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I
Verbal Virulence
and the Struggle
for the State
From Erudition to Biting
Invective in Clerical Discourse

I

n 1824, conservative writings on religious and Church matters had multiplied greatly. These writings were in keeping,
as already seen, with the basic premises of the more erudite
pamphlets, but such learned publications could not reach a
broad and heterogeneous public. Clearly, the pamphlet from the
Archbishop of Valencia marked a transition point. Even so, his
writing was directed towards the supreme legislative authority
in Spain, the Cortes. He did not attempt to address shifting popular attitudes and prejudices, but rather addressed the principles
of government understood and employed by men of the government. This presupposed a government capacity for making decisions without direct popular involvement.
It was precisely this assumption of the relative autonomy of
the government which Mexican Independence placed in crisis.
It was now clearly asserted that government should act in accordance with sovereign and popular public opinion. Otherwise,
Independence would be for naught, and Mexico might as well
return to depending once more on royal sovereignty. In reality,
this option was impossible, of course, since even Spain itself was
adopting the doctrine of popular sovereignty. Therefore, Mexico
could not avoid the issue of self-government without giving up
all thought of forming a "people." Either Mexico submitted once
more, retreating to form part of the Spanish people, which in any

195

196

Chapter Seven
case meant forming part of a self-governing people, or it created
its own profile as a people. A return to royal sovereignty in its
older sense, now thoroughly anachronistic, was not particularly
attractive or likely in either case.1
The crisis of principles of government had demanded a different tone in conservative pamphlets. These pamphlets had to
multiply feverishly, if they wanted to confront the liberals on
every point and plan being presented. At heart, these conservative
pamphlets had aimed to combatively occupy the discursive spaces
liberal pamphlets wanted to drive them from. They had to set the
standards for social meaning and truth in the new, independent
society so that this society would choose, by free exercise of its
sovereign will, to preserve rather than to transform the Church
and religion which were now in question. This was not a superficial change, but a profound one in the nature of power and
discourse in Mexico.2
This change demanded giving erudition a tone in keeping with
the great transition towards popular sovereignty the country was
undergoing. Far from being a mere theory, popular sovereignty
conditioned even the formulation and expression of ideas in the
public sphere. This should not conceal the fact that the degree
of academic erudition varied greatly from one pamphlet to the
next; but if we review the tides of 1824 pamphlets discussed in the
previous chapter, it is clear they have become more polemical than
before. The expressive title wording is quite indicative of the pamphlets' discursive stance: The Silent Also Speak, On the Question of
the Day, Bad Faith Uncovered and Wounded by its Own Weapons, Article
7 of the Jalisco Constitution, Another Spanking of the Guadalajaran
for Obstinacy and Impiety.3 Titles such as these suggest a desire
to snatch liberal discursive messages in mid-flight and toss them
to the public trimmed and adapted to what was usually called
"healthy doctrine." Even the writings which flaunted greater
learning showed similar leanings, as can be appreciated once again
from their titles: Error Cleansed of the Adornments and Dressings of
Virtue, and Shown As It Is, and A Preservative Against Irreligion.4
Two very important trends emerged clearly in these pamphlets.
First, they tried to separate ecclesiastical power from any demands
for Mexican popular sovereignty, placing it on a higher hierarchical level as an indispensable aid for improving civil life. Second,
this implied that Mexicans could only freely exercise their reason
and will within a sphere subject to ecclesiastical authority. In this
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sense, the exact formula for arranging the ties between Church
and state was secondary, what was clear was a preference for
preserving the ecclesiastical status quo with minimal change,
or otherwise for promoting relatively greater clerical autonomy,
while clearly recognizing the equality of the two powers. In no
case was the state to be excused of its responsibilities towards
the Church and the Catholic religion. The partial adoption of
a new, republican vocabulary by pamphleteers strengthened the
ability of clerical discourse to appeal to the patriotic feelings of
Independent Mexico. Anonymity was the perfect resource at a
confusing moment, and allowed the pamphleteers to explore various possibilities for adjusting the relationship between Church,
state and society, possibilities which differed both in substance and
in discursive style.5
Even more than the previous year, 1825 would underscore the
stylistic shift in Guadalajara clerical pamphlets. From the dignified, circumspect and erudite level of the most carefully pondered
pamphlets of 1824, they dropped to another level, more biting
and incisive, with a noticeably more popular tone. Liberal attacks
and diatribes clearly drove the new style and greater tension evident in clerical discourse; now, the process deepened. In an answer
to the liberal pamphlet El Polar Convertido, one clerical author
responded with almost uncontrollable indignation:
I agree that men have been capable of abusing the most holy and
sacred things and of using religion as a pretext to disturb societies,
but is it not an injustice to attribute to religion the disorders it
condemns, which indiscrete or wicked men have done under the
pretext of propagating or defending religion? If El Polar dared to
assert that love for the fatherland, the peoples' wishes for independence and liberty, that the forms of government, the division of
powers, the administration of justice, political freedom of the press,
the Enlightenment, etcetera, etcetera, had all caused the breakdown
of society, everyone would take him for a liar who, without any
reasons, causes, or basis, foolishly confused the finest of things with
the abuses they are used for.6

After refuting various statements by El Polar about religion as the
cause of societal disturbances and celibacy as a "cannibalistic establishment," the author moved on to religious tolerance. Following
the same vein of argument, he ridiculed El Polar's logic:
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God permits the universal tolerance of faiths, therefore they cannot
be prohibited. An argument worthy of El Polar! Following these
same principles, I'll make these other arguments to you. What God
permits cannot be prohibited: God permits all kinds of disorders
to happen, therefore these disorders cannot be prohibited. God permits the enemies of the fatherland, permits murders, robberies, and
disobedience of the laws, since nothing happens which God does
not allow. Therefore, following your same logic, we cannot prohibit
murders, robberies, machinations against the fatherland, etc., etc.7

In light of Article 171 of the Federal Constitution of the Republic,
which made the constitutional articles on Independence and
religion unchangeable, the pamphleteer asked why El Polar
allowed himself to speak against one, but not the other. After
skipping over the matter of tithes - "not because I don't have
anything to say, but because I do not want to start with a question that has become so hateful" — he supported ecclesiastical
authority on matters of the press, denied that ecclesiastical government was "popular, representative, federal," and insisted on
the infallibility of the Church Councils, the legitimacy of Popes
not elected by popular vote, and the authority of the Church's
pastors over the faithful.
In another pamphlet from that same year, addressed to the publishers of El Nivel, the same author returned to the question of
tolerance. He reproduced the arguments which emphasized social
harmony and the danger of contamination from false doctrines
and inappropriate attitudes:
I have no doubt that the mingling of heretics, deists, and so forth
with true Catholics will produce in the latter what communication
with idolaters produced in the Hebrews. Ongoing contact, the dissolution of customs which we can unfortunately observe and which
in the case of tolerance would not be minor, the inclination towards
novelty, the drive to not seem bigoted and to no longer believe such
ancient things, the ignorance of the foundations of religion, which
is more common than it might seem, and above all our inclination
towards evil: what would this produce?8

He went on to say that Christian charity at no point authorized
tolerance. The idea that Article 171 could ultimately be changed,
like any other, was the ultimate affront.
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One might hold forth speaking like this to the enemies of our
system: Excellent; don't give up hope, enemies of the free press,
monarchists, opponents of independence, that every article of the
Mexican Constitution can be modified, and so there is no obstacle
to changing those articles which bother you. Even though the
Mexican people, through its representatives, had wished that the
article of independence not be open to change, do not worry: the
barrier against change can be removed by the year 1830 and according to what the nivelistas are still saying, you can now speak and write
against Independence, as long as you do so in theory, without intimidation, and with arguments which will no doubt occur to you....

Attacking Article 171 threatened any hope of stability for the
young nation. Jumping from there to attack Independence itself
would have been "absurd, impolitic, a crime against the nation."
The author closed attacking rebelliousness against the ecclesiastical authorities on matters of faith. If the Church demanded
intolerance, that was what had to be done.9
In the Gaceta Diaria de Mexico, Blanco White wrote that the
country should save itself from the religious abuses that had so
weakened Spain, and ended up proposing religious tolerance. This
was at the heart of the response he drew from a pamphleteer calling himself the True Defender of Our Constitution. "Intolerance
is not the source of the ills of Spain," the True Defender argued,
"but instead Spain's misfortunes began when she began to cease
to be Catholic." Tolerance itself had weakened Spain, through
the bad examples and foreign customs which thereby entered the
peninsula and reduced it to such a "sad state."10 He associated
unrestricted freedom of thought with "a certain insolence and
insubordination in our spirit." It should be understood instead
that "it is intolerable impudence for man to dare to defend his
rights to freedom if such freedom can even slightly trespass on the
rights of God. Let the daring philosopher keep a great distance
from denying religion its due, and therefore not fear violating the
privileges of his freedom."
From Blanco White's standpoint, full civil liberty could not
exclude intellectual liberty. In addition, God himself did not
inhibit this, since he allowed all kinds of religions. Considering
this argument ridiculous, the conservative pamphleteer did not
think that the existence of evil exempted human authorities from
"vigilance and zeal" in applying "wise laws and constitutions."
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Moreover, "no one should meddle with us, since we are very free
to continue with our intolerant system."11
For the True Defender, the very publication of Blanco White's
writings was an act of audacity. Why should there be recourse to
this gentleman, when Guadalajara had "the holiest of writers, the
deepest of theologians, and the most excellent polemicists"?
I'll wager as much as you wish that no one would dare to publish
documents against our federation and independence, no matter
how important they are, and no matter how wondrous the contents
of such documents.
Let whoever would be a man try it, and in Miscalco [at the
doors of heaven?] he will see what will happen to him, without any
excuses. Since religion is as fundamental a foundation as independence, then why should we keep a respectful and inviolable silence
on independence, while we have to allow that the official bulletin
itself put forward insulting documents, offensive ideas, and subversive exhortations about our holy religion?12

Attempting to change Article 3 of the Constitution meant:13
Offending and insulting to their faces the fathers of the country
who unanimously formed our code. Well, are we playing games
with government and shifting constitutions like gamblers shift cards?
Not only would this scandalize the states of Anahuac, but every
country of the world would rightly conclude that our legislators are
weak or indiscreet men.14

The author of the pamphlet clearly foresaw the danger of indifference and he closed with a prayer:
God, by means of your infinite mercy, and by means of that singular love with which you have always watched over the faith of
Americans, give strength to the Christian fathers of this land so that
they keep our religion pure and intact, as they have sworn to do.
Enlighten Withe [sic, for Blanco White] and all who sleep in the
darkness and shadows of death. May every nation say with admiration of the states of the federation: blessed the states whose opulence
grows together with their faith, and whose happiness is as stable as
their religion.l3
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An anonymous pamphlet, without any pseudonym, directed
the editors of El Nivel to "rectify their ideas in terms of tolerance" by reading Muzzarelli, El Error, and a document sent in by
"The Friend of the Mexican", since — the anonymous pamphlet
claimed - they had not understood anything of those publications, however much they cited them. Later on, the anonymous
author added La ignovanda descubierta (Ignorance Uncovered) to
the list of recommended readings. He invoked Saint Augustine
and Saint Leo to justify his defense of intolerance on the part of
civil authority, as well as the prosecution of those who violated
morality or resisted belief. Summarizing the words of Saint Leo,
he recalled that
real power has been given to you not only for the government of
the world, but primarily for the protection of the Church
Once
princes became Catholic, and incurred the obligation to defend religion, they justly punished such crimes with temporal penalties.16

If these penalties were cruel and barbarous, that was only a product of the times, and "if there was cruelty it was certainly not
exercised by the Church, but by civil authorities." Civil authority came to reinforce the ecclesiastical authority later expressed
in the Inquisition, although "I am not an apologist for that tribunal, nor do I pretend that it be established among us." The rest
of the pamphlet struck at the editors of El Nivel, who in their
ignorance and bad faith wanted to make themselves "mentors of
the religious people of Jalisco" and indicate to ecclesiastics "the
conduct they should follow." Since their errors, like those of all
the impious, were nothing more than "errors a hundred times
refuted," citing appropriate Christian authorities was all that was
required, adds a note at the end of the pamphlet.17
Another pamphleteer, who signed himself as "The Invalid,"
entered the fray in Guadalajara by means of a reprint. His point
was to prove that the national sovereignty and dignity of Mexico
required intolerance, which the Constitution also demanded.
Bothered by Lizardi's attacks on the clergy and his support for
tolerance, the pamphleteer opened fire on the positions of the
"Mexican Thinker." By contrast to the infidelity to the young
nation that Lizardi attributed to the clergy, "The Invalid" recalled
that intolerance was an article in the Constitution and, therefore,
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Lizardi himself in his writings was in breach of the fundamental
law of the nation. Turning the questions Lizardi had directed at
the clergy on end, "The Invalid" now asked: "What privileges
does the 'Thinker' have to disobey the law publicly and with
impunity?"18
The author went on to suggest that just as Lizardi had asked
for the expulsion of the bishop of Sonora, because he found him
opposed to Mexican Independence, so similar proceedings should
be essayed for those who attacked "an even more essential article
such as the one on religion." Lizardi's opinion that only tolerance
was in keeping with freedom of conscience, as an English journalist had declared, awakened absolute repugnance in "The Invalid."
Are not all peoples free to constitute themselves under the religious
form that best suits them? They undoubtedly are: and this is quite
in keeping and in accordance with their rights. Then what worry
should we have, here, that this foreigner or that does not like our
legislation? Do we like it? Then that is more than enough, because
everyone should do as he wishes in his own house, without consulting his neighbor's tastes.
It is an undeniable fact that the general will of every state of
the federation is to firmly maintain the Catholic religion, excluding any other, just as we have inherited it from our ancestors: [to
keep it] to the exclusion of others, as we have done by the grace
of God on High, and [to keep it] pure as we have transmitted it to
our descendants.19

If, despite everything, Lizardi wished to follow foreign opinion
on this matter, he ran the risk of falling into "the greatest tyranny
and the most cruel despotism on this matter most our own." The
English monarch could hardly ask of Mexico what Mexico could
not concede, just as Mexico would not ask it of Great Britain,
since the form of government, religion and other questions were
not subject to any negotiation. Even if England did, the government of Mexico
should carefully study the matter, as its importance and delicacy
demand; should hear the votes of the town councils; should know
what is the ruling of the ecclesiastical and secular corporations, since
they form the highest echelons of the political hierarchy, and try,
finally (if I can explain myself thus) to explore what the states of
the federation may say. And if the general will opposes the measure,
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then undoubtedly the government, in answering England, should
and would oppose it.20

Just as Mexico would never give up territory to England to
arrange its relationships with that country, it could not and
should not budge an inch on religion, "since the purity of our
religion merits no less consideration than our territory." By
acting with firmness and clarity, Mexico would keep the respect
of foreign powers.21
Overall, these pamphlets established that the Church's position
in Mexico was a patriotic one in the face of mistaken opinions
coming in from abroad. The Liberal principles some wanted to
apply to the Church were thus reoriented to support the selfdetermination of Mexicans, not only in political matters but
also in their right to exercise intolerance towards religious sects
competing with Catholicism in national territory. Intolerance
was constitutional. Mexico was Catholic by constitution, and
therefore had the obligation of watching over the Church and
defending it; any position to the contrary was anti-patriotic and
anti-constitutional, and threatened the very well-being of the
nation. That was the free will of the people.22
The new passion and stridency of clerical discourse was evident on another point of public dispute: clerical abuses. This was
clear from the refutations made of the writings of a liberal cleric:
one pamphleteer responded to him that the key to the question
was the "hierarchical order of the Church," the foundation stone
on which it was built.23
And if you only pretended to remove from this stone the Earthly
crust of luxury, a vice very common in the world today, although
not therefore any more excusable in the clergy, then why did you
not subtly broach the issue (although you draw attacks) of the ecclesiastical laws on clerical life and honor, and the infractions some
commit against these laws?
... But no, not only do you want a Church without luxury, you
also want it to be a ward of others, without rights, without grace,
without decorum, without dignity, without possessions — without
even those possessions her faithful children have gratefully given
and give her of their own volition.24

The matter was grave: "although you seem not to want it, you
want and want well for the people to call tithe collectors heretics

203

204

Chapter Seven
... and canons ... priests ... and friars. Enough reticence; is this
not how your wishes will be fulfilled?"25
The pamphleteer stressed the clergy's works of charity. He
pointed out that the mature Church had to take a different form
in the contemporary world than the ancient evangelical Church
of the first days of Christianity. The pamphleteer went on to
attack his opponent personally, insisting that his thinking was
worthy of John Wy cliff.26 He made the following comparison:
The pamphleteer we are combating said that "the minister who
does not adjust his life and doctrine to the life and doctrine of
the Apostles is not, and cannot call himself, a Minister of the True
Church." The Church has condemned the assertion that "if a Bishop
or Priest is in mortal sin, he does not ordain, he does not consecrate,
he does not administer Sacraments, he does not baptize."27

After five copious notes as combative as the text itself, the author
concluded in the fifth that
His inventory of the luxury items of the clergy is so exhaustive that
he did not even leave out undergarments; thus, according to Cuna
[the liberal cleric], bringing our lives into keeping with those of the
Apostles means walking around with our rump uncovered, otherwise we will not be and cannot call ourselves Ministers of the True
Church. Assuming this discipline were in force, I would encounter
difficulty finding anybody to call to the Orders, except for a few
individuals I've seen walking around my neighborhood in the dress
they brought out of the belly of their mothers.28

The same author produced even more forceful discourse in
another pamphlet that same year and on the same theme. This
time, he distinguished between two kinds of abuses: those
which were committed against canon law and therefore were in
opposition to the Church itself, and those "which do not confront the Church proper." Even in the first case, there was much
exaggeration, and things were called abuses of luxury which
were not. In the end, "who doesn't wear Cordoban shoes, who
doesn't use shirts from Britanny, who doesn't have a pair of
undergarments of some kind, who doesn't put on a beaver hat
or make use of an umbrella to defend himself from the rain?"
There was no canon law banning such practices. A more serious
offense was mixing up the tithe with this matter of abuses.29
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Thus you should not compare the Church to a young lady or
a girl (in this case, the same thing) who, having once been beautiful, has been made ugly by smallpox; nor should you say here in
Guadalajara, as I have heard some recounting, what Luther said in
Germany to the world's scandal, that is, that the Church in these
times is as dirty as the diapers of a menstruating woman. The holiness and beauty of the Church can never be changed by the vices
of bad Christians or by the apostasy of the unbelieving.30

The so-called abuse of the "sale" of sacraments was another problem.
I certainly do not doubt that there are some, and if you wish
many, for the most part secular clergy, who on the point of contributions, suffrage, and masses behave no differently than if those
sacred objects were merchandise at such-and-such a price. This is
abuse, obviously, and not a light abuse but one very condemned by
extremely severe laws, and terribly anathema to the Church.31

But on this point, a just contribution was too often confused
with an abuse. The remainder of the pamphlet was dedicated
to insisting on the parallel the previous pamphlet had set up
between Curia and Wycliff.32
It was difficult for the Church to stick to a single, firm and
convincing course. Accommodating itself to the new situation
of the country without losing its institutional autonomy was a
delicate matter. The gradual tendency was towards deepening
the evident identification of ecclesiastical discourse with rising
Mexican nationalism, while accepting - with many qualifications
- criticism of the clergy. A prominent writer from the period
managed to capture in a few words the new equilibrium the
Church was looking for:
Senseless philosophers, you want a currency, a measure, a language,
and you do not want a religion.
There are abuses in the Church; it needs reform, we all want it, as
Aquinas and Bonaventure wanted it, but not as Luther wanted it.33

But such a balance was difficult to maintain. Discursive spaces
were already being fiercely struggled over, and the authenticity
of the new tone of clerical discourse was impugned. Hesitation
by the conservative pamphleteers would only intensify the dispute. Thus, they had to publicly question the liberals, in their

205

206

Chapter Seven
honesty, depth, and rectitude. Mockery and insinuation could be
powerful weapons for this. One pamphlet titled La Polar embarazada (The Pregnant Polar) gave a choice example of these discursive tactics. Lady Polar, referred to as an unwed mother, stated:
You see, I had the good fortune to marry a little polar, which is the
same as saying, a little Enlightened philosopher: I have spent eight
months in his company, in which I have come to know and admire
him for his -I won't say 'well,' but rather abyss of science.34

If she had three sons, Lady Polar went on, she would name them
in honor of three distinguished Polares (poles). Their father
would instruct them:
To the oldest, that is, the one born first, he will impart an implacable hatred of that thievery they call tithing and a general scorn
for all the fanatics of crown and tonsure, and he will teach him
to laugh at those Church scaremongers who speak of censure and
excommunications. The second ... he will teach how to lie valiantly, to spread foolishness through the press, and to make miserable little arguments that the frailest old lady could demolish,
and he will also inculcate in him the worship of all the worst.
The third he will command, in imitation of his brothers, trained in
Enlightenment, to piously attack all that corruption of paying for
masses and prayers, and to confound the false belief that the Pope
can concede indulgences, a belief all fanatics live under, when such
power is nowhere granted [to the Pope] in all the Gospels. With
such doctors, you will quickly see the face of the Earth renewed,
and polarism victorious.33

And if they were daughters:
They will be nursed in the coquettishness, the smoothness and
the airs that should recommend them to their peers
[The Little
Lady Polars] will dress with the finest taste, that is, with a good
part of their legs visible, another with her chest and back uncovered, and always with white shoes, which spark the most comments
from the other sex: they will go to Church (which in this Age of
Enlightenment is a theater of good opinion), and on entering, they
will put all those attending in spiritual commotion; they will snatch
up the gazes of all the fanatics.36
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Any objections to so proceeding were "devilish and hellish sentimentalities," since
in our system all that is lies, and what we ladies are taught today by
the wise young men who surround us is that we should not fear
those tales of old ladies and friars, that there is no such prohibition
as the Sixth Commandment speaks of, and therefore no reason to
resist their entreaties, since everything is natural.37
The pamphleteer ended on a note borrowed from Tomas de Iriarte:
To all and to none
My warnings apply:
Whoever feels touched should blame himself,
And whoever does not, should take heed.38
The mocking and provocative tone was evident once more in a
pamphlet titled El Canonigo Bien-pica [sic], a su Prelado El Polar
(From Canon Strikes-Well to his Prelate, the Polar).39 In this case,
El Polar was under attack for having quoted the Scriptures poorly
and having circulated a "pastoral letter" to the people of Jalisco:
So that Your Lordship sees that I know well how to make applications, and to give writing an obvious, natural and decent meaning
(as if I were from El Nivel), I'll tell you what happened to me while
I was flat on my back after an accident which left me at the edge
of the grave. This little story is not very clean, but when so much
is tolerated from others, a little bit should be allowed from me. It
happened that when the physician came to visit me (I had spent the
previous night very badly), and asked me how I felt, I responded,
and here you have me stretched out and dried out from evacuations
like water (get this), secus decursus aquarutn, and asking again whether
I had grown bitter overnight, I answered him, No, sir, because I have
followed the counsel of David: non accedet ad te malum, do not grow
bitter when you are feeling bad. Here Your Lordship will admire the
decency, properness and naturalness with which the texts came to
mind, just as today others are often brought to mind — even apparently out of thin air.40
Scorn and indignation had now become natural in this dispute for
control of the discursive stage. Un jeringazo al Polar (A Jolt to El
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Polar) adopted both, along with a tone at once plebeian and highhanded. The pamphlet started out with a singular challenge:
I do not write for the wise, since they surely will not be seduced by
the scribblings of sharp schemers; I speak to the average and lesser
people, a group full of the gullible, and I use the style they are most
used to. I will not follow fashion in what I say, because I am the lord
of my own thoughts, and this is not a sermon subject to rules.41

The author was repulsed by what El Polar said about religions
as the source of the upheavals in society. To El Polar's argument
against celibacy — based on the idea that since the clerics had
organs, they should use them - the author responded: "as if such a
class of organist were so rare among the lay people." He went on:
But one more thing: I see all the artillery El Polar directs against
tithes, canons, baptisms, weddings, funerals and other Church abuses,
which he would like to abolish entirely. Let's get to the bottom of
this: I also agree with him that there are abuses in the distribution of
ecclesiastical income, and other things worthy of great reforms, but
who has told this poor man that the canons, priests, friars and other
clergy are opposed to reforms? Perhaps they are the most energetic
denouncers of such abuses. Remove them, he says, and so it should
be, but let it be by the proper means.42

The pamphleteer demanded a Concordat with the Pope, so that
just as the Church was part of the state, the state would be part
of the Church. Once this delicate situation had been attended
to in a Concordat, let the reforms go forward. But El Polar
was a "little scribbler" with a "certain refined antipathy towards
priests." And death - the author asked in passing - how would
El Polar face death?
This author — who provocatively signed his pamphlet the
"Superstitious and Devoted Fanatic" - was keen to insinuate that
he was formally open to dialogue, if there were a basis for it. He
conceded that universal tolerance was excellent in itself, in order
to compare it to a pair of pants which didn't quite fit Mexico:
It might be very good for France, England and other countries, where
religion is studied by principles, and where a nine year-old boy is a
dogmatic theologian. But here, where most only know God isThreein-One because they heard someone say it, I say that tolerance is not
appropriate, and we do not have the legs for this pair of pants.43
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Still, in 1825, nothing stopped the Church from struggling
for discursive space with more calmly aimed attacks and wellrounded arguments. The last pamphlet we will examine from
that year set a tone which, while reflecting the growing polemical spirit, stylistically hearkened back to the relatively more
reflective and careful tone of 1824. The author defended the
Church's right to appeal to citizens' common sense, at the same
time bitterly attacking those who claimed to be philosophers but
denied the Church any appeal to reason. He worried about the
discredit critics had wished to heap on clerics. He rejected the
pride and ignorance of certain authors:
A highly censorious attitude rules over their writings, and they
look with scorn upon the authority gathered in all the Bishops
of Christendom: they rule on things the Church up to our time
has not defined; they deem the highest principles of canon law
enshrined in laws everywhere to be prejudicial and vulgar errors;
they dictate laws they do not understand, and they want to teach
others what they have never learned.44

Yet despite everything, and notwithstanding
the decisive tone with which you dare to pass laws and challenge
the universe ... you are nothing but youths puffed up with pride
and vain presumption, and you are so backwards in the sciences that
you may be among those who have never even greeted them— 4a

But the heart of the matter was the right of the cathedral chapter to defend itself and appeal directly to the people with regard
to Article 7 of the Constitution. The Church would do so with
an important publication. The way it established this right is
very significant.
When Jalisco declared for the system of a federal republic, there
were those who said that this vote was not freely given by the
towns, but only by the provincial government [diputadon provincial].
And what did that government do? It found it necessary, in order
to clarify its conduct and vindicate its honor, to print a collection
of documents which showed the wishes of the towns regarding the
form of government proclaimed, thus clearing the government of
the false accusation.
Well, everyone knows the press has spread and continues to spread
certain stories which are just as ridiculous as they are insulting to
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the cathedral chapter. Then why would it not be proper now for
this distinguished corporation to vindicate its honor and maintain
its authority by publishing a collection of documents containing the
wishes of all the Mexican Church on a matter corresponding to it,
which will clear it of all the calumnies and slander that have been
cast upon it?46

The Church, like even the lowest of the low, could not be
denied the right to defend itself. In addition, it was only making
objective "good history," and to this "no one can add a thing,
except in substance: and what else is this collection we mention,
other than the history of a well-known public event?"47
If the "scribblers" being attacked were opposed to the publication of the cathedral chapter, they should know they were
opposing the Church Councils it was based upon. In addition, the
accusation that such a publication constituted an attack against
Earthly authorities was false. This was "an atrocious calumny, your
favorite weapon, your reason and your entire support" in the
task of dividing the two powers and ultimately destroying the
ecclesiastical one. "Before and after this event, have ecclesiastical
authorities not shown themselves obedient to civil authorities?"48
If critics intimated anything to the contrary, it was
because you know you cannot win converts, or destroy the religion
of Jesus Christ, which is your whole objective, except by praising
the Earthly authorities, fooling the people with false happiness, and
exhorting uprisings and rebellion against an authority which you
should closely subject yourselves to and obey. Fools deluded by fantastic theories!49

Since 1824, one could detect that if the Church found itself in
danger in its participation in the new national order, it would
appeal directly to the people of Jalisco. The change in discursive
style, and the adoption of anonymity, already indicated this. The
renewal of the clergy's republican vocabulary and the measured
acceptance of the need to reform the Church, but from within,
advanced this possibility. Finally, the attack on the integrity,
intellectual formation, and good will of their opponents made
possible a new, more aggressive, discourse on the part of the
clergy. In this context, the publication of the cathedral chapter
document on correspondence with the state concerning Article
7 of the Jalisco Constitution takes on particular importance.
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Discourse and the State:
A Clerical Offensive
In 1826, clerical pamphlets were shot through with indignation.
Their sense of urgency and will to resolve the points of contention between the Church and the hard-line liberals would only
grow. Ultimately, this was a dispute about the effective control
of the state in Jalisco. In its effort to finally discredit the most
inflexible liberal thought, the Church focused on the behavior
of the new state. The success of clerical thought in appropriating certain outstanding aspects of liberal ideology and in placing anti-clerical discourse in check were the first step towards
resolving this matter of state. Instead of pointing towards a new
form of constitutional status for the state, this 'was directed at
validating the compromise inherent in the 1824 Constitution
between popular sovereignty and ecclesiastical autonomy, except
that to make the constitutional compromise stick, the Church
had found itself obliged to win over popular allegiance in the
public sphere. This was an ironic outcome which could be considered very fitting for the times.
The 1826 pamphlets underscored several key points in what
was now a long-standing public debate. They insisted on the
hypocrisy of the most hard-line liberals, as well as their anti-constitutional stance and their mockery of the popular will. They
stressed the Enlightened and republican character of the clergy
and the need to respect the institutional status of the Church. In
addition, they demanded that the state respect the terms of the
Constitution, and specified the meaning of those terms in such a
way that a mature clerical discourse seemed to be gaining effective
control over popular interpretations of the Constitution itself.
There was a double irony in this situation. If the Church
appealed to the people to place religion beyond the reach of
popular sovereignty, the liberals — in name of the people — found
themselves tempted to effectively ignore the feelings and wishes
of the greater part of the populace of Jalisco. For liberals, the idea
of the people was not shaped by a quantitative concept of majority but rather by an ideological sense of what was necessary to
speed change up. But since change was neither as absolute nor
as wide-spread in practice as it had been in theory, the Church
was able to legitimate itself with discourse and behavior in keeping with Independence and the Constitution. Identifying itself
with both, as well as with a popular majority ill-disposed towards
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religious innovations, the Church assured itself of a singular power
in the state of Jalisco.50
Harmony would have called for general moderation, leading
to a sovereignty effectively shared between Church and state. It
is true that the Church recognized the sovereignty of the new,
popular state, but in such a way that it limited its effective power.
Back when the Church and the state were seen as being of divine
provenance, the union of throne and altar had fortified the state.
Now that only the Church had a divine basis, while sovereignty
was based on the people, the Church's disputing control of the
people with the state became a rather thorny matter.The state was
in danger of ending up much weaker than before, and precisely at
the moment when it was expected to be the agent of progress.
Curiously enough, since civil power no longer enjoyed divine
support, theocracy threatened to cast a shadow over the secular
lives of Mexicans.51 Only if the Church's protected status within
the Constitution were revoked and it was defeated discursively
would conditions be ripe for the moral consolidation of the state.
In the end, the state had no choice but to remain amorphous
and weak, or to follow the ideas of the hard-line liberals down to
their final consequences, in order to consolidate itself. Since the
new state had to promote collective well-being to legitimate itself
as the representative of the people, sooner or later its desire for
authority and effectiveness would push it into conflict.
It was the Church's success in adjusting itself to the 1824
Constitution and the new liberal discourse, and not the Church's
obscurantism, which would spark the greatest future conflicts. Its
adjustments to the terms and tone of the Constitution, along with
the preservation of clerical jurisdictional and legal privileges, left
the Church with a privileged control over the future goals of man
in society. In the scheme of the time, the justification for the liberal
state had to be precisely its unique and indisputable capacity for
understanding and responding to the demands of the "people."52
According to this logic, since the goals of the liberal state were
intrinsically bound to the progress of the people, the state could
not afford to share its crucial role as interpreter of the wishes and
needs of the people with any other institution, lest it be rendered
powerless. Nor could it objectively assume a preexisting set of
ultimate goals of man. Such goals, if they existed, could not be
the objective of the Earthly state, which was nourished by popular sovereignty and by the goals that were theoretically achievable
within the parameters of an Earthly national society. Clearly, the
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goals of the secular state were not based on the idea of an already
constituted humanity directed towards pre-set goals. Instead, those
goals were still to be defined, as a product of the development or
progress of humanity, by means of man's bold seizure of control
over his own future. Yet Mexican liberals were unable to remedy
the still-flawed communication between those represented and
their representatives.
Discourse and activity concerning the state were closely intertwined in 1826. Abstract discourse and learned reflection were
starting to wear thin; the moment of truth had arrived. Discourse,
never blind to practical considerations, had run its course; now it
was the time to definitively unite will and resolution. Fortified by
the eloquence accumulated over three years, the opposing discursive forces gave no signs of yielding. Calls to force were the likely
outcome. But in 1826 liberals held state power, and the very discourse of the Church still obliged it to observe the Constitution.
Traditionalists therefore set out to win over the popular will.
What the Church had launched as a counter-attack turned into
an offensive. Two 1826 pamphlets again went after El Polar. One
of them accused him of being, like Luther, an ignorant reformer of
the Church. By behaving this way, he proved himself to be a dissembler who ultimately scorned the authority of the people, who
were Catholic. He was a "wolf cub" who hypocritically appealed
to Father Ripalda in attacking tithes but, inconsistently, did not
follow the famous Catholic catechist on any other matter.33 The
other pamphlet mocked El Polar as quixotic and ignorant while
deeming him a confused and imitative thinker, only convincing
to "country bumpkins."54
Two other pamphlets defended the mounted escort traditionally offered the Eucharist when it was taken out for public
processions. One pamphlet limited itself to denouncing those
who attacked the escort as "factious libertines" who should leave
if they did not like the current situation under a constitutional
government.55 From the author's standpoint, no position was
above the law, and the law authorized Catholic practices. On the
same theme, another author detected "an insufferable stink and
prestilence."56 Number 29 of the official government Gaceta had
published an "accursed communique protecting El Polar." Those
who did not agree with Catholic practices should leave; perhaps
they would be enlightened by their departure. "Let El Polar go to
the United States, and there break the laws of the country, and
we will see if he has a very happy trip; and let him not reply
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that adoring Jesus Christ is not the law, because he will be disappointed." The ongoing attack on public Catholic ritual had to be
resisted. "How good it was, just as he called us 'factious and religious,' to return the favor with the epithet of a 'factious libertine,'
which will not perish with the victory he longs for!" But in any
case all of this was ridiculous.57 Under the guise of simply reporting a conversation, the author closed with a sharp attack:
I started to laugh deeply at both the heated dedication with which
one speaker defended Catholic worship and your foolish project as
you brandish your sword against an entire people firmly attached
to their ancient belief and willing to give a thousand lives in its
defense.58

He asked the publisher of the Gaceta to not publish "such insolent nonsense" again.
Several pamphlets attempted to thwart liberal diatribes against
the clergy, portrayed as tyrannical, oppressive and ignorant. One
insisted that the people were not so ignorant as to require "philosophers." Inspired, undoubtedly, by Cicero, he claimed there was
nothing so absurd that a philosopher had not said it. Conceding
that there were abuses in the Church, he insisted that the way to
uproot them was by returning to the Church's true principles, not
by abandoning them. Against the "scribblers who were abortive
offspring of the Church" he asserted that the clergy was not an
agitator, but simply enjoyed the support of the "people," and this
allowed him to suggest that on these grounds the Church would
defend itself.59
Another pamphleteer asserted that the "levelers" at El Nivel
could not even "argue properly" and were "very far from being
able to call themselves mentors of the American people." They
quoted the Holy Scriptures without even understanding them.
With no logic, they misunderstood what they were told, and
"held forth without any rule other than their own whim, or any
guide other than their passions." Understanding the Scriptures
demanded the same kind of knowledge as the natural sciences or
even "cruder arts." Like Luther, the El Nivel writers introduced
a "private spirit" into scriptural interpretation, while the Church
since the Council of Trent had reserved for itself the right to set
the "meaning and interpretation" of the Scriptures. When people
hostile to the doctrines of the Church made such incursions, thus
violating the Constitution, they had to be punished in order to
protect the Church.60
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And now that he had entered into matters of Church and
Constitution, the author claimed:
It is false, it is slanderous to say that ecclesiastics have not adapted
to the present system; they have respected and obeyed its laws as
they pertain to them, and have not opposed them. What hurts them
is that this very same system and its beneficial laws should be used
to oppress, assault, and if possible, even destroy religion. What hurts
them is that under the pretext of liberty, new criteria are invented
every day for discrediting the Church, its laws, its customs, and its
standards, and making them hateful. What hurts them is that no
occasion or means is lost to insult, slur and calumniate the Church's
ministers, to knock them down and treat them not as ministers of
the true faith, or even as mere citizens, but to make them live - in
the country where they were born and among those who are their
brothers by nature and faith - a life more tragic than even foreigners
have to surfer. All this hurts us, and although we can overlook what
is merely aimed at our persons, we cannot do the same for things
aimed at the faith, and at the rights of the Church, because they are
so sacred and inviolable that they demand to be defended even at
the cost of our lives.61

The author recalled that penalties applied in defense of the
Church had to be material as well as spiritual, just like the nature
of man, but this would never grant the secular power dominance over the church.
In this same vein, attacking liberals and defending the priesthood as the people's guide, another pamphleteer denounced the
"calumny" against the clergy. In defending the property of the
Church, he invoked the "contract" between the two powers on the
matter, and the authority of Samuel Pufendorf on the power of the
Church.62 He told El Nivel: "If you could read, you would speak
more carefully." But in the end, little more could be expected from
these "modern-day savants." The wealth of the Church was in the
service of the "public welfare," and it was protected by canon and
civil laws which reserved the Church's rights as property owner. If,
despite ah1 this, liberals went against the Church, then it would be a
case of "not accepting it [expropriation] in order not to be traitors
to God." Faithless attacks should not be published anymore, since
they were "viewed very poorly by the faithful."63
The pamphleteer called for the state to join the assault on
liberal zealots in order to keep their audacious proposals from
gaining ground among the "common people." El Polar was an
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"indecent pygmy," but since he expressed himself freely and there
was no one to oppose him in such vulgar language, there was
the risk he would win support. With his "most crude language
and phrases," a ponderous style full of "nasty terms ... directed
at ministers of God on High," he freely held forth against clerical abuses, tithes, and canons. "With what authority did he vilify
gentlemen who, even leaving aside their elevated and venerable
state, are honorable citizens?" With or without tithes, it was unjust
to cover such men with epithets.Thus,
it is to be expected that the government, knowing of such undue
personal slander, should punish them according to the law, and
repress the audaciousness of these writers, especially when they
speak of a body worthy of dignity beyond any dispute, since it is a
venerable institution.64

The writer asserted that the "puerile and superficial" discourse
of El Polar was now reaching deep into many states. Like "mad
animals," the persons who professed such ideas trod upon the
"most sacred things." The result, incidentally, was that El Polar
had become "a servant of others."65 Monarchists rejoiced in the
way El Polar identified independence with irreligion. The state
should silence him, and make each federal state see
that the problem is not to be found - nor could it be - in our
current system, but in the swarm of nivelistas, polaristas and worse
creatures such as deists, materialists, atheists, the indifferent [agnostics?], etcetera, which in all governments are like the moths that eat
away at all governments, at every class of garment in the world,
without concern for its nobility and cost or for the dignity and circumstances of the dreams [it represents].66

Whoever chose to step outside the Constitution and the wishes
of the people placed himself outside of the law. There was no
reason to tolerate such men. Then why did the government not
act in keeping with the people's wishes and the Constitution?
In 1824, the state government had overstepped the bounds of
the federal Constitution by appropriating for itself financial
control over the clergy. The clergy of Jalisco had appealed to
the federal government, and won the dispute; in 1825, the
Church had published the correspondence on the matter.67
During the same year, they published correspondence relating
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to conflict and subsequent agreement over direct contributions
(income taxes).68 In 1826, the Church still faced several options:
it could appeal once more to federal authorities, or it could
openly and directly call into question the actions and judgment of the government of Jalisco. It stood on the right of
self-defense guaranteed to Mexican citizens. Having firmly
established the republican character of the clergy and cast
doubt upon the hard-line liberals, the Church might now even
deepen its activities.
A citizen named Francisco Semeria brought two years of frictions \vith the Jalisco government to a head with the publication
of a pamphlet suggesting that neither liberal editors nor the
government were following liberal republicanism. According to
Semeria, the law compelled him to swear an oath to the Jalisco
Constitution before the cathedral chapter, since he was employed
by the latter. The government and the liberal publication La
Palanca called on him to take his oath in the presence of government authorities. Semeria challenged the editors of La Palanca
to confirm that the law demanded he do so. "In the face of the
sublimity of the law, all else is subordinate; that is, governors, presidents, and in sum all men are under the law " He added, "the
law commanded me to swear the oath before the cathedral chapter; that is why I did not do so before the government" and "prove
to me that the governor of this state is above the law, and then you
can tell me fully that I do not understand what baseness is."69
Semeria insisted that "in my opinion, liberalism is irreproachable." He challenged the editors of La Palanca: "If you attack
reason with mockery and liberalism with satire, do not doubt that
we will tell you the fruits of this are servility and ignorance ... and
someday you will lift up the thrones of despotism and ignorance."
Semeria's message appeared to be clear: "Do not be so zealous in
honoring the government as to wish to canonize even its aberrations." The executive power should ensure that laws were obeyed:
"This power must not be allowed to diverge one iota from the
legal path."
The municipal council of Guadalajara also entered the struggle.
In open support of the Church, it asked the Jalisco government
to enforce the restrictions on freedom of the press for "impious
pamphlets." Unsatisfied with the governor's responses, it directed
itself to the president of the Republic. The municipal council
quoted the heretical assertions made by El Polar and the newspaper El Nivel.70
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The president of the municipal council declared to the head of
the nation that "a general law has been violated, harming things
vital to Mexicans: and ifYour Excellence deigns to declare so, this
corporation asks that from now on this law be enforced." The
municipal council recommended the renewal of editorial juries,
aiming for "them to be of general trustworthiness," but then it
immediately devoted three pages of the document to declaring to
the president that its attempt to effect such a renewal had faced
irregularities in procedures for voting and the frank opposition of
the Vice Governor of Jalisco.71
Clerical discourse had wide-ranging aims, and there can be
no doubt that its effectiveness worried the government. The final
pamphlet from 1826 we will cite is proof of this. Printed in the
shop of the liberal Urbano Sanroman, it contained two documents referring to the intervention of the civil government in
ecclesiastical appointments. The first document was a statement
by Jose Miguel Gordoa, just named Governor of the Mitre, the
highest-ranking official in the Jalisco Church after the death of
Bishop Cabanas in late 1824. The second was the letter which
Prisciliano Sanchez, governor of Jalisco, wrote to preface Gordoa's
document when he forwarded it to the Jalisco Congress. Within
a single pamphlet, public opinion once again had the opportunity to assess two confronting discourses, two viewpoints about
Church—state relations and the new modus operandi of the republican government.72
Gordoa set out a basic principle of the relationship between the
two powers:
Not even the princes reserved for themselves more power of intervention than that which was necessary to impede disorder; nor
did they go any further except when the Church asked them to,
admonishing them that peace and good harmony between both
authorities consists only in mutual aid and respect, and not in
attempts by one to rule over the other, impeding in some way the
full and free exercise of its authority.73

What was appropriate in ecclesiastical appointments was for the
corresponding clerical authorities to name individuals deemed
competent and suitable for each post. If the state had any reason
to suspect that the cleric graced with a position had "attacked
or disturbed public order," a case should be made against him
with "positive facts." Proceeding by any other means would be
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arbitrary and would tend to cause ill will within the ecclesiastical body. Dealing a hard blow to the government's position,
Gordoa stated that
In the just and liberal system governing us, no one can be harmed
by suspicion - not even murderers themselves can have their rights
as citizens removed - until they are proven to have committed the
crime they are accused of; thus until then, the accused are just as
suitable for any post in their career as the most honorable man.74

Fully aware of the force of his words, and making use of his
own distinguished political career, Gordoa added, "I use this
language, Your Excellency, with the certainty and satisfaction
that it has always been my language since the fatherland saw fit
to employ me in public positions."
The Governor of the Mitre demanded that the same conditions
be applied to candidates for ecclesiastical posts as were applied to
candidates for civil posts. Thus, he posed the rhetorical question:
"Can it be that the eternal principles of universal and unchanging justice which favor lay people in achieving their rights and
destinies do not favor ecclesiastics in achieving theirs?"75 The government was within its rights to want to exclude delinquents
from ecclesiastical posts, but the right to exclude candidatures that
it was claiming meant
an undefined extension [of prerogatives] which gives the civil government a scope not even held by those who exercised privileged
patronage rights accorded by the Apostolic See, and implies a shameful rejection that would undoubtedly defame anyone excluded,
crippling him for life from obtaining benefits and therefore impeding any Bishop from proposing him again.76

With the "rights of man as well known and respected as
they are today," the government's aim was still more aberrant.
In addition, the Jalisco and Federal Constitutions recognized
Catholicism, which brought "governors and governed" together
beneath "the same rules in ecclesiastical matters, which can be
no other than canon law."77
Gordoa was determined to win this battle based on liberal
principles. He immediately charged that Article 3 of the decree
on Church appointments "seems to induce the suspicion that neither the ecclesiastical prelate nor his subjects fulfill their sacred
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duties." But "I protest that I have no reservations about the entire
public being judge of my private conduct." He referred to a letter
from the government itself recognizing that he worthily fulfilled
the duties of his position.78
Even less could the suspicion the decree insinuates diminish the
respectable state of the clergy, whose efforts to comply with the
charge of their ministry amidst the current lack of ecclesiastics are
so well known, whose sincere adherence to the system of government in which we have constituted ourselves is beyond any doubt,
whose circumspection and prudence in each disagreement that has
occurred is worthy of the greatest praise and, in sum, whose moderate and ecclesiastical conduct provides no basis for such slanderous
suspicions.79

Appealing in passing to the authority of Jacques Benigne
Bossuet, Gordoa brought up the clergy's legal privileges on this
matter. Insisting that authorities and clerics complied with and
would comply with their ecclesiastical and civic duties, he nonetheless demanded to know "what penal laws are indicated in the
article referred to." The Governor of the Mitre professed due
respect to civil authorities, but he demanded that because of his
investiture and according to the laws, he had the authority to
defend "the rights and prerogatives the Church has [traditionally] possessed, which have been left in force and effect by our
general Constitution and sovereign rulings." Gordoa closed his
document with the request that the Governor revoke the decree
in exchange for his personal commitment to dedicate himself to
"avoiding the ills which may have worsened at the moment it
was published."80
Prisciliano Sanchez' response is extremely interesting. He conceded that Gordoa had cooperated with the government, and
that "both clergies" (that is, the diocesan clergy and the regular
orders) had shown "good behavior." While satisfied with the situation, Sanchez nonetheless drew a different conclusion from it:
"Therefore, if such favorable circumstances were to persist forever,
we could be sure that the precaution of this right to exclude candidates would be unnecessary, since there would never be occasion
to apply it."81
But this was not certain; therefore, for the good of the people
the government had the duty of foreseeing and prudently forestalling unfortunate situations by means of the law.
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Sanchez set out his own views from the standpoint of civil
power and the new impulses of secular Mexican society:
This right is the incontestable ability the sovereign Earthly power
should have to prevent and block any damages even remotely threatening its people, coming under whatever pretext and from wherever
they may come. Just as a physical individual has a natural right to
survival and well-being which no power on Earth is able to hamper
without resorting to tyranny, so a moral individual, such as society,
has its natural right to survival and proper order which cannot be
taken away by any authority under even the most sacred pretext.82

By absorbing civil society into the state, Sanchez skirted the
"odiousness" of the theme under discussion, and rushed to recognize other merits in Gordoa's argument. Both powers were
effectively "independent ... [and] equally sovereign." The ecclesiastical power had full authority in defending its jurisdiction, but
this did not block the civil power from resisting an ecclesiastical
appointment "as long as they had solid reasons to fear that such
a person, abusing his authority, would compromise public tranquility." This was a matter of the survival of the secular power of
the state.83 This was self-defense and not intrusion, he suggested:
The history of all nations and all times does not leave any room
for doubt on this point, offering to our eyes a thousand scandalous
attacks which horrify our imagination. The events of our revolution are not far off, when the confessionals and pulpits were often
the fulcrum on which the levers of power of our oppressors stood.
The consoling voice of the pastor became the cries of the lion,
and the healthy waters of penitence came to be poisoned in such a
way that from there spread the deadly venom which blighted our
poor patriots.84

The dangers of ecclesiastical abuses were not hypothetical, but
corroborated by past history. The resulting "damage to states
and their governments" was dealt with "with impunity from the
advantageous posts they [the priests] hold when they cause the
damage, and there was great difficulty in judicially convicting
them of deeds which, however scandalous, they know how to
astutely cover with the cloak of religion."85
The Governor of Jalisco wanted to win over the Congress by
establishing himself as the defender of the new popular government:
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Otherwise who can calculate, much less compensate for, the sum of
evils that one parish priest opposed to the system of government can
foolishly cause from his confessional? What measure could erase the
prestige occasioned among the simple folk by an indiscreet preacher
who launches from the pulpit the most indecorous and denigrating
expressions against the constituted authorities and their actions?86

The laws which aimed to save society were striving for "the
health of the fatherland which is the supreme law." They did not
meddle in matters of instituting ecclesiastical authorities, responsibilities of the Church which only patronage could change, but
attempted only to "resist the placement of those ecclesiastics
who could be prejudicial [to the government]." Just as it was not
acceptable for Mexico to allow the Pope to name bishops who
professed loyalty to Ferdinand VII, so the state of Jalisco could
not be a "mindless spectator to the evils which could threaten
the people by standing by as perhaps its greatest enemies were
placed in the most dangerous positions."87
Sanchez had no difficulties in recognizing the weakness of the
new, popular state in comparison with a Church whose deeprootedness gave it singular popular support.
It would be a very unequal struggle, if one were joined between
the governor of a state and an ecclesiastic who set out to oppose
the system of government, or the most vital aspects of the urgent
reform of many abuses, and if the prelate could without any coercion place his supporters in the most valuable positions as he saw
fit, and the civil authority could not prevent this in any way.88

In addition, the government's decreed right to unilaterally reject
a candidate was convenient because it avoided the problem of a
trial. After all, there would be no chance of an impartial trial,
since the Church as well as the state — both responsible for the
only available courts — would be directly involved in the case.89
This last argument seemed to place the role of the courts
in a liberal government in check overall. Yet the most effective
part of Gordoa's argument still had not received a response from
Sanchez: the rights of man under a liberal government should not
be violated on mere suspicion, and a career employment was the
right of every citizen, and, in this case, of clerics. Sanchez went on
to clarify the point, and then counterattack:
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This reasoning is brilliant when considered superficially. Denying
an individual the rights he has to pursue the possibilities his career
offers him on the basis of mere conjectures is an entirely different
thing from resisting his placement in a given post, on the basis of
well-founded suspicions, while leaving him able to occupy another
post where those suspicions do not apply.90

The Governor granted the cleric's right in principle, but
extended the state's shadow in this particular case. This argument might not be convincing on its own, so Sanchez shifted to
the defensive:
If the government or the people participated in the election of their
pastors, as they did in the primitive Church and continued to do for
several centuries, then we can see there would be no need to recur
to the nominal exclusion the political authority definitely exercises
as a right, since the election of one [candidate] tacidy excludes the
others. This muddle of difficulties, present since the people were
denied involvement in elections, undoubtedly was what prompted
the invention of the Concordats and Royal Patronage. These were
not conferred on the princes so much out of grace and favor,
as through a transaction which was beneficial to the ecclesiastical
power because in its absence the ecclesiastical power would have
had to give way to the just demands of the civil power.91

Sanchez now seemed to be unwittingly confusing popular government with government at all, a confusion which underscores
how this dilemma defined the Mexican state. Just beginning
its existence, the state was weak; from its weakness, it forged a
powerful and oft-repeated argument which gave it strength. As
the representative of the people, the state had discretional rights
over the liberalism that inspired it. Ultimately, the people could
be conceived of as the common folk, and those who managed to
exercise power over it, independent of the state, could be seen
as a threat to the state and to its representation of the people.
Curiously enough, there was no reflection here at all about the
separation of powers within the government. The seed of a statism even more powerful than Bourbon absolutism was being
sown, here. In the new liberal model of the Mexican state
being implemented in Jalisco, the state not only watched over
the people; through the unique representation it was granted,
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the state was the people. Only a Church which opened up its
appointments to popular means of election could hope to come
abreast of this virtual monolith: the government viewed as the
will of a united people. In the meantime, the state called for the
right to expunge clerical abuses.
Sanchez offered the argument that the ecclesiastics who were
eliminated from consideration for a given post due to suspicion
might ask to be appointed to another. Considering that what they
were suspected of was disloyalty to the political system, suspicion
would surely last as long as the hint of disloyalty did. Traditionally,
the royal government had exercised patronage by choosing from
ternas (lists of three candidates) which the clergy proposed, but
this was not a useful point of reference now. The exclusion of a
cleric from a post in those cases could be due to an indefinite
range of reasons, and did not defame anyone. An exclusive right
to deny appointments on suspicions of political disloyalty was an
entirely different business. Sanchez was, in effect, giving the state
supreme discretionary power without the traditional mechanisms
of patronage. Considering that neither the state nor the Church
were particularly inclined to mutual trust, Sanchez insisted on the
rights of the former: "The health and tranquility of the people
are too precious to be abandoned to the embrace of blind trust.
States are not worrying over trifles when they take precautions on
behalf of their sacred rights."92
The governor placed the two possibilities in the balance: that
of a potential injustice done to a cleric, and that of commotion
among the people. Deciding that the second was more weighty,
he ruled that the state could not tolerate the risk. He argued that,
in comparison, the civil government was less prone to abusing its
power in this sense. The governor was responsible to the people,
he had a non-renewable term of four years, and he was subject to
criticism by the press and the citizenry. These restrictions which
bore down upon the power of the Jalisco governor did not, he
said, burden the ecclesiastical authorities. The Governor insisted
on the "inborn ability of each society to look to its preservation
and prevent its ruin." He expressed amazement that, "defending
the inalienable rights of the people and avoiding damage required
the blessing of Rome." This time, the civil government triumphed: the Legislature voted to maintain the government's
authority to exclude candidates from Church appointments.93
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Beyond this immediate result, however, the long-range consequences of the Church—state debate that raged through 1825 and
1826 were far from clear. Proceeding frequently with salty derision and jocularity, Church spokesmen had made many popular
appeals, showing at the same time a spirit of moderation and
reform-mindedness.Yet while the Church battled for its institutional rights and autonomy in relation to the state, it decidedly
resisted opening the Church to the overhaul accepted for temporal politics. By seeking the high ground of supporting the
independence as a sacred pact in which the defense of religion
was the surest guarantee of liberty, it ultimately questioned the
identification of both its adversaries and the state over their
claims to represent popular sovereignty and the liberal rule of law.
Whither this would lead was still to be decided.
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