas and institutions, there developed among them, as Acton
later realized, a sense of party loyalty and partisan purpose.
‘At Munich’, he noted, ‘there was a party with tactics, de-
clamation, rhetoric, questions of expediency, questions of
policy, with impartial truth in the background.”* There is
no suggestion of deliberate dishonesty or insincerity. The
group quite sensibly worked in unison and husbanded its
resources: ‘Divine, jurist, historian, politician, poet, working
together for an acknowledged end, all of them seriously con-
vinced, [their] aims practical, with their religion in their lives
and in their thoughts.”® While in France at this time Catholics
were quatrelling about novel political solutions to the problem

1 Add. MSS,, 4905, 2 Add. MSS,, 4913.
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of State and Chutch, and in England they were lost in visions
of an enormously aggrandized ecclesiastical structure, in Ger-
many their most eminent men were consecrated to the task of
making Catholicism intellectually and theologically respect-
able. The Munich citcle accomplished its mission so well that
it assumed the intellectual leadership of wotld Catholicism.
It was to Dollinger, the most distinguished scholar in
Munich, that Acton looked for a tevelation of the truths of
philosophy, religion and history. The professor was 2 ‘book of
reference’ on every question put to him, the boy wrote to his
parents.2 Outside of the physical sciences there seemed to be
no limit to his intellectual capacity; he was almost as much at
home in the Greek and Roman classics and English and Ger-
man literature, as in theology, philosophy and history. The
studies in which he directed Acton exhibited the same range.
He set him to read Tacitus and Plutarch, supervised him in
modern history, gave him exetcises in English literature and
composition, and assigned to him an instructor in German,
During his first few weeks in Munich, Acton told a friend
many years latet,? he read through the whole of the Biographie
Universelle—some fifty-five volumes not including the supple-
ments. (This last, however, may not have been upon D&l-
linger’s instigation; it sounds more like an enterprising young
man’s idea of a suitable introduction to modern culture.)
Somewhat later, Dollinger embatked him upon an intensive
course of medieval studies.* This curriculum so delighted
Acton that when after fout years Granville proposed that he
return to England to continue his education there, he pleaded

1 The Memoirs of the Count de Fallows: contains an enthusiastic account
of a visit to Munich in 1838, but errs in referring to Acton’s residence in
Dollinger’s home at that early date (ed. C. B. Pitman [2 vols.; London,
1888], I, 162).

2 [1850], Correspondence, p. 7.

3 Grant Duff, Ox? of the Past, 11, 190.

4 Justus Hashagen on ‘Leo’, Encyclopaedia Britannica (11th ed.), attri-
buted to Acton the English translation of Leo’s Rectitudines singularum
personarum, which appeared in 1852. Aside from the fact that the trans-
lator’s preface carries the initials B. W. (probably B. William), it is un-
likely that Acton, however precocious a youth, should have completed

this work at the age of eighteen. Heinrich Leo was, however, one of the
historians Acton studied carefully under Déllinger.
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with him, in a long, impassioned letter, to be‘ p'ermittec} to
cemain in Munich. He was not §tudy1ng as a ‘dilettante’ ot
diterary epicure’, he severely reminded his stepfather, and ';he
scholazship of Munich could be reproduced nowhere else.

Only many years later did Acton discover that Munich and
Déllinger were far from perfect, that the Munich circle, al-
though “vigorous, able and leatned’, was ‘not rerna{:kal,)le for
originality, ot freshness, or warmth, ot play of ‘rnmd; they
were too busy ‘defending a settled cause’ to start ‘a voyage of
discovery’.? Even Dollinget, Acton was shocked to realize,
had, by 1850, not yet emancipated himself from the Romantic
school, “where history was honeycombed with imagination
and conjecture’,® and he recommended to his pupil works,
such as Creuzer’s Mythology, that wete not entirely respectable
in the best academic society even then. Dollinger, like his col-
Jeagues, tended to be too much interested in ‘the exposure of
Protestant perversions of history to cultivate a completely
disinterested, objective history. o

Vet whatever his deficiencies as an historian and however
extravagant the young Acton’s estimate of him, Dollinger
had a genuine respect for history, and this histotical-minded-
ness, more than anything else, distinguished him from the
majortity of the Munich faculty and gave promise of his future
deviation. It was from Dollinger that Acton received the
theoty of development, the idea that Christianity was essen-
tially a history rather than a doctrinal system ot philosophy,
that its dogmas were not fixed for all time but underwent
change and development.® The test of dogmas, in this view,
was not the logical consistency of a system, but historical
evidence and fact. In this philosophy of history and theoty of

16 May 1854, Correspondence, p. 24. 2 Add. MSS.,, 4913.

g ‘Délli};geg’: Histor{)cal Work’, History of Freedom, ed. J. N. Figgis and
R. V. Laurence (London, 1907), p. 405-

& Acton as quoted in Friedrich, III, 72. )

5 The theory of development is mote populatly known in the form
given it by Newman in his Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine of
1845 (recently reissued, ed. Charles F. Harrold [New York, 1949]). New-
man was unfamiliar with German theology, with the work of Drey,
Mbhler or Dbllinger, and it appears that he arrived at the theory inde-
pendently.
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development were concealed revolutionary implications which
would eventually carty Déllinget, and Acton, far beyond the
sanguine orthodoxy of the first half of the century, for if
history could be the instrument of apologetics, a more
sophisticated history might be made the instrument of critic-
ism. It was no accident that the historians in Munich eventu-
ally found themselves among the religious Libetals, while the
canonists remained staunch Ultramontanes.

The critical years for both Déllinger and Acton wete the
1850’s. Acton had come to Munich prepared to sit at the feet of
the great master and receive from him the eternal truths of
history, God and man. Instead, master and pupil were sub-
jected to a series of experiences that set them off on a new and
difficult path of controversy. Acton in his teens and early
twenties and Dollinger in his fifties served their novitiate in
teligious liberalism together.

Yet if it is false to suppose that Acton mechanically followed
in the steps of his revered professor, it is certainly more
ludicrous to think, as some did, that the professor was aping
the prejudices of his young student. The emergence of Dél-
linger’s Liberalism came as a great blow to the Ultramontanes
who had worked with him so harmoniously in the *thirties and
“forties, and they cast their nets wide in the hope of dredging
up a satisfactory explanation of the change that had appeared
in him, one that would reflect not upon their own inadequacy
but upon Déllinger’s. The theories ranged from the vulgar to
the ridiculous. Later Rome was regaled with stories of Dél-
linger’s frustrated ambitions, and it was said that only his
failure to rise in the ecclesiastical hierarchy could account for
his waywardness in tejecting papal infallibility.? Less malicious,
and contradicting this explanation, was that which held that
Déllinger was professor first and priest only secondarily, that
he lacked genuine religious sentiments and was led astray by
false facts and insidious philosophies.2 Joseph Jorg, once

L ‘Déllinger’, Catholic Encyclopedia, V, 97.

2 According to Georges Goyau (L’ Allemagne Religiense: le Catholicisme
[4 vols.; Paris, 1905-9]), Déllinger refused the archbishopric of Salzburg
because it would have interfered with his scholarly work. :
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Déllinger’s secretary and a leading Ultramontane, circulated a
special version of this theory. Dollinger’s real interests and
abilities, he maintained, were not in politics—ecclesiastical ot
State—but in his ‘academic studies, so that he was at the
mercy of others for his political convictions. One of those
who imposed his will upon Déllinger, Jorg found, was Acton.

Since 1850, Jorg later wrote, the young Lord Acton was his
lodger; a tichly gifted young man, earnest beyond his years . . .
he had been sent to Munich for further education. He had
until then lived in the Russell-Gladstone circle and he brought
with him a strange antipathy toward Cardinal Wiseman, the
inttoduction of the Catholic hierarchy in England, and parti-
culatly toward the Jesuits. Between him and Déllinger thete
developed a father-son relationship; but one presently noticed
that the influence of the young lord was predominant.

Acton had accompanied Déllinger to the Catholic Assembly
at Linz in 1850, Joérg casually remarked, as if to account for
Déllinger’s speech in suppott of a national Church at that
assembly. What Jérg did not see fit to mention was that
Déllinger had developed this theme at least as eatly as 1847
and that it had occupied a prominent place in his speeches of
1848. Bernhard von Meyer, who shared Jorg’s Ultramontane
views but who far surpassed him in vindictiveness, also insinu-
ated that the ‘young Lord’ exercised an immoderate influence
upon Déllinger. But it was upon Meyer rather than Dollinger
that Acton’s social position seems to have made much the
greater impression. _

Acton’s own testimony is more reliable and reasonable.
Dollinger was not converted by him; he Was.c.onvcrtcd_ by
Déllinger, by the events of the *fifties and the spirit of Munich.
He had arrived there, he later noted, ‘a raw English schoolboy,
primed to the brim with Whig politics.’ ‘It was not Whiggism
only,” he recalled, ‘but Macaulay in part1cula.1r that I was sO
full of’;2 and it was Dollinger who putged him of his Whig-
Macaulayite sympathies. The professor succeeded so well in
this that Granville belatedly attempted to recall his stepson
from Munich in order to remove him from the contaminating

L Jorg, “Dollinger’, Historisch—Politische Blitter, CV (1890), 246.

8 Add. MSS., 4905 and 4907.
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influence of German philosophy and politics. But the damage
had alteady been done, and he could not be persuaded to leave.
Between Acton and Granville there remained a chasm that was
never closed, and was only bridged much later when Dol
linger’s influence began to wane. Far from Déllinger’s being
won ovet to Whiggism, it was Acton who was converted to
Déllinget’s brand of Catholicism.

The responsibility for Déllinget’s ‘apostasy’, as the Ultra-
montanes would have it, must be borne by the Ultramontanes
themselves. The first event that made Déllinger waver in his
devotion to Rome was the proclamation in 1854 of the dogma
of the Immaculate Conception of Mary. The dogma was ob-
jectionable to him on two grounds: because historically it had
never enjoyed the status of a divinely revealed truth, as is wit-
nessed by the fact that many respectable Christians, including
Thomas Aquinas, had demurred to it; and because it had been
decteed only on the authority of Pius and without the con-
firmation of an ecumenical council, which was a premature
exercise of a right not conferred upon the Pope until 1870 and
resisted by Déllinger at that time. There is no doubt that
Acton, then twenty years old, was well versed in the polemics
occasioned by the dogma and had allied himself on the side of
Déllinget. When the dogma had first been proposed, the
theology faculty of Munich, with Déllinger as its main spokes-
man, formally went on record against it, and while Acton was
not admitted to the councils of war, he did act as 2 kind of
coutier for Déllinger, catrying his message abroad and re-
porting back on the state of Catholic opinion. After the
promulgation of the decree, Déllinger submitted, silencing his
conscience, he later self-reproachfully confessed to Acton,
with the excuse that he had done all he could to obstruct it
before its promulgation,! a plea that was often on the lips of
those who later submitted to the dogma of Infallibility. In the
1870’s both Déllinger and Acton wete to look back upon the
dectee of Immaculate Conception as a long stride on the down-
watd path to Infallibility.

While the papacy was engaged in making of Catholicism

1 Excerpt of letter from Déllinger to Acton, 29 December 1872, Add,
MSS., 4911.
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4 mote exclusive, dogmatic religion, some German theolo-

ians were attempting to bring it into the mainstream of
© odern culture and philosophy. In 1835 the work of one of
¢hese theologians, Georg Hermes, had been gondcmned for
leaning too heavily on the Kantian forrpulauons of ,natural
ceason and rationalistic teligion, and during the 1850 s there
was 2 tash of similar treatises dedicated to thp recon_c1hat1or_1 of
philosophy, science and religion. During his stay in Munich,
Acton witnessed the great controversies provoked by Anton
von Giinther and Jakob Frohschammer, the former asserting a
Jualism of science and religion with science competent to

ostulate and establish its own truths, the latter insisting upon
the sovereignty of science over religion. Although Dollinger
had subscribed to the condemnation of Hermes in the 1830’s,
he now came to the defence of Gunther and Frohschammer.
If Rome condemned them, he warned, it condemnc_d Catholics
to intellectual sterility. But the warning was in vain.

By the middle of the 1850’s, the Munich group was divided
into two distinct factions, with charges of heresy freely
bandied about. It had become painfully clear to Doéllinger and
Acton that an independent philosophy and an independent
science were held to be incompatible with the scholastic
theology favoured by Rome. They wete soon to discover that
history and historical science were also regarded with sus-
picion. A journey to Rome in the spring of 1857, when Acton
was twenty-three and more of a companion than a pupil, served

them both as a simultaneous initiation into the finer ppints
of the science of history and the art of Roman censorship.

According to Acton, Déllinger used to commemorate his
first and only visit to Rome as an ‘epoch of emancipation’.!
Actually it was only a move in the long process of emancipa-
tion. The interesting thing is that it was taken without pre-
meditation. He and Acton did not go to Rome (as might have
been expected with the Glinther and Frohschammer episodes
rankling in their minds), to ptove 2 thesis or confirm their
prejudices. They went to investigate the manuscripts 1n the
Vatican library on the subject of medieval heresies. Although

1 Add. MSS., 4905; History of Freedom, p. 410.
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Acton was refused access to the manuscripts and had to rel
on Déllinger’s account of them, the materials proved to be
even better than they had expected, and Déllinger devoted
almost all of his time to study. Nevertheless the atmosphere
of the city, the mere physical presence of monuments and
scenes recalling nobler times, the oppressive climate of poli-
tical and moral lassitude, worked its way into his spirit, and
Dollinger came away, Acton recalled, ‘despondent, without
confidence and without tespect’. Acton hastened to add, in
order not to overstate the case, that he was also ‘without
horror or indignation’,! that the overwhelming impression
was one of incapacity and inefficiency rather than of immoral-
ity. ‘He did not come away charged with visions of scandal in
the spititual order, of suffering in the temporal, ot of tyranny in
either. He was never in contact with the sinister side of things.’2
Déllinger, and Acton too, may have been spared the more
‘sinistet” aspect of Rome, but they were introduced to many
dispiriting features of it. Dollinger had two memorable ex-
periences. One was his meeting with the secretary of the
Inquisition, Modena, who casually confessed his ignorance of
German and then explained that a German book could be
placed on the Index if the denouncer translated a single ob-
jectionable passage from it. When Déllinger protested that the
denouncer’s translation, perhaps unfaithful and in any case
totn out of context, might easily misrepresent a subtle philo-
sophical treatise, Modena blandly replied, ‘It is outr rule.’8
The second was his audience with the Pope with its elaborate
ceremonial, the women prostrating themselves before the
Pope and the impatient haughtiness of the Pope assuring his
visitors that ‘only when the wotld had learned to bow before
the Apostolic Chair would the welfare of mankind be assured’.4
Acton, too, was received by the Pope and carried away an
impression not much mote agreeable than that of Déollinger.
The one gratifying memory he retained from the audience was

1 Add. MSS., 4903 and 4905. 2 History of Freedom, p. 411.

% Friedrich, ITI, 181; Louise von Kobell, Conversations of Dr. Dillinger
(London, 1892), pp. 122-3.

¢ Kobell, p. 138; Alfred Plummer, ‘Recollections of Dr. Dsllinget’.
Eoxcpositor (4th ser.), I (1890), 222, n. 1.
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nce to his mother’s piety. It is appatent, from a journal
i;;fe{); him at the time,! lzhat?r the Pope preferred to regard
him as a young seigneur, the grandson of the Minister of
Naples and scion of the house of Acton and l?albc?rg, rathet
than as the gifted protégé of one of the great historians of the
Church. With the protégé sharing the suspicion directed
against his master, it was natural that he would also share
Dollinger’s contempt for the Vatican. His journal echoed
Dollinger’s complaint that the officials of the Roman court
were appallingly ignorant of the state of learning abroad, were
hostile to German theology and philosophy, and were unable
to appreciate the work of the best converts, including New-
man. From his own expetience, Acton concluded that the
Roman hierarchy deliberately frustrated the work of foreign
scholars. Not was the Pope immune from his strictures. Pius
IX, he noted, was the intellectual inferior of his predec?ssor,
with no knowledge whatever of theologicah matters. ‘Now
nobody feels that the Pope will think less of him because he
knows nothing at all.’2 .

The visit to Rome did more than document the case against
the Vatican. A few years eatlier, Ranke’s lectures, delivered
in Munich, had inspired them with a new tespect for manus-
cript materials and the scientific spirit of modetn history. Rome
was the first occasion when Déllinger (and, vicariously, Acton)
could apply at length the modern historical techniques and
become adept in the use of the tools of research that would
convert history into a formidable weapon of criticism. It is
from this visit, followed by those to the libraries of Vienna
and Venice in 1863 and 1864, that Acton dated the revolution
in Dollinger’s conception of history.

The Déllinger of the eatly *fifties, Acton found many years
later, had pinned his faith on the imminence of 2 new ‘convet-
sion of Rome’, a conversion to a puret, mote humane and en-
lightened religion. By 1857 that faith was beginning to wear
thin, and it barely survived the trip to Rome. Dolhnge;i
emancipation from ‘conventional history’, as Acton put it,
went side by side with his emancipation from conv‘;n.tlona’l,
which meant Ultramontane, Catholicism. And Dollinger’s

1 Add. MSS., 5751. 2 jbid. 8 History of Freedom, p. 422.
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emancipation was Acton’s. For the professor this was a petiod
of disillusionment, in which the wotk and ideas of half a life-
time were rendeted precarious and obsolete. For the student
it was the beginning of a long career of protest and criticism.

The ttip to Rome was only one of a series of journeys upon
which Acton accompanied Déllinger. Once a year from 1850
to 1858 (with the possible exception of 1856), they set off on
a tour of Switzetland, Italy, Austria or England, carefully
planning their itinerary so that they might stop off to see old
friends or meet new ones, attend a congtess of Catholic theo-
logians, ot explore the contents of libraries and bookstores.!
Déllinger introduced his protégé to the intellectual dize of
the Continent, philosophers, theologians, historians and
statesmen, thus contributing to Acton’s later reputation as the
man who knew everyone worth knowing. It was at this time
too that Acton laid the foundation for his magnificent library;
Dellinger advised him in his purchases of rare books, and
upon the death of Professor Ernst von Lasaulx he acquired
Lasaulx’s fine library.

On a trip to England in 1851, they met Gladstone, Manning,
Pusey and some of his Oxford associates (Mozley, Pollen,
Chutch), Wiseman and Newman. Most interesting was the
meeting with Newman. Acton had only fleeting recollections
of him as he had appeared at Oscott, and this was his first real
introduction to one of his most remarkable contemporaties.?
He was prepared to tespect Newman because Déllinger res-
pected him, but he was disconcerted by the temperamental and
philosophical difference that became apparent as soon as New-
man and Déllinger met. They were, as Newman later ex-

1 Add. MSS., 5645, contains the itinerary of the trips made from 1850
through 1854. This is supplemented by random references elsewhere
among the manuscripts and Vol. III of Friedrich.

2 Mathew’s Acton erroneously places the date of their first acquaintance,
and that by correspondence, at 1854 (p. 144). Wilfrid Ward’s biography
of Newman tefers to their earlier meeting in 1851, but later contradicts
this by suggesting that they did not meet until about 1857 (The Life of Jobn

Henry szrdz'ﬂal Newman [2 vols.; London, 1912}, I, 264 and 443). The
meeting in May 1851 (probably 26 May) is also mentioned in Add. MSS,,

5645.
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plained, ‘like 2 dog and a fish trying to make friends’.t Dol-
linger was a theologian g#a histotian; Newman was 2 theo-
jogian gua philosopher. History, Newman obscutely feared,
was on the side of the Protestants, and he preferred to rest the
Catholic case not on the facts and evidence of objective, im-
artial history, as Déllinger did, but on the facts and evidence
of personal belief and conviction. Nevertheless they met once
more in 1858, again with Acton as intermediary, and con-
tinued to hold each other in high regard, at least until the
Vatican Council drove the wedge of heresy between them.
Acton, however, had not Déllinger’s tolerance. For a time, to
be sute, he remained on good terms with Newman, but long
before the Vatican Council he had assigned to him the pet-
manent label of enemy. ? '
In 1853 Acton wandered far afield from the European scene
when he visited the United States with 2 relative, Lord Elles-
mere, Chief British Commissioner to the New York Industrial
Exhibition.? To the galaxy of famous names in Acton’s orbit
were now added those of Sir Charles Lyell, the English
geologist, William Prescott, the American historian, the poets
James Russell Lowell and Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, and
the Catholic essayist and journalist Otestes Brownson. He
attended the sessions of the Massachusetts State Convention in
Boston® and was dissuaded from going south to collect infot-
mation about slavery only by the repotts of the fevers rampant
there in the summer. A visit to Harvard University affirmed
his faith in the intellectual superiotity of Munich, and con-
firmed his suspicions of the supetficiality and coatseness of
American society, whete ‘money is the great object of life’,
and “nothing is studied fot its own sake, but only as it will be
useful in making a practical man’4 Unabashed by great names,

1 Add. MSS., 4987; A. W. Hutton, ‘Personal Reminiscences of Cardinal
Newman’, Expositor (4th ser.), I1 (x 890), 228.

2 The Dictionary of National Biography erroneously assigned this visit to
1855 (2d supplement, p. 8).

3 Both the Dictionary of National Biography and the editors of Acton’s
correspondence speak of his presence at the constitutional debates at
Philadelphia instead of those in Boston.

& T ord Acton’s American Diaries’, Forsnightly Review, CX (1921), 930-1.
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he confessed to a poor impression of Longfellow, who had
hoped to ingratiate himself by praising Lord Ellesmere’s trans-
lation of Faust for its ‘perfectly gentlemanlike tone’.! Brown-
son, on the other hand, despite his Ultramontanism, impressed
Acton favourably, and they argued amiably about the theory
of development, Brownson claiming it to be a dangerous
error with heretical implications.

This meeting with Brownson had two curious epilogues.
The first was the unexpected dispatch of one of Brownson’s
sons to Munich to study under Dollinger, on the strength of
the enthusiastic recommendation of the young Acton and in
spite of Brownson’s own doubts about Déllinger’s orthodoxy.
The second epilogue features Acton as a kind of primitive
international clearing-house for Catholic intellectuals. On his
return to England, Acton spoke to Newman of Brownson’s

‘extraotdinary force and originality, his rare, natural capacity,

his heartiness, and the disadvantage of his isolation’.2 As a
result, Newman, who had previously been branded as an
infidel by Brownson in an article bearing the episcopal im-
primatur, invited the American to a professorship at the
Catholic University in Dublin.

Three years after the American trip Acton visited Russia,
this time as secretary to Lord Granville, who was representing
Queen Victoria at the coronation of Tsar Alexander II. Acton
kept the financial accounts and made himself generally useful
and agteeable.® The visit is memorable largely because it is the
first evidence of a characteristic which was later to become
more pronounced: Acton’s ability to inhabit simultaneously

1ibid., p. 934.

2 Add. MSS., 4987. See also Add. MSS., 4975 and 5463 for other refer-
ences to the Brownson-Newman episode, and Henry A. Brownson,
Orestes A. Brownson's Middle Life (Detroit, 1899), pp. 471-8, for a long
letter by Acton to Brownson, dated Munich, 13 May 1854, urging
Brownson to accept Newman’s offer.

3 Among Acton’s manuscripts is one notebook described on the fly-
leaf, in Acton’s hand, as the ‘Order Book, British Embassy, Moscow,
19 August 1856’ (Add. MSS., 4872). See also Lord Granville’s account of
the trip in Fitzmaurice, I, 183~217, and references to it in Charlotte Blen-
nerhassett, “The Late Lord Acton’, Edinburgh Review, CXCVII (1903),

s02.
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the worlds of scholarship and society, to delight his aristo-
cratic friends with his erudition and his academic colleagues
with his intimate knowledge of high society.

America and Russia were outposts of civilization to Acton
and most of his contemporaries, and trips thete were in the
nature of curiosities. France, on the other hand, was, like
Getmany, an adopted homeland, and part of almost every year
was spent in Paris and on the Riviera. In France, as in Get-
many, it was Déllinger’s influence that ptedominated—which
made Acton complain that the large legacy of friends and rela-
tives in Patis bequeathed to him by the Dalbergs, Actons and
Granvilles consumed time that could better have been spent
with the philosophers and theologians to whom Déllinger
had introduced him.,

The men in France with whom Déllinger, and Acton after
him, were now identified were the Liberal Catholics. French
Liberal Catholicism had matured since its earlier Radical and
democratic days when Lamennais, Lacordaire and Montalem-
bert had argued the case for ‘God and Liberty’ before Pope
Gregory XVI—and had lost. Under Montalembert and Fal-
loux, the group had settled down to a more respectable
existence. In return for significant concessions on the part of
the Government of Louis Napoleon, particulatly a generous
Education Bill restoring to the clergy a strategic position in the
schools, the Liberal Catholic journal, Le Correspondant, gave its
qualified support to the régime. Only L’Univers, the arch-
Ultramontane organ of Louis Veuillot, remained intractable,
refusing to come to terms with the ‘democrat’ Napoleon or
with the sectilar State he represented.

In the course of the 1850’s it had become increasingly
evident to Déllinger and Acton that the conflict between
L’ Univers and Le Correspondant paralleled that between Roman
scholasticism on the one hand and German history and philo-
sophy on the other. Acton had no doubts as to his own loyal-
ties. From Paris in the spring of 1856, he wrote to his mother:
“The evening at Montalembert’s was most agteeable; I saw
there all of the collaborators on the Correspondant, the men
with whom I am most in agreement, above all Prince A. de
Broglie and my old friend Eckstein, of all the scholats in Paris
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the one who pleases me best.’! Veuillot, whom he met the next
day, he immediately regarded as an enemy.

Lines once blurred and uncertain were becoming sharper,
and the area of neutrality between Liberal Catholicism and
Ultramontanism was shrinking almost to the vanishing point.
It was increasingly difficult for men like Déllinger to live in
peace with both sides, as they had once done. In the 1850’s the
features of the final struggle of 1870 wete becoming visible,
and by the end of the decade it was already possible to name
the leading combatants and often even the rank and file of each
camp. With the clarification and simplification of issues,
national distinctions were relegated to the background, and it
required only minor strategical adjustments for Acton to
transport the Liberal Catholicism of Germany and France to
the very different terrain of England.

1 Correspondence, p. 18. The letter is undated, but internal evidence
places it in 1856. Baron Eckstein, to whom Acton referred, was a Danish
convert, a diplomat, historian and lifelong friend of Acton.
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LIBERAL CATHOLICISM VERSUS ULTRAMONTANISM

HEN Acton returned to England in 1858, it was as a
self-appointed missionary charged with the emanci-
pation of Catholic England from the natrow, sec-

tarian spirit to which he saw it enslaved. He was not the first to
favour his countty with attentions of this sort. The old
Catholic community that had managed, in its modest, unpre-
tentious way, to preserve its faith during centuries of oppres-
sion and persecution was at the mercy of now one and then
another group of energetic reformers who precipitously de-
scended upon it to examine, analyse, and find it wanting.
In 1840, Wiseman, taking stock of the Catholic community
in England, had found a small minotity divorced from the
affairs of State and excluded from the respectable institutions
of learning, 2 community spiritually impoverished, politically
timid, and ignorant of its mission in the crusade for the con-
version of the world. As a cure for its diffidence and indiffer-
ence, he had prescribed a spititual and temporal identification
with Rome. Duting the next two decades of the *forties and
*fifties, English Catholicism was reconstructed in his image.
The Oxford movement, the testoration of the hierarchy, and
Wiseman’s appointment as Archbishop of Westminster re-
stored to the Church much of its old colour and vigour. Two
vociferous Oxford convetts, William George Ward, a layman,
and Henry Edward Manning, provost of Westminster,
pledged themselves to the task of suppressing the traditional
anti-Roman, anti-papal temper of English Catholicism.
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Duting the *fifties a rival party of reform began to emerge,
which saw salvation not in the stiffnecked scholasticism and
Romanism of the Ultramontanes but in the Liberal Catholicism
that had been so successful on the Continent. Where the Ultra-
montanes called for war against the secular State, the Liberals
summoned English Catholics to a domestic house-cleaning to
sweep away the outmoded prejudices that cluttered up their
minds and to make room for the scientific, philosophical and
historical discoveries in which the modern world abounded.
Curiously enough, the Oxford movement, which had fur-
nished the Ultramontanes with some of their most colourful
figures, had also fed the ranks and leadership of the Liberals, so
that each party could, with justice, accuse the other of being a
foreign importation, not indigenous to the English Catholic
mentality. Acton, of coutse, was an ‘old Catholic’, and could
boast as respectable a heritage as most, but even he appeared
in England as an alien, a product of foreign scholarship, who
ptoposed, with all the complacent assurance of the proselyte
recently come into the truth, to enlighten those unfortunates
still immersed in sin and darkness. Moreover, although Eng-
lish Liberal Catholicism was henceforth to be associated with
his name, he had not initiated the movement. By 1858, when
he entered upon the scene as editor of the Rambler, otgan of
the Liberal Catholics, the journal had had a stormy history of
ten years,

‘The Rambler had started publication in January 1848. It had
been first a weekly and then a monthly, and had enjoyed a
succession of editors, but the occasional innovations on its
masthead betokened no change in its policy, no suspension of
hostilities between it and the Ultramontane journal, the Dublin
Review. Its purpose remained the same: to broaden the pes-
spective of Catholics and instruct them in the ways of modern
thought. Opponents disputed both its right to act as instructor
and the method and content of its instruction, but what was
rarely denied, at least privately, was the need for instruction
of some sort. Even the indomitable Ward is said to have ad-
mitted that an English Catholic meeting a Protestant in con-
trovetsy was like a barbatian meeting a civilized man. But
Ward, unlike Acton, preferred the barbarian believer to the
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civilized man flirting with scepticism. When Frederick Faber,
a convert priest and ardent Ultramontane, told him, T walk
down the street in my habit, and I feel that I dispel invincible
ignorance wherever I go,” Watd replied: ‘But do you make
conversions? For if you do not, the dispelling of invincible
ignorance is not a good, but an evil, for it makes those who
were formerly in good faith henceforth responsible for their
errors.’?

“That the Rambler might dispel ignorance only to produce
what Ward was certain was a greater evil became apparent
almost immediately. It was a constant source of irritation to
the Ultramontanes, goading them on the stagnant condition of
Catholic intellectual life, or teasing them with theological and
philosophical speculations that verged on the heterodox.
When Acton joined the Rambler eatly in 1858, as part pro-
prietor and editor, the magazine had already provoked
Cardinal Wiseman to open tebuke and covert warnings. Acton
ignored both. His first serious tactical etror came in January
and February, 1859, when the Rambler took it upon itself to
criticize the behaviour of the Catholic bishops in regard to a
recently appointed Royal Commission. In presuming to en-
croach upon the episcopal prerogative, the journal exposed
itself to censure, and Wiseman was provided with a legitimate
excuse for intervening. It seemed at first as if Richard Simpson
was the only offending editor, but Wiseman made it clear
that unless Acton also resigned, the journal would not escape
censure. On condition that Newman became editor, Acton
and Simpson agreed to retire. Newman, whose strategy it was
to make the principles of Liberal Catholicism acceptable by
making the language more diplomatic, realized, after putting
out only two issues, that the Ultramontanes would not be so
easily appeased. When one of his own articles, ‘On Consulting
the Faithful in Matters of Doctrine’, was delated to the Congre-
gation of the Index at Rome for implying the fallibility of the
Church, he hastily resigned. The Rambler was then returned to
its former proprietors, Acton and Simpson, who were now
joined by John Mootre Capes. Acton and T. F. Wetherell were

1 Bernard Ward, The Sequel to Catholic Emancipation (2 vols.; London,
1915), II, 258.
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joint editors, with Simpson, as he himself put it, in the position
of ‘an exceptionally privileged conttibutor’.1

After the excitement of the last years abroad, Acton found
it hard to put up with the combination of intellectual medio-
crity and petty irascibility that he met with in England. Five
years eatlier, shortly before his twentieth birthday, he had re-
solved that in some way he would put his scholarship and
German learning to the setvice of his Catholic countrymen.2
But no sooner did he apply himself to this purpose than he
discovered that his services were unwanted and his altruistic
motives suspect. The narrowness of the English Catholics,
he wrote Déllinger in 1858, far surpassed his most disagree-
able expectations. The strangest tumouts circulated: “The
popular view is that a multitude of converts have conspired
together, half to become apostates, the rest to remain in the
Chutch in the hope that, as ostensible Catholics, they might do
more harm through the Rambler.’® Later he complained that
there was no satisfaction in editing a review ‘where I see that
I enjoy so little confidence and will be surrounded by so much
malicious intrigue, gossip and ignotance’.4

Yet his spirits were less depressed than might be supposed,
and he was caught up in a task made more piquant by the
many opportunities it provided for ridiculing and plaguing the
Ultramontanes. If he was forced to take abuse from the
Dublin Review, he gave as good in return. Ammunition could
be smuggled in by the most devious routes. Thus an osten-
sibly innocent review of a book on Catherine de Medici could
contain the casual but most provocative statement that al-
though St. Augustine was the greatest doctor of the West, ‘we

! Gasquet, p. liii. From Gasquet’s introduction in Lord Acton and His
Circle, it would appear that Acton was not associated with the journal
until this time, whereas Acton’s very first letter in that volume clearly
intimates that he became part-proprietor and editor (or joint editor with
Simpson) in February 1858 (Acton to Simpson, 16 February 1858,
Gasquet, p. 1).

3 Acton to Dollinger, December 1854, E. L. Woodward, “The Place of
Lord Actonin the Liberal Movement of the Nineteenth Century’, Politica,
IV (1939), 252,

3 Friedrich, III, 2710.

4 Woodward, Politica, p. 253.
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need not conceal the fact that he was also the father of Jan-
senism’;? recriminations and counter-recriminations followed
immediately, as Acton from previous experience must have
known they would. Notwithstanding its title, the Rambler was
no tandom collection of reflections and speculations. Not
every article had a polemical intent, to be sure, but every con-
troversial one, and some that need not have been controversial,
did have. Through a variety of subjects—history, theology,

olitics, scholarship—a consistent tone was maintained, and
almost every issue clearly labelled it the organ of Liberal
Catholicism. Partly this resulted from the fact that between
editors and authors there was constant collaboration. Con-
tributors were fortunately anonymous, for it would often
have been hard to decide where the author stopped and the
editor began. The prominence of the editor is not surprising.
Acton, after all, was not interested in jourmalism per se; he
would much have preferred the more abstract, academic re-
search of the university. For him journalism was merely an
instrument for a well-defined purpose—and the purposiveness
of a Rambler article was all too often unmistakable. To the
Ultramontane, even the most unobjectionable essay appeared
to be subversive in the pages of the Rambler.

The journal’s animadversions on authority and the Church
might not have been so serious at any other time, but the btief
period of Acton’s editorship coincided with what seemed to
be 2 concerted attack on all religion, and particularly on the
most dogmatic of religions, Roman Catholicism. John Stuart
Mill was then at his zenith, and he was inculcating to a gencra-
tion of readers the principles of religious scepticism and politi-
cal Liberalism; On Liberty, the classical statement of his philo-
sophy, appeared in 1859. The same year saw the publication
of Chatles Darwin’s Origin of Species, a frontal attack on
the Biblical account of creation. The new critical spirit even
penetrated ©Oxford, and the offensive against religion, as it
seemed to the more orthodox, was carried into the next year
with Essays and Reviews, which had among its contributors the
most estimable Oxford dons. In 1862 the Anglican Bishop
Colenso published the pathetic tale of his experiences with the

1 Rambler, X (1858), 216.
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Zulus, who had resisted his missionaty efforts and had instead
succeeded in making him doubt the authenticity of Biblical
revelation. At this time, when Chtistianity was fighting for its
life, the Rambler perversely chose to provide its enemies with
weapons, and, what was mote important, with food for scan-
dal. So, at any rate, the Ultramontanes would have it.

For Acton the point at issue was very different. He refused
to take responsibility for the intentions of others, or to be
associated, by amalgam, with deists or atheists. His only
responsibility was to the truth, and he could not permit him-
self to be led astray by those with too little faith to view the
truth dispassionately. There was no treason, he wrote, for
Catholics to cling blindly to every detail of the Old Testament
and to resist stubbornly the findings of Biblical scholars.
Protestants, perhaps, having no other authority than the Bible,
wete unhappily obliged to defend the literal text at any cost.
But Catholicism had the advantage of authorities whose func-
tion it was to single out and interpret the passages of dogmatic
relevance, and of a long tradition of doctrinal development
which showed the way to the assimilation of new findings’.!
Science, he warned, was hostile to Catholics only when they
rejected it and permitted it to be usurped by their enemies.?
It was a testimony of faith as well as of knowledge to resist
the temptation to ignore the sciences or to pervert them. In a
ptivate journal of 1858, he noted: ‘We must not putsue
science for ends independent of science. It must be pursued
for its own sake, and must lead to its own results’.3

What the Ultramontanes, and Ward in particular, feared
was that the idea of a truth independent of religion would lead
to the cultivation of intellectual excellence at the expense of
moral and spiritual excellence. This Acton denied. When he
said that science must make its way without wotrying about
its effect on religion, he did not mean that religion must make
way for science, and he made every concession to the scientific
spirit without making a single concession to Protestantism,
deism or atheism. If the Positivists spelled science with a

1 ‘Danger of Physical Sciences’, Rambler, new series, VI (1862), 526-34.
% “The Catholic Press’, Rambler, XI (1859), 73-90.
3 Add. MSS., 5752.
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capital °S’, he thought it fatuous of them to spell god with a
small ‘g’. He protested that it was not scientific to make the
2 priori assumption that miracles cannot occur and hence that
the Gospel, like Homer, must be treated as 2 myth. The
Protestant rationalists violated their own sc1_er.1t_1ﬁc tenets when
they rejected, out of hand, the very possibility of miracles.
Catholics, he said, were more genulnely. faithful both to
natural experience and to religious commitment when they
‘admit the possibility of miracles at all times, aqd at a}l times
judge of their likelhood according to the evidence’.! The
difference between Ward and Acton was not that Ward ac-
cepted the dogmas and miracles of Catholicism and that Acton
did not, but rather that Ward exercised no critical intelligence
in regard to them. Ward would have liked nothing better, as
he confessed, than to be presented with a2 new dogma every
morning, and pethaps a miracle as well, while Acton wished
to apply the methods of naturalism as far as they would go and
to judge even miracles on the basis of evidence. An entty in
one of Acton’s eatly journals reads: ‘Historians have not to
point out everywhere the hand of Providence, but to find out
all the natural causes of things—enough will always remain
that cannot be explained’.? If reason, for Acton, was not the
whole of religion, neither was it its antithesis; it was rathet an
essential element in a mature and sensitive faith.

The “chastity’ of mathematics® was Acton’s ideal for political
as for scientific inquity: ‘In politics as in science the Chutch
need not seek her own ends. She will obtain them if she en-
courages the putsuit of the ends of science, which are ttuth,
and of the State, which are liberty. We ought to learn from
mathematics fidelity to the principle and the method of
inquity and of government.”* Yet Acton himself was aware
that the problems of politics were too complicated to lend

1 ‘Déllinger’s History of Christianity’, Rambler, new seties, IV (1861),
168. ) ,

2 Add. MSS., 5751. In Add. MSS., 4911, this is recorded as Déllinger’s
opinion.

8 Acton to Simpson, 19 January 1859, Gasquet, p. 57.

¢ Acton to Simpson, 12 November 1861, ibid., p. 222.
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themselves to such a bald claim for independence. In one of his
early contributions to the Rambler, an essay entitled ‘Political
Thoughts on the Church,’® he tried to formulate a practical
theory of the relation of Church and State in such a way as to
do justice both to the idea of a Christian society and the ideal
of liberty, and he found that the task required some ingenuity.

His real battle here, as in most of his Rambler pieces, was
against Ultramontanism; but in order not to leave himself
exposed to the charge of heresy or infidelity, he had first to
engage in a rear-guard action against the combined forces of
secular Liberalism and teligious quietism. Both of these
philosophies, Acton argued, shared the same delusion : that
there was an absolute dichotomy of Church and State. To
suppose, as they did, that Christianity could ot should have
no effect upon politics was to confess its inferiority to all
other religions which could boast of having imposed their
images upon society. In fact, Acton pointed out, the most
revolutionary aspect of Christianity had been not its doctrinal
innovations but its new sense of public rights and duties. It
was for this reason that the Romans tolerated all religions
except the one which threatened to tevolutionize the heathen
State. That the early Christians were themselves unaware of the
full scope of the revolution they had set in motion and naively
protested their loyalty to the empire does not detract from the
political sagacity of the Romans. By the Middle Ages, when
Christianity finally came of age with its own distinctive
political and social institutions, religion could no longet pre-
tend to be indifferent to politics.

If religion and politics were not itrevocably divorced, how-
ever, neither were they identical. In their longing to witness
the divine order incarnate in the world, the Ultramontanes
made the vulgar error of seeking theit model in the theoctacy
of the Jews or the Greek State of antiquity—the vety anti-
thesis, Acton objected, to the Christian ideal. In the Jewish
as in the Greek world, political and religious obligations had
been one, with the State absolute over both. Christianity
introduced the novel conception of a conscience immune from

} Rambler, X1 (1859), 30-49; reprinted in History of Freedom, pp. 188
211,
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olitical interference, a sanctuary of liberty. The despotism
of antiquity was repudiated in the injunction to render to
Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and to God the things that
are God’s. Since it was in the Middle Ages that Christ’s pre-
cept came to political fruition, those States that were most pro-
foundly affected by the medieval experiences were those that
were now the freest. Thus England, in spite of its religious
apostasy, was the most truly Catholic State, while countries
that wete ostensibly and formally Catholic were least Catholic
in political spirit. In France, Spain, Italy and Bavaria, the
Church subordinated itself to absolutism. “The demand for a
really Catholic system of government falls with the greatest
weight of reproach on the Catholic States.’?

It was no ‘party line’ that Acton was propounding, which
accounts for the fact that the essay was both more difficult and
mote disconcerting than might be expected. Here, as else-
where, he was forced to skirt the obvious alternatives, not out
of deliberate equivocation or even unintended ambiguity, but
because his ideas refused to submit to the ordinary categories
of politics. Liberty of religion or the Christian State? men
would ask; and Acton would reply: both, for the unique
character of the Christian State is liberty. Modern politics and
science or medieval politics and scholasticism? And Acton
answered: modern science but medieval politics, for scholas-
ticism is the pursuit of sterile formulas, while what generally
passes as modern political doctrines are only the absolutistic
ideas of antiquity refurbished by the Reformation.

Men were divided into two camps—and the Rambler
straddled both. The Ultramontanes, defending the idea of the
Christian State, loudly proclaimed their contempt for the
pagan State which they accused the Liberals of fostering. Yet
in Acton’s terms it was the Ultramontanes themselves who
were giving currency to the pagan ideal of a2 Church and State
in one, and whose solicitude for the temporal interests of
Catholic countries made them violate the spiritual ideals of the
Catholic Church. The secular Liberals, on the other hand, con-
cerned with the liberty of the State and not at all with the
liberty of the Church, came to despotism by a new road. The

1ibid., p. 210.
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only Christian solution was that expressed by the Liberal
Catholics in the phrase, ‘a free Church in a free State’, Because
Catholics could not safely look to the State for favours, their
only protection lay in liberty and independence. And to have
a free Church there had to be a free nation, for an absolutist
State would not tolerate a genuinely independent Chusch. The
Ultramontanes, with their affinity for absolutism, were as
great a calamity to religion as the most authoritarian secular-
ists. ‘In the presence of anarchy they sought a remedy in
despotism; they opposed modern unbelief with an exploded
supetstition, and strove to expel the new devil with the old
one.’! The Univers, Acton complained, was ‘the justification
of all that Protestants reproach us with’.2

Protestantism, however, had its own cross to bear and its
own conscience to appease. In the most distinguished essay
of his youth, “The Protestant Theoty of Persecution’,® Acton
undertook to examine what was historically and politically the
mosturgent problem of religious liberty, that of religious tolera-
tion. The subject took him into a re-examination of Protestant-
ism’s claim to the paternity of Liberalism and toleration.

Protestantism, Acton found, was no more the progenitor
of political freedom than was Catholicism. On the contrary,
the modern absolutist State was created when Protestantism
abolished the autonomy and privileges of the corporate bodies
that formetly made up society. The only liberty recognized
by the Protestants was the liberty of the individual; the only
authority was the authority of the State. Thus the individual
acquired the right to worship in whatever religion he wished,
but his Church was deprived of the right to administer its own
laws. By this means, the emancipation of the individual be-
came 2 refined technique for ensuring his utter subjection, and
the limited power previously exercised by the Church was
replaced by the absolute power of the State.

It had seemed, in the first years of the Reformation, as if

1“The Count de Montalembert’, Rambler, X (1858), 423.
3 Add. MSS., 5528.

2 Rambler, new series, VI (1862), 318-51; reprinted in Essays on Freedom
and Power, ed. Gertrude Himmelfarb (Boston, 1948), pp- 88-127,
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religious freedom might be an integral feature of Protestant-
jsm, but this turned out to be no more than a shrewd exploita-
tion of necessity. So long as the secular powers were joined
in league against the Reformation, the Protest‘ants had no
choice but to claim the right of religious freedom: ‘Evety relig-
ious patty, however exclusive or setvile its theory may be, if it
is in contradiction with a system generally accepted and pro-
tected by law, must necessarily, at its first appeatance, assume
the protection of the idea that the conscience is free. Before
new authority can be set up in the place of one that exists, th’elre
is an interval when the right of dissent must be proclaimed.
The situation was soon altered, however. When Zwinglian-
ism, Anabaptism and the Peasant’s War induced Luther to
seek the suppott of the princes, he discovered that the sacrifice
of the doctrine of liberty was no exorbitant payment for the
security and power to be derived from the alliance with the
State. It turned out, in fact, to be no sacrifice at all, for by a
single judiciously constructed formula, he was able at the same
time to deny the authotity of Catholic princes and uphold that
of Protestants: the civil power, he decteed, was responsible
for the salvation of its subjects, salvation being defined in
accordance with the confession of Augsburg. It was because
Luther’s doctrines were so conveniently subversive in Catholic
countries and tyrannical in Protestant ones that Ranke could
call him one of the greatest Consetvatives that ever lived, while
Luther’s biographer, Katl Jiirgens, could observe, mote dis-
ctiminatingly, that no one was at once so great an insurgent
and so great a defender of order. “Neither of these wrtiters’,
Acton observed, ‘understood that the same principle lies at
the root both of revolution and of passive obedience, and that
the difference is only in the temper of the person who applies
it, and in the outwatd citcumstances.’ _
Theology completed the pattern of tyranny. In Lutheranism,
the docttine of justification by faith setved to belittle good
works, while in Calvinism the institution of the elect played
havoc with the tights and liberties of those who had not been
favoured with the visible token of salvation. Because it was

absurd to suppose that kings could avoid occasional acts of
L Freedom and Power, pp. 91-2. 2 jbid., p. 100,
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injustice, Luther was careful to provide, not safeguards
against their abuse of power, but the forgiveness of their sins.
Thus armed with absolute power, rulers were charged with
responsibility for the purity of the faith. Unregenerate men,
who had neither moral virtue nor civil rights, had the choice
of being converted or destroyed. This logic of petsecution was
so persuasive that even the lesser sects, the victims of Luth-
eranism, were taken in by it, and made the same absolute claims
for their own religions that the Lutherans more effectively
made for theirs.

Catholicism was also weighed down by a long histoty of
petsecution, but Acton thought it was neither as essential to
the Catholic faith nor as deeply imbedded in the Catholic
mentality as was Protestant intolerance. The eatly Catholic
Church ‘began with the principle of liberty, both as her claim
and as her rule’.l When persecution came, it was based upon
two ideas: the immorality of apostasy and the practical sub-
versiveness of heresy, both of which were related to the
medieval assumption of the religious unity of the empire.
Catholics became persecutors for practical reasons—because
heresy and apostasy were felt to undermine the moral sense
upon which the political authority of the empire rested. For
this reason, Jews, Mohammedans, heathens and even schisma-
tics, who enjoyed personal freedom and the ownetship of
property, were denied political rights, rights that presupposed
a conception of duty and morality to which they were pre-
sumably alien. This theory of persecution was available to
Protestantism, and it would even have catered to their most
sanguinary impulses, for it was capable of radical extension.
Any departure from orthodoxy could have been—and some-
times was—stigmatized by the Catholics as blasphemy, and
blasphemy was only a short step to immorality and immorality
to the subversion of the civil otdet, the unity of society. Yet
Protestants disdained this strategy. Instead of being content to
defend persecution as a practical social expedient, they intro-
duced the revolutionary idea that it could be justified by purely
speculative reasons and could be directed against purely specu-
lative errors. Catholic persecution may have been, indeed

1ibid., p. 126.
46

CONFLICTS WITH ROME

was, the mote bloody, but Protestant petsecution was the
more soul-corrupting. The Protestant theory of petsecution
was a new, frightful aberration in the history of intolerance.

That modern Protestantism has abandoned petsecution is
not a symptom of repentance but a new adjustment to ex-
pediency. Failing to impose its will upon society, Protestant-
ism had to resort to the claim of liberty. By the perverse
dialectic of theory and history, the religious liberty of eatly
Catholicism succumbed to the persecutions of the Inquisition,
while the despotism of Protestantism gave way to a philosophy
of teligious Liberalism.

The English histotian G. G. Coulton, who was a great
admirer of Acton, was reluctant to admit ‘The Protestant
Theory of Persecution’ into the corpus of Acton’s work.
Familiar with his later writings, Coulton refused to believe
that Acton could have subscribed to sentiments that so often
seemed to vindicate religious intolerance.! Yet it is difficult

1 There has been some controversy about the authorship of this essay.
In a footnote to a letter in Lord Acton and His Circle, Gasquet attributed it
to Simpson (p. 258). The next year Figgis and Laurence, in a prefatory
note to The History of Freedom, in which the essay was reprinted, affirmed
that the essay was by Acton and that Gasquet had been in error. The dis-
pute was revived many years later by Coulton in the English Historical
Review (XLVI [1931], 460). Figgis and Laurence, he said, admitted the
essay on the testimony of Wetherell, whose memory was not always
reliable. Because the style did not impress him as ‘Actonian’, Coulton
decided that Gasquet must have been right in asctibing it to Simpson.
The whole controversy, however, appears to have been based upon a
simple mistake. The words, ‘your article’, in Acton’s letter to Simpson,
which Gasquet assumed to refer to “The Protestant Theory of Persecu-
tion’, and which was his only reason for attributing that article to Simpson
rather than to Acton, in fact referred to the essay, ‘Moral Law and Political
Legislation’, which appeared in the same issue of the Rambler. Of this
there is no doubt, for Acton’s letter went on to discuss the exact problem
posed in the essay on Moral Law (the misguided effort to apply the
ascetic ideal to the sphere of public life), and concluded by suggesting as 2
title for that essay, ‘Religion and Policy’, which was only a variation of
the title finally decided upon. It is easy to understand how Gasquet,
pethaps unfamiliar with the latter essay, was misled into thinking
that ‘Religion and Policy’ was an alternative title for “The Protestant

Theory’.
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to think of anyone in England except Acton who would have
been likely to quote so extensively from the German theo-
logians, Dollinger, Mdhler, Jarcke and Jérg, the latter two
virtually own outside of Germany. Indeed the central
theme of the essay—the distinction between Catholic and
Protestant persecution, with its partiality for the Catholic
brand—Acton had borrowed from Déllinger’s Church and
Charches, as his notes testify.!

‘The Protestant Theory of Persecution’ was no isolated
specimen of Acton’s views. His published work, and even
mote his dptivate notebooks and journals of the time, con-
sistently deplored but carefully refrained from repudiating
petsecution, Commenting on a review that had been submitted
to the Rambler, he wrote: “To say that persecution is wrong,
nakedly, seems to me first of all untrue, but at the same time,
it is in contradiction with solemn decrees, with Leo X’s Bull
against Luther, with a Breve of Benedict XIV of 1748, and with
one of Pius VI of 1791.’ What he was, years later, to describe
as the cardinal tenet of his Liberalism, the refusal to sanction
murder, was in his youth a consideration of only secondary
importance. At this time he could urge that the great injury
perpetrated by the Inquisition was its contribution to political
despotism and intellectual stagnation, and that the murder of
20,000 human beings was only one of the ‘picturesque details’
which excite the imaginations and passions of men, but obscure
the real impott of the institution,® He could even assign to the
Inquisition the merit of being a ‘true and effective guardian
of the morality of the people’ at a time when the medieval
wars had reduced the Spaniards to batbarism.* Ot he could
describe persecution and tolerance as telative conditions,
proper to different stages of civilization: ‘At one period tolera-
tion would destroy society; at anothet, persecution is fatal to
liberty.’s The ideas that Coulton found most disturbing in

1 Add. MSS., 4903.
i Acton to Simpson, 13 December 1861, Gasquet, p. 243.
8 Review of Karl von Hefele, The Life of Cardinal Ximenes, Rambler, new
series, III (1860), 170.
4 ibid.
§ ‘Smith’s Irish History’, History of Freedom, p. 252.
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“The Protestant Theory’ can be found in even harshet form
elsewhere in Acton’s early writings.

It is not really Acton’s authorship that is at issue, but the
essay itself. “The Protestant Theory of Petrsecution’ has the
brilliance of an ingenious #osr de force. The learning is impres-
sive, the ideas are subtle, and the turns of thought ate skilful;
yet it is basically an exhibition of facility and virtuosity, some-
times lacking substance and often failing in conviction. This
is not to suggest that Acton intended it as anything but a
setious and honest contribution to the problem of religious
intolerance. But he was in a difficult position, torn between
a desite to yield to a Liberalism that threatened to sweep away
everything before it, and a need to come to terms, at least on
some points, with an orthodox reading of Church history that
was fundamentally irreconcilable with Liberalism. The tor-
tuous dialectic of the essay, intriguing the teader without
necessatily commanding his assent, was a reflection of the
tensions and pressures under which he worked.

As a speculative exercise the essay is beyond criticism. If
Protestant and Catholic persecution were in fact distinguishable
in the manner he suggested, the essay would have been pro-
found as well as brilliant. The distinctions, howevet, seem to
be more plausible than real. Authorities of Acton’s own
choosing—Henry C. Lea, for example, on the Inquisition—
denjed that even in theory Catholic persecution was limited
to the practical and social; Catholics, like Protestants, were
more exercised over the errors that corrupt 2 man’s soul than
those that corrupt society. In practice the distinction between
Catholics and Protestants was even less tenable. The Spanish
Inquisition, for example, was directed more against infidels—
Jews and Mootrs—than against apostates. The case of Spain,
in fact, exposes Acton at his weakest. On the theory that pet-
secution for reasons of State was preferable to persecution for
reasons of theology, he went so far as to suggest that while the
Roman Inquisition of the Counter-Reformation could not be
justified, the Spanish Inquisition, which was an instrument of
the State, was in principle justified.! Yet one of his main

1 Excerpt of a letter from Acton to Déllinger, 1 April 1862, Add. MSS.,
4903.
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objections to Protestantism was the fact that it had revived the
Church-State of antiquity, creating a single, undifferentiated
and absolute power. It would seem, from his own account,
that Catholic Spain had anticipated Protestantism in this matter.
His argument had come full circle, and his theoretical subtle-
ties vanished when confronted with the crude, practical
workings of Catholic and Protestant intolerance. Many yeass
later he was to reduce the question of persecution—both
Catholic and Protestant—to 2 much simpler formula, in which
petsecution was murder and all those implicated in it were
murderers, The fine distinctions he had sought in his youth
were later to horrify him, and he was to discover that with an
evil of such enormity, these distinctions wete bad taste, bad
ethics and bad history.

Yet it is only in retrospect, in comparison with Acton’s
later writings, that “The Protestant Theory of Petsecution’
seems unduly complacent. At the time it was published it was
intended as a tract against persecution in general, rather than
as an apology fot Catholic persecution in particular. Whatever
practices and theoties had governed the past, the obligation
of Catholics and Protestants in the present, he was certain, was
to promote liberty and tolerance, an obligation that the Catho-
lic Chuzrch should be particulatly glad to discharge: ‘No longet
compelled to devise theories in justification of a system im-
posed on her by the exigencies of half-organized societies, she
is enabled to revert to a policy more suited to her nature and
to her most venerable traditions; and the principle of liberty
has already restored to hetr much of that which the principle of
unity took away’.1

The course of Acton’s progtess towards a more thorough-
going Liberalism should not obscure the genuine elements of
Liberalism present in his early work. If “The Protestant Theory’
fell short of his later work, it did so not as a programme for the
nineteenth century but as an analysis of the fifteenth or six-
teenth—and even in this respect it was already far advanced.
Compared with the enthusiastic praise lavished upon the
Inquisition by the Italian Ultramontane joutnal Civi/za Catto-
Jica (‘A sublime spectacle of social perfection’, a ‘model of

1 ‘Smith’s Irish History’, History of Freedom, p. 255.
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justice’),! or the opportunism of the French Ultramontane,
Louis Veuillot (to whom is attributed the remark, “When you
(the Liberals) are the masters, we claim complete liberty for
ourselves because your principles require it, and when we are
the masters, we refuse it to you because it is contrary to our
principles’),? Acton’s defence of the Inquisition was notably
grudging.

On the first page of a new copy-book, probably some time
in 1861, Acton noted: ‘Every effort has been made to accom-
modate the Church to the degenerate nature of man, and these
attempts ate [a] great part of her history.” Among the accom-
modations he had in mind were religious persecution and the
temporal power of the papacy. Not of the essence of the
Church, they were expedients that might be undetstood and
even justified in their historical contexts. The mischief of
Ultramontanism, he felt, was that it exulted in them and sought
to perpetuate them.

The temporal power of the papacy in Italy had been an issue
in international politics all during the pontificate of Pius IX,
and was becoming one of the main points of contention be-
tween Ultramontanism and liberal Catholicism. When Acton
and Déllinger visited Rome in 1857, they had already been
making cautious, tentative approaches to the Liberal position.
“The Church’, Acton then noted in his journal, ‘was 700 yeats
without a territory, and might be so again for 7,000 years.
As things now are it cannot be, but such a state of things
might be possible.’# In the next few years, the possible seemed
more and more probable. When Acton finally took public
cognizance of “The Roman Question’ in the Rambler, in January
1860,5 the disruption of the Papal States was imminent and an
assembly in the Romagna had already called for annexation
to the kingdom of Sardinia.

“The Roman Question’ was a study in the art of temporizing.

1 Cited by Friedrich, III, 439.
2 Emile de Laveleye, Le Gowvernement dans la démocratie (2 vols.; Paris,

1891), I, 187-8.
3 Add. MSS., 486o0. 4 Add. MSS., 5751,

5 Rambler, new series, II (1860), 137-54.
51



LORD ACTON

Acton could not summon much enthusiasm to the defence of
the Pope, nor great vindictiveness to the trouncing of the
Italian nationalists. He conceded to the nationalists the in-
justice of withholding from the subjects of the Pope, because
of a supposed religious interest which they did not consider
decisive, those political rights which are notmally granted to
all men: ‘It is invidious to assert that the subjects of the Pope
must be necessarily less free than those of other princes. Can
any spiritual necessity be an excuse for so gross a political
wrong?’! But he promptly redressed the balance. The revolu-
tionists, he said, were not offended, as they might ptropetly
have been, by the ‘human defect’ of the temporal power, the
maladministration of the Pope, but by the ‘divine institution’
of the papacy, the fact that the Church existed by divine sanc-
tion rather than on the sufferance of an omnipotent State.
Against the revolutionary theory that all power was derived
from the people and none from God, and that the State, pre-
sumably representing the general will, was absolute, Acton
looked to the temporal power of the Pope as a counter-
assertion of independence. Since the indispensable conditions
of independence were property and sovereignty, these wete
the attributes of the power claimed by the Pope. The temporal
powet, then, although not of the nature and essence of the
Chutch, was a necessary expedient forced upon her by a pro-
fane wotld. ‘It is her protection against the State, and a2 monu-
ment of her imperfect victory over the ideas of the outer
wotld. It is not so much an advantage as a necessity, not so
much desirable as inevitable.’®

When “The Roman Question’ appeared, it met with the
approval of few outside of the Rambler’s immediate circle. And
even within the inner circle there was dissatisfaction. Wetherell
(nominally joint-editor with Acton, but who had been pre-
vented by other wotk from engaging actively in an editorial
capacity) submitted his resignation, explaining that he could
not go so far as Acton in support of the temporal power, and
withdrew it only after he was assured that he had misunder-
stood the point of the article. The Ultramontanes, on the other
hand, automatically distrusting everything issuing from the

1ibid., p. 140. 2 jbid., p. 149.
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pen of Acton or the pages of the Rambler, took the article to be
a weasel-mouthed attack on the temporal power. Partisanship
ran high, and the minimal position Acton was trying to reach,
based upon a weighing of lesser evils, gave offence now to one
side, now to the other.

While working on the essay, Acton had written: ‘I am
afraid I am a partisan of sinking ships, and I know none more
ostensibly sinking just now than St. Peter’s.”? His arguments
were unorthodox and he made concessions to the Italian
nationalists, but he was privately convinced that this was the
only honest and effective way to defend the temporal power.
Gradually, however, the inherent vulgarity of politics won out
over the subtleties of Acton’s theories, and it appeared that the
popular alternatives, secular Liberalism versus Ultramontanism,
were in fact the only feasible alternatives. The Ultramontanes,
who had always predicted that the radical spirit of free inquiry
cultivated by the Rambler would jeopardize the entite struc-
ture of the papacy, seemed vindicated. During 1860 and 1861
the journal trod the downward path of Liberalism.

Of a Belgian statesman, an anti-clerical Catholic described
as a double-barrelled gun with one batrel to shoot at his
enemies and the other at his friends, Acton commented
approvingly: ‘Rambler, towt pur.’? Until 1860 he had hoped to
be above the battle, or, at worst, to wage an independent war
with a private strategy and congenial subalterns. By 1861,
however, for all practical purposes his forces had been merged
with those of the Liberals; in the ideal of the ‘united front’ of a
later day, they marched separately and fought together.

It was Dellinger, as usual, who called the turn. In April
1861 he delivered the Odeon lectures in Munich, later pub-
lished in an expanded vetsion undet the title, Charch and
Churches, and marking a new stage in his divergence from
Rome. The lectures drew out and extended the implications
of what he and Acton had hinted at before: the temporal
powet, no necessaty part of the Catholic system, should be
abdicated graciously and voluntarily before the nationalists
seized it by force. Déllinger had consulted with Acton before

1 Acton to Simpson, 7 December 1859, Gasquet, p. 113.
2 Acton to Simpson, July 1860, ibid., p. 145.
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delivering the lectutes and again while preparing them for the
ptess, and bately was the book set in type before Acton started
to write his account of it for the Rambler, a sixty-two page
leading article for the November issue called ‘Dollinger on
the Temporal Power’.! He wrote to Simpson to warn him: ‘I
will do it very gently, but thete are things in the book to make
each particular hair to stand on end, so it will not be well to
put overmuch in the other articles.’2 .
‘Déllinger on the Temporal Power’ was a condensation of
Church and Churches and at the same time a defence of it against
possible criticism. There was a cettain artfulness in both the
essay and the book, for although they were obviously meant as
treatises on the temporal power and attacks on papal policy,
they came to their subjects by way of a long historical and
critical digression into the nature of Protestantism. The Ultra-
montane might have interpreted this, with some justice, as a
design to placate him and draw his righteous anger from the
mote offensive passages. But it was also intended to bring the
issue into a larger perspective, to keep in view the enemy out-
side the gates as well as within. Their criticisms of Rome,
Acton and Déllinger had to make clear, implied no acceptance
of the Protestant reading of history, and if the papal States
were in need of reform, the history of Protestant despotism
ind dissolution provided no model for that reform. It was as
Catholics interested in strengthening their Church that they
andertook to chastise it, Catholics conscious of ‘the almost
ttiumphant security which belongs to a Church possessing an
icknowledged authority, a definite organization, and a system
brought down by tradition from the apostolic age.”®
Having set down these first principles of their faith, they
sould then proceed to the matter at hand, the rescue of the
Church from the suicidal dependence upon the temporal power

it a time when the temporal power was being snatched away

from under it. In the interest of self-preservation, the temporal

1 Rambler, new seties, VI (1861), 1-62; reprinted in History of Freedom,
op. 301-74. In May, under ‘Current Events’, Acton had reportcd. on the
Ddeon lectures, but since there had been no official text at the time, he
:0ook the occasion in his November article to regret his premature and
1asty report. 2 25 September 1861, Gasquet, p. 198.

3 History of Freedons, p. 343.
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power had to be sharply distinguished from the essence of the
Church. As a matter of plain historical fact, the Popes had not
always had the temporal powet, and when they had they would
sometimes have been better off without it, for the good of both
their spiritual and temporal obligations. A government of
priests was likely to be the worst possible govetnment, for
priests, the bearers of grace and indulgence, found it hard to
bend their will to an impartial, secular law.

The Pope, Dollinger and Acton concluded on an unex-
pectedly hopeful note, should withdtaw from the anomalous
position in which he had been placed. As a fitting place of
refuge, they recommended Germany, where Catholicism had
preserved in its greatest purity the Christian ideal of 2 Church
unfettered by a secular bureaucracy and unfortified by the
dubious authority of the police. Eventually a restoration of the
papal sovereignty over some territory, pethaps much reduced
in size and protected by international law, would be desirable,
because in a Europe of absolute States the Pope could not be
independent as a subject. But in the meantime the Pope would
be nowhere less independent than in an Italy governed by a
Piedmont despot and occupied by French troops. Should the
restoration take place some time in the future, Acton warned,
care should be taken that the Italians would not again be put
in the dilemma of having to choose between the Pope and
freedom. “The Powets have clearly no right to testore the
Pope for the sake of religion unless they restore freedom for
the sake of the people.’* As for the Pope, the important thing
to keep in mind was that it was not absolute power that he
required to secure his independence; ‘the not being governed,
not the right of governing’, was crucial, though to be sure,
‘governing is the only way to avoid being governed’.?

HAZARDS OF RELIGIOUS JOURNALISM
The tempers that had already been exacerbated by the
Rambler’s haughty pronouncements on science and scholarship

1 Acton to Simpson, 23 November 1861, Gasquet, p. 229.
% Acton to Simpson, 9 October 1861, ibid., p. 213.
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and by its strictures on Church history came to the breaking
point on the issue of the temporal power. Wilfrid Ward, the
son of W. G. Ward, has described the hysteria with which this
controversy was charged in the ’sixties, the whispered reports
that X was ‘not sound’ on the temporal power, the feverish
gossip which put a man ‘for’ or ‘against’ it.! The Satwrday
Review professed to be astonished at the violence of Catholic
polemics: ‘It is cleat, from the extraordinary freedom with
which names and persons are handled, and from the eagerness
of bishops and dignitaries to enter into the lists, that an
amount of pugnacity exists among Roman Catholics which by
no means finds sufficient vent in its onslaught on Protes-
tantism.’2

'The Dublin Review, the voice of Ultramontanism, was not
so much infuriated by the facts adduced by Déllinger and
Acton, or even their conclusions, as by the spirit in which they
wete presented. To suppose that facts could be pitted against
the expressed will of the Pope seemed to it presumptuous and
arrogant. And to assume the dry, critical tone of the impartial
scholar, at a time when ‘the Father of Christendom is deserted
by friends, beset by enemies, mocked, calumniated, abused’,3
was the final outrage. The Rambler stood convicted of a “want
of reverence for authority’.4 In June 1861, Acton was given
notice that the journal’s position on the temporal powet would
not go unchallenged. Cardinal Antonelli, Secretary of State to
the Pope, insisted that the Rambler come out unequivocally for
the temporal power and against the Liberal Party, which was
supporting the Italian nationalists. Apparently on instructions
from Wiseman, Manning met with Acton to warn him of an
impending censure from Rome and to recommend that he
dissociate himself from the joutnal to avoid being implicated
in it. Newman, when informed by Acton of these develop-
ments, agreed that Antonelli was exceeding his authority, but

1 Watd, Newman, 1, 526.
2 Saturday Review, X1V (1862), 195.
8 ‘Déllinger and the Temporal Power of the Popes’, Dublin Review, L
(1861), 200.
4 Wilfrid Ward, William George Ward and the Catholic Revival (London,
1893), p. 147.
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urged him nevertheless to give up the journal and tetire to
Aldenham, where he might occupy himself with less ephemeral
and more rewarding work than the editing of a periodical:
‘Gibbon, in the beginning of his autobiography, tefers to
Aldenham—might it not become mote classical (and some-
what dearer to a Catholic) than Lausanne? Gladstone, in the
dedication of one of his early works to Lord Lyttelton, talks of
his writing in the classical groves of Hagley; yet what is the
history of Henry II to the “Opus Magnum’ which might be
identified with Aldenham?’!

But Acton would not be put off by these blandishments.
He replied that the Rambler had consented to the exclusion
of theology from its pages, and nothing remained over
which the ecclesiastical authorities could propetly claim juris-
diction. ‘In political life’, he reminded Newman,‘ we should
not be deterred, I suppose, by the threat or fear of even ex-
communication, from doing what we should deem our
duty.’?

Like many others, Newman considered Simpson rather than
Acton to be the offending party. And there is no doubt but
that Simpson’s deadly wit took its toll among Ultramontanes
whose pomposity was only equalled by ignorance. Yet, as
Acton took pains to make clear, it was not the indiscretions of
Simpson that brought down the ire of Ultramontanes, but the
fundamental principles of Liberalism. If the contributors were
outspoken and personal in their writing. they were accused of
brazenness and irreverence; if they were dispassionate and
objective they were accused of dissimulation and irreverence.
Simpson once complained that when he touched on matters
of theology he was reproved for going out of his province, and
when he sedulously avoided them he was criticized for ignoring
the supernatural and lapsing into infidelity. It was a ‘losing
game’, Acton decided.®? Newman at one time had suggested
that in order to convince the bishops of the Rambler’s ottho-
doxy, it ought to adopt a board of censors whose gravity and
sense of responsibility would be unimpeachable. Besides him-

120 June 1861, Ward, Newman, 1, 523.
2 2 July 1861, ibid., p. 527.
3 Acton to Newman, 29 June 186o, ibid., p. st0.
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self he had proposed Déllinger, Victor de Buck and Auguste
Gratry, all piests. Acton replied by pointing out that Newman
was the author of an article interpteted as heretical, Ddllinger
had written the note on the Jansenism of St. Augustine, de
Buck had conttibuted a letter in which it was assumed that
there was no dogmatic difference between the schismatics and
the Church (which Acton prudently rejected), and Gratry had
offered a paper on the difference between papism and Catholic-
ism, of which he himself had said that if it should appear under
his own name he would be obliged to leave the Oratory the
same day. Given the facts of ‘a hostile and illiterate episcopate,
an ignofant clergy, 2 prejudiced and divided laity’,! and faced
with the prospect of imminent censure, the Rambler could only
suspend publication.

In an ingenious but quite transparent move, Acton ap-
proached the editots of the Dublin Review with the proposal
that the two journals merge, 2 proposal that was, of course,
promptly declined. Having thus, to his own satisfaction at any
rate, saddled the Ultramontanes with the onus of perpetuating
Catholic factionalism, Acton proceeded with his plans to
transform the Rambler into the more setious and scholatly
quatterly, the Home and Foreign Review.

With the old staff and old ideas, the new title and format
deceived no one, and the Home and Foreign Review inherited all
the ill-will formerly directed against the Rambler. From its
first issue, when it insisted upon speaking of Pope Paul III’s
‘son’ rather than the conventional euphemism of ‘nephew’,
until the last stormy issue just two years later, the joutnal
cartied on an incessant feud with the hierarchy. Immediately
upon its appearance, Wiseman had censured both the Rambler
and the Review for ‘the absence for yeats of all reserve ot
teverence in its treatment of petsons or of things deemed
sacred, its grazing over the very edges of the most perilous
abysses of error, and its habitual preferences of uncatholic to
catholic instincts, tendencies and motives’.2 The final crisis

1ibid.

2 Reply of his Eminence Cardinal Wiseman to an Address presented by the
Clergy Secular and Regular of the Archdiocese of Westminster (London, 1862),
p. 27.

58

CONFLICTS WITH ROME

was precipitated once again by Déllinger. In a Catholic con-
gress held in Munich in September 1863, Déllinger, attacking
scholastic theology, had called for a bold, modern and inde-
pendent philosophy to transcend the artificial barriers separa-
ting the Chutches and effect a new'religious union. Reporting
on the congtess in the Review, Acton enthusiastically seconded
Déllinget’s address.! By this act the journal became implicated
in a papal brief, issued in December, censuring the views
expressed in the speech.? With scholastic theology upheld as
the true teaching of the Church, and the Roman congregations
confirmed in their right to supervise science and scholarship,
the Home and Foreign Review clearly stood condemned.

The last issue of the Home and Foreign Review appeared in
April 1864. The article, ‘Conflicts with Rome’, which carried
Acton’s signature for the first time, reviewed the history of the
journal and the decision to discontinue it:

‘It would be wrong to abandon principles which have been
well considered and are sincerely held, and it would also be
wrong to assail the authotity which contradicts them. The
ptinciples have not ceased to be true, nor the authority to be
legitimate because the two are in contradiction. To submit the
intellect and conscience without examining the reasonableness
and justice of this dectee, or to reject the authority on the
ground of its having been abused, would equally be 2 sin, on
one side against morals, on the other against faith. . . .

“Warned, therefore, by the language of the Brief, I will not
provoke ecclesiastical authority to 2 more explicit repudiation
of doctrines which are necessary to secure its influence upon
the advance of modern science. I will not challenge a conflict
which would only deceive the world into a belief that religion
cannot be harmonized with all that is right and true in the
progress of the present age. But I will sacrifice the existence of
the Review to the defence of its principles, in order that I may
combine the obedience which is due to legitimate ecclesiastical

1 “The Munich Congress’, Home and Foreign Review, IV (1864), 209-44.

2 The Brief was not published until Match of the next year, which
accounts for the fact that the laudatory report of Dollinger’s address
appeared in the Review in January 1864, and that not until April was the
Brief discussed.
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authority, with an equally conscientious maintenance of the
rightful and necessary liberty of thought.’?

Later that year Matthew Arnold published his essay, “The
Function of Criticism at the Present Time’, an eloquent plea for
criticism that would also be creative, independent, honest,
unencumbered by practical considerations or profane interests.
‘There existed no criticism worthy of the name, he deplored,
no free play of mind. As soon as a journal gave evidence of
intellectual restlessness and imagination, it was made to feel its
chains. ‘We saw this the other day’, Arnold wrote, ‘in the
extinction, so much to be regretted, of the Home and Foreign
Review; perhaps in no organ of criticism in this country was
there so much knowledge, so much play of mind; but these
could not save it. The Dublin Review subordinates play of mind
to the practical business of Roman Catholicism, and lives.’2

FORESHADOWINGS OF INFALLIBILITY

There was a pathetic bravado in the behaviour of the
papacy at this time, a blustering display of confidence and
intrepidity that was as bold as it was ill-founded. When Pius
issued the decree of the Immaculate Conception of Mary,
under whose special providence he regarded himself, he was
sovereign in Rome only on the sufferance of the French
emperor and French troops. When he boasted loudest of the
immutability of his temporal power, that power was being
irretrievably lost to him. And when, ten years to the day after
the dectee of Immaculate Conception, the papacy issued the
most famous modern document of Ultramontane principles,
the Syllabus of Errors, it followed by three months the pub-
lication of the convention between Napoleon III and King
Victor Emmanuel by which Napoleon agreed to withdraw his
support of the papal sovereignty.

The Syllabus Errorum, issued by Pius on 15 December 1864,
and the Encyclical Quanta Cara which accompanied it, were an

1 ‘Conflicts with Rome’, History of Freedom, pp. 487-8, 489.

3 Arnold, Essays Literary and Critical (Everyman ed.; London, 1938),
p. 13.
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uncompromising repudiation of every distinctive principle of
modern society. Like most organizational documents, these
had 2 double function: to the Protestant, secular wotld, they
served as an affirmation of Catholic principles; to dissident
Catholics, preaching the gospel of ‘a free Church in a free
State’, they were a warning and a threat. The Syllabus, a list of
‘the principal errors of our time’, is perhaps the most detailed
indictment of Liberalism ever drawn up. Eighty propositions
stood condemned as heresies. These ranged from beliefs that
were flagrantly heretical—such as the denial of the existence
of God—to those in which only the most extravagant Ultra-
montanes could find heresy. The casualties suffered by Acton
were heavy. He discovered that it was now heretical to believe
that: only dogmas of faith were binding on Catholic teachets
and authors and that in all other matters they were free to
follow the dictates of science, philosophy and histoty; scho-
lasticism was inadequate in the modern age; the Church should
renounce the temporal power and rely upon spiritual rather
than coercive authority; it was an historical fact that the
temporal power and other civil immunities enjoyed by the
Church often originated with the civil authority, that Popes
and ecumenical councils had been known to exceed the limits
of their legitimate power, and that the papacy had not been
entirely blameless in the disruption of the Church; the State
had the right to supervise the education of the youth and
to have a part in ‘matters related to religion, morality and
spiritual governments’; it was desirable that there should be a
separation of Church and State, freedom of the Press and
freedom of worship; and it was no longer necessary that the
Catholic religion should be held as the exclusive religion of the
State. The final heretical proposition reads like a statement of
his faith: “The Roman Pontiff can and ought to reconcile him-
self to, and agree with, progress, Liberalism, and modern
civilization.’?

Confronted with this overwhelming challenge, many Catho-
lics took refuge in hastily devised fictions. They decided that
the Syllabus was really directed against other countries than
their own, or they pretended that it contained no innovations.

1 Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom (3 vols.; New York, 1919),11, 23 3.
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In desperation, some bishops (Dupanloup was among them)
even tried to reduce the condemned propositions to absurdities
and so make light of their condemnation. Acton was too
strong-minded to resort to these stratagems. Catholics, he felt,
should not be lulled into a false security. The Syllabus must be
taken for what it was, an attack upon all of the most deeply
cherished ideas of Liberalism, a defence of scholasticism, of
absolute monarchy, and of the most objectionable principles
of the Index and Inquisition.! It was an Ultramontane docu-
ment, and the Ultramontanes had read it rightly.

What the Ultramontanes could not be trusted to decide,
however, was the authority which the Syllabus and Encycli-
cal could legitimately claim. Most Ultramontanes were agreed
that although the Syllabus was not binding on all Catholics,
the Encyclical was. Fortunately for Acton, the consensus of
Church authorities supported the Liberal position that en-
cyclicals wete not of infallible authority and therefore not abso-
lutely binding. From this he detived what comfort he could.
In Italy, in the winter of 1864—5, he was asked to join other
non-Italian Catholics in an address to the Pope. He drafted an
addtess which conspicuously avoided reference to the En-
cyclical and Syllabus, but the others, regarding it as an insult
to the Pope, tejected it. Acton withdrew from the committee,
and when the document appeared, it was without his signa-
ture.

In the providentia] order of the world, as Acton once said
of the institution of slavery, the Syllabus was an instrument
for good as well as evil, for if it was designed to shackle the
minds of Catholics, it sometimes had the perverse effect of
liberating them. Although few wete sufficiently disturbed to
seek excommunication ot voluntarily to leave the Church
(Thomas Atnold, a convett, contributor to the Rambler, and
brother of Matthew Atnold, was one of these), the Syllabus
came as a shocking revelation of the extent to which Ultra-
montanism had permeated the Church and the depth of its
hostility to modetn culture. Now that Rome herself had
spoken, it was no longer possible to maintain the benign
deception that Veuillot, Watd and the editors of the Civilta

1 Add. MSS., 4903, 4905 and j5018.
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Cattolica were indulging their private idiosyncrasies. Even
Dupanloup, ever ready to reconcile papal pronouncements
with his own easy version of Liberalism, was more troubled by
the Syllabus than he pretended to be, and Newman quoted him
as saying, ‘If we can tide over the next ten yeats we are safe.’!

The next ten years, however, were not to be safely tided
ovet, and things went from bad to worse for the Liberals. In
Italy the Pope issued a Brief commending the exceedingly
Ultramontane Civilta Cattolica. In France Le Monde, successor
to L’ Univers, was generally taken to be the voice of official
Catholicism. And in England Manning became Atchbishop
of Westminster in succession to Wiseman, who died in 1865.

Manning’s appointment was a scandal in the opinion not
only of Liberals but also of the old Catholic families, for it
was the personal decision of the Pope in defiance of the ex-
pressed wish of the canons of the Chapter of Westminster.
Among the laity Manning was distrusted because of the ex-
treme narrowness of his views; within the ecclesiastical
hierarchy he was feared because of the jealousy with which he
guarded his prerogatives; and theologians and scholats dubbed
him ‘Monsignor Ignorante’ in testimony to his imperfect
grasp of Church ceremonials and doctrines. Compared with
Manning, Wiseman had been a paragon of tolerance and
understanding. But even Manning was not severe enough for
the most zealous. Mgt. Talbot saw to it that Manning did not
waver, and W. G. Ward, as self-appointed lay custodian of
religious orthodoxy, kept Talbot in line. A regiment in full
panoply was being pressed into service to defend the faith
against the insidious attacks of Acton and his associates.

The only weapon available to the Liberal Catholics which
had a chance of penetrating the armour of the Ultramontanes
was the secular Press. Avowedly Catholic journals, like the
Ruambler and Home and Foreign Review, wete too exposed to
ecclesiastical censute; a non-religious journal, however, might
be less vulnerable. Accordingly, in the autumn of 1866 plans
were started for the issuance of 2 new weekly, the Chronicle, to
be edited by Wetherell and financed by an intimate friend of

1 Newman to Pusey, 17 November 1865, Ward, Newman, 11, 101.
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Acton, Sir Roland Blennerhassett, with the old st
Home and Foreign Review as conttibutors, The pros;g:tgﬁ fil::
scribed it as being a religious journal only in the sense in which
gf tl{ zzfiz/rdda_y Review vitrl:.s Tsr':ligious: it would assume the truth of
olic dogma as the Sasurday Revie
Ar}%hcan, but it vft_rould not diSC{‘lSS it. SRS e
- statement of principles dedicated the Chronicle to
foreign and political reporting and an expert, cosmopcigl(i)tzg
review of literature. In both departments Acton was a major
contributor. He had spent the autumn of 1866 travelling on
the Continent with his wife, Countess Marie, the daughter
of Count Arco-Valley, whom he had matried the previous
yeat. In the winter the couple settled down in Rome, and
during the brief duration of the Chronicle, from March 1 8’67 to
February 1868, Acton acted as its Roman correspondent. Aside
from repotts on Italy ptinted in the ‘Current Events’ columns
of the journal, and about a hundred book reviews on a variety
gfhl}::lﬁtﬁcal s1c11b]e<.:ts, he thcontributed many short essays, of
i e predominant theme was i .
po'il:':lry situation of the Church. ottt et
o many pious Catholics thete seemed to be somethi
perverse and hysterical in the way Acton attacked no:vthcl)ltllge
and now another feature of Church history and policy, and a
collection of his periodical writings and COI.‘I'CSPO;ldenCC
might give even a sympathetic reader the impression of a pro-
fessional ‘muckraker’ pouncing upon every incident that
would serve to discredit his victim. Yet this was far from true
Xf his Chronicle writings ate placed within the framework of
contemporaty events, it becomes evident that it was the pro-
vocative actions of the Pope and not Acton’s own spon-
taneously aggressive impulses that gave birth to his criticisms.
Eatly in 1867 both Acton and Déllinger, within the space
of 2 few months, published atticles on the Inquisition, Acton
in the form of an essay on Sarpi in the Chromicle,! and ijﬂinger
in the form of a long historical account of the Roman Inqui-
sition in the A/jgemeine Zeitung. Both had been prompted by
the same circumstance, the announcement that on the 1,800th
annivetsary of the martyrdom of the Apostles Peter and Paul,

! ‘Fra Paolo Sarpi’, Chronicl, 1 (1867), 14-17.
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which was to be celebrated in Rome in June, Pedro de Arbués,
the notorious Spanish Inquisitor murdered in 1485, would be
canonized. The Inquisition, it appeared, was to be exhumed
out of the dead past to be restored to life and glory.

In the article on Sarpi, Acton exposed some of the decep-
tions commonly practised by Catholics to conceal the wicked-
ness of the Inquisition: de Maistre’s theory that the Inquisition
was an instrument of the State and not of the Church, Pet-
rone’s that few or no heretics suffered under the Roman
Inquisition, and even Déllinger’s that there were no victims
after Bruno. It was time, Acton insisted, that men were made
sensible of the extraordinary carelessness of the Church with
human life. The Pope and his intimates had instigated and
rewarded acts of deliberate murdet, and these were the same
men who wete later canonized as saints—Chatles Borromeo
and Pius V. The fine distinctions of motives that had occupied
Acton five years before in the ‘Protestant Theory of Persecu-
tion’ no longer seemed televant or even true. Even before the
Sarpi article he had come to the conclusion that Albigensian-
ism, for example, had been supptessed not as an anti-social
doctrine but as a purely theological heresy.! A notebook
Jabelled ‘Inquisition’, dating probably to 1866 and 1867, re-
veals the distance he had travelled since 1862:

‘Object of the Inquisition not to combat sin—for the sin was
not judged by it unless accompanied by error. Nor even to
put down ezror. For it punished untimely or unseetnly remarks
the same as blasphemy. Only unity. This became an outward,
fictitious, hypoctitical unity. The gravest sin was pardoned,
but it was death to deny the donation of Constantine. So men
Jearnt that outward submission must be given. All this to
promote authotity more than faith. When ideas were punished
more severely than actions—for all this time the Church was
softening the criminal law, and saving men from the conse-
quences of crimei—and the Donation was put on 2 level with
God’s own law—men understood that authority went before

sincerity.’®
1 Review of H. Formby’s Pictorial Bible and Church History Stories, Vol.

II1, in Home and Foreign Review, 1 (1863), 218.
2 Add. MSS., 5536.
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From a vatiety of texts Acton gleaned the one moral precept:
means are not justified by their ends. Philip II of Spain was
10 hero for supposing that in the service of the Church any
means wete legitimate;! Popes skilled in diplomacy were not
more admirable than those boasting only spiritual nobility;?
corruption was no less evil because it was found in the
Catholic Church;® and murder was no less murdet because it
was sanctioned by the Pope and had brigands as its victims.*

Although the Chronicle did not fall under the jurisdiction of
Rome—perhaps partly because of this—it was liked no more
than its predecessors, and Acton’s credit with the hierarchy
continued to deteriorate. The Pope himself seemed to regard
his presence in Rome as a deliberate affront. When Newman’s
associate, Ambrose St. John, came to the Vatican in 1867, he
discovered that the most damaging charge held against New-
man was his connection with the Rambler eight years earlier.
The Pope complained to St. John of those who wete not
Catholics ‘in heart’ and who were ‘bringing in a semi-Catholic-
ism’; the one name he mentioned was Acton’s.b

The Chronicle suspended publication in February 1868, not,
however, because of ecclesiastical censorship but because of
political differences among the editors. In October 1869,
Liberal Catholicism acquired another vehicle, this time the
North British Review, originally, peculiatly enough an organ
of the evangelical Scottish Free Kirk party. Again Wetherell
was editor and Acton and Simpson were faithful contributors.
In the first issue Acton had two long essays, one on the Vatican
Council scheduled to convene in December, the other on an
episode in Church history which had recently come into
prominence, the Massacre of St. Bartholomew.

Again Acton did not go out of his way to find matter for
controversy. The Massacre of St. Bartholomew happened,
just then, to be the subject of a spate of volumes and aticles

1 Review of de Pidal’s P4ili o Pé ’
in Chronih 1 (360 4o ippe 11, Antonio Pérez, et Ja royaume &’ Aragon,

2 Review of Bergenroth’s Introduction to Vol. II of The Calendar of
State Papers, in Chronicle, I (1867), 588.

3 “Bssays on Academical Literature’, Chromicle, 1 (1867), 667.

4 ‘Current Events’, Chronicle, 1 (1867), 27-8.

5 Ambrose St. John to Newman, 4 May 1867, Ward, Newman, 11, 167.
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by Catholics purporting to revise the conventional theory
according to which the massacre of thousands of French
Huguenots on St. Bartholomew’s day, 1572, had been pre-
meditated and carried out by the Catholic party. In the
Chronicle Acton had briefly reviewed a book on the Massacre,?
and in the North British Review he examined at greater length
the recent literature. He concluded that there was no evidence
to absolve the Church of premeditated murder or the papal
court of connivance. It was not only indisputable historical
fact that told against the papacy, but the whole body of
casuistty which made it an act of duty and mercy to kill a
heretic so that he might be removed from sin. The Inquisition
had prepared the way for the massacre by hardening the heart
and corrupting the conscience of the Catholic wotld. Only
when Catholics could no longer rely on force and had to
take their case before public opinion did they seek to explain
away what had once been boastfully acknowledged. “The same
motive which had justified the murder now prompted the lie’,
and a swarm of facts were invented to absolve the papacy
from this monstrous crime.? To Déllinger at about this time,
Acton wrote: “The stoty is much more abominable than we all
believed.”® His private notes, even mote than his published
articles, express the bitterness and repugnance with which he
looked upon the practice of religious murder: ‘S.B. [St.
Bartholomew] is the greatest ctime of modern times. It was
committed on principles professed by Rome. It was approved,
sanctioned, praised by the papacy. The Holy See went out
of its way to signify to the world, by permanent and solemn
acts, how entirely it admired a king who slaughtered his sub-
jects treacherously, because they were Protestants. To pro-
claim for evet that because a man is a Protestant it is a pious
[holy] deed to cut his throat in the night. .. .4

The disputes over the Massacre of St. Bartholomew, the
Inquisition and even the Syllabus of Errors were only skit-
mishes, local engagements in advance of the major battle to be

1 “The Massacre of St. Bartholomew’, Chronicle, I1 (1868), 158-Go.
2 “The Massacre of St. Bartholomew’, History of Freedom, p. 148.
3 Woodward, Politica, IV (1939), 256.

¢ Add. MSS,, s004. Ellipses in the original.
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fought over the dogma of papal Infallibility. It had been a long
and arduous campaign for Acton, but time was on his side.
With matutity had come a fund of moral indignation, his-
torical knowledge and a practical experience of politics that
made him a formidable enemy of Rome and eatned him the

position of leader of the lay opposition during the Vatican
Council.
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IV

POLITICAL CONSERVATISM AND LIBERAL
POLITICS

EDMUND BURKE: ‘TEACHER OF MANKIND’

engaged in cultivating two distinct intetests and cateers,

one in religion, the other in politics. The two-fold pro-
gramme he had set himself in 1858, of converting his co-
religionists to a more valid Catholicism and introducing them
to the true principles of political Conservatism, temained in
effect through all the journalistic ventures of the ’sixties.

In politics as in religion, Acton was the pupil of Déllinger.
It was Dollinger who had weaned him away from what he
regarded as the facile Liberalism of Macaulay and had placed
him on a diet of Burke, particularly Burke at his most con-
servative. ‘“My first literary impressions’, Acton recalled in a
note to Dollinger, ‘were the recommendation of Bacon’s
Essays, Burke, Newman. . . . Macaulay was repugnant to you.
Of Burke you loved patticularly the Letters on a Regicide
Peace—the literary starting point of Legitimism.’? As Macau-
lay was the hero of Granville, so Burke became the hero
of his stepson, and this divergence of loyalties was far more
significant than their common allegiance to the Liberal
Party.

It was pastly to reinstate Burke as the great sage of politics
and to expel the upstart Macaulay that Acton undettook the
editing of the Rambler. As his contribution to the political
education of Catholics, he proposed an essay on the later

1 Friedtich, III, 72.
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in externals, their constitutions would have resembled it most
in spirit. Continental Liberals might have learnt much from the
English who, when they were obliged to tesist oppression,
harked back to their traditional laws, and when they had to
appeal to rights, evoked their hereditary rather than natural
rights. It was by the intensity of their Conservatism, not by
the fanaticism of revolution, that the English putchased their
freedom.?

The principle of Consetvatism was history, the principle of
tevolution was sovereignty; the Conservative found law in
history, the revolutionist found it in the will of the sovereign
power. One of the great confusions of political thinking,
Acton warned, was the curious fact that the Whig (or Liberal)
Party had a double pedigree, tracing its descent on the one
hand through Fox, Sidney and Milton to the Roundheads, and
on the other through Burke to Somers and Selden, the parlia-
mentarians in the reigns of the Stuarts. ‘Between these two
families there was more matter for civil war than between
Cromwell and King Charles.’> Macaulay was 2 Whig of the
Fox school, to whom nothing was sacted but the will of the
people. Macaulay and Burke were separated by the same chasm
that separated legitimate authority and ‘popular sovereignty,
for while a government in which the people were unrepresent-
ed was ‘defective’, one in which the law was not supreme was
‘criminal’.3

Against what he desctibed as the ‘violent Liberalism’
of Macaulay, Acton urged not a programme of reaction, of
opposition to all progtess, but a slow evolution of institutions
with changes atising from special historical situations rather
than from the minds of presumptuous men. There was niothing
admitable, he wrote, in the attempt to apply mechanically ‘the
dead letter of a written code to the great complications of

1Review of John George Phillimore’s History of England Daring the
Reign of George 111, in Home and Foreign Review, 111 (1863), 713-15.

2 Review of Frederick Arnold’s The Public Life of Lord Macanlay, in
Home and Foreign Review, 11 (1863), 258.

3 Review of B. Carneti’s Demokratie, Nationalitit und Napoleonismus, in
Home and Foreign Review, 11 (1863), 656.

4 Review of Mark Napier’s Memorials and Letters . . . of Viscount Dundee,
in Home and Foreign Review, 11 (1863), 236.
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