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Whatever may be the success of evasion in explaining tnsay
gross error ofact, which supposes that his Majesty (though he holds it
in concurrence with the wishes) owes his crown to the chbics o
people, yet nothing can evade their full explicit declaratmmcerning
the principle of a right in the people to choose; whichtrigklirectly
maintained and tenaciously adhered to. All the oblige@uations
concerning election bottom in this proposition and are referta it. Lest
the foundation of the king’s exclusive legal title should passfmere
rant of adulatory freedom, the political divine proceeds ddigaily to asse#t
that, by the principles of the Revolution, the people of England
have acquired three fundamental rights, all which, Wiy, compose
one system and lie together in one short sentence, nahwlyye have
acquired a right:

1. To choose our own governors.

2. To cashier them for misconduct.

3. To frame a government for ourselves.

This new and hitherto unheard-of bill of rights, though madae
name of the whole people, belongs to those gentlemethaindaction
only. The body of the people of England have no share ihdy Ttterly
disclaim it. They will resist the practical assertidrit avith their lives

and fortunes. They are bound to do so by the laws of thentigomade




at the time of that very Revolution which is appealed fawor of the
fictitious rights claimed by the Society which abusesidsie.

These Gentlemen of the Old Jewry, in all their reasgmon the
Revolution of 1688, have a revolution which happened in England about
forty years before and the late French revolution, so rbetdre their
eyes and in their hearts that they are constantly confogrdlithe three
together. It is necessary that we should separate whyatdnhéund.

We must recall their erring fancies to the acts of teedRition which

we revere, for the discovery of its trpenciples If the principlesof

the Revolution of 1688 are anywhere to be found, it is in tleteta

called theDeclaration of Rightln that most wise, sober, and considerate
declaration, drawn up by great lawyers and great statesmd not

by warm and inexperienced enthusiasts, not one wordtisrea one
suggestion made, of a general right “to choose our own govetaors,
cashier them for misconduct, and to form a governmerdutselves’

This Declaration of Right (the act of the 1st of Withiaand Mary,
sess. 2, ch. 2) is the cornerstone of our constitutioeigf®rced, explained,
improved, and in its fundamental principles for ever settted
is called, “An Act for declaring the rights and libesiof the subject,
and forsettlingthesuccessiomf the crown.” You will observe that
these rights and this succession are declared in one bodypand
indissolubly together.

A few years after this period, a second opportunity offéoe asserting
a right of election to the crown. On the prospect ota failure
of issue from King William, and from the Princess, afi@rds Queen
Anne, the consideration of the settlement of the crowrodadurther
security for the liberties of the people again caefeie the legislature.
Did they this second time make any provision for legaligimgcrown
on the spurious revolution principles of the Old Jewry? No. Toléywed
the principles which prevailed in the Declaration of Rigidicating
with more precision the persons who were to inherit irPifoeestant
line. This act also incorporated, by the same policy, ibartles
and an hereditary succession in the same act. Insteadgbit to choose

our own governors, they declared that the succession itintthe




Protestant line drawn from James the First), was atedgplinecessary
“for the peace, quiet, and security of the realm,” &ed it was equally
urgent on them “to maintaincertainty in the successidhereof, to
which the subjects may safely have recourse for their girote” Both
these acts, in which are heard the unerring, unambiguouscdc
revolution policy, instead of countenancing the delusive, gipegtictions
of a “right to choose our governors,” prove to a demonstration

how totally adverse the wisdom of the nation was from turnicasa of
necessity into a rule of law.

(P. 18-30)

A state without the means of some change is without thestoéan
its conservation. Without such means it might even riskase of that
part of the constitution which it wished the most religipuslpreserve.
The two principles of conservation and correction ogeratrongly at
the two critical periods of the Restoration and Revolutidren England
found itself without a king. At both those periods the naliad
lost the bond of union in their ancient edifice; they did hotvever,
dissolve the whole fabric. On the contrary, in both casgsréuyenerated
the deficient part of the old constitution through the partghvhi
were not impaired. They kept these old parts exactly asibes; that
the part recovered might be suited to them. They acteldebgricient
organized states in the shape of their old organizamhnot by the
organicmoleculagmolecule of hereditydpf a disbanded people. At no
time, perhaps, did the sovereign legislature manifest a teader regard
to that fundamental principle of British constitutionalipy than at the
time of the Revolution, when it deviated from the direct bhbereditary
succession. The crown was carried somewhat out of thanlimbich it
had before moved, but the new line was derived from the sacie &
was still a line of hereditary descent, still an heseglidescent in the same
blood, though an hereditary descent qualified with Praéisim. When
the legislature altered the direction, but kept the princip&y; showed that
they held it inviolable.

On this principle, the law of inheritance had admitt@te




Amendment in the old time, and long before the era of tvelR@on. Some
time after the Conquest, great questions arose upongdieplenciples

of hereditary descent. It became a matter of doubt whdtadreirper

capitaor the heiper stirpegby branch)wvas to succeed; but whether the Ipar
capitagave way when the heirdoper stirpesook place, or the Catholic

heir when the Protestant was preferred, the inheritabieiple survived

with a sort of immortality through all transmigratssamultosque

per annos stat fortuna domus, et avi numerantur avdfume race

remains immortal, and the fortune of the family endures through many
years, and grandsires of grandsires are recorded).

This is the spirit of our constitution, not only in iettted course,
but in all its revolutions. Whoever came in, or however heecanmwhether
he obtained the crown by law or by force, the hereditary ssmrewas
either continued or adopted. The gentlemen of the Sdoieievolution
see nothing in that of 1688 but the deviation from the constituaiuch
they take the deviation from the principle for the principlesyThave
little regard to the obvious consequences of their doctiwoegh they
must see that it leaves positive authority in very fethefpositive
institutions of this country. When such an unwarrantabbemmé once
established, that no throne is lawful but the elective, n@onef the
princes who preceded this era of fictitious electionlmamalid. Do
these theorists mean to imitate some of their predecesbordragged
the bodies of our ancient sovereigns out of the quiet of tilveios? Do
they mean to attain it and disable backward all the kirmjshéve reigned
before the Revolution, and consequently to stain the tlobBagland
with the blot of a continual usurpation? Do they mean tolinte/e,
annul, or to call into question, together with the siité the whole line of
our kings, that great body of our statute law which paseddr those
whom they treat as usurpers, to annul laws of inestimethles to our
liberties—of as great value at least as any which pagsed at or since
the period of the Revolution? If kings who did not owe thener to
the choice of their people had no title to make laws, wilkbacome of
the statutele tallagio non conceden@e-of thepetition of righP—of

the act of habeas corpus? Do these new doctors of the afghtn




presume to assert that King James the Second, who oahedrown
as next of blood, according to the rules of a then unquatfiedession,
was not to all intents and purposes a lawful king of Brylzefore he
had done any of those acts which were justly construeémsdbdication
of his crown? If he was not, much trouble in parliammeight have
been saved at the period these gentlemen commemorateinBulames
was a bad king with a good title, and not an usurper pfinees who
succeeded, according to the act of parliament whicleddtie crown
on the Electress Sophia and on her descendants, beingdmstesame
in as much by a title of inheritance as King James didcadine in
according to the law as it stood at his accession tortiven; and the
princes of the House of Brunswick came to the inheritahtdgecrown,
not by election, but by the law as it stood at their séa@@essions of
Protestant descent and inheritance, as | hope | have shuffiaiently.

The law by which this royal family is specificallysimed to the
succession is the act of the 12th and 13th of King Williane. t€hms of
this act bind “us and our heirs, and our posterity, tottibeir heirs,
and their posterity,” being Protestants, to the ertthee, in the same
words as the Declaration of Right had bound us to tie bEKing
William and Queen Mary. It therefore secures both aadiary crown
and an hereditary allegiance. On what ground, excepotistitutional
policy of forming an establishment to secure that kinsuatession
which is to preclude a choice of the people forever, cthddegislature
have fastidiously rejected the fair and abundant choicewduic country
presented to them and searched in strange lands forignfprencess
from whose womb the line of our future rulers were to dehee t
title to govern millions of men through a series of ages?

The Princess Sophia was named in the act of setttevhére
12" and 13th of King William for a stock and root of inhanita to our
kings, and not for her merits as a temporary administrafta power
which she might not, and in fact did not, herself ever@ge. She was
adopted for one reason, and for one only, because, sagst tlithe
most excellent Princess Sophia, Electress and Duclwgader of

Hanover, is daughter of the most excellent Princesslidih, late Queen




of Bohemia, daughter of our late sovereign lord King Jahre&irst, of
happy memory, and is hereby declared to be the next in simtas the
Protestant line etc., etc., and the crown shall coatinuhe heirs of her
body, being Protestants.” This limitation was made by gaent, that
through the Princess Sophia an inheritable line not onlytevs continued
in future, but (what they thought very material) that tigto her
it was to be connected with the old stock of inheritand€img James
the First, in order that the monarchy might preserve anolien unity
through all ages and might be preserved (with safetyttoaigion) in
the old approved mode by descent, in which, if our libehigesbeen
once endangered, they had often, through all stormstamgt)kes of
prerogative and privilege, been preserved. They did weleXgerience
has taught us that in any other course or method thaoftha hereditary
crown our liberties can be regularly perpetuated ancpred sacred
as our hereditary right. An irregular, convulsive movenmeay be
necessary to throw off an irregular, convulsive diseBsethe course
of succession is the healthy habit of the British cartsbit. Was it that
the legislature wanted, at the act for the limitatiothefcrown in the
Hanoverian line, drawn through the female descendantsrasJtne
First, a due sense of the inconveniences of having twwee, or possibly
more, foreigners in succession to the British throne? Noly-the
had a due sense of the evils which might happen fromfetmlgn rule,
and more than a due sense of them. But a more depigigbcannot be
given of the full conviction of the British nation that thénpiples of the
Revolution did not authorize them to elect kings at theaqulee, and
without any attention to the ancient fundamental principfesur government,
than their continuing to adopt a plan of hereditary Pratgst
succession in the old line, with all the dangers and alhttenveniences
of its being a foreign line full before their eyes andraping with the
utmost force upon their minds.

A few years ago | should be ashamed to overload amsatt=apable
of supporting itself by the then unnecessary support of anyrergu but this
seditious, unconstitutional doctrine is now publicly taught, adywad printed.

The dislike | feel to revolutions, the signals for whitkve so often been given




from pulpits; the spirit of change that is gone abroad;dts¢ tontempt which
prevails with you, and may come to prevail with us, baatient institutions
when set in opposition to a present sense of conveniericahw bent of a
present inclination: all these considerations make it nadwisable, in my
opinion, to call back our attention to the true princigiesur own domestic
laws; that you, my French friend, should begin to know,thatdwe should
continue to cherish them. We ought not, on either side ai#ter, to suffer
ourselves to be imposed upon by the counterfeit wares wbitle persons,
by a double fraud, export to you in illicit bottoms as rammodities
of British growth, though wholly alien to our solil, inder afterwards to
smuggle them back again into this country, manufactuted thie newest
Paris fashion of an improved liberty.

The people of England will not ape the fashions they haver
tried, nor go back to those which they have found mischiesnusal.
They look upon the legal hereditary succession of their crevamesng
their rights, not as among their wrongs; as a benefit, notgaigvance;
as a security for their liberty, not as a badge of aeteit They look on
the frame of their commonwealth, such as it stands, tf inestimable
value, and they conceive the undisturbed succession of tha todve
a pledge of the stability and perpetuity of all the other mesntsfeour
constitution.

| shall beg leave, before | go any further, to takeceodi some
paltry artifices which the abettors of election, asdhly lawful title to
the crown, are ready to employ in order to render the supptiré just
principles of our constitution a task somewhat invidiougesE sophisters
substitute a fictitious cause and feigned personages, in \idnagethey
suppose you engaged whenever you defend the inheritable nature of the
crown. It is common with them to dispute as if they wara conflict
with some of those exploded fanatics of slavery, who fdymmeaintained
what | believe no creature now maintains, “that the crisvreld
by divine hereditary and indefeasible right."—These old fasatisingle
arbitrary power dogmatized as if hereditary royalty wasathly lawful
government in the world, just as our new fanatics of popuitstrary

power maintain that a popular election is the sole lavagfutce of authority.




The old prerogative enthusiasts, it is true, did speeddatlishly,

and perhaps impiously too, as if monarchy had moredofiae sanction
than any other mode of government; and as if a right to govern

by inheritance were in strictness indefeasible in evarsopewho should
be found in the succession to a throne, and under everynsitance,
which no civil or political right can be. But an absurd aminconcerning
the king’s hereditary right to the crown does not prejudicetimates
rational and bottomed upon solid principles of law and policgll the
absurd theories of lawyers and divines were to vitiatellects in
which they are conversant, we should have no law and igoreleft in
the world. But an absurd theory on one side of a quesiiomsfno
justification for alleging a false fact or promulgatingsohievous maxims
on the other.

The second claim of the Revolution Society is “a rightasthiering
their governors fomisconduct Perhaps the apprehensions our ancestors
entertained of forming such a precedent as that “dfieasg for
misconduct” was the cause that the declaration of thevaith implied
the abdication of King James, was, if it had any faather too guarded
and too circumstantiaBut all this guard and all this accumulation of
circumstances serves to show the spirit of caution which prieded
in the national councils in a situation in which mertated by oppression,
and elevated by a triumph over it, are apt to abandorstigas to
violent and extreme courses; it shows the anxiety of tte gren who
influenced the conduct of affairs at that great et@make the Revolution
a parent of settlement, and not a nursery of future regofit

No government could stand a moment if it could be blownndow
with anything so loose and indefinite as an opinionnastonduct
They who led at the Revolution grounded the virtual abdicafiéting
James upon no such light and uncertain principle. They changed
with nothing less than a design, confirmed by a multinfdéegal overt
acts, to subvert the Protestant church and state, anduth@damental,
unquestionable laws and liberties; they charged him vaitiniy broken
the original contract between king and people. This wae than misconduct.

A grave and overruling necessity obliged them to take the step




they took, and took with infinite reluctance, as undet mast rigorous
of all laws. Their trust for the future preservationttd tonstitution
was not in future revolutions. The grand policy of all thegulations
was to render it almost impracticable for any future soger® compel
the states of the kingdom to have again recourse to thaeatviemedies.
They left the crown what, in the eye and estimationwf lahad
ever been-perfectly irresponsible. In order to lightencrown still
further, they aggravated responsibility on ministerdates By the statute
of the 1st of King William, sess. 2nd, called “the awtdeclaring the
rights and liberties of the subject, and for settlingsiinecession of the
crown,” they enacted that the ministers should servertiven on the
terms of that declaration. They secured soon after¢geiént meetings
of parliament, by which the whole government would be underahsant
inspection and active control of the popular representatisef
the magnates of the kingdom. In the next great constitutiohahac of
the 12th and 13th of King William, for the further limitatiohthe
crown and better securing the rights and liberties o$tigect, they
provided “that no pardon under the great seal of Englanddhbeul
pleadable to an impeachment by the Commons in parliamerd.fulé
laid down for government in the Declaration of Right, the taonianspection
of parliament, the practical claim of impeachment, theygint
infinitely a better security, not only for their constitutal liberty, but
against the vices of administration, than the reservafiaright so
difficult in the practice, so uncertain in the issua] afien so mischievous
in the consequences, as that of “cashiering their gokgeino

Dr. Price, in this sermoigondemns very properly the practice of
gross, adulatory addresses to kings. Instead of tlsisme style, he
proposes that his Majesty should be told, on occasioosngfratulation,
that “he is to consider himself as more properly thess#rthan
the sovereign of his people.” For a compliment, this nem foir address
does not seem to be very soothing. Those who are servants in
name, as well as in effect, do not like to be toldchefrtsituation, their
duty, and their obligations. The slave, in the old plais tet master,

“Haec commemoratio est quasi exprobgtlois not pleasant as compliment;




it is not wholesome as instruction). After all, if the kimgre to

bring himself to echo this new kind of address, to adapttérms, and
even to take the appellation of Servant of the Peoplesasyal style,
how either he or we should be much mended by it | cannoiriealg
have seen very assuming letters, signed “Your most obetiemble
servant.” The proudest denomination that ever was enduredtbon ea
took a title of still greater humility than that whichnow proposed for
sovereigns by the Apostle of Liberty. Kings and nations wearapled
upon by the foot of one calling himself “the Servant of Ses/aand
mandates for deposing sovereigns were sealed with the eigitie¢
Fisherman.”

I should have considered all this as no more thamtaftippant,
vain discourse, in which, as in an unsavory fume, seperabns suffer
the spirit of liberty to evaporate, if it were not plgim support of the
idea and a part of the scheme of “cashiering kings fscaniduct.” In
that light it is worth some observation.

Kings, in one sense, are undoubtedly the servants of theepeopl
because their power has no other rational end than thas general
advantage; but it is not true that they are, in the arglinense (by our
constitution, at least), anything like servants; theressef whose situation
is to obey the commands of some other and to be removable a
pleasure. But the king of Great Britain obeys no othesquerall other
persons are individually, and collectively too, under him ane him
a legal obedience. The law, which knows neither to flagerto insult,
calls this high magistrate not our servant, as this heidilbine calls
him, but “our sovereign Lord the king”; and we, on our pirase
learned to speak only the primitive language of the law, anthao
confused jargon of their Babylonian pulpits.

As he is not to obey us, but as we are to obey thenldniri, our
constitution has made no sort of provision toward renderingdsra,
servant, in any degree responsible. Our constitution knotksngoof a
magistrate like the Justicia of Aragon, nor of any cagally appointed,
nor of any process legally settled, for submitting the kintine responsibility

belonging to all servants. In this he is not distinguishechfthe
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Commons and the Lords, who, in their several public capaaites
never be called to an account for their conduct, althdogRevolution
Society chooses to assert, in direct opposition to one afiest and
most beautiful parts of our constitution, that “a king ismare than the
first servant of the public, created by it, and resgmedo it”

Il would our ancestors at the Revolution have deserved flme
for wisdom if they had found no security for their freedomibuendering
their government feeble in its operations, and precarioits fenure;
if they had been able to contrive no better remedy agaibgtary
power than civil confusion. Let these gentlemen state whaepeesentative
public is to whom they will affirm the king, as a servaatbé
responsible. It will then be time enough for me to produdkdm the
positive statute law which affirms that he is not.

The ceremony of cashiering kings, of which these gentleatlesd
much at their ease, can rarely, if ever, be performtubut force. It
then becomes a case of war, and not of constitution. hesvsommanded
to hold their tongues amongst arms, and tribunals fatle@tound with the

peace they are no longer able to uphold. The Revolution of 1688 veasenbt
by a just war, in the only case in which any war, and nmcte a civil war,
can be justJusta bella quibus necessaf@/ars are just to those to whom they
are necessary). The question of dethroning or, if thegéegeen like the
phrase better, “cashiering kings” will always be, aag dlways been, an
extraordinary question of state, and wholly out of theda question (like all
other questions of state) of dispositions and of meansfgmbable
consequences rather than of positive rights. As itneasnade for common
abuses, so it is not to be agitated by common minds. gdueitive

line of demarcation where obedience ought to end andamesest

must begin is faint, obscure, and not easily definabls.rlbt a single

act, or a single event, which determines it. Governmeunst be abused

and deranged, indeed, before it can be thought of, anddbpqut of

the future must be as bad as the experience of the past.tingmare

in that lamentable condition, the nature of the diseaseinglicate the

remedy to those whom nature has qualified to administextiemities

this critical, ambiguous, bitter potion to a distempestede. Times and
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occasions and provocations will teach their own lessonswidgewill
determine from the gravity of the case; the irritablanpfsensibility to
oppression; the high-minded, from disdain and indignation at abusive
power in unworthy hands; the brave and bold, from the love of honorable
danger in a generous cause; but, with or without right, autwol

will be the very last resource of the thinking and the good.

The third head of right, asserted by the pulpit of tha I2wry,
namely, the “right to form a government for ourselvesg, Iz least, as
little countenance from anything done at the Revolution, reiitherecedent
or principle, as the two first of their claims. ThevBlition was
made to preserve oancient indisputable laws and liberties and that
ancient constitutioof government which is our only security for law
and liberty. If you are desirous of knowing the spirit of camstitution
and the policy which predominated in that great period whashsecured
it to this hour, pray look for both in our histories, ur oecords,
in our acts of parliament, and journals of parliamend, ot in the
sermons of the Old Jewry and the after-dinner toastsedRéevolution
Society. In the former you will find other ideas and anolfieguage.
Such a claim is as ill-suited to our temper and wistsei$ is unsupported
by any appearance of authority. The very idea of the falmicat
of a new government is enough to fill us with disgust and hovwe
wished at the period of the Revolution, and do now wistetive all
we possess as an inheritance from our forefathers. Wpobdody and
stock of inheritance we have taken care not to inocalaescion alien
to the nature of the original plant. All the reformatioretave hitherto
made have proceeded upon the principle of reverence to anteyd |
hope, nay, | am persuaded, that all those which possiafybe made
hereafter will be carefully formed upon analogical prengdeuthority,
and example.

Our oldest reformation is that of Magna Charta. Yollsee that
Sir Edward Coke, that great oracle of our law, andeddsl the great
men who follow him, to Blackstorsgre industrious to prove the pedigree
of our liberties. They endeavor to prove that the andeatter, the

Magna Charta of King John, was connected with anotheriysharter
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from Henry I, and that both the one and the other were nothang
than a reaffirmance of the still more ancient stanthmgof the kingdom.
In the matter of fact, for the greater part these asthppear to be
in the right; perhaps not always; but if the lawyers akistin some
particulars, it proves my position still the more stronglgcause it
demonstrates the powerful prepossession toward antiquibyyich the
minds of all our lawyers and legislators, and of all teegbe whom
they wish to influence, have been always filled, dreddtationary policy
of this kingdom in considering their most sacred rights aamtcfiises as
an inheritance.

In the famous law of the 3rd of Charles I, calledRleétion of
Right, the parliament says to the king, “Your subjects have itdueri
this freedom,” claiming their franchises not on abstraciciples “as
the rights of men,” but as the rights of Englishmen, andpadranony
derived from their forefathers. Selden and the other profodedined
men who drew this Petition of Right were as well acqedinat least,
with all the general theories concerning the “rights of nanény of the
discoursers in our pulpits or on your tribune; full as weDasPrice or
as the Abbé Siéyes. But, for reasons worthy of that pedetisdom
which superseded their theoretic science, they preferreg@dahbitive,
recorded, hereditary title to all which can be deareathn and the
citizen, to that vague speculative right which exposed suge inheritance
to be scrambled for and torn to pieces by every wiidjdus
spirit.

The same policy pervades all the laws which have sieer made
for the preservation of our liberties. In the 1st of Wit and Mary, in
the famous statute called the Declaration of Right, theHawses utter not
a syllable of “a right to frame a government for themselvésu
will see that their whole care was to secure the religeows, and liberties
that had been long possessed, and had been lately eredhrigaking
into their most serious consideration the best meansd&img
such an establishment, that their religion, laws, domdties might not
be in danger of being again subverted,” they auspicate alptfoeeedings

by stating as some of those best means, “in the faseplo do “as
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their ancestors in like cases have usually done for virmagctteir ancient
rights and liberties, to declare”—and then they pray thg &nd

gueen “that it may be declared and enacted thandlsingular the

rights and liberties asserted and declared are thamient and indubitable
rights and liberties of the people of this kingdom.”

You will observe that from Magna Charta to the Dedlaneof
Right it has been the uniform policy of our constitutionléane and
assert our liberties as an entailed inheritance detoved from our
forefathers, and to be transmitted to our posterity—rasstate specially
belonging to the people of this kingdom, without any reference
whatever to any other more general or prior right. By iésins our
constitution preserves a unity in so great a diversitisqiarts. We
have an inheritable crown, an inheritable peerage, and a&lb@mmons
and a people inheriting privileges, franchises, and litsefitem a
long line of ancestors.

This policy appears to me to be the result of profoundatdin, or
rather the happy effect of following nature, which isdeis without
reflection, and above it. A spirit of innovation is generéllg result of
a selfish temper and confined views. People will not leowéard to
posterity, who never look backward to their ancestors.ddssthe people
of England well know that the idea of inheritance furnisheseamunciple
of conservation and a sure principle of transmissiothowut at all
excluding a principle of improvement. It leaves acquisifree, but it
secures what it acquires. Whatever advantages are abtajireestate
proceeding on these maxims are locked fast as in afdarhity settlement,
grasped as in a kind of mortmain forever. By a congiitat policy,
working after the pattern of nature, we receive, we hoedtransmit our
government and our privileges in the same manner in which we angby
transmit our property and our lives. The institutionpalicy, the goods
of fortune, the gifts of providence are handed down to us,ranmdus,
in the same course and order. Our political system teg@la a just
correspondence and symmetry with the order of the world @&hdive mode
of existence decreed to a permanent body composed ofdrgnsarts,

wherein, by the disposition of a stupendous wisdom, molding tagithe
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great mysterious incorporation of the human race, ti@eyat one time,

is never old or middle-aged or young, but, in a condition of urgdeble
constancy, moves on through the varied tenor of perpetuay,dedl,
renovation, and progression. Thus, by preserving the methwtwie in the
conduct of the state, in whatwe improve we are never wholly imewhat
we retain we are never wholly obsolete. By adhering inntlaisner and on
those principles to our forefathers, we are guided ndhdguperstition of
antiquarians, but by the spirit of philosophic analogyhis choice of inheritance
we have given to our frame of polity the image of atie@ein blood, binding
up the constitution of our country with our dearest domessg t

adopting our fundamental laws into the bosom of our faaifigctions,
keeping inseparable and cherishing with the warmth of afl teenbined
and mutually reflected charities our state, our heagilnssepulchres,

and our altars.

Through the same plan of a conformity to nature in auficzal
institutions, and by calling in the aid of her unerring paderful instincts
to fortify the fallible and feeble contrivances of saason, we
have derived several other, and those no small, benefitsdonsidering
our liberties in the light of an inheritance. Alwaysiag as if in the
presence of canonized forefathers, the spirit of freedeadjg in itself
to misrule and excess, is tempered with an awful gravltis idea of a
liberal descent inspires us with a sense of habitualendignity which
prevents that upstart insolence almost inevitably adheringdaliagracing
those who are the first acquirers of any distinction.Hy t
means our liberty becomes a noble freedom. It carriesposing and
majestic aspect. It has a pedigree and illustratingsémee It has its
bearings and its ensigns armorial. It has its gallepodiraits, its monumental
inscriptions, its records, evidences, and titles. Weupreverence
to our civil institutions on the principle upon which natteaches
us to revere individual men: on account of their age and¢couat of
those from whom they are descended. All your sophisters caroutgar
anything better adapted to preserve a rational and masgldm
than the course that we have pursued, who have chosen awr naditer

than our speculations, our breasts rather than our iowsntior the

15




great conservatories and magazines of our rights avitbges.

You might, if you pleased, have profited of our example @we h
given to your recovered freedom a correspondent dignity. Youtgues,
though discontinued, were not lost to memory. Your cagiit,
it is true, whilst you were out of possession, sufferadtevand dilapidation;
but you possessed in some parts the walls and in albainel&tions
of a noble and venerable castle. You might have repaireé tho
walls; you might have built on those old foundations. Your ctutigin
was suspended before it was perfected, but you had thentteohia
constitution very nearly as good as could be wished. In ydstates
you possessed that variety of parts corresponding with tieisalescriptions
of which your community was happily composed; you had all
that combination and all that opposition of interests; lyad that action
and counteraction which, in the natural and in theipalitvorld, from
the reciprocal struggle of discordant powers, draws outdahmony of
the universe. These opposed and conflicting interests whickonsidered
as so great a blemish in your old and in our present tatisti
interpose a salutary check to all precipitate resolutibhsy render
deliberation a matter, not of choice, but of necessity;, theke all change
a subject of compromise, which naturally begets moderatiew;groduce
temperaments preventing the sore evil of harsh, crude, lifregplia
reformations, and rendering all the headlong exertionsbafany power,
in the few or in the many, forever impracticable. Througtt tiversity
of members and interests, general liberty had as seqwrities as there
were separate views in the several orders, whilst, bgipgegown the
whole by the weight of a real monarchy, the separate partsl\waue
been prevented from warping and starting from their atiqttaces.

You had all these advantages in your ancient statespouhpse
to act as if you had never been molded into civil so@ety had everything
to begin anew. You began ill, because you began by despising
everything that belonged to you. You set up your trade withoupitata
If the last generations of your country appeared without nusterl
in your eyes, you might have passed them by and derived yamsclai

from a more early race of ancestors. Under a pious pcaditefor
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those ancestors, your imaginations would have realiztteim a standard

of virtue and wisdom beyond the vulgar practice of the harni;

you would have risen with the example to whose imitatianaspired.
Respecting your forefathers, you would have been taugbspect

yourselves. You would not have chosen to consider the Feenah

people of yesterday, as a nation of lowborn servilechiest until the

emancipating year of 1789. In order to furnish, at the expefingmir

honor, an excuse to your apologists here for several enorniiresirs,

you would not have been content to be represented agyaf®laroon

slaves suddenly broke loose from the house of bondage, and thévefore

be pardoned for your abuse of the liberty to which you weracmistomed

and ill fitted. Would it not, my worthy friend, havedrewiser to

have you thought, what I, for one, always thought you, argesend

gallant nation, long misled to your disadvantage by your d&ghromantic

sentiments of fidelity, honor, and loyalty; that eventd baen

unfavorable to you, but that you were not enslaved througHld@yal

or servile disposition; that in your most devoted submisgmnwere

actuated by a principle of public spirit, and that it wasr country you

worshiped in the person of your king? Had you made it to be stoder

that in the delusion of this amiable error you had gone futitiagr your

wise ancestors, that you were resolved to resume yoieraprivileges,

whilst you preserved the spirit of your ancient and your recent

loyalty and honor; or if, diffident of yourselves and noacdh discerning

the almost obliterated constitution of your ancestors, yolldoked

to your neighbors in this land who had kept alive the anciamtiples

and models of the old common law of Europe meliorated aapited to

its present state—by following wise examples you would haxengi

new examples of wisdom to the world. You would have rembigre

cause of liberty venerable in the eyes of every worthy mimdery

nation. You would have shamed despotism from the earthdwisg

that freedom was not only reconcilable, but, as when wellpdiised it

is, auxiliary to law. You would have had an unoppressivalproductive

revenue. You would have had a flourishing commerce toifeed

You would have had a free constitution, a potent monagchy,
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Disciplined army, a reformed and venerated clergy, ayatgd but spirited
nobility to lead your virtue, not to overlay it; you wouldveahad a
liberal order of commons to emulate and to recruitnioility; you
would have had a protected, satisfied, laborious, Bedient people,
taught to seek and to recognize the happiness that idaar by
virtue in all conditions; in which consists the true moraiadity of
mankind, and not in that monstrous fiction which, by inspifaige
ideas and vain expectations into men destined to tiatleé obscure
walk of laborious life, serves only to aggravate and esfditiat real
inequality which it never can remove, and which the ordenviflife
establishes as much for the benefit of those whom it manst ie a
humble state as those whom it is able to exalt to a tondnore did,
but not more happy. You had a smooth and easy caredicif/fe
and glory laid open to you, beyond anything recorded imigtery of
the world, but you have shown that difficulty is good for man

(P. 32-35)

Compute your gains: see what is got by those extravagent a
Presumptuous speculations which have taught your leaders tsedattp
their predecessors, and all their contemporaries, andiewusspise
themselves until the moment in which they become truly debfs. By
following those false lights, France has bought undisguiskeanities
at a higher price than any nation has purchased theumegtivocal
blessings! France has bought poverty by crime! France hascmficed
her virtue to her interest, but she has abandoned her intbieds
she might prostitute her virtue. All other nations have heba fabric
of a new government, or the reformation of an old, by eshatgjoriginally
or by enforcing with greater exactness some riteshar a@f religion.

All other people have laid the foundations of civil freedorseverer
manners and a system of a more austere and masculiaktyno

France, when she let loose the reins of regal authdotyhled the license
of a ferocious dissoluteness in manners and of an insoigidion
in opinions and practice, and has extended through & @rlife, as if
she were communicating some privilege or laying open sorhedsec

benefit, all the unhappy corruptions that usually were theades of
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wealth and power. This is one of the new principles of légua France.
France, by the perfidy of her leaders, has utterly diggr#ue tone

of lenient council in the cabinets of princes, and diat it of its most
potent topics. She has sanctified the dark, suspiciousmaaf tyrannous
distrust, and taught kings to tremble at (what will hiteedoe

called) the delusive plausibilities of moral politicians. &aigns will
consider those who advise them to place an unlimited cowida their
people as subverters of their thrones, as traitors whattiheir destruction
by leading their easy good-nature, under specious pretenses,

to admit combinations of bold and faithless men into &qyaeation of
their power. This alone (if there were nothing else) isr@parable
calamity to you and to mankind. Remember that your parhaofe

Paris told your king that, in calling the states togetherhad nothing to
fear but the prodigal excess of their zeal in providing fosthmort of

the throne. It is right that these men should hide theid$dt is right

that they should bear their part in the ruin which theimsel has brought
on their sovereign and their country. Such sanguine deolesdend to
lull authority asleep; to encourage it rashly to engagpeiitous adventures
of untried policy; to neglect those provisions, preparatiand,
precautions which distinguish benevolence from imbecilitg, w&ithout
which no man can answer for the salutary effect ofedrggract plan of
government or of freedom. For want of these, they have beanddicine
of the state corrupted into its poison. They have seefréreh

rebel against a mild and lawful monarch with more fotrage, and
insult than ever any people has been known to rise aghenmost

illegal usurper or the most sanguinary tyrant. Theistasce was made
to concession, their revolt was from protection, their blow awaed at

a hand holding out graces, favors, and immunities.

This was unnatural. The rest is in order. They havaddheir
punishment in their success: laws overturned; tribunals subvertediry
without vigor; commerce expiring; the revenue unpaid, yet the
people impoverished; a church pillaged, and a state ineted; civil
and military anarchy made the constitution of the kingdonmyévieg

human and divine sacrificed to the idol of public credit aational
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bankruptcy the consequence; and, to crown all, the papertsscaf
new, precarious, tottering power, the discredited paperiges of
impoverished fraud and beggared rapine, held out as a cufoertbe
support of an empire in lieu of the two great recognizediep¢hat
represent the lasting, conventional credit of mankind, whidpgsared
and hid themselves in the earth from whence they cama tivhegorinciple
of property, whose creatures and representatives theywase
systematically subverted.

Were all these dreadful things necessary? Were they tVitale
results of the desperate struggle of determined patragyelled to
wade through blood and tumult to the quiet shore of atiband
prosperous liberty? No! nothing like it. The fresh ruins rafriee, which
shock our feelings wherever we can turn our eyes, are ndetlastation
of civil war; they are the sad but instructive monumehtash and
ignorant counsel in time of profound peace. They arelig@ay of
inconsiderate and presumptuous, because unresisted aistibie
authority. The persons who have thus squandered away theusreci
treasure of their crimes, the persons who have made tdgypl and
wild waste of public evils (the last stake reservedHerultimate ransom
of the state) have met in their progress with littleather with no
opposition at all. Their whole march was more like @antphal procession
than the progress of a war. Their pioneers have gone befane the
and demolished and laid everything level at their feet.ddetdrop of
their blood have they shed in the cause of the country theyrbaed.
They have made no sacrifices to their projects of greatesequence
than their shoe-buckles, whilst they were imprisoning their, kimgdering
their fellow citizens, and bathing in tears and plungimgaverty
and distress thousands of worthy men and worthy familiesir cruelty
has not even been the base result of fear. It hastiheeffect of
their sense of perfect safety, in authorizing treasatderies, rapes,
assassinations, slaughters, and burnings throughout thaesskdrland.
But the cause of all was plain from the beginning.

This unforced choice, this fond election of evil, would apjpeafectly

unaccountable if we did not consider the composition of thiming
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Assembly. | do not mean its formal constitution, whi,jt now

stands, is exceptionable enough, but the materials of whiahgreat
measure, it is composed, which is of ten thousand timeegey consequence
than all the formalities in the world. If we werekioow nothing

of this assembly but by its title and function, no cotmsld paint to the
imagination anything more venerable. In that light the mirghanquirer,
subdued by such an awful image as that of the virtuevesgbm

of a whole people collected into a focus, would pausenasiate

in condemning things even of the very worst aspect. Instebldoible,
they would appear only mysterious. But no nhame, no power, n
function, no artificial institution whatsoever can make men of whom
any system of authority is composed any other than &atipature,

and education, and their habits of life have made thepadciizes beyond
these the people have not to give. Virtue and wisdombuadke

objects of their choice, but their choice confers neitherine nor the
other on those upon whom they lay their ordaining hands figaee not
the engagement of nature, they have not the promise of tiemefar

any such powers.

After | had read over the list of the persons and dasans elected
into theTiers Etat(third estate), nothing which they afterwards did dappear
astonishing. Among them, indeed, | saw some of known rank, sbme
shining talents; but of any practical experience in thiest®t one man
was to be found. The best were only men of theory. Batevier the
distinguished few may have been, it is the substance argdahte
body which constitutes its character and must finally detex its direction.
In all bodies, those who will lead must also, in a aerable
degree, follow. They must conform their propositions to &ls&et talent,
and disposition of those whom they wish to conduct; theeeif an
assembly is viciously or feebly composed in a verytgoe# of it,
nothing but such a supreme degree of virtue as very ipplars in
the world, and for that reason cannot enter into &aticun, will prevent
the men of talent disseminated through it from becoraimyg the expert
instruments of absurd projects! If, what is the mdtelyi event, instead

of that unusual degree of virtue, they should be actuatedhisyesi
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ambition and a lust of meretricious glory, then the fegalrt of the
assembly, to whom at first they conform, becomes ituits the dupe
and instrument of their designs. In this political iaffhe leaders will
be obliged to bow to the ignorance of their followers, anddhewvers
to become subservient to the worst designs of their leaders.

To secure any degree of sobriety in the propositions mattesb
leaders in any public assembly, they ought to respestne degree
perhaps to fear, those whom they conduct. To be led anywgkeahan
blindly, the followers must be qualified, if not for actaas)east for
judges; they must also be judges of natural weight and @&ythdothing
can secure a steady and moderate conduct in such assdonblie
that the body of them should be respectably composed, ingiaiondition
in life or permanent property, of education, and of suchthalsi
enlarge and liberalize the understanding.

In the calling of the states-general of France, thetfilag that
struck me was a great departure from the ancient cddmend the
representation for the Third Estate composed of six lagnulersons.
They were equal in number to the representatives ofthethther orders.
If the orders were to act separately, the number wootidbeyond
the consideration of the expense, be of much moment. But ivhecame
apparent that the three orders were to be melted dawone, the
policy and necessary effect of this numerous represemtagicame obvious.
A very small desertion from either of the other two ordeust
throw the power of both into the hands of the third. bt,fédne whole
power of the state was soon resolved into that body. #sdmposition
became therefore of infinitely the greater importance.

(P. 43-53)

Nothing is a due and adequate representation of atistédtdoes not
represent its ability as well as its property. Butlaibty is a vigorous
and active principle, and as property is sluggish, iaed,timid, it
never can be safe from the invasion of ability unless ibbeof all
proportion, predominant in the representation. It must fnesented,
too, in great masses of accumulation, or it is notlgigirotected. The

characteristic essence of property, formed out oEtimebined principles
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of its acquisition and conservation, is to be unequal.gréat

masses, therefore, which excite envy and tempt rapaasy loe put out
of the possibility of danger. Then they form a natuaadpart about the
lesser properties in all their gradations. The sametifyah property,
which is by the natural course of things divided among marsynbea
the same operation. Its defensive power is weakenedsadgifiised. In
this diffusion each man'’s portion is less than whath@éeagerness of
his desires, he may flatter himself to obtain by dissipatiegaccumulations
of others. The plunder of the few would indeed give but eesha
inconceivably small in the distribution to the many. Butrti@ny are

not capable of making this calculation; and those whotlea to rapine
never intend this distribution.

The power of perpetuating our property in our familiesnie of the
most valuable and interesting circumstances belongiitgand that
which tends the most to the perpetuation of societyf.ittehakes our
weakness subservient to our virtue, it grafts benevolence everavaoce.
The possessors of family wealth, and of the distimctvhich attends
hereditary possession (as most concerned in it), aratbsh
securities for this transmission. With us the Houseeelr®is formed
upon this principle. It is wholly composed of hereditary priypand
hereditary distinction, and made, therefore, the thirthefegislature
and, in the last event, the sole judge of all properalliits subdivisions.
The House of Commons, too, though not necessarily, yatin f
is always so composed, in the far greater part. losetiarge proprietors
be what they will—and they have their chance of being amongst
the best—they are, at the very worst, the ballast in¢ksel of the
commonwealth. For though hereditary wealth and the rantvgoes
with it are too much idolized by creeping sycophants hadtind,
abject admirers of power, they are too rashly slighteshaillow speculations
of the petulant, assuming, short-sighted coxcombs of plpilgso
Some decent, regulated preeminence, some preference (rustiexcl
appropriation) given to birth is neither unnatural, nor unjoust
impolitic.

It is said that twenty-four millions ought to prevawer two hundred
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thousand. True; if the constitution of a kingdom be a proloiem
arithmetic. This sort of discourse does well enough thighiamp-post
for its second; to men who may reason calmly, itdedlous. The will
of the many and their interest must very often diffed great will be
the difference when they make an evil choice. A government of five
hundred country attornies and obscure curates is not gooadnty-four
millions of men, though it were chosen by eight antyfamillions,

nor is it the better for being guided by a dozen of e of quality who
have betrayed their trust in order to obtain that poiepresent, you
seem in everything to have strayed out of the high roadtafe The
property of France does not govern it. Of course, propedgssoyed
and rational liberty has no existence. All you havefgothe present is
a paper circulation and a stock-jobbing constitution; & dhe future,
do you seriously think that the territory of France, up@républican
system of eighty-three independent municipalities (tonsdlying

of the parts that compose them), can ever be governed asaner
can ever be set in motion by the impulse of one mind? WieeNational
Assembly has completed its work, it will have accomplisite

ruin. These commonwealths will not long bear a state of dudijeio

the republic of Paris. They will not bear that this betlpuld monopolize
the captivity of the king and the dominion over the assemblyngalli
itself national. Each will keep its own portion of the spbithe church
to itself, and it will not suffer either that spoil, the more just fruits of
their industry, or the natural produce of their soil tsbst to swell the
insolence or pamper the luxury of the mechanics of Parikidithey

will see none of the equality, under the pretense of whighhiiee been
tempted to throw off their allegiance to their sovereigwel§ as the
ancient constitution of their country. There can beagaital city in

such a constitution as they have lately made. They hagetftirat,
when they framed democratic governments, they had virtually
dismembered their country. The person whom they perseveadling king
has not power left to him by the hundredth part suffidieiold together
this collection of republics. The republic of Paris will esnd®r, indeed,

to complete the debauchery of the army, and illegallyetpgiuate the
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assembly, without resort to its constituents, as thens of continuing
its despotism. It will make efforts, by becoming the heh& boundless
paper circulation, to draw everything to itself; but innvall this policy
in the end will appear as feeble as it is now violent.

If this be your actual situation, compared to the situatiomhich
you were called, as it were, by the voice of God and inzannot find
it in my heart to congratulate you on the choice you have nrattie o
success which has attended your endeavors. | can astiiemmend to
any other nation a conduct grounded on such principles, andgpinez
of such effects. That | must leave to those who cafflesteer into your
affairs than | am able to do, and who best know how far gotions are
favorable to their designs. The gentlemen of the Revolutiore§o
who were so early in their congratulations, appear torbagy of
opinion that there is some scheme of politics relativeisoctuntry in
which your proceedings may, in some way, be useful. ForDouprice,
who seems to have speculated himself into no smalkdegjrfervor
upon this subject, addresses his auditory in the following nenarkable
words: “I cannot conclude without recallipgrticularly to your
recollection a consideration which | have more than orleded to, and
which probably your thoughtsave been all along anticipating consideration
with which mymind is impressed more than | can expréss
mean the consideration of tfevourableness of the present times to all
exertions in the cause of liberty

It is plain that the mind of this political preacher watha time big
with some extraordinary design; and it is very probablettteathoughts
of his audience, who understood him better than | doalilong run
before him in his reflection and in the whole train of coussmces to
which it led.

Before | read that sermon, | really thought | haddiirea free
country; and it was an error | cherished, becausevé gee a greater
liking to the country | lived in. | was, indeed, awdnatta jealous, ever-
waking vigilance to guard the treasure of our liberty, nog @mam
invasion, but from decay and corruption, was our best wiscuhoar

first duty. However, | considered that treasure rathexr possession to
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be secured than as a prize to be contended for. | ddiseatrn how the
present time came to be so very favorable to all ewetin the cause of
freedom. The present time differs from any other only by iticemstance
of what is doing in France. If the example of thatarats to

have an influence on this, | can easily conceive why sortteesfproceedings
which have an unpleasant aspect and are not quite redbec

to humanity, generosity, good faith, and justice are pedlivith so

much milky good-nature toward the actors, and borne withusdhm
heroic fortitude toward the sufferers. It is certainly matdent to discredit
the authority of an example we mean to follow. But allovihig,

we are led to a very natural question: What is thatecatiBberty, and
what are those exertions in its favor to which the g{arof France is

so singularly auspicious? Is our monarchy to be annihilatéa all the
laws, all the tribunals, and all the ancient corporatafriee kingdom?

Is every landmark of the country to be done away in favargeometrical
and arithmetical constitution? Is the House of Lords tedted

useless? Is episcopacy to be abolished? Are the churchdainesold

to Jews and jobbers or given to bribe new-invented mutiepablics
into a participation in sacrilege? Are all the taxesadwtted grievances,
and the revenue reduced to a patriotic contribution orofiatr

presents? Are silver shoe-buckles to be substituted in the pildice

land tax and the malt tax for the support of the navahgth of this
kingdom? Are all orders, ranks, and distinctions to be confed, that
out of universal anarchy, joined to national bankruptcyelar four
thousand democracies should be formed into eighty-thnelehat they
may all, by some sort of unknown attractive power, be orgaimited
one? For this great end, is the army to be seduced fsaffisdipline and
its fidelity, first, by every kind of debauchery and, thenthwyterrible
precedent of a donative in the increase of pay? Are theesuabe
seduced from their bishops by holding out to them the delusivedfiope
a dole out of the spoils of their own order? Are the eitizof London to
be drawn from their allegiance by feeding them at the expeintheir
fellow subjects? Is a compulsory paper currency to be subdtitutbe

place of the legal coin of this kingdom? Is what remaink@ptundered
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stock of public revenue to be employed in the wild projéct o
maintaining two armies to watch over and to fight wlleother? If
these are the ends and means of the Revolution Socielyjtithat they
are well assorted; and France may furnish them fdr Wwith precedents
in point.
| see that your example is held out to shame us. | knawvihare
supposed a dull, sluggish race, rendered passive by finding waticsit
tolerable, and prevented by a mediocrity of freedom freen attaining
to its full perfection. Your leaders in France begamtbgcting to admire,
almost to adore, the British constitution; but as théyanced,
they came to look upon it with a sovereign contempt. Theds@f
your National Assembly amongst us have full as mean anoopafi
what was formerly thought the glory of their country. Revolution
Society has discovered that the English nation is not Tileey are convinced
that the inequality in our representation is a “defeaur constitution
so gross and palpable as to make it excellent chieftyrm and
theory.”1 That a representation in the legislature of a kingdom is not
only the basis of all constitutional liberty in it, but afl“legitimate
government; that without it a government is nothing but an usargat-
that “when the representation is partial, the kingdom posskissgy
only partially; and if extremely partial, it gives onlyensblance; and if
not only extremely partial, but corruptly chosen, it becomagisance.”
Dr. Price considers this inadequacy of representatiouafindamental
grievance; and though, as to the corruption of this samakl of
representation, he hopes it is not yet arrived to itpkrfiection of
depravity, he fears that “nothing will be done towards gaifongs this
essential blessing, until some great abuse of power pgaiokes our
resentment, or some great calamity again alarmseaus,for perhaps
till the acquisition of a pure and equal representationtigr@ountries,
whilst we are mocked with the shadow, kindles our shamethiEde
subjoins a note in these words. “A representation chasiefly by the
treasury, and a few thousands of the dregs of the padpbteare generally
paid for their votes.”

You will smile here at the consistency of those demotsatibo,
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when they are not on their guard, treat the humbler pareacommunity
with the greatest contempt, whilst, at the same tihey pretend to
make them the depositories of all power. It would reqaileng discourse
to point out to you the many fallacies that lurk in the gditgra
and equivocal nature of the terms “inadequate represamtdtishall
only say here, in justice to that old-fashioned constitutimter which
we have long prospered, that our representation has hawh perfectly
adequate to all the purposes for which a representatide of t
people can be desired or devised. | defy the enemies abasatitution
to show the contrary. To detail the particulars in whigs fibund so
well to promote its ends would demand a treatise on @atipal constitution.
| state here the doctrine of the Revolutionists only that you and
others may see what an opinion these gentlemen entef thie constitution
of their country, and why they seem to think that soneatg
abuse of power or some great calamity, as giving a cliantee blessing
of a constitution according to their ideas, would be mudlifape to
their feelings; you see why they are so much enamoreduoffgir and
equal representation, which being once obtained, the déentsemight
follow. You see they consider our House of Commons as orggfigblance,”
“a form,” “a theory,” “a shadow,” “a mockery,” perhajes
nuisance.”

These gentlemen value themselves on being systematiopa
without reason. They must therefore look on this grosgalmdble
defect of representation, this fundamental grievancehgsodall it) as a
thing not only vicious in itself, but as rendering our whole govent
absolutely illegitimate, and not at all better than a daytusurpation.
Another revolution, to get rid of this illegitimate and usurgeglernment,
would of course be perfectly justifiable, if not absdiuteecessary.
Indeed, their principle, if you observe it with any attenfigoes
much further than to an alteration in the election oHbase of Commons;
for, if popular representation, or choice, is necessatiyetéegitimacy
of all government, the House of Lords is, at one strokeatzhztd
and corrupted in blood. That House is no representativeeof t

people at all, even in “semblance or in form.” Theecaf the crown is
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altogether as bad. In vain the crown may endeavor to stsefragainst
these gentlemen by the authority of the establishment maithe &tevolution.
The Revolution which is resorted to for a title, on tisystem,

wants a title itself. The Revolution is built, accordingteir theory,

upon a basis not more solid than our present formaléseg,was made

by a House of Lords, not representing anyone but themselvebyan
House of Commons exactly such as the present, that ieyatetm it,

by a mere “shadow and mockery” of representation.

Something they must destroy, or they seem to themseleassto
for no purpose. One set is for destroying the civil powewtinahe
ecclesiastical; another, for demolishing the ecclesiéstough the civil.
They are aware that the worst consequences might hap s public
in accomplishing this double ruin of church and state, bytdhe so
heated with their theories that they give more thats lilvat this ruin,
with all the mischiefs that must lead to it and attignaind which to
themselves appear quite certain, would not be unaccepbatlenh or
very remote from their wishes. A man amongst them of guahibrity
and certainly of great talents, speaking of a supposad@d between
church and state, says, “perhaps we mustfamnthe fall of the civil
powersbefore this most unnatural alliance be broken. Calamitous no
doubt will that time be. But what convulsion in the padtievorld ought
to be a subject of lamentation if it be attended witdesirable an
effect?” You see with what a steady eye these gentlameeprepared to
view the greatest calamities which can befall theimbgu
It is no wonder, therefore, that with these ideas ofyelierg in their
constitution and government at home, either in church or, staibegitimate
and usurped, or at best as a vain mockery, they look abroad
with an eager and passionate enthusiasm. Whilst thgyoasessed by
these notions, it is vain to talk to them of the practittheir ancestors,
the fundamental laws of their country, the fixed fafha constitution
whose merits are confirmed by the solid test of long éepee and an
increasing public strength and national prosperity. Theyisiegxperience
as the wisdom of unlettered men; and as for the rest, Have

wrought underground a mine that will blow up, at one grand sipip

29




all examples of antiquity, all precedents, charterd,aats of parliament.

They have “the rights of men.” Against these therebsano
prescription, against these no agreement is binding; tliesie @o temperament
and no compromise; anything withheld from their full demand
is so much of fraud and injustice. Against these thgitsi of men let no
government look for security in the length of its continuance) the
justice and lenity of its administration. The objectiontheke
speculatists, if its forms do not quadrate with theiotles, are as valid
against such an old and beneficent government as agaimsosheiolent
tyranny or the greenest usurpation. They are always\a isith
governments, not on a question of abuse, but a question of eroypet
and a question of title. | have nothing to say to thengly subtilty of
their political metaphysics. Let them be their amusenretita schools.—
“Illa se jactet in aula Aeolus, et clauso ventorum carcere réghet
Aeolus move around in that (small) hall (of his) and ralthe enclosed

prison of the winds) — But let them not break prison to bikst
Levanter (wind) to sweep the earth with their hurricamkta break up the
fountains of the great deep to overwhelm us.

Far am | from denying in theory, full as far is my heeotrf
Withholding in practice (if | were of power to give or tahold) the real
rights of men. In denying their false claims of right, Indid mean to
injure those which are real, and are such as theemnetl rights would
totally destroy. If civil society be made for the adcemye of man, all the
advantages for which it is made become his right. It imstitution of
beneficence; and law itself is only beneficence acting hye. Men
have a right to live by that rule; they have a right tgudtice, as between
their fellows, whether their fellows are in public functioriro
ordinary occupation. They have a right to the fruits ofrtimeiustry and
to the means of making their industry fruitful. They havight to the
acquisitions of their parents, to the nourishment and impravieofe
their offspring, to instruction in life, and to condata in death. Whatever
each man can separately do, without trespassing upon others, h
has a right to do for himself; and he has a rightfegrgportion of all

which society, with all its combinations of skill and fercan do in his
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favor. In this partnership all men have equal rights, butaetjual
things. He that has but five shillings in the partnershipalsagood a
right to it as he that has five hundred pounds hassttatger proportion.
But he has not a right to an equal dividend in the produtieof t

joint stock; and as to the share of power, authoritgl,darection which
each individual ought to have in the management of the dtatd must
deny to be amongst the direct original rights of man inh sogiety; for

I have in my contemplation the civil social man, and norothés a
thing to be settled by convention.

If civil society be the offspring of convention, that corve@m must
be its law. That convention must limit and modify all theadgptions of
constitution which are formed under it. Every sort of legigé, judicial,
or executory power are its creatures. They can haveing ive
any other state of things; and how can any man claim dhdeonventions
of civil society rights which do not so much as supposexittence—
rights which are absolutely repugnant to it? One of therfictives
to civil society, and which becomes one of its fundameuntes, is
that no man should be judge in his own cause. By this garson has at
once divested himself of the first fundamental right ofowenanted
man, that is, to judge for himself and to assert his cause. He abdicates
all right to be his own governor. He inclusively, in a greaasure,
abandons the right of self-defense, the first law of eatden
cannot enjoy the rights of an uncivil and of a civil stagether. That he
may obtain justice, he gives up his right of determining whstin
points the most essential to him. That he may secure doenty, he
makes a surrender in trust of the whole of it.

Government is not made in virtue of natural rights, which avay
do exist in total independence of it, and exist in much gred¢arness
and in a much greater degree of abstract perfectionhéutabstract
perfection is their practical defect. By having a righéverything they
want everything. Government is a contrivance of humaevn to provide
for human wants. Men have a right that these wants dloaul
provided for by this wisdom. Among these wants is to be recktre

want, out of civil society, of a sufficient restraugon their passions.
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Society requires not only that the passions of individsiatsild be subjected,
but that even in the mass and body, as well as in the indigid

the inclinations of men should frequently be thwartiedir will controlled,
and their passions brought into subjection. This can only be

done by a power out of themselves, and not, in the exercitsefonction,
subject to that will and to those passions which isififice to

bridle and subdue. In this sense the restraints on mevelbas their
liberties, are to be reckoned among their rights. But alébibreies and
the restrictions vary with times and circumstancesaaidit to infinite
modifications, they cannot be settled upon any abstract rulejathishg

is so foolish as to discuss them upon that principle.

The moment you abate anything from the full rights of mem) &ac
govern himself, and suffer any artificial, positive liatibn upon those
rights, from that moment the whole organization of governineabmes
a consideration of convenience. This it is which makesdhstitution
of a state and the due distribution of its powers a mattére most
delicate and complicated skill. It requires a deep knowleflpgman
nature and human necessities, and of the things whitief@cor obstruct
the various ends which are to be pursued by the mechanism of
civil institutions. The state is to have recruits tosirength, and remedies
to its distempers. What is the use of discussing agrabstract
right to food or medicine? The question is upon the method otipng
and administering them. In that deliberation | shall gsvadvise to call
in the aid of the farmer and the physician rather tharprofessor of
metaphysics.

The science of constructing a commonwealth, or renovatiog it
reforming it, is, like every other experimental science tade taught a
priori. Nor is it a short experience that can instugin that practical
science, because the real effects of moral causestaabvags immediate;
but that which in the first instance is prejudicial maydxcellent in
its remoter operation, and its excellence may axiea &om the ill
effects it produces in the beginning. The reverse also happed very
plausible schemes, with very pleasing commencements, fiameshameful

and lamentable conclusions. In states there are oftem sbscure
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and almost latent causes, things which appear avigstof little moment,
on which a very great part of its prosperity or adversifty most
essentially depend. The science of government being thesef@mactical
in itself and intended for such practical purposes—a matierh

requires experience, and even more experience than aonm=m gain

in his whole life, however sagacious and observing he may bhe—it

with infinite caution that any man ought to venture upon pgldown

an edifice which has answered in any tolerable degresgls the common
purposes of society, or on building it up again without havindets

and patterns of approved utility before his eyes.

These metaphysic rights entering into common life, ke rof light
which pierce into a dense medium, are by the laws of eag¢fracted
from their straight line. Indeed, in the gross and com@itanass of
human passions and concerns the primitive rights of mengmdach
a variety of refractions and reflections that it becoaiesurd to talk of
them as if they continued in the simplicity of theirgimal direction.

The nature of man is intricate; the objects of sgaee of the greatest
possible complexity; and, therefore, no simple dispmsitir direction
of power can be suitable either to man’s nature or touhbdty of his
affairs. When | hear the simplicity of contrivance adrat and boasted
of in any new political constitutions, | am at no lossi¢gide that the
artificers are grossly ignorant of their trade or ltptaegligent of their
duty. The simple governments are fundamentally defectivagyamo
worse of them. If you were to contemplate society indmgt point of
view, all these simple modes of polity are infinitely dcegtting. In effect
each would answer its single end much more perfduly the more
complex is able to attain all its complex purposes. Bsthietter that
the whole should be imperfectly and anomalously answeredhi
while some parts are provided for with great exactnelsr®tmight be
totally neglected or perhaps materially injured by the oaee-of a
favorite member.

The pretended rights of these theorists are all extreamesn
Proportion as they are metaphysically true, they are pa@adl politically

false. The rights of men are in a sort of middle, inbégpaf definition,
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but not impossible to be discerned. The rights of men in goveants
are their advantages; and these are often in balaneesdoediffer
ences of good, in compromises sometimes between good anaddvil, a
sometimes between evil and evil. Political reasonasmputing principle:
adding, subtracting, multiplying, and dividing, morally andl no
metaphysically or mathematically, true moral denominations.

By these theorists the right of the people is almoshyd
Sophistically confounded with their power. The body of the comiyuni
Whenever it can come to act, can meet with no effectsatance; but till
power and right are the same, the whole body of them has mo righ
inconsistent with virtue, and the first of all virtues,igence. Men have
no right to what is not reasonable and to what is nater benefit; for
though a pleasant writer saldceat perire poetis(Let poets have the right
to perish if they please) when one of them, in cold blocghit to have
leaped into the flames of a volcanic revolutidngentem frigidus Aetnam
insiluit, (He (Empedocles) leapt in cold blood into burning Etrensider
such a frolic rather as an unjustifiable poetic licehs@ tas one of the franchises
of Parnassus; and whether he was a poet, or divine, dcipalithat chose
to exercise this kind of right, | think that more wibecause more charitable,
thoughts would urge me rather to save the man than terpees
his brazen slippers as the monuments of his folly.

The kind of anniversary sermons to which a great pavhat |
write refers, if men are not shamed out of their presemtse in commemorating
the fact, will cheat many out of the principles, and deptheen of the benefits,
of the revolution they commemorate. | confess to you,| 8eyer liked this
continual talk of resistance and revolution, or the praafanaking the extreme
medicine of the constitution its daily bread. It renders #i®tlof society
dangerously valetudinary (infirmed); it is taking pertadidoses of mercury
sublimate and swallowing down repeated provocatives of caaiseo our love
of liberty.

This distemper of remedy, grown habitual, relaxes andsaa#,
by a vulgar and prostituted use, the spring of that spimithvs to be
exerted on great occasions. It was in the most pateziad of Roman

servitude that themes of tyrannicide made the ordinargiseesof boys
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at school—cum perimit saevos classis numerosa tyrahmtige ordinary
state of things, it produces in a country like ours tbesteffects,

even on the cause of that liberty which it abuses withlifsoluteness

of an extravagant speculation. Almost all the high-bredlskcans of

my time have, after a short space, become the most dethdesughpaced
courtiers; they soon left the business of a tedious, modérate
practical resistance to those of us whom, in the pride @oxi¢ation of
their theories, they have slighted as not much bettarTbaes.
Hypocrisy, of course, delights in the most sublime spéouls, for, never
intending to go beyond speculation, it costs nothing to hawagnificent.
But even in cases where rather levity than fraud waeg suspected

in these ranting speculations, the issue has been musartie

These professors, finding their extreme principles not agigédo cases
which call only for a qualified or, as | may say, caid legal resistance,
in such cases employ no resistance at all. It isthéim a war or

a revolution, or it is nothing. Finding their schemes of pglitiot adapted
to the state of the world in which they live, they oféeeme to think
lightly of all public principle, and are ready, on theirtpéo abandon

for a very trivial interest what they find of veryvial value. Some,
indeed, are of more steady and persevering natures, batateeager
politicians out of parliament who have little to tempt thterabandon
their favorite projects. They have some change in the clarstate, or
both, constantly in their view. When that is the cdsey tire always

bad citizens and perfectly unsure connections. For, comgidéreir
speculative designs as of infinite value, and the actuahgement of

the state as of no estimation, they are at best inditfedgout it. They
see no merit in the good, and no fault in the vicious, manageoh
public affairs; they rather rejoice in the latter, agemropitious to
revolution. They see no merit or demerit in any man, graation, or

any political principle any further than as they may faravor retard
their design of change; they therefore take up, one day, thevinlesnt
and stretched prerogative, and another time the wildest daticodeas
of freedom, and pass from one to the other without anyosoegard to

cause, to person, or to party
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