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INTRODUCTION

I

Mary Wollstonecraft’s first plea for human
liberty, A Vindication of the Rights of Men, has
been too long overshadowed by her second,
A Vindication of the Rights of Woman, obscur-
ing not only a stirring political pamphlet but —
more important — obscuring the conceptual re-
lationship between the two Vindications. Im-
plicit in the first, A Vindication of the Rights of
Men (by which Mary Wollstonecraft meant the
rights of all humanity, as she clearly states on
page 2), are the premises of the second, and the
two books deserve to be read together: the
statement of a theme and its logical extension.

One of the difficulties lies in the scarcity of
the earlier book. I have been able to trace fewer
than twenty copies of each of the two editions
(both dated 1790), the second edition being
rarer than the first. A Vindication of the Rights
of Woman has continued to be reprinted up to
the present time, but A Vindication of the
Rights of Men has not appeared since 1790.

v



vi Introduction

Curiously enough, Mary Wollstonecraft's hus-
band, William Godwin, contributed to the over-
sight from which the first Vindication has suf-
fered — through his emphasis in the title of his
biography of his wife, Memoirs of the Author
of a Vindication of the Rights of Woman, and
through his failure to give, at any place in the
Memoirs, the title of the earlier book. He re-
ferred to it (perhaps thought of it) as her “An-
swer to Burke,” that is to say, as a work to be
considered only in the context of the contro-
versy which was brought into focus by Richard
Price’s Discourse on the Love of Our Country
and Edmund Burke’s counterattack in Reflec-
tions on the Revolution in France.

Mary Wollstonecraft’'s was one of the very
first of the thirty or more “Answers to Burke.”
Although the first edition was published anony-
mously it was soon known to be hers and both
the pamphlet and the woman received “extra-
ordinary notice.” The second edition, expanded
from 150 to 159 pages and carrying her name
on the title, appeared soon enough to be re-
viewed in The Analytical Review for December
1790. “Notwithstanding it may be ‘the effusions
of the moment, ” wrote the reviewer, echoing
the demurrer in the Advertisement, “yet evi-
dently [it] abounds with just sentiments, and
lively and animated remarks, expressed in ele-
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gant and nervous [i.e., vigorous, sinewy] lan-
guage, and . . . may be read, with pleasure and
improvement, when the controversy, which
gave rise to [it], is forgotten.”

But the flood of “Answers to Burke” was
swelling: in January 1791 Joseph Priestley’s Let-
ters to the Right Honourable Edmund Burke
appeared, followed by James Mackintosh’s
Vindiciae Gallicae (considered by G. P. Gooch,
writing in The Cambridge Modern History, as
“the most powerful and the most philosophical-
ly interesting” of them all). Then at the end of
February came Thomas Paine’s Rights of Man,
which — through its greater generalizing of the
case no less than its pamphleteering skill — has
tended to overshadow them all. (It is interest-
ing to speculate on the effect of Paine’s usage
on Mary’s second title: The Rights of Men was
followed by The Rights of Woman.)

1

Because so many of the roots of the contro-
versy lay in the long-established inequities re-
sulting from the Test and Corporation Acts,
which in effect disfranchised the Dissenters,
the philosophical basis for political freedom
was derived in large part from their formula-
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tion of a philosophy of religious freedom, and
the majority of those who answered Burke were
Dissenters. A lifelong member of the Estab-
lished Church, but disfranchised because she
was a woman, Mary Wollstonecraft found the
key to an understanding of her situation and
that of her sisters among the Dissenters; her
first mentor was one of the leading thinkers
among them, the Rev. Dr. Richard Price. This
had been in 1783, when Mary was just entering
her twenty-fifth year.

She had been born in the City of London, on
April 29, 1759, the daughter and granddaugh-
ter of master weavers who lived and practiced
their craft in a substantial house in Primrose
Street, leading west off Bishopsgate Street
Without, almost directly opposite Spital
Square. She was baptized in May of that year at
St. Botolph’s Without Bishopsgate. Her grand-
father, who had grown affluent, aspired to high-
er station and in 1756 took a building lease in
nearby Hanbury Street as Edward Wollstone-
craft, Gentleman. But in the books of the Weav-
ers’ Company (now in the Guildhall Library,
London) he is “Citizen and Weaver of Lon-
don,” and such his son, Edward John, became
when, in May 1757, he was made free of the
Company at the end of his apprenticeship.
Early directories tell us he was a handkerchief
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weaver, and he must have continued at his
trade in Primrose Street until after the summer
of 1763, for his second daughter, Elizabeth, was
baptized at St. Botolph’s, Bishopsgate, in July.
His father was buried from St. Botolph’s in
1765, leaving properties estimated at £10,000,
but Edward John had already left London to
begin the life of a gentleman farmer. The rest
of his life followed a hapless pattern of drifting
from farm to town to farm again across England
and Wales, seldom more than a year or two in
the same place. His temper deteriorated with
his fortunes; his children, especially Mary, felt
the force of his tyranny. By 1780, when his wife
died, his affairs had reached such a disastrously
low point, and he had become so incompetent,
that their direction was given over to his eldest
son, an attorney.

Mary Wollstonecraft’s brother Edward, only
a few years her senior, had been favored over
the other children and was the only one given
more training by his parents than could be had
at the local dame schools. Arrogant and selfish,
he was not greatly disposed to help his sisters
or younger brothers, although subsequent legal
action indicated that they had claims on the re-
maining property. After she was nineteen Mary
received no assistance: for the two years pre-
ceding her mother’s death she acted as a paid
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companion to a wealthy widow; for a time she
lived with friends and supported herself with
needlework — like her first job, an occupation
considered suitable to respectable, indigent
females. When the father married again and
drifted back to Wales, his two younger daugh-
ters, Elizabeth (then about eighteen) and Ev-
erina (a year or so younger) moved in with the
newly-married Edward.

Inexperienced and impulsive Eliza suc-
cumbed to the tragic farce of seduction and
forced marriage. Godwin knew only that she
married “a Mr. Bishop.” When he was collect-
ing materials for the Memoirs, Mary’s sisters
were cautious about giving him information,
but he had had many dates from Mary and
could sketch in the circumstances of Eliza’s
“dangerous lying-in” during the last weeks of
1782. Among the court records at the Guildhall
Library, London, are some documents which
show that the marriage — in the autumn of 1782
— between Eliza and “Meridith Bishop of the
Parish of Saint Mary Magdalen Bermondsey in
the County of Surry [sic] Gentleman” was ef-
fected under some pressure, and with the man-
agement of Edward, who obtained the neces-
sary affidavit of consent from his father (it is
there in the old docket from the Commissary
Court of St. Katherine near the Tower). Bishop
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was a hot-tempered and sensual man; the mar-
riage was a cruel experience for Eliza. At the
birth of her child her reason broke down. Mary,
called to nurse her, was appalled at what she
found. After persuasion and threats had failed,
she helped her sister run away, the first of her
acts to break with traditional beliefs and be-
havior. The most frequent reaction, even from
those who most pitied Eliza, was scathing criti-
cism. Some few friends were kind, however,
helping Mary find a situation for a school. To
her great good fortune, this was at Newington
Green, then a quiet village north of London.
Newington Green had long been an intellec-
tual center of the Dissenting interest; when
Mary arrived in 1783 its leading citizen was the
pastor, Dr. Richard Price. In her last year there
he was revising the third edition of the Review
of the Principal Questions in Morals, on which
all his political writings were based. Mary spent
a year in Ireland as a governess (1786-1787),
returning in the autumn of 1787 to London,
where she found employment as reader and
translator with Joseph Johnson of St. Paul’s
Churchyard, himself a Dissenter and the pub-
lisher of Joel Barlow, Thomas Christie, Joseph
Priestley, William Blake, Thomas Paine, the
young Wordsworth, and such non-political
writers as William Cowper. Mary Wollstone-
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craft had entered a milieu in which was being
worked out, against the pattern of the Ameri-
can Revolution and the struggle for the repeal
of the Test and Corporation Acts, a rationale of
human rights.

I

To the Dissenters, the Settlement of 1688
marked one of the great advances on the road
to freedom and equality (the Revolution Socie-
ty before which Price preached the Old Jewry
sermon On the Love of Our Country existed to
celebrate annually that event). Inasmuch as it
left untouched the Test and Corporation Acts,
however, it was considered incomplete. During
the century which followed, especially in 1772
and 1773, in 1787 and again in 1789, vigorous
attempts were made for repeal. By tradition the
Dissenters had made common political cause
with the Whigs; in general Burke did not op-
pose their efforts for repeal although their prin-
ciples were in essential contradiction to his own
belief in the doctrine of aristocratic trusteeship
and the sacredness of prescriptive rights. There
was a brief period of agreement over the cause
of the American colonists, after which came a
sharp divergence, and in the Commons Debates



Introduction xiii

of March 1789, when he opposed Fox’s motion
for repeal of the Acts, Burke showed himself
entirely hostile, both to the immediate political
aims of the Dissenters and to their broader pro-
gram — most clearly enunciated in the Three
Resolutions of 1788 — for secularized politics,
reform of Parliamentary representation, and
the opening of careers to talent, regardless of
rank or property.

On November 4, 1788 (a Tuesday), the Rev-
olution Society had listened to a sermon by the
Rev. Dr. Andrew Kippis before adjourning to
the London Tavern for food, further speeches,
and the passing of resolutions. There were three
of these: 1) that civil and political authority
were derived from the people; 2) that the abuse
of power justifies resistance; and 3) that the
right of private judgment, liberty of conscience,
trial by jury, freedom of the press and of elec-
tion “ought ever to be held sacred and inviola-
ble.” When Price was called on for the sermon
the following year — again on a week day,
though held in a church — he based his remarks
on the Three Resolutions. It was a relationship
Burke ignored, as he ignored the theme of the
title, A Discourse on the Love of Our Country
. . . to the Society for Commemorating the Rev-
olution in Great Britain. It was to Burke’s pur-
pose, when he attacked Price in Reflections on
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the Revolution in France, and on the Proceed-
ings in Certain Societies in London Relative to
that Event, to make Price’s principles seem to
derive from French rather than English events.

For in the year between the anniversary ser-
mons of Kippis and Price there had occurred
in France a series of events which alarmed
Burke with their implicit threats to peace as
greatly as they gladdened Price with explicit
promises of liberty and equality. In May 1789
the French king had been forced to summon
the Estates General; in June came the meeting
at the Tennis Court at Versailles; in July, the
storming of the Bastille; in August the “invidi-
ous phrase,” the rights of men, appeared in the
Resolution adopted by the Constituent Assem-
bly. In early October the mob stormed Ver-
sailles and brought the Royal family to Paris.
When, a month later, after Price’s Discourse on
the Love of Our Country, the Revolution So-
ciety adjourned to the London Tavern and
passed a resolution in support of the Constitu-
ent Assembly (ignoring the action of the Oc-
tober mob), Burke caught fire. He smoldered
for almost a year, writing and revising, Philip
Francis was shown a draft in February 1790,
and for months “the public expectation” — as
The Analytical Review noted — “was consider-
ably excited.” The Reflections did not appear
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until November 1st, closely anticipating the an-
nual sermon.

Demand was so great that the printing sched-
ule (as Professor William B. Todd has demon-
strated) had to be hastily revised; 5500 copies
were issued between November 1st and 17th.
Burke’s reply to the Dissenters, and all those
with similar political aspirations, scored heavi-
ly; it became imperative that he be answered,
and quickly.

Mary Wollstonecraft (familiar with the con-
troversy, as her review of Price’s Discourse, in
The Analytical for December 1789 demon-
strated) must have begun her Vindication of
the Rights of Men almost at once. Godwin tells,
in the Memoirs, how the sheets of manuscript
were sent to the press as Mary finished them.
Then she faltered and asked Johnson if she
might leave off, despite the printing already
done (perhaps to the present page 66 — or even
81). His casual reaction had the desired effect
and she soon finished the pamphlet. It was out
before the end of November, so well-received
that Johnson got out a second edition in time
for a review in The Analytical for December
1790. Chosen for quotation at length were two
passages on “the property of the poor” — one
of her most original points — the impressing of
seamen (pages 25-27) and the burden of the
game laws on the small farmer (pages 31-32).
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Mary Wollstonecraft’s announced purpose
was to confine herself to the refutation of
Burke’s main assertions: that the hereditary
principle of succession was sacred and had
never been broken, that the alliance between
civil government and an established church
was necessary for the maintenance of social or-
der, that civil authority and all careers related
to it should be restricted to men “of permanent
property.”

Burke had been at great pains to refute the
Dissenters’ view of the Settlement of 1688, dem-
onstrating at length that all its provisions had
been worked out well within the limits of the
hereditary principle and without reference to
any “natural rights” or “general consent.” Mary
reminded him of an earlier line of English kings
(pages 14-17), who had relinquished inherited
power to satisfy immediate needs, little “aware
of the blow [given] to kingly power in raising a
body of men, who in the end might oppose tyr-
anny and oppression.” She countered his ex-
pressions of concern in 1790 for the French
monarchs with a review of his part in the Re-
gency Bill Debates of 1789 (pages 54-61):
George III is “surely as harmless a character as
Lewis XVL,” and his queen “more attentive to
the duties of humanity than queens and fash-
ionable ladies in general are.” (In the passage
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on ladies of fashion which precedes this section
one can see the kernel of a major point of A
Vindication of the Rights of Woman. Interest-
ingly, this passage was one of those revised and
expanded for the second edition.)

Where Burke had insisted that “our liberties
[are] as an entailed inheritance derived to us
from our forefathers,” Mary maintained that
they “are rights which men inherit at their birth,
as rational creatures, ... not from their fore-
fathers but, from God, [and] prescription can
never undermine natural rights,” raising the
question (page 22) of obedience to a feckless,
erring, or even vicious parent (or, by analogy,
to a poor king or overly-rigid ecclesiastical au-
thority). This was another of the sections radi-
cally revised for the second edition; in the first,
it had been more personal in its reference, re-
calling the fiscal mismanagement of Edward
John Wollstonecraft and the tragedy of Eliza’s
marriage — to which father, church, and civil
authority had all contributed. Not formal
church dogma but the free and reasoning indi-
vidual conscience held the key to right action:
“nature, in enabling him to discern good from
evil, teaches him to break the ignoble chain. . ..
There is no end to this implicit submission to
authority — some where it must stop, or we re-
turn to barbarism; and the capacity of improve-



xviii Introduction

ment, which gives us a natural sceptre on earth,
is a cheat.” She would not only support but in-
sist on the questioning which leads to true edu-
cation as well as to religious dissent (pages 38-
41): When the human mind “can take opinions
on trust, it gladly lets the spirit lie quiet in its
gross tenement,” and “we should beware of con-
fining all moral excellence to one channel, how-
ever capacious.”

She strikes at the false education of the rich,
both men and “ladies of fashion” (pages 47-54,
71-76, 104), seeing it as more pernicious, even,
in its effects on the upper classes than on those
to be governed through the “trusteeship of the
aristocracy.” In actual fact, she reminds Burke,
such trusteeship is self-limiting, excluding
forms of experience and types of mind the coun-
try can ill-afford to be without (pages 102, 105-
106).

A Vindication of the Rights of Men is en-
livened throughout by examples and imagery
drawn from Mary Wollstonecraft’s own obser-
vation and experience. Yet the personal element
does not obtrude. What she had seen and what
in her own life had troubled and perplexed her
had been given focus and more generalized
meaning by the philosophical concepts she had
learned from Price; she had been taught to
turn experience to polemical use by the men
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around the publisher, Joseph Johnson. Her
pamphlet is informed by a knowledge of the
controversy to which it is addressed. Like the
other works to which that controversy gave rise,
most particularly Burke’s and Paine’s, her re-
marks “may be read, with pleasure and im-
provement,” as the reviewer in The Analytical
noted, “when the controversy which gave rise
to them, is forgotten.”
Eleanor Louise Nicholes

The Carl H. Pforzheimer Library
August 1, 1959



NOTES ON THE TEXT

Some older word forms deserve mention:
“banded about” (p. 8, fn.) for bandied; “ner-
vous arms” (p. 26), meaning sinewy, muscular,
strong (cf. Emerson’s “nervous, rocky west”);
“wave this point” (p. 33), a spelling known to
Dr. Johnson. The change from “human heart”
in the first edition to “humane heart” while
leaving “human nature” (both on p. 150) is a
reminder that the differentiation between the
two forms occurred in the eighteenth century.

A typographical error was introduced in re-
setting the first sentence (p. 1); “not to profess”
should read “nor to profess” as in the first edi-
tion. Another error occurs on p. 38: “we should
beware of confining” was the original state-
ment,



NOTE ON THE COPY USED

Dr. Williams’s Library, now in Gordon
Square, London, was founded by a Dissenting
minister early in the eighteenth century. His
collection of books and pamphlets in theology
and philosophy — including works reflecting
the religious-political controversies of the sev-
enteenth and eighteenth centuries — has grown
to be an outstanding source of information on
these subjects. Dr. Richard Price, among his
other duties, once served as a trustee of this li-
brary, and among its other trustees were several
writers of “Answers to Burke.”
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ADVERTISEMENT,

]\S’IR. BurkE's Refletions on the
French Revolution firt engaged my
attention as the tranficnt topic of the
day; and reading it more for amufe-
nent than  information, my indig-
ation was roufed by the fophiftical
arcuments, that cvery moment crofled
me, in the queflionable fthape of na-
tural feclings and common fenfe.
Many pages of the following Ict-
ter were the eflufions of the mo-
ment ; but, {welling imperceptibly to
a confiderable fize, the idea was fug-

5 gefted
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gefted of publithing a fhort vindica-
tion of tbe Rights of Men.

Not having leifure or patience to
follow this defultory writer through
all the devious tracks in which his
fancy has ftarted freth game, I have
confined my ftriCtures, in a great mea-
fure, to the grand principles at which
he has levelled many ingenious argu-

ments in a very fpecious garb,

A LETTER



A

L E T T E R

To THR

Right Homourable EDMUUND BURKE.

SIR,

It is not neceflary, with courtly infincerity,
to apologife to you for thus intruding on your
precious time, not to profefs that I think it an
honour to difcufs an important fubje@® with
a man whofe literary abilities have rai(ed him
to notice in the ftate. I have not yer learned
to twift my periods, nor, in the ecuivocal
idiom of politenefs, to difguife my fentimeats,
and imply what I fhould be afraid to utter:

B if,
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if, therefore, in the courfe of this epittle, 1
chance to exprefs contempt, and cven indig-
nation, with fome emphafis, I befecch you
to believe that it is not a flight of fancy; for
truth, in morals, has ever appeared to me
the effence of the fublime; and, in tafte, fim-
plicity the only criterion of the beautiful.
But I war not with an individual when I con-
tend for the rights of men and the liberty of
reafon. You fee I do not condefcend to cull
my words to avoid the invidious phrafe, nor
thall I be prevented from giving 2 manly de-
finition of it, by the flimfy ridicule which a
lively fancy has interwoven with the prefent
acceptation of the term. Reverencing the
rights of humanity, I fhall dare to affert
them; not intimidated by the horfe laugh
that you have raifed, or waiting till time has
wiped away the compafiionate tears which

you have elaborately laboured to excite.

From
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From the many juft fentiments interfperfed
through the letter before me, and from the
whole tendency of it, I fhould believe you to
be a good, though a vaia man, if fome cir-
cumftances in your conduct did not render the
inflexibility of your integrity doubtful; and
for this vanity a knowledge of human nature
enables me to difcover fuch extenuating cir-
cumftances, in the very texture of your mind,
that I am ready to call it amiable, and fepa-
rate the public from the private charaCter.

I know that a lively imagination renders a
man particularly calculated to thine in conver-
fation and in thofe dcfultory produions where
method is difregarded; and the inftantancous
applaufe which his eloquence extorts is at
once a reward and a fHur. Oance a wit and
always a wit, is an aphorifm that has received
the fan&ion of experience; yet I am aptto
conclude that the man who with fcrupulous

anxicty endeavcurs to fupport that fhining

B - charaller,



( 4)

chara@ter, can never nourith by refleion any
profound, or, if you pleafe, metaphyfical
paffion. Ambition becomes only the tool of
vanity, and his reafon, the weather-cock of
unreftrained feelings, is only employed to
varpith over the faults which it ought to
have corre€led.

Sacred, however, would the infirmities and
errors of a good man be, in my eyes, if they
were only difplayed in a private circle; if the
venial fault only rendered the wit anxious,
like a celebrated beauty, to raife admiration
on every occafion, and excite emotion, inftead
of the calm reciprocation of mutual efteem
and unimpaffioned refpet. Such vanity en-
livens focial intercourfe, and forces the little
great man to be always on his guard to fecure
his throne; and an ingenious man, who is
ever on the watch for conqueft, will, in his
eagernefs to exhibit his whole ftore of know-

ledge, furnifh an attentive obferver with fome

ufztul
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ufeful information, calcined by fancy and
formed by tafte.

And though fome dry reafoner might whif-
per that the arguments were fuperficial, and
fhould even add, that the feelings which are
thus oftentatioufly difplaved are often the cold
declamation of the head, and not the effufions
of the heart—what will thefe threwd remarks
avail, when the witty arguments and orna-
mental feelings are on a level with the com-
prehenfion of the fafhionable world, and a
book is found very amufing? Even the La-
dies, Sir, may repeat your fprightly fullics,
and retail in theatrical attitudes many of your
fentimental exclamations. Senfibility is the
manie of the day, and compaflion the virtue
which is to cover a multitude of vices,
whilt juftice is left to mourn in fullen
filence, and balance truth in vain.

In life, an honeft man with a confined un-
derftanding is frequently the flave of his habits

B 3 and
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and the dupe of his feelings, whilft the man
with a clearer head and colder heart makes
the paffions of others bend to his intereft; but
truly fublime is the charaGer that a&s from
principle, and governs the inferior fprings of
a&ivity without flackening their vigour ; whofe
feclings give vital heat to his refolves, but ne-
ver hurry him into feverifh eccentricities.
However, as you have informed us that
refpect chills love, it is natural to conclude,
that all your pretty flights arife from your
pampercd fenfibility ; and that, vain of this
fancied pre-eminence of organs, you fofter
cvery emotion till the fumes, mounting to your
brain, difpel the fober fuggeftions of reafon.
It is not in this view furprifing, that when
you fhould argue you become impaffioned,
and that refleGtion inflames your imaginazion,
inftead of (nlightening your underftanding.
Quitting now the flowers of rhetoric, let

us, S.r, reafon together ; and, believe me, I

3 thould



( 7))

thould not have meddled with thefe troubled
watcrs, in order to point out your inconfift-
encies, 1 your wit had not burnithed up fome
rufty, baneful opinions, and fwelled the fhal-
low curient of ridicule till it refembled the
flow of reafon, and prefumed to be the teft
of truth.

I fhall not attempt to follow you through
‘ horfe-wayand foot-path;” but, attacking the
foundation of your opinions, I fhall leave the
fuperftructure to find = centre of gravity on
which it may lean till fome ftrong blaft puffs
it into air; or your teeming fancy, which the
ripening judgment of fixty years has not
tamed, produces another Chinefe eretior,
to ftare, at every turn, the plain country peo-
ple in the face, who bluntly call fuch an airy
edifice—a folly.

The birthright of man, to give you, Sir, 2
fhort definition of this difputed right, is fuch
a degree of liberty, civil and religious, as is

B4 cumpatible
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compatible with the liberty of every other in-
dividual with whom he is united in a focial
compa&, and the continued exiftence of that
compact.

Liberty, in this fimple, unfophifticated fenfe,
I acknowledge, is a fair idea that has never
yet received a form in the various governments
that have been eftablithed on our beauteous
globe ; tiie demon of property has ever been
at hand to encroach on the facred rights of
men, and to fence round with awful pomp
Jaws that war with juftice. But that it refuits
from the eicrnal foundation of right—from
immutable truth—who will prefume to deny,
that pretends to rationality—if reafon hus led

them to build their morality® and religion on

* As relizion is it cluded in my 1dea of morality, I
thould 1.0t ha.c mentioned the term withe ut fpecifying all
the fimple ideas which that comprehenfive word gene-
ralizes ; but as the charge of atheifm has becn very freely
banded about in the letter I am confidening, I wifh to
guard againft mifreprefentation,

an
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an everlafting foundation—the attiibutes of
God?

[ glow with indignation when I attempt,
methodically, to unravel your flavith para-
doxes, in which I can find no fixed firft prin-
ciple to refute ; I fhall not, therefore, conde-
fcend to fhew where you affirm in one page
what you deny in another; and how fre-
quently you draw conclufions without any
previous premifes:—it would be fomething
like cowardice to fight with 2 man who had
never excrcifed the weapons with which his
opponent chofe to combat, and irkfome to
refute fentence after fentence in which the
latent {pirit of tyranny appeared.

I perceive, from the whole tenor of your
Reflections, that you have a mortal antipathy
to reafon; but, if there is any thing like argu-
ment, or firlt principles, in your wild decla-
mation, behold the refult:—that we are to
reverence the ruft of antiquity, and term the

unnatural
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unnatoral cuftoms, which ignorance and mif-
taken felf-intereft have confolidated, the fage
fruit of experience: nay, that, if we do difco-
ver fome errors, our feelings fhould lead us to
excule, with blind love, or unprincipled filial
affeGtion, the venerable veftiges of ancient days.
Thefe are gothic notions of beauty—the ivy is
beautiful, but, when it infidioufly deftroys
the trunk from which it receives fupport,
who would not grub it up?

Further, that we ought cautioufly to remain
for ever in frozen ina&ivity, becaufe a thaw,
whilft it nourithes the foil, fpreads a tem-
porary inundation; and the fear of rifking
any perfonal prefent convenience thould pre-
vent a ftruggle for the moft eftimable advan-
tages. This is found reafoning, I grant, in the
mouth of the rich and thort-fighted.

Yes, Sir, the ftrong gained riches, the few
have facrificed the many to their vices; and,
to be able to pamper their appetites, and

fupinely
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fupinely exift without exercifing mind or body,
they have ceafed to be men.—Loft to the
relith of true pleafure, fuch beings would, in-
deed, deferve compafiion, if injuftice was not
foftencd by the tyrant’s plea—neceflity; if
prefcription was not raifed as an immortal
boundary againft innovation. ‘Their minds, in
fa®t, inftead of being cultivated, have been fo
warped by education, that it may require fome
ages to bring them back to nature, and enable
them to fee their true intereft, with that de-
gree of conviction which is neceffary to influ-
ence their condu&.

The civilization which has taken place in
Europe has been very partial, and, like every
cuftom that an arbitrary point of honour has
eftablithed, refines the manners at the expence
of morals, by making fentiments and opinions
current in converfation that have no root in the
heart, or weight in the cooler refolves of the
mind.—And what has flopped its progrefs P—

hereditary
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hereditary property—hereditary honours. The
man has been changed into an artificial mon-
fter by the ftation in which he was born, and
the confequent homage that bznumbed his
faculties like the torpedo’s touch ;—or a being,
with a capacity of reafoning, would not have
failed to difcover, as his faculties unfolded,
that trae happinefs arofe from the friendfthip
and intimacy which can only be enjoyed by
equals; and that charity is not a condefcend-
ing diftribution of alms, but an intercourfe of
good offices and mutual benefits, founded on
1epe for juftice and humanity.,

Governed by thefe principles, the poor
wretch, whofe inelegant diftrefs extorted from
2 mixed fecling of difguft and animal fympa-
thy prefint relief, would have been confidered
as 2 man, whofe mitery demanded a part of
his birthright, fappofing him to be indaftri-
ous ; but thould his vices have reduced him to
poverty, he could only have addreffed his

fellow-men
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fellow-men as weak beings, fubje® to like
paffions, who ought to furgive, becaufe they
exped to be forgiven, for fuffering the im-
pulfe of the moment to filence the fuggeftions
of confcience, or reafon, which you will ; for,
in my view of things, they arc fynonymous
terms.

Will Mr. Burke be at the trouble to inform
us, how far we are to go back to difcover the
rights of men, fince the light of reafon is fuch
a fallacious guide that rone but fools truft to its
cold inveftigation?

In the infancy of focicty, confining our
view to our own country, cuftoms were efta-
bli:i:cd by the lawlels power of an ambitious
individval; or a weak prince was obliged to
comply with every demand of the licentious
barbarous infurgents, who difputed his autho-
rity with irrefragable arguments at the point
of their fwords ; or the more fpecious rcquefls

of
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of the Parliament, who only allowed him con-
ditional fupplies.

Are thefe the venerable pillars of our con-
ftitution? And is Magna Charta to reft for its
chief fupport on a former grant, which reverts
to another, till chaos becomes the bafe of the
mighty ftruQure—or we cannot tell what ?—
for coherence, without fome pervading prin.
ciple of order, is a folccifm.

Speaking of Edward the IIId. Hume ob-
ferves, that ¢ he was a prince of great capacity,
¢ not governed by favourites, not led aftray by
¢ any unruly pafiion, fenfible that nothing could
* be more effential to his interefts than to keep
¢ on good terms with his people: yet, on the
* whole, it appears that the government, at
¢ beft, was only a barbarous monarchy, not
¢ regulated by any fixed maxims, or bounded
* by any certain or undifputed rights, which in
¢ practice were regularly obferved. The King

' ¢ conduéted
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¢ conducted himfelf by one fet of principles;
¢ the Barons by another; the Commons by a
¢ third; the Clergy by a fourth. All thefe
¢ fyftems of government were oppofite and
¢ incompatible: each of them prevailed in its
¢ turn, as incidents were favourable to it: a
¢ great prince rendered the monarchical power
¢ predominant: the weaknefs of a king gave
¢ reins to the ariftocracy: a fuperflitious age
¢ faw the clergy triumphant: the people, for
¢ whom chicfly government was inftituted, and
¢ who chiefly deferve confideration, were the
¢ weakeft of the whole.’

And juft before that moft aufpicious =ra,
the fourteenth century, during the reign of
Richard II. whofe total incapacity to manage
the reins of power, and keep in fubje®ion his
haughty Barons, rendered him a meie cypher;
the Houfe of Commons, to whom he was
obliged frequently to apply, not orly for fub-
fidies but afliftance to quell the infurreions

that
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that the contempt in which he was held natu-
rally produced, gradually rofe into power; for
whenever they granted fupplies to the King,
they demanded in return, though it bore the
name of petition, a confirmation, or the re-
newal of former charters, -vhich had been
infringed, and even utterly difregarded by the
King and his feditious Barons, who principally
held their independence of the crown by force
of arms, and the encouragement which they
gave to robbers and villains, who infefted the
country, and lived by rapine and violence.

To what dreadful extremities were the
poorer fort reduced, their property, the fruit
of their induftry, being entirely at the difpofal
of their lords, who were fo many petty
tyrants!

In return for the fupplies and affiftance
which the king received from the commons,
they demanded privileges, which Edward, in

his diftrefs for money to profecute the numer-

ous
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ous wars in which he was enga~ed during the
greater part of his reign, was conftraned to
grant them; fo that by degrees they rofe to
power, and became a check on b ith king and
nobles. Thus was the foundation of our
liberty eftablithed, chiefly through the prefling
neceflities of the king, who was more intent
on being fupplied for the moment, in order
to carry on his wars and ambitious proje@s, -
than aware of the blow he gave to kingly
power, by thus making a body of men fecl
their importance, who afterwards might ftre-
nuoufly oppofe tyranny and oppreffion, and
cffeually guard the fubje@’s property from
feizure and confifcation. Richard’s weaknefs

completed what Edward’s ambition began.
At this period, it is true, Wickliffe opened
a vifta for rcalon by attacking fome of the
moft pernicious tenets of the church of Rome;
ftill the profpe@ was fufficiently miily to
C authorize
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suthorize the queltion—Where was the dig-
nity of thinking of the fourteenth century ?

A Roman Catholic, it is true, enlightened
by the reformation, might, with fingular pro-
priety, celebrate the epoch that preceded it, to
turn our thoughts from former atrocious
enormities; but a Protetant muft acknow-
ledge that this faint dawn of liberty only
made the fubfiding darknefs more vifible; and
that the boafted virtues of that century all
bear the ftamp of ftupid pride and headftrong
barbarifm. Civility was then called conde-
fcenfion, and oftentatious almfgiving huma-
nity; and men were content to borrow thsir
virtues, of, to fpeak with more propriety,
their confequence, from pofterity, rather than
undertake the arduous tafk of acquiring it for
themfelves.

The imperfeftion of all modern govern-
meots muft, without waiting to repeat the

trite
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tritc remark, that all humanp inftitutions are
unavoidably imperfe&, in 8 great meafure have
srifen from this fimple circumftance, that the
conftitution, if fuch an heterogeneous mafs
deferve that name, was fettled in the dark days
of ignorance, when the minds of men were
thackled by the grofleft prejudices and moft
immoral fuperftition. And do you, Sir, a fa-
gacious philofopher, recommend night as the
fitteft time to analyze s ray of light?

Are we to feck for the rights of men in the
ages when a few marks were the only penalty
impofed for the life of & man, and death for
death when the property of the rich was
touched? when—I bluth to difcover the de-
pravity of our nature—when a deer was killed !
Are thefe the laws that it is n.:ural to love,
and facrilegious to invade?—3i".re the rights
of men underftood when the law authorized
or tolerated murder ?—or is power and right
the fame in your creed ?

Cz But
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But in fa@ all your declamation leads fo
directly to this conclufion, that I befeech you
to afk your own heart, when you call yourfelf
a friend of liberty, whether it would not be
more confiftent to ftyle yourfelf the champion
of property, the adorer of the golden image
which power has fet up?—And, when you are
examining your heart, if it would not be too
much like mathematical drodgery, to which a
fine imagination very relu@antly ftoops, en-
quire further, how it is confiftent with the
vulgar notions of honefty, and the foundation
of morality—truth; for a man to boaft of his
virtue and independence, when he cannot for-
get that he is at the moment enjoying the
wages of falfechood®; and that, in a fkulking,
unmanly way, he has fecured himfe)f a pen-
fion of fifteen hundred pounds per annum on
the Irith eftablithment? Do honeft men, Sir,

for I am not rifing to the refined principle of

® See Mr. Burke’s Bills for ceconomical reform.

honour
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honour, ever receive the reward of their
public fervices, or fecret afliftance, in the

name of another?
But to return from a digreflion which you

will more perfeétly underftand than any of
my readers—on what principle you, Sir, can
jultify the reformation, which tore up by the
roots an old eftablithment, I cannot guefs—
but, I beg your pardon, perhaps you do not
with to juftify it—and have fome mental
refervation to excufe you, to yourfelf, for not
apenly avowing your reverence. Or, to go
further back;—had you been a Jew—you
would have joined in the cry, crucify him!—
crucify him! The promolgator of a new doc-
trine, and the violator of old laws and cuf-
toms, that not melting, like ours, into dark-
nefs and ignorance, refted on Divine autho-
rity, muft have been a dangerous innovator,
in your eyes, particularly if you had not been

informed that the Carpenter’s Son was of the
C3 flock
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ftock and linesge of David. But there is no
end to the arguments which might be deduced
to combat fuch palpable abfurdities, by (hew-
ing the manifeft inconfiftencies which are ne-
ceffarily involved in a direful train of falfe
opinions.

It is neceffary emphatically to repeat, that
there are rights which men ioherit at their
birth, as rational creatures, who were raifed
above the brute creation by their improvable
faculties; and that, in receiving thefe, not from
their forefathers but, from God, prefcription
can never undermine natural rights.

A father may diffipate his property withaut
bis child having any right to complain ;—but
fhould he attempt to fll him for a flave, or
fetter him with laws contrary to reafon; na-
ture, in enabling him to difcern good from
evil, teaches him to break the ignoble chain,
and not to believe that bread becomes flefh,

and
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and wine blood, becaufe his parents fwallowed
the Eucharift with this blind perfuafion.

There is no end to this implicit fubmiffion
to authority—fome where it muft ftop, or we
return to barbarifm ; and the capacity of im-
provement, which gives us a natural fceptre
on ecarth, is a cheat, an ignis-fatuus, that leads
us from inviting meadows into bogs and dung-
hills. And if it be allowed that many of the
precautions, with which any alteration was
made, in our government, were prudent, it
rather proves its weaknefs than fubftantiates an
opinion of the foundnefs of the ftamina, or
the excellence of the conftitution.

But on what principle Mr. Burke could
defend American independence, I cannot con-
ceive ; for the whole tenor of his plaufible
arguments fettles flavery on an everlafting
foundation.  Allowing his fervile reverence
for antiquity, and prudent attention to felf-
intereft, to have the force which he infifts on,

C 4 the
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the flave trade ought never to be abolithed;
and, becaufe our ignorant forefathers, not un-
derftanding the native dignity of man, fanc-
tioned a traffic that outrages every fuggef-
tion of reafon and religion, we are to fubmit
to the ishuman cuftom, and term an atrocious
infult to humanity the love of our country,
and a proper fubmiffion to the laws by which
our property is {ecared.—~Security of property!
Behold, in a few words, the definition of Eng-
lith liberty, And to this felfith principle every
nobler one is facrificed.—The Briton takes
place of the man, and the image of God is
loft in the citizen! But it is not that enthu-
fiaftic flame which in Greece and Rome con-
fumed every fordid paffion: no, felf is the
focus; and the difparting rays rife not above
our foggy atmofphere. But foftly—it is only
the property of the rich that is fecure; the
man who lives by the fweat of his brow has
no afylum from oppreffion; the ftrong man

may
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may enter—when was the caftle of the poot
facred? and the bafc informer fteal him from
the family that depend on his induftry for
fubfiftence.

Fully fenfible as you muft be of the baneful
confequences that incvitably follow this noto-
rious infringement on the deareft rights of
men, and that it is an infernal blot on the
very face of our immacuiate conflitution, I
cannot avoid exprcfling my furprife that when
you recommended our form of government as
a model, you did not cautioa the French
againft the arbitrary cuftom of prefling men
for the fea fervice. You fhou'd have hinted to
them, that property in England is much more
fecure than liberty, and not have concealed
that the liberty of an honeft mechanic—his all
—is often facrificed to fecure the proprty of
the rich, For it is a farce to pretend that a
man fights for bis country, bis bearth, or bis

altars, when he has neither liberty nor pro-

perty.
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perty.—His property is in his nervous arms—
and they are compelled to pull a ftrange rope
at the furly command of a tyrannic boy, who
probably obtained his rank on account of his
family conne®ions, or the proftituted vote of
his father, whofe intereft in a borough, or
voice as & fenator, was acceptable to the mi-
nifter.

Our penal laws punith with death the thief
who fteals a few pounds; but to take by vio-
lence, or trepan, a man, is no fuch heinous
off.nce.—For who fhall dare to complain of
the venerable veftige of the law that rendered
the life of a deer more facred than that of a
man? But it was the poor man with only his
native dignity who was thus oppreficd—and
only metaphyfical fophifts and cold mathema-
ticians can difcern this infubftantial form; it is
a work of abftraion—and a gentleman of
lively imagination muft borrow fome drapery

from fancy before he can love or pity a man.—
Mifery,
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Mifery, to reach your heart, I perceive, muft
have its cap and bells; your tears are referved,
very naturally confidering your charaéter, for
thedeclamation of the theatre, or for the down-
fall of queens, whofe rank alters the nature of
folly, and throws a graceful veil over vices that
degrade humanity ; whilft the diftrefs of many
induftrious mothers, whofe belpmates have
been torn from them, and the hungry cry of
helplefs babes, were vulgar forrows that could
not move your commiferation, though they
might extort an alms. ¢ The tears that are
¢ fhed for fictitious forrow are admirably
¢ adapted,’ fays Roufleau, ¢ to make us proud
¢ of all the virtues which we do not poffefs.’
The baneful effets of the defpotic pratice
of prefling we fhall, in all probability, foon
feel; for a number of men, who have becn
taken from their daily employments, will thort-
ly be let loofe on fociety, now that there is no
longer any apprehenfion of a war,
The



( 28 )

The vulgar, and by this epithet I mean not
only to defesibe a clafe of people, who, work-~
ing to fupport the body, have ot had time to
cultivate their minds; bat likewife thofe who,
born in the lap of affluence, have never had
their invention fharpencd by neceffity are,
nine out of ten, the creatures of habit and
impalfe.

If I wese not afraid to derange your nervous
fyftem by the bare mend 3 of a metaphyfical
enquiry, I fhould obferve, Sir, that felf-pre-
fecvation s, literslly fpeaking, the firft law of
nature; and that the care neceflary to fupport
and guard the body is the firlt ftep to unfold
th= wind, and infpire a manly fpirit of inde-
pendence. The mewing babe in fwaddling-
clothes, who is treated like a fuperior being,
may perchance become a gentleman; but na-
ture moft bave given him uncommon facul-
tics if, when pleafure hangs on every bough,
he has fufficicnt fortitude either to exercife his

8 mind
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mind or bude in order to acquire perfonal me-
rit. ‘The p flions are neceflary auxiliarics of
reafon: a prefeat impulfe pufhes us forward,
and when we difcover that the game did not
deferve the chace, we find that we have gone
over much ground, and not only gained miny
new ideas, but a habit of thinking. The cx-
ercife of our facultics is the great cnd, though
not the goal we had in vicw when we flarted
with fuch ecagernefs.

It would be ftraying flill further into meta-
phyfics to add, that this is one of the ftrongeft
arguments for the natural immortality of the
foul.—Every thing looks like a means, nothing
like an end, or point of reft, when we can
fay, now let us fit down and enjoy the prefent
moment; our facultics and withes arc propor-
tioned to the prefent fcene; we may return
without repining to our fifter clod. And, if
no confcious dignity whifper that we arc ca-
pable of relithing more refined pleafures, the

thirft
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thirft of truth appears to be allayed; and
thought, the faint type of an immaterial ener-
gy, no longer bounding it knows not where,
is confined to the tenement that affords it fuf-
ficient variety.—The rich man may then
thank his God that he is not like other men—
but when is retribution to be made to the mi-
ferable, who cry day and night for help, and
there is no one at hand to help them? And
not only mifery but immorality proceeds from
this ftretch of arbitrary authority. The vul-
gar have not the power of emptying their
mind of the only ideas they imbibed whilft
their hands were employed; they cannot
quickly turn fiom one kind of life to another,
Prefling them entirely unhinges their minds;
they acquire new habits, and cannot return
to their old occupations with their former rea-
dinefs; confequently they fall into idlcnefs,
drunkeanefs, and the whole train of vices
which you ftigmatife as grofs.

3 A government
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A government that a&s in this manner can-
not be called a good parent, nor infpire natu-
ral (habitual is the proper word) affeion, in
the breafts of children who are thus difre-
garded.

The game laws are almoft s oppreflive to the
peafantry as prefs-warrants to the mechanic.
In his land of liberty what is to fecure the
property of the poor furmer when his noble
landlord choofes to plant a decoy ficld near his
little property? Game devour the fruit of his
labour; but fines and imprifonment await himn
if he d<ze to kill any—or lift up his hand to
interrupt the pleafure of his lord. How many
families have been plunged, in the fporting
countries, into mifery and vice for fome paltry
tranfgreflion of thefe coercive laws, by the na-
tural confequence of that anger which a man
feels when he fees the reward of his induftry
laid wafte by unfeeling luxury ?—when his
chilczen’s bread is given to dogs!

You
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You have thewn, Sir, by your filence on
thefe fubjets, that your refpe@ for rank has
fwallowed up the common feelings of huma-
nity; you feem to confider the poor as only the
live fto.k of an eftate, the feather of hereditary
nobility. When you had fo little refpe& for
the filent majefty of mifery, I am not furprifed
at your manncr of treating an individual whofe
brow a mitre will never grace, and whofe po-
pularity may have wounded your vanity—for
vanity is ever fore. Even in France, Siz, before
the revolution, literary celebrity procured a
man the treatment of a gentleman; but you
are going back for your credentials of polite-
nefs to more diftant times.—Gothic affability
is the mode you think proper to adopt, the
condefcenfion of a Baron, not the civility of a
liberal man. Politenefs is, indeed, the only
fubflitute for humanity; or what diftinguithes
the civilifed man from the unlettered favage?
and he who is not governed by reafon fhould

fquare
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fquare his behaviour by an arbitrary ftandard;

but by what rule your attack on Dr. Price
was regulated we have yet to learn.

I agree with you, Sir, that the pulpit is not
the place for political difcuflions, though it
might be more excufable to enter on fuch a
fubje&, when the day was fet apart mercly to
commemorate a political revolution, and no
ftated duty was encroached upon. I will,
however, wave this point, and allow that Dr,
Price’s zeal may have carried him further than
found reafon can juftify. I do alfo moft cor-
dially coincide with you, that till we can fee
the remote confequences of things, prefent
calamities muft appear in the ugly form of
evil, and excite our commiferation. The good
that time flowly educes from them may be
hid from mortal eye, or dimly feen; whillt
fympathy compels man to feel for man, and
almoft reftrains the hand that would amputate
a limb to fave the whole body. But, after

D making
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making this conceflion, allow me to expoftu-
late with you, and calmly hold up the glafs
which will thew you your partial feclings.

In reprobating Dr. Price’s opinions you
might have fpared the man; and if you had
had but half as much reverence for the grey
hairs of virtue as for the accidental diftin@ions
of rank, you wotld not have treated with fuch
indecent familiarity and [upercilious contempt,
a member of the community whofe talents
and modett virtues place him high in the fcale
of moral excellence. Iam not accuftomed to
look up with vulgar awe, even when mental
fuperiority exalts a man above his fellows; but
flill the fight of a man whofe habits are fixed
by piety and reafon, and whofe virtues are
confolidated into goodnefs, commands my ho-
mage—and I fhould touch his errors with 2
tender hand when I made a parade of my fen-
fibility. Granting, for a moment, that Dr.
Price’s political opinions are Utopian reverics,

and
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and that the world is not yet fufficiently civil-
ized to adopt fuch a fublime fyflem of mo-
rality ; they could, however, only be the
reveries of a benevolent mind. Tottering on
the verge of the grave, that worthy man in his
whole life never dreamt of (truggling for
power or riches; and, if a glimpfe of the glad
dawn of liberty rekindled the fire of youth in
his veins, you, who could not ftand the fafci-
nating glance of a great Lady's eyes, when
neither virtue nor fenfe beamed in them, might
have pardoned his unfeemly tranfport,—if
fuch it muft be deemed.

I could almoft fancy that I now fee this
refpeitable old man, in his pulpit, with hands
clafped, and cyes devoutly fixed, praying with
all the fimple energy of unaffeted piety; or,
when more ere@, inculcating the dignity of
virtue, and enforcing the doctrines his life
adorns; benevolence animated each feature,
and perfuafion attuned his accents ; the preacher

D=2 grew
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grew eloquent, who only laboured to be clear;
and the refpe@ that he extorted, feemed only
the refpe@ due to perfonified virtue and ma-
tured wifdom.—Is this the man you brand
with fo many opprobrious epithets? he whofe
private life will ftand the teft of the firicteft
enquiry—away with fuch unmanly farcafms,
and puerile conceits.—But, before I clofe this
part of my animadverfions, I muft convit
you of wilful mifreprefentation and wanton
abufe.

Dr. Price, when he reafons on the necef-
fity of men attending fome place of public
worthip, concifcly obviates an objedion that
has been made in the form of an apology,
by advifing thofe, who do not approve of our
Liturgy, and cannot find any mode of worthip
out of the church, in which they can con-
{cientioufly join, to eftablith one for themfelves.
This plain advice you have tortured into a very
different meaning, and reprefeated the preacher

as
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as a&uated by a diflenting phrenly, recom-

mending diffenfions, ¢ not to diffufe truth,
‘ but to fpread contradi@ions®.” A fimple quel-
tion will filence this impertinent declamation.
—What is truth? A few fundamental truths
meet the firlt enquiry of reafon, and appear as
clear to an unwarped mind, as that air and
bread are neceflary to enable the body to fulil
its vital fun@ions; but the opinions which
men difcufs with fo much heat muft be fim-
plified and brought back to firlt principles; or
who can difcriminate the vagaries of the ima-
gination, or fcrupulofity of weaknefs, from the
verdit of reafon? Let all thefe points be de-
monftrated, and not determined by arbitrary
authority and dark traditions, left a dangerous
fupinenefs fhould take place; for pr. bably,
in ceafing to enquire, our reafon would rc-
main dormant, and delivered up, without a
curb, to every impulfe of paffion, we might

¢ Page 13.
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foon lofe fight of the clear light which the
exercife of our underftanding no longer kept
alive. ‘To argue from experience, it thould
feem as if the human mind, averfe to thought,
could only be opened by neceflity; for, when
it can take opinions on truft, it gladly lets the
fpirit lic quict in its grofs tenement. Per-
haps the moft improving exercife of the mind,
confining the argument to the enlargement of
the underftanding, is the reftlefs enquiries that
hover on the boundary, or ftretch over the
dark abyfs of uncertainty. Thefe lively con-
jetures are the breezes that preferve the flill
lake from ftagnating. We fhould be aware
of confining all moral excellence to one chan-
nel, however capacious; or, if we are fo
narrow-minded, we fhould not forget how
much we owe to chance that our inheritance
was not Mahometifm; and that the iron hand
of deftiny, in the fhape of deeply rooted au-
thority, has not fufpended the fword of de-

ftruction
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ftru&ion over our heads. But to return to

the mifreprefentation.

‘Blackftone, to whom Mr. Burke pays great
deference, feems to agree with Dr. Price, that
the fucceflion of the King of Great Britain
depends on the choice of the people, or that

they

¢ ¢ The doltrine of hereditary nght does by no means

¢ imply an indefeafible right to the throne. No man will,
¢ I think, affert this, that has confidered our laws, confti.
¢ tution, and hiftory, without prejudice, and with any de-
¢ gree of atterticn. It is unqueflionably in the breatt of
¢ the fupreme leziflative authority of this kingdom, the
¢ King and both Houfes of Parliament, to dcfcat this he-
¢ reditary nght ; and, by particular entails, limitation,
¢ and provifions, to exclude the immediate heir, and veft
¢ the inheritance in any one elfe. This is ftri&ly confo-
¢ nant to our laws and conftitution; as may be gathercd
¢ fiom the expreflion fo frequently ufed in our flatute
¢ books, of ¢ the King’s Majefty, his hcirs, and fuccef-
“fors.” In which we may obferve that, as the word
“ heirs” neceflarily implies an inheritance, or hereditary
¢ richt, generally fubfifting in * the royal perfon;” fo the
¢ word fuccefors, diftinQly taken, muft imply that this
¢ inheritance may fometimes be broken through; or, that
D4 ¢ there
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they have a2 power to cut it off; but this
power, as you have fully proved, has becen
cautioufly exerted, and might with more pro-
pricty be termed a right than a power. Be it
fo!—yet when you elaborately cited precc-
dents to fhew that our forefathers paid great
refpeét to hereditary claims, you might have
gone back to your favouritz epoch, and thewn
their refpe@ for a church that fulminating
laws have fince loaded with opprobrium. The
preponderance of inconfiftencies, when weigh-
ed with precedents, fhould leflen the moft bi-

gotted veneration for antiquity, and force men

¢ there may be a fucceffor, without being the heir of the
¢ king.’

I fhall not, however, reft in fomething like a fubter-
fuge, and quote, as partially as you have done, from
Ariftotle.  Blackftone has fo cautioufly fenced round his
opinion with provifos, that it is obvious he thought
the letter of the law leaned towards your fide of the

queftion—but a blind refpe@ for the law is not a part of
my creed.

of
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of the ecighteenth century to acknowledge,
that our canonszed forefathers were unable, or
afraid, to revert to reafon, without refting on
the crutch of authority; and fhould not be
brought as a proof that their children are never
to be allowed to walk alone.

When we doubt the infallible wifdom of
our anceflors, it is only advancing on the fame
ground to doubt the fincerity of the law, and
the propriety of that fervile appellation—ouxr
SoveREIGN Lorp THE KING. Who were
the di@ators of this adulatory language of the
law? Were they not courtly parafites and
worldly priefts? Befides, whoever at divine
fervice, whofe feelings were not deadened by
habit, or their underftandings quiefcent, ever
repeated without horror the fame epithets ap-
plied to a2 man and his Creator? If this is
confufed jargon — fay what are the diCates of
fober reafon, or the criterion to diftinguifh
nonfenfe ?

You
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You further farcaftically animadvert on the
confiftency of the democratifts, by wrefting
the obvious meaning of a common phrafe,
the dregs of the pesple; or yous contempt for
poverty may have led you into an ersor. Be
that as it may, an unprejudiced man would
have dire@tly perceived the fingle fenfe of the
word, and an old Member of Parliament
could fcarcely have miffed it. He who had fo
often felt the pulfe of the cle@ors needed not
have gone beyond his own experience to dif-
cover that the dregs alluded to were the vi-
cious, and not the lower clafs of the com-
munity.

Again, Sir, I muft doubt your fincerity or
your difcernment.—You have been behind the
curtain; and, though it might be difficult to
bring back your fophifticated heart to nature
and make you feel like a man, yet the awe-
ftruck confufion in which you were plunged

muft have gone off when the vulgar emotion of

wonder,
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wonder, excited by finding yourfclf a Senator,
had fubfided. Then you muft have feen the
clogged wheels of corruption continually oiled
by the fweat of the laborious poor, fqueezed
out of them by unceafing taxation. You muft
have difcovered that the majority in the Houfe
of Commons was often purchafed by the
crown, and that the people were opprefied by
the influence of their own money, extorted by
the vcnal voice of a packed reprefentation.

You muft have known that a man of merit
cannot rife in the church, the army, or navy,
unlefs he has fome intereft in a borough; and
that even a paltry excifeman’s place can only
be fecured by cleCtioneering intereft. ¥ will
go further, and affert that few Rifhops, though
there have been learned and good Bifhops,
have gained the mitre without fubmitting to
a fervility of dependence that degrades the
man.—All thefe circumftances you muft have
known, yet you talk of virtue and liberty,

as
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chara@er, can never nourith by refleion any
profound, or, if you pleafe, metaphyfical
paffion. Ambition becomes only the tool of
vanity, and his reafon, the weather-cock of
unreftrained feelings, is only employed to
varnith over the faults which it ought to
have correled.

Sacred, however, would the infirmities and
errors of a good man be, in my eyes, if they
were only difplayed in a private circle; if the
venial fault only rendered the wit anxious,
like a celebrated beauty, to raife admiration
oan every occafion, and excite emotion, inftead
of the calm reciprocation of mutual efteem
and unimpaffioned refpet. Such vanity en-
livens focial intercourfe, and forces the little
great man to be always on his guard to fecure
his throne; and an ingenious man, who is
ever on the watch for conqueft, will, in his
eagernefs to exhibit his whole ftore of know-

ledge, furnith an attentive obferver with fome

uf:tul
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ufeful information, calcined by fancy and
formed by tafte.

And though fome dry reafoner might whif-
per that the arguments were fuperficial, and
fhould even add, that the feelings which are
thus oftentatioufly difplayed are often the cold
declamation of the head, and not the effufions
of the heart—what will thefe fhrewd remarks
avail, when the witty arguments and orna-
mental feelings are on a level with the com-
prehenfion of the fafhionable world, and a
book is found very amufing? Even the La-
dies, Sir, may repeat your fprightly fullics,
and retail in theatrical attitudes many of your
{entimental exclamations. Senfibility is the
mante of the day, and compafiion the virtue
which is to cover a multitude of vices,
whillt juftice is left to mourn in fullen
filence, and balance truth in vain.

In life, an honeft man with a confined un-
derftanding is frequently the flave of his habits

B 3 and
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and the dupe of his feelings, whilft the man
with a clearer head and colder heart makes
the pafiions of others bend to his intereft; but
truly fublime is the chara®er that aéts from
principle, and governs the inferior fprings of
ativity without flackening their vigour; whofe
feclings give vital heat to his refolves, but ne-
ver hurry him into feverith eccentricities.
However, as you have informed us that
refpet chills love, it is natural to conclude,
that all your pretty flights arife from your
pampercd fenfibility ; and that, vain of this
fancied pre-eminence of organs, you fofter
cvery emotion till the fumes, mounting to your
brain, difpel the fober fuggeftions of reafon.
It is not in this view furprifing, that when
you fhould argue you become impaffioned,
and that reflection inflames your imaginaiion,
inftead of cnlightening your underftanding,
Quitting now the flowers of rhetoric, let
us, S.r, reafon together ; and, believe me, I

3 thould
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thould not have meddled with thefe troubled
watcrs, in order to point out your inconfift-
encics, 1t your wit had not burnifhed up fome
rufty, baneful opinions, and {welled the fhal-
low curient of ridicule till it refembled the
flow of reafon, and prefumed to be the teft
of truth.

I fhall not attempt to follow you through
¢ horfe-wayand foot-path;” but, attacking the
foundation of your opinions, I fhall leave the
fuperftru@ure to find ¢ centre of gravity on
which it may lean till fome ftrong blaft puffs
it into air; or your teeming fancy, which the
ripening judgment of fixty years has not
tamed, produces another Chinefe ereftior,
to ftare, at every turn, the plain country peo-
ple in the face, who bluntly call fuch an airy
edifice—a folly.

The birthright of man, to give you, Sir, 2
fhort definition of this difputed right, is fuch
a degree of liberty, civil and religious, as is

B4 cumpatible
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compatible with the liberty of every other in-
dividual with whom he is united in a focial
compad, and the continued exiftence of that
compaét.

Liberty, in this imple, unfophifticated fenfe,
I acknowledge, is a fair idea that has never
yet received a form in the various governments
that have been eftablithed on our beauteous
globe ; tiie demon of property has ever been
at hand to encroach on the facred rights of
men, and to fence round with awful pomp
Jaws that war with juftice. But that it refults
from the eicrnal foundation of right—from
immutable truth—who will prefume to deny,
that pretends to rationality—if reafon hus led

them 10 build their morality* and religion on

* As relizion is i' cluded in my idca of morahty, 1
fhould 1.0t ha.c mentioned the term withe ut fpecifying all
the fimple ideas which that comprehenflive word gene-
ralizes ; but as the charge of atheifm has been very freely
banded about in the letter I am confidening, 1 with to
guard againft mifreprefentation,

an
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an everlafting foundation—the attributes of
God?

[ glow with indignation when I attempt,
methodically, to unravel your flavith para-
doxes, in which I can find no fixed firft prin-
ciple to refute; I fhall not, therefore, conde-
fcend to fhew where you affirm in one page
what you deny in another; and how fre-
quently you draw conclufions without any
previous premifes:—it would be fomething
like cowardice to fight with 2 man who had
never excrcifed the weapons with which his
opponent chofe to combat, and irkfome to
refute fentence after fentence in which the
latent fpirit of tyranny appeared.

I perceive, from the whole tenor of your
Reflettions, that you have a mortal antipathy
to reafon; but, if there is any thing like argu-
ment, or firft principles, in your wild decla-
mation, behold the refult:—that we are to
reverence the ruft of antiquity, and term the

unnatural



(10)
unnatuoral cuftoms, which ignorance and mif-
taken felf-intereft have confolidated, the fage
fruit of experience: nay, that, if we do difco-
ver fome errors, our feelings thould lead us to
excufe, with blind love, or unprincipled filial
affection, the venerable veftiges of ancient days.
Thefe are gothic notions of beauty—the ivy is
beautiful, but, when it infidioufly deftroys
the trunk from which it receives fupport,
who would not grub it up?

Further, that we ought cautioufly to remain
for ever in frozen inaQivity, becaufe a thaw,
whilft it nourithes the foil, fpreads a tem-
porary inundation; and the fear of rifking
any perfonal prefent convenience fhould pre-
vent a ftruggle for the moft eftimable advan-
tages. This is found reafoning, I grant, in the
mouth of the rich and thort-fighted,

Yes, Sir, the ftrong gained riches, the few
have facrificed the many to their vices; and,
to be able to pamper their appetites, and

fupinely
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fupinely exift without exercifing mind or body,
they have ceafed to be men.—Loft to the
relith of true pleafure, fuch beings would, in-
deed, delerve compafiion, if injuftice was not
foftened by the tyrant’s plea—neceflity; if
prefcription was not raifed as an immortal
boundary againft innovation. ‘Their minds, in
fa, inftead of being cultivated, have been fo
warped by education, that it may require fome
ages to bring them back to nature, and enable
them to fee their true intereft, with that de-
gree of convi&ion which is neceffary to influ-
ence their condu&.

The civilization which bas taken place in
Europe has been very partial, and, like every
cuftom that an arbitrary point of honour has
eftablithed, refines the manners at the expence
of morals, by making fentiments and opinions
current in converfation that have no root in the
heart, or weight in the cooler refolves of the
mind.—And what has ftopped its progrefs !—

hereditary






