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PREFACE.

U4,

THE Essay, of whu;h a transhtlon 1S here

ttttt

print which appearu at Berlin; and was wrnt]:en by Mr.

GenTz, one of the most dlstxngu;s_}xgt_l pol;ucgl writers in
Germany. It is for two reasons hig}ily interestihg to
Americans: First, because it contains the clearest ace
count of the rise and progress of the. revolqtlon which
established their independence, that has eyer appeared
within so small a compass; and sccnndly hccause it res-
cues that revolution from- the . dxsgraceful imputation of
lxavmg procceded from the same principles as that of
France. This error has no where heen more frequently
repeated, no where of more pernicious tendency than in
America itself. It has been, here not simply a common.
place argument, as Mr. Gentz represents it to have heen
in Europe, but has been sanctioned by the authority of
men, revered for their talents, and who at least ought to
have known better.

The essential difference between these two great
cvents, in their rise, their propress, and their termination,
1s here shewn in various lights, one of which alone is suf-
ficient for an honest man. A modern philosopher may
contend that the sheriff, who exccutes a criminal, and the
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highwayman, who murders a traveller, act-upon the same
principles; the plain sense of mankind will still sce the
same difference between them, that 1s here proved between
the Aimerican and French Revolutions.—The difference
between reght and wrong.

We presume it will afford a pme and honest gratifica.
tion to the mind of every truly patriotic American reader,
to sce the honourable testimony borne by an ingenious,
well-informed, and impartial foreigner to the principles
and conduct of our country’s revolution. The judgment
of a native Amecrican will naturally be biassed by those
partialitics 1n favour of his country, from which it is so
dlfﬁciﬂt for the citizefi to' divest himszlf as an historian.
T hé causcs of hatred and aifectlon must be more remote
from the mind of a foremner, and his decisions must
thert.fore have a greater intrinsic valuc.- The historiun of
his owh country thust '1lwa}s in some sort bc considered
as its advocate ; but an tmp'trtnl forclgncr 1s 1ts judge.

The: '1pprobatfon of such a writer as Mr. Gentz is the:
more prccmus too, for not being unquahﬁcd The mild
censure, which he p'\sses upon certain parts of our pro.
ceedings is the strongest proof of his real impartiality ;
and though our séntiments as Americans may differ from
Ius, upon various points of political speculation, we shall
find ver} few, if any instances, that have incurred his cen-
sure, which our own cﬁndour will not equally disapprove.
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ORIGIN AND PRINCIPLES, &e.

THE Revolution of North America, had, in
the course of events, been the nearest neighbour to that of
France. A very considerable part of those, who were co-
temporaries and witnesses of the latter had likewise sur-
vived the former. Some of the most important personages,
who made a figure in the Irench revolution, scarce ten
years beéfore, had becen active on the theatre of that in
America. The example of this undertaking, crowned
with the mcst complete success, must have had a more
immediate and powerful influence upon those, whodestroy-
ed the old government of France, than the example of any
earlier European revolution: the circumstances, in which
France was, at the breaking out of her revolution, had
been, if not wholly, yet for the greatest part brought on
by the part she had taken in that of America. In the
conduct and language of most of the founders of the
French revolution, it was impossible not to perceive an
endeavour to 1mitate the course, the plans, the measures,
the forms, and, In ‘pm‘t, the language of those, who had
conducted that of America; and to consider this, upon all
occasions, as at once the model, and the justification of
their own.
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From all these causes, but especially because the re-
collection of the American revolution was yet fresh in
every mind ; because the principles to which it had given
currency still sounded 1n every car; because the prepara-
tory temper of mind, which it had every where in Europe
excited and left behind, {favoured every similar, or only
scemingly similar undertaking, it became so casy for those,
who fclt an evident interest in seeing the French revolution
supcrficially compared, and thereby placed on the same
ground, and confounded with that of America, to draw
the great majority of the imblic into this fundamentally
false point of view. At the period of great commotions,
and of animated, vehement, widely grasping discussions,
a very small number of men are able, and, perhaps, a still
smaller. number willing, with vigorous native energy, to
penetrate into the essence of cvents, and take upon them-
sclves the painful task of forming a judgment founded upon
long meditation and persevering study. - The similarity of
the two revolutions was taken upon trust, and as many
persons of respectable understanding and discernment'had
loudly and decisively declarcd themselves in favour of the
American, it became a sort of accredited commonsplace,
‘ that what had been just in America, could not be unjust
in Europe.” As, further, the last result of the American
revolution had been in the highest degree splendid and
glorious ; as its issue had been undoubtedly advantarcous
for America, un-oubtedly advantageous for most other
states, was undoubtedly advantageous for England hersclf;
a; this most important circumstance, and the greater
modcration and impartiality which time and tranquillity
always bring to the judgments of men, had at last recon.
ciled with this revolution i1ts most violent opponents; an
irresistable analogy seemed to justify a similar expectation
in respect to that of Irance; and a second common-place,
1ar more dangerous than the first, because it scized its
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materials, in the empty space of distant futurity, gathered
a great portion of the human race under the spell of the
delusive hope, that ¢ what in America, had conduced to
the public benefit, will, and must, sooner or later, in France .
and throughout Europe conduce in like manner to the pub-
lic benefit.”

The melancholy expericnce of ten disasterous years,
has indeed considerably cooled down this belief; but 1t 1s
not yet altogether extinguished; and cven those who, have
begun to tutter in the faith, without, however, renouncing
the principles, by which they justify the French revolution,
extricate themselves from their perplexity, by recurting to
external and accidental circumstances, which have hinder-
ed all the good that might have ensucd, to the pretence
that the revolution is not yet wholly completed, and to
other equally nugatory subtertuges. ‘The justice of the
origin of both revolutions, they suppose to be taken for
granted; and if one of them has produced more salutary
conscquences than the other, they impute this to Fortune,
which here favours, and there abandons the undertakings
of men., An equality of wisdom in the founders of the
two revolutions, upon the whole, Is as much taken for
granted, as an equality of integrity.

Hence, it will certainly be no ungrateful task to compare
the two revolutions in their essential features, in their
originating causes, and in their first principles with each
other. But in order to prepare the way for such a compa-
rison, it will not be superfluous to exhibit in a small com-
pass, the principal features of the origin of the American
revolution. It may justly be taken for granted, that since
the last ten years have almost exhausted all the powers of
attention and of memory, the characteristic features.of the
origin and fitst progress of that revolution are no longer
distinctly present in the minds even of many of its cotem-
poraries: there are, besides, some points in the pictyre of
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this great event, which, at the time when it happened, csca-
pcd alinost every observer; and which, not until a later pe-

riod, discovered themselves in all their vivid colours to the
piercing eyes of meditation and experience.* .-

The English colonies in North-America, far from
being a designed regular institution of European wisdom,
calculated tor futurity, had been much more the pure pro-
duction of European short-sightedness and injustice. Doli-
tical and religious intolerance, political and religious con-
vulsions, had driven the first scttlers from their country:
the single favour indulged them was to leave them to them-
sclves. That their establishments were, in less than two
hundred years, to form a great nation, and to give the
world a new form, was conccealed no less to their own eyes,
than to the eyes of those who had ejected them from their
bosom.

In the apparent insignificance of those settlements, and
in the false measure, by which the profound ignorance of
the Europeans estimated the value of such distant posses-
sions, lay the first ground of the extraordinary progress
which the North American colonies had already made
under the seccond and third generations of their new inha.
bitants. Gold and silver alone could then attract the atten.
tion of European.governments. A distant land, where
neither of these was to be found, was, without hesitation,
abandoned to its fortunes. From such a country was expect-
cd no revenue; and what increases not immediately the
revenues of the state, could make no pretensions to its sup-

port, or to 1its particular care.

——

* Thus, for example, among all the statesmen and literati, who spoke
or wrote, either for or against the American revolution, there were only
two, who even then foresaw that the loss of the colonies would be no
misfortune to England: The one, Adam Smith, was at that time little
read, and, perhaps, little understood: The other, Dean Tucker, was held

anh eccentric visionary.
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Nevertheless, by the peculiar, creative energy of a ra-
pidly growing mass of enterprising and indefatigably active
men, favoured by an extensive, fruitful, and happily situated
territory; by simple forms of government, well adapted to
their ends, and by profound peace, these colonies, thus
neglected, and well nigh forgotten bv the mother country,
sprang up, after a short infancy, with giant strides, to the
fulness and consistency of a brilliant youth. The phenome-
non of their unexpected greatness, roused the Europeans,
with sudden violence, from the slumber of a thoughtless
indiffo-rence, and, at length, displayed to them a rcal new
world, fully prepared to rivalize with the old; for which,
however, at the same time, it was an inexhaustible source of
wealth and enjoyment. Even before the middle of this cen-
tury, every maritime power of Europe, but England more
than all the rest, because the foundation of her colonies
had accidentally departed the least from good principles,
had discovered, that the peculiar, and only worth of all ex-
ternal European possessions, consisted in the extended
market they opened to the industry ¢ f the mother country ;
that it was not the empty sovereignty over enormous ter-
ritories ; not the barren right of property to gold and silver
mines; but solely the encreased facility of sale for Euro-
pean productions, and an advantageous exchange of them
for the productions of the most distant regions, which gave
to the discovery of America the first rank among all the
events beneficial to the world. -

No sooner had this great truth begun to be so much as
obscurely perceived, than necessarily all the exertions of
the mother couiitry concentrated themsclves, in giving to
their trade with tl'c colonies the greatest extent, and the
most advantageous dircction; and for this end, even in
times so little remote from the present, as those of which
I speak, no other means were devised, than a Monopely.

B
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In compelling the inhabitants of the colonies to receive
exclusively from the mother country, all the necessary
European articles they required, and to sell exclusively to
her all the productions, by the circulation of which the
merchants of the mother country might hope a certain
profit, it was supposed that vastmarket, whose importance
became more evident from year to year, would be improved
in its whole extent, and under the most profitable condi-
tions.

The error, which lay at the bottom of this system was
pardonable. The genuine principles of the nature and
sources of wealth, and of the true interests of commercial
nations had scarcely yet germed in a few distinguished
heads, and were not even developed, much less acknow.
ledged. Nay, if at that early period, a single state could
have soared to the elevation of these principles; on one
side, had renounced all prejudices, on the other, every
paltry jealousy, and felt a lively conviction, that liberty and
general competition must be the basis of all true commer-
cial policy, and the wisest principle of trade with the colo-
nies, yet could she not, without sacrificing herself, have
listened to this principle. For in leaving her colonies free,
she would have run the risque of seeing them fall into the
hands of auother, who would exclude her from their mar-
ket. She was not privileged to be wise alone, an:} to have
expected a general concert among the commercial powers
would have been folly, As therefore a colonial trade,
grounded upon monopoly, was yet better than none, there
remained for a state, in the situation of England, even had
she most fortunately anticipated the result of a long expe-
rience, and of profound meditation, no other system than
that of monopaly. |

'T'o secure to herself the exclusive trade of the colonies
was under these circumstances necessarily the highest aim
of England’s policy. The establishment of this exclusive
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trade, which naturally arose from the original relations
between the colonies and the mother country, had not been
difficult to the state; for the emigrants had never received
the smallest support. By so much the more expensive had
it been to keep them, The possession of the colonies was
the occasion of wars, ‘Fhe war of eight years between
France and England, which concluded in the year 1763,
by the peace of Fontainebleau, and which encreased the
English national debt nearly an hundred millions sterling,
had the colonial interest for its sole object. The conquest
of Canada would not in itself have been worth a tenth part
of the sums, which that war cost; the firm establishment of
the commercial monopoly was properly the final purpose,

for which they were expended.
It is a great question, whether even independent of the

unhappy differences, which broke out immediately alter
the close of that war, its consequences would nothave been
rather pernicious than salutary to England. The annihila.
tion of the French power in North-America completed the
political existence of the English colonies, and supported
by the still accelerating progress of their wealth, and of
their vigor, gave them a consciousness of security and of
stability, which must have become sooner or later dange-
rous to their connection with the mother country. It is
more than improbable that this connection would have been
perpetual. It is difficult to believe that under the most fa-
vourable circumstances it would have lasted another cen.
tury. No nation governed its colonies upon more liberal
and equitable principles than England ; but the unnatural
system, which chained the growth of a great people to the
exclusive commercial interest of a country, distant from
them a thousand leagues, even with the most liberal orga-
nization of which it was capable, could not have lasted for-
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ever.¥ Yet it would certainly have maintained itself for
the next fifty years, and might perhaps have been dissolved
in 2 milder and happier way than has now happened, had
not England, under the most wretched of fascinations, fal-
len upon the idea of procuring in addititon to the benefit
of an exclusive trade, another immediate benefit, by an
American public revenue.

It is hard to decide, which of the secret motives, which
on either side were imputed to the ministry of that time
first gave existence to this pernicious project. The most
pardonable of all; the wish of alleviating the burthen of
taxes upon the people of Great Britain, and especially upon
the land-holders; a burthen, which the war had so much
aggravated, 1s unluckily at the same time the most impro-
bable, Specie was exactly that in which North America
least abounded ; tohave levied in that country a taxof any
real importance could scarcely have occurred to any Eng-
lishman with the least smattering of information; and that,
amidst the thousand obstacles which must necessarily have
opposed the collection of such a tax, its nett produce for the
treasury would always have melted to nothing, could scarcely
escape the sagacity of any person versed in the subject. If
we consider it attentively on all sides; if we carefully re-
mark certain expressions of the ministers of that day, and
what were afterwards known to be their favourite ideas, as
well as the whole course of transactions upon American
affairs, we can hardly avoid the belief, that what is generally

M

* So long as the colonists had found a paramount advantage in the
culture of the land, they would probably have horne their dependence.
But when the critical period had arrived, when in the naturul progress
of society, 2 considerable part of the capitals would have been employed
i manufactures, the English mouopoly would have become imsupportable.
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considered as the consequence of the first treasury plan, the
jealousy of the parliament’s unlimited supremacy was rather
the proper motive for this plan; and the secret apprehen-
sion that America might grow weary of her fetters, misled
them to the dangerous experiment of fastening still narrower
chains upon her.

The first step in this untrodden career was taken im-
mediately after the peace of 1763, and under the most un-
favourable auspices. The minister of finance, George
Grenville, else in every respect an estimable and excellent
statesman, but whose mind was either not great or not flex-
ible enough to consider the new system in all its points ol
view, thought he could force down its execution, just at the
period when, by various severe acts of parliament, he had
brought back the commercial relations between England
and the colonies as close as possible to the principles of mo-
nopoly ; had pursued the American contraband trade, with
the most oppressive regulations, and thereby had excited a
great discontent in all minds. The tax with which he pro-
posed to make his first essay, was a stamp-tax upon judicial
records, newspapers, &c. to which the parliament, at the
commencement of the year 1765, gave its assent.

‘The colonieshad hitherto paid no other taxes, thanthose,
which were necessary for the internal administration; and
these proportionably insignificant charges had been pre-
scribed and assessed by the several representative asscin-
blies of each colony. In cases of urgency, for instance, in
the course of the late war, these assemblies had raised, and
presented to the government, extraordinary and voluntary
contributions; but of a public tax, raised by act of parlia-
ment, there had been in North America no exemple. If
the parliament, in the laws regulating trade, had sometimes
mtroduced a trifling entrance, or clearance duty, the most
distant trace had never appeared in any public transaction,
of a design to make America contribute immediately to the
seneral exigencies of the British empire,



[ 14 ]

A long and venerable observance had sanctioned this
colonial immunity; a thousand equitable considerations,
and this above all, that the British commercial monopoly
wis of itself equivalent to a heavy and invaluable tax, justi-
fied this obscrvance; and what was most importaut of all,
cven the authority of the parliament to violate this immu-
nity, was controvertible with weapons furnished by the
spirit of the English constitution itself. It had always been
a favourite maxim of this constitution, that no Briton could
be compelled to pay taxes, notimposed by his own repre-
sentatives, and upon this maxim rested the whole constitu-
tional power of the lower house in parliament. 'That the
inhabitants of the colonies, in every sense of the word,
were Britons, no man questioned; and the parliament,
which thought itself authorised to tax them, even in that,
recognized them as fellow citizens. Yet had they no repre-
sentatives in parliament, and, owing to their distance, could
properly make no pretensions to it. If, therefore, in respect
to them, the constitutional principle retained its force, their
contributions could only be prescribed by their colonial
assemblies, and the British parliament was no more entitled
to exercise the right of taxation over them, than over the
people of Ireland.

But had this right been only questionable, it was at all
events a false and hazardous step to bring it into discussion.
To raise a controversy, concerning the bounds of the su-
preme power in the state, without the most urgent neces-
sity, is in cvery case contrary to the simplest rules of state
policy. Doubly dangerous must such a controversy here be,
where it concerned a constitution, whose nature and boun-
daries had never yet been defined, and were, perhaps, not
susceptible of definition. The relation between a colony
and the mother country is one of those, which will not bear
a strong elucidation; rights of sovereignty, of so peculiar
and extraordinary a nature often vanish under the hands of



[ 15 ]

those, who would dissect them. Now, when the mother
country has a constitution like that of Britain, it becomes
infinitely difficult to introduce into that relation a harmony,
which satisfies the understanding, and at the same time
the idea of right. Ithad never been examined how far the
legislative authority of parliament, in respect to the colonies,
extended ; thus much, however, the colonies admitted, and
would have continued long to admit, that the pailiament
was fully authorised to direct and to restrain their trade,
in the widest extent of the word. 'This alone was clear;
but this alone was essential to England. An attempt to go
further was manifestly to set all at stake.

The appearance ot the stamp-act in America was the
signal for an universal commotion. The new laws against
contraband trade had already irritated the minds of the
people, because they plainly manifested the purpose of
maintaining the British commercial monopoly in its
greatest vigour; but these laws were received in silence,
becayse there was no pretention to the right of complain.
ing against them. Now, a new, and hitherto unexampled
system, that of raising in North-America a tax for the
treasury of England, was to be introduced, and in a form
necessarily odious to the colories; for a stamp-tax, from
various local causes, had alwas been in North-America an
oppressive tax. ‘Lhe opposition spread in a few days among
all classes of people; in the lower, it burst forth in excesses
of every kind ; in the higher, by a stubborn and deliberate
resistance, espccially by a general agreement to import no
merchandize irom Great-Britain, until the stamp-act should
be repealed. With the temper, which prevailed from one
end of the colonies to the other, and with the well known
perseverance, bordering upon obstinacy, of the author of the
project, perhaps this first struggle might have ended in the
total separation, had not just at that time the administration
in England fallen into other hands. |
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The ministry, which in the summer of 1765, took the
affairs of the nation in hand, rejected the new system of im-
mediate taxation in America entirely. The mild principles,
and the popular maxims of the marquis of Rockingham,
made him averse to a path, m which * 2lence alone could
lead to the goal; and the sccretary of state, general Conway,
had been, when the business was first transacted in parlia-
ment, Grenville’s most powerful and ardent opposer. The
stamp-act, in the hirst session of the year 1766, was repealed ;
but to preserve the honour of parliament from sinking alto-
gether, with this repeal was connected a declaratory act,
intituled, ¢ An Act for securing the Dependence of the
Colonies ;”” in which the right of Great-Britain to legislate
for the colonics in all cases whatsoever, was solemnly
maintained.

This last step could not, in itself; be indifferent to the
Americans; yet the joy at the repeal of the stamp-act was
so great, that no regard was paid to the possible conse-
quences of the act, which was attached as a counterbalancing
weight to this appeal; and probably peace and concord
waould have been for a long time restored and secured, had
not the English ministry, in a luckless hour, brought again
to light the fatal project of raising a revenue from America.
The marquis of Rockingham’s adininistration had been dis-
solved, soon after the repeal of the stamp-act, and had been
succeeded by another, at the head of which was indeed the
name, but no longer the genius of the earl of Chatham.
Charles Townsend, chancellor of the exchequer, a man of
splendid talents, but of a frivolous and unsafe character,
who was aiming to attain the highest summit of influence in
the state, when an carly death snatched him away from the
career, proposed, in the year 1767, a tax upon the importa-
tion of glass, paper, painters’ colours and tea into the colonies,
and this proposal, although several of the ministers, and

among the rest the duke of Grafton, who was at the head of
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the treasury department had silently contended against it,
was by parliament adopted as a law. The defenders of this
new plan entrenched themscives behind the feeble argu-
ment, that although parliament, by repealing the stamp-act,
had renounced a direct taxation of the colonics, yet no re-
nunciation could thence be inferred of indirect taxation,
which,qu intimately connected with the right of regulat-
ing trade.

Had this reasoning even silenced the oppos:tlon In par-
hament, 1t was by no means calculated to satisfy the colonies.
The hostile object of the new statute could not escape the
shortest sight. The taxes prescribed, being announced
merely as impost duties, were indeed reconcileable with
the letter of that immunity, which Lays so near the heart of
the colonists, but their secret object could scarcely be any
other, than to wrest by artifice, what was not ventured to
be maintained by force. The insignificance of the benefit
England could derive from these taxes, which would have
produced only about ,{;...O 000, but too strongly confirmed
this suspicion; and the puuhm character of the new regu-
lations, the iniquity of exacting from a people, compelled
to receive all the articles they nceded, exclusively from the
mother country, a tax upon the importation of such articles,
rendered the undertaking completely odious. The imposts
of 1767 opcmtcd in exactly the same manuner as the stamp-
act; the general non-importation agreement was renewed
in all the colonies; bitter controversies between the colonial
-1ssemb11es and the royal governors, violent scencs between
the citizens of divers towns and the military, resistance on
the one part, mecnaces on the other forcboded the stroke,
which was soon to shake the British empire to its founda-
tions. .

The ministry scemed however to make one more stand,

upon the very border of the precipice. In the year 1769,

by a circular letter of the minister for the colonies, the
C
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pleasing prospect of a speedy relief from the odious impost
“dutics was opencd to the colonial assemblies, and the deci-
ded aversion of the duke of Grafton to the taxation of ‘Awme-
rica, seemed to encourage the hopes which this letter had
raised.” But no sooner had he, in the beginning of 1770,
resigned his office, than the affair took another turn. His
successor, lord North, did indeed in the first davs of his
administration formally propose the repeal of the American
imposts, but with the unfortunate cxception, that the tax
upon tea should be continued as a proof of the legitimate
authority of parliament; nor could the most vchement op-
position of the united Rockingham and Grenville parties,
who painted in the strongest colours the folly of continuing
the contest, after the benefit was abandoned, avail any thing
against this wretched plan.% From that hour it was clear
that the ministry had no other object than to make the
colonies feel their chains. The first steps in this slippery
career had their grounds in false representations and par-
tial judgments; 1nstead of these errors dangerous passions
were now introduced, and the peace and welfare of the na-
tion were to be sacrificed to a mistaken ambition, and a de-
structive jealousy. | |

Meanwhile, the disposition to resistance hadstruck deep
roots in all the colonies; and the wider the mother country’s
undertakings departed from their first object, the more the
resistance of the Americans departed Trom its original cha-
racter. They had at first only denied the right of parliament
to tax them; by degrces, the sphere of their opposition ex-
tended, and they began to call in question the authority of
parliament altogether. When they had once taken' this

* Lord North formally declared in parliament, that after what had
happened, an entire repeal of all the new taxes could not take place, un-
til America should be brought to the feet of Great-Britain.
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ground, it was in vain to hope to drive them from it. The
consciousness of their stability, and their distance from
England, their lawful pride in the rights, derived from
their British descent, the recollection of the circumstances
which had led their {orefathers to America, the sight of
the flourish.ng state into which in a period of 150 ycars
they had turned ar uninhabitable desert, the injustice, and _,
the harshness of those, who instead of alleviating their de-
pendence by gentle treatment, were daily seeking to render
it morg oppressive ;—all this encouraged the new 1mpulse,
which their ideas and their wishes had taken. The folly
of Great-Britain.in abandoning, for the useless discussion
of a problematic right, the undisturbed enjoyment of a con-
nection, which though never analysed and dissected with
theoretic accuracy, was even in its undefined state so ad-
vantageous, became continually more visible ; but far from
endeavouring with tender caution to heal the dangerous
wound, measure upon mcasure was taken to inflamc it.
Almost every step taken by the government during this un-
happy period, in respect to the internal administration
of the colonies, to the courts of justice, to the provincial
assemblies, to the relations between the civil and military
authorities, seemed expressly calculated at once to embitter
and to embolden discontent ; -and the spirit of insurrection
had long been in full possession of every mind, when anew
attempt of the ministry, made it suddenly burst forth with
the utmost violence.

The persevering refusal of the Americans to import tea
into the colonies, so long as the tax upon it, prescribed in the
vear 1767, and purposely retained in 1770, should not be
repealed, had occasioned a conciderable loss to the East-
India company, in whose magazines, great quantities of
this article perished unconsumed. They had offered the
minister to pay upon the exportation double the trifling tax
of thrce pence upon the pound, which was yet so odious to
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the colonies; but this proposal, advantageous as it was, and
which opened so honourable an issuc from the crisis, was
disapproved and rejected, as not according with the system
of reducing America to unconditional submission. But as
the embarrassment of the company was continually growing
greater, they sought to help themselves by another project,
and concluded to ship the tea for America upon their own
account, there to pay the impost by their own agents and
then make their sales., As at the same time, by act of par-
hament, the exportation was made duty free, whereby the
tea, notwithstanding the impost in America, would be ata
cheaptt market than it had before been, it was hoped that
the Americans would abandon all their scruples, and not
feeling immediately the tax lurking in the price of the ar-
ticle, would give up all resistance.

‘The event soon dicovered how vain this hope had been.
Time had been allowed the colonies to reflect upon their
§ituation, and to ’udge of the ministerial proceeding in thé
point of view which was alone essential. The merchants,
who during the American agreement against the importa-
tion of British tea, had enriched themselves by the contra-
band trade of foreign teas, might, perhaps, only from mer-
cantile considerations, abhor the undertaking of the East
[ndia company, sanctioned by the government; but the
great mass of the people, and the most enlightend patriots
in America, saw and condemned, in this undertaking,
nothing but the evident purpose of carrying through the
taxing right of the British parliament. The remarkable
circumstance, that England had refused the larger revenue,
which the taxes upon exportation from the British ports
would have produced, to secure the levying of the much
smaller entrance duty in America, betrayed a bitter
passionate obstinacy, which together with so many other
symptoms of hostility thrcatened the colonies with a
gloomy futurity.

L]
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When the first report of these tea-ships having been sent
arrived in America, from Newhampshire to Georgia, uni-
versal preparations for the most animated resistance were
made. The agents of the company no where dared to re-
ceive the goods; in New-York, Philadelphia, and many
other towns, such strong protestations against unlading the
ships were made, that they were compelled to return
untouched. In Boston, where the spirit ot resistance had
been from the beginning the most violent, Governor Hutch-
inson adoptcd measures to make the return of the ships im-
possible before the object should be attained ; but his rigor
only served to increase the evil, A small number of decided
opponents, went on board the ship, and, without doing any
other damage, broke open 342 chests of tea, and threw it
into the sea. 1

The account of these tumultuous proceedings, soon after
the opening of parliament, in the year 1774, reached Eng-
land, where, immediately, the thirst for revenge silenced
every other feeling; the zeal to maintain the honour and the
rights of government, every other council, not only in the
minds of the ministers, but likewise in the general opinion
of the nation. In this critical moment it was forgotten, that
it was notuntil after the colonies for ten years long, had been
driven by a series of vicious and hazardous measures, by
attacks continually repeated, and by studied systematic vex-
ations to the utmost extremity, that their just indignation
had burst forth in illegal acts.

The necessity for severe measures was indeed now evi-
dent, even to the moderate. But unfortunately, resentment
overstepped the bounds of equity, and provoked pride the
bounds of policy. The immediate authors of the excesses in
Boston, might justly have been punished; the LEast-India
company might justly claim to be indemnified by the colo-
nies ; the Americans, by their acts ot violence, had evidently
placed themselves at a disadvantage; and their faults gave



[ 22 ]

the most favourable opportunity to bring them, with wisdom,
back within their bounds. But Lingland scemed herself to
spurn all the advantages of her present situation, and to have
commenced a war, rather against her own welfare and
security, than against the opposition in the colonies. The
first measure, proposcd by lord North, was a law, to closc as
long as the king should think necessary, the port of Boston,
and to transfer the custom-house of that flourishing and im-
portant commercial town to another place. Immediately
after, appeared a second law, which struck still deeper at
the vital principle of the colonies, which scarcely could be
justified by the most exaggerated ideas of the parliament’s
authority, and which could not but unavoidably drive to
despair, men, who had already been almost 1mpelled to in-
sutrcction by an impost tax. This harsh law declared the
province of Massachusetts Bay’s charter void, and sub-
jected this province, which by its wealth, its constitution
hitherto, and the sentiments of its inhabitants, seemed to
be more dangerous to the government, than all the rest, to
a new organization, grounded on an absolute dependence
upon the crown. At the same time, another act of parlia-
ment ordained, that persons, who during the tumults in
America, had committed offences against public officers,
In every case, where the governor should have reason to
apprehend that they could have no impartial trial there,
should be sent to England for trial; a statute, which accord-
ing to British ideae, deserved the epithet of tyrannical.
Finally, the minister brought into parliament a law, giving
to the province of Canada, which had been until then under
a merely temporary administration, a constitution entirely
differeut from the forms ot the other colonial governments;
and however the most recent experience might seem to
justify the government in this step, it could not but produce
the most untavourable operation in the colonies, who be-
lieved to read their own future destiny in the treatment of

that ncighbouring country.
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Assoon as these measures were known in America, the
greneral indignation, irritated yet further by the reinforce-
ment of the royal troops in Boston, and by various unplea-
sant circumstances and oppressions, inseparable from this
event, was raised to the highest and most dangerous pitch.
Instantaneously, through all the colonics but one voice was
heard; that the contest with England could be decided only
by the sword. Preparations for the most resolutc defence
were every where the great occupation; exercises of arms
became the sole employment of the citizens, A congress of
fifty-one deputies from all the provinces assembled on the
4th of September, 1774, at Philadelphia, to consult upon the
common grievances, and upon the means of averting the
common danger. The first measures of this assembly con-
sisted in a solemn declaration, that the unjust and oppfessive
proceeding of parliament against the town of Boston, and the
province of Massachusetts-Bay, was to be considered as the
cause of all the colonies; and in arecommendation to the in-
habitants of North-America to suspend all commercial inter-
course with Great-Britain, until the just grievances of the
colonies should be redressed. Hercupon, the congress re-
solved upon an address to the British nation, and another to
the king of Enﬁhnd, in which the distressed sitnation of
. North America was delineated with boldness and energy,
but at the same time with evident moderation, and in a
languagre; which still deprecated a separation from the mo-
ther Eouﬁfry as a very great cvil.

It could no longer be concealed to the dullest eye, that
the contest with the colonies had assumead a new and formi-
dable character, and had spread to such an extent, as threat-
ened the whole British empire. Yet, nothing is more certain,
than that at this decisive moment, it still depended upon
the parliament to finish it happily. No resolution, less than
that of a total repeal of all the laws, promulgated since 1766,
was cominensurate with the greatness of the danger; but the
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thought that the immediate loss of America was at stake,
should have reconciled every mind to this only remaining
mean of salvation. Unfortunately, the deep exasperation, the
inflexible pride, the false ambition, all the angry passions,
which this cruel system had introduced and nourished,
maintained now likewise their predominance; and a fatal
error, the opinion that the victory over the colonies would
be infallible and easy, cntered into an unholy league with
all those passions. The parliament, at the beginning of
the year 1775, in a remarkable address to the king, decla.
red, that both houses, convinced that a formal rebellion
had broken out in the province of Massachusetts-Bay,
would faithfully support him in every measure. against
rebellious subjects. Immediately afterwards, several laws
of unmerciful severity, by which the colonies were "depri-
ved of all foreign commerce, and, what was yet harder,
even of that fishery upon the coasts of Newfoundland so
highly essential to their subsistence, passed by great m-.
jorities. Some of the wisest and most venerable statesmen,
ford Chatham,* lord Camden, lord Shelburne, in the upper
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* This great man, who, faithful to the principles of antient policy,
and animated with the most unbounded zeal for the glory and welfare of
his country, which under his administration had reached the zenith of
her greatness, considered the separdtion of the colonies from England, as
the greatest of all evils, said among other things, in a most impressive
speech, with whici on the 2oth of fanuary, 1775, he introduced the mo-
tion for withdrawing the troops from Boston. ‘1 announce it to you
¢ now, my lords, we shall one day be eompelled to repeal these oppressive
« regulations, they must be repealed; you yourselves will retract them. 1
o pledge myself for it; I stake my reputation vpon it; l am content to
« pass for 2 blockhead, if they are not retracted.”

It is furthermore very remarkable, that the disapprobation of the
measures against America, was not confined to the then opposition parties,
but was equally shown by several of the principal ministers. The duke
of Grafton, who from 1766, to 1750, was first lord of the treasury, and
afterwards, from 1771, to 1775, keeper of the seals, had at all times
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house, Edmund ‘Burke, coloncl Barré, and others in the
house of commons, exerted in vain against these desperate
resolutions, all the powers of an astonishing eloquence;
such as perhaps had never been surpassed. The several
plans of ccnciliation, which they proposed, were rejected,
always with displeasure, sometimes with contempt; the
only step towards peace that ever was attempted, rested
upon a project of lord North, evidently incompetent to the
end; which would scarcely have satisfied the colonies at
the outset of the dispute, and certainly could not content
them in the year 1775. -

‘The congress assembled, for the second i(ime; in May,
1775, and declared, ¢ that by the violation of the charter of
Massachusetts-Bay, the connection between that colony
and the crown was dissolved.” The conciliatory bills of
lord North were rejected; a continental army and a paper
currency were created ;: colonel Washington was appointed
commander in chief of the American troops, &c. The war
at this period had, in fict, broken out; it had been opened
by the battle of Lexington, on the 19th of April, and while:

'
- 1

declared himself against the prevailing system; the same sentiments were
ascribed to the earl 6f Dartmouth, secretary of state for America; lord
North himself, who from 1770, was considered as first minister, is said to
have manifested often inthe deliberations of the cabinet, different principles
from those he afterwards supported in parliament, But nothing can be
more surprising, than that in one of the most violent debates, which took
place in the house of lords, in February 1775, even lord Mansfield, 2 man
in high consideration »;and of great talents, but whom the whig party con.
sidered as an exaggerated: partizan of the crown’s rights, and as one of the
most decided enemicc of the Americans, carried away by the heat of the
‘contest, formally declm:cd. that the introduction of impo'sts, in the year
1767, was the most absurd and most perficious measure that could have
been devised, and had been the real cause of all the subsequent misfor.

tunes.
D
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the congress were adopting these resolutions, a second and
much bloodier action took place at Bunker’s hill, where the
loss suffered by the English army gave a severe, though
unfortunately, a fruitless lesson to those, who had treated
with so much contempt the resistance, and the military
talents of the Americans.

Although every hope of peace had now well nigh va-
nished, the Congress were nothowever so far discouraged,
as to decline venturing, even at this period, a last attempt at
conciliation. They resolved a sccond address to the king,
in which the colonices under the most forcible assurances of
their submission, and of their unabated wish to remain uni-
ted with Great Britain, intreated in the most urgent man-
ner, that his majesty would give his assent to any plan what-
soever, calculated to pacily this wretched contest. . The ad-
dress was presented on the 1st. of September 1775, by Mr.
Penn, of Pennsylvania, one of the most respectable citizens
of North America, who was informed, ¢ that no answer
would be given to it.” Soon after the minister brought
into parliament the law, which prohibited all intercourse
with the colonies, and declared their ships to be lawful prize ;
a law, which was justly considered as a declaration of
war against America, and by some as a formal abdication
of the right of government over the colonies. Atthe same
time, the king concluded alliances with several German prin-
ces, who engaged their troops for a great undertaking; and
preparations of every kind announced that force alone was
to decide the destiny of the British empire. At the close
of the session of parliament in February 1776, the bitterness
had attained its highest pitch. Even the evident danger,
that foreign powers, and France in particular, might take a
part in the disturbances in America, and take advantage of
England’s .¢embarrassment, made no impression upon the
ministers and the parliament, When some members of the
opposition at the beginning of the year 1776, asserted that
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according to very authentic accounts, anegociation bhetween
the Congress at Philadelphia, and the French court, was
already commenced, not only the truth, but even the possi-
bility of this but too well grounded fact was dented. It was
maintained ¢ that, such an unexampled fascination, could
not be supposed in any nation, ¢ holding colonies itself, in
any government wishing to retain the obedience of their
own subjects.” A reasoning, which in itself rested upon
very just principles, but which lost all its conclusive weight
in the mouth of those, who, by a fascination entirely similar,
had come to the point of setting at stake, from mere stupid
obstinacy, one of their most precious possessions, and half
the existence of their empire.

Since the last months of the year 1775, the war was ra-
ging in the bowels of the colonics. The language and the
resolves of Parliament in the winter of 17751776, taught
the Americans that it would be a war for life and death—
Every bond of union was broken. Against the return of
the old happy days the iron hand of inexorable destiny had
barred every gate. On the 4th of July 1776, the Congress
declared the independence of the Thirteen United States.

It belongs not to the purposc of the present essay to con-
tinue further this cursory historical recapitulation, since I
am here speaking only of the origin of the American revo-
lution. It is however sufficiently known, that the progress
and the zssue of the war, completely justified the anticipa-
tions of those, who would have avoided it at any price. 1t
is equally well known, how much the consequences of this
war, have put to shame the expectations of all parties.. The
supporters of the war, went upon the principle, that every
thing must be hazarded to maintain the possession of the
colonies, its opponcnts, uppn the principle that every thing
must be sacrificed not to lose them ; both concurred there-
fore in the opinton that this loss would give a deep, and per-
haps incurable wound to the British empire. Lxperience
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has decided. In a few years after the loss of the colonies,
England has again become as powerful and flourishing, nay
more powerful and flourishing than ever. And whatever
of a hurt{ul nature, that lay in the influence of this event
upon the aflairs of Europe, has fallcn upén France alone;
upon I'rance, who, according to the general opinion, was to
derive the greatest advantages from tne American revolu.
tion. ‘ |

If we duly meditate upon the series of facts, which have
been here summarily exhibited, and upon some others equal-
ly certain and authentic, which will be touched upon in the
sequel, the following points of comparison will arise, to
show in its clcarest light the essential difference betwcen
the American and French revolutions,

1. The American revolution was grounded partly upon
principles, of which the right ways evident, partly upon such,
as it was at least very questionable, whether they were not
right, and from beginning to enzl upon no one that was clear-
ly and decidedly wrong; the French revolution was an un-
interrupted series of steps, the wrong of which could not,
upon rigorous principles, for a moment be doubted.

‘The. question, concerning the r:e/t of a revolution, has,
by the frivolous way of thinking, by the shallow sophistry,
and even by the immense devastations, and the stupid indif-
ference arisen from them, of this revolutionary age, been in
a manner discarded among the idle amusements of scholas-
tic: pedants ; many who hold themselves for statesmen, think
it no longer worth while so much as to start the question;
vet in the cyes of the thinking, of the wise and the good,
will it ever remain, the first and the last.

The relation between the inhabitants of a distant colony,
and the government of the mother country, is never to be
compared in all respects with the relation between the go-
vernment and their immediate subjects, In the former,
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there lies always something strained, something equivocal,
something unnatural ; for 1t cannot be denied, the firmest
foundation of all sovercigaty is in the wants of the govern.
cd, and those wants are weaker, are more quesitonavle,
withdraw themselves, to express mysell so, from the eyesand
the fecling, when the government is a thousand leagues dis-
tant from the country, which must obey their laws. Be-
sides, all the Kuropean states, which founded, or ¢ncoura-
ged the foundation of colonies in the other quarters of the
globe, considered these colonies, more or less, as mere instru-
ments to enrich and strengthen the seat of their uwn power,
and treated the people, who 1nhabited them, merely as the
means of an happier, or more agreeable existence for their
own. A maxim, which could not easily be reconciled with
the general purposes of socicty, for which the colonies must
have as kcen a sense as the mother country, and with the
consciousness of independent stability, to which they must
sooner or later attain. Hence, the right of an European na-
tion over their colonies must necessarily always be a waver-
ing, insecure, undefined, and often undefinable right. If,
however, the form of government in the mother country be
simple, and the conditions, uponwhich the colony was found-
ed, were in themselves clear and dcfinite, then that unavoid-
able misrelation will be less perceptible.  The difliculties on
the other hand must be much greater, the collisions more
frequent and momentous, when the mother country has a
complicated constitution, and when the corditions under
which the colonies are connected with her, the rights, which
they enjoy by virtue of her particular constitution, the place
which they are to hold in that constitution, are not in the
precisest manner defined at their very origin,

This was in both points the case with the English cole-
nies, in North 'America. How far the rights and libertics
of a new state, founded by Britons, under the British con-
stitution, should cxtend, and in what particular relation the
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inhabitants of such a state should stand, with the several
component parts of that mixed constitution ? this was a ques-
tion, which at their origin should have been considered with
the utmost attention. This question was never once
thought ofe The colonies originated at a time, when the
British constitution itself had not yet attained its last per-
fection and consistence.® Their charters all proceeded
from the crown. ‘The parliament had never taken any part
n their settlement.

The internal forms of government of these colonies were
as various, as the circumstances, under which they had been
founded, or formed. Some of the most important had been
grantcd as hereditary property to private persons, so that
these, and their heirs, might govern them entirely as they
pleased, and were scarcely more than under a nominal de-
pendence upon the crown. In this manner had Maryland
been granted to lord Baltimore; North and South-Caroli.
na to lord Clarendon; in this manner Pennsylvania and
Delaware belonged to the family of the celebrated Penn.
Others, as New-Hampshire, New-York, New-Jersey, and
Virginia, were called royal provinces, and in these the king
was considered as the immediate sovereign. Lastly, there
was a third class of colonies, which were called privileged,
and in which the nower of the monarch was limited by the
original charters. Such was the constitution of Massachu.-
sctts, of Rhode Island, and of Connecticut.

® Most of the colonies were founded before the middle of the seven.
teenth century ; all before the revolution of 1688, ‘The province of Geor-
gia, the most southern of the colonies, and which was originally part of
South Carolina, was the only one, which received her separate constitution
since the beginning of this century; (in 1732) and was likewise the only

onc for the settlement and cultivation of which the British government
khad Leen at any cost.
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The relations between the royal governors, and the
provincial assemblies, were in every colony differently de-
fined and modified; but the provincial asscmblies were ac-
customed every where, whether the province was originally
privileged, roval, or hereditary, more or less, to exercise the
right of enacting laws for the internal police of the province,
of levying taxes for meecting the public exigences of the
state, and of taking an essential part in every thing belonging
to the admininistration of the country. In no single colony,
however its constitution, in respect to its dependance upon
the crown, was organized, was there a trace of a constitu-
tional and legal authority, vested in the British parliament.
The charters contained none ; no definite law, not so much
as a partial statute, enacted in Great-Britain, had ever pro-
claimed, or even made mention of such an authority.
~ In the beginning, the parliament considered this their
absolute exclusion from the soverignty over the colonics
with great indifference; in the preceding century, the
bounds of their power in general were so little defined, that
not the smallest doubt has been started against the authority
of the king, at his pleasure to give, to grant, to constitute,
to privilege, to govern, by himself, or allow to be governed
by others, an immense continent in America; this distant
and uncultivated land, was besides far too much despised
for them to concern themselves about its constitution.
But when, on the one side, after the revolution of 1688,
the influence of parliament upon all the affairs of govern.
ment had become greater, firmer, and more general; and
when, on the other side, the extraordinary importance of
the colonies, in their rapidly growing population, in their
constantly improving culture, in their unexpected and
splendid flourishing state, was daily more evident, the
idea by degrees crept into every mind, that so great and
essential a part of the British empire could not possibly
be altogcther withdrawn from the superintendency of
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parhlament, even though nothing should have been said

of it hitherto in the public transactions.

In one sngle, though truly important point, the parlia-
ment had always exercised the legislative power over the
colonies, in every thing which concerned trade, whether of
export, or of import. Although this was precisely the seat
of that mighty monopoly, which scemed to give the colo-
nies their whole value, and which, on the other side, could
never be so favourable to their progress as liberty would
have been, yet they willingly submitted to the regulations
and restraints of all kinds, with which the parliament in
ample measure provided them. It appeared natural and
equitable to themselves, that the supreme legislative power
in the empire, should regulate and direct a concern, which
interested not exclusively America, but England too, in a
much higher degree. The right of the parliament, there-
fore, to prescribe laws to the colonies relating to commerce,
and to every thing connected with'it, ‘was never called in
question. - | -

But, as soon as the parliament determined to overstep
this right, and to levy'taxes in America, without the consent
of the local representatives, the most vehement resistance
could not fail to break out, and this resistance could as little
fail to increase, ‘when, in the progress of the contest, the
pretention to bind America by act of parliament, in all cases
whatsoever, was advanced, and-formally derived from what
was called the legal supremacy of parliament. The omn:-
potence of parliament, so often, and so loudly, then resoun-
ded by the antagonists of the colonics, was a very just
principle for England, but a very invalid one for America.
With the parliament, bating the trade laws, to which the
colonists submitted from reason and necessity, America
had not the least to do:  Ametica sent no representatives:
to parliament, nor did it ever occur to parhament to offer
her that power, which would indeed not have been without:
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great difficulties carried into effect. The colonies, neverthe-
less, possessed all the benefits of the British constitution,
and even the greatest part of their forms. Almost in every
one of them, there was a representative assembly, which
supplied the place of a lower house, and a senate, which
answered to the house of peers. These assemblies trans-
acted, under the sanction of the monarch, all the affairs,
whichin England and Ireland were done by the parliaments.
They enacted laws, levied taxes, deliberated upon the
exigencies, and upon the administration of their provinces.
They formed, in concurrence with the king and his gover-
nors, a complete government, organized altogether in the
spirit of the English constitution, and needed no co-opera-
tion of the British parliament. The constitutions of the
several provinces, knew only the king, and the provincial
representative bodies, and had no more reference to 'the
parliament of Great-Britain, than to the parliaments of
France. They had existed more than a century, without
knowing any thing of the English parliament, otherwise
than by its commercial regulations, which had not always
been to them the most agreeable. The pretended right of
parliament to. prescribe laws and taxes for them, was an
arbitrary assumption, against which the colonies, according
to all legal principles, might proceed exactly as Great.
Britain would have done, had any of the provincial as.
semblies undertaken, with the concurrence of the king, to
levy taxes in England or Scotland, or to overthrowthe muni.
cipal constitution of London or Westminster, as the parlia-
ment had overthrown the charter of Massachusetts-Bay.

The resistance of the colonies, and the unavoidable in-
surrection, which was finally produced by the continuance
of the attack, were, therefore, inasmuch as they respected
the parliament, perfectly right. The parliament was, in
regard to the colonies, to be considered as a foreign power.
So long as this power had remained within the bounds of

F
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its silently acknowledged sphere of operation, the colonies
had submitted to 8. To give laws beyond those bounds,
it was as little authorised, as would have been the legislative
power of any ciner nation. The Americans could resist it
with the same right, as they might have resisted the States-
General of Holland, ox the council of the Indics in Madrid,
had these undertaken to impose upon them their manufac-
turing regulations, or stamp taxes.

The question seems to be more difficult, with what right
the colomes could likewise resist the king, who, at any rate,
was their legal and acknowledged sovereign? But, if in this
respect, the lawfulness of their conduct be doubtful, it would
at least remain a great point, that its unlawfulness could not
be clearly proved, and a closer examination will lead us to
a result yet far more favourable to the justification of this
conduct.

For there is a very evident distinction between an
isurrection in a simple, and one in a complicated, orv mixed
constitutsons In a simple government, every resistance
against the supreme power, 18 absolutely illegal, and re-
quires no further c¢xamination to be condemned. In a
mixed government, cases may be imagined, in which the
matter 1s very intricate, and therctore problematic and
dubious.

In a mixed government, the supreme power, or the
proper sovereigu, consists always of several component
parts connected together and regulated by the constitution.
Each of these parts has its constitutional rights and pre-
rogatives; and those of any one part, though in themselves
more important, cannot be more sacred than those of any
other.  'When either of them exceeds its legal bounds, and
oppresses, or endeavours to. destroy another, this latter,
unless the constitution be an empty name, must have the
right of resisting; and, unleas the war, arising from this re-
sistance, be not averted by some fortunate expedient; if the
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old balance cannot again be restored, the contest must ne-
cessarily, and legally end with the dissolution of tlie con-
stitution. For between two independent component parts
of the supreme power in a state, thére can no more be a
judge, than between two independent states, That this s
a most unfartunate situation for the whole nation, intcrested
in it, is self evident, The most dreadful circumastance it
brings with it, is unquestionably this, that the pcople in such
a controversy never know whomh to obey, and whom to re-
aist; for wliom to declare, and agninst whom to act; that
all rights and duties are thrown into tonfusion, and invol-
ved in obscurity, and that it becomes a problem, who is
within, and who 1s without the line of insurrection. Fhis
evil is inseparable from mixed forms of government;*. and
however great it may be, its possibility cah never be exclu-
ded from such constitutions. If, for example, the two
houses of the British parliament should make the attempt
to enact laws, without the sanction of the king, or the king,
without the concurrence of parliament, the injured party
would beyond all doubt resist, and resist with energy; nor
could any one deny that this resistance, even though it
should end i civil war and the ruin of the constitution,
was perfectly lawful.

The American colonies were precisely in this, or atleast
In an extremely similar situation. Their constitution be-
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_-® This is undoubtedly the greatest failing that can be objected against
mixed governments. Fortunately, however, it must be acknowlﬂgcd', that
the probability of such a dissolution is more remote in proportibn as the
constitution approaches nearver to perfection. INor the more easily one of
the constituted authorities can resise the other, by its appropriate weight,
the less will be the nccessity of appealing to arms. On the other hand,
the more imperfect the balance is, the greater will be the danger of a civil
war. . In this lies properly the decided superiority of the British constitu-
tion, above all otlier complicated forms of government, that ever were, or
probably ever will bo'devised. o
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fore the revolution was evidently a monarchy, more or less
limited by the influence of their provincial assemblies. The
legislative and executive powers were divided hetween the-
king and the provincial assemblies, as in ._ngland, between
the king and the two houses of pariament. The king and-
his governor had only a negative upon acts of legislation,
and the provinciai assemblies in most of the colonies had
a considerablc share in the government. In all the pro-
vinces (Pennsylvania since 1700 excepted) these assemblies
were divided into two houses, closely corresponding in their
functions, with the two branches of the British parlia-
ment. The lowser house, or the representative assembly
possessed every where the exclusive right of prescribing
taxes. Insome colonies, for instance, in Maryland, the
king, by the charter, had expressly renounced all right of
taxation. In several others he had, in the literal sense of
the word, only reserved the empty title of sovereignty.
Connecticut and Rhode-Island were perfect democracies.
The colonial assemblies of these provinces chose their go-
vernors without the confirmation of the king, and dismis-
sed them at pleasure ; they allowed no appeals from their
courts of justice; their laws required no royal assent; nay,
what is more remarkable, and a proof of their absolute in-
dependence, their charters granted them even the right of
peace and war. |

The king’s power was, therefore, in all the colonies,
more or less limited; in some, to such a degree that it
could not be compared wich his legitimate power in Great.
Britain; and the colonial assemblies had a constitutional
right to resist him, when he violated their constitutional
powers. Now, the measures of the ministry, from 1764,
were evident attacks, upon those powers, Whether the
parliament had advised, or confirmed those attacks, was,
as we have before shewn, nothing to the colonies; they had
to do only with the king, and the king, according to their
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constitutions, could levy no taxes, but such as the provincial
asscmblies proposed. The stamp-act of 1764, was, there-
fore, a violation of their rights; the impost act of 1767, was
a violation of their rights; the act of 1770, which maintain-
ed the tea-tax to support the supremacy of parliament, was
a gross, and what was worst of all, an insulting violation of
their rights. To punish them for their constitutional re-
gistance against these unconstitutional resolves, was a
revolting injustice; the mode of punishment (the Boston
port-bill, the bill to abolish the Massachusetts charter, &c.)
was not merely a violation, it was an entire dissolution of
their rights. It was nothing more, than the proclamation
of a fact, when the congress, in 1775, declared, ¢ that by
the abolition of the Massachusetts charter, the conncction
between that province and the crown was dissolved.” No
resource was left but that of repelling force by force. The
convocation of their first congress, was in itself not an illegal
measure. This congress exercised originally only the same
rights, which were unquestionably within the powers of
every provincial assembly. It represented a legal resist.
ance, and sought thc means of preserving to Amcrica the
constitution she had hitherto possessed. It was not until
after the ministry had spurned at peace, rcjected every
proposal of conciliation, and finally required unconditional
submission, that is, had dissolved the constitution, that the
congress proceeded to the declaration, which substituted
a new government, in the stead of that which was destroyed.

Had the colonies had the design (and it cannot be de-
nied that they manifested it clearly enough) in this whole
contest to separate the king completely frotn the parliament,
all the means were taken away from them of regulating
their conduct, according to a system founded upon such a
separation. The most intimate union subsisted between
thc ministry and the parliament; nor was it possible to re-
sist the one, without quarrelling with the other. The king

£
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eonfirmed the hostile acts of parliament; he ceased to be
the constitutional monarch of the colonies, and entered into
an alliance with those, whom they considered as usurpers in
a legal point of view.” Had the king of England allied him.
self with a foreign power (and in a constitutional sense the
parliament was no other to the colonies) against the parlia-
ment of Great-Britain, how would it be possible for the
parliament to arm against this foreign power, and yet spare
the king of England? Or rather, would not the mere un-
dertaking of such an alliance include within itself an imme-
diate justification of every defcnsive measure taken by the
injured party, and an absolute renunciation of the constitu-
tion. | | |

I think I have here sufficiently developed the first point
in the comparison I proposed, that which relates to the con.
duct of North-America; there now remains only the easy
task of exhibiting the second, which relates to the conduct
of France.

The single period of the disturbances in France, when
mention was made of militating rights, was that in which
the parliaments took part, in 1787 and 1788. If the pre-
yogatives of these parliaments were not so great and so un-
questionable, as they would have represented them, yet
their appeal to them gave at least a colour of lawfulness to
their undertakings, That period, however, is to be consi-
dered only as preparatory to the real revolution.

From the breaking out of this revolution, the question
a8 to the lawfulness of what the popular leaders did, was
never (an extraordinary, yet an indubitable fact!) star-
ted. The word right would have vanished from the
French language, had not an imaginary right of the nation,
to dc whatever they, or their representatives should please,
appeared as a sort of substitute for all other rights.

This 1s not the place to analyse this right of the nation,
scmetimes hkewise called right of man, a sort of magic

‘
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spell, with which all the ties of nations and of humanity
were insensibly dissolved. Those, who were serious in
advancing, grounded it upon the chimerical principle of the
sovereignty of the people, which I have endeavoured upon
anather occasion to elucidate. Thus much is certain, that
the leaders of the revolution, under the shelter of this
talisman, spared themselves and others the trouble of en-
quiring into the lawfulness of their proceedings; for in
their system, all was right, which they resalved upon in the
name of the people, or in the name of mankind.

In order to judge of their actions, according to their de-
serts, they must be snatched away from the tribunal they
have erected for themselves, and placed at another bar,
whose laws accord better with the dictates of uncorrupted
reason, and the eternal prescriptions of real right.

When the deputies of the states, assembled together in
the year 1789, they had beyond all doubt the r:ght, to un-
dertake great reforms In the government, and even in the
constitution of the French monarchy. This right, however,
they could exercise only under the three following condi-
tions, First, that they should observe the general forms of
an assembly of the states in France, until these forms
shouldin a /awfid manner be abolished, or changed. Se.
condly, that their laws should not have the force of laws,
until assented to by the monarch. And, thirdly, that they

should foilow the instructions, given them by their constitu-
ents.

In less than six weeks, they had broken through these
three fundamental conditions. The deputies of the third
state, without the least authority, and with a shameful vio-
lation of the rights of the other states, declared that them-
selves alone constituted the national assembly.

When the king endeavoured to bring them back from
this monstrous usurpation to their proper limits, they decla-
red to him that they persisted in it, formally renounced
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obedience to him, and reduced him finally to the necessity
of commanding the two other estates to acknowledge the
usurpation.

That in the immeasurable career, which these two first
successful acts of violence, had opcned, they might no
longer meet resistance from any quarter, they declared that
the instructions of their constituents were not binding upon
them.

They had proceeded thus far, when, partly by their in-
fluence and example, partly by faults of the court, which
need not be considered here, where the question unly relates
to right, the general rebellion broke out in Paris, and in all
the provinces. Far from disapproving this rebellion, which,
in perfet contrast with the rising of the people in America,
had not the most distant connection with the lawful objects
of the national assembly, they cherished and fostered it,
gave it legislative force and consistence, conferred civic
crowns upon its authors, called it an holy and virtuous insur-
rection, and took care to have it maintained in a continual
flame, during the whole period of their government.

Undcr the shadow of this insurre¢tion, they, who had pla.
ced themselves at its head, and taken upon themselves all
responsibility, in a period of two years ran through the most
remarkable circle of violation of all rights, public and pri-
vate, that the world ever beheld. They drew up, without
ever so much as aséing the free assent of the king, a constitu-
tion so called, the incompetency, the impracticability, the ri-
diculous absurdity of which was so great, that, even among
its authors—(another unexampled yet indubitable fact) not
a single man would ever have seriously defended it. This
constitution they compelled the king, upon pain of being im-
mediately dethroned, to subscribe and swear to.

Scarcely had this happened, when their successors, who
bv virtue of this constitution alone, had a sort of legal exist-
ence, and held something resembling an authority to shew,
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nstead of governing and quieting the state according to this
vonstitution, directed all their sécret, and what was still
more revolting, all their publi¢ measures to its destruction:
In less than a year they succeeded in effecting:this: new
usurpation. Without so much as having a febial “pretext,
they suspended the constitution, dethroned the king, assus
med to themselves, still forsooth :n the name of the people,
the power of calling a national. convention, and proclaimed
the republic, with fewer formalitics; than a man would use
to change his dress. By long ‘habit dead to every senti-
ment of right, tormented by all the furies, plunged by their
frantic measures, by crimes, and calamities ‘of every kind
into the lowest depth of criminal fool-hardiness, they now
proclaimed against humanity.and all its rights, a formal,
irreconcileablé ‘war ; and to shut behind them every door
for réeturn, and to snap the last thread by which they -still
held together with a lawful: éxistence, they finally murder-
ed justice herself, in the person:of the most conscientious
and upright monarch, who had ever adorned a throné; .
-~ The French revolution, therizfore, began by a violation
of rights, every step of its progress was a violation of rights,
and it was never easy, until' it 'had. succeeded to establish
gbsolute wrong; as the supreme and ‘acknowledged miaxim
of a state completely dissolved, and yet existing only in
b]dOdY ruing. = . . | s bt _'. |

2. The American revolution was from' beéginning: to
énd, on the part of the Americans,‘merely a defensive revos
lution; the French was from beginning to end, :in" the
highest sense of the word, an offinsive revolution. -
" This difference of itself is essential and decisive ; upon
it rests, perhaps more than upon any other, the pecuitar
character, which has distinguished these two revolutions.

The British government began the revolution in Ame-
rica by resolves, for which they could shew no right; the
colonies endeavoured by all means in tlieir power to repel

F
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them. The colonies wished to maintain their old constitu-
tion; the government destroyed it. The resistance, which
the colonies opposed against the mother country, was, in
every period of this unhappy contest, exactly commensurate
with the attack; the total separation was not resolved, untii
the utter impossibility of preserving the ancient condition
was proved. *

The stamp-act threw America into the most violent
commotion ; tumultuous scenes, though attended with no
acts of bloody violence, broke out in all the provinces.®
But they were no where formally sanctioned by the appro-
bation of the legislative authorities. The little congress of
28 deputies of several colonies, who in the year 1765
assembled at New-York, and served as the model for the
subsequent larger assembly, passed no other resolution
than that ¢ the colonies could only be taxed by their re.
presentatives,” and expressed this perfectly lawful resolve,
in petitions to the king. The single general measure, which
was then offered, the non-importation agreement, was a
voluntary engagement, sanctioned by no public autho.
rity. ' .

- The declaratory act, which appeared in the year 1766,
together with the repeal:of the stamp-tax, could not possi-
bly be agreeable to the. colonies since it expressly and so-
lemnly maintained the right of the British parliament to
bind them by law in all cases whatsoever. Yet was this act
rcceived with grecat and remarkable tranquillity; and had
the British government, from that time forward, given up
forever their unhappy innovations; had they continued to
govern the colonies, according to the old constitutional
principles, there never would have been uttered a com.

il L i = St i~

* In many places tk'r;'public officers appointed to collect the stamp-tax,
were hanged up, or beheaded ; but all, only in effigy.
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plaint against the declaratory act. It was long afterwards,
and when the colonies had been provoked by repeated
attacks of every kind, to the utmost extremity, that the
provincial assembly of Massachusetts-Bay, declared that
statute, an oppression.

‘T'he resistance against the impost taxes of 1767, was of
the same nature, as that which the stamp-tax had experien-
ced. This new grievance of the colonies, was accompanied
with circumstances of the most odious kind: the augmen-
tation of the troops, the conduct of a part of them, the
harshness of some governors, the frequent adjournments
and violent dissolution of the provincial assemblies, all
was calculated to put the patience of the Americans to
dangerous proof. And vet they never overstepped the
boundaries, which the constitution and the laws prescribed
to them; and in their numerous addresses and protesta-
tions, adhered rigorously to what was allowed by law.
When 1n the year 1770, a violent quarrel arose between
some of the royal soldiers, and certain citizens of Boston,
which ended in the first bloody scene the colonies had in
their contest with England yet witnessed, the courts of
law, with a glorious impartiality, acquitted the greatest
part of the accused and indicted soldiers.

The continuation of the tax upon tea in the year 1770,
had no other consequence than to strengthen the voluntary
agreement against the importation of English tea; the re-
solve in the year 1773, which authorised the Last-India
company to the exportation of their stores of tea, free from
duty, and the actual execution of this resolve, could not,
indeed but produce a still more unfavourable operation.
This measure was altogether calculated to provoke the
colonies to a general insurrcction, Yet did they keep
themselves rigorously within the. limits of a necessary de-
fence.  The destruction of the tea at Boston was, in fact,
no other than a defensive operation. The sale of this tea,
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or only a part of it, would have involved the compulsive
levy of a tax, by the payment of which the constitution of
the colonics and all their rights would have been lost.
Yect, even then, they procecded not beyond what was un-
avoidable, and measured the resistance as exactly as possi-
ble by the attack. 'L'he tea was thrown into the sca, and
not a single hostile step followed upon this undertaking.
Nay, although the public authorities of Boston, and of the
whole province, held it for necessary, as much as every.
single citizen, yet they always undeniably discovered
themselves ready to grant the lullest indemnity to the
East-India company.

Had the ministry, at this period, been contented with
an equitable satisfaction; had they, if they must punish,
been content to inflict tolerable and proportionable punish-
ments, there 1s no doubt but America would have re-
mained with her old constitution. Although a great part
of the inhabitants of the colonies, in expectation of a dis,
tressing and stormy futurity, urged for energy and for
arming, yet was this temper still far from being common.
It 1s, for example, a certam fact, that in the important pro-
vince of Pennsylvania, the majority ot the citizens would
have voted against taking a part in the measures at Boston,
had not the excessive and unwise harshness of the parlia-
ment, in a short time, inflamed and united all minds.

‘The appearance of the act, which closed the port of
Boston, of that which, immeudiately after, took away the
Massachusctts charter, the account of all what had passed
in parliament upon that occasion, the visible impossibility
of cradicating peaceably such deep rooted bitterness—all
these circumstances concurred to render a sudden explo-
sion probable; many of the resolves of parliament were in-
disputably of a nature to furnish sufficient motive for such
an explosion. But the provincial assemblies contented
themsclves with sending deputics to a general congress.
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Not one over hasty step disturbed the pacific and lawful
character of their conduct in this hard and trying period.

The congress, which assembled at Philadelphia, spoke
with energetic freedom of the constitutional rights of the
colonies, and of the oppressive meusures of parliament ;
but their first resolves were more modcerate, than perhaps
England herselt had expected.  An invitation to a general
agreement against all trade with Great-Britain was the only
active step they allowed themselves; and after all what
the parliament had done, this step was of little importance.
How far they werc remote, even then, from a total separa.
tion, and how much the conduct of the colonies deserved
the name of a lawlul defence, mav be learned {rom the fol-
lowing conclusion of the remarkable address, which this
congress immediately betore scparating, sent to the king.

“ We ask only for peace, liberty and sccurity, We
¢“ wish no diminution of royal prerogatives, we demand
“ no new rights. JFrom the magnanimity and justice of
¢ your majesty, and the parliament, we promise our-
¢ sclves the redress of our grievances; firmly convinced,
¢ that when once the causes of our present complaints are
‘ removed, our future conduct will not be undeserving of
“ the milder treatment, to which we were in better days
¢ accustomed. We call that Being, who tries the inmost
¢¢ heart, to witness, that no other motive, than the fear of
¢ the destruction, which threatens us, has had any influ-
¢ ence upon our resolutions.  We therefore intreat your
‘“ majesty as the loving father of all your people, bound to
¢ you by the ties of blood, by laws, affection, and fidelity,
¢ not to permity in the uncertain expectation of a result,
‘¢ which never can compensate for the wretchedness by
¢ which it must be attained, any further violation of those
“ sacred tics, So may your majesty in a long and glorious
“ reign, enjoy every earthly bliss, and this bliss, and your
« undiminished authority descend upon your heirs and
¢ their heirs, il time shall be no more.”
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The American agents in London, Bollan, Franklin and
Lee, petitioned to be heard in support of this address, at the
bar of the parliament. Their request was rejected.

Soon after, this cruel act, which deprived the colonies
of all navigation, and even of the fishery, obtained the force
of law; and the very moment, when this harsh law was
past, was chosen to make the only proposal of conciliation,
which the parliament had ever offered. According to this
proposal, which is known by the name of lord North’s
Conciliatory Plan, everv colony, whose representatives
would engage to deliver their proportional contribution
to the exigencies of the empire, and raise besides the costs
of their internal administration, provided their offers should
be approved by the king and parliament, was to be secured
in the exemption from all further taxation. Not to mention
that the only object of this plan notoriously was to divide
the colonies, that it was offered them by an armed hand,
that the swspicious proviso made the favourable conse-
quences of its acceptance extremely doubtful, it properly
decided the true pont of contest, in a manner wholly con-
tradictory to the principles of the Americans. The parlia-
ment renounced a right which notoriously did not belong
to them. But they renounced 1t, only to exercise, once for
all, what they had wished to exercise by piece-meal. The
injustice and inconsistency of -this proposal could not for a
moment escape the notice of the colonies. The second ge-
neral congress, which assembled on the 10th of May, 1775,
rejected it upon grounds, the force of which must be felt by
every impartial mind. ¢ Should we accede,” say they, in
their answer to this proposal, ¢¢ we should expressly declare
“ a wish to purchase the favour of parliament, without
¢ knowing at what price it would be set.  We hold it su-
¢¢ nerfluous to extort from us, by violence or threats a pro-
¢ nortional contribution, to meet the general exigencies of
¢ the state, since all the world knows, and the parliament
« must themselves acknowledge, that whenever thereto re-

4
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‘t quired, in a constitutional manner, we have always richly
¢ contributed. It is unjust to require permanent contribu-
“ tions of the colonies, so long as Great-Britain possesses
‘“ the monopoly of their trade ; this monopoly is, in itself,
‘¢ the heaviest of all contributions. It 1s unjust to wish to
¢ tax us doubly. If we must contribute in like proportion
¢ with the other parts of the empire, allow us, like them too,
‘“ a free trade with all the world.” These unanswerable ar-
guments were at an immeasurable distance from the language
of insolent rebellion.

When, finally, the congress resolved upon the general
arming of the country, defence was still their single, and exe
clusive object. The constitution had been long since,
without their fault, torn to pieces; they might have pro-
claimed immediately a new one upon its ruins; but they
appealed to arms, to maintain the samc constitution, of
which the colonies had been, with so much violence,
deprived.

The surest proof of this glorious moderation was, that
they themselves, after the actual breaking out of hostilities,
and when a great part of the inhabitants of America, urged
for more energetic measures, did not omit another attempt
by petitions and remonstrances, to attain the end of their
wishes. In the midst of the most vigorous preparations
for a desperate defence, they resolved, in the month of
July, 1775,% another address to the king, to. which was
given the inviting and significant name of the olive branch.
Even in this last address, we read with astonishment,

® Shortly before, the congress are said to have resolved upun a decla.
ration, by virtue of which, the colonies oftered, ¢ not only for the future,
in time of war, to pay extraordinary contributions, but likewise, provid-
ed they were allowed a frec trade, for an hundred years, to pay an annual
sum, sufficient in that period to extinguish the whole British nationaldebt,”
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among other things, as follows: ¢ Devoted to the person,
¢t the family, and the government of your majesty, with all
¢ the attachment, which only principle and feeling can in-
‘“ spire, connected with Great.Britain, by the strongest ties
¢¢ that can unite human societies together, deeply aflicted at
¢ every event that may weaken this connection, we most
¢“ solemuly assure your majesty, that we wish nothing more
“ ardently than the restoration of the former harmony betwecn
¢ England and the colonies, and a new union, founided upon
¢ a lasting basis, capable of propagating that blessed har.
‘“ mony to the lautest generations, and transmit to a prateful
4¢ posterity your majesty’s name, surrounded with that im-
“ mortal glory which was in every age bestowed upon the
“ saviours of the people. We protest to your majesty, that
¢ notwithstanding all our sufferings in this unhappy contest,
¢ the hearts of your faithful colonists are far from wishing a
¢ reconciliation upon conditions, which could be inconsistent
‘“ with the dignity, or the welfare of the state from which
¢ they sprung, and which they love with filial tenderness.
¢ If the grievances, which now bow us down with inexpres-
¢ siblc pain to the ground, could in any manner be removed,
“ your majesty will at all times find your faithful subjectsin
% America, willing and ready, with their lives-and fortunes,
¢ to maintain, preserve, and defend the rights and interests
“ of their sovereign, and of their mother country.”” 'This
was the address, which Mr. Penn, on the 1st of September,
1775, delivered to the earl of Dartmouth, upon which,

'

and to have been deterred from giving their last sanction to this declara-
tion, only by the account of mnew hostile measures of the parliament.
This highly remarkable fact 1 mention however only upon the authority
of a single writer, a very severe antagonist of the ministry, though other-

wise very well informed. Belsham’s Memoirs of George III. Vol. 2.
P' 166-
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some days after, he was informed, that no answer could be
geven. It was not until after this list attempt hngl proved
fraitless, after an unmerciful statute had outlawed American
ships, and the levying of foreign troops left them only the
choice between the dissolution of their constitution, with
unconditional submission, and the same dissolution with the
frec choice of a new one, that the congress passed the
resolve, which reason and necessity prescribed, and declared
the colonies independent, because independence was a
smaller evil than dependence upon arbitrary will; and their
painfully maintained, and painfully defended dependence
upon the old laws, was lost forever.

The revolution of America was, therefore, in every sense
of the word, a revolution of necessity: England, alone, had
by violence effected it: America had contended ten vyears
long, not against England, but against the revolution: Ame-
rica sought not a revolution ; she yielded to it, compelled by
necessity, not because she wished to extort a hetter condition
than she had before enjoyed, but because she mshed to
avert a worse one, prepared for her. . . . b

Exactly the contrary of all this, was the case in France.
The French revolution was gffensive in its origin, offensive
in its progress, offensive in its whole compass, and 1o cvery
single characteristic moment of 'its existence. As.the.
American revolution had exhibited a model of moderation
in defence, so the French one displayed an unparalleled ex<
ample of violence and inexorable fury.in attack,’, As.-the
former had always kept the vigour'of its .defensive mens
sures in rigorous proportion ta the. exigency, so the-latten,-
from the weakness of the resistance made against ity -be-
came more.and more violent.and terrible, the inore ¢huse
1t had to grow milder. . - SRS TNEICE I,

Could the destroyers of a throne, could the tﬁathers and,
heroes of a revolutionary age, themselves have formed the

character ‘'of a prince, under whom they would begin their
G
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dreadful experiment, they never could have succeeded bet.
ter, than in that, which a cruel destiny delivered into their
hands. Lewis the 16th promoted the revolution by all the
good, and by all the weak sides of his character. He was
certainly not equal to the circumstances, under which he
had to act, and to the dangers, which he was to overcome;
but what rendered his want of energy truly fatal, were his
virtues. Had he been less honourable, less benevolent, less
humane, less conscientious, perhaps he might yet have
saved the monarchy. The unhappy certainty that it was
impossible for him, so. much as for a moment, to be a
tyrant, made him and the state the victims of the most
shameful and most revolting tyranny -that the world had
ever seen. His noble readiness to-encourage every thing,
which assumed the name of refoym, drew him into the first
false steps, which shook histhrone. His horror of violence
tore the sceptre {from his benevolent hands. : His integrity
was the best ally of those, who plunged-France and him into-
the precipice. "~ o oo .

He looked with sausfaction towards that assembly of
the statés, whose effects had in the council of the wicked
been long prepared. .. They rewarded him by the decrees,
which excluded him- from the government of the king-
dom. . “He would not sulfer his troops to use force against
the first insurgents. ‘Chey rewarded him by the general in.’
surrection of the capital and of all the provinces. . He en-
deatvoured, even afterhavinglostall his power, and tasted the
bitterest afftictions, such' as a dethroned monarch only can
kow; 'still to turn the evil to good. They improved this
insurmountable royal temper, this pure and real civism, to
be guilty with:less interruption, while he continued to hope;
and to crush him with the load of their present crimes, while
heé 1ooked forward toa better futurity.

It miny' boldly be maintained almost every thing that
has been said of the resistance of the court and of the
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great, of their conspiracies, of their cabals against the
revolution, was merely a wretched fable. ‘T'hat the injur-
ed, the oppressed, the plundercd could be no friends to
their oppressors and plundercrs is self-evident; as far as
mere hatred is resistance, there was an enormous mass of
resistance against the revolution ;. the leaders had them-
selves created these internal, these sccret hostilities, of
which they so often complained. They must have extir-
pated human nature herself to secure to themsclves for-
giveness, or a disposition to favour their cruel operations.
But, throughont their whole career, they met with no active
resistance, and the only circumstance, which could spread a
varnish of credibility over their incessant {ictions of plots,
counter-revolutions, &¢. was, that they deserved all, thuc
they pretended to suffer.

If we follow this revolution through all its periods, we
shall find that the strongest motive for effecting any greater
usurpation, for maintaining any greater injustice, for com-
mitting any greater crime, constantly was, that a smaller
one had immediately before succeeded. The single motive
for using persecutions, was, that the victims had already
suffered others. This was the character of the I'rench
revolution, in wholesale and 1 retail. The sufferers were
punishable, mercly because they had suffered; in this bit-
terest of all offensive wars, they scemed so cautiously to
shun every thing that made a shew of resistance, that they
sooner forgave a struggling, than a defenceless, enemy.

The relics of the old constitution were not so much
houndaries to the ommpotent desolating power of the revo-
lution, as land-marks, designating i1ts victorious progress.
‘The constitution, of 1791, was only a short and voluntary
pause; a sort of resting point, at which nobody meant long
to wait. lhe second national asscimbly did not make a pass,
no, not one, which was not an attack upon come ruin or other
of the monarchy. The establishment of the republic did not
satisfy its authors. The exccution of the king scarcely ap-
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peased the ravenousness of his butchers, for a single instant.
In the year 1795 the thirst for destruction had gone so far,
that 1t was at a loss for an object. The well known saying,
that Robespicrre meant to reduce the population of France
by one half, had its foundation in the lively sense of the
impossibility of satisfying the hitherto insatiatc revolution,
with any thing less, than such a hecatomb.

When there was nothing more left in the country to
attack, the offensive frenzy turned itself against the neigh-
bouring states, and finally declared war in solemn decrees
against all civil society. It was certainly not the want of
will 1n those, who then conducted this war, if Europe pre-
served any thing, besides % bread and iron.” Fortunately,
no strength was great enough long to support such a will.
‘The unavoidable exhaustion of the assailants, and not the
power or the merit of the resistance made, saved society ;
and, finally, brought the work shops themselves, where the
weapons for its destruction were forged, within its benefi-
cent bonds again.

As the American revolution was a defensive revolution,
it was of course finished, at the moment, when it had
overcome the attack, by which it had been occasioned.
The French revolution, true to the character of a most
violent oftensive revolution, could not but:proceed so long
as there remained objects for it to attack, and it retained
strength for the assault.

3. The American revolution, at every stage of its dura-
tion, had a fixed and definite object, and moved within
definite limits, and by a definite direction towards this ob-
ject. The French revolution never had a definite object ;
and, 1nra thousand various directions, continually crossing
each other, ran through the unbounded space of a fantastic
arbitrary will, and of a bottomless anarchy.

It lay in the very nature of a defensive revolution, like
that of America, to proceed from definite objects, and to
pursue definite ends. The peculiar situation, and the pecu-
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lar character of the North-Americans confirmed and se-
cured this modcrate and benehicent quality to the progress
of their revolution.

In the course of it, two principal periods may be ob-
served ; that, from the first breaking out of the contests in
1765, until the declaration of independence in 1776, and
that, from this declaration, until the peace with England.

In the first period, the single towns and provinces, and
aftcrwards the members of the general congress, had for
their deciured and sole object the salvation of their constie
tion, and of their rights and liberties, as they then stood,
from the oppressive usurpations of the British parliament.
And I think I have clearly shown, in the {ormer sections of
this essay, that every step they took, during that critical
period was calculated for preservation, not for conquest,
for resistance against innovations, not for ardour after
them; for defence, not for attack.

In the second pertod, indced, a new object came in the
place of that, which thcy had until then pursued: the
British parliament had compelled the congress to proclaim
the independence of the colonies; but, even this decisive
mecasure by no means threw America into the precipice of
lawlessness, into the horrible gulph of an unmeasurable
interregnum, or into the slippery carcer of wild and
and chimerical theories—The machine of government was,
and remained, completely organized: the revolution had
taken from the king his negative upon legislative acts,
almost the only essential prerogative, which as® sovereign
of the colonies he 1mmediately exercised: but every pro-
vince took care that this important function should be per-
formed by another authority, distinct {rom the legislature,
and Georgia and Pennsylvania, were the only ones, which
entrusted the legislative powers to an undivided secnate,
'I'he roval governors, who till then had stood at the head
of the cxecutive power, were replaced by others, chosen
by the provinces themselves; and as the former gover-
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nors, owing to their great distance from the mother coun-
try, had always held powers in the highest dcgree discre-
tionary and independent, this alteration could not be much
felt—The great and immediate exigences of social life,
the local administration, the police, and course of judicial
proceeding were continued as before. Nothing but the
loose tie, which had connected America with England, was
broken; none of the internal relations were discomposed ;
all the laws remained in force; the condition of persons
and of property suffered no other revolution, than that
which was necessarily brought with 1t! ¢ The people, says
that very well informed American historian Dr. Ramsay,
scarcely perceived that an alteration in their political con-
stitution had taken place.”

As the founders and conducters of the American revo-
lution, from the beginning, knew exactly how far they were
to go, and where they must stop; as the new cxistence of
their country, the constitutions of the several provinces,
and even the organization of the federal government, at least
in its principles was definitely prescribed to them; as their
purpose was in no sort to create, but only to preserve, not
to erect a new building, but to free the old one from an
excrnal, burdensome, straitening scaffolding, and asit never
occurred to them, in the rigorous sense of the word, to
reform, even their own country, nmuch less the whole world,
thev escaped the most dangerous of all the rocks, which in
aur times threaten the founders of any great revolution,
the deadly passion for making political experiments with
abstract theories, and untricd systems. It 1s of the utmost
importance, in judging the American rcvolution, never to
lose sight of this point, and by so much the more important,
as certain expressions in the early resolves of congress,
the maxims of single writers, but especially the frequent
appeals of the first leaders of the French revelution to the
example of their predecessors in Ameriea, have encour-
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aged, and spread abroad the opinion that these, in truth,
opened the wide field of revolutionary speculations, and of
systematic anarchy—True it is, that the declaration of in-
dependence published by the congress, in the name
of the colonies, 1s proceeded by an introduction, in
which the natural and unalienable rights of mankind are
considered as the foundation of all government; that after
this asscrtion, so indefinite, and so exposed to the greatest
misconstructions, follow certain principles, no less mdefi-
nite, no less liable to be abused, from which an inference
might be drawn of the unlimited right of the people to
change their form of government, and what in the new re-
volutionary language, is called their sovereignty. Itis like-
wisc true, that most of the constitutions of the Uunited
States, are preceded by those 1dle declaraiion of  rights, so
dargerous in theiwr application, from which so much misery
has at a later period been derived upon France, and the
whole civilized world. Much, however, as it were to be
wished, thatthe legislators of America had disdained this
empty pomp of words, that they had exclusively confined
themselves within the clear and lawtul motives of their re-
sistance ; a resistance at first constitutional, and afterwards
necessary, and within the limits of their uncontrovertible
rights, yet it cannot escape the obscrvation of those, who
attentively study the history of their revolution, that they
allowed to these speculative ideas, no visible influence upon
their practisal measures and resolves—They erroncousiy
believed them necessary to justify their first steps; % but

* I believe that in the first section of this Essay, 1 have completely

shown the Jawfulness of the American revolation upon legal principles;
and yet in that analysis, it will be found, that the sphere of unalienable

rights of man, and the sovercignty of the people, and the like principles,
are not once touched upoa. ’
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here the dominion of empty speculation, was forever aban-
doned—Never, 1n the whole course of the American revo-
lution, were the rights of man, appealed to, for the destruc-
tion of the rights of a citizen ; never was the sovereignty of
the people used as a pretext to undermine the respect, due
to the laws, or the foundations of social security; no
example was ever seen of an individual, or a2 whole class of
individuals, or even the representatives of this, or that single
state, who recurred to the declaration of rights, to escape
from positive obligation, or to renounce obcedience to the
common sovereign; finally, never did it enter the head of
any legislator, or statesman in America, to combat the law-
fulnefs of foreign constitutions, and to sct up the American
revolution, as a new epocha in the general relations of civil
soclety.

What was here and there occasionally said by single
writers, must carefully be distinguished from the princi-
ples and way of thinking of those Americans, who were
acknowledged and revered as examples and authorities,
but especially from those, who took an active part in the
ncw government. There certainly was in America, a
Thomas Paine; and I will not deny but that his celebra-
ted work had tufluence among certain classes of people,
and so far contributed to promote the revolution.® But to

* The general opinion, and the unanimous testimony of all the known
writers upon American aflairs, leave scarce room for a doubt of this fact,
though for the honour of the Americans 1 wold most willingly call it in
question. His ¢ Common Sense,” is a pamphlet just as contemptible, almost
throughout just as remote from sound human sense, as all the others by
which, in later times, he lius made himself 2 name. To appreciate the
character and tendency of this work, which, perhaps, has never been
judged as it deserves, and to obtain a full conviction that it was solely
cilculated to make an impression upon the mass of the people, and especi-
ally upon certain religious sects very extensively spread in America, the
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judge of the spirit and principles of the American revo-
lution by this work, would be as unjust, as to confound the
cfhcaciously active heads in the Englishrevolution, of 1688,
with the authors of some popularlampoon against the house of
Stewart; or the opposition of lord Chatham, with that of
Mr. Wilkes. When Paine’s work appeared, in the year
1776, the American revolution had long since assumed its
whole form and consistence, and the principles, which will
forever characterize it stood firm. In no public resolve,
in no public debate, in no state paper of congress, is the
most distant expression to be found, which discovers
either a formal, or a tacit approbation of a systematical re-
volutionary policy. And what a contrast between the wild,
cxtravagant, rhapsodical declamation of a Paine, and the
mild, moderate, and considerate tone in the speeches

and letters of a Washington,

L

rcader has only to remark the spirit of the author’s favourite argu-
ments, which are all drawn from the O/d Testament, and the absurd reason-
ing, with which he attacks, not the king of England, but monarchy in ge-
neral, which he treats as an ungodly invention, If such a word could have
produced the American revolution, it would have been best for resona-
ble men to concern themselves no longer with that event. DBut it was cer-
tainly at all times, by the wiser and better men, considered, endured, and
perhaps encouraged, only as an instrument to gain over weaker minds to
the common cause.

The difference between this writer and the great authoritics of the
American revolution, such as Dickenson, John Adams, Jay, Franklin, &c.
will be still more apparcnt, if we remark a similar difference between the
two parties in England, whichaccidentally concurring in the same abject,
but differing mfnitely from each other in the choice of means and argu-
ments, declared themselves there in favour of that revolution. Whoever

"compares, for example, the writings of Dr. Price, (who notwithstanding
his numerous errors, deserves not, however, tobe put in the same class with
Paine,) with the speeches and writings of Burke during the American
war, will sometimes be scarcely able to convinge himself, that both wera

1§
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The preciseness of objects, the uniformity of means,
and the moderation of principles, which distinguished the
American revolution through all its periods, gave likewise
to the war, which was carried on for its establishment and
completion, a precise and definite, and, therefore, a less
formidable character. With this war indeed, the whole
train of cvils, which usually attend upon war in general,
and especially upon civil war, were connected. But as 1t
had only one object, and that was clearly known, and con-
fincd within narrow bounds, its possible results, its possible
consequences, and its possible duration, could in every case
be calculated. America had either to maintain or to give
up her independence; in this single alternative was 1nclu-
ded the whole fate of the contest; and whatever conse-
quence either event might operate upon a distant futurity,
neither the victory of the British parliament, nor that (which

contending for one and the samz ihing. Awud, indeed, it was only nominally,
and not substantially, one and the same thing, for which they argued.

Another indirect, but not unimportant, proof of the accuracy and ne-
cessity of the distinction here pointed out, lies in the unquestionable aver-
sion of most of the great statesmen in America to the French revolution,
and to all what since 1789, kas been called revolutionary principles. A
remarkable anecdote occurs, testified by a witness unobjectionable upon
this point, by Drissot, a man afterwards but too famous; an anecdote
which proves how early this aversion had taken place. In a conversation
which, shortly before the breaking out of the French revolution, he had
with Mr. Jochn Adams, now President of the United States, this gentleman
assured him he was firmly convinced, that France, by the approaching re-
volution, would 1ot even attain the degree of political liberty enjoyed by
England; and what 13 most important, he denied, in perfect consistency
with his pure and rigorous principles, that the French had a right to affect
such a revolution as they intended. DBrissot attempted in vain by appeals
to the original compact, to the imprescriptibility of the rights of the people,
and the like revolutionary rant, to combat him.—P. Nouveau Voyage dans
Jes Etats Unis de I"'Amérique, par Brissot. Vol. 1. p. 147,
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very early became more probable) of the American con-
gress, could discompose the balance of Europe, or threat-
en its peace. The governments of our hemisphere could,
with all the tranquillity of a perfect neutrality, look forward
to the 1ssue of a remote contest, which, without further
danger to their cxternal and internal political rclations,
opened an advantageous prospect to the European com-
merce. The congress might even form an alliance with
one of the greatest Furopean monarchies ; for as they only
wished to maintain clear and definite rights, as they owed
their existence to a revolution, which was forced upon the
colonies by external violence, as they had at no time, and
in no way, so much as called in question, much less attacked,
the lawfulness of other constitutions, and as they had decla-
red war, not against monarchical principles, but only against
the oppressive mcasures of the British ministry, there was,
in itself, nothing unnatural, nothing revolting, nothing
plainly irreconcileable with the maxims of the law of
nations, and the laws of self-prescrvation, in the alliance,
which France contracted with them,*

* I purposely say, there was nothing of itse/fillegal in this alliance. For
France found the independence of the colonies already founded, when she
contracted an alliance with them, and might besides not shrink from the
question as to the lawfulness of this independence. Nothing of itself; un-
natural, or self destructive; for the principles of the Americans contained
immediately nothing, which could in any manner be dangerous to the ex.
istence of the French monarchy: and the political and commerecial interests
of this monarchy seemed in 2 manner to force its taking a part in the Ame-
ricasn revolution,

All this however notwithstanding, 1 Lelieve, with the most intimate
conviction, that a more profound policy than that of the count de Vergennes,
and a larger and more comprehensive view into futurity, would have pre-
vented France from contracting that alliance. Not to mention the false
calculation which burdened with a new debt of one thousand millions of
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The peace, which conc’uded the American wat, se-
cured that existence independent of England, to the new fe.
deral republic, for which she had alone and exclusively con-
tended, and immediately after, this republic entered into
those peaccable and beneficent relations with all other
states, and even with England herself, which the common
wantd, and the common laws of nations have founded
between civilized states. It is true; the American revo-
lution had in Ilatter times a decisive influence upon the
great devastations urder which Europe groansto this hour ;
but 1t would be the highest injustice not to acknowledge
that this influence was only accidental. In the origin of
that rcvolutmn there was nothing that could justify ano-
ther, or even revolutions in general; no state, other than
one, in which all the extraordinary circamstances concur-
ring in the case of the colonies, should again concur, could

livres, a state already very much disordered in its finances, in order to do
its rival, in the most favourable contingency, an uncertain damage. The
whole undertaking was resolved on without any real political regard to
its remote consequences, The lawfulness of the American revolution,
might be ever 5o clearly demonstrated to a man capab!e of judging of its
origin, and of appreciating the grounds upon w hich it w as supported; the
time might come, when without regard to the particular situation of the
colonies, the general indefinite principle of insurrection might be taken

alone, ‘from their revolution, and applied to justify the most dangerous
crimes. The Americans might éver so cautiously keep within their rigo-
rous limits; and neither maintain, nor care for the application of their
principles to other states; at the first great commotion, those whom the
French cabinet had sent into the republican school, might with the forms
conseerated in America, put all the European governments ‘to t‘he- ban,
and declare lawful and even virtuous under all circumstances, what had
been allowable only under certain circumstances. ‘These possible conse-
quences of the co-operation of Frauce would not have escaped the penetia-
tion of a truly great statcsman, and the world has paid dearly enough for
their having been overlooked.
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consider the conduct observed by these, as legitimating a
similar conduct, and adopt the principles upon which they
proceeded. The precision and lawfulness of their object
refused every application of these principles to revolutions,
which could not exhibit an object equally definite, and a
right equally clear, to the pursuit of that object. The
wise moderation, which the leaders of the American revo-
lution introduced into all their declarations, and into every
step they took, their glorious abhorrence of every extra.
vagance, even of those proceeding from the most pardona-
ble enthusiasm, the constant distance at which they kept
from every thing that may be called proselyting and pro-
pagandism-—all these happy characteristics of their under-
taking must in a légal point of view forever secure humanity
against all evil consequences of this revolution; whose
only traces remaining, should be m the growing prosperity
of a great people, spread over extensive and fertile regions,
and above all i the wholesome lesson 1t gave to the powers
of the earth against every attack upon the rights and con-
stitutions of states, from ambition, or a spirit of innova-
tion. The harshest injustice alone could impute to the
Americans, what the ill-understood and misused example
of their revolution has produced of evil in latter times; it
was the work of an hostile demon, who scems to have
condemned the close of the eighteerth century, to see the
Luds of destruction shoot from the most beneficent events,
and the most poisonous fruits from the blossoms of its
fairest hopes. '

The contrast between the French and American revo-
lutions, when you compare them with each other in respect
to their objects is no less striking than that which has
resulted from the comparison of their origin and progress.
As the utmost precision of object, and consequently of
principles and of means, distinguished the American revo-
lution through its whole duration, so the utmost want of
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precision in the object, and consequently a perpetual muta-
bility in the choice of the means and in the modification
of principles has been one of the most stubborn, one of
the most essential, and certainly one of the most terrible
characteristics of the French revolution. Its history was
nothing but a long scries of uninterrupted developements
of this extraordinary phenomenon; single and unexampled.
in its whole compass as this circumstance may be, 1t will
not much astonish the man, who sha!l reflect upon its ori-
gin, and its nature. Ior so soon as in a great undertaking,
a step is taken wholly out of the boundaries of definite
rights, and every thing is declared lawful, which imaginary
necessity, or unbridled passion inspires, so soon is the im-
measurable field of arbitrary will entered upon; and a revo-
lution, which has no other principle than to attack the
existing constitution, must necessarily proceed to the last

extremities of imaiination and of criminal guilt. ,
When, by the impotence and the faults of the govern-
ment,: and by the success which crowned the hardiness of
its first antagonists, the old constitution of France was dis-
solved, all those who took an interest in favour of the revo-.
tution (and their number was infinitely great, precisely
because nc one knew cxactly what he meant by a revolution).
copncurred, that an essential and wide spreading alteration
must be effected in the whole political constitution of the
state. But how far this alteration should extend, how far the
old ordcr of things should be preserved, and -how the new
one should be organized, with regard to all this, no two.
persops of the legions, who thought thcmselves called to
public activity, were agreed. If we confine ourselves merely:
to the apinions of those, who in this interval of unbounded
anarchy, publicly wrote, or spokc, we shall soon be convin-
ced, that there were then in France, not three, or four, or
ten, but thousands of political sects and parties. The im.

possibility of taking notice of so many individual variations,
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distinctions, sub-distinctions, and shades of every kind,
compelled the contemporaries, and especially those 11mame-
diately interested in the great spectacle, to class the infinite
mass of opinions under certain known principal titles, and
thus crasc the names of pure royalists, ot whole and half
monarchists, ot _fi'uffi(z:zt.s*, of jacobins, of every degree, %c.
Each of these parties, however, could have exhibited almost
as many subordinate parties as it contained members.
In this number of political systems, some were built upon
a limited monarchy, in the British sense of the word, others
upon a thousand-fold ncw modification of a constitution,
monarchical only in name ; some wished {from the beginning,
to treat the revolution merely as a passage to the utter abo-
lition of the monarchy. These pronounced sentence of
death upon all the privileges of the higher orders; others
wished to leave them the prerogatives of rank. One was for
reforming the constitution of the churches; another for ex-
tirpating rcligion: one would have shewn mercy in this genc-
ral overthrow, at least to the rights of property; another
was for passing all positive right, under the sickle of
equality. The constitution of 1791, was a desperate and
impotcnt attempt to reconcile together, by a sort of general
capitulation, all these contending theories, and the infinitely
multiplied motives of interest, of ambition, and of vanity,
connected with them; this attempt of course failed, for in
the absolute and total indéfiniteness, and I might add, the
1mpossibility of ascertaining the last object of the revolution,
every individual in I'rance felt but too well, that he had as
much right to maintain his private opinion, and to carry
through his private purposes, as the members of a committee
had to establish theirs; it was, besides, more than doubttul,
whether, even the immediate authors of this impracticable
constitution, seriously considered it as a last result.
Under the shelter of the inexpressible confusion, in
which the storm of these first dehates involved the whole
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country, arose, at first, more timid, but from the last
months of the year 1791, growing constantly bolder, and
more powerful, the only consistent party ; that which had
always been of opinion, that it was folly to prescribe to the
French revolution, any bounds whatsoever. This party had,
indeed, like all the rest, a multitude of subdivisions, ang of
systems peculiarly modified, and often at violent strife with
each other; but all who declared themselves for it, concur-
red in the great and decisive point of view, that the revolu-
tion was to be considered, not as a local transaction, but as
one of those, which give a new form to civil society, and
which must draw all mankind within its vortex., Ior the
ambition, or for the enthusiasm of this insatiable party, the
theatre, which France offered to their thirst for destruction,
was too small; they wished to tear up the world from its
poles, and commence a new w@ra for the whole human race.
That this was their purpose, from the very breaking out, and
even before the breaking out of the French revolution, we
need not learn from proselyting tales and imaginary cabals
of the illuminati ; the writings in which they have unfolded
their principles in plain terms, have proved it beyond all con-
tradiction.

To draw ncarer the execution of so gigantic a plan, they
had first of all to destroy the last trace of a monarchical form
of government in France. It would be hard to maintain,
that, after all what had happened since 1789, they had not
nearly about the same right to found a republic, as the mo-
narchists, so called, had to introduce a royal democracy.
The only thing which seemed against them, in point of
right, was the oath which, in common with all the rest, they
had taken, to support the constitution of 1791. But, afterso
many bands had been tqfn, none but weak heads could
flatter themselves, that an empty form would arrest the tor-
rent inits course. At the very time, while, with the cry of
¢ T'he constitution or death!” they hushed a few credulous



[ 65 1}

souls to repose, they were working with restless activity the
mine, which in one instant was to blow up the whole
fabric.

But, precisely at this great and important moment, the
absolute indefinitude of ebject, that inextinguishable cha-
racter of the I'rench revolution, discovered itself in 2 new
and terrible light. The republic had been proclaimed; but
this republic was a word without definite meaning, which
every one believed he might explain, according to his incli-
nations, and according to the fantastic whims, which he
called his principles, There were just as many republican
systems contending for the mastery, as there had been mo-
narchical parties. France was drenched in blood, to decide
the great question, whether Brissot, or Marat, the tedcral-
ists, or the unitists, the Girondists, or the mountaineers, the
Dantonians, or the Hebertists, should prescribe a republican
constitution. Force alone could determine the issue of this
horrible contest; and the victory must necessarily remain to
the most resolute. After having torn, for nearly a year, the
inmost bowels of their country, without being able to agree
uporr the form of their republic, a daring faction, at length,
fell upon the strange expedient of settling and organizing the
revolutionary state itself, as a provisional government, andy
under the name of a revohttionary government, brought
into play what was called the system of terror; a monstrous
and unexampled monument of human error and human
frenzy, which in the eyes of posterity will almost degrade
the history of our times to a fable. A less cruel faction over-
threw and murdered the inventors of this gigantic wicked-
ness; not long afterwards, another devised a new code of
anarchy, which was called the constitution of the third year.
It is well known, by what an uninterrupted series of revolu-
tions, and counter-revolutions, this constitution was likewise

conducted to the unavoidable catastrophe of i its destructlon.
i |
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Just at the period, when the republican party obtained
possession of the supreme power, the bloody contest broke
out between them and the greatest part of the European
statesc 'They had denounced the destruction of all govern-
ments ; they had declared, that between their revolution and
those wha rejected it, no further intercourse could exist;
they had solemnly absolved all subjects from obedience to
their governments. The revolution prepared against Eu.
rope, and Lurope against the revolution, a war, with which
only the most dreadful religious wars, that ever scourged the
world, can be compared. On the side of the coalesced
powers, the proper object of this war could not be doubtful ;
and if, unfortunately, it often was, at least it ought never teo
have been so. But, on the side of France, it was always as
indefinite as the object of the revolution ltself Some, as for
instance, Robesplere,mshed for the present, only to maintain
the right of turning their own country into a butchery, with
impunity, and to reduce by one half the number of its inha-
bitants ; others had projected extensive plans of conquest,
and wished to realize for the French republic, all the
dreams, which the ambition of Lewis the XIVth, had former-
ly inspired ; others yet bad sworn never to lay down their
arms, until they should have led the principles of the revo-
lution in triumph over the whole civilized world, or Aave
planted, at least, the tree of liberty, from Llsbon to the
frozen sea, and to the Dardanelles.

This war has now, with short and local intervals of
insecure and treacherous peace, already desolated the earth
eight years long; it has, undoubtedly, for some time past,
Jost much of its extent, and very much of its original cha-
racter, and has now nearly declined to a common war; yet
when and how it will end, is still a problem, which puts.all
human penetration to the blush. The fate of the French
revolution is, in a great measure, connected with the fate of
this war; but its last result depends, besides, upon an
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infinity of other combinations, There has, perhaps, never
yet been a man, who could even imagine, with any clearness,
what this result will be, When one of the great masses of
the physical world is suddenly started from its quiet centre
of gravitation, and hurled with a prodigious impetus into
the empty space of air, the point at which it will stop
is much harder to conceive, than the continuance of its
motion, And, in truth, after the serious question, Who
could have a right to begin such a revolution ? has remained
nnanswered, nothing is more difficult than to answer that,
which' is equally serigus: to whom belongs the right
of ending it?

4. The American revolution had a mass of resistance,
comparatively much smaller to combat, and, therefore,
could form and caonsolidate itself in a manner comparatively
much easier, and more simple: the French revolution
challenged almost every human feeling, and every human
passion, to the most vehement resistance, and coudd there.
fore only force its way by violence and crimes,

- The American colonies had already, before their revo-
lution, attained a high degree of stability ; and the supree
macy of the British government in America, was the rela-
tion, not 80 much of an immediate sovereign, as of 2
superior protector, Hence, the American revolution had
more the appearance of a foreign, than of a civil war,

A cammon feeling of the uprightness of their cause, and
2 common interest in its issue must necessargly have anie
mated a great and dverpawering majority of the inhabitants
of North America, The royal gdvernors, the persons
more immediately connected with them, and the incomsi-
derable number of royal troops constituted the gnly perma.
nent and great opposition party. If a certain number of
independent citizens, from principle, or from inclination
took the side of the ministry, they were however much
top weak (o become dangerous to the rest; and their impo-
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tence itself protected them against the hatred and intole«
rance of their countrymen. '
There were in the interior of the colonies no sort of
zcal or personal prerogatives, and no othér distinction of
ranks, than what procéeded from the exercise of public
functions. Property owing to the novelty of civil society
in the country, was much more equally distributed than
can be the case 1n old countries, and the relations between
the wealthy and the labouring classes were more simple
and therefore more beneficent. As the revolution altered
little in the internal organization of the colonies, as 1t only
dissolved an external connection, which the Americans must
always have considered rather asaburden,thananadvantage;
there was nobody, except the.few, who took a share in the
administration at the head of the country, who was imme-
diately and essentially interested in the preservation of the
ancient form. What this form contained of good and use-
ful remained untouched; the revolution onlv- removed that
in which it had been oppressive. S ..
How infinitely different was in this point of. view the
situation of France! If the French revolution had been con-
tent -merely to destroy with violent hands the old Constitu-
tion, without making any-attack upon the rights and ,pos-
sessions of private persons, it would, however, have been
contrary: to the interest of anumerous, and. in every:respect
important class of people, who by.the sudden dissolution of
the old form of Government, having lost their offices, their
incomes, their estimation andjtheir whele civil existence,
would of themselves have formed a powerful opposition—
But, when in its further progress, it na longer spared any
private right whatsoever, when it declared all political pre-
rogatives to be usurpations, deprivgd the mobility not only
of their real privileges, but.likewise of their rank and title,
robbed the clergy of their possessions, of their influence, and
even of their external dignity; by arbitrary.laws took from
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the holders of -estates half their revenues; by incessant
breaches of tne rights of property, converted property itself
Into an uncertain, equivocal, narrowly straitened enjoyment,
by recopnizing publicly principles of the most dangerous ten-
dency, held the sword hovering over the head of every
one, who had any thing to lose, and aggravated the essential
wretchedness, which it every where spread by the ridicule
and - contempt it shed over every thing that bore the name
of possessions, or priviledges—then truly it could not fail
to accumulate against itself a mass of resistance, which was
not to be subdued by ordinary means.

Should the friends of the French revolution declare this
important circumstance to be merely accidental ; should they
impute solely to the good fortune of the American nation,
that they found no domestic impediments in the way to
their new constitution ; and to the ill fortune of the French,
that they had to struggle with so many obstinate antago-
nists ; should they consider the former case only as envia.
ble, and the latter only as déserving compassion, yet will
the impartial observer, never forget how much ment there
was involved in that good, and how much guilt in this ill
fortune, - The Americans’ were wise enough to circum-
scribe themselves within the bounds, which right, on ong
side, and the nature of things, on the other, had drawn round
them. ' The French in-their giddiness no- longer acknow-
ledged the prescriptions of ‘the clearest right, nor the pre-
scriptions of pature. They were so proud as to think they
could bend impossibility itself, under the arm'of their vio-
lence, and so daring th-.c they thought the clearest right
must yield to the maxims of their arbitrary will. The re-
sistance of which they complained, was with perfect cer-
tainty to be forseen ; it lay in the unalterable laws of human
feelings, and human passions ; it was just, it was nccessy-
¢y ; it was impossible to believe that it would not take placc.
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Those, who had called it forth by the most cruel injuries,
did not fail to be sure to declare it punishable, and did pun-
.ish thousands, whose only crime consisted in refusing to ré-
joice at their own ruin,  But this double injustice prepared
a new resistance, which could he overcome only by new
acts of violence, Thus at last, in the barbarous law book
of the revolution, suffering itself was made an unpardona-
ble offence; the fear of a just reaction drove the authors of
these oppressions to measures of still deepening cruelty
against the victims of their first crimes; and the presump-
tion of the natural and inevitable hatred, which these crimes
must every where rouse against them, was a sufficient
ground to them to treat as an offender deserving death, eve-
ry man, who did not immediately and actively associate
with them. .
Although the American revolution never involved itself
1n this horrible labyrinth, where voluntary iniquities can on.
ly be covered by necessary misdeeds, and where -every
earlier crime became the only justification-of an hundred
later ones; yet did it not altogether escape the misfortune,
which seéems inseperable from all sudden -and violent
changes in the civil and political relations of society. The
smallness of the resistance it met with, and the moderation
of those who conducted it, preserved it from a multitude of
cruel, desperate, and dishonorable measures, which have
sullied other revolution: ; but its warmest friends will not
venture to maintain that it was wholly exempt from injus-
tice and violence. The bitterness against the English go-
ycrnment, often degenerated into a spirit of persecution,
and involved those, who were suspected of a punishable
indifference, or of secret connivance, in the senteace of pro-
scription pronounced against tyranny. The hatred between
the friends of independence, and the partizans of the minis.
try, the whigs and the tories, as they were distinguished by
names taken from old English partics, broke out, especially
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amidst the dangers of the war, sometimes in violent scenes,
which tore to pieces the internal harmony of neighbour-
hoods, and sometimes even of families. 'The reciprocal
cruelties, which.from time to time were practized upon pri-
soners, called to mind the peculiar character, which had ne-
ver wholly abandoned a civil war. The rights of property
likewise were often violated by single communities and sin-
gle states, and, in some few instances, with the co-operation
of the supreme authority. The history of the descendents,
of the greatand benevolent Penn, driven from the paradise,
which he had created, and compelled, like other loyalists,
to take refuge in the generosity and magnanimity of Eng-
land, is no honorable page in the annals of North-America.
But what are all these single instances of injustice and
oppression, compared with the universal flood of misery and
vuin, which the French revolution let loose upon France,
and all the neighbouring countries. If, even in America,
private hatred, or local circumstances, threatened property
or personal security; if here and there even the public
authorities became the instruments of injustice, of revenge,
and of a persecuting spirit, yet did the poison never flow
into every vein of the social body ; never, as in France, was
the contempt of all rights, and of the very simplest precepts
of humanity, made the general maxim of legislation, and
the anqualified prescription of systematic tyranny. If
America, the confusion of the moment, the impulse of ne-
cessity, or the eruption of the passions, sometimes inflicted
misfortune upon innocence, never at least, never as in
France, did reason herself, abused, desecrated reason,
ascend the theatre of misery, solemnly to justify, by cold
blooded, criminal appeals to principles and duties, these
revolutionary confusions; and if in America, single families
and districts, felt the heavy hand of the revolution and of
war, never at least, as in KFrance, were confiscations,
banishments, imprisonments, and death, decrececd ina mass.
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When the American revolution was concluded, the
country proceeded with rapid steps to a new, a happy, and a
flourishing constitution. Not but that the revolution had left
behind it many great and essential ravages : the ties of pub-
lic order, had, in a long and bloody contest, been on all
sides more or less relaxed; peaceful industry had suffered
many a violent interruption ; the relation of property, the
culture of the soil, thc internal and foreign trade, the public
and private credit, had all considerably suffered by the revo-
lutionary storms, by the insecurity of the external relations,
and especially by the devastations of paper money.* Even

* In no one point is the analogy between the conduct of the revolu-
tionary leaders in America and in France, so striking as in this; yet it
must not be forgotten, that the Americans failed partly from inexperience
and partly from rcal necessity; whereas in France they knew very well
what they were about, and opened and widened the precipice with design.

The history of the American assignats, is almost word for word, only
tipon a smaller scale, and not attended with circumstances of such shock-
ing cruelty, as the history of the French ones, The sudden start from two
milliens to two hundred millions of dollars; the credulity with which the
first assignats were rcceived, the undeserved credit which they for a time
enjoyed, their subsequent rapid fall, so that in the year 1777, they already
stood with specic in the proportion of 1 t0 3;in1778, of 1t06; in 1779, of
1 to 98; in the beginning of 1780, of 1 to 60 ; fell immediately afterwards
to that of 1 to 150, and finally would pass for nothing at all ; the attempt
to substitute a2 new emission of assignats, instead of those which were
worn out, continucd until at last it became necessary to establish a formal
depreciation; the harsh laws made to support the value of the paper; the
regulation of the price of provisions (the maximum) and the requisitions,
which they ogcasioncd ; the general devastation of property, and disturb-
anceofall civil intercourse ; the wretchedness and immorality which ensued
upon them-~all this goes to compose a picture, which the French revotu.
rionary leaders seem to have taken for a model. It is remarkable, that they
closely copied the Americans only in two points, of which one was the
iidlest, and the other the most objectionable of any throughout their revo-
tation 3 in the declaration of the rights of. man, and in paper-money.
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the morals and the character of the people, had been essen
tiallv, and not in every respect advantageously affected by
the revolution. Although we can draw no conclusion from
this circumstance with regard to tuturity, yet history must
remark with attention, and preserve with care, the confession,
which comes from the pen of a calm and impartial witness,
the best of all the writers upon the American revolution hi-
therto (Ramsay): ¢ That by this revolution, the political,
“ military, and /iterary talents of the people of the United
¢« States, were improved, but their mora/ qualities were de-
¢ teriorated.”

A picture of the condition in which the revolution has
left France, is by far too great, too complicated, and too
formidable a subject to be touched upon even transiently
here. The idea itself of a final result from such a revolu-
tion as this, must still be in some sort an indefinite, and per-
haps a hazarded idea. Thus much, however, may be
assertcd with confidence, that between the results of the
American and those of the French revolution, no sort of
comparison can so much as be conceived.

I might have continued the above parallel through many
other respects, and perhaps into single points of detail. X
believe, however, that the four principal points of view in
which I have treated it, with regard to the lawfuiness of the
origin, character of the conduct, quality of the object, and
compass of resistance, sufficiently answer the purpose, I
proposed to myself, and it appears, at least to me, evident
.enough, that every parallel between these two revolutions,
will serve much more to display the contrast, than the

resemblance between them.

THE END.,
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