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Reflections	  on	  the	  Revolution	  in	  France	  
	  
By	  Edmund	  Burke	  -‐-‐	  1790	  
	  
(excerpts	  chosen/edits	  made	  by	  Ms.	  Henderson)	  
	  
YOU	  IMAGINED,	  WHEN	  YOU	  WROTE	  LAST,	  that	  I	  might	  possibly	  be	  reckoned	  among	  
the	  approvers	  of	  certain	  proceedings	  in	  France,	  from	  the	  solemn	  public	  seal	  of	  
sanction	  they	  have	  received	  from	  two	  clubs	  of	  gentlemen	  in	  London,	  called	  the	  
Constitutional	  Society	  and	  the	  Revolution	  Society.	  
	  
I	  certainly	  have	  the	  honor	  to	  belong	  to	  more	  clubs	  than	  one,	  in	  which	  the	  
constitution	  of	  this	  kingdom	  and	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  glorious	  Revolution	  are	  held	  in	  
high	  reverence,	  and	  I	  reckon	  myself	  among	  the	  most	  forward	  in	  my	  zeal	  for	  
maintaining	  that	  constitution	  and	  those	  principles	  in	  their	  utmost	  purity	  and	  vigor.	  
It	  is	  because	  I	  do	  so,	  that	  I	  think	  it	  necessary	  for	  me	  that	  there	  should	  be	  no	  mistake.	  
Those	  who	  cultivate	  the	  memory	  of	  our	  Revolution	  and	  those	  who	  are	  attached	  to	  
the	  constitution	  of	  this	  kingdom	  will	  take	  good	  care	  how	  they	  are	  involved	  with	  
persons	  who,	  under	  the	  pretext	  of	  zeal	  toward	  the	  Revolution	  and	  constitution,	  too	  
frequently	  wander	  from	  their	  true	  principles	  and	  are	  ready	  on	  every	  occasion	  to	  
depart	  from	  the	  firm	  but	  cautious	  and	  deliberate	  spirit	  which	  produced	  the	  one,	  and	  
which	  presides	  in	  the	  other.	  Before	  I	  proceed	  to	  answer	  the	  more	  material	  
particulars	  in	  your	  letter,	  I	  shall	  beg	  leave	  to	  give	  you	  such	  information	  as	  I	  have	  
been	  able	  to	  obtain	  of	  the	  two	  clubs	  which	  have	  thought	  proper,	  as	  bodies,	  to	  
interfere	  in	  the	  concerns	  of	  France,	  first	  assuring	  you	  that	  I	  am	  not,	  and	  that	  I	  have	  
never	  been,	  a	  member	  of	  either	  of	  those	  societies.	  
	  
	  
...I	  flatter	  myself	  that	  I	  love	  a	  manly,	  moral,	  regulated	  liberty	  as	  well	  as	  any	  
gentleman	  of	  that	  society,	  be	  he	  who	  he	  will;	  and	  perhaps	  I	  have	  given	  as	  good	  
proofs	  of	  my	  attachment	  to	  that	  cause	  in	  the	  whole	  course	  of	  my	  public	  conduct.	  I	  
think	  I	  envy	  liberty	  as	  little	  as	  they	  do	  to	  any	  other	  nation.	  But	  I	  cannot	  stand	  
forward	  and	  give	  praise	  or	  blame	  to	  anything	  which	  relates	  to	  human	  actions,	  and	  
human	  concerns,	  on	  a	  simple	  view	  of	  the	  object,	  as	  it	  stands	  stripped	  of	  every	  
relation,	  in	  all	  the	  nakedness	  and	  solitude	  of	  metaphysical	  abstraction.	  
Circumstances	  (which	  with	  some	  gentlemen	  pass	  for	  nothing)	  give	  in	  reality	  to	  
every	  political	  principle	  its	  distinguishing	  color	  and	  discriminating	  effect.	  The	  
circumstances	  are	  what	  render	  every	  civil	  and	  political	  scheme	  beneficial	  or	  noxious	  
to	  mankind.	  Abstractedly	  speaking,	  government,	  as	  well	  as	  liberty,	  is	  good;	  yet	  could	  
I,	  in	  common	  sense,	  ten	  years	  ago,	  have	  felicitated	  France	  on	  her	  enjoyment	  of	  a	  
government	  (for	  she	  then	  had	  a	  government)	  without	  inquiry	  what	  the	  nature	  of	  
that	  government	  was,	  or	  how	  it	  was	  administered?	  Can	  I	  now	  congratulate	  the	  same	  
nation	  upon	  its	  freedom?	  Is	  it	  because	  liberty	  in	  the	  abstract	  may	  be	  classed	  
amongst	  the	  blessings	  of	  mankind,	  that	  I	  am	  seriously	  to	  felicitate	  a	  madman,	  who	  
has	  escaped	  from	  the	  protecting	  restraint	  and	  wholesome	  darkness	  of	  his	  cell,	  on	  his	  
restoration	  to	  the	  enjoyment	  of	  light	  and	  liberty?	  Am	  I	  to	  congratulate	  a	  
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highwayman	  and	  murderer	  who	  has	  broke	  prison	  upon	  the	  recovery	  of	  his	  natural	  
rights?	  This	  would	  be	  to	  act	  over	  again	  the	  scene	  of	  the	  criminals	  condemned	  to	  the	  
galleys,	  and	  their	  heroic	  deliverer,	  the	  metaphysic	  Knight	  of	  the	  Sorrowful	  
Countenance.	  
	  
When	  I	  see	  the	  spirit	  of	  liberty	  in	  action,	  I	  see	  a	  strong	  principle	  at	  work;	  and	  this,	  
for	  a	  while,	  is	  all	  I	  can	  possibly	  know	  of	  it.	  The	  wild	  gas,	  the	  fixed	  air,	  is	  plainly	  broke	  
loose;	  but	  we	  ought	  to	  suspend	  our	  judgment	  until	  the	  first	  effervescence	  is	  a	  little	  
subsided,	  till	  the	  liquor	  is	  cleared,	  and	  until	  we	  see	  something	  deeper	  than	  the	  
agitation	  of	  a	  troubled	  and	  frothy	  surface.	  I	  must	  be	  tolerably	  sure,	  before	  I	  venture	  
publicly	  to	  congratulate	  men	  upon	  a	  blessing,	  that	  they	  have	  really	  received	  one.	  
Flattery	  corrupts	  both	  the	  receiver	  and	  the	  giver,	  and	  adulation	  is	  not	  of	  more	  
service	  to	  the	  people	  than	  to	  kings.	  I	  should,	  therefore,	  suspend	  my	  congratulations	  
on	  the	  new	  liberty	  of	  France	  until	  I	  was	  informed	  how	  it	  had	  been	  combined	  with	  
government,	  with	  public	  force,	  with	  the	  discipline	  and	  obedience	  of	  armies,	  with	  the	  
collection	  of	  an	  effective	  and	  well-‐distributed	  revenue,	  with	  morality	  and	  religion,	  
with	  the	  solidity	  of	  property,	  with	  peace	  and	  order,	  with	  civil	  and	  social	  manners.	  All	  
these	  (in	  their	  way)	  are	  good	  things,	  too,	  and	  without	  them	  liberty	  is	  not	  a	  benefit	  
whilst	  it	  lasts,	  and	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  continue	  long.	  The	  effect	  of	  liberty	  to	  individuals	  is	  
that	  they	  may	  do	  what	  they	  please;	  we	  ought	  to	  see	  what	  it	  will	  please	  them	  to	  do,	  
before	  we	  risk	  congratulations	  which	  may	  be	  soon	  turned	  into	  complaints.	  Prudence	  
would	  dictate	  this	  in	  the	  case	  of	  separate,	  insulated,	  private	  men,	  but	  liberty,	  when	  
men	  act	  in	  bodies,	  is	  power.	  Considerate	  people,	  before	  they	  declare	  themselves,	  will	  
observe	  the	  use	  which	  is	  made	  of	  power	  and	  particularly	  of	  so	  trying	  a	  thing	  as	  new	  
power	  in	  new	  persons	  of	  whose	  principles,	  tempers,	  and	  dispositions	  they	  have	  little	  
or	  no	  experience,	  and	  in	  situations	  where	  those	  who	  appear	  the	  most	  stirring	  in	  the	  
scene	  may	  possibly	  not	  be	  the	  real	  movers.	  
	  
[according	  to	  the	  Revolution	  Society]…by	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  [English]	  Revolution,	  
the	  people	  of	  England	  have	  acquired	  three	  fundamental	  rights,	  all	  which,	  with	  him,	  
compose	  one	  system	  and	  lie	  together	  in	  one	  short	  sentence,	  namely,	  that	  we	  have	  
acquired	  a	  right:	  
	  
(1)	  to	  choose	  our	  own	  governors.	  
(2)	  to	  cashier	  them	  for	  misconduct.	  
(3)	  to	  frame	  a	  government	  for	  ourselves.	  
	  
This	  new	  and	  hitherto	  unheard-‐of	  bill	  of	  rights,	  though	  made	  in	  the	  name	  of	  the	  
whole	  people,	  belongs	  to	  those	  gentlemen	  and	  their	  faction	  only.	  The	  body	  of	  the	  
people	  of	  England	  have	  no	  share	  in	  it.	  They	  utterly	  disclaim	  it.	  They	  will	  resist	  the	  
practical	  assertion	  of	  it	  with	  their	  lives	  and	  fortunes.	  They	  are	  bound	  to	  do	  so	  by	  the	  
laws	  of	  their	  country	  made	  at	  the	  time	  of	  that	  very	  Revolution	  which	  is	  appealed	  to	  
in	  favor	  of	  the	  fictitious	  rights	  claimed	  by	  the	  Society	  which	  abuses	  its	  name.	  
	  
[Some	  people],	  in	  all	  their	  reasonings	  on	  the	  Revolution	  of	  1688,	  have	  a	  revolution	  
which	  happened	  in	  England	  about	  forty	  years	  before	  and	  the	  late	  French	  revolution,	  
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so	  much	  before	  their	  eyes	  and	  in	  their	  hearts	  that	  they	  are	  constantly	  confounding	  
all	  the	  three	  together.	  It	  is	  necessary	  that	  we	  should	  separate	  what	  they	  confound.	  
We	  must	  recall	  their	  erring	  fancies	  to	  the	  acts	  of	  the	  Revolution	  which	  we	  revere,	  for	  
the	  discovery	  of	  its	  true	  principles.	  If	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  Revolution	  of	  1688	  are	  
anywhere	  to	  be	  found,	  it	  is	  in	  the	  statute	  called	  the	  Declaration	  of	  Right.	  In	  that	  most	  
wise,	  sober,	  and	  considerate	  declaration,	  drawn	  up	  by	  great	  lawyers	  and	  great	  
statesmen,	  and	  not	  by	  warm	  and	  inexperienced	  enthusiasts,	  not	  one	  word	  is	  said,	  
nor	  one	  suggestion	  made,	  of	  a	  general	  right	  "to	  choose	  our	  own	  governors,	  to	  
cashier	  them	  for	  misconduct,	  and	  to	  form	  a	  government	  for	  ourselves".	  
	  
…Unquestionably,	  there	  was	  at	  the	  Revolution,	  in	  the	  person	  of	  King	  William,	  a	  small	  
and	  a	  temporary	  deviation	  from	  the	  strict	  order	  of	  a	  regular	  hereditary	  succession;	  
but	  it	  is	  against	  all	  genuine	  principles	  of	  jurisprudence	  to	  draw	  a	  principle	  from	  a	  
law	  made	  in	  a	  special	  case	  and	  regarding	  an	  individual	  person.	  Privilegium	  non	  
transit	  in	  exemplum.	  If	  ever	  there	  was	  a	  time	  favorable	  for	  establishing	  the	  principle	  
that	  a	  king	  of	  popular	  choice	  was	  the	  only	  legal	  king,	  without	  all	  doubt	  it	  was	  at	  the	  
Revolution.	  Its	  not	  being	  done	  at	  that	  time	  is	  a	  proof	  that	  the	  nation	  was	  of	  opinion	  it	  
ought	  not	  to	  be	  done	  at	  any	  time.	  There	  is	  no	  person	  so	  completely	  ignorant	  of	  our	  
history	  as	  not	  to	  know	  that	  the	  majority	  in	  parliament	  of	  both	  parties	  were	  so	  little	  
disposed	  to	  anything	  resembling	  that	  principle	  that	  at	  first	  they	  were	  determined	  to	  
place	  the	  vacant	  crown,	  not	  on	  the	  head	  of	  the	  Prince	  of	  Orange,	  but	  on	  that	  of	  his	  
wife	  Mary,	  daughter	  of	  King	  James,	  the	  eldest	  born	  of	  the	  issue	  of	  that	  king,	  which	  
they	  acknowledged	  as	  undoubtedly	  his.	  It	  would	  be	  to	  repeat	  a	  very	  trite	  story,	  to	  
recall	  to	  your	  memory	  all	  those	  circumstances	  which	  demonstrated	  that	  their	  
accepting	  King	  William	  was	  not	  properly	  a	  choice;	  but	  to	  all	  those	  who	  did	  not	  wish,	  
in	  effect,	  to	  recall	  King	  James	  or	  to	  deluge	  their	  country	  in	  blood	  and	  again	  to	  bring	  
their	  religion,	  laws,	  and	  liberties	  into	  the	  peril	  they	  had	  just	  escaped,	  it	  was	  an	  act	  of	  
necessity,	  in	  the	  strictest	  moral	  sense	  in	  which	  necessity	  can	  be	  taken.	  
	  
In	  the	  very	  act	  in	  which	  for	  a	  time,	  and	  in	  a	  single	  case,	  parliament	  departed	  from	  
the	  strict	  order	  of	  inheritance	  in	  favor	  of	  a	  prince	  who,	  though	  not	  next,	  was,	  
however,	  very	  near	  in	  the	  line	  of	  succession,	  it	  is	  curious	  to	  observe	  how	  Lord	  
Somers,	  who	  drew	  the	  bill	  called	  the	  Declaration	  of	  Right,	  has	  comported	  himself	  on	  
that	  delicate	  occasion.	  It	  is	  curious	  to	  observe	  with	  what	  address	  this	  temporary	  
solution	  of	  continuity	  is	  kept	  from	  the	  eye,	  whilst	  all	  that	  could	  be	  found	  in	  this	  act	  
of	  necessity	  to	  countenance	  the	  idea	  of	  an	  hereditary	  succession	  is	  brought	  forward,	  
and	  fostered,	  and	  made	  the	  most	  of,	  by	  this	  great	  man	  and	  by	  the	  legislature	  who	  
followed	  him.	  Quitting	  the	  dry,	  imperative	  style	  of	  an	  act	  of	  parliament,	  he	  makes	  the	  
Lords	  and	  Commons	  fall	  to	  a	  pious,	  legislative	  ejaculation	  and	  declare	  that	  they	  
consider	  it	  "as	  a	  marvellous	  providence	  and	  merciful	  goodness	  of	  God	  to	  this	  nation	  
to	  preserve	  their	  said	  Majesties'	  royal	  persons	  most	  happily	  to	  reign	  over	  us	  on	  the	  
throne	  of	  their	  ancestors,	  for	  which,	  from	  the	  bottom	  of	  their	  hearts,	  they	  return	  
their	  humblest	  thanks	  and	  praises".	  —	  The	  legislature	  plainly	  had	  in	  view	  the	  act	  of	  
recognition	  of	  the	  first	  of	  Queen	  Elizabeth,	  chap.	  3rd,	  and	  of	  that	  of	  James	  the	  First,	  
chap.	  1st,	  both	  acts	  strongly	  declaratory	  of	  the	  inheritable	  nature	  of	  the	  crown;	  and	  
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in	  many	  parts	  they	  follow,	  with	  a	  nearly	  literal	  precision,	  the	  words	  and	  even	  the	  
form	  of	  thanksgiving	  which	  is	  found	  in	  these	  old	  declaratory	  statutes.	  
	  
The	  two	  Houses,	  in	  the	  act	  of	  King	  William,	  did	  not	  thank	  God	  that	  they	  had	  found	  a	  
fair	  opportunity	  to	  assert	  a	  right	  to	  choose	  their	  own	  governors,	  much	  less	  to	  make	  
an	  election	  the	  only	  lawful	  title	  to	  the	  crown.	  Their	  having	  been	  in	  a	  condition	  to	  
avoid	  the	  very	  appearance	  of	  it,	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  was	  by	  them	  considered	  as	  a	  
providential	  escape.	  They	  threw	  a	  politic,	  well-‐wrought	  veil	  over	  every	  
circumstance	  tending	  to	  weaken	  the	  rights	  which	  in	  the	  meliorated	  order	  of	  
succession	  they	  meant	  to	  perpetuate,	  or	  which	  might	  furnish	  a	  precedent	  for	  any	  
future	  departure	  from	  what	  they	  had	  then	  settled	  forever.	  Accordingly,	  that	  they	  
might	  not	  relax	  the	  nerves	  of	  their	  monarchy,	  and	  that	  they	  might	  preserve	  a	  close	  
conformity	  to	  the	  practice	  of	  their	  ancestors,	  as	  it	  appeared	  in	  the	  declaratory	  
statutes	  of	  Queen	  Mary[5]	  and	  Queen	  Elizabeth,	  in	  the	  next	  clause	  they	  vest,	  by	  
recognition,	  in	  their	  Majesties	  all	  the	  legal	  prerogatives	  of	  the	  crown,	  declaring	  "that	  
in	  them	  they	  are	  most	  fully,	  rightfully,	  and	  entirely	  invested,	  incorporated,	  united,	  
and	  annexed".	  In	  the	  clause	  which	  follows,	  for	  preventing	  questions	  by	  reason	  of	  any	  
pretended	  titles	  to	  the	  crown,	  they	  declare	  (observing	  also	  in	  this	  the	  traditionary	  
language,	  along	  with	  the	  traditionary	  policy	  of	  the	  nation,	  and	  repeating	  as	  from	  a	  
rubric	  the	  language	  of	  the	  preceding	  acts	  of	  Elizabeth	  and	  James,)	  that	  on	  the	  
preserving	  "a	  certainty	  in	  the	  SUCCESSION	  thereof,	  the	  unity,	  peace,	  and	  tranquility	  
of	  this	  nation	  doth,	  under	  God,	  wholly	  depend".	  
	  
They	  knew	  that	  a	  doubtful	  title	  of	  succession	  would	  but	  too	  much	  resemble	  an	  
election,	  and	  that	  an	  election	  would	  be	  utterly	  destructive	  of	  the	  "unity,	  peace,	  and	  
tranquility	  of	  this	  nation",	  which	  they	  thought	  to	  be	  considerations	  of	  some	  moment.	  
…So	  far	  is	  it	  from	  being	  true	  that	  we	  acquired	  a	  right	  by	  the	  Revolution	  to	  elect	  our	  
kings	  that,	  if	  we	  had	  possessed	  it	  before,	  the	  English	  nation	  did	  at	  that	  time	  most	  
solemnly	  renounce	  and	  abdicate	  it,	  for	  themselves	  and	  for	  all	  their	  posterity	  forever.	  
	  
...A	  state	  without	  the	  means	  of	  some	  change	  is	  without	  the	  means	  of	  its	  conservation.	  
Without	  such	  means	  it	  might	  even	  risk	  the	  loss	  of	  that	  part	  of	  the	  constitution	  which	  
it	  wished	  the	  most	  religiously	  to	  preserve.	  The	  two	  principles	  of	  conservation	  and	  
correction	  operated	  strongly	  at	  the	  two	  critical	  periods	  of	  the	  Restoration	  and	  
Revolution,	  when	  England	  found	  itself	  without	  a	  king.	  At	  both	  those	  periods	  the	  
nation	  had	  lost	  the	  bond	  of	  union	  in	  their	  ancient	  edifice;	  they	  did	  not,	  however,	  
dissolve	  the	  whole	  fabric…They	  regenerated	  the	  deficient	  part	  of	  the	  old	  
constitution	  through	  the	  parts	  which	  were	  not	  impaired.	  They	  kept	  these	  old	  parts	  
exactly	  as	  they	  were,	  that	  the	  part	  recovered	  might	  be	  suited	  to	  them.	  They	  acted	  by	  
the	  ancient	  organized	  states	  in	  the	  shape	  of	  their	  old	  organization,	  and	  not	  by	  the	  
organic	  moleculae	  of	  a	  disbanded	  people.	  At	  no	  time,	  perhaps,	  did	  the	  sovereign	  
legislature	  manifest	  a	  more	  tender	  regard	  to	  that	  fundamental	  principle	  of	  British	  
constitutional	  policy	  than	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  Revolution,	  when	  it	  deviated	  from	  the	  
direct	  line	  of	  hereditary	  succession.	  The	  crown	  was	  carried	  somewhat	  out	  of	  the	  line	  
in	  which	  it	  had	  before	  moved,	  but	  the	  new	  line	  was	  derived	  from	  the	  same	  stock.	  …	  
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They	  [pro-‐revolution	  people]	  take	  the	  deviation	  from	  the	  principle	  for	  the	  principle.	  
They	  have	  little	  regard	  to	  the	  obvious	  consequences	  of	  their	  doctrine,	  though	  they	  
must	  see	  that	  it	  leaves	  positive	  authority	  in	  very	  few	  of	  the	  positive	  institutions	  of	  
this	  country.	  	  
	  
…An	  irregular,	  convulsive	  movement	  may	  be	  necessary	  to	  throw	  off	  an	  irregular,	  
convulsive	  disease.	  But	  the	  course	  of	  succession	  is	  the	  healthy	  habit	  of	  the	  British	  
constitution.	  	  
	  
…THE	  second	  claim	  of	  the	  Revolution	  Society	  is	  "a	  right	  of	  cashiering	  their	  
governors	  for	  misconduct".	  Perhaps	  the	  apprehensions	  our	  ancestors	  entertained	  of	  
forming	  such	  a	  precedent	  as	  that	  "of	  cashiering	  for	  misconduct"	  was	  the	  cause	  that	  
the	  declaration	  of	  the	  act,	  which	  implied	  the	  abdication	  of	  King	  James,	  was,	  if	  it	  had	  
any	  fault,	  rather	  too	  guarded	  and	  too	  circumstantial.	  But	  all	  this	  guard	  and	  all	  this	  
accumulation	  of	  circumstances	  serves	  to	  show	  the	  spirit	  of	  caution	  which	  
predominated	  in	  the	  national	  councils	  in	  a	  situation	  in	  which	  men	  irritated	  by	  
oppression,	  and	  elevated	  by	  a	  triumph	  over	  it,	  are	  apt	  to	  abandon	  themselves	  to	  
violent	  and	  extreme	  courses;	  it	  shows	  the	  anxiety	  of	  the	  great	  men	  who	  influenced	  
the	  conduct	  of	  affairs	  at	  that	  great	  event	  to	  make	  the	  Revolution	  a	  parent	  of	  
settlement,	  and	  not	  a	  nursery	  of	  future	  revolutions.	  
	  
No	  government	  could	  stand	  a	  moment	  if	  it	  could	  be	  blown	  down	  with	  anything	  so	  
loose	  and	  indefinite	  as	  an	  opinion	  of	  "misconduct".	  They	  who	  led	  at	  the	  Revolution	  
grounded	  the	  virtual	  abdication	  of	  King	  James	  upon	  no	  such	  light	  and	  uncertain	  
principle.	  They	  charged	  him	  with	  nothing	  less	  than	  a	  design,	  confirmed	  by	  a	  
multitude	  of	  illegal	  overt	  acts,	  to	  subvert	  the	  Protestant	  church	  and	  state,	  and	  their	  
fundamental,	  unquestionable	  laws	  and	  liberties;	  they	  charged	  him	  with	  having	  
broken	  the	  original	  contract	  between	  king	  and	  people.	  This	  was	  more	  than	  
misconduct.	  A	  grave	  and	  overruling	  necessity	  obliged	  them	  to	  take	  the	  step	  they	  
took,	  and	  took	  with	  infinite	  reluctance,	  as	  under	  that	  most	  rigorous	  of	  all	  laws.	  Their	  
trust	  for	  the	  future	  preservation	  of	  the	  constitution	  was	  not	  in	  future	  revolutions.	  
The	  grand	  policy	  of	  all	  their	  regulations	  was	  to	  render	  it	  almost	  impracticable	  for	  
any	  future	  sovereign	  to	  compel	  the	  states	  of	  the	  kingdom	  to	  have	  again	  recourse	  to	  
those	  violent	  remedies.	  They	  left	  the	  crown	  what,	  in	  the	  eye	  and	  estimation	  of	  law,	  it	  
had	  ever	  been-‐perfectly	  irresponsible.	  In	  order	  to	  lighten	  the	  crown	  still	  further,	  
they	  aggravated	  responsibility	  on	  ministers	  of	  state.	  By	  the	  statute	  of	  the	  1st	  of	  King	  
William,	  sess.	  2nd,	  called	  "the	  act	  for	  declaring	  the	  rights	  and	  liberties	  of	  the	  subject,	  
and	  for	  settling	  the	  succession	  of	  the	  crown",	  they	  enacted	  that	  the	  ministers	  should	  
serve	  the	  crown	  on	  the	  terms	  of	  that	  declaration.	  They	  secured	  soon	  after	  the	  
frequent	  meetings	  of	  parliament,	  by	  which	  the	  whole	  government	  would	  be	  under	  
the	  constant	  inspection	  and	  active	  control	  of	  the	  popular	  representative	  and	  of	  the	  
magnates	  of	  the	  kingdom.	  In	  the	  next	  great	  constitutional	  act,	  that	  of	  the	  12th	  and	  
13th	  of	  King	  William,	  for	  the	  further	  limitation	  of	  the	  crown	  and	  better	  securing	  the	  
rights	  and	  liberties	  of	  the	  subject,	  they	  provided	  "that	  no	  pardon	  under	  the	  great	  
seal	  of	  England	  should	  be	  pleadable	  to	  an	  impeachment	  by	  the	  Commons	  in	  
parliament".	  The	  rule	  laid	  down	  for	  government	  in	  the	  Declaration	  of	  Right,	  the	  
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constant	  inspection	  of	  parliament,	  the	  practical	  claim	  of	  impeachment,	  they	  thought	  
infinitely	  a	  better	  security,	  not	  only	  for	  their	  constitutional	  liberty,	  but	  against	  the	  
vices	  of	  administration,	  than	  the	  reservation	  of	  a	  right	  so	  difficult	  in	  the	  practice,	  so	  
uncertain	  in	  the	  issue,	  and	  often	  so	  mischievous	  in	  the	  consequences,	  as	  that	  of	  
"cashiering	  their	  governors".	  
	  
…Kings,	  in	  one	  sense,	  are	  undoubtedly	  the	  servants	  of	  the	  people	  because	  their	  
power	  has	  no	  other	  rational	  end	  than	  that	  of	  the	  general	  advantage;	  but	  it	  is	  not	  true	  
that	  they	  are,	  in	  the	  ordinary	  sense	  (by	  our	  constitution,	  at	  least),	  anything	  like	  
servants;	  the	  essence	  of	  whose	  situation	  is	  to	  obey	  the	  commands	  of	  some	  other	  and	  
to	  be	  removable	  at	  pleasure.	  But	  the	  king	  of	  Great	  Britain	  obeys	  no	  other	  person;	  all	  
other	  persons	  are	  individually,	  and	  collectively	  too,	  under	  him	  and	  owe	  to	  him	  a	  
legal	  obedience.	  The	  law,	  which	  knows	  neither	  to	  flatter	  nor	  to	  insult,	  calls	  this	  high	  
magistrate	  not	  our	  servant,	  as	  this	  humble	  divine	  calls	  him,	  but	  "our	  sovereign	  Lord	  
the	  king";	  and	  we,	  on	  our	  parts,	  have	  learned	  to	  speak	  only	  the	  primitive	  language	  of	  
the	  law,	  and	  not	  the	  confused	  jargon	  of	  their	  Babylonian	  pulpits.	  
	  
As	  he	  is	  not	  to	  obey	  us,	  but	  as	  we	  are	  to	  obey	  the	  law	  in	  him,	  our	  constitution	  has	  
made	  no	  sort	  of	  provision	  toward	  rendering	  him,	  as	  a	  servant,	  in	  any	  degree	  
responsible.	  Our	  constitution	  knows	  nothing	  of	  a	  magistrate	  like	  the	  Justicia	  of	  
Aragon,	  nor	  of	  any	  court	  legally	  appointed,	  nor	  of	  any	  process	  legally	  settled,	  for	  
submitting	  the	  king	  to	  the	  responsibility	  belonging	  to	  all	  servants.	  In	  this	  he	  is	  not	  
distinguished	  from	  the	  Commons	  and	  the	  Lords,	  who,	  in	  their	  several	  public	  
capacities,	  can	  never	  be	  called	  to	  an	  account	  for	  their	  conduct,	  although	  the	  
Revolution	  Society	  chooses	  to	  assert,	  in	  direct	  opposition	  to	  one	  of	  the	  wisest	  and	  
most	  beautiful	  parts	  of	  our	  constitution,	  that	  "a	  king	  is	  no	  more	  than	  the	  first	  servant	  
of	  the	  public,	  created	  by	  it,	  and	  responsible	  to	  it"	  
	  
…THE	  third	  head	  of	  right…namely,	  the	  "right	  to	  form	  a	  government	  for	  ourselves",	  
has,	  at	  least,	  as	  little	  countenance	  from	  anything	  done	  at	  the	  Revolution,	  either	  in	  
precedent	  or	  principle,	  as	  the	  two	  first	  of	  their	  claims.	  The	  Revolution	  was	  made	  to	  
preserve	  our	  ancient,	  indisputable	  laws	  and	  liberties	  and	  that	  ancient	  constitution	  of	  
government	  which	  is	  our	  only	  security	  for	  law	  and	  liberty…The	  very	  idea	  of	  the	  
fabrication	  of	  a	  new	  government	  is	  enough	  to	  fill	  us	  with	  disgust	  and	  horror.	  We	  
wished	  at	  the	  period	  of	  the	  Revolution,	  and	  do	  now	  wish,	  to	  derive	  all	  we	  possess	  as	  
an	  inheritance	  from	  our	  forefathers.	  	  
	  
Our	  oldest	  reformation	  is	  that	  of	  Magna	  Charta…In	  the	  famous	  law	  of	  the	  3rd	  of	  
Charles	  I,	  called	  the	  Petition	  of	  Right,	  the	  parliament	  says	  to	  the	  king,	  "Your	  subjects	  
have	  inherited	  this	  freedom",	  claiming	  their	  franchises	  not	  on	  abstract	  principles	  "as	  
the	  rights	  of	  men",	  but	  as	  the	  rights	  of	  Englishmen,	  and	  as	  a	  patrimony	  derived	  from	  
their	  forefathers.	  	  
	  
…The	  same	  policy	  pervades	  all	  the	  laws	  which	  have	  since	  been	  made	  for	  the	  
preservation	  of	  our	  liberties.	  In	  the	  1st	  of	  William	  and	  Mary,	  in	  the	  famous	  statute	  
called	  the	  Declaration	  of	  Right,	  the	  two	  Houses	  utter	  not	  a	  syllable	  of	  "a	  right	  to	  
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frame	  a	  government	  for	  themselves".	  You	  will	  see	  that	  their	  whole	  care	  was	  to	  
secure	  the	  religion,	  laws,	  and	  liberties	  that	  had	  been	  long	  possessed,	  and	  had	  been	  
lately	  endangered.	  	  
	  
…This	  policy	  appears	  to	  me	  to	  be	  the	  result	  of	  profound	  reflection,	  or	  rather	  the	  
happy	  effect	  of	  following	  nature,	  which	  is	  wisdom	  without	  reflection,	  and	  above	  it.	  A	  
spirit	  of	  innovation	  is	  generally	  the	  result	  of	  a	  selfish	  temper	  and	  confined	  views.	  
People	  will	  not	  look	  forward	  to	  posterity,	  who	  never	  look	  backward	  to	  their	  
ancestors.	  Besides,	  the	  people	  of	  England	  well	  know	  that	  the	  idea	  of	  inheritance	  
furnishes	  a	  sure	  principle	  of	  conservation	  and	  a	  sure	  principle	  of	  transmission,	  
without	  at	  all	  excluding	  a	  principle	  of	  improvement.	  …The	  institutions	  of	  policy,	  the	  
goods	  of	  fortune,	  the	  gifts	  of	  providence	  are	  handed	  down	  to	  us,	  and	  from	  us,	  in	  the	  
same	  course	  and	  order.	  Our	  political	  system	  is	  placed	  in	  a	  just	  correspondence	  and	  
symmetry	  with	  the	  order	  of	  the	  world	  and	  with	  the	  mode	  of	  existence	  decreed	  to	  a	  
permanent	  body	  composed	  of	  transitory	  parts,	  wherein,	  by	  the	  disposition	  of	  a	  
stupendous	  wisdom,	  molding	  together	  the	  great	  mysterious	  incorporation	  of	  the	  
human	  race,	  the	  whole,	  at	  one	  time,	  is	  never	  old	  or	  middle-‐aged	  or	  young,	  but,	  in	  a	  
condition	  of	  unchangeable	  constancy,	  moves	  on	  through	  the	  varied	  tenor	  of	  
perpetual	  decay,	  fall,	  renovation,	  and	  progression.	  Thus,	  by	  preserving	  the	  method	  
of	  nature	  in	  the	  conduct	  of	  the	  state,	  in	  what	  we	  improve	  we	  are	  never	  wholly	  new;	  
in	  what	  we	  retain	  we	  are	  never	  wholly	  obsolete.	  By	  adhering	  in	  this	  manner	  and	  on	  
those	  principles	  to	  our	  forefathers,	  we	  are	  guided	  not	  by	  the	  superstition	  of	  
antiquarians,	  but	  by	  the	  spirit	  of	  philosophic	  analogy.	  In	  this	  choice	  of	  inheritance	  
we	  have	  given	  to	  our	  frame	  of	  polity	  the	  image	  of	  a	  relation	  in	  blood,	  binding	  up	  the	  
constitution	  of	  our	  country	  with	  our	  dearest	  domestic	  ties,	  adopting	  our	  
fundamental	  laws	  into	  the	  bosom	  of	  our	  family	  affections,	  keeping	  inseparable	  and	  
cherishing	  with	  the	  warmth	  of	  all	  their	  combined	  and	  mutually	  reflected	  charities	  
our	  state,	  our	  hearths,	  our	  sepulchres,	  and	  our	  altars.	  
	  
…YOU	  MIGHT,	  IF	  YOU	  PLEASED,	  have	  profited	  of	  our	  example	  and	  have	  given	  to	  
your	  recovered	  freedom	  a	  correspondent	  dignity.	  Your	  privileges,	  though	  
discontinued,	  were	  not	  lost	  to	  memory.	  Your	  constitution,	  it	  is	  true,	  whilst	  you	  were	  
out	  of	  possession,	  suffered	  waste	  and	  dilapidation;	  but	  you	  possessed	  in	  some	  parts	  
the	  walls	  and	  in	  all	  the	  foundations	  of	  a	  noble	  and	  venerable	  castle.	  You	  might	  have	  
repaired	  constitutions;	  a	  constitution	  built	  on	  those	  old	  foundations.	  Your	  
constitution	  was	  suspended	  before	  it	  was	  perfected,	  but	  you	  had	  the	  elements	  of	  a	  
constitution	  very	  nearly	  as	  good	  as	  could	  be	  wished.	  In	  your	  old	  states	  you	  
possessed	  that	  variety	  of	  parts	  corresponding	  with	  the	  various	  descriptions	  of	  
which	  your	  community	  was	  happily	  composed;	  you	  had	  all	  that	  combination	  and	  all	  
that	  opposition	  of	  interests;	  you	  had	  that	  action	  and	  counteraction	  which,	  in	  the	  
natural	  and	  in	  the	  political	  world,	  from	  constitutional	  struggle	  of	  discordant	  powers,	  
draws	  out	  the	  harmony	  of	  the	  universe.	  These	  opposed	  and	  conflicting	  interests	  
which	  you	  considered	  as	  so	  great	  a	  blemish	  in	  your	  old	  and	  in	  our	  present	  
constitution	  interpose	  a	  salutary	  check	  to	  all	  precipitate	  resolutions.	  They	  render	  
deliberation	  a	  matter,	  not	  of	  choice,	  but	  of	  necessity;	  they	  make	  all	  change	  a	  subject	  
of	  compromise,	  which	  naturally	  begets	  moderation;	  they	  produce	  temperaments	  
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preventing	  the	  sore	  evil	  of	  harsh,	  crude,	  unqualified	  reformations,	  and	  rendering	  all	  
the	  headlong	  exertions	  of	  arbitrary	  power,	  in	  the	  few	  or	  in	  the	  many,	  for	  ever	  
impracticable.	  Through	  that	  diversity	  of	  members	  and	  interests,	  general	  liberty	  had	  
as	  many	  securities	  as	  there	  were	  separate	  views	  in	  the	  several	  orders,	  whilst,	  by	  
pressing	  down	  the	  whole	  by	  the	  weight	  of	  a	  real	  monarchy,	  the	  separate	  parts	  would	  
have	  been	  prevented	  from	  warping	  and	  starting	  from	  their	  allotted	  places.	  
	  
You	  had	  all	  these	  advantages	  in	  your	  ancient	  states,	  but	  you	  chose	  to	  act	  as	  if	  you	  
had	  never	  been	  molded	  into	  civil	  society	  and	  had	  everything	  to	  begin	  anew.	  You	  
began	  ill,	  because	  you	  began	  by	  despising	  everything	  that	  belonged	  to	  you.	  
…Respecting	  your	  forefathers,	  you	  would	  have	  been	  taught	  to	  respect	  yourselves.	  
You	  would	  not	  have	  chosen	  to	  consider	  the	  French	  as	  a	  people	  of	  yesterday,	  as	  a	  
nation	  of	  lowborn	  servile	  wretches	  until	  the	  emancipating	  year	  of	  1789.	  In	  order	  to	  
furnish,	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  your	  honor,	  an	  excuse	  to	  your	  apologists	  here	  for	  several	  
enormities	  of	  yours,	  you	  would	  not	  have	  been	  content	  to	  be	  represented	  as	  a	  gang	  of	  
Maroon	  slaves	  suddenly	  broke	  loose	  from	  the	  house	  of	  bondage,	  and	  therefore	  to	  be	  
pardoned	  for	  your	  abuse	  of	  the	  liberty	  to	  which	  you	  were	  not	  accustomed	  and	  ill	  
fitted.	  Would	  it	  not,	  my	  worthy	  friend,	  have	  been	  wiser	  to	  have	  you	  thought,	  what	  I,	  
for	  one,	  always	  thought	  you,	  a	  generous	  and	  gallant	  nation,	  long	  misled	  to	  your	  
disadvantage	  by	  your	  high	  and	  romantic	  sentiments	  of	  fidelity,	  honor,	  and	  loyalty;	  
that	  events	  had	  been	  unfavorable	  to	  you,	  but	  that	  you	  were	  not	  enslaved	  through	  
any	  illiberal	  or	  servile	  disposition;	  that	  in	  your	  most	  devoted	  submission	  you	  were	  
actuated	  by	  a	  principle	  of	  public	  spirit,	  and	  that	  it	  was	  your	  country	  you	  worshiped	  
in	  the	  person	  of	  your	  king?	  	  
	  
…COMPUTE	  your	  gains:	  see	  what	  is	  got	  by	  those	  extravagant	  and	  presumptuous	  
speculations	  which	  have	  taught	  your	  leaders	  to	  despise	  all	  their	  predecessors,	  and	  
all	  their	  contemporaries,	  and	  even	  to	  despise	  themselves	  until	  the	  moment	  in	  which	  
they	  become	  truly	  despicable.	  By	  following	  those	  false	  lights,	  France	  has	  bought	  
undisguised	  calamities	  at	  a	  higher	  price	  than	  any	  nation	  has	  purchased	  the	  most	  
unequivocal	  blessings!	  France	  has	  bought	  poverty	  by	  crime!	  France	  has	  not	  
sacrificed	  her	  virtue	  to	  her	  interest,	  but	  she	  has	  abandoned	  her	  interest,	  that	  she	  
might	  prostitute	  her	  virtue.	  …	  France,	  when	  she	  let	  loose	  the	  reins	  of	  regal	  authority,	  
doubled	  the	  license	  of	  a	  ferocious	  dissoluteness	  in	  manners	  and	  of	  an	  insolent	  
irreligion	  in	  opinions	  and	  practice,	  and	  has	  extended	  through	  all	  ranks	  of	  life,	  as	  if	  
she	  were	  communicating	  some	  privilege	  or	  laying	  open	  some	  secluded	  benefit,	  all	  
the	  unhappy	  corruptions	  that	  usually	  were	  the	  disease	  of	  wealth	  and	  power.	  This	  is	  
one	  of	  the	  new	  principles	  of	  equality	  in	  France.	  
	  
…This	  was	  unnatural.	  The	  rest	  is	  in	  order.	  They	  have	  found	  their	  punishment	  in	  
their	  success:	  laws	  overturned;	  tribunals	  subverted;	  industry	  without	  vigor;	  
commerce	  expiring;	  the	  revenue	  unpaid,	  yet	  the	  people	  impoverished;	  a	  church	  
pillaged,	  and	  a	  state	  not	  relieved;	  civil	  and	  military	  anarchy	  made	  the	  constitution	  of	  
the	  kingdom;	  everything	  human	  and	  divine	  sacrificed	  to	  the	  idol	  of	  public	  credit,	  and	  
national	  bankruptcy	  the	  consequence;	  and,	  to	  crown	  all,	  the	  paper	  securities	  of	  new,	  
precarious,	  tottering	  power,	  the	  discredited	  paper	  securities	  of	  impoverished	  fraud	  
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and	  beggared	  rapine,	  held	  out	  as	  a	  currency	  for	  the	  support	  of	  an	  empire	  in	  lieu	  of	  
the	  two	  great	  recognized	  species	  that	  represent	  the	  lasting,	  conventional	  credit	  of	  
mankind,	  which	  disappeared	  and	  hid	  themselves	  in	  the	  earth	  from	  whence	  they	  
came,	  when	  the	  principle	  of	  property,	  whose	  creatures	  and	  representatives	  they	  are,	  
was	  systematically	  subverted.	  
	  
Were	  all	  these	  dreadful	  things	  necessary?	  Were	  they	  the	  inevitable	  results	  of	  the	  
desperate	  struggle	  of	  determined	  patriots,	  compelled	  to	  wade	  through	  blood	  and	  
tumult	  to	  the	  quiet	  shore	  of	  a	  tranquil	  and	  prosperous	  liberty?	  No!	  nothing	  like	  it.	  
The	  fresh	  ruins	  of	  France,	  which	  shock	  our	  feelings	  wherever	  we	  can	  turn	  our	  eyes,	  
are	  not	  the	  devastation	  of	  civil	  war;	  they	  are	  the	  sad	  but	  instructive	  monuments	  of	  
rash	  and	  ignorant	  counsel	  in	  time	  of	  profound	  peace.	  They	  are	  the	  display	  of	  
inconsiderate	  and	  presumptuous,	  because	  unresisted	  and	  irresistible,	  authority.	  The	  
persons	  who	  have	  thus	  squandered	  away	  the	  precious	  treasure	  of	  their	  crimes,	  the	  
persons	  who	  have	  made	  this	  prodigal	  and	  wild	  waste	  of	  public	  evils	  (the	  last	  stake	  
reserved	  for	  the	  ultimate	  ransom	  of	  the	  state)	  have	  met	  in	  their	  progress	  with	  little	  
or	  rather	  with	  no	  opposition	  at	  all.	  Their	  whole	  march	  was	  more	  like	  a	  triumphal	  
procession	  than	  the	  progress	  of	  a	  war.	  Their	  pioneers	  have	  gone	  before	  them	  and	  
demolished	  and	  laid	  everything	  level	  at	  their	  feet.	  Not	  one	  drop	  of	  their	  blood	  have	  
they	  shed	  in	  the	  cause	  of	  the	  country	  they	  have	  ruined.	  They	  have	  made	  no	  sacrifices	  
to	  their	  projects	  of	  greater	  consequence	  than	  their	  shoebuckles,	  whilst	  they	  were	  
imprisoning	  their	  king,	  murdering	  their	  fellow	  citizens,	  and	  bathing	  in	  tears	  and	  
plunging	  in	  poverty	  and	  distress	  thousands	  of	  worthy	  men	  and	  worthy	  families.	  
Their	  cruelty	  has	  not	  even	  been	  the	  base	  result	  of	  fear.	  It	  has	  been	  the	  effect	  of	  their	  
sense	  of	  perfect	  safety,	  in	  authorizing	  treasons,	  robberies,	  rapes,	  assassinations,	  
slaughters,	  and	  burnings	  throughout	  their	  harassed	  land.	  But	  the	  cause	  of	  all	  was	  
plain	  from	  the	  beginning.	  
	  
	  
…BELIEVE	  ME,	  SIR,	  those	  who	  attempt	  to	  level,	  never	  equalize.	  In	  all	  societies,	  
consisting	  of	  various	  descriptions	  of	  citizens,	  some	  description	  must	  be	  uppermost.	  
The	  levelers,	  therefore,	  only	  change	  and	  pervert	  the	  natural	  order	  of	  things;	  they	  
load	  the	  edifice	  of	  society	  by	  setting	  up	  in	  the	  air	  what	  the	  solidity	  of	  the	  structure	  
requires	  to	  be	  on	  the	  ground.	  The	  association	  of	  tailors	  and	  carpenters,	  of	  which	  the	  
republic	  (of	  Paris,	  for	  instance)	  is	  composed,	  cannot	  be	  equal	  to	  the	  situation	  into	  
which	  by	  the	  worst	  of	  usurpations	  —	  an	  usurpation	  on	  the	  prerogatives	  of	  nature	  —	  
you	  attempt	  to	  force	  them.	  
	  
	  
…Nothing	  is	  a	  due	  and	  adequate	  representation	  of	  a	  state	  that	  does	  not	  represent	  its	  
ability	  as	  well	  as	  its	  property.	  But	  as	  ability	  is	  a	  vigorous	  and	  active	  principle,	  and	  as	  
property	  is	  sluggish,	  inert,	  and	  timid,	  it	  never	  can	  be	  safe	  from	  the	  invasion	  of	  ability	  
unless	  it	  be,	  out	  of	  all	  proportion,	  predominant	  in	  the	  representation.	  It	  must	  be	  
represented,	  too,	  in	  great	  masses	  of	  accumulation,	  or	  it	  is	  not	  rightly	  protected.	  The	  
characteristic	  essence	  of	  property,	  formed	  out	  of	  the	  combined	  principles	  of	  its	  
acquisition	  and	  conservation,	  is	  to	  be	  unequal.	  The	  great	  masses,	  therefore,	  which	  
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excite	  envy	  and	  tempt	  rapacity	  must	  be	  put	  out	  of	  the	  possibility	  of	  danger.	  Then	  
they	  form	  a	  natural	  rampart	  about	  the	  lesser	  properties	  in	  all	  their	  gradations.	  The	  
same	  quantity	  of	  property,	  which	  is	  by	  the	  natural	  course	  of	  things	  divided	  among	  
many,	  has	  not	  the	  same	  operation.	  Its	  defensive	  power	  is	  weakened	  as	  it	  is	  diffused.	  
In	  this	  diffusion	  each	  man's	  portion	  is	  less	  than	  what,	  in	  the	  eagerness	  of	  his	  desires,	  
he	  may	  flatter	  himself	  to	  obtain	  by	  dissipating	  the	  accumulations	  of	  others.	  The	  
plunder	  of	  the	  few	  would	  indeed	  give	  but	  a	  share	  inconceivably	  small	  in	  the	  
distribution	  to	  the	  many.	  But	  the	  many	  are	  not	  capable	  of	  making	  this	  calculation;	  
and	  those	  who	  lead	  them	  to	  rapine	  never	  intend	  this	  distribution.	  
	  
The	  power	  of	  perpetuating	  our	  property	  in	  our	  families	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  valuable	  
and	  interesting	  circumstances	  belonging	  to	  it,	  and	  that	  which	  tends	  the	  most	  to	  the	  
perpetuation	  of	  society	  itself.	  It	  makes	  our	  weakness	  subservient	  to	  our	  virtue,	  it	  
grafts	  benevolence	  even	  upon	  avarice.	  The	  possessors	  of	  family	  wealth,	  and	  of	  the	  
distinction	  which	  attends	  hereditary	  possession	  (as	  most	  concerned	  in	  it),	  are	  the	  
natural	  securities	  for	  this	  transmission.	  	  
	  
…IT	  is	  said	  that	  twenty-‐four	  millions	  ought	  to	  prevail	  over	  two	  hundred	  thousand.	  
True;	  if	  the	  constitution	  of	  a	  kingdom	  be	  a	  problem	  of	  arithmetic.	  This	  sort	  of	  
discourse	  does	  well	  enough	  with	  the	  lamp-‐post	  for	  its	  second;	  to	  men	  who	  may	  
reason	  calmly,	  it	  is	  ridiculous.	  The	  will	  of	  the	  many	  and	  their	  interest	  must	  very	  
often	  differ,	  and	  great	  will	  be	  the	  difference	  when	  they	  make	  an	  evil	  choice.	  A	  
government	  of	  five	  hundred	  country	  attornies	  and	  obscure	  curates	  is	  not	  good	  for	  
twenty-‐four	  millions	  of	  men,	  though	  it	  were	  chosen	  by	  eight	  and	  forty	  millions,	  nor	  
is	  it	  the	  better	  for	  being	  guided	  by	  a	  dozen	  of	  persons	  of	  quality	  who	  have	  betrayed	  
their	  trust	  in	  order	  to	  obtain	  that	  power.	  	  
	  
…It	  is	  impossible	  not	  to	  observe	  that,	  in	  the	  spirit	  of	  this	  geometrical	  distribution	  
and	  arithmetical	  arrangement,	  these	  pretended	  citizens	  treat	  France	  exactly	  like	  a	  
country	  of	  conquest.	  Acting	  as	  conquerors,	  they	  have	  imitated	  the	  policy	  of	  the	  
harshest	  of	  that	  harsh	  race.	  The	  policy	  of	  such	  barbarous	  victors,	  who	  contemn	  a	  
subdued	  people	  and	  insult	  their	  feelings,	  has	  ever	  been,	  as	  much	  as	  in	  them	  lay,	  to	  
destroy	  all	  vestiges	  of	  the	  ancient	  country,	  in	  religion,	  in	  polity,	  in	  laws,	  and	  in	  
manners;	  to	  confound	  all	  territorial	  limits;	  to	  produce	  a	  general	  poverty;	  to	  put	  up	  
their	  properties	  to	  auction;	  to	  crush	  their	  princes,	  nobles,	  and	  pontiffs;	  to	  lay	  low	  
everything	  which	  had	  lifted	  its	  head	  above	  the	  level,	  or	  which	  could	  serve	  to	  
combine	  or	  rally,	  in	  their	  distresses,	  the	  disbanded	  people	  under	  the	  standard	  of	  old	  
opinion.	  They	  have	  made	  France	  free	  in	  the	  manner	  in	  which	  those	  sincere	  friends	  
to	  the	  rights	  of	  mankind,	  the	  Romans,	  freed	  Greece,	  Macedon,	  and	  other	  nations.	  
They	  destroyed	  the	  bonds	  of	  their	  union	  under	  color	  of	  providing	  for	  the	  
independence	  of	  each	  of	  their	  cities.	  
	  
…But	  in	  such	  an	  undertaking	  as	  that	  in	  France,	  all	  these	  subsidiary	  sentiments	  and	  
artifices	  are	  of	  little	  avail.	  To	  make	  a	  government	  requires	  no	  great	  prudence.	  Settle	  
the	  seat	  of	  power,	  teach	  obedience,	  and	  the	  work	  is	  done.	  To	  give	  freedom	  is	  still	  
more	  easy.	  It	  is	  not	  necessary	  to	  guide;	  it	  only	  requires	  to	  let	  go	  the	  rein.	  But	  to	  form	  
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a	  free	  government,	  that	  is,	  to	  temper	  together	  these	  opposite	  elements	  of	  liberty	  and	  
restraint	  in	  one	  consistent	  work,	  requires	  much	  thought,	  deep	  reflection,	  a	  
sagacious,	  powerful,	  and	  combining	  mind.	  This	  I	  do	  not	  find	  in	  those	  who	  take	  the	  
lead	  in	  the	  National	  Assembly.	  Perhaps	  they	  are	  not	  so	  miserably	  deficient	  as	  they	  
appear.	  I	  rather	  believe	  it.	  It	  would	  put	  them	  below	  the	  common	  level	  of	  human	  
understanding.	  But	  when	  the	  leaders	  choose	  to	  make	  themselves	  bidders	  at	  an	  
auction	  of	  popularity,	  their	  talents,	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  state,	  will	  be	  of	  no	  
service.	  They	  will	  become	  flatterers	  instead	  of	  legislators,	  the	  instruments,	  not	  the	  
guides,	  of	  the	  people.	  If	  any	  of	  them	  should	  happen	  to	  propose	  a	  scheme	  of	  liberty,	  
soberly	  limited	  and	  defined	  with	  proper	  qualifications,	  he	  will	  be	  immediately	  
outbid	  by	  his	  competitors	  who	  will	  produce	  something	  more	  splendidly	  popular.	  
Suspicions	  will	  be	  raised	  of	  his	  fidelity	  to	  his	  cause.	  Moderation	  will	  be	  stigmatized	  
as	  the	  virtue	  of	  cowards,	  and	  compromise	  as	  the	  prudence	  of	  traitors,	  until,	  in	  hopes	  
of	  preserving	  the	  credit	  which	  may	  enable	  him	  to	  temper	  and	  moderate,	  on	  some	  
occasions,	  the	  popular	  leader	  is	  obliged	  to	  become	  active	  in	  propagating	  doctrines	  
and	  establishing	  powers	  that	  will	  afterwards	  defeat	  any	  sober	  purpose	  at	  which	  he	  
ultimately	  might	  have	  aimed.	  
	  
…I	  have	  told	  you	  candidly	  my	  sentiments.	  I	  think	  they	  are	  not	  likely	  to	  alter	  yours.	  I	  
do	  not	  know	  that	  they	  ought.	  You	  are	  young;	  you	  cannot	  guide	  but	  must	  follow	  the	  
fortune	  of	  your	  country.	  But	  hereafter	  they	  may	  be	  of	  some	  use	  to	  you,	  in	  some	  
future	  form	  which	  your	  commonwealth	  may	  take.	  In	  the	  present	  it	  can	  hardly	  
remain;	  but	  before	  its	  final	  settlement	  it	  may	  be	  obliged	  to	  pass,	  as	  one	  of	  our	  poets	  
says,	  "through	  great	  varieties	  of	  untried	  being",	  and	  in	  all	  its	  transmigrations	  to	  be	  
purified	  by	  fire	  and	  blood.	  
	  
I	  have	  little	  to	  recommend	  my	  opinions	  but	  long	  observation	  and	  much	  impartiality.	  
They	  come	  from	  one	  who	  has	  been	  no	  tool	  of	  power,	  no	  flatterer	  of	  greatness;	  and	  
who	  in	  his	  last	  acts	  does	  not	  wish	  to	  belie	  the	  tenor	  of	  his	  life.	  They	  come	  from	  one	  
almost	  the	  whole	  of	  whose	  public	  exertion	  has	  been	  a	  struggle	  for	  the	  liberty	  of	  
others;	  from	  one	  in	  whose	  breast	  no	  anger,	  durable	  or	  vehement,	  has	  ever	  been	  
kindled	  but	  by	  what	  he	  considered	  as	  tyranny;	  and	  who	  snatches	  from	  his	  share	  in	  
the	  endeavors	  which	  are	  used	  by	  good	  men	  to	  discredit	  opulent	  oppression	  the	  
hours	  he	  has	  employed	  on	  your	  affairs;	  and	  who	  in	  so	  doing	  persuades	  himself	  he	  
has	  not	  departed	  from	  his	  usual	  office;	  they	  come	  from	  one	  who	  desires	  honors,	  
distinctions,	  and	  emoluments	  but	  little,	  and	  who	  expects	  them	  not	  at	  all;	  who	  has	  no	  
contempt	  for	  fame,	  and	  no	  fear	  of	  obloquy;	  who	  shuns	  contention,	  though	  he	  will	  
hazard	  an	  opinion;	  from	  one	  who	  wishes	  to	  preserve	  consistency,	  but	  who	  would	  
preserve	  consistency	  by	  varying	  his	  means	  to	  secure	  the	  unity	  of	  his	  end,	  and,	  when	  
the	  equipoise	  of	  the	  vessel	  in	  which	  he	  sails	  may	  be	  endangered	  by	  overloading	  it	  
upon	  one	  side,	  is	  desirous	  of	  carrying	  the	  small	  weight	  of	  his	  reasons	  to	  that	  which	  
may	  preserve	  its	  equipoise.	  
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THE	  RIGHTS	  OF	  MAN	  –	  BY	  THOMAS	  PAINE	  	  (1791/’92)	  
	  
Among	  the	  incivilities	  by	  which	  nations	  or	  individuals	  provoke	  and	  irritate	  each	  
other,	  Mr.	  Burke's	  pamphlet	  on	  the	  French	  Revolution	  is	  an	  extraordinary	  instance.	  
Neither	  the	  People	  of	  France,	  nor	  the	  National	  Assembly,	  were	  troubling	  themselves	  
about	  the	  affairs	  of	  England,	  or	  the	  English	  Parliament;	  and	  that	  Mr.	  Burke	  should	  
commence	  an	  unprovoked	  attack	  upon	  them,	  both	  in	  Parliament	  and	  in	  public,	  is	  a	  
conduct	  that	  cannot	  be	  pardoned	  on	  the	  score	  of	  manners,	  nor	  justified	  on	  that	  of	  
policy.	  
	  
There	  is	  scarcely	  an	  epithet	  of	  abuse	  to	  be	  found	  in	  the	  English	  language,	  with	  which	  
Mr.	  Burke	  has	  not	  loaded	  the	  French	  Nation	  and	  the	  National	  Assembly.	  Everything	  
which	  rancour,	  prejudice,	  ignorance	  or	  knowledge	  could	  suggest,	  is	  poured	  forth	  in	  
the	  copious	  fury	  of	  near	  four	  hundred	  pages.	  In	  the	  strain	  and	  on	  the	  plan	  Mr.	  Burke	  
was	  writing,	  he	  might	  have	  written	  on	  to	  as	  many	  thousands.	  When	  the	  tongue	  or	  
the	  pen	  is	  let	  loose	  in	  a	  frenzy	  of	  passion,	  it	  is	  the	  man,	  and	  not	  the	  subject,	  that	  
becomes	  exhausted.	  
	  
Hitherto	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  been	  mistaken	  and	  disappointed	  in	  the	  opinions	  he	  had	  
formed	  of	  the	  affairs	  of	  France;	  but	  such	  is	  the	  ingenuity	  of	  his	  hope,	  or	  the	  
malignancy	  of	  his	  despair,	  that	  it	  furnishes	  him	  with	  new	  pretences	  to	  go	  on.	  There	  
was	  a	  time	  when	  it	  was	  impossible	  to	  make	  Mr.	  Burke	  believe	  there	  would	  be	  any	  
Revolution	  in	  France.	  His	  opinion	  then	  was,	  that	  the	  French	  had	  neither	  spirit	  to	  
undertake	  it	  nor	  fortitude	  to	  support	  it;	  and	  now	  that	  there	  is	  one,	  he	  seeks	  an	  
escape	  by	  condemning	  it.	  
	  
Not	  sufficiently	  content	  with	  abusing	  the	  National	  Assembly,	  a	  great	  part	  of	  his	  work	  
is	  taken	  up	  with	  abusing	  Dr.	  Price	  (one	  of	  the	  best-‐hearted	  men	  that	  lives)	  and	  the	  
two	  societies	  in	  England	  known	  by	  the	  name	  of	  the	  Revolution	  Society	  and	  the	  
Society	  for	  Constitutional	  Information.	  
	  
Dr.	  Price	  had	  preached	  a	  sermon	  on	  the	  4th	  of	  November,	  1789,	  being	  the	  
anniversary	  of	  what	  is	  called	  in	  England	  the	  Revolution,	  which	  took	  place	  1688.	  Mr.	  
Burke,	  speaking	  of	  this	  sermon,	  says:	  "The	  political	  Divine	  proceeds	  dogmatically	  to	  
assert,	  that	  by	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  Revolution,	  the	  people	  of	  England	  have	  acquired	  
three	  fundamental	  rights:	  
	  
To	  choose	  our	  own	  governors.	  
To	  cashier	  them	  for	  misconduct.	  
To	  frame	  a	  government	  for	  ourselves."	  
	  
Dr.	  Price	  does	  not	  say	  that	  the	  right	  to	  do	  these	  things	  exists	  in	  this	  or	  in	  that	  person,	  
or	  in	  this	  or	  in	  that	  description	  of	  persons,	  but	  that	  it	  exists	  in	  the	  whole;	  that	  it	  is	  a	  
right	  resident	  in	  the	  nation.	  Mr.	  Burke,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  denies	  that	  such	  a	  right	  
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exists	  in	  the	  nation,	  either	  in	  whole	  or	  in	  part,	  or	  that	  it	  exists	  anywhere;	  and,	  what	  
is	  still	  more	  strange	  and	  marvellous,	  he	  says:	  "that	  the	  people	  of	  England	  utterly	  
disclaim	  such	  a	  right,	  and	  that	  they	  will	  resist	  the	  practical	  assertion	  of	  it	  with	  their	  
lives	  and	  fortunes."	  That	  men	  should	  take	  up	  arms	  and	  spend	  their	  lives	  and	  
fortunes,	  not	  to	  maintain	  their	  rights,	  but	  to	  maintain	  they	  have	  not	  rights,	  is	  an	  
entirely	  new	  species	  of	  discovery,	  and	  suited	  to	  the	  paradoxical	  genius	  of	  Mr.	  Burke.	  
The	  method	  which	  Mr.	  Burke	  takes	  to	  prove	  that	  the	  people	  of	  England	  have	  no	  such	  
rights,	  and	  that	  such	  rights	  do	  not	  now	  exist	  in	  the	  nation,	  either	  in	  whole	  or	  in	  part,	  
or	  anywhere	  at	  all,	  is	  of	  the	  same	  marvellous	  and	  monstrous	  kind	  with	  what	  he	  has	  
already	  said;	  for	  his	  arguments	  are	  that	  the	  persons,	  or	  the	  generation	  of	  persons,	  in	  
whom	  they	  did	  exist,	  are	  dead,	  and	  with	  them	  the	  right	  is	  dead	  also.	  To	  prove	  this,	  he	  
quotes	  a	  declaration	  made	  by	  Parliament	  about	  a	  hundred	  years	  ago,	  to	  William	  and	  
Mary,	  in	  these	  words:	  "The	  Lords	  Spiritual	  and	  Temporal,	  and	  Commons,	  do,	  in	  the	  
name	  of	  the	  people	  aforesaid"	  (meaning	  the	  people	  of	  England	  then	  living)	  "most	  
humbly	  and	  faithfully	  submit	  themselves,	  their	  heirs	  and	  posterities,	  for	  EVER."	  He	  
quotes	  a	  clause	  of	  another	  Act	  of	  Parliament	  made	  in	  the	  same	  reign,	  the	  terms	  of	  
which	  he	  says,	  "bind	  us"	  (meaning	  the	  people	  of	  their	  day),	  "our	  heirs	  and	  our	  
posterity,	  to	  them,	  their	  heirs	  and	  posterity,	  to	  the	  end	  of	  time."	  
	  
Mr.	  Burke	  conceives	  his	  point	  sufficiently	  established	  by	  producing	  those	  clauses,	  
which	  he	  enforces	  by	  saying	  that	  they	  exclude	  the	  right	  of	  the	  nation	  for	  ever.	  And	  
not	  yet	  content	  with	  making	  such	  declarations,	  repeated	  over	  and	  over	  again,	  he	  
farther	  says,	  "that	  if	  the	  people	  of	  England	  possessed	  such	  a	  right	  before	  the	  
Revolution"	  (which	  he	  acknowledges	  to	  have	  been	  the	  case,	  not	  only	  in	  England,	  but	  
throughout	  Europe,	  at	  an	  early	  period),	  "yet	  that	  the	  English	  Nation	  did,	  at	  the	  time	  
of	  the	  Revolution,	  most	  solemnly	  renounce	  and	  abdicate	  it,	  for	  themselves,	  and	  for	  
all	  their	  posterity,	  for	  ever."	  
	  
As	  Mr.	  Burke	  occasionally	  applies	  the	  poison	  drawn	  from	  his	  horrid	  principles,	  not	  
only	  to	  the	  English	  nation,	  but	  to	  the	  French	  Revolution	  and	  the	  National	  Assembly,	  
and	  charges	  that	  august,	  illuminated	  and	  illuminating	  body	  of	  men	  with	  the	  epithet	  
of	  usurpers,	  I	  shall,	  sans	  ceremonie,	  place	  another	  system	  of	  principles	  in	  opposition	  
to	  his.	  
	  
The	  English	  Parliament	  of	  1688	  did	  a	  certain	  thing,	  which,	  for	  themselves	  and	  their	  
constituents,	  they	  had	  a	  right	  to	  do,	  and	  which	  it	  appeared	  right	  should	  be	  done.	  But,	  
in	  addition	  to	  this	  right,	  which	  they	  possessed	  by	  delegation,	  they	  set	  up	  another	  
right	  by	  assumption,	  that	  of	  binding	  and	  controlling	  posterity	  to	  the	  end	  of	  time.	  The	  
case,	  therefore,	  divides	  itself	  into	  two	  parts;	  the	  right	  which	  they	  possessed	  by	  
delegation,	  and	  the	  right	  which	  they	  set	  up	  by	  assumption.	  The	  first	  is	  admitted;	  but	  
with	  respect	  to	  the	  second,	  I	  reply-‐	  
	  
There	  never	  did,	  there	  never	  will,	  and	  there	  never	  can,	  exist	  a	  Parliament,	  or	  any	  
description	  of	  men,	  or	  any	  generation	  of	  men,	  in	  any	  country,	  possessed	  of	  the	  right	  
or	  the	  power	  of	  binding	  and	  controlling	  posterity	  to	  the	  "end	  of	  time,"	  or	  of	  
commanding	  for	  ever	  how	  the	  world	  shall	  be	  governed,	  or	  who	  shall	  govern	  it;	  and	  
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therefore	  all	  such	  clauses,	  acts	  or	  declarations	  by	  which	  the	  makers	  of	  them	  attempt	  
to	  do	  what	  they	  have	  neither	  the	  right	  nor	  the	  power	  to	  do,	  nor	  the	  power	  to	  
execute,	  are	  in	  themselves	  null	  and	  void.	  Every	  age	  and	  generation	  must	  be	  as	  free	  
to	  act	  for	  itself	  in	  all	  cases	  as	  the	  age	  and	  generations	  which	  preceded	  it.	  The	  vanity	  
and	  presumption	  of	  governing	  beyond	  the	  grave	  is	  the	  most	  ridiculous	  and	  insolent	  
of	  all	  tyrannies.	  Man	  has	  no	  property	  in	  man;	  neither	  has	  any	  generation	  a	  property	  
in	  the	  generations	  which	  are	  to	  follow.	  The	  Parliament	  or	  the	  people	  of	  1688,	  or	  of	  
any	  other	  period,	  had	  no	  more	  right	  to	  dispose	  of	  the	  people	  of	  the	  present	  day,	  or	  to	  
bind	  or	  to	  control	  them	  in	  any	  shape	  whatever,	  than	  the	  parliament	  or	  the	  people	  of	  
the	  present	  day	  have	  to	  dispose	  of,	  bind	  or	  control	  those	  who	  are	  to	  live	  a	  hundred	  
or	  a	  thousand	  years	  hence.	  Every	  generation	  is,	  and	  must	  be,	  competent	  to	  all	  the	  
purposes	  which	  its	  occasions	  require.	  It	  is	  the	  living,	  and	  not	  the	  dead,	  that	  are	  to	  be	  
accommodated.	  When	  man	  ceases	  to	  be,	  his	  power	  and	  his	  wants	  cease	  with	  him;	  
and	  having	  no	  longer	  any	  participation	  in	  the	  concerns	  of	  this	  world,	  he	  has	  no	  
longer	  any	  authority	  in	  directing	  who	  shall	  be	  its	  governors,	  or	  how	  its	  government	  
shall	  be	  organised,	  or	  how	  administered.	  
	  
I	  am	  not	  contending	  for	  nor	  against	  any	  form	  of	  government,	  nor	  for	  nor	  against	  any	  
party,	  here	  or	  elsewhere.	  That	  which	  a	  whole	  nation	  chooses	  to	  do	  it	  has	  a	  right	  to	  
do.	  Mr.	  Burke	  says,	  No.	  Where,	  then,	  does	  the	  right	  exist?	  I	  am	  contending	  for	  the	  
rights	  of	  the	  living,	  and	  against	  their	  being	  willed	  away	  and	  controlled	  and	  
contracted	  for	  by	  the	  manuscript	  assumed	  authority	  of	  the	  dead,	  and	  Mr.	  Burke	  is	  
contending	  for	  the	  authority	  of	  the	  dead	  over	  the	  rights	  and	  freedom	  of	  the	  living.	  
There	  was	  a	  time	  when	  kings	  disposed	  of	  their	  crowns	  by	  will	  upon	  their	  death-‐
beds,	  and	  consigned	  the	  people,	  like	  beasts	  of	  the	  field,	  to	  whatever	  successor	  they	  
appointed.	  This	  is	  now	  so	  exploded	  as	  scarcely	  to	  be	  remembered,	  and	  so	  monstrous	  
as	  hardly	  to	  be	  believed.	  But	  the	  Parliamentary	  clauses	  upon	  which	  Mr.	  Burke	  builds	  
his	  political	  church	  are	  of	  the	  same	  nature.	  
	  
The	  laws	  of	  every	  country	  must	  be	  analogous	  to	  some	  common	  principle.	  In	  England	  
no	  parent	  or	  master,	  nor	  all	  the	  authority	  of	  Parliament,	  omnipotent	  as	  it	  has	  called	  
itself,	  can	  bind	  or	  control	  the	  personal	  freedom	  even	  of	  an	  individual	  beyond	  the	  age	  
of	  twenty-‐one	  years.	  On	  what	  ground	  of	  right,	  then,	  could	  the	  Parliament	  of	  1688,	  or	  
any	  other	  Parliament,	  bind	  all	  posterity	  forever?	  
	  
Those	  who	  have	  quitted	  the	  world,	  and	  those	  who	  have	  not	  yet	  arrived	  at	  it,	  are	  as	  
remote	  from	  each	  other	  as	  the	  utmost	  stretch	  of	  mortal	  imagination	  can	  conceive.	  
What	  possible	  obligation,	  then,	  can	  exist	  between	  them-‐	  what	  rule	  or	  principle	  can	  
be	  laid	  down	  that	  of	  two	  nonentities,	  the	  one	  out	  of	  existence	  and	  the	  other	  not	  in,	  
and	  who	  never	  can	  meet	  in	  this	  world,	  the	  one	  should	  control	  the	  other	  to	  the	  end	  of	  
time?	  
	  
In	  England	  it	  is	  said	  that	  money	  cannot	  be	  taken	  out	  of	  the	  pockets	  of	  the	  people	  
without	  their	  consent.	  But	  who	  authorised,	  or	  who	  could	  authorise,	  the	  Parliament	  
of	  1688	  to	  control	  and	  take	  away	  the	  freedom	  of	  posterity	  (who	  were	  not	  in	  
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existence	  to	  give	  or	  to	  withhold	  their	  consent)	  and	  limit	  and	  confine	  their	  right	  of	  
acting	  in	  certain	  cases	  for	  ever?	  
	  
A	  greater	  absurdity	  cannot	  present	  itself	  to	  the	  understanding	  of	  man	  than	  what	  Mr.	  
Burke	  offers	  to	  his	  readers.	  He	  tells	  them,	  and	  he	  tells	  the	  world	  to	  come,	  that	  a	  
certain	  body	  of	  men	  who	  existed	  a	  hundred	  years	  ago	  made	  a	  law,	  and	  that	  there	  
does	  not	  exist	  in	  the	  nation,	  nor	  ever	  will,	  nor	  ever	  can,	  a	  power	  to	  alter	  it.	  Under	  
how	  many	  subtilties	  or	  absurdities	  has	  the	  divine	  right	  to	  govern	  been	  imposed	  on	  
the	  credulity	  of	  mankind?	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  discovered	  a	  new	  one,	  and	  he	  has	  
shortened	  his	  journey	  to	  Rome	  by	  appealing	  to	  the	  power	  of	  this	  infallible	  
Parliament	  of	  former	  days,	  and	  he	  produces	  what	  it	  has	  done	  as	  of	  divine	  authority,	  
for	  that	  power	  must	  certainly	  be	  more	  than	  human	  which	  no	  human	  power	  to	  the	  
end	  of	  time	  can	  alter.	  
	  
But	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  done	  some	  service-‐	  not	  to	  his	  cause,	  but	  to	  his	  country-‐	  by	  
bringing	  those	  clauses	  into	  public	  view.	  They	  serve	  to	  demonstrate	  how	  necessary	  it	  
is	  at	  all	  times	  to	  watch	  against	  the	  attempted	  encroachment	  of	  power,	  and	  to	  
prevent	  its	  running	  to	  excess.	  It	  is	  somewhat	  extraordinary	  that	  the	  offence	  for	  
which	  James	  II	  was	  expelled,	  that	  of	  setting	  up	  power	  by	  assumption,	  should	  be	  re-‐
acted,	  under	  another	  shape	  and	  form,	  by	  the	  Parliament	  that	  expelled	  him.	  It	  shows	  
that	  the	  Rights	  of	  Man	  were	  but	  imperfectly	  understood	  at	  the	  Revolution,	  for	  
certain	  it	  is	  that	  the	  right	  which	  that	  Parliament	  set	  up	  by	  assumption	  (for	  by	  the	  
delegation	  it	  had	  not,	  and	  could	  not	  have	  it,	  because	  none	  could	  give	  it)	  over	  the	  
persons	  and	  freedom	  of	  posterity	  for	  ever	  was	  of	  the	  same	  tyrannical	  unfounded	  
kind	  which	  James	  attempted	  to	  set	  up	  over	  the	  Parliament	  and	  the	  nation,	  and	  for	  
which	  he	  was	  expelled.	  The	  only	  difference	  is	  (for	  in	  principle	  they	  differ	  not)	  that	  
the	  one	  was	  an	  usurper	  over	  living,	  and	  the	  other	  over	  the	  unborn;	  and	  as	  the	  one	  
has	  no	  better	  authority	  to	  stand	  upon	  than	  the	  other,	  both	  of	  them	  must	  be	  equally	  
null	  and	  void,	  and	  of	  no	  effect.	  
	  
From	  what,	  or	  from	  whence,	  does	  Mr.	  Burke	  prove	  the	  right	  of	  any	  human	  power	  to	  
bind	  posterity	  forever?	  He	  has	  produced	  his	  clauses,	  but	  he	  must	  produce	  also	  his	  
proofs	  that	  such	  a	  right	  existed,	  and	  show	  how	  it	  existed.	  If	  it	  ever	  existed	  it	  must	  
now	  exist,	  for	  whatever	  appertains	  to	  the	  nature	  of	  man	  cannot	  be	  annihilated	  by	  
man.	  It	  is	  the	  nature	  of	  man	  to	  die,	  and	  he	  will	  continue	  to	  die	  as	  long	  as	  he	  
continues	  to	  be	  born.	  But	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  set	  up	  a	  sort	  of	  political	  Adam,	  in	  whom	  all	  
posterity	  are	  bound	  forever.	  He	  must,	  therefore,	  prove	  that	  his	  Adam	  possessed	  
such	  a	  power,	  or	  such	  a	  right.	  
	  
The	  weaker	  any	  cord	  is,	  the	  less	  will	  it	  bear	  to	  be	  stretched,	  and	  the	  worse	  is	  the	  
policy	  to	  stretch	  it,	  unless	  it	  is	  intended	  to	  break	  it.	  Had	  anyone	  proposed	  the	  
overthrow	  of	  Mr.	  Burke's	  positions,	  he	  would	  have	  proceeded	  as	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  
done.	  He	  would	  have	  magnified	  the	  authorities,	  on	  purpose	  to	  have	  called	  the	  right	  
of	  them	  into	  question;	  and	  the	  instant	  the	  question	  of	  right	  was	  started,	  the	  
authorities	  must	  have	  been	  given	  up.	  
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It	  requires	  but	  a	  very	  small	  glance	  of	  thought	  to	  perceive	  that	  although	  laws	  made	  in	  
one	  generation	  often	  continue	  in	  force	  through	  succeeding	  generations,	  yet	  they	  
continue	  to	  derive	  their	  force	  from	  the	  consent	  of	  the	  living.	  A	  law	  not	  repealed	  
continues	  in	  force,	  not	  because	  it	  cannot	  be	  repealed,	  but	  because	  it	  is	  not	  repealed;	  
and	  the	  non-‐repealing	  passes	  for	  consent.	  
	  
But	  Mr.	  Burke's	  clauses	  have	  not	  even	  this	  qualification	  in	  their	  favour.	  They	  become	  
null,	  by	  attempting	  to	  become	  immortal.	  The	  nature	  of	  them	  precludes	  consent.	  
They	  destroy	  the	  right	  which	  they	  might	  have,	  by	  grounding	  it	  on	  a	  right	  which	  they	  
cannot	  have.	  Immortal	  power	  is	  not	  a	  human	  right,	  and	  therefore	  cannot	  be	  a	  right	  
of	  Parliament.	  The	  Parliament	  of	  1688	  might	  as	  well	  have	  passed	  an	  act	  to	  have	  
authorised	  themselves	  to	  live	  for	  ever,	  as	  to	  make	  their	  authority	  live	  for	  ever.	  All,	  
therefore,	  that	  can	  be	  said	  of	  those	  clauses	  is	  that	  they	  are	  a	  formality	  of	  words,	  of	  as	  
much	  import	  as	  if	  those	  who	  used	  them	  had	  addressed	  a	  congratulation	  to	  
themselves,	  and	  in	  the	  oriental	  style	  of	  antiquity	  had	  said:	  O	  Parliament,	  live	  for	  
ever!	  
	  
The	  circumstances	  of	  the	  world	  are	  continually	  changing,	  and	  the	  opinions	  of	  men	  
change	  also;	  and	  as	  government	  is	  for	  the	  living,	  and	  not	  for	  the	  dead,	  it	  is	  the	  living	  
only	  that	  has	  any	  right	  in	  it.	  That	  which	  may	  be	  thought	  right	  and	  found	  convenient	  
in	  one	  age	  may	  be	  thought	  wrong	  and	  found	  inconvenient	  in	  another.	  In	  such	  cases,	  
who	  is	  to	  decide,	  the	  living	  or	  the	  dead?	  
	  
…"We	  have	  seen,"	  says	  Mr.	  Burke,	  "the	  French	  rebel	  against	  a	  mild	  and	  lawful	  
monarch,	  with	  more	  fury,	  outrage,	  and	  insult,	  than	  any	  people	  has	  been	  known	  to	  
rise	  against	  the	  most	  illegal	  usurper,	  or	  the	  most	  sanguinary	  tyrant."	  This	  is	  one	  
among	  a	  thousand	  other	  instances,	  in	  which	  Mr.	  Burke	  shows	  that	  he	  is	  ignorant	  of	  
the	  springs	  and	  principles	  of	  the	  French	  Revolution.	  
	  
It	  was	  not	  against	  Louis	  XVI	  but	  against	  the	  despotic	  principles	  of	  the	  Government,	  
that	  the	  nation	  revolted.	  These	  principles	  had	  not	  their	  origin	  in	  him,	  but	  in	  the	  
original	  establishment,	  many	  centuries	  back:	  and	  they	  were	  become	  too	  deeply	  
rooted	  to	  be	  removed,	  and	  the	  Augean	  stables	  of	  parasites	  and	  plunderers	  too	  
abominably	  filthy	  to	  be	  cleansed	  by	  anything	  short	  of	  a	  complete	  and	  universal	  
Revolution.	  When	  it	  becomes	  necessary	  to	  do	  anything,	  the	  whole	  heart	  and	  soul	  
should	  go	  into	  the	  measure,	  or	  not	  attempt	  it.	  That	  crisis	  was	  then	  arrived,	  and	  there	  
remained	  no	  choice	  but	  to	  act	  with	  determined	  vigor,	  or	  not	  to	  act	  at	  all.	  The	  king	  
was	  known	  to	  be	  the	  friend	  of	  the	  nation,	  and	  this	  circumstance	  was	  favorable	  to	  the	  
enterprise.	  Perhaps	  no	  man	  bred	  up	  in	  the	  style	  of	  an	  absolute	  king,	  ever	  possessed	  
a	  heart	  so	  little	  disposed	  to	  the	  exercise	  of	  that	  species	  of	  power	  as	  the	  present	  King	  
of	  France.	  But	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  Government	  itself	  still	  remained	  the	  same.	  The	  
Monarch	  and	  the	  Monarchy	  were	  distinct	  and	  separate	  things;	  and	  it	  was	  against	  the	  
established	  despotism	  of	  the	  latter,	  and	  not	  against	  the	  person	  or	  principles	  of	  the	  
former,	  that	  the	  revolt	  commenced,	  and	  the	  Revolution	  has	  been	  carried.	  
	  



	   17	  

Mr.	  Burke	  does	  not	  attend	  to	  the	  distinction	  between	  men	  and	  principles,	  and,	  
therefore,	  he	  does	  not	  see	  that	  a	  revolt	  may	  take	  place	  against	  the	  despotism	  of	  the	  
latter,	  while	  there	  lies	  no	  charge	  of	  despotism	  against	  the	  former.	  
	  
The	  natural	  moderation	  of	  Louis	  XVI	  contributed	  nothing	  to	  alter	  the	  hereditary	  
despotism	  of	  the	  monarchy.	  All	  the	  tyrannies	  of	  former	  reigns,	  acted	  under	  that	  
hereditary	  despotism,	  were	  still	  liable	  to	  be	  revived	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  a	  successor.	  It	  
was	  not	  the	  respite	  of	  a	  reign	  that	  would	  satisfy	  France,	  enlightened	  as	  she	  was	  then	  
become.	  A	  casual	  discontinuance	  of	  the	  practice	  of	  despotism,	  is	  not	  a	  
discontinuance	  of	  its	  principles:	  the	  former	  depends	  on	  the	  virtue	  of	  the	  individual	  
who	  is	  in	  immediate	  possession	  of	  the	  power;	  the	  latter,	  on	  the	  virtue	  and	  fortitude	  
of	  the	  nation.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  Charles	  I.	  and	  James	  II.	  of	  England,	  the	  revolt	  was	  against	  
the	  personal	  despotism	  of	  the	  men;	  whereas	  in	  France,	  it	  was	  against	  the	  hereditary	  
despotism	  of	  the	  established	  Government.	  But	  men	  who	  can	  consign	  over	  the	  rights	  
of	  posterity	  for	  ever	  on	  the	  authority	  of	  a	  mouldy	  parchment,	  like	  Mr.	  Burke,	  are	  not	  
qualified	  to	  judge	  of	  this	  Revolution.	  It	  takes	  in	  a	  field	  too	  vast	  for	  their	  views	  to	  
explore,	  and	  proceeds	  with	  a	  mightiness	  of	  reason	  they	  cannot	  keep	  pace	  with.	  
	  
But	  there	  are	  many	  points	  of	  view	  in	  which	  this	  Revolution	  may	  be	  considered.	  
When	  despotism	  has	  established	  itself	  for	  ages	  in	  a	  country,	  as	  in	  France,	  it	  is	  not	  in	  
the	  person	  of	  the	  king	  only	  that	  it	  resides.	  It	  has	  the	  appearance	  of	  being	  so	  in	  show,	  
and	  in	  nominal	  authority;	  but	  it	  is	  not	  so	  in	  practice	  and	  in	  fact.	  It	  has	  its	  standard	  
everywhere.	  Every	  office	  and	  department	  has	  its	  despotism,	  founded	  upon	  custom	  
and	  usage.	  Every	  place	  has	  its	  Bastille,	  and	  every	  Bastille	  its	  despot.	  The	  original	  
hereditary	  despotism	  resident	  in	  the	  person	  of	  the	  king,	  divides	  and	  sub-‐divides	  
itself	  into	  a	  thousand	  shapes	  and	  forms,	  till	  at	  last	  the	  whole	  of	  it	  is	  acted	  by	  
deputation.	  This	  was	  the	  case	  in	  France;	  and	  against	  this	  species	  of	  despotism,	  
proceeding	  on	  through	  an	  endless	  labyrinth	  of	  office	  till	  the	  source	  of	  it	  is	  scarcely	  
perceptible,	  there	  is	  no	  mode	  of	  redress.	  It	  strengthens	  itself	  by	  assuming	  the	  
appearance	  of	  duty,	  and	  tyrannies	  under	  the	  pretence	  of	  obeying.	  
	  
When	  a	  man	  reflects	  on	  the	  condition	  which	  France	  was	  in	  from	  the	  nature	  of	  her	  
government,	  he	  will	  see	  other	  causes	  for	  revolt	  than	  those	  which	  immediately	  
connect	  themselves	  with	  the	  person	  or	  character	  of	  Louis	  XVI.	  There	  were,	  if	  I	  may	  
so	  express	  it,	  a	  thousand	  despotisms	  to	  be	  reformed	  in	  France,	  which	  had	  grown	  up	  
under	  the	  hereditary	  despotism	  of	  the	  monarchy,	  and	  became	  so	  rooted	  as	  to	  be	  in	  a	  
great	  measure	  independent	  of	  it.	  Between	  the	  Monarchy,	  the	  Parliament,	  and	  the	  
Church	  there	  was	  a	  rivalship	  of	  despotism;	  besides	  the	  feudal	  despotism	  operating	  
locally,	  and	  the	  ministerial	  despotism	  operating	  everywhere.	  But	  Mr.	  Burke,	  by	  
considering	  the	  king	  as	  the	  only	  possible	  object	  of	  a	  revolt,	  speaks	  as	  if	  France	  was	  a	  
village,	  in	  which	  everything	  that	  passed	  must	  be	  known	  to	  its	  commanding	  officer,	  
and	  no	  oppression	  could	  be	  acted	  but	  what	  he	  could	  immediately	  control.	  Mr.	  Burke	  
might	  have	  been	  in	  the	  Bastille	  his	  whole	  life,	  as	  well	  under	  Louis	  XVI.	  as	  Louis	  XIV.,	  
and	  neither	  the	  one	  nor	  the	  other	  have	  known	  that	  such	  a	  man	  as	  Burke	  existed.	  The	  
despotic	  principles	  of	  the	  government	  were	  the	  same	  in	  both	  reigns,	  though	  the	  
dispositions	  of	  the	  men	  were	  as	  remote	  as	  tyranny	  and	  benevolence.	  
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What	  Mr.	  Burke	  considers	  as	  a	  reproach	  to	  the	  French	  Revolution	  (that	  of	  bringing	  it	  
forward	  under	  a	  reign	  more	  mild	  than	  the	  preceding	  ones)	  is	  one	  of	  its	  highest	  
honors.	  The	  Revolutions	  that	  have	  taken	  place	  in	  other	  European	  countries,	  have	  
been	  excited	  by	  personal	  hatred.	  The	  rage	  was	  against	  the	  man,	  and	  he	  became	  the	  
victim.	  But,	  in	  the	  instance	  of	  France	  we	  see	  a	  Revolution	  generated	  in	  the	  rational	  
contemplation	  of	  the	  Rights	  of	  Man,	  and	  distinguishing	  from	  the	  beginning	  between	  
persons	  and	  principles.	  
	  
But	  Mr.	  Burke	  appears	  to	  have	  no	  idea	  of	  principles	  when	  he	  is	  contemplating	  
Governments.	  "Ten	  years	  ago,"	  says	  he,	  "I	  could	  have	  felicitated	  France	  on	  her	  
having	  a	  Government,	  without	  inquiring	  what	  the	  nature	  of	  that	  Government	  was,	  or	  
how	  it	  was	  administered."	  Is	  this	  the	  language	  of	  a	  rational	  man?	  Is	  it	  the	  language	  of	  
a	  heart	  feeling	  as	  it	  ought	  to	  feel	  for	  the	  rights	  and	  happiness	  of	  the	  human	  race?	  On	  
this	  ground,	  Mr.	  Burke	  must	  compliment	  all	  the	  Governments	  in	  the	  world,	  while	  the	  
victims	  who	  suffer	  under	  them,	  whether	  sold	  into	  slavery,	  or	  tortured	  out	  of	  
existence,	  are	  wholly	  forgotten.	  It	  is	  power,	  and	  not	  principles,	  that	  Mr.	  Burke	  
venerates;	  and	  under	  this	  abominable	  depravity	  he	  is	  disqualified	  to	  judge	  between	  
them.	  Thus	  much	  for	  his	  opinion	  as	  to	  the	  occasions	  of	  the	  French	  Revolution.	  I	  now	  
proceed	  to	  other	  considerations.	  
	  
…Through	  the	  whole	  of	  Mr.	  Burke's	  book	  I	  do	  not	  observe	  that	  the	  Bastille	  is	  
mentioned	  more	  than	  once,	  and	  that	  with	  a	  kind	  of	  implication	  as	  if	  he	  were	  sorry	  it	  
was	  pulled	  down,	  and	  wished	  it	  were	  built	  up	  again.	  "We	  have	  rebuilt	  Newgate,"	  
says	  he,	  "and	  tenanted	  the	  mansion;	  and	  we	  have	  prisons	  almost	  as	  strong	  as	  the	  
Bastille	  for	  those	  who	  dare	  to	  libel	  the	  queens	  of	  France."[2]	  a	  madman	  like	  the	  
person	  called	  Lord	  George	  Gordon	  might	  say,	  and	  to	  whom	  Newgate	  is	  rather	  a	  
bedlam	  than	  a	  prison,	  it	  is	  unworthy	  a	  rational	  consideration.	  It	  was	  a	  madman	  that	  
libelled,	  and	  that	  is	  sufficient	  apology;	  and	  it	  afforded	  an	  opportunity	  for	  confining	  
him,	  which	  was	  the	  thing	  that	  was	  wished	  for.	  But	  certain	  it	  is	  that	  Mr.	  Burke,	  who	  
does	  not	  call	  himself	  a	  madman	  (whatever	  other	  people	  may	  do),	  has	  libelled	  in	  the	  
most	  unprovoked	  manner,	  and	  in	  the	  grossest	  style	  of	  the	  most	  vulgar	  abuse,	  the	  
whole	  representative	  authority	  of	  France,	  and	  yet	  Mr.	  Burke	  takes	  his	  seat	  in	  the	  
British	  House	  of	  Commons!	  From	  his	  violence	  and	  his	  grief,	  his	  silence	  on	  some	  
points	  and	  his	  excess	  on	  others,	  it	  is	  difficult	  not	  to	  believe	  that	  Mr.	  Burke	  is	  sorry,	  
extremely	  sorry,	  that	  arbitrary	  power,	  the	  power	  of	  the	  Pope	  and	  the	  Bastille,	  are	  
pulled	  down.	  
	  
Not	  one	  glance	  of	  compassion,	  not	  one	  commiserating	  reflection	  that	  I	  can	  find	  
throughout	  his	  book,	  has	  he	  bestowed	  on	  those	  who	  lingered	  out	  the	  most	  wretched	  
of	  lives,	  a	  life	  without	  hope	  in	  the	  most	  miserable	  of	  prisons.	  It	  is	  painful	  to	  behold	  a	  
man	  employing	  his	  talents	  to	  corrupt	  himself.	  Nature	  has	  been	  kinder	  to	  Mr.	  Burke	  
than	  he	  is	  to	  her.	  He	  is	  not	  affected	  by	  the	  reality	  of	  distress	  touching	  his	  heart,	  but	  
by	  the	  showy	  resemblance	  of	  it	  striking	  his	  imagination.	  He	  pities	  the	  plumage,	  but	  
forgets	  the	  dying	  bird.	  Accustomed	  to	  kiss	  the	  aristocratical	  hand	  that	  hath	  
purloined	  him	  from	  himself,	  he	  degenerates	  into	  a	  composition	  of	  art,	  and	  the	  
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genuine	  soul	  of	  nature	  forsakes	  him.	  His	  hero	  or	  his	  heroine	  must	  be	  a	  tragedy-‐
victim	  expiring	  in	  show,	  and	  not	  the	  real	  prisoner	  of	  misery,	  sliding	  into	  death	  in	  the	  
silence	  of	  a	  dungeon.	  
	  
…More	  of	  the	  citizens	  fell	  in	  [the	  taking	  of	  the	  Bastille]	  than	  of	  their	  opponents:	  but	  
four	  or	  five	  persons	  were	  seized	  by	  the	  populace,	  and	  instantly	  put	  to	  death;	  the	  
Governor	  of	  the	  Bastille,	  and	  the	  Mayor	  of	  Paris,	  who	  was	  detected	  in	  the	  act	  of	  
betraying	  them;	  and	  afterwards	  Foulon,	  one	  of	  the	  new	  ministry,	  and	  Berthier,	  his	  
son-‐in-‐law,	  who	  had	  accepted	  the	  office	  of	  intendant	  of	  Paris.	  Their	  heads	  were	  
stuck	  upon	  spikes,	  and	  carried	  about	  the	  city;	  and	  it	  is	  upon	  this	  mode	  of	  
punishment	  that	  Mr.	  Burke	  builds	  a	  great	  part	  of	  his	  tragic	  scene.	  Let	  us	  therefore	  
examine	  how	  men	  came	  by	  the	  idea	  of	  punishing	  in	  this	  manner.	  
	  
They	  learn	  it	  from	  the	  governments	  they	  live	  under;	  and	  retaliate	  the	  punishments	  
they	  have	  been	  accustomed	  to	  behold.	  The	  heads	  stuck	  upon	  spikes,	  which	  remained	  
for	  years	  upon	  Temple	  Bar,	  differed	  nothing	  in	  the	  horror	  of	  the	  scene	  from	  those	  
carried	  about	  upon	  spikes	  at	  Paris;	  yet	  this	  was	  done	  by	  the	  English	  Government.	  It	  
may	  perhaps	  be	  said	  that	  it	  signifies	  nothing	  to	  a	  man	  what	  is	  done	  to	  him	  after	  he	  is	  
dead;	  but	  it	  signifies	  much	  to	  the	  living;	  it	  either	  tortures	  their	  feelings	  or	  hardens	  
their	  hearts,	  and	  in	  either	  case	  it	  instructs	  them	  how	  to	  punish	  when	  power	  falls	  into	  
their	  hands.	  
	  
Lay	  then	  the	  axe	  to	  the	  root,	  and	  teach	  governments	  humanity.	  It	  is	  their	  sanguinary	  
punishments	  which	  corrupt	  mankind.	  In	  England	  the	  punishment	  in	  certain	  cases	  is	  
by	  hanging,	  drawing	  and	  quartering;	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  sufferer	  is	  cut	  out	  and	  held	  up	  
to	  the	  view	  of	  the	  populace.	  In	  France,	  under	  the	  former	  Government,	  the	  
punishments	  were	  not	  less	  barbarous.	  Who	  does	  not	  remember	  the	  execution	  of	  
Damien,	  torn	  to	  pieces	  by	  horses?	  The	  effect	  of	  those	  cruel	  spectacles	  exhibited	  to	  
the	  populace	  is	  to	  destroy	  tenderness	  or	  excite	  revenge;	  and	  by	  the	  base	  and	  false	  
idea	  of	  governing	  men	  by	  terror,	  instead	  of	  reason,	  they	  become	  precedents.	  It	  is	  
over	  the	  lowest	  class	  of	  mankind	  that	  government	  by	  terror	  is	  intended	  to	  operate,	  
and	  it	  is	  on	  them	  that	  it	  operates	  to	  the	  worst	  effect.	  They	  have	  sense	  enough	  to	  feel	  
they	  are	  the	  objects	  aimed	  at;	  and	  they	  inflict	  in	  their	  turn	  the	  examples	  of	  terror	  
they	  have	  been	  instructed	  to	  practise.	  
	  
…	  
	  
It	  is	  the	  honour	  of	  the	  National	  Assembly	  and	  the	  city	  of	  Paris	  that,	  during	  such	  a	  
tremendous	  scene	  of	  arms	  and	  confusion,	  beyond	  the	  control	  of	  all	  authority,	  they	  
have	  been	  able,	  by	  the	  influence	  of	  example	  and	  exhortation,	  to	  restrain	  so	  much.	  
Never	  were	  more	  pains	  taken	  to	  instruct	  and	  enlighten	  mankind,	  and	  to	  make	  them	  
see	  that	  their	  interest	  consisted	  in	  their	  virtue,	  and	  not	  in	  their	  revenge,	  than	  have	  
been	  displayed	  in	  the	  Revolution	  of	  France.	  …	  
	  
Before	  anything	  can	  be	  reasoned	  upon	  to	  a	  conclusion,	  certain	  facts,	  principles,	  or	  
data,	  to	  reason	  from,	  must	  be	  established,	  admitted,	  or	  denied.	  Mr.	  Burke	  with	  his	  
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usual	  outrage,	  abused	  the	  Declaration	  of	  the	  Rights	  of	  Man,	  published	  by	  the	  
National	  Assembly	  of	  France,	  as	  the	  basis	  on	  which	  the	  constitution	  of	  France	  is	  
built.	  This	  he	  calls	  "paltry	  and	  blurred	  sheets	  of	  paper	  about	  the	  rights	  of	  man."	  Does	  
Mr.	  Burke	  mean	  to	  deny	  that	  man	  has	  any	  rights?	  If	  he	  does,	  then	  he	  must	  mean	  that	  
there	  are	  no	  such	  things	  as	  rights	  anywhere,	  and	  that	  he	  has	  none	  himself;	  for	  who	  is	  
there	  in	  the	  world	  but	  man?	  But	  if	  Mr.	  Burke	  means	  to	  admit	  that	  man	  has	  rights,	  the	  
question	  then	  will	  be:	  What	  are	  those	  rights,	  and	  how	  man	  came	  by	  them	  originally?	  
	  
The	  error	  of	  those	  who	  reason	  by	  precedents	  drawn	  from	  antiquity,	  respecting	  the	  
rights	  of	  man,	  is	  that	  they	  do	  not	  go	  far	  enough	  into	  antiquity.	  They	  do	  not	  go	  the	  
whole	  way.	  They	  stop	  in	  some	  of	  the	  intermediate	  stages	  of	  an	  hundred	  or	  a	  
thousand	  years,	  and	  produce	  what	  was	  then	  done,	  as	  a	  rule	  for	  the	  present	  day.	  This	  
is	  no	  authority	  at	  all.	  If	  we	  travel	  still	  farther	  into	  antiquity,	  we	  shall	  find	  a	  direct	  
contrary	  opinion	  and	  practice	  prevailing;	  and	  if	  antiquity	  is	  to	  be	  authority,	  a	  
thousand	  such	  authorities	  may	  be	  produced,	  successively	  contradicting	  each	  other;	  
but	  if	  we	  proceed	  on,	  we	  shall	  at	  last	  come	  out	  right;	  we	  shall	  come	  to	  the	  time	  when	  
man	  came	  from	  the	  hand	  of	  his	  Maker.	  What	  was	  he	  then?	  Man.	  Man	  was	  his	  high	  
and	  only	  title,	  and	  a	  higher	  cannot	  be	  given	  him.	  But	  of	  titles	  I	  shall	  speak	  hereafter.	  
	  
We	  are	  now	  got	  at	  the	  origin	  of	  man,	  and	  at	  the	  origin	  of	  his	  rights.	  As	  to	  the	  manner	  
in	  which	  the	  world	  has	  been	  governed	  from	  that	  day	  to	  this,	  it	  is	  no	  farther	  any	  
concern	  of	  ours	  than	  to	  make	  a	  proper	  use	  of	  the	  errors	  or	  the	  improvements	  which	  
the	  history	  of	  it	  presents.	  Those	  who	  lived	  an	  hundred	  or	  a	  thousand	  years	  ago,	  were	  
then	  moderns,	  as	  we	  are	  now.	  They	  had	  their	  ancients,	  and	  those	  ancients	  had	  
others,	  and	  we	  also	  shall	  be	  ancients	  in	  our	  turn.	  If	  the	  mere	  name	  of	  antiquity	  is	  to	  
govern	  in	  the	  affairs	  of	  life,	  the	  people	  who	  are	  to	  live	  an	  hundred	  or	  a	  thousand	  
years	  hence,	  may	  as	  well	  take	  us	  for	  a	  precedent,	  as	  we	  make	  a	  precedent	  of	  those	  
who	  lived	  an	  hundred	  or	  a	  thousand	  years	  ago.	  The	  fact	  is,	  that	  portions	  of	  antiquity,	  
by	  proving	  everything,	  establish	  nothing.	  It	  is	  authority	  against	  authority	  all	  the	  
way,	  till	  we	  come	  to	  the	  divine	  origin	  of	  the	  rights	  of	  man	  at	  the	  creation.	  Here	  our	  
enquiries	  find	  a	  resting-‐place,	  and	  our	  reason	  finds	  a	  home.	  If	  a	  dispute	  about	  the	  
rights	  of	  man	  had	  arisen	  at	  the	  distance	  of	  an	  hundred	  years	  from	  the	  creation,	  it	  is	  
to	  this	  source	  of	  authority	  they	  must	  have	  referred,	  and	  it	  is	  to	  this	  same	  source	  of	  
authority	  that	  we	  must	  now	  refer.	  
	  
Though	  I	  mean	  not	  to	  touch	  upon	  any	  sectarian	  principle	  of	  religion,	  yet	  it	  may	  be	  
worth	  observing,	  that	  the	  genealogy	  of	  Christ	  is	  traced	  to	  Adam.	  Why	  then	  not	  trace	  
the	  rights	  of	  man	  to	  the	  creation	  of	  man?	  I	  will	  answer	  the	  question.	  Because	  there	  
have	  been	  upstart	  governments,	  thrusting	  themselves	  between,	  and	  
presumptuously	  working	  to	  un-‐make	  man.	  
	  
If	  any	  generation	  of	  men	  ever	  possessed	  the	  right	  of	  dictating	  the	  mode	  by	  which	  the	  
world	  should	  be	  governed	  for	  ever,	  it	  was	  the	  first	  generation	  that	  existed;	  and	  if	  
that	  generation	  did	  it	  not,	  no	  succeeding	  generation	  can	  show	  any	  authority	  for	  
doing	  it,	  nor	  can	  set	  any	  up.	  The	  illuminating	  and	  divine	  principle	  of	  the	  equal	  rights	  
of	  man	  (for	  it	  has	  its	  origin	  from	  the	  Maker	  of	  man)	  relates,	  not	  only	  to	  the	  living	  
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individuals,	  but	  to	  generations	  of	  men	  succeeding	  each	  other.	  Every	  generation	  is	  
equal	  in	  rights	  to	  generations	  which	  preceded	  it,	  by	  the	  same	  rule	  that	  every	  
individual	  is	  born	  equal	  in	  rights	  with	  his	  contemporary.	  
	  
…It	  is	  also	  to	  be	  observed	  that	  all	  the	  religions	  known	  in	  the	  world	  are	  founded,	  so	  
far	  as	  they	  relate	  to	  man,	  on	  the	  unity	  of	  man,	  as	  being	  all	  of	  one	  degree.	  Whether	  in	  
heaven	  or	  in	  hell,	  or	  in	  whatever	  state	  man	  may	  be	  supposed	  to	  exist	  hereafter,	  the	  
good	  and	  the	  bad	  are	  the	  only	  distinctions.	  Nay,	  even	  the	  laws	  of	  governments	  are	  
obliged	  to	  slide	  into	  this	  principle,	  by	  making	  degrees	  to	  consist	  in	  crimes	  and	  not	  in	  
persons.	  
	  
…Hitherto	  we	  have	  spoken	  only	  (and	  that	  but	  in	  part)	  of	  the	  natural	  rights	  of	  man.	  
We	  have	  now	  to	  consider	  the	  civil	  rights	  of	  man,	  and	  to	  show	  how	  the	  one	  originates	  
from	  the	  other.	  Man	  did	  not	  enter	  into	  society	  to	  become	  worse	  than	  he	  was	  before,	  
nor	  to	  have	  fewer	  rights	  than	  he	  had	  before,	  but	  to	  have	  those	  rights	  better	  secured.	  
His	  natural	  rights	  are	  the	  foundation	  of	  all	  his	  civil	  rights.	  But	  in	  order	  to	  pursue	  this	  
distinction	  with	  more	  precision,	  it	  will	  be	  necessary	  to	  mark	  the	  different	  qualities	  
of	  natural	  and	  civil	  rights.	  
	  
A	  few	  words	  will	  explain	  this.	  Natural	  rights	  are	  those	  which	  appertain	  to	  man	  in	  
right	  of	  his	  existence.	  Of	  this	  kind	  are	  all	  the	  intellectual	  rights,	  or	  rights	  of	  the	  mind,	  
and	  also	  all	  those	  rights	  of	  acting	  as	  an	  individual	  for	  his	  own	  comfort	  and	  
happiness,	  which	  are	  not	  injurious	  to	  the	  natural	  rights	  of	  others.	  Civil	  rights	  are	  
those	  which	  appertain	  to	  man	  in	  right	  of	  his	  being	  a	  member	  of	  society.	  Every	  civil	  
right	  has	  for	  its	  foundation	  some	  natural	  right	  pre-‐existing	  in	  the	  individual,	  but	  to	  
the	  enjoyment	  of	  which	  his	  individual	  power	  is	  not,	  in	  all	  cases,	  sufficiently	  
competent.	  Of	  this	  kind	  are	  all	  those	  which	  relate	  to	  security	  and	  protection.	  
	  
From	  this	  short	  review	  it	  will	  be	  easy	  to	  distinguish	  between	  that	  class	  of	  natural	  
rights	  which	  man	  retains	  after	  entering	  into	  society	  and	  those	  which	  he	  throws	  into	  
the	  common	  stock	  as	  a	  member	  of	  society.	  
	  
The	  natural	  rights	  which	  he	  retains	  are	  all	  those	  in	  which	  the	  Power	  to	  execute	  is	  as	  
perfect	  in	  the	  individual	  as	  the	  right	  itself.	  Among	  this	  class,	  as	  is	  before	  mentioned,	  
are	  all	  the	  intellectual	  rights,	  or	  rights	  of	  the	  mind;	  consequently	  religion	  is	  one	  of	  
those	  rights.	  The	  natural	  rights	  which	  are	  not	  retained,	  are	  all	  those	  in	  which,	  
though	  the	  right	  is	  perfect	  in	  the	  individual,	  the	  power	  to	  execute	  them	  is	  defective.	  
They	  answer	  not	  his	  purpose.	  A	  man,	  by	  natural	  right,	  has	  a	  right	  to	  judge	  in	  his	  own	  
cause;	  and	  so	  far	  as	  the	  right	  of	  the	  mind	  is	  concerned,	  he	  never	  surrenders	  it.	  But	  
what	  availeth	  it	  him	  to	  judge,	  if	  he	  has	  not	  power	  to	  redress?	  He	  therefore	  deposits	  
this	  right	  in	  the	  common	  stock	  of	  society,	  and	  takes	  the	  ann	  of	  society,	  of	  which	  he	  is	  
a	  part,	  in	  preference	  and	  in	  addition	  to	  his	  own.	  Society	  grants	  him	  nothing.	  Every	  
man	  is	  a	  proprietor	  in	  society,	  and	  draws	  on	  the	  capital	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  right.	  
	  
From	  these	  premisses	  two	  or	  three	  certain	  conclusions	  will	  follow:	  
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First,	  That	  every	  civil	  right	  grows	  out	  of	  a	  natural	  right;	  or,	  in	  other	  words,	  is	  a	  
natural	  right	  exchanged.	  
	  
Secondly,	  That	  civil	  power	  properly	  considered	  as	  such	  is	  made	  up	  of	  the	  aggregate	  
of	  that	  class	  of	  the	  natural	  rights	  of	  man,	  which	  becomes	  defective	  in	  the	  individual	  
in	  point	  of	  power,	  and	  answers	  not	  his	  purpose,	  but	  when	  collected	  to	  a	  focus	  
becomes	  competent	  to	  the	  Purpose	  of	  every	  one.	  
	  
Thirdly,	  That	  the	  power	  produced	  from	  the	  aggregate	  of	  natural	  rights,	  imperfect	  in	  
power	  in	  the	  individual,	  cannot	  be	  applied	  to	  invade	  the	  natural	  rights	  which	  are	  
retained	  in	  the	  individual,	  and	  in	  which	  the	  power	  to	  execute	  is	  as	  perfect	  as	  the	  
right	  itself.	  
	  
We	  have	  now,	  in	  a	  few	  words,	  traced	  man	  from	  a	  natural	  individual	  to	  a	  member	  of	  
society,	  and	  shown,	  or	  endeavoured	  to	  show,	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  natural	  rights	  
retained,	  and	  of	  those	  which	  are	  exchanged	  for	  civil	  rights.	  Let	  us	  now	  apply	  these	  
principles	  to	  governments.	  
	  
In	  casting	  our	  eyes	  over	  the	  world,	  it	  is	  extremely	  easy	  to	  distinguish	  the	  
governments	  which	  have	  arisen	  out	  of	  society,	  or	  out	  of	  the	  social	  compact,	  from	  
those	  which	  have	  not;	  but	  to	  place	  this	  in	  a	  clearer	  light	  than	  what	  a	  single	  glance	  
may	  afford,	  it	  will	  be	  proper	  to	  take	  a	  review	  of	  the	  several	  sources	  from	  which	  
governments	  have	  arisen	  and	  on	  which	  they	  have	  been	  founded.	  
	  
They	  may	  be	  all	  comprehended	  under	  three	  heads.	  
	  
First,	  Superstition.	  
	  
Secondly,	  Power.	  
	  
Thirdly,	  The	  common	  interest	  of	  society	  and	  the	  common	  rights	  of	  man.	  
	  
The	  first	  was	  a	  government	  of	  priestcraft,	  the	  second	  of	  conquerors,	  and	  the	  third	  of	  
reason.	  
	  
…When	  I	  contemplate	  the	  natural	  dignity	  of	  man,	  when	  I	  feel	  (for	  Nature	  has	  not	  
been	  kind	  enough	  to	  me	  to	  blunt	  my	  feelings)	  for	  the	  honour	  and	  happiness	  of	  its	  
character,	  I	  become	  irritated	  at	  the	  attempt	  to	  govern	  mankind	  by	  force	  and	  fraud,	  
as	  if	  they	  were	  all	  knaves	  and	  fools,	  and	  can	  scarcely	  avoid	  disgust	  at	  those	  who	  are	  
thus	  imposed	  upon.	  
	  
We	  have	  now	  to	  review	  the	  governments	  which	  arise	  out	  of	  society,	  in	  
contradistinction	  to	  those	  which	  arose	  out	  of	  superstition	  and	  conquest.	  
	  
It	  has	  been	  thought	  a	  considerable	  advance	  towards	  establishing	  the	  principles	  of	  
Freedom	  to	  say	  that	  Government	  is	  a	  compact	  between	  those	  who	  govern	  and	  those	  
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who	  are	  governed;	  but	  this	  cannot	  be	  true,	  because	  it	  is	  putting	  the	  effect	  before	  the	  
cause;	  for	  as	  man	  must	  have	  existed	  before	  governments	  existed,	  there	  necessarily	  
was	  a	  time	  when	  governments	  did	  not	  exist,	  and	  consequently	  there	  could	  originally	  
exist	  no	  governors	  to	  form	  such	  a	  compact	  with.	  
	  
The	  fact	  therefore	  must	  be	  that	  the	  individuals	  themselves,	  each	  in	  his	  own	  personal	  
and	  sovereign	  right,	  entered	  into	  a	  compact	  with	  each	  other	  to	  produce	  a	  
government:	  and	  this	  is	  the	  only	  mode	  in	  which	  governments	  have	  a	  right	  to	  arise,	  
and	  the	  only	  principle	  on	  which	  they	  have	  a	  right	  to	  exist.	  
	  
To	  possess	  ourselves	  of	  a	  clear	  idea	  of	  what	  government	  is,	  or	  ought	  to	  be,	  we	  must	  
trace	  it	  to	  its	  origin.	  In	  doing	  this	  we	  shall	  easily	  discover	  that	  governments	  must	  
have	  arisen	  either	  out	  of	  the	  people	  or	  over	  the	  people.	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  made	  no	  
distinction.	  He	  investigates	  nothing	  to	  its	  source,	  and	  therefore	  he	  confounds	  
everything…	  
	  
	  
In	  France	  aristocracy	  had	  one	  feature	  less	  in	  its	  countenance	  than	  what	  it	  has	  in	  
some	  other	  countries.	  It	  did	  not	  compose	  a	  body	  of	  hereditary	  legislators.	  It	  was	  not	  
"'a	  corporation	  of	  aristocracy’,	  for	  such	  I	  have	  heard	  M.	  de	  la	  Fayette	  describe	  an	  
English	  House	  of	  Peers.	  Let	  us	  then	  examine	  the	  grounds	  upon	  which	  the	  French	  
Constitution	  has	  resolved	  against	  having	  such	  a	  House	  in	  France.	  
	  
Because,	  in	  the	  first	  place,	  as	  is	  already	  mentioned,	  aristocracy	  is	  kept	  up	  by	  family	  
tyranny	  and	  injustice.	  
	  
Secondly.	  Because	  there	  is	  an	  unnatural	  unfitness	  in	  an	  aristocracy	  to	  be	  legislators	  
for	  a	  nation.	  Their	  ideas	  of	  distributive	  justice	  are	  corrupted	  at	  the	  very	  source.	  They	  
begin	  life	  by	  trampling	  on	  all	  their	  younger	  brothers	  and	  sisters,	  and	  relations	  of	  
every	  kind,	  and	  are	  taught	  and	  educated	  so	  to	  do.	  With	  what	  ideas	  of	  justice	  or	  
honour	  can	  that	  man	  enter	  a	  house	  of	  legislation,	  who	  absorbs	  in	  his	  own	  person	  the	  
inheritance	  of	  a	  whole	  family	  of	  children	  or	  doles	  out	  to	  them	  some	  pitiful	  portion	  
with	  the	  insolence	  of	  a	  gift?	  
	  
Thirdly.	  Because	  the	  idea	  of	  hereditary	  legislators	  is	  as	  inconsistent	  as	  that	  of	  
hereditary	  judges,	  or	  hereditary	  juries;	  and	  as	  absurd	  as	  an	  hereditary	  
mathematician,	  or	  an	  hereditary	  wise	  man;	  and	  as	  ridiculous	  as	  an	  hereditary	  poet	  
laureate.	  
	  
Fourthly.	  Because	  a	  body	  of	  men,	  holding	  themselves	  accountable	  to	  nobody,	  ought	  
not	  to	  be	  trusted	  by	  anybody.	  
	  
Fifthly.	  Because	  it	  is	  continuing	  the	  uncivilised	  principle	  of	  governments	  founded	  in	  
conquest,	  and	  the	  base	  idea	  of	  man	  having	  property	  in	  man,	  and	  governing	  him	  by	  
personal	  right.	  
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Sixthly.	  Because	  aristocracy	  has	  a	  tendency	  to	  deteriorate	  the	  human	  species.	  By	  the	  
universal	  economy	  of	  nature	  it	  is	  known,	  and	  by	  the	  instance	  of	  the	  Jews	  it	  is	  proved,	  
that	  the	  human	  species	  has	  a	  tendency	  to	  degenerate,	  in	  any	  small	  number	  of	  
persons,	  when	  separated	  from	  the	  general	  stock	  of	  society,	  and	  inter-‐marrying	  
constantly	  with	  each	  other.	  It	  defeats	  even	  its	  pretended	  end,	  and	  becomes	  in	  time	  
the	  opposite	  of	  what	  is	  noble	  in	  man.	  Mr.	  Burke	  talks	  of	  nobility;	  let	  him	  show	  what	  
it	  is.	  The	  greatest	  characters	  the	  world	  have	  known	  have	  arisen	  on	  the	  democratic	  
floor.	  Aristocracy	  has	  not	  been	  able	  to	  keep	  a	  proportionate	  pace	  with	  democracy.	  
The	  artificial	  Noble	  shrinks	  into	  a	  dwarf	  before	  the	  Noble	  of	  Nature;	  and	  in	  the	  few	  
instances	  of	  those	  (for	  there	  are	  some	  in	  all	  countries)	  in	  whom	  nature,	  as	  by	  a	  
miracle,	  has	  survived	  in	  aristocracy,	  Those	  Men	  Despise	  It.-‐	  But	  it	  is	  time	  to	  proceed	  
to	  a	  new	  subject.	  
	  
The	  French	  Constitution	  has	  reformed	  the	  condition	  of	  the	  clergy.	  It	  has	  raised	  the	  
income	  of	  the	  lower	  and	  middle	  classes,	  and	  taken	  from	  the	  higher.	  None	  are	  now	  
less	  than	  twelve	  hundred	  livres	  (fifty	  pounds	  sterling),	  nor	  any	  higher	  than	  two	  or	  
three	  thousand	  pounds.	  What	  will	  Mr.	  Burke	  place	  against	  this?	  Hear	  what	  he	  says.	  
	  
He	  says:	  "That	  the	  people	  of	  England	  can	  see	  without	  pain	  or	  grudging,	  an	  
archbishop	  precede	  a	  duke;	  they	  can	  see	  a	  Bishop	  of	  Durham,	  or	  a	  Bishop	  of	  
Winchester	  in	  possession	  of	  L10,000	  a-‐year;	  and	  cannot	  see	  why	  it	  is	  in	  worse	  hands	  
than	  estates	  to	  a	  like	  amount,	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  this	  earl	  or	  that	  squire."	  And	  Mr.	  Burke	  
offers	  this	  as	  an	  example	  to	  France.	  
	  
…The	  French	  Constitution	  hath	  abolished	  or	  renounced	  Toleration	  and	  Intolerance	  
also,	  and	  hath	  established	  Universal	  Right	  Of	  Conscience.	  
	  
Toleration	  is	  not	  the	  opposite	  of	  Intolerance,	  but	  is	  the	  counterfeit	  of	  it.	  Both	  are	  
despotisms.	  The	  one	  assumes	  to	  itself	  the	  right	  of	  withholding	  Liberty	  of	  Conscience,	  
and	  the	  other	  of	  granting	  it.	  The	  one	  is	  the	  Pope	  armed	  with	  fire	  and	  faggot,	  and	  the	  
other	  is	  the	  Pope	  selling	  or	  granting	  indulgences.	  The	  former	  is	  church	  and	  state,	  
and	  the	  latter	  is	  church	  and	  traffic.	  
	  
But	  Toleration	  may	  be	  viewed	  in	  a	  much	  stronger	  light.	  Man	  worships	  not	  himself,	  
but	  his	  Maker;	  and	  the	  liberty	  of	  conscience	  which	  he	  claims	  is	  not	  for	  the	  service	  of	  
himself,	  but	  of	  his	  God.	  In	  this	  case,	  therefore,	  we	  must	  necessarily	  have	  the	  
associated	  idea	  of	  two	  things;	  the	  mortal	  who	  renders	  the	  worship,	  and	  the	  
Immortal	  Being	  who	  is	  worshipped.	  Toleration,	  therefore,	  places	  itself,	  not	  between	  
man	  and	  man,	  nor	  between	  church	  and	  church,	  nor	  between	  one	  denomination	  of	  
religion	  and	  another,	  but	  between	  God	  and	  man;	  between	  the	  being	  who	  worships,	  
and	  the	  Being	  who	  is	  worshipped;	  and	  by	  the	  same	  act	  of	  assumed	  authority	  which	  
it	  tolerates	  man	  to	  pay	  his	  worship,	  it	  presumptuously	  and	  blasphemously	  sets	  itself	  
up	  to	  tolerate	  the	  Almighty	  to	  receive	  it.	  
	  
Were	  a	  bill	  brought	  into	  any	  Parliament,	  entitled,	  "An	  Act	  to	  tolerate	  or	  grant	  liberty	  
to	  the	  Almighty	  to	  receive	  the	  worship	  of	  a	  Jew	  or	  Turk,"	  or	  "to	  prohibit	  the	  
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Almighty	  from	  receiving	  it,"	  all	  men	  would	  startle	  and	  call	  it	  blasphemy.	  There	  
would	  be	  an	  uproar.	  The	  presumption	  of	  toleration	  in	  religious	  matters	  would	  then	  
present	  itself	  unmasked;	  but	  the	  presumption	  is	  not	  the	  less	  because	  the	  name	  of	  
"Man"	  only	  appears	  to	  those	  laws,	  for	  the	  associated	  idea	  of	  the	  worshipper	  and	  the	  
worshipped	  cannot	  be	  separated.	  Who	  then	  art	  thou,	  vain	  dust	  and	  ashes!	  by	  
whatever	  name	  thou	  art	  called,	  whether	  a	  King,	  a	  Bishop,	  a	  Church,	  or	  a	  State,	  a	  
Parliament,	  or	  anything	  else,	  that	  obtrudest	  thine	  insignificance	  between	  the	  soul	  of	  
man	  and	  its	  Maker?	  Mind	  thine	  own	  concerns.	  If	  he	  believes	  not	  as	  thou	  believest,	  it	  
is	  a	  proof	  that	  thou	  believest	  not	  as	  he	  believes,	  and	  there	  is	  no	  earthly	  power	  can	  
determine	  between	  you.	  
	  
…All	  religions	  are	  in	  their	  nature	  kind	  and	  benign,	  and	  united	  with	  principles	  of	  
morality.	  They	  could	  not	  have	  made	  proselytes	  at	  first	  by	  professing	  anything	  that	  
was	  vicious,	  cruel,	  persecuting,	  or	  immoral.	  Like	  everything	  else,	  they	  had	  their	  
beginning;	  and	  they	  proceeded	  by	  persuasion,	  exhortation,	  and	  example.	  How	  then	  
is	  it	  that	  they	  lose	  their	  native	  mildness,	  and	  become	  morose	  and	  intolerant?	  
	  
It	  proceeds	  from	  the	  connection	  which	  Mr.	  Burke	  recommends.	  By	  engendering	  the	  
church	  with	  the	  state,	  a	  sort	  of	  mule-‐animal,	  capable	  only	  of	  destroying,	  and	  not	  of	  
breeding	  up,	  is	  produced,	  called	  the	  Church	  established	  by	  Law.	  It	  is	  a	  stranger,	  even	  
from	  its	  birth,	  to	  any	  parent	  mother,	  on	  whom	  it	  is	  begotten,	  and	  whom	  in	  time	  it	  
kicks	  out	  and	  destroys.	  
	  
…As	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  not	  written	  on	  constitutions	  so	  neither	  has	  he	  written	  on	  the	  
French	  Revolution.	  He	  gives	  no	  account	  of	  its	  commencement	  or	  its	  progress.	  He	  
only	  expresses	  his	  wonder.	  "It	  looks,"	  says	  he,	  "to	  me,	  as	  if	  I	  were	  in	  a	  great	  crisis,	  
not	  of	  the	  affairs	  of	  France	  alone,	  but	  of	  all	  Europe,	  perhaps	  of	  more	  than	  Europe.	  All	  
circumstances	  taken	  together,	  the	  French	  Revolution	  is	  the	  most	  astonishing	  that	  
has	  hitherto	  happened	  in	  the	  world."	  
	  
…	  
	  
The	  conspiracy	  being	  thus	  dispersed,	  one	  of	  the	  first	  works	  of	  the	  National	  
Assembly,	  instead	  of	  vindictive	  proclamations,	  as	  has	  been	  the	  case	  with	  other	  
governments,	  was	  to	  publish	  a	  declaration	  of	  the	  Rights	  of	  Man,	  as	  the	  basis	  on	  
which	  the	  new	  constitution	  was	  to	  be	  built,	  and	  which	  is	  here	  subjoined:	  
	  
Declaration	  Of	  The	  Rights	  Of	  Man	  And	  Of	  Citizens	  By	  The	  National	  Assembly	  Of	  
France	  
	  
The	  representatives	  of	  the	  people	  of	  France,	  formed	  into	  a	  National	  Assembly,	  
considering	  that	  ignorance,	  neglect,	  or	  contempt	  of	  human	  rights,	  are	  the	  sole	  causes	  
of	  public	  misfortunes	  and	  corruptions	  of	  Government,	  have	  resolved	  to	  set	  forth	  in	  a	  
solemn	  declaration,	  these	  natural,	  imprescriptible,	  and	  inalienable	  rights:	  that	  this	  
declaration	  being	  constantly	  present	  to	  the	  minds	  of	  the	  members	  of	  the	  body	  social,	  
they	  may	  be	  forever	  kept	  attentive	  to	  their	  rights	  and	  their	  duties;	  that	  the	  acts	  of	  
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the	  legislative	  and	  executive	  powers	  of	  Government,	  being	  capable	  of	  being	  every	  
moment	  compared	  with	  the	  end	  of	  political	  institutions,	  may	  be	  more	  respected;	  
and	  also,	  that	  the	  future	  claims	  of	  the	  citizens,	  being	  directed	  by	  simple	  and	  
incontestable	  principles,	  may	  always	  tend	  to	  the	  maintenance	  of	  the	  Constitution,	  
and	  the	  general	  happiness.	  
	  
For	  these	  reasons	  the	  National	  Assembly	  doth	  recognize	  and	  declare,	  in	  the	  
presence	  of	  the	  Supreme	  Being,	  and	  with	  the	  hope	  of	  his	  blessing	  and	  favour,	  the	  
following	  sacred	  rights	  of	  men	  and	  of	  citizens:	  
	  
ONE:	  MEN	  ARE	  BORN,	  AND	  ALWAYS	  CONTINUE,	  FREE	  AND	  EQUAL	  IN	  RESPECT	  OF	  
THEIR	  RIGHTS.	  CIVIL	  DISTINCTIONS,	  THEREFORE,	  CAN	  BE	  FOUNDED	  ONLY	  ON	  
PUBLIC	  UTILITY.	  
	  
TWO:	  THE	  END	  OF	  ALL	  POLITICAL	  ASSOCIATIONS	  IS	  THE	  PRESERVATION	  OF	  THE	  
NATURAL	  AND	  IMPRESCRIPTIBLE	  RIGHTS	  OF	  MAN;	  AND	  THESE	  RIGHTS	  ARE	  
LIBERTY,	  PROPERTY,	  SECURITY,	  AND	  RESISTANCE	  OF	  OPPRESSION.	  
	  
THREE:	  THE	  NATION	  IS	  ESSENTIALLY	  THE	  SOURCE	  OF	  ALL	  SOVEREIGNTY;	  NOR	  
CAN	  ANY	  INDIVIDUAL,	  OR	  ANY	  BODY	  OF	  MEN,	  BE	  ENTITLED	  TO	  ANY	  AUTHORITY	  
WHICH	  IS	  NOT	  EXPRESSLY	  DERIVED	  FROM	  IT.	  
	  
FOUR:	  POLITICAL	  LIBERTY	  CONSISTS	  IN	  THE	  POWER	  OF	  DOING	  WHATEVER	  DOES	  
NOT	  INJURE	  ANOTHER.	  THE	  EXERCISE	  OF	  THE	  NATURAL	  RIGHTS	  OF	  EVERY	  MAN,	  
HAS	  NO	  OTHER	  LIMITS	  THAN	  THOSE	  WHICH	  ARE	  NECESSARY	  TO	  SECURE	  TO	  
EVERY	  OTHER	  MAN	  THE	  FREE	  EXERCISE	  OF	  THE	  SAME	  RIGHTS;	  AND	  THESE	  
LIMITS	  ARE	  DETERMINABLE	  ONLY	  BY	  THE	  LAW	  
	  
FIVE:	  THE	  LAW	  OUGHT	  TO	  PROHIBIT	  ONLY	  ACTIONS	  HURTFUL	  TO	  SOCIETY.	  
WHAT	  IS	  NOT	  PROHIBITED	  BY	  THE	  LAW	  SHOULD	  NOT	  BE	  HINDERED;	  NOR	  
SHOULD	  ANYONE	  BE	  COMPELLED	  TO	  THAT	  WHICH	  THE	  LAW	  DOES	  NOT	  REQUIRE	  
	  
SIX:	  THE	  LAW	  IS	  AN	  EXPRESSION	  OF	  THE	  WILL	  OF	  THE	  COMMUNITY.	  ALL	  
CITIZENS	  HAVE	  A	  RIGHT	  TO	  CONCUR,	  EITHER	  PERSONALLY	  OR	  BY	  THEIR	  
REPRESENTATIVES,	  IN	  ITS	  FORMATION.	  IT	  SHOULD	  BE	  THE	  SAME	  TO	  ALL,	  
WHETHER	  IT	  PROTECTS	  OR	  PUNISHES;	  AND	  ALL	  BEING	  EQUAL	  IN	  ITS	  SIGHT,	  ARE	  
EQUALLY	  ELIGIBLE	  TO	  ALL	  HONOURS,	  PLACES,	  AND	  EMPLOYMENTS,	  ACCORDING	  
TO	  THEIR	  DIFFERENT	  ABILITIES,	  WITHOUT	  ANY	  OTHER	  DISTINCTION	  THAN	  
THAT	  CREATED	  BY	  THEIR	  VIRTUES	  AND	  TALENTS	  
	  
SEVEN:	  NO	  MAN	  SHOULD	  BE	  ACCUSED,	  ARRESTED,	  OR	  HELD	  IN	  CONFINEMENT,	  
EXCEPT	  IN	  CASES	  DETERMINED	  BY	  THE	  LAW,	  AND	  ACCORDING	  TO	  THE	  FORMS	  
WHICH	  IT	  HAS	  PRESCRIBED.	  ALL	  WHO	  PROMOTE,	  SOLICIT,	  EXECUTE,	  OR	  CAUSE	  
TO	  BE	  EXECUTED,	  ARBITRARY	  ORDERS,	  OUGHT	  TO	  BE	  PUNISHED,	  AND	  EVERY	  
CITIZEN	  CALLED	  UPON,	  OR	  APPREHENDED	  BY	  VIRTUE	  OF	  THE	  LAW,	  OUGHT	  
IMMEDIATELY	  TO	  OBEY,	  AND	  RENDERS	  HIMSELF	  CULPABLE	  BY	  RESISTANCE.	  
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EIGHT:	  THE	  LAW	  OUGHT	  TO	  IMPOSE	  NO	  OTHER	  PENALTIES	  BUT	  SUCH	  AS	  ARE	  
ABSOLUTELY	  AND	  EVIDENTLY	  NECESSARY;	  AND	  NO	  ONE	  OUGHT	  TO	  BE	  
PUNISHED,	  BUT	  IN	  VIRTUE	  OF	  A	  LAW	  PROMULGATED	  BEFORE	  THE	  OFFENCE,	  
AND	  LEGALLY	  APPLIED.	  
	  
NINE:	  EVERY	  MAN	  BEING	  PRESUMED	  INNOCENT	  TILL	  HE	  HAS	  BEEN	  CONVICTED,	  
WHENEVER	  HIS	  DETENTION	  BECOMES	  INDISPENSABLE,	  ALL	  RIGOUR	  TO	  HIM,	  
MORE	  THAN	  IS	  NECESSARY	  TO	  SECURE	  HIS	  PERSON,	  OUGHT	  TO	  BE	  PROVIDED	  
AGAINST	  BY	  THE	  LAW.	  
	  
TEN:	  NO	  MAN	  OUGHT	  TO	  BE	  MOLESTED	  ON	  ACCOUNT	  OF	  HIS	  OPINIONS,	  NOT	  
EVEN	  ON	  ACCOUNT	  OF	  HIS	  RELIGIOUS	  OPINIONS,	  PROVIDED	  HIS	  AVOWAL	  OF	  
THEM	  DOES	  NOT	  DISTURB	  THE	  PUBLIC	  ORDER	  ESTABLISHED	  BY	  THE	  LAW.	  
	  
ELEVEN:	  THE	  UNRESTRAINED	  COMMUNICATION	  OF	  THOUGHTS	  AND	  OPINIONS	  
BEING	  ONE	  OF	  THE	  MOST	  PRECIOUS	  RIGHTS	  OF	  MAN,	  EVERY	  CITIZEN	  MAY	  SPEAK,	  
WRITE,	  AND	  PUBLISH	  FREELY,	  PROVIDED	  HE	  IS	  RESPONSIBLE	  FOR	  THE	  ABUSE	  OF	  
THIS	  LIBERTY,	  IN	  CASES	  DETERMINED	  BY	  THE	  LAW.	  
	  
TWELVE:	  A	  PUBLIC	  FORCE	  BEING	  NECESSARY	  TO	  GIVE	  SECURITY	  TO	  THE	  RIGHTS	  
OF	  MEN	  AND	  OF	  CITIZENS,	  THAT	  FORCE	  IS	  INSTITUTED	  FOR	  THE	  BENEFIT	  OF	  THE	  
COMMUNITY	  AND	  NOT	  FOR	  THE	  PARTICULAR	  BENEFIT	  OF	  THE	  PERSONS	  TO	  
WHOM	  IT	  IS	  INTRUSTED.	  
	  
THIRTEEN:	  A	  COMMON	  CONTRIBUTION	  BEING	  NECESSARY	  FOR	  THE	  SUPPORT	  OF	  
THE	  PUBLIC	  FORCE,	  AND	  FOR	  DEFRAYING	  THE	  OTHER	  EXPENSES	  OF	  
GOVERNMENT,	  IT	  OUGHT	  TO	  BE	  DIVIDED	  EQUALLY	  AMONG	  THE	  MEMBERS	  OF	  
THE	  COMMUNITY,	  ACCORDING	  TO	  THEIR	  ABILITIES.	  
	  
FOURTEEN:	  EVERY	  CITIZEN	  HAS	  A	  RIGHT,	  EITHER	  BY	  HIMSELF	  OR	  HIS	  
REPRESENTATIVE,	  TO	  A	  FREE	  VOICE	  IN	  DETERMINING	  THE	  NECESSITY	  OF	  PUBLIC	  
CONTRIBUTIONS,	  THE	  APPROPRIATION	  OF	  THEM,	  AND	  THEIR	  AMOUNT,	  MODE	  OF	  
ASSESSMENT,	  AND	  DURATION.	  
	  
FIFTEEN:	  EVERY	  COMMUNITY	  HAS	  A	  RIGHT	  TO	  DEMAND	  OF	  ALL	  ITS	  AGENTS	  AN	  
ACCOUNT	  OF	  THEIR	  CONDUCT.	  
	  
SIXTEEN:	  EVERY	  COMMUNITY	  IN	  WHICH	  A	  SEPARATION	  OF	  POWERS	  AND	  A	  
SECURITY	  OF	  RIGHTS	  IS	  NOT	  PROVIDED	  FOR,	  WANTS	  A	  CONSTITUTION.	  
	  
SEVENTEEN:	  THE	  RIGHT	  TO	  PROPERTY	  BEING	  INVIOLABLE	  AND	  SACRED,	  NO	  ONE	  
OUGHT	  TO	  BE	  DEPRIVED	  OF	  IT,	  EXCEPT	  IN	  CASES	  OF	  EVIDENT	  PUBLIC	  NECESSITY,	  
LEGALLY	  ASCERTAINED,	  AND	  ON	  CONDITION	  OF	  A	  PREVIOUS	  JUST	  INDEMNITY.	  
	  
Observations	  on	  the	  Declaration	  of	  Rights	  
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…While	  the	  Declaration	  of	  Rights	  was	  before	  the	  National	  Assembly	  some	  of	  its	  
members	  remarked	  that	  if	  a	  declaration	  of	  rights	  were	  published	  it	  should	  be	  
accompanied	  by	  a	  Declaration	  of	  Duties.	  The	  observation	  discovered	  a	  mind	  that	  
reflected,	  and	  it	  only	  erred	  by	  not	  reflecting	  far	  enough.	  A	  Declaration	  of	  Rights	  is,	  by	  
reciprocity,	  a	  Declaration	  of	  Duties	  also.	  Whatever	  is	  my	  right	  as	  a	  man	  is	  also	  the	  
right	  of	  another;	  and	  it	  becomes	  my	  duty	  to	  guarantee	  as	  well	  as	  to	  possess.	  
	  
…Miscellaneous	  Chapter	  
	  
To	  prevent	  interrupting	  the	  argument	  in	  the	  preceding	  part	  of	  this	  work,	  or	  the	  
narrative	  that	  follows	  it,	  I	  reserved	  some	  observations	  to	  be	  thrown	  together	  in	  a	  
Miscellaneous	  Chapter…	  
	  
Notwithstanding	  the	  nonsense,	  for	  it	  deserves	  no	  better	  name,	  that	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  
asserted	  about	  hereditary	  rights,	  and	  hereditary	  succession,	  and	  that	  a	  Nation	  has	  
not	  a	  right	  to	  form	  a	  Government	  of	  itself;	  it	  happened	  to	  fall	  in	  his	  way	  to	  give	  some	  
account	  of	  what	  Government	  is.	  "Government,"	  says	  he,	  "is	  a	  contrivance	  of	  human	  
wisdom.	  
	  
Admitting	  that	  government	  is	  a	  contrivance	  of	  human	  wisdom,	  it	  must	  necessarily	  
follow,	  that	  hereditary	  succession,	  and	  hereditary	  rights	  (as	  they	  are	  called),	  can	  
make	  no	  part	  of	  it,	  because	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  make	  wisdom	  hereditary;	  and	  on	  the	  
other	  hand,	  that	  cannot	  be	  a	  wise	  contrivance,	  which	  in	  its	  operation	  may	  commit	  
the	  government	  of	  a	  nation	  to	  the	  wisdom	  of	  an	  idiot.	  The	  ground	  which	  Mr.	  Burke	  
now	  takes	  is	  fatal	  to	  every	  part	  of	  his	  cause.	  The	  argument	  changes	  from	  hereditary	  
rights	  to	  hereditary	  wisdom;	  and	  the	  question	  is,	  Who	  is	  the	  wisest	  man?	  He	  must	  
now	  show	  that	  every	  one	  in	  the	  line	  of	  hereditary	  succession	  was	  a	  Solomon,	  or	  his	  
title	  is	  not	  good	  to	  be	  a	  king.	  What	  a	  stroke	  has	  Mr.	  Burke	  now	  made!	  To	  use	  a	  
sailor's	  phrase,	  he	  has	  swabbed	  the	  deck,	  and	  scarcely	  left	  a	  name	  legible	  in	  the	  list	  
of	  Kings;	  and	  he	  has	  mowed	  down	  and	  thinned	  the	  House	  of	  Peers,	  with	  a	  scythe	  as	  
formidable	  as	  Death	  and	  Time.	  
	  
But	  Mr.	  Burke	  appears	  to	  have	  been	  aware	  of	  this	  retort;	  and	  he	  has	  taken	  care	  to	  
guard	  against	  it,	  by	  making	  government	  to	  be	  not	  only	  a	  contrivance	  of	  human	  
wisdom,	  but	  a	  monopoly	  of	  wisdom.	  He	  puts	  the	  nation	  as	  fools	  on	  one	  side,	  and	  
places	  his	  government	  of	  wisdom,	  all	  wise	  men	  of	  Gotham,	  on	  the	  other	  side;	  and	  he	  
then	  proclaims,	  and	  says	  that	  "Men	  have	  a	  RIGHT	  that	  their	  WANTS	  should	  be	  
provided	  for	  by	  this	  wisdom."	  Having	  thus	  made	  proclamation,	  he	  next	  proceeds	  to	  
explain	  to	  them	  what	  their	  wants	  are,	  and	  also	  what	  their	  rights	  are.	  In	  this	  he	  has	  
succeeded	  dextrously,	  for	  he	  makes	  their	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  want	  of	  wisdom;	  but	  as	  this	  
is	  cold	  comfort,	  he	  then	  informs	  them,	  that	  they	  have	  a	  right	  (not	  to	  any	  of	  the	  
wisdom)	  but	  to	  be	  governed	  by	  it;	  and	  in	  order	  to	  impress	  them	  with	  a	  solemn	  
reverence	  for	  this	  monopoly-‐government	  of	  wisdom,	  and	  of	  its	  vast	  capacity	  for	  all	  
purposes,	  possible	  or	  impossible,	  right	  or	  wrong,	  he	  proceeds	  with	  astrological	  
mysterious	  importance,	  to	  tell	  to	  them	  its	  powers	  in	  these	  words:	  "The	  rights	  of	  men	  
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in	  government	  are	  their	  advantages;	  and	  these	  are	  often	  in	  balance	  between	  
differences	  of	  good;	  and	  in	  compromises	  sometimes	  between	  good	  and	  evil,	  and	  
sometimes	  between	  evil	  and	  evil.	  Political	  reason	  is	  a	  computing	  principle;	  adding-‐	  
subtracting-‐	  multiplying-‐	  and	  dividing,	  morally	  and	  not	  metaphysically	  or	  
mathematically,	  true	  moral	  denominations."	  
	  
As	  the	  wondering	  audience,	  whom	  Mr.	  Burke	  supposes	  himself	  talking	  to,	  may	  not	  
understand	  all	  this	  learned	  jargon,	  I	  will	  undertake	  to	  be	  its	  interpreter.	  The	  
meaning,	  then,	  good	  people,	  of	  all	  this,	  is:	  That	  government	  is	  governed	  by	  no	  
principle	  whatever;	  that	  it	  can	  make	  evil	  good,	  or	  good	  evil,	  just	  as	  it	  pleases.	  In	  
short,	  that	  government	  is	  arbitrary	  power.	  
	  
But	  there	  are	  some	  things	  which	  Mr.	  Burke	  has	  forgotten.	  First,	  he	  has	  not	  shown	  
where	  the	  wisdom	  originally	  came	  from:	  and	  secondly,	  he	  has	  not	  shown	  by	  what	  
authority	  it	  first	  began	  to	  act.	  In	  the	  manner	  he	  introduces	  the	  matter,	  it	  is	  either	  
government	  stealing	  wisdom,	  or	  wisdom	  stealing	  government.	  It	  is	  without	  an	  
origin,	  and	  its	  powers	  without	  authority.	  In	  short,	  it	  is	  usurpation.	  
	  
…	  
	  
"The	  King	  of	  England,"	  says	  he,	  "holds	  his	  crown	  (for	  it	  does	  not	  belong	  to	  the	  
Nation,	  according	  to	  Mr.	  Burke)	  in	  contempt	  of	  the	  choice	  of	  the	  Revolution	  Society,	  
who	  have	  not	  a	  single	  vote	  for	  a	  king	  among	  them	  either	  individually	  or	  collectively;	  
and	  his	  Majesty's	  heirs	  each	  in	  their	  time	  and	  order,	  will	  come	  to	  the	  Crown	  with	  the	  
same	  contempt	  of	  their	  choice,	  with	  which	  his	  Majesty	  has	  succeeded	  to	  that	  which	  
he	  now	  wears."	  
	  
As	  to	  who	  is	  King	  in	  England,	  or	  elsewhere,	  or	  whether	  there	  is	  any	  King	  at	  all,	  or	  
whether	  the	  people	  choose	  a	  Cherokee	  chief,	  or	  a	  Hessian	  hussar	  for	  a	  King,	  it	  is	  not	  
a	  matter	  that	  I	  trouble	  myself	  about-‐	  be	  that	  to	  themselves;	  but	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  
doctrine,	  so	  far	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  the	  Rights	  of	  Men	  and	  Nations,	  it	  is	  as	  abominable	  as	  
anything	  ever	  uttered	  in	  the	  most	  enslaved	  country	  under	  heaven.	  Whether	  it	  
sounds	  worse	  to	  my	  ear,	  by	  not	  being	  accustomed	  to	  hear	  such	  despotism,	  than	  
what	  it	  does	  to	  another	  person,	  I	  am	  not	  so	  well	  a	  judge	  of;	  but	  of	  its	  abominable	  
principle	  I	  am	  at	  no	  loss	  to	  judge.	  
	  
…Mr.	  Burke	  talks	  about	  what	  he	  calls	  an	  hereditary	  crown,	  as	  if	  it	  were	  some	  
production	  of	  Nature;	  or	  as	  if,	  like	  Time,	  it	  had	  a	  power	  to	  operate,	  not	  only	  
independently,	  but	  in	  spite	  of	  man;	  or	  as	  if	  it	  were	  a	  thing	  or	  a	  subject	  universally	  
consented	  to.	  Alas!	  it	  has	  none	  of	  those	  properties,	  but	  is	  the	  reverse	  of	  them	  all.	  It	  is	  
a	  thing	  in	  imagination,	  the	  propriety	  of	  which	  is	  more	  than	  doubted,	  and	  the	  legality	  
of	  which	  in	  a	  few	  years	  will	  be	  denied.	  
	  
But,	  to	  arrange	  this	  matter	  in	  a	  clearer	  view	  than	  what	  general	  expression	  can	  heads	  
under	  which	  (what	  is	  called)	  an	  hereditary	  crown,	  or	  more	  properly	  speaking,	  an	  
hereditary	  succession	  to	  the	  Government	  of	  a	  Nation,	  can	  be	  considered;	  which	  are-‐	  
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First,	  The	  right	  of	  a	  particular	  Family	  to	  establish	  itself.	  
	  
Secondly,	  The	  right	  of	  a	  Nation	  to	  establish	  a	  particular	  Family.	  
	  
With	  respect	  to	  the	  first	  of	  these	  heads,	  that	  of	  a	  Family	  establishing	  itself	  with	  
hereditary	  powers	  on	  its	  own	  authority,	  and	  independent	  of	  the	  consent	  of	  a	  Nation,	  
all	  men	  will	  concur	  in	  calling	  it	  despotism;	  and	  it	  would	  be	  trespassing	  on	  their	  
understanding	  to	  attempt	  to	  prove	  it.	  
	  
But	  the	  second	  head,	  that	  of	  a	  Nation	  establishing	  a	  particular	  Family	  with	  
hereditary	  powers,	  does	  not	  present	  itself	  as	  despotism	  on	  the	  first	  reflection;	  but	  if	  
men	  will	  permit	  it	  a	  second	  reflection	  to	  take	  place,	  and	  carry	  that	  reflection	  
forward	  but	  one	  remove	  out	  of	  their	  own	  persons	  to	  that	  of	  their	  offspring,	  they	  will	  
then	  see	  that	  hereditary	  succession	  becomes	  in	  its	  consequences	  the	  same	  
despotism	  to	  others,	  which	  they	  reprobated	  for	  themselves.	  It	  operates	  to	  preclude	  
the	  consent	  of	  the	  succeeding	  generations;	  and	  the	  preclusion	  of	  consent	  is	  
despotism.	  When	  the	  person	  who	  at	  any	  time	  shall	  be	  in	  possession	  of	  a	  
Government,	  or	  those	  who	  stand	  in	  succession	  to	  him,	  shall	  say	  to	  a	  Nation,	  I	  hold	  
this	  power	  in	  "contempt"	  of	  you,	  it	  signifies	  not	  on	  what	  authority	  he	  pretends	  to	  say	  
it.	  It	  is	  no	  relief,	  but	  an	  aggravation	  to	  a	  person	  in	  slavery,	  to	  reflect	  that	  he	  was	  sold	  
by	  his	  parent;	  and	  as	  that	  which	  heightens	  the	  criminality	  of	  an	  act	  cannot	  be	  
produced	  to	  prove	  the	  legality	  of	  it,	  hereditary	  succession	  cannot	  be	  established	  as	  a	  
legal	  thing.	  
	  
…The	  rights	  of	  men	  in	  society,	  are	  neither	  devisable	  or	  transferable,	  nor	  annihilable,	  
but	  are	  descendable	  only,	  and	  it	  is	  not	  in	  the	  power	  of	  any	  generation	  to	  intercept	  
finally,	  and	  cut	  off	  the	  descent.	  If	  the	  present	  generation,	  or	  any	  other,	  are	  disposed	  
to	  be	  slaves,	  it	  does	  not	  lessen	  the	  right	  of	  the	  succeeding	  generation	  to	  be	  free.	  
Wrongs	  cannot	  have	  a	  legal	  descent.	  When	  Mr.	  Burke	  attempts	  to	  maintain	  that	  the	  
English	  nation	  did	  at	  the	  Revolution	  of	  1688,	  most	  solemnly	  renounce	  and	  abdicate	  
their	  rights	  for	  themselves,	  and	  for	  all	  their	  posterity	  for	  ever,	  he	  speaks	  a	  language	  
that	  merits	  not	  reply,	  and	  which	  can	  only	  excite	  contempt	  for	  his	  prostitute	  
principles,	  or	  pity	  for	  his	  ignorance.	  
	  
…From	  what	  we	  now	  see,	  nothing	  of	  reform	  in	  the	  political	  world	  ought	  to	  be	  held	  
improbable.	  It	  is	  an	  age	  of	  Revolutions,	  in	  which	  everything	  may	  be	  looked	  for.	  The	  
intrigue	  of	  Courts,	  by	  which	  the	  system	  of	  war	  is	  kept	  up,	  may	  provoke	  a	  
confederation	  of	  Nations	  to	  abolish	  it:	  and	  an	  European	  Congress	  to	  patronise	  the	  
progress	  of	  free	  Government,	  and	  promote	  the	  civilisation	  of	  Nations	  with	  each	  
other,	  is	  an	  event	  nearer	  in	  probability,	  than	  once	  were	  the	  revolutions	  and	  alliance	  
of	  France	  and	  America.	  
	  
…When	  it	  shall	  be	  said	  in	  any	  country	  in	  the	  world,	  my	  poor	  are	  happy;	  neither	  
ignorance	  nor	  distress	  is	  to	  be	  found	  among	  them;	  my	  jails	  are	  empty	  of	  prisoners,	  
my	  streets	  of	  beggars;	  the	  aged	  are	  not	  in	  want,	  the	  taxes	  are	  not	  oppressive;	  the	  
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rational	  world	  is	  my	  friend,	  because	  I	  am	  the	  friend	  of	  its	  happiness:	  when	  these	  
things	  can	  be	  said,	  then	  may	  that	  country	  boast	  its	  constitution	  and	  its	  government.	  
	  
Within	  the	  space	  of	  a	  few	  years	  we	  have	  seen	  two	  revolutions,	  those	  of	  America	  and	  
France.	  In	  the	  former,	  the	  contest	  was	  long,	  and	  the	  conflict	  severe;	  in	  the	  latter,	  the	  
nation	  acted	  with	  such	  a	  consolidated	  impulse,	  that	  having	  no	  foreign	  enemy	  to	  
contend	  with,	  the	  revolution	  was	  complete	  in	  power	  the	  moment	  it	  appeared.	  From	  
both	  those	  instances	  it	  is	  evident,	  that	  the	  greatest	  forces	  that	  can	  be	  brought	  into	  
the	  field	  of	  revolutions,	  are	  reason	  and	  common	  interest.	  Where	  these	  can	  have	  the	  
opportunity	  of	  acting,	  opposition	  dies	  with	  fear,	  or	  crumbles	  away	  by	  conviction.	  It	  
is	  a	  great	  standing	  which	  they	  have	  now	  universally	  obtained;	  and	  we	  may	  hereafter	  
hope	  to	  see	  revolutions,	  or	  changes	  in	  governments,	  produced	  with	  the	  same	  quiet	  
operation	  by	  which	  any	  measure,	  determinable	  by	  reason	  and	  discussion,	  is	  
accomplished.	  
	  
When	  a	  nation	  changes	  its	  opinion	  and	  habits	  of	  thinking,	  it	  is	  no	  longer	  to	  be	  
governed	  as	  before;	  but	  it	  would	  not	  only	  be	  wrong,	  but	  bad	  policy,	  to	  attempt	  by	  
force	  what	  ought	  to	  be	  accomplished	  by	  reason.	  Rebellion	  consists	  in	  forcibly	  
opposing	  the	  general	  will	  of	  a	  nation,	  whether	  by	  a	  party	  or	  by	  a	  government.	  There	  
ought,	  therefore,	  to	  be	  in	  every	  nation	  a	  method	  of	  occasionally	  ascertaining	  the	  
state	  of	  public	  opinion	  with	  respect	  to	  government.	  On	  this	  point	  the	  old	  
government	  of	  France	  was	  superior	  to	  the	  present	  government	  of	  England,	  because,	  
on	  extraordinary	  occasions,	  recourse	  could	  be	  had	  what	  was	  then	  called	  the	  States	  
General.	  But	  in	  England	  there	  are	  no	  such	  occasional	  bodies;	  and	  as	  to	  those	  who	  are	  
now	  called	  Representatives,	  a	  great	  part	  of	  them	  are	  mere	  machines	  of	  the	  court,	  
placemen,	  and	  dependants.	  
	  
…In	  contemplating	  revolutions,	  it	  is	  easy	  to	  perceive	  that	  they	  may	  arise	  from	  two	  
distinct	  causes;	  the	  one,	  to	  avoid	  or	  get	  rid	  of	  some	  great	  calamity;	  the	  other,	  to	  
obtain	  some	  great	  and	  positive	  good;	  and	  the	  two	  may	  be	  distinguished	  by	  the	  
names	  of	  active	  and	  passive	  revolutions.	  In	  those	  which	  proceed	  from	  the	  former	  
cause,	  the	  temper	  becomes	  incensed	  and	  soured;	  and	  the	  redress,	  obtained	  by	  
danger,	  is	  too	  often	  sullied	  by	  revenge.	  But	  in	  those	  which	  proceed	  from	  the	  latter,	  
the	  heart,	  rather	  animated	  than	  agitated,	  enters	  serenely	  upon	  the	  subject.	  Reason	  
and	  discussion,	  persuasion	  and	  conviction,	  become	  the	  weapons	  in	  the	  contest,	  and	  
it	  is	  only	  when	  those	  are	  attempted	  to	  be	  suppressed	  that	  recourse	  is	  had	  to	  
violence.	  When	  men	  unite	  in	  agreeing	  that	  a	  thing	  is	  good,	  could	  it	  be	  obtained,	  such	  
for	  instance	  as	  relief	  from	  a	  burden	  of	  taxes	  and	  the	  extinction	  of	  corruption,	  the	  
object	  is	  more	  than	  half	  accomplished.	  What	  they	  approve	  as	  the	  end,	  they	  will	  
promote	  in	  the	  means.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  


