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The Nation--A single dynasty ruled France from 987 to 1789 producing on occasion a great or clever man.  The Capetians worked hard to build up their family's personal holdings from its tiny nucleus around Paris.  From the thirteenth to seventeenth centuries both royal and princely agents pushed in all directions to expand French holdings.  Royal agents gained an increasing share of power.  Royal institutions grew haphazardly and gradually, so that the trend towards centralization and absolutism was not steady or consistent.  Royal institutions were, instead the products of barnacle-like encrustation of overlapping functions and useless sinecures.  The growth was piecemeal and never accompanied by housecleaning or internal harmony.  The bureaucracy expanded principally because of royal need for money which it found by selling offices from the middle ages on.  Further, when one set of officials had become entrenched, the Crown created an entirely new layer to overcome the privileges, power and perquisites of the older group.  And some offices after 1604 became hereditary to be willed to an heir, sold outright or used as collateral for loans.  The Crown, thus deprived of the right to resell the offices, had to subdivide functions and create new positions to replenish the treasury.

Centralization and Finance--Richelieu tried to centralize the state in the sixteenth century.  He appointed intendants who despite their extensive powers to enforce royal will found a tangled undergrowth of local rules, trade restrictions, special laws and many other traditional practices and institutions impervious to outside interference.  Many provinces had special local autonomy in the form of provincial "estates," which were deliberative bodies representing privileged orders in local society.  Consequently, if one considers France by 1750 to be a centralized despotic state, it was a curious patchwork in both state and society of local power, provincial loyalties, linguistic variation and central ambition.  FINANCE--The greatest weakness of the Crown was money.  It was widely assumed the king should support himself from his original medieval demesne lands around Paris like any lesser feudal lord.  Taxes were to be levied only for temporary purposes, times of grave emergency and so forth.  Efforts to impose direct permanent taxes such as the "taille" and the "gabelle," from which most members of the privileged orders were exempt, but they always gave way eventually to storms of outrage and then silly schemes usually borrowing at high interest rates.  More than anything else this eventually destroyed the monarchy.

Taming the Aristocracy--It is true the Bourbons tamed the medieval aristocracy and stripped it of much of its power, they allowed two institutions to survive, the Catholic hierarchy and the parlement of Paris buttressed by lesser provincial parlements, as major pillars of monarchy.  In the end they contributed to its downfall.  The church seemingly had been brought to heel in the Concordat of 1516 in which the King and pope worked out a compromise at the expense of the high French clergy.  It ensured the Crown's right to select bishops and archbishops and to dominate church affairs, while it guaranteed for the Pope a steady income from the French faithful.  Of course, it was the wrong sort of Gallicanism.  The clergy had hoped for a deal getting the church out from under the pope and instead under the control of a national church council rather than the King.  The church hierarchy accepted the deal grudgingly, so its loyalty was always hesitant.  However, the Crown did not dare to challenge the Church, for its annual "free gift" was essential to state revenue, and the clergy's spiritual influence made them dangerous opponents.

Parlements--The twelve parlements, led by the one in Paris, were medieval agencies combining judicial, administrative and political functions.  Until 1500 by dispensing justice the par-lements supported royal power, but after that the parlement defined its role as one of restraint.  It claimed the right to police arbitrary and excessive use of royal power and to protect the privileges and immunities of the king's subjects.  The parlements saw these privileges as antecedent to royal authority.  They also argued that loss of the constitutional privileges over which they watched would transform authoritarian rule into despotism.  So, from 1500 on as various kings tried to shake off traditional limits on their authority a sporadic contest developed between king and parlement.  Parlement's chief weapon was registration of royal edicts and issuing "remonstrances" to show that a new edict allegedly violated long-established custom and privilege.  By 1750 the relationship had reached a crisis in the face of overwhelming need for fiscal and administrative reform.  Many royal ministers saw the parlements as the chief obstacles to basic change, and they were basically right.  The justices, while quite serious and idealistic, were defending not only ideals but also special privilege and vested interests in which they had a personal stake as members of the "noblesse de robe."  With the traditional aristocracy of blood, the justices possessed an important set of rights and immunities that royal reformers threatened with their financial schemes.

French Society in 1750--Of Louis XV's 22 million subjects in 1750 barely two percent belonged to the socially and legally privileged nobility and clergy.  The First Estate, including members of monastic orders as well as priests and bishops, numbered about 130,000; the Second Estate, the hereditary nobility, is estimated at 300,000, of which 80,000 belonged to the "old nobility."  Everyone else was a commoner, either part of the amorphous bourgeoisie, or were peasants, artisans or workers--"le menu peuple."  Nine out of ten in this order lived off agriculture on small farms or isolated villages.  Few saw a city, though some on very rare occasions might visit a nearby "bourg" a commercial town of 5-10,000.  The court aristocracy stood at the apex of this hierarchy just below the royal family but since the Fronde, 1648-53, in definite subservience without much power.  Support of this leisure class through royal pensions was considerable but actually formed a minor item in the public budget compared to interest on the public debt.  The vast number of lesser nobles remained on their provincial estates away from the fetid miasma of Versailles, where the court aristocracy stood ready to stifle and choke off advocates of vigorous and efficient administration.  Some of the lesser nobles enjoyed a comfortable life; others barely managed to survive in a style only a little above the prosperous bourgeois.  While part of the nobility wanted to maintain the status quo, a segment advocated change to a semi-mythical medieval system--an unwritten constitution torn up by absolutist kings and their cheap bourgeois ministers.  They talked of decentralization, restoration of provincial rights, an end to royal and bureaucratic despotism, and a "return to legality."  So, they sought to revive feudal dues and to claim a monopoly of appointments to high army rank, church and government.  In an age of rising prices and growing population pressure every possible source of income had to be tapped if they were to once again "live nobly" as tradition required.  This of course nurtured resentment among commoners who would have to pay for this aristocratic resurgence, while the church, viewed as immensely wealthy, would be exempt from the costs.

The Clergy--Alongside the privileged aristocracy stood the clergy, though it was not an homogenous stratum of society or a class in any sense of the word.  It was instead a professional category enjoying certain social privileges.  The upper ranks came from the nobility, while the middle and lower ranks came from the bourgeoisie and the peasantry.  They possessed a strong corporate spirit, but there was a growing gap in the 18th c. between hierarchy and parish priest.  Village cures resented the contrasts in income between upper and lower clergy, sometimes at the ratio of roughly 140-1.  Dissatisfaction was greatest in the middle ranks, the cathedral chapters and seminary teachers for example, manned by able, ambitious, bookish young men of bourgeois origin who found advancement to bishoprics increasingly impossible and infuriating.  Further, many of the upper hierarchy had lax moral standards, since the stratum was, in Alfred Cobban's phrase, a system of unemployment relief for sons of the aristocracy.  Talleyrand, for example, lived at court and visited his bishopric only once, or Cardinal de Rohan, a key figure in the squalid Diamond Necklace scandal, or the Prince of Bourbon-Conde, abbot of four monasteries, whose most spiritual act was to construct a marble tomb for his pet monkey, McCarthy.  Nonetheless, there were many pious, even tolerant and intellectually vigorous, clergy who contradicted the images depicted in Voltaire's inverted bigotry and sarcastic invective.  The clergy was not a solid reactionary bloc fanatically devoted to defending dogma and special privilege.

Third Estate--Privileges varied and were widely shared in this hierarchical society.  Not only the nobility and the clergy, but also many well-to-do commoners, many cities and whole provinces were exempt from direct taxation.  Even so, some of the nobility in certain provinces had to pay the direct land tax called the "taille."  Some Frenchmen were obviously more privileged than others, and the nobility and clergy as groups bore a far smaller share of the tax burden than did commoners.  Among the underprivileged, the bulk of Frenchmen lived and worked on the land, and as peasants they had long shaken off the remnants of feudal servitude.  Some testimony suggests the peasantry lived in degradation and misery, while other accounts suggest that while conditions were primitive, they were better than in the seventeenth century.  Many peasants were tenants, sharecroppers or day laborers on estates owned by the privileged orders or the bourgeoisie, but perhaps as many as half of the peasantry had achieved virtual ownership of land.  A few, the so-called "laboureurs," were on their way to becoming a type of rural middle class, but the great mass of "manouvriers" lived at a precarious subsistence level.  Clearly, this mass was pre-capitalist, intensely traditional other than wanting to be free of any remnant of feudalism, and always anxious to supplement income by home weaving or part-time employment on the great estates.

Cities and Towns--It was in the cities and towns, however, where the greatest social change was at work.  The bourgeoisie, an amorphous and varied category that included industrial and commercial enterprisers, financiers, professional men, bureau-crats, shopkeepers, and some independent artisans, had made steady economic gains in the century, whose derivative wealth they plowed back into business expansion, new homes, country estates, government bonds, church or government offices or army commissions.  This was in general a professional not a business bourgeoisie.  Its dominant goal was not innovation and expansion but gaining social status, gaining a greater share of special privilege and to live "nobly" after the pattern of the aristoc-racy.  In short there was no rigid caste system but instead a very fluid system in which ennoblement through wealth was relatively easy, and the old nobility's campaign for monopoly was confined apparently to the very highest posts in the bureaucracy, church and the army.  On the other end of the bourgeoisie order staffed nearly at its bottom by the petty bourgeoisie was the urban wage earner.  Paris and Lyon contained sizeable contingents of this group, made up of skilled artisans and handicraftsmen who worked in small shops in intimate association with bourgeois employers.  Frequently, they set up their own independent shops with one or two assistants.  Below them was an urban underworld of people who lived by their wits, unskilled workers who worked irregularly at menial or rough tasks, surviving by regular recourse to charity.  In times of economic stress perhaps half of this cohort were unemployed.

The Temper of an Age--Clearly, the eighteenth century brought a basic change of outlook among educated Frenchmen.  One product of this mental transformation was the familiar product of the alienation of the intellectual.  France's intellectual elite participated in a process that illustrated their disaffection with traditional thinking known as the Enlightenment.  Whether one uses "lumieres," "enlightenment," "illuminismo" or "aufklarung," the terms suggested man's self-illumination by the light of autonomous reason.  The Enlightenment had its roots in the seventeenth century and proceeded in several phases depending on the intellectual climate of the countries involved.  One of its fundamental sources was the scientific revolution and the idea that the methods of science could and should be applied to all aspects of life.  Everything had to be submitted to "reason," to a rational, critical way of thinking rather than faith.  Enlightenment thinkers also assumed that through such as methodology they could discover the "laws" of human society as well as those of the animal and material world.

Climax--Enlightenment thinking was heavily in debt to the empiricism of Francis Bacon and John Locke, the experimental and mathematical analysis of William Harvey and Isaac Newton, and the religious skepticism of John Toland and Matthew Tindal.  French participants, the so-called "philosophes," included talented writers such as Bernard de Fontenelle (1657-1757) who excelled in making technical scientific material understandable and accessible to a broad portion of the public, saw science as the oppo-nent of religion and was skeptical about absolute truth.  Pierre Bayle (1647-1706), a French Huguenot, also promoted skepticism by proposing the relativity of all knowledge.  They were "philosophes" in the sense that they asked questions about the fundamental meaning of life, about God, human nature, good and evil and cause and effect; however, they were not content with abstractions but sought instead to apply their rational under-standing of these questions to the perennial problems facing human society.  Montesquieu (1689-1755) pioneered this approach in his social satire The Persian Letters (1721) which cleverly criticized existing customs and beliefs.  Francois Marie Arouet, known by his pen name Voltaire (1694-1778), was the most clever of the Enlightenment proponents.  He wrote seventy witty volumes and lived a turbulent life.  He advocated social reform spear-headed by enlightened kings, vehemently opposed institutional religion though not belief in God itself, and subscribed instead to deism--the belief that God created the natural world, ordered by self-evident universal laws and declined thereafter to intervene in its affairs.  Paul d'Holbach (1723-89), on the other hand, claimed humans were machines completely determined by outside forces.  Holbach considered free will, God and immortality to be myths.  He was of course quite hostile to religion.  Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-78) was a different cut of thinker who disliked and distrusted fellow thinkers.  He lived a very unconventional life and attacked society as the source of human unhappiness, something to be destroyed to liberate man and to restore him to his pristine state of natural felicity.  In the Social Contract (1762) Rousseau outlined his ideas of general will and popular sovereignty in which the general will is absolute and reflects the will of the people who rule themselves rather than living under monarchy.

Themes--Enlightenment themes centered around an ambiguous concept of man who was viewed as basically though not purely rational, essentially good and almost infinitely perfectible, provided the proper institutions and education were available.  This man should be free from arbitrary rules and restrictions and to develop his capacities to the ultimate limit.  None of this demanded overthrow of monarchy, repudiation of the church or destruction of the social order.  In general the Enlightenment temper retained its loyalty to the Crown, a deep-rooted faith in God, though not the Catholic church, and a conviction that social distinctions were natural and necessary.  Yet, the Enlightenment belief in rationality and utility, in an atomistic society of autonomous individuals was at variance with eighteenth-century French society based on tradition and custom, striving for the ideal of an organic community.  By 1770 intellectuals were quite aware of the irreconcilable differences between the Enlightenment temper and the basic assumptions of the old regime.

Clergy--This was the social context enlivened on occasion by intellectual ferment of the French Catholic clergy.  The French clergy stirred themselves over many economic, political and ideo-logical issues in the eighteenth century.  Aside from Jansenism, clergy often fought with bishops over higher salaries to ensure a sufficient standard of living, an issue made more intense by the Edict of 1768 which allowed bishops to reassess ecclesiastical taxes on all cures who received salary increases.  The parish clergy organized itself, and in the south clerical organizations probably achieved the greatest extension.  The peak of clerical political activities came around 1779-80.  To curb this activism a royal declaration in 1782 renewed an injunction against cur_ assemblies convening without permission of local bishops.  After this organized clerical protest emerged in virtually every corner of France.

On the Eve of the Revolution--The Crown, nonetheless, had its way with the clergy both high and low, even though attempts to breach clerical exemption from taxation failed.  Gallicanism was embodied in the articles of 1682.  They excluded the papacy from intervening between King and clergy.  Papal prescripts and canons of councils could not be published in France without royal approval.  The Concordat of 1516 gave the Crown the power to name bishops and abbots of great monasteries, a rich field of patronage often used to bribe the nobility into political inactivity.  The Church for its part was formally and officially the moral leader of the nation with a mass, Te Deum, sermon or exhortation to deliver in every public ceremony, installation or accession.  Parish priests recorded all births, marriages and deaths.  Ferocious laws against blasphemy were on the books, though not often used the bleating of the "philosophes" notwithstanding, and the State enforced payment of tithe and observance of monastic vows.  The last Protestant woman was released in 1769, the last pastor to die as a martyr slipped away from this earthly realm while in a Meaux jail in 1771, and the last galley slaves came home in 1775.  Even so, it was still illegal for Calvinists to meet for prayer, and many bishops pressed the King for a "solemn declaration" to maintain Catholicism and never allow "the public exercise of any other religion."

Wealth--The Church was quite wealthy and exempt from taxation.  While some claimed its lands made up one third of the nation, in fact the estimates are 6-10%.  Even so, income from this land was immense, probably running at an annual total of 100,000,000 livres, or enough to pay every cur_ a decent annual living.  In addition there was the tithe yielding about half again as much annual revenue.  The Assembly of the Clergy was responsible for setting the amount of the "gift" made to the Crown and collecting it from the clergy.  The clergy were wary and well-organized to resist taxation, though having escaped fairly lightly they still paid considerable sums to provincial Estates.  Further, part of Church wealth went to charity and education, particularly hospitals served by nuns like the Sisters of Saint-Vincent de Paul.  Yet, monasticism at this crucial point was in decline, though there was incredible diversity with saintly brothers living in orders riven by faction and scandal and noble abbesses in godly communities giving hunting parties or canonesses under temporary vows merely waiting for a handsome suitor to appear.  Savage criticism by people such as Voltaire was exaggerated and unfair, but it did exemplify a public desire to reform the monastic system that was viewed in an age of rigid utility as having too much wealth for what Enlightenment writers termed "the few useless monks."  Yet, it was not the erotic and sentimental novelists writing about cloisters as setting s for forced vocations and stifled passions that created public resentment.  It was instead a bankrupt nation beset by incredible waste and mal-distribution of wealth.  For example, about half of the revenue for each of the great abbeys of France went to titular "abbots," abbots "in commendam"--some tonsured courtier free of all ecclesiastical obligations or an aristocratic churchman who drew this money to supplement his income.  What "philosophes" did in their attack was to draw together a vast array of individual envies and grievances to indict the concept of a cloister life and perpetual vows as the foundation of abuse.  They rode the create of a wave of popular anti-clericalism that surged up from everyday passions and envy of wealth, privilege, clerical political influence, suspicion of celibate clergy and resentment of ecclesiastical feuds and hypocrisy.

Popular Attachment--It is hard, then, to calculate exactly popular attachment to the church from statistics about conformity.  Fasting, pilgrimages and confraternities declined.  Paintings, baldachins of marble and stucco, gilding and grilles adorned churches.  Cathedrals and the richer parish churches displayed magnificent vestments, ceremony and musical splendor.  Yet, parish priests often enjoyed unparalleled popularity and respect.  The clergy were prone to litigation over tithes and dues but most were enlightened in outlook and decent in conduct.  The cures, despite their eccentricities, tendency to regale one another in rustic Latin verses or to trudge off to say mass with dog at heel and gun on shoulder, were generally men of character and leaders of local life.  The "philosophes" often contrasted the worthy parish priest, skilled in veterinary medicine, expert at arbitration and rescuer of star-crossed lovers, with the idle monks and canons.  What bothered the public, apparently, in this situation was not the local cur_ but endowments which seemed to make regular demands for higher tithes inexplicable and invalid.  And so there were demands to bring the bishops to heel, abolish surplice fees, end the "commende," reform the monasteries and ensure that ecclesiastical income was spent locally.  Even Enlightenment writers having humiliated the pretensions of the high clergy wanted to perpetuate the Church-State alliance but with financial reform.

1789--At the beginning of 1789 the parochial clergy was confident of their position unaware of the dangers ahead.  In the growing crescendo of outrage against privilege their agreed with the middle classes that chapters and monasteries owned the tithes in half of the parishes in the kingdoms paying cures only a tiny salary.  The parish clergy also agreed that the bishops, non-resident, despotic and monopolists of the representation in the Assembly of Clergy, did not pay their fair share of taxes.  Above all the parish clergy agreed with middle class critics that the greatest scandal in the church was the privileges enjoyed by the aristocracy who cynically exercised a monopoly on positions of honor and high emoluments which the Church afforded.  Blandly and confidently the younger sons of the aristocracy moved into Episcopal sees through court ties and noble kinship.  Some were even openly vicious and unbelieving, yet gained the positions ahead of the pious, zealous and hardworking.  When Lomenie de Brienne's name came before Louis XVI, the King reportedly observed laconically "at the very least the Archbishop of Paris must believe in God."

Agitation and the Estate General--As said before, from about 1750 the cures had organized themselves to ask for improvements in their lot, to protest the inadequacy of the "congrue," and to claim tithes they said rightfully belonged to them.  They asked to be represented on diocesan bureaux which compiled clerical tax assessments and advocated the rights of cures over bishops while meeting in synods.  From 1786-88 the cures pamphleteered and agitated against the prelates, and their reward came in 1789 when the cures gained the weight of voting power in the local electoral assemblies to send representatives to the Estates General.  In general these men sympathized with demands for national reform and were willing to pay a fair share of taxes if clerical orders could be maintained along with control of education and the protection of censorship and blasphemy laws.  On the other hand their grievances against the bishops remained undiminished.  Of the 296 clerical deputies to the EG, forty-six were bishops and 208 were cures.  They bore the brunt of revolutionary frenzy against the church, ironically as an advance guard in the war against privilege.

The Oath--During the meeting of the Estate General in 1789 the Third Estate declared itself to be a Constitutional Assembly.  About eighty clerical deputies joined in refusing to disperse and contributed to the success of the revolution.  On 4 August the clergy accepted the abolition of feudalism, discarding the tithe and all of the consequences for the church from this action.  By November the National Assembly had taken up the question of confiscation of church land, but the clerical participants resisted this.  But national bankruptcy prevailed, and the land was taken under the condition that priests be paid a minimum salary and the state would assume care for the poor.  In February 1790 monastic vows were outlawed.  Monks and nuns could return to public life on a state pension, or they could gather in consolidated communities to remain until death.  In July 1790 the Assembly passed the Civil Constitution of the Clergy which re-divided the diocese and reduced them to 83, the same as the new administrative departments of the revolutionary state.  Second, the state would pay bishops, priests and vicars salaries under the condition they perform religious services for free.  Third, bishops would be elected by electoral colleges.  There was no revolutionary intent to these new regulations.  In fact they indicated there was to be an intimate relationship between church and state, but underlying them was the belief that the State could change religious affairs without consulting the church.  Then in November and December 1790 the Assembly demanded that all clergymen in a public function--bishops, priests and vicars--must take the same oath of loyalty to the state as all other civil servants.  They had to swear loyalty to the state, the laws, the King, and to protect the constitution.  The oath included agreement to the new regulations of ecclesiastical affairs embodied in the constitution.

Response--To the surprise of many, two thirds of the clerical representatives and all but seven bishops refused to take the oath.  Half the parish clergy refused as well.  In some areas in the north between 80-90% of the lower clergy refused, though in and around Paris and in the southeast sometimes a large majority agreed to the oath.  The Assembly still hoped at this point to base national unity in part on religious unity and to extirpate all opposition, so refractory (unmanageable) priests were removed from office.  In March 1791 Pius VI issued his Brief Quot aliquantum condemning the Civil Constitution, and in a following Brief Caritas declared the ordinations of new bishops under the constitution to be invalid.  Pius also condemned the Declaration of the Rights of Man as contrary to Catholic doctrine with regard to the origin of state authority, freedom of religion and social inequality.  This left the church in France deeply divided between those who supported change in the belief it would renew the church and those who felt the state had unwisely and wrongly intervened in church affairs.  Further, priests loyal to Rome urged people to reject priests who went along with the oath, which led to an erroneous and simplified identification of the refractory priests with reactionary aristocrats who opposed the political and social revolution racing ahead throughout France.  Confusion reigned since many non-juring (non-subscribers) priests celebrated Mass and contested the church building with the new Constituent priests.  The people often could not comprehend these jurisdictional disputes.  Under the pressure of the political clubs in Paris who controlled the revolution there, the state undertook administrative persecution against refractory priests, since they had been identified with the enemies of the revolution.

Persecution--The Legislative Assembly which succeeded the National Assembly in October 1791 was more revolutionary than its predecessors.  The driving force was the Girondists who had little use for the Church and considered the tide of religious unrest to be a threat to national unity.  They branded non-juror priests counterrevolutionaries.  A decree of November 1791 ordered clergymen who did not take the oath within eight days to lose their pensions and thrown out of their residences.  The Jacobin club pressured many local authorities to jail clergy who did not go along.  By May 1792 France was at war with Austria and Prussia, and the non-subscribing clergymen now became "fifth-columnists" or subversives.  In the so-called "second revolution" of August 1792 political radicals who took power to rescue the revolution from foreign led counterrevolution dissolved even religious houses used for education and charity.  All remaining monasteries were closed; clerical garb was prohibited, and after deposing the King, a new oath, the Liberty-Equality Oath, was prescribed.  On 26 August 1792 all priests loyal to Rome were ordered deported.  More than thirty thousand clergy fled the country after the September Massacres in which 300 clergy were killed.  In July 1793 two more decrees from the National Assembly leveled the death penalty on all priests who had not left France and the deportation to Guyana of all non-officiating priests who had not taken the Liberty-Equality Oath.  The process of separating Church and State was in full swing, though this so-called process of dechristiantization was basically alien to the temper of the age and varied greatly from region to region yet flourished since many people viewed the entire church as part of a social class hostile to Jacobin ideology.

Separation of Church and State--Closing churches, destroying property, persecuting priests led in some instances to organized resistance and in other places to a revival of religious zeal.  Under growing dissatisfaction from the population the National Assembly tried to reverse its course by moving to separate Church and State completely rather than extirpating Catholicism.  In April 1794 the state stopped paying salaries of Constituent priests, and in September budget items for public religious exercises were deleted.  In a decree of February 1795 the state granted religious freedom, though Catholics were prohibited from using churches.  When Robespierre fell, many thought the repression was off, and churches reopened spontaneously.  The National Convention had no choice but to accept these events as accomplished facts in a decree of May 1795.  In return priests had to submit to the laws of the republic, a requirement over which the church was split.  Confusion reigned over the reconciliation of Constituent priests, priests who had resigned under persecution and married priests.  Even so, through 1797 priests trickled back into France, but faced enormous problems over how to reconstitute and re-establish the church, since there were bitter disputes between Jansenists and advocates of prelate rule, decimation of the clergy from death, marriage and resignations and uncertainty about using French in worship.

Directory--Under the Directory (1795-99) Catholics of all persuasion enjoyed some freedom, but the coup d'etat in the summer of 1797 endangered this precarious situation.  The Directory accused the clergy of supporting royalist opposition and decided to revert to anticlerical policies.  The exile decrees of 1792 and 1793 were revived.  All priests had to swear an oath of "royal hatred."  Some bishops and casuits considered it acceptable, while most of the emigrated bishops and theologians said no one could take an oath of hatred.  Many priests refused and were sent off to Guyana or put in prison, though in some areas local authorities refused to cooperate.

